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T. Preface

(u) The origins of the cold war have, almost from the beginning,
attracted wide attention from commentators, participants, and policy
advocates. More recently, access to some archival sources and different

" ideological'bérépectives have”sparked a lively historical debate over the -
degree of U.S. and U.S.S.R. culpability for the breakdown of the wartime

" alliance, Despite th§ polemical tone of same, these studies‘have
contributed useful'insightslinto many facets of postwar Soviet-American
relations, especially in the area of econoxzics, the use of atomic weapons
agaigst:Japan, and European policy.l A number of specialized gfudies

on the American security apparatus have also appeared, some based on

-;;mited access to archival sources, others on interviews and well-informed .
camment.? Yet, except as the by-product of moré:broadly focused works,

no histofian has attempted t§ éxamine_the problems of Soviet-American
relations fram the perspective of the mutusl interactiom of military

aﬁd stfategic concerns. No¥ hﬁs the more }imiteﬁ part~--the American
fesponse to the Soviet.stfategié arms ehallenge--been studied. This

essay seeks to correct part of that lacunae by focusing upon the efforts

at the senior levelfdf the American governzeﬁt to grapple with Soviet-

American strategic problems from September 1945 to January 1950.
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(U) A part of the larger 0SD project on the strategic arms competi- -

‘tion, this work rests upon substantial access to archival sources, on the

_special studies commissioned for the OSD‘project,.on key memoirs and
"published accounts, and on the utilization of other primary material
Although access to the full f{les of President Truman might alter some of
the presentation, the completeness of the other documentation is impressive.
In fsct, the abundsnce of material permits an in;oepth view of these years, .
while making an exoaustive study {(given the time constraints) difficult.
This is particularly true for Congressional and journalistic comment, which
is'incorporated ooly infreouently. |
v .' The richnesstof;the data (and the central purposes of the larger
study)‘pecessitate, moreoﬁer, selective sttention to issues and .problems
even within the parameters of Soviet-American stretegic relations, Some °
= | familiar features of the colo};;r landscape-such_as the Truman Doctrine--
receive_oply token mentioﬁ; otger familiar.features-—ssch as the Berlin
crisis of41948——receive exteoeed:treatment. Throughout the goal has been
to concentrate on the strategicioimeﬁsion, roughly defined as-the atomic
- one in the first years, yet not lose sight of the 1arger pattern of U. S.
responses to Soviet behavior in Europe and elsewhere.l In meny instances,
institutional and bureaucratic developments receive notice, in part for their
. own importance at the time, in>part for their later 1nfluence‘upon the policy
- process. Indeed, for the first years covered (1945-1947), the reader will
realize that he is wltnessing the emergence of the stage setting-—props

backdrop, scenery--that will later come to shape the now familiar

d
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pattern of strateglc relations between Washington and Hoscow. At

the same time, the generalized character of the Soviet—American
reletionship in the first years of the cold wer may be disconcerting to
some who visualize (or. remember) a more sysiematic-set of Americen re-

sponses. But the confusion of the early months should be remembered,’

' the multiple areas of United States involvenment in closing down the war

effort considered. These were, after all, the months in which attitudes

about the Soviet Union were being forged, appfoaches for resolving differ-

ences between the two victore explored ang diéceréed, cooperation and
wary respect giving way to recrimination and fear.

(V) . The ess&y is divided into five principal parts. The first exacines
the Aﬁeriean-effort to control the major new piece of the strateeic equae
tion--the atomic potential--through internetionel control on the world
ecene end the Atomic Energy Commission on the domestic. The struggles in.
these arenas merge with the various threads discussed in the second part:
the developing institutional framewo;k in which Soviet-American reletions
will take plaee. The second part also analyze's the role that economic

and political responses played in the initiel Americen reactions to dis-
plays of Soviet intransigence. The acceleration of the cold war, exempli-
fied by thevcriees over Czechoslovakia-in eeriy 1948 and then Berlin in
mid-sumrer, form the core of the third section. In it, the efforts of the
senior decision-makers to congider the risks of earmed confrontation and
the preparedness of the Americen military mechine are discussed. These

1948 crises prompted some, especially. DefenseﬂSecEe%ary Forrestal, to seek
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"higher budgetary allocatiocs for defense.

=(U) The budgetary process and its interaction with the nercept*ons

of the Soviet threat are instrumental_1n,expla1ning the failure of the

financial resourcesAto'increase, either for Fiscal Year 11950 or Fiscel

Yeer 1951, Thege pfoblems therefore comprise the substance of the fourth
secfion} The fif;h end finel pert then discussee Washington's reaction
to'tﬁe Soviet atomic_success in the summer of 19&9 and the subsequent
decision to develop a'thevmonuclear device. Its emphasis will be upon
the weapons decision end not upon the overszll policy review {later known
es NSC A8) that would:also-emerge in early 1950; that issue will be
handle@-in the second eseef; by Samuel ?. WElls, Jr., which will cover
the yeers l§50-1955 Following the final section, there are a set of -
cobservations and- conclusions thet appear apnrOpriate and worth emphasizing
for the first years of the cold war. )

(u) - - Throughout the-efforc ishan historian's attempt, incomplete and
still regged, to 'discern n'lla;t was important at the time’and"ho'w that con-

tributed, or failed to do so, to what recognizebly became 1mportant later.

Throughout it is a story of sincere, dedicated, and able indlviduals trying

_to cope with the reelities of internatlonal polities, the nece551ties of

domestic politics, end-the D*eservation of democratic velues;h Thelr suc-

cesses and their feilures are at once instructive and cautionary In e
periocd of obvious tvan51tlon, such as 1975, a glance backward at another
era ¢f itransition and uncertein ty may be use‘ul, even comforting, to the

pollcy maker, the analyst "the’ historlan, and the citizen.

?
|
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'IT. Definitions:

(U) For the first four years of the atomig age the term "strategilc
erms campetition” 1is asymmétrical 1f construed asJ;nly a competitive
relationship in stomic weapons and strategic delivery vehicles. Given
Soviet deficiencies in both categories ﬁstil &% lesst 1949, this narrowver .
defiqition obviously causes problems.3 On the other.hand, if one includes
the Soviet -efforts to overcome these strategic shortcomings within the
definition, the relationship is clearly competitive. The prospect of
Just such Soviet developments was, moreover, never distant from the
conce&ns of the senior American officials after mid-1945., Once the bomb
vas éctually used for military purposes, itS‘impact upon the future
development of Soviet military research ‘was éonceded. The question tﬂen_
5;came: how long before the.Soviets duplicated the feat? At a stroke,
somevhat in & fashion reminiscent of Admiral Sir-John Figher's laﬁnching
of the all-big-gﬁn Dreadnought in 1906, the U.S. had injected a new unit
of competitiqn into the stratégic arena, _ |
(U) But a somewhat wider definifion of the strategic competition-- .
more than Just atomic and long~range delivery capability--1is also warranted
for these years. It is necessitated, first of all, by the way American
policy-makers viewed Europe in 1945 and immediately thereafter. Put
simply, a wide consensus wifhin the American government regarded western
Europe as a vital Amg:iqan‘interest. But by late 1946 there was also

a realization that the Soviets potentially had the military ability
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N tq impose theif will on all'of Europe. The Soviet Urnion possessed the
:étrategic ability, with conventi&nal strafegic forces, to chellenge an
A i;Eea considered "vitel" to American inté;ests. In that sense the Soviets
:?éd their form of.strétegic supefiority; thé UnitedlStates its variant.
Takeﬁ together, these considerationg made Europe the pivotal geographical
are ﬂa-
(v) g L broadér definitlion is alsc azpplicatle for two sther reasons.
Thé'scarcity of atomic resources meant that until late 1948 any.Soviet-
Ame;ican_?ar would probabiy nbt have seen ihe décisive application of
force delivered by strategié air power. Concomitantly, the expectation
of a protracted general ?ar;'lérgely elong the lines of the one just
foughﬁ;:would remain the éoﬁingnt strategic th@ﬁght for wany months after
Septembe: 1945,  Convéntionélf§ilitary end navaljfprces therefore retained
for man&,@ilitar& pianners théi?_pre-Al&mﬁgerdo designation as strategic.
The U,SLiatémic &apabil;ty was';imply g further, if dramatic,'refinement
of overall strategic capébiiiti?s, potential and actﬁal. Only gradually,
thanks to budget limifaﬁibns, A£f Force peféuasivenesé, and{ﬁﬂe continuing .
Soviet deGélop@éﬁﬁ of aﬁqmiérégyéces ané delivery vehiéles,.%é;id con=
vent{Bnal"fbrcég'appear;lesg:ﬁmﬁé%tant. But that anticipatégilater stages
. . of the discussion. It is sﬁff%ciént to corclude that both éiéés-had stra-
tegic forces at their @ig?qsalrinsl9h5 and thet there existed--though not
alweys clearly perceivédiié‘soméwhat competitive relationshipL‘
(U) Tt should also be édded that much of wnat later came'to shepe

the strategic relationship ha§ 1ittle -to do with competition with the

—




Soviet Union. Not infrequgntly'outcomes had less to do with fears about:
the Soviet Union end more to do with fears asbout what the éther services

would obtain. Above all, ﬁhe strategic cocpetition was only part of thet
lerger fabric of Soviet-American relations, and its importence should

thus be neither exeggerated nor minimized. Only et the end of the period

. covered by this essay--early lQSO--wﬁul& the compeiiltive element beconme

pervesive in all aspects of the relationship. Diplomatic and wmilitary con-

. tainment'ﬁad become the orthodox "mercantilism" of American foreign policy.

-

(U) The term."high-level decision maker" is no less elusive. Through-
out the essay the attempt has been to survey and analyze policy developments
from the Presidential-Cabinet perspective. On the atomic issue per - se, |
given‘the extreme compartmentalization and seérecy that preveiled until

thg éarly 1950's, this level of enalysis fits the issue et hand with par-
ticular appropriateness. On other parts of the strategic relationship,
however, the participation of less senior officiais is important and their
roies are consldered. But the focus is essentially that from the top,
looking laterally and'downw#rd, rather then from middle level, where thé
angles are lateral, upward, end downwa.r;i.

(u) In this President Trumsn is the key figure. What were his pri-
orities an& politic&i econcerns, how 4id 1ssues reech him, where did he

heve or meke significant cholces that influenced the strategic relation-
ship, and how dild he view the emerging cold war? Answers to these questions
vary, of course, from month-to-month, yeer-to-year, and without full access
to the Truman papers, some answers can only be teﬁ%ative."3u£ the force-
fulness of Truman's personality and the clerity of his decisions stand

7
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out unmistakably. The role of others in the White House is less clear.

"While Clark Clifford and other aides played significant parts in the

fshaping-of key legislation, for example . the 19471National Security Act,

:.étheir participation in Soviet-American stretegic questions was on the

fwhole infrequent and selective. Nor does the NSC staff, created in the

fall of 19LT, play a conspicuous advisory role to the President before
1950; until then, the secretariat's functions were generally Jjust that.
Trnman was, therefore? very much his own man on national security lssues.
(U) Within the defense establishment the service secretaries,
until September i9hf, were the principal actors; Thereafter the Secretary
of Defense emerged as the central figure, though the service secretaries
remained important in the ﬁniéh-level" decision process until at least
1950.: After-the reorganization act of 1949, tne Secretary of Defense

[~ (and his Deputy) became increasingly influential helped in part by the
1ncreasing skills anc effectiveness of their finanCial assistants--
especially Wilfred J. McNeil in part by the eggressiveness of Robert
LeBaron, who became the chairman of -the Military Liaison Committee and the
Secretary's personal assistant for atomic natters in late l9h9 On the

military side, the respective chiefs of staff figure prominently, all the

more so in the absence. of any chairman for the Joint Chiefs of Steff before
:September 1949, After that, General Omar Bradley, &as first JCS chairman,
progressively stocd out as the spokesman. Yet it should be noted that
General Elsenhower, even while president of Columbilse University, was often
a key person in the budget deliberations of the services, espec1ally during

19&9. In a sense, he almost had the -status of a bona-fide, high-level




decision-maker.

(u) Within the diplomhtic arene the.Secretaries of‘S;ete ere cen-
tral. Yet their frequent ebsences for internatignal conference (partic-
ulerly 1945-19%8) meant that the Under Secretaries~occupied key positions.

Furthermore, Secretary Marshall's creation of the Policy Planning Staff

,_

. trought together a set of senior diplomats whose advice and participztion

1=lbed to shape mary of the State Department's responses to issues. In-

deed, these_upper level officiels appear to have enj?yed more responsibility
than their c0mparable-service counterparts.

(u) Once epproved by Congress, the commissioners of the Atomic En-
ergy Commission and especially the first chairman of the AEC, EBvid_Lilien-
thal,.were also part of the high-level process. Lilienthal would enjoy,
because of the importance and delicacy of his responsibilities, effective
Cebinet renk and participate in some NSC undertakings. The two chairmen
of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (Senators‘McMahon and Hickenlooper)
enﬁoyed wide responsibilities on the stretegic question, but.until 19kg
their involvement in the policy procéss_was inconsistent. Other Congres-'-'
Qional chéirmén.and figures, such as Sehator'Vandénberg; were important

to the strategic story, but a thorough examination- of Congressional roles

remains outside this study.

-(U) Another element of the process is the Bureau of the Budget.

Successive directors--Harold Smith, James Webb, and Frank Pace--reinforced
the President's own conservative, balanced budget approach to government
expenditures. For them no area was sacrosanct, 1€&st of all military

spending. Thelr determination of budget ceilings would be cruciel; their
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f. assessments of "how much for defense” often had little to do with the

"soviet threat and & great deal mo:e with the fear of domestic economic
'“controls. | -

:;(U)'. Finally, one outsider--if Elsenhower is‘not 50 considered--
:played a key part in the early high-level oecisions. He was Bernard
Baruch whose part in the discussions on the internationel control of
atomic énergy would be prominent during 19%6. éaruch would, moreover,
cootinue to be consulted about the problem well into 1948 and his call,
io Jenuary 1950,2for %he development of the thermonuclear weapon could
not beerSily ignored. But: unless one inzludes the scientists who ad-
vised the AEC, the role of non—governmenta " pon~-official figures in the
high- level process was minimal. |

(u) Two observations about the high-level figures are worth making_
in advonoe; Fi;st, for the.seoior perticipants the crush of each day's
zgenda wos staggering. Forced;iesoecially at the—presidential level, to
integrate the various components of national security policy into some
meaningful shape, or. at least not allow them to become inherently con-
tradictory, the policy-makers could at best give hurrled attention to &
renge of dlplomatic, economic, and strategic issues. In thls matter the
.strategic, such.as the level of productlon of fissionable materlal had
to compete with effortsito:end;st;ikes ip Detroit. Periods_of'crlsio
therefore became the ooco;ion for substantisl attention to policy and to
the tactics of policy. Oi;tefa, the result would be confusion and loose

ends, until & further crisis forced new &ttention to the issue.
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(U) Second, at the"high-level” the scunds of politics were never

far removed., WNot Just bureaucratic politicé, though there was some, but
true electoral politigé. The prospect of elections to come, legislative
battles to anticipate; end public reactions to consider; each had an’
inflﬁence on ?hite House perceptions‘of;Soviet-American relations and on th
ovérall conduct of diplomatic and strategic policy. The efforts to mold

a bipartisan foreign and strategic policy in the early Truman years should
not obscuré the fundémen£al, bitter differences between the two political
parties., ¥or every Vandenberg, there was et least one Ralph Flanders, and
possibly more 1f the conservative southern delegetion is counted by ide-
ology and not by party label. 1In the immediste gftermath of tﬁ; Roosevglt
years, the Executive-Congressional power relationship would possibly be

wore neerly balanced then would again be the case until the mid-1970's.

Moreover, the election, in November 1946, of the first GOP Congress since

1630, for all of the achievements of 1947 on the internetional side, only
compounded the tensions on the domestic side. Truman in fact became even
more sensitive fo the political and budgetery raﬁifications of issues

reaching his desk. Though difficult to pinpoint, these political consid-

erations cénnot be entirely forgotten in any zssessment of high-level

decisions ebout the Soviet-American stretegic competition.

¥
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'|III. Some Propositions:

f?(U)f Three propositions are embodled in this essay. Altﬁough not
'addressed explicitly, their presence is’ i:nlicit throughout.

(v) 1. An acceleration of U.S. militery strength and the develop-
nent of additional strategic weapons were two pessible prospects after
w::i_ia Wer IT. But they d1d not occur. Wiy not?

(U) 2. United étafes military strepgth should, the argument goes,
have expended to meet the pestwar Soviet challenge, but it d4id not.

Why not? : . |

(u) ~,: | 3. The Amerecanxresponse "fit" the eorld situation and the

E known or reasonably projectedSOviet strateglc threat. In that sense the
American;posture through 19#9 remained flexible, balanced, economical,

eﬂd apnropriate.
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NCTES: INTRODUCTION

1. From the voluminous literature, the following may be cited as

cspeclally useful: Thomas G, Paterson, Soviet-American Confrontation:

Postwar Reconstruction aﬁd the Origins of the Cdid War (Baltimore, 1973);

John Lewis Gaddis, The United States and the.Origins of the Cold War,

1941-1947 (New York, 1972); Richard Fréeland, The Truman Doctrine and

the Origins of McCarthyism (New York, 1972); Lloyd C. Gardner, Architects

of Tllusion: Men and Ideas in American Foreign Policy, 1941-1949 (Chicago,

1970); Herbert Feis, From Trust to Terror: The Omset of the Cold War,

1845-1950 (New York, 1970); Barton J. Bernstein, "Roosevelt, Truman, and

the Atomic Bomb: A Reinterpretation,"” Politlcal Science Quarterly,

Q0 (Spring 1975), 23-69; Walter LaFeber, America, Russia and the Cold war,

1945-1971 (2nd ed., New York, 1972). Less reliable but provocative are.

Gar Alperovitz, Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima and.Potsdam (New York, 1965); and

Joyce Kolko and Gabriel Kolko,'THe'Liﬁffé'Bf Power: The World and United

States Foreign Policy, 1945~1954 (New York, 1972). For a masterful summary -

of much of the recent work on the cold war controversy, see Charles Maier,

"Revisionism and the Interpretation of Cold War Origins," Perspectives 'in -

American History, 4 (1970), 313- 347.

2. A few examples will suffice: Vincent Davis, The Admirals Lobby (Chapel

Hill, N, C., 1967); Warner Schilling, Paul V. Hammond, and Glenn H. Snyder,

Strétggy, Politics, and Defense Budgets (New York, 1962); Demetrios Caraley,

The Politics of Military Unification: A Study of Conflict and the Policy

- . '
- . '

Process (New York, 1966); Alexander George and Richard Smoke, Deterreqce in
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.American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice (New York, 1974); and the two

monumental works on the hiétory of the Atomic Energy Commission: Richard

G, Bewlett and Oscar E, Anderson, Jr., A History of the Atomic Energy

IZISTCommission vol. I: The New World, 1939 1946 (University Park Pa., 1962)

;?and Richard G. Hewlett and Francis Duncan, A History of the Atomic Ene:gv'

Commission, vol. 1I: Atomic Shield, 1947—1952 (University Park, Pa., 1969).

Also of interest are John Gimbel, The American Occupation of Germany: Politics

and the Military, 1945-1949 (Stanford, 1968); Steven L. Rearden, "American
Policy Toward Germaoy, 1944-1946" (Ph.D. Dissertation, Harvard University,

1974); Richard F. Haynes, The Awesome Power: Harry S. Truman as Commander-in-

Chief (Baton Rouge, La., 1973); and Bruce Kuklick, American Policy and

the Division on of Germ y The ‘Clash with Russia over Reparations (Ithaca,

N. Y.,_1970}.

3. C¢E. Frederiok M..Sallagaf;AEdmund Brunner, Jrf, Harvey A. DeWeerd,

and Geiéidine M, Petty, "Hisoory of the Strategic Armg Compeition: Forces
and Budgets Study (Blue Side)": Part I: "End of World War II to the Korean

War (Interim Progress Report)ﬂﬁ(S/RD) (Rand Corporation, April 1975), 1ff.




THE EFP_(’jRTS TO CONTROL ATOMIC ENERGY, 1945-1946

(U} On September 2, 1945, Japan formslly surrendered in ceremonies

aboard the U.S.S. Missouri in Tokyo BEey. World War II was over; the

final reison @'etre for the strange alliance of the United States,

Grea@ Britein, anq the Soviet Union removed. Now would begin s long
perid& of ngustment, negotiation, and finelly confrontation between the
two principsal victors: But the movement to that break, which became
conclusive in the 1948 crisis over Berlin, would be slow and erratic.
Despite firm, clear warnings from Ambassaedor Harriman end his staff,
despite Secretary of State Byrnes' initial proclivity for tough talk and
- scarcely veiled atomic diplomacy, the President's hope remained through
19#5, indeed well into 1946, that an acceptable worklng relationship.with
the Soviet Union could be forged.l

(ﬁ) Nor sﬁould_this bave been gurprising. The President's concerns
in September 1945 could no longer be simply strategic and diplomatic; |
they had to encompass damestic problems, all with heavy political
ramifiéationa. As he put it in & press conference on Auéust-l6, "politics
is open anﬁ free now;"a The demobilization of the armed forces, as
rapidly and as equitably &s possible, was e paramount consideration.
So, too, was the conversion of the war economy into a domestic economy,
without prodncing'eiﬁhér afdepression or severe shértages of goods and
services. ILooming behind this would be the problém of how big' labor

would react to this transition program, =nd how both lsbor and big




GO ASSHFID

~business would behave without a v&riety of vertime economic controls.

L The spectre of injlation'would never be far frOm Trumen's preoccupetions.

S Turther, there wes. the prospect of sbao_-s e federal budget that

re;1ected peecetime eypenditures and receiots, ohat was belenced, and,
if poesible, with 2 surplus.3

(u) The problem of who, as Cabinet cfficers ané senior officisals,
would expend these funds also confronted the President. For he had
inherited a tired adoinistration, vorn frem the fatigue of prolonged
Rooserelt edministrations and the rigors cf <he war. He had, moreover,
to stert constructirg a_seoior government of his own. Over the next
months; after V-J Iey, seieppointed 8 new Secretery of War (Patterson),_
a new Chief of Stsff for the Anxy (Eisenhower), e new Chief of Naval
Operations (Nimitz), a new. Commanding Gereral fOr the Army Air Force
(Spaatz), g new ambassador to the Soviet Union (Bedell Smith), end four
members of the Cabinet;l In sum, in the irmediate aftermath of the war,
the most pressing problems confrontlng the President were domestic.

(0 These domestic preoocupations did not of coursepermit neglect of

the: keleidoscopic internetional scene Occupation oolicies,uthe return

- of Americen troops, preoerations for the projected peace conferences,

errangements for reparetions, the irmedizie relief of mi.llons of
displaced persons, the cOntinuation of Selective Service and the merits
of UMP, and the forthcoming operation of the United Netionszreach of
these issues confronted the high-level policymekers. For some, such as
Navy Secretary James Forrestal, the future of Soviet-imerican relations

was of primery importance,L ELt for cthers, including the President, thet
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was simply one of many troubles that had to be processed. Aggressive

diplomacy vis-2-vis the Soviet Union played little part in the Chief
Zxecutive's thinking et this time, or for a long time %o come. Indeed,
the paucity of bombs (of which Truman was presumably awvare), his own
scruzilousness ebout the eﬁtire "etomic matter” (to the point of
refusing to keep the relevent informztion in the Wnite House), end his
~ trust 1n other modes of internationai discourse ergue strongly against
the Alperovitz thesis. In amy case, for the moment, Soviet-American
relationg formed but =2 part of his presidential agendz. Only later
would it become the prism through which he and his senior colleagues
viewed the entire international situa.tion.5
(U) * One priority issue -- the control of atomic energy -- would,

however, tie the international and domestic aéenda togefher} This same -

issue would alsc influence both the immedlete and the long range
&é&elopment of the Soviet-Americén strategic competitipn.6 The domestic
and international control of atomic energy were -- in many respects --
different sides of the same coin. In late 1945 the separate fecets of
the issue were almost inextricably entangled. One reason for the
interconnection was the presidential ekpectation that Congress -- kept
iznorant of the Manhattan Project for so long -- would now demzand a say

controlling the new national esset. Trman put this expectation

succinctly at his August 16th press conference, when he insisted that
Congress now had to decide whether the atomlic product would "be used for
the welfere and benefit of the world instead of its destruetion; and 1if

Congress is willing to go along, we will continue‘%he expéiiméﬁts to

17
aggi %Qﬁ

Sl

=g
LN

e
¢




WiV VO uEd baaww 7

show how we can use that for peace insteaé of war." Of the two arees

~of control, the President and Congress would echieve more ondufing results
-OU'Lhe domestic side. Yet throughout this period thosc efforts would be
,paralleled by efforts on the internationel, and any analysis must keep the

:-linkage clear.
I. The Domestic Efforts

(v) . Rudimentary planning for'Amesican control of atomic energy had
begun among the seﬁioy_scientists during late 194k, Dr. Vannevar Bush and

Dr. James Conant had éeriqdically pressed Secretary of Wer Stimson to consider
) domesﬁie agency fo manage the new resource. But no systematic preperations

for control had been elaborsted when Trumzn in May 1945 appointed the so-called

"Interim Committee" to study, among other things, the task of drafting postwar

legislation on atomic energy. Even this Co:nittée'gaVe inconsistent attention

to the matter, so thatVthe eveﬁtual drafting fell'to the Wer Department. . .. ..... _d

Not surprisingly the result carefully enshrined--despite objections by Bush
and the State Department--a set of control mechanisms that accorded with War
Ibpartment preferences. The draft proposed 2 mine member commlssion, four

; with service connections, to supervise an acmi“istrator and four advisory

‘ beards who would in turn have sweeping powers over atomic mstters. Pressed
by the reconvening of Congress anc anxious to seize the 1nitie£ive on any

'~le51slation, Truman Denmitted the War Department bill (known as the Mey-
Johnson measure) to becgqe;the administration S response. Yet his own
message to Congress abeﬁt%éiemidamatters (on October 3) contaihed'no explicit

White House commitment to the military messure. Instead, the address, which




linked the,iniernational and domestic aspects, carefully left the
President room to m;neuver.8 .Aﬁa—noné-tgb soon.

(U) For et this point (mid-October) the issue of domestic control
sparked & major political sfruggle. Congressi;nal ambitions and
Jurisdictional fighfs, coupled with ferventAsci;ntific lobbying
against the Army measure and some porzl self-flagellation about the
ectusl use of the bomb, enlivened‘the political scene. The resulting
fufor led Truman to edge steadily away from the May-Johnson bill, By
November:30, the President was writing Forrestsl énd Patterson to
objéct to the pfoposal, especially its provision that militafy men
couid_sit on the commission. Truman now sided with those arguing

for full civilian control and expressed e strong preferepce for a
comnission of three members, serving at his pléasure and establishing.
‘policies approved by him. ) T T
(U) Ultimately, the President achieved a portién of these beiﬁted
- goals, thanks chiefly to the ambltious efforts of Senator Brien McMahon
(D.-Conn.). On December 20, McMahon introduced S. 1717 providing for
a full-tiﬁe, civilian dominated, five-member commission to control
atomic energy. Supported by Truman (though not to the point of receiving
precise*informatiqn about the bomb), McMahoﬁ ménaged to sﬁpplant the
Administration's initial legislative proposals.lo In the process he
and the White House had to make some concessions, most notably

acceptance of Senator Vandenberg's proposal that the military have an

established speciéi relationship with the new A%C. As a result, the Military
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o Liaison Committee wes authorized, with the speciel function ofd
'-coordinating distinctly militar&:applications of atomic energytnith the
fnew AEC. Additionally, the President, not the AEC, was to have the
.ffinal say on transferring nuclear weapons frem the civilian agency to

rthe ermed forces, These two changes wOuld, as 1t developed, harbor tne

potential for continuing civil-military friction over weapons custody,
weapons'development, and the production of fissionable meterial.

Nonetheless, Trumn and McMahon won on the.big issues. On July 26
Congress approved the amended bill; six days later the President sigued

the 1946 Atomic Energy Act.t Civilien control of the estom seemed assured. -t
(U) . The President's troubles on the question over domestic control

were, however, only half:finished. The appointment of a chairman and

four fellow commissioners remained In the selection of Dmvid Lilienthal,
head of TVA Truman chose an individual with humane 1nstincts, proven
bureaucratic and menagerial skills and a commitment to the peaceful

uses of atomic energy. But, Lilienthal also brought distinct liabilities,
chiefly the rancorous hostility of Senator Kenneth McKellar of Tennessee,

As a result, the confirmation hearings were unpleasant and extended.

The appointment of the Commissioners was anncunced on October 28 19&6

but the final confirmation ‘of | Iilienthal aﬁd_ﬁie_colleagues (Sumner

| Pike, Lewls Strauss, William:ﬂaymack, and Robert Bacher)’ did*not come

until April 1947. Fortnnately;_tne Cormissioners' actuel aaanmption; on

December 31, 1946, of all the former responsibilities performed by the

Manhattan Engineer District partly offset the delay. Althougn still

not confirmed, they started'to function as Commissioners end the pace of
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é{omic energy matters slowly began to move e.new.l2

(1) The groping toward the ARC format for the domestic conirol of
atomic matters was 1nstructiye. Congre551c1al proc11v1tles for delay,
partisan maneuvers, special interest group manipg;ation, and personel
vanity were not absent on # metter which required,:aé Trumen thought, a
prompt and speedy setﬁlement. The resultipg délays, while possibly

- endemic to the_legislative process, Voula on the other hand be averted
in the future, In_creating the AEC, in endorsing its stringent security
measufes, and in suthorizing a speciel joint committee to oversee ztomic
matters, the overall ﬁembership of the House and Senate found themselves
removed from immediate contact with or control over the issue.
Henceforth Congress became a virtual rubber stamp for the budget ampunts

forwerded for their approval by their more knéwledgeable colleagues.

Congressional input into atomic matters would, of course, continue, bpt

ﬁé# within the confines of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE).
Effectively unable to feview issues such as the ﬁﬁmber of bombs or the
adequacy of atomie facilitles, Congress as & whole would focus its
attention on a different facet of the stratggic equation: the number,
ﬁind, and quality of the delivery vehicles to cafry the atomic weapons.l3
(0) The deleys in creating the AEC contributed, despite the best
efforts of.General Groves and others, to the dissipation of the highly
trained staffs in the MED project. Some scientists returned to
campuses, others to industry or privete research. The budget allocetions

2lso reflected the purgatory; from $610 million in 1945, 1t fell to $281

million in December 19%6. The morale of those refaining, "often working




in facilities at Los Alamos and Hanford that were rapidly deteriorating,
Qas understandably poor. The wartime momentum behind the research and
development effort had been lost. Moreover, this lag in activity
coincide¢ with the Bilkini tests whose apnarently ambiguous results had
prompted Eome re-evaluation about the true milltary value of atomic
weapons.l

(S/RD) All of this cumulatively rebounded against the rate at which
fissionable materials were produced snd bomb components reasdied. Thus,
at the end of 1946 the President had at his disposel (whether or not he

amually knew this is unclear) n By

contrast in August Zé.9l+5 Truman had_bombs et his disposal for
use agaihsi Japan.l At & time vhen Soviet-American relations were
perceptibly chilling and the conventional military strength.of the U.S.

in Europe consisted of 1-1/3 divisions, the American capecity for either
atomic diplomacy or conventional war was modest. The international efforts

to control atomle energy became, therefore, sll the more important.

Truman's persistent, sometimes enlightened, efforts reaped a mixed harvest.
ITI. The International Efforts

() American efforts to achieve the international control of atomic
energy--viewed retrospectively--can be seen as either quixotic or

delibérately insincere. Cynics mlght argue the illogic of expec~1ng the

Soviet Union or any o+her power to forego the development of such .a
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new device. Others, less-charit&bly, might hold that the United Stetes
_never made & genuine effort for dnterngtional control, that American
yefforts were window dressing at best, and self-serving at worse. Critics.
_ iﬁay especiallj charge tﬁat the HBruch FPlan retaiped all the essentiels
Aipr Washington until Moscow agreed to a set of poéitical and ihspection
conditions that would have altered the fundsmentsl character of Soviet
society. The partiel truths in these views should not, however, obscure
the ﬁore fundamentel point: thet Truman end his senior advisors were
geﬁuieely enxious to - find a way to curdb the internatiOnal spread of
aeomic destructiyenese.173
(U) - From the stert tﬁe.American leadership recognized that the
United States monopoly could not continue, that at some date other
povers -- moet clearly tﬁe Soviet Union -~ would possess the industfial
and engineering skills to explbit‘the reletiveiy_simple scientifice
prineiples involved in constrﬁeting atomic weapone. The need for scme.
form of internaeional control eppeared urgentf The question became
twofold: how to attain this‘goe; while preserving basic Amer;can
security in the interim. : | |
(u) This dialectic would permeate the internatlonal control issue,
Truman, on the one hand, reassured Americans on October 8 that the
admlnlstration vould never. divulge how to :eke the bomb; it: would
moreover, continue to fapricate them for experimental puIPOSes;ls Cn

the other hand, and in semewhat louder rhetoric, the President proclaimed

tre goal of effective international supervision. A special message to

Congress on October 3, 1945, dealt specificelly wiih the problem.
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"Civilization demands,” insisted the President, "that we shall reach at
the earliest poésible date a satisfactory grrangement for the control
of the digcovery in order thﬁt it may become a powerful end forceful

: influence towerds the maintenance of wofld péace”instead of aﬁ
iinstrument of destruqtion."19 ‘

(v) The President reiteratea these themes agaiﬁ before a New York

_ Nevy Igy audience on October 27. Tﬁe development of the atomie bomd
mzde American foreign policy, he stressed, "more urgent than we would
heve areamed 6 months ago. It means we must be preéared to approach
internatioﬁal préb;emé with greater speed, with grester determination,
with greéter ingenuity, in order to meet a situation for which there is
no precedent.” Insiétipg that the bomb was "mo threat to any nation,"
he held that it was "the ﬁighest hope -0f the American people. . . that
world cooperatidn for peace»wtil‘socn reach & state of perfectlon that
atomic methods of destruction can be definitely and effectively outlaved
forever. We have sought, and,gg.will continve to seek, the atteinment
of tﬁat 6bject1ve,“_ And he'contludgq, "We shall preserve that.cause
with all the wistm, patiénce,'and determination thatvthe God of Peace
can bestow upon a people who are trying to follow in His path..

(U) Apart from the crucial question of Soviet attitudes ‘toward any
.conirol prop05al two specific problems bedeviled the Presldent s
efforts. Ome concerned the administratlon s determination that any
domestiec control measure be flexible enough to accommodate the results

of a projected international agreement. In fact, whatever other problems

the final legislation possessed, this goeal was achieved; it provided
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that no weapons development contrary 10 an international zgreement would

tzke place. This effectively meant t the President retzined

+dlplomatic flexibility and elso reached his goel of a domestic control

21

,?(U), The other problem that crisscrossed the early phases of inter-

nztional control was far less tractable the legacy of wartime
cooperation between the United Stafes,:Cenade, and Great Eritain on
atomic energy. This tangled story intruded into every aspect of the
problem, while reaising severe guestions zbout the sincerity of America's
commitments to its ailies. At stake were key issues: sccess to

yranium ores, exchanges of ‘information, the development of Rritish

‘atomic weapons, and the adeduacy of security to protect the vital secrets.

These questions at once both complicated and 1nflameo tempers in Lonoon,

.Weshington, and Ottawa. Yet, while there were prickly exchanges over

the allocation of uranium ores (and by extension the production rate

of bombs), this complication dfd not hamper the actual manufecturing
schedule; With.improvenents in American rechnology, particolarly after -
the 1948 Sendstone tests, even?this issue would appeer less decisive.
ﬁdr does eny strategicliseueiorfeeapons decisions apnear to nare been

significantly influenced by the continuing difference of opinion.

- Rather, what the controversy would reflect was the emerging dominance

of first one and then two super powers whose wishes on atomlc matters
would be decisive. Oninlater_would the dengers of wider proliferation
among the lesser powers be fully appreciated. From l9h5,on the more

irmediate danger, for the high-level. American participants, was the
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likely prospect of etomic devices in the hends of the Soviet Union.

(U) The drive for the internatlonal ‘control of atomlc energy
proceeded from the same realism that had propelled the entire American
‘effort: the fear thet another power would achieve an atomic capability.
At first it had been Hitler, but by September 19hh ehat concern,

though still a worry'to General Groves, had g corollsry: the prospect
cf future Russian advances. Indeed; the general had alreedy dlscovered
some Soviet espionage efforts in 1943 on the fringes of the project.
Suspicions about eonfinuing Soviet efforts in this direction were
expressed by Secreta;§ Stimson in early l9h5.23. Moreover, as the
bettle_fof Germany neared its climax, Groves could not ignore another

piece of intelligence: the Aﬁefgesellschaft plant in Oranienburg,

fifteen'miles north of Berlin and a suspected center ef German atomic

reseerch, would fall within the Russian zone of occupation. With
éenerai Harshall}s obvious ageeement, Groves asked General Spaatz to
order & bomb run on the site.A The mission, which took plece on March 15,
19&5, saw 612 B-17's dropping 1500 tons of HE and 178 tons of.incendiary
bombs on the plant. Tb conceal the purpose from the Russians, the '
raid was accompanied by a simultaneous attack on nearby Zossen,‘
headquarters for the German Army Groves' thoroughness in seeklng to

. prevent German scientists from falling into Russien hands also left
little doubt that by April 19&5‘the Soviet-Amerlcan atomic competitien,
albeit still in the sheﬁeee; was underw:é.:,".e,+

(u) Peralleliné Groves' efforts were those of Bush and Jemes Conant

to think through how the Soviet Union might be included in the postwar
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..control of atomic energy. As éarry as Sepiember 1944 they began to
5p9nder vwhether shering information with Moscow would induce Stalin to
"Egccept some version of internatioral comtrol. Subsequently the two

" scientists broached their concerns to Sécretary Sfimson, who 1in eaiky

1945 favored an open, shering stance. fht no systematic proposals
emerged from these early rumination;; and atteﬁtion shifted to another
aspect of the préblem: how long before the Soviet scientists dupliceted
the fmerican effortégs

(0) . The question of Soviet suecess first received precise attention
in Moy 1945, At that time the Interim Comuittee (of senior officials
and sclentists) heard Groves assert that the Russians would need

twenty years to emulate +he American success. - James Conant, by contrast

and with fer more accuracy;rééid four years would be enough. Iater,

in June,- the Interim Committee returned to the éﬁestion; this time the
estimates (by the businessmen menaging the various MED projects) were
in the five-six year plus bracket. - Bat there was also a disposition to
At best it seemed clear that, thé U.S. lead would be temporery. This

fact made the controi‘issue'ﬁoré_urgent, the témpfations td'pse

: . Lo 5
American knowledge as & bargeining lever ell the greater.

(U) On the eve ofHAlamdgordo three seperate avenues for &ealing

L

with the Soviets and atomic energy were emerging, each dependent on e

form of effective international control: (a) offering the Soviets

- 1

information in the hope of winning their gratitude and trust;

(b) offering this informaﬁionﬂon:a quid pro quo basis 1ln return for the

thirk the Russians éouid do 1t sooner if they got Germen sﬁieptific help.
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settlement of ourstandlng diplomatic issues; and, (¢) moving directly
into the international erena and seeking a broader international accord -
ithere.aT A féurth_option, letting events teke their coursé, would
fa}so,surface. It would ~- in the long run -- beurhe one adopted by
defzult. Initially.the first two approarhes were the ones discussed,
alc rough e thorough canvassing of them at the hlghest levels of
govnrnment did not occur until two months leter -- after Potsdam end
Hirgshima -- in September 1945,
| (0) ' Serretary Stimson, now on the verge of_leav;ng his third
Cabinet post under four presidents, led the fight in September for s
policy qf openness. :Pressed steadily by Conant and Bush since late

194k to veigh the meritsvbf‘an open move, Stimson had hesitated. Even
in July he lingered, incliningitq favor a trade-off between Soviet
concessions and American inror;ation. But the use of the bomb and his
own experience row convinced him that the scientists w;re right. Actling
on this, he persuaded Truman to hold a Cablnet discussion on the matter
in mld-September, and wrote hlm about the problem as well.zs.

(U) Stlméon s memorandum ro_Iruman'of September li put theiésués
bluntly. “The problem'of oﬁr'safisfactory relations with Rﬁ;sian_[ig]
‘not merely connected with Bufa.'ﬁ virtuwally dominated by tﬁe‘problem
of the atomic bomb. " The bcmb now made it urgent that an attempt be
mzde to build mutuzl trust. Appearlng to caerry the bomb rather
ostentatiously on our hlp woula only increzse Russian suspicions and

spur them on. Internatlonal control of atomic enzrgy was imperative;

there was no other viable alternative evailable. To achieve it, the

LSS
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- us snould gemble on Russien good faith, share its information, and
':?éke the risk of "their getfing info producticn of bombs a little
‘ sconer fhan they would otherwise " Now, with history at & turning
point, the United States ha,d to take the first step 23
:(U)’ The Cabinet meetlng on September 21 saw the first full scale,
high-level discussion of the bomb and its impact on Soviet-American
relétions. Stimgon, suppor{ed actively by Acheson (sitting in for
Byrhés), Patterson and Henry Wallace, presented the theme of his
earlier memo: the Soviets would soon have the weapoﬁ, put at five years
by Bush who wes fresent. In view of this prosﬁect, Stimson argued that
the U.S, might, by giving information, gain an effective Russian
partper and in any case'lése nothing iﬁ the process. One only built
trust, averfed the retiring Secretery of Wer, by acting in a spirit of
trust. | o |
(U) 7: Ranged against this‘ﬁrgument, in zctive fashibn, was Forrestal
wno held that the American peqple»would not epprove this step and that
the Russians, like the Japaneée, could not be trusted. He vas joined
by Tom Clark, Clinton'Ahdersoﬂ, and Fred Vinson, the lattér drawving
[reported Forrestal latég] ﬁanfanalogy to our attemét to aﬁtéin world
peace after the last war by 51nﬂlng 211 our ships." Aliéhéd wi&h this
view, though not present was Secreuary Iyranes who had con51stently
cpposed any free exchange of in;ormation.
() A middle position, advanced by Julius Krug (Cheirmen, Wer

Production Hoard) and supported by John Snyde‘, Leo Crowley, and

Senator McKellar, was to wait a whlle and see how Soviet-American
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relations unfolded. If things iﬁpr0ved, then cne might decide to offer

Moscow informetion about the atomic energy. A modest quid pro Quo

30

'agprqach, this would emerge &s a theme of subseqﬁént American pblicies.
(U} | Whatever Tfuman's disposition after the Cabinet about sharing
information, his caution was almost certainly reinforced by 2 dispatch
.froﬁ Moécow that reached Washington oﬁ October 6.| In it, George Kennamn,
' tben.Chargg d'Affaires in Moscow, wrote:

I have no ‘hesitation in szying guite categoriczlly,
in the light of some eleven years experience with
Russian matters, that it would be highly dangerous to
our security if the Russians were to develop the use of
atomic energy, or any. other radiczl end far-reaching

"means of destruction, along lines of which we were un-
aware and against which we might be defenseless if

taken by surprise. There is nothing--I repeat nothing--
in the history of the Soviet regime which could justify
us ir assuming that the men who are now in power in
Russia, or even those who have chances of assuming

pover within the foreseeable future, would hegitate for
.a moment to apply this power against us if by doing so
they thought that they might materielly improve their
own power position in the world. This holds true
regardless of the process by which the Soviet Government
might obtain the knowledge of the use of such forces;
i.e., whether by its own scientific end inventive
efforts, by espionage, or by such knowledge being
imparted to them as a gesture of good-will and confidence
To assume that Soviet leaders would be restrained by '
scruples of gratitude or humanitarisanism would be to:
fly in the face of overwhelming contrary evidence on"a
metter vital to the future of our country.

It is thus my profound conviction that to revesl te
the Soviet Govermment any knowledge which might be vital
to the defense of the United States, without adequate -
guaranties for the control of its use in the Soviet -
Union, would constitute a frivolous neglect of the vital
interests of our people. I hope the Department will
make this view a matter of record, and will see that it
is given consideration--for whatever. it is worth--in’
connection with any discussions of this subject which 3
may take place in responsible circles of our Government.
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_(U) Kennan's rhetoric forecast Trumzn's own posture. Henceforth

‘'ne shied away from any hiﬁt of Bileteral exchanges of inforeation.
‘:;Stimsen's impessioned pleas to deal directly with Moscow had not been
;- persuasive. TheISeerete:y hed failed for sever;i’reasons. Tirst, the
‘Cabinet session.ﬁesf have alerted Tfumah to the domestic political risks
of eppearing te give the Russiansosbﬁefhing tangible in return for
semething intangible end uncerteain. Mqreover,'bis Secretary of State's
ddvice could not be easily dismissed. And, perhaps the President, like
Bfrnes and berestal, discounted Stimson's pleas as.being unduly
.influeneed by e group of scientists who did eot (as Byrnes later told
Robert Oppenhelmer) know. "the facts" or have "the responsibility for
the handling of international affairs."32 In auy case, Truman decided
to forego the 3 deux approach seeking instead to place the control of

ztomic energy wlthln a broader internstionzl framework. This would,

as Stlmson correctly predlcted, eventua_ly render the entire effort for
controL nugatory. B

() In ﬁovember lOﬁS tﬁeladmiﬁistration greduall& eeeepted the
idea of u31ng the newly created Uhited Netions as the forum for the
control issue. N0vember talks with Clement Attlee and MacKen21e King

. about the contlnuatlon of the wartime arrangements on atomic metters,
evout the sharing of;}q;ormep;on, and about 1nternat10nalieontrol
subgstantially contribe%eaete tﬁis outcome.33 So possiblj_did Molotbv's
speech of November 6 1n Whlch the Foreign Minister "bragéed about
bigger and better weapons."3h Moreover, a chzstened Secretary of State,

home from the London Confefence and wiser perhaps about the limits of
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fmerican diplemacy {even with the bomb), zlso shified direction. The

now propiticus, the option aveilztle znéd cozpelling, 1o move
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the atomic energy question to the U.N. arena. Although the devails of
&n American position remained wholly unfcrned‘-- stark testimony to the

znerel confusion in Washington tha*.V¢CuO:lOL- fell -- the U,S. had

m

finelly embarked upon an approach. In December, when Fyrnes visited
Hosco*, Molotov expressed ready acceptance of & specizal United Nations
copmittee to handle a%omic energy. A flicker of hope for productive
negotiations appeared possible; there might yet be a chance of averting
a.Sovief-American arms race in nuclear weapons.

(U) - Formally committed to an internationél approach, the American
gove TTLERT Sulll hzd to formulate a2 negotiztinz position. These
endgavors first prompted the Acheson-Lilienthzl revort and subsequently
the Ieruch Plan. The interminable machinetions behind both documents
:éed not detein us. The active efferts, while interesting, were
psually a noich below the purviéw of the hignlevel dscision mekers.

The latter's participation only came iﬁ intermitfent bursts and then,
generzlly, in modest and approving ways.36

{U) The major stages of this effort sre oguickly noted. In February
Under Secrezary Acheson aessembled a group of consuliants tc develop an
fmericzn position., Cheired “y'Invid Iilienthzl, the group met through
February and March. ,Theif product, & lengthy report to the President,
called foranlinternational’agencyAto.controltaccé:s to rew meterial, to

monitor the production of fissionable mazterizl, to license nuclsar

facilities, and ultimately, to have custody of atomic bombs (if any

132
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‘wére allowed to remein). Step-by-step arrsagements for security and
iinspecilion were included, although there were consideradle unknowns on
'poth“counts. Under no illusions about the problems posed bty Russian

behavior end possible good faith, the consultanis carefully linked the

prcsressive release of U.S. knowledge, materizl, and weapors to
demonstrated SOVigt cooperation. They hoped for:Russian cooperation
znd fossibly, in the words of Acheson, its gradual "eivilizetion. "3
Pinishing their work on March 17, the consﬁltaﬁts znd Acheson forwarded
thé repoft to Byfnes. |

(u) The next step was 1o convert these recommendations into a
workable package for preéeﬂtation to the U.N, That task would fall to

the sometime.presidential advisor, Bernard Barﬁéh. Recruited by Byrnes
for the Job and accepfed wiﬁhéﬁt enthusiasﬁ by tﬁe Tresident, ZEFeruch

spent Apfil? Ha?, and early Juﬂé_trying to translate the Achesqn-Lilienthal
=f7ort in;o an effective’prppoéél. His effort d4id net, in the Zong run,
alter the basic'shapelof_the'egilier recbm:endation;_'éut Eg}ﬁch's
refinements were morg défai;éd on the issue of proteé{ing A#éripan

security interests, pehding fhefﬁegotiation of a workable acﬁofda' £lso

‘Paruch insisted that tﬁe‘AﬁéfiEaﬁ‘plan have & clause forbidiiﬁg the

exercise of the veto;ip#apf iﬁternational enforcexment system;{"fhe
schexe made clear, mofe;féé, tﬁaf-an irmedizte Tan On nuclear wezpons --
soon to become & majorwéuésian'{heme «= would not Ge acceptéble to the
United States. The Baruch plen, with its obvious dependenée ﬁpon
inspections and internatioﬁéizcﬁntrois, certainly conteined provisions

thet Moscow found distasteful{i An Americen willingness 10 renc.nce the
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first-use or even the use of atomie weapo:s except under U,H, zuspices
might have beén a more balanced ﬁpproacht. Yet, given thg intensity of
Soviet efforts to deveiop the homb at thié t;me, one may réasonably
doubt thet zny American proposal, short of actuzlly delivering the
weapons to the U.N,, would'haQe met with Soviet approvel. In any event,
the proposzls reached the international.orga:ization on Jupe 1%, 1945,
with Beruch's famous introduction: "ﬁe are here to meke = choice
between the quick and the dead. That is our business."38
(uv) These proposals constituted a major agenda item for the U.K.
for the remainder of 1946, Nor did they remzin apart from American

domestic policies. The public disclosure, on September 18, of a July

letter by Secretary of Commerce Henry Wallace, in which he attacked the

_step by—step approach on internatlonal cont rol and urged grester

A@erican generosity, created consternzation. This disclosure ceme six
days after Wallace's famous speech'at Mzdisorn Sguere Gerden calliné for
g?eater flexibility and patience in dealirg with Moscow. .The ensuing
uproar brought about Wallacé's departure #rom the Czkinet, contributed
to his public hassle with Baruch, and helped to confuse the issues for‘

the public. Wallace's exit, though possibly a reflection of Truman's

. growing impatience with Moscow, more properly'bught tc be seen as &

characteristic bureaucratic effort to influence policy formulation.
Clearly the overtures failed either to zlier American policy or to
enhance the chances for success at the U.N.39

(v) By late September the prognosis for Trumen's gosl of inter-

netional control was blezk. Although the U.I, special committee
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: ‘oyerwhelmingly'endorsed the.U.ST proposals (including the veto provision),
fthe Soviet Union and Poland steadfastly abstzined. The Cormittee's

“vole on ehe finel report adopting the Americaen posiiion, c¢n December 3C,

kG was anti- cllmatlc, ten "ayes™ and uWO atstentions. Long btefore,

the Russiang, by 1ntroduc1ng their plan for cormpleie end general

dizgrmement, had effectively wreckegd any conceivatle chenes to control
atonic energy through the U.N.

(v) Still, the results of these efforis were not altogether
negligivle. The.U,N.,A.E.C. had adopted the neport; the problems of
inspection, recinrocity, and enforcement were shown to be complex; and
the way was paved for further: exchanges of information. For the moment,
moreover, the U, S, gaine& s significant.propaganda advantzge at Soviet
expense. Only iater, as the.éold war deepsned in late 1947 and early
19548, would the U S. contemplate withdrawing <he plan altogether,
fearful:that the Sov1ets mightisuddenly accedy 1t and force the U.S. to
renduncefits only effec%ive st;ategic weapon. In the meantime, the
Baruch plan testified td Ameriean efforts %o control’ the a:om

(v) In the unfolding of thls process three things are strlklng

First, Truman showed a willingness to entrust crucial issues to his

~ subordinates and to allow them con51derab’e letitude. He: encouraged

the practice of departmen;al respon5101;1H{, intervening onﬁy ‘when
necessary to resolve a desdlock or to move e problem to a rew level,
Despite its obvious 1mportance, he did not ztzempt to manage:the
preparations or the negotiations for the corirol of atomic energy.

Unlike Franklin Roosevelt, he was content tc issue the broad guidelines
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and then encourage officieals to act.
the case of domestje control and Coﬁgress, or.cz the Baruch measures

woere iutrodueed, Lhere waz 1itfln for the Presizient tu do but wail and

.:vn what would emorre from the U. N,

(1) Second, Truman neverlforgot the political dimensions of the
control issue. His choice of Beruch, for all of iis discomfort, had
¢ictinet advantages, particularly in the:Seﬁate where the Tormer Wall
Sﬁreeter_enjoyed a high reputation. This gamtit za2lso kept Trumen one

stép away'from_the negotiating process, able to retain his own flexibility
if the entire bﬁsiness_caﬁe to naught,

(v) Finally, and most importantly, the fmerican military vlayed a
comparatively modest part in the formation of these proposals. On
January 23, 1946, the Joint Chiefs submitted to the State-War-Navy
Coordinating Committee a report by the Joint Strategic Survey Commitiee
on the:military implications of the internationzl control of atomic energy.

While conceding the need to control the new resource, the siudy urged great

care in trying to obtain it. Arguing for a quid pro quo approach on the

release of information, the JCS sought to restrict scientific excharges znd
technical data. They especially noted that atomic weapons in the hands of

a totalitarian government.(put at 5 to 7 years) would constitute an im-

mense threat to the U, S. with its "centralized industries.” Doubting

whether effective controls or inspection were possible, the JCS thousght
that the trusteeship concept--the U. S. acting as the guardian of the

atomic devices for the U. N.--offered a way out, DBut of course

- . )
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he Fussians woull heve to agree. Until, mowever, sush = =ysitso
couic be obitainss, thev urgec a protective policy: forwzrc bases
ior cezfense anc counterattack, balancec armeé forces, the cepacity for
an offensive siriking force, anditionzl forces for motilizetion, zns
‘ Ly
wiaespread civil.dcfense Mmeasures.
(U) The fale of this JCS papsr is unclesr. Zrigsdier Genersl
Georce Lincoln, head of the War Depariment's Plans Division, called it,
on January 30, "relatively restricted." Ks urged ihat Howard Peterson,
then Assistant Secretary of War, ty-pass the SWHCC subcommittes structure
. 42
“an¢ forward the memo directly to the Stzie Deparimeri. Presumably it
playes some part in the work of Lilienthzl ané Achesorn. Whatever its

disposition, the stludy renrésented the first significant JCS effort

o graunle nlth the 1nternat10na1 «imensions of the atomic cevelopment.

W) Later, the JCS, as%inaivizuals, woulc be asksd, alonz with

General Groves t» comment on the Baruch proposals. But their ansvers

only arrived on the eve (or later) of ihes Zaruch presentation. In
Zenerzl the officer backed +he move toward interrnzticnzl .conirol hut

stressed the need ﬁq'énsuré American security. They madé c;gar their
opposition to war but-doﬁbféd‘the U.S. couli achieve las?iﬁg peace.

Nbr were they aruhu51ast1c about the chances for ent ‘ciﬁg;any'accord.
Admirzls Nimitz ahé,Leahy édded a further provosition as.%éllg they
would link the U.N. &i§cuésions with & varietion of atomic'diplomacy,
m2king U.S. conceséiohg dependent uporr & sziisfactory cownTeulo: of the

- _ 43

Europsar, peace treaties.
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(U) Groves' letter, written originzlly on January 2, 19k6, set

forth his hopes for internationzal control. HKe warned that while the

(L L

homb was not an "all-purpose weapon, its very existence should make

war unthinkable." iHe called, neverthcless, for lerge military forces

for the future in case control did not come znd declared that "Defense

1t

zgainst the atomic beomd will always be inedecuste. He aiso believed

‘that even if the U1.N. developed a system, the U.S. had to be able to

protect itself in case znother state violsted the acecord. He
concluded, more in resignation then desire: "If there are to be atomic
weapons in the world, we must have the best, the diggest and the

Ly

most. "

(s) As the fall of 1946 progressed, the Russian behavior in the
U.N. and elsevhere was ensuring that ultimetely the U.S., would opt for
the '"best," the "biggest," and the "most" ztomic wezpors. The

effort for internaticnal control was not succeeding. Even Stimson,
who hzd earlier sucported the effort, now developsed deep misgivings.
The zitempt to ebort a2 Soviet-Lmerican stomic .race, seen es a viable,

plausible policy option in the fall of 1945, was rapidly coming to

nothing. Neither the offer to share informziion, nor the implicit

threat to withhold it, had influenced the behavior of the Soviet Union.
T§ paraphrase John Gaddis;the omnipotent hed apparently become
impotent.hs Paradoxically, as the U.N, efforts appeared increasingly
illusionzary, the urgency behind the control efforts also.eased. Ir parz,
this mzy have stemmed from revised estimates by the intelligence staffs,

who now placed a Soviet atomic weapon in the three to ten year range,




2z marked embiguity compered to the views of Fash and Conant.hé In part,
ihe urgency became overshadowed by a panopoiy of oiher Soviet-Americarn
issues -- Iran, Turkey, Greece, Chinz -- during 194€. The deduction
drawn, not surprisingly, was that an improvement in political relations
would have 10 precede any control accord.

(0 Another factor mey also have coniributed to the slacken=sd pace.
The Bikini tests -- Operations Crossrozd -- had occurred during July;
their virtual juxtaposition with the U.K. discussions was at least
unfor'tunate.hT Moreover, the disezppointinz test results, especially
with the first shot, left doubts about the true dimensions or strategic

utility of the new devices.

(U) In late 1946 the U.N. negotiations became increasingly
unproductive. The hope for international control as a way of
encepsulating the atomic component of Soviet-Americen relations had
teen tried, without success. The problem rermzined unzltered: at some
point the Soviets wogld possess an étOmic weepon, at some point the
U,5. monopoly would be diluted. A yesr of the four year lezd had
elapsed, a year during which the Soviets mzde great strides and the MED
facilities deteriorated. Yet, despite these portents and the increessing
firmness of administration attitudes toward Moscow, Washington did not
irmmediately accelerate the strategic arms competition. In fact, the
U.S, continued to coast. Thé Tajilure to win Soviet acceptance of the
control scheme did not leaﬁ, however much Forrestzl and others had |

hoped, to a wider defense buildup. Diplomacy, economic a2id, and
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limited military assistance.would instead constitute the ‘American
respouses to the chilling of Soviet-fmerican relations during 1946 end
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CHAPTER TWO

THE TRANSITION: SEPTEMBER 1946 - DZCEMBER 1947

A‘(U) The months that witnessed American efforts to control atomic

_eﬁergy also witnessed‘Ehe simultaneous eresion of Seviet-Ameriean relations.-
Growieg suspicions:about Soviet intentioﬁe in Eastefn Europe and Manchuria,
alarm over the Soviet failure to leave Iran, and-qew fears about Russian
ambitions at the Straits: each issue reinforced ehe harder, more "realistic"
assessments offered of‘long—range Soviet ambitions. étalin's provocaeive
speech of February 9, 1946,'which Justice Williaz O. Douglas at the time
called‘"The Declaration of Werld War III," intensified earlier apprehensions
about Soviet ideology';nd.dyeemics.l Nor did the increasing militance of the
Italian and Feench Commuﬁise'parties give ﬁashington policy-makers any cause
for comforf. Mofeove:, the.Sq#%et's obstructiee.behavior in the U. N.,-in
the pereeq of Andfei-Gromyko,féindled additional fears.ebout the new |
organizetion's ability to preser;e the peace., In these months of transitionm,
from roughly September 1946 to December 1947, the public rupture of Soviet-
American relatlons slowly evolved During -this perioa: new;abpraoches, including

the Truman Doctrlne and the Marshall Plan, and new 1nst1tut10ns,.such as the

National Securlty Counc11 (NSC), the Atomic Energy Comm1551on (AEC), the

Naticnal Military Establlshment (NHE), and the Central Intelllgence Agency

(CIA) would appear. Theseﬂdevelopments, sometimes d1rectly,.50metlmes
indirectly, contributéd'tdlthe-shaping of the strategic rela;ionship between

Moscow and Washington,
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I. The President's Perspective

(U) Throughout 1946 Harry frﬁman handled the Soviet question with
dellberate circumspecﬁion. A glance backward is helpful in assessing
this. In early 1946 he stili spoke publicly ab;;§ his hopes for
improved ties with Moscow. While he may have shared Winston Churchill's
views about Soviet‘beﬁavior, expressed in the famous "Iron Curtain”
spéech, Trumaﬁ studiously kept an a?m;s length from the former British
Primé Minister.3 Writing his mother on March 11, 1947, for example,

he said: "i'm glad you enjoyed Fulton. So.did I. And I think it did some
good, although I am not yet ready to endorse Mr. Churchill’'s speer:h."£i
That elgment of caution would characterize his entire public approach to
Soviet-American differences; he would not edge cleoser toward a public

call for action to meet the Soviet challenges until a year later.

(W) Neither the celebrated Kennan cable of February 1946 nor

Clark Clifford's private memorandum of September 1946 (done at HST's
direction) bestirred the President to make a clear public break with the
Soviet Union.s Truﬁan apparently éccepted, for example, much of
Clifford's énalysis as it chronicled the repeated Soviet faiiures to
keep treaty commitments and assessed the poteptigl Soviet military and
strategic buildup, especially in electronics, guided missiles and
atomic weapons.6 The President also shared, according to his daughter,

Margaret, Clifford's hope that a position of American strength would

convince the Soviet leaders to "work out with us a fair and equitable
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sevilement when they realize that we are too strong to be beaten and

 ;63 determined to be frighténed;” While he may not have sharea his
Adqunsel's assertion that the "United States must be prepared to wage
';gﬁomic and biological war," he could not ignore the sober premises on
‘ﬁkich the recommendéfibns were based, .dp the other hand, Clifford's
czll for a campaign to solicit publ%c support for & policy of resiste
ance o Moscow was rejected by the Chief Executive. Indeed, he told
Clifford that his:memorandum would--if it became public--"have an ex-
cecdingly unfortupate-impact" on relations with the Soviet Union. Thus,
2t roughly the safne 'f.:ime Henr,v Wallace was leaving the Cabinet, Truman
was locking $ll the chies_(gpparently.save one) of the Clifford report

in his desk, American responses to Soviet moves remained diplomatic

and politicai; these actions were Truman's rhetb:ic.

i (v) ' The reasors for Truman's public -caution are-unclear, Among

tham pdSsibly was a desire to a;oid doing enything that could torpedo
the Bérucﬁ propo;al. Alﬁhoﬁgh ?he President may have hgrbored doubts
about the fea;ibility=of'an ipﬁérnational control agr%ément ﬁith the
Russians, he had to let}theﬂU; Ni‘sessibn run its course. Mgrébver,
he could not iénore thejdomég%ié;political nood, To move to@féﬁickly to
2 tougher stance might dlarm the left wing of the Roosevel: c:j:.c.;'g;ition,
still voczl and striden%yih.itéap%eas for trust and cooperatiﬁp with_
the Soviet Union. To ﬁp&é}too slowly might expose him to still further
attacks, a%ready vitriolic-aﬁd ill-tempered, from most Republiéan
spokesmen. More crucially pgrhaps, public attention remained fixed on

Acmestic problems. The year 1946 saw unplezsant, intensified labor
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ctrife. There were an osiimated 4,0 strikes with u loss or 11€,000,000

Qorking days, alnumbnr virtually without precedent in American life,
Given these concerns, it was less than certeain that Americans would
long sustuln & cowLinﬁiug, active internetioral btur.en, The
lure of isolatienm could not be disecounted; and tﬁe siren song of the
"Fortress America" appeal of Hoover and Tafit was ;till to come.lo
(U) A further reason for his public reticence may have been
Truman's confidence in the American ability to deter Stalin from a
precipitate military move, In early June 19L6, for .example, reports
of' Soviet troop movements into east Germahy prompted fears that the

Soviets might be planning some militery move. These alarms, which

coincided with Secretary Byrnes impending departure for another con-

ference in Paris, were the occasion for a major White House review of

‘the situation on June 11. At this meeting, Truman heard his advisors-- .
civiliarn and military--survey the situation, Forrestigl and Eisenhover,
while agreeing that "the Reds desire to dominate the world", differed
significantly over whether a move was irminent., The former SHEAFE com-
mander believed an effort would only come when the Soviets héd an ‘ad-
equate logistical base. Since théy di& not, he doubted whether the
Soviets wqgld move, either in Central Europe or in the Near East, WVar,
in Byrnes opinion, was likely only if there were some "impulsive act

by hot-heads" in an area such as Trieste. The President appears to have
agresd with the more optim;stic assassments of the situation, But he
remind=d his subordiﬁates that internal politiecs in Russia.might trigger

=

something. "If Stalin should die, "¢pined Truman," we would ;robably
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see & considerable internal upheaval. Under such conditicns the Reds
might look to a war as a medns of gearing the nation to meet the new

L1}

“situetion anq.of thus s2lving tﬁe internal problems, Yet even this
possibility seemad. just that, In sum,:ihe maating minimized both the.
.;éhadces for war and the dangers of suphfﬁ var, Eisenhower, if was
notéd efterward, did not believe "for a minute that we could be wiped
ofi the fece of this =arth in Germé;y By ythlﬁg liXe the Russian
for;es now located there." While there were admitted American weak-
nesses, given the pfﬁgressive demobilization of Amesrican troops,
Trumsn could be reasonabiy assured that tke U, S, could respond to
chie£ aggcression, And this response, if it came, woull at leasth
initiélly be fought glopg:éanfentional_lines: a general mobilization,
then:tﬁe deployment of tﬁifty di%isioqs to Europe. At no point were
atcmlc weanons m=nt10ﬂed in the June meeting. The assumptions were
that thi struggle would in- 1ts f‘rat phases be & new vnrs;on of World
War;II. The June crisis qulckly-eased, followed by renewed concerns
elsewheré: Soviet preééurés 6n Turkey, the civil war iﬁ Greece, ani
the problems of the Marshall mission in Chine, Desﬁife the5reneated

tensions, there were avnarently no further White House revlews of the

strategic situation durlng the remalnder of 1946,

-

) During thnse monuhs-Trumaﬁ was rot, however, irmmune from en-
treaties by his subordinates about the need for stronger actions ani
forces. Secretary of War Patterson strongly urged the President, in a

report on July 27, to continue a policy of U, S, vigilance and
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determination against the Soviet bnion, with mllltarv forces adrauate to
12 )

meet the challenge. = Secretary of the Navy Forrestal would make the
13

similar pleas. Their results were mixed. Truman, who had earlier

permitted the USS Missouri to go into the Meditéf;anean as a deliberate
signal to the Soviets, authofizéd a regulgr néval deployment there in late
September.l4 On the other hand, both services including the Army Air
F;rce were f&rced to absorb on-goiﬁg reductions in their operating
budgets in August-September 1946 to meet Truman's goal of a balanced
budget and a surplus.15 And desplte_the pressures of a Clifford or of a
service secretary, the Chief Executive steadfastly adhered to a tough
budge; position in the preparations for the budget for FY 1948. 1In
December 1946, James Webb, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, set a

s budget ceiling of $11.25 billion for FY 19&8.16 In fact, that ceiling A

: ‘would remain until the supplemental of March 1948. The policy of
"containment” had not, therefore, as 1946 ended, pro;pted—-eitﬁer in

‘force structure or strategic arms--any volte face in the administration's

policy of caution and fiscal prudence.

II. UMT and Unification

(n " Two issues that spanned the months of transition deserve brief
notice: UMT and the unification of the armed services. Truman,
buttressed by the strong convictions of General Marshall, believed that
universal military training offered a preferred means to strengthen
American secufity.w It would create 2 poocl of trained manpower for

mobilization, abort the need for a large standing army, and act as a
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reminder to all, including the Soviet Union, that the United States
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took its security needs seriously. Repeated administration proposals

to Congress, strong support from distinguished soldiers, and a special
presidential commission were part of the effort. Until UMT could be
approved, the Selective Service System was to continue, chiefly to

provide troops for occupation duty. But the President, despite

Marshall's aid, could not overcome Congressional resistance; and indeed

the Selective Service laws were allowed to expire in mid-1947. Even in
1948 Truman would still be seeking to convince Congress of the merits of
UMT, again to no avail, On balance the futile efforts fo; UMT probably
huft the overall American security position, especially with the expiration
of Selective Service and the consequent short-fall in Army enlistments in
early 1948. But the emotions displayed over UMT did not compagé with
those'expended on the question of service unification.

(U) With the Germans and Japanese defeated in 1945, the services
(including the AAF) had turned their energies upon each other. Congressional
hearings on unification in the fall of 1945, followed by the President's
message to Congress on the same subject on December 19, 1945, provided the

18 Thereafter the services did the rest., 1In

impetus for the controversy.
the ensuing struggle, Truman tried to remain aloof for as long as possible,
seeking to force the central protagonists (Forrestal and Patterson and

their ranking service subordinates) to resolve as many problems as possible,

For his part Truman found parts of each service position acceptable; he

liked the Army and AAF desire for a department of national defense

while sympathetic to the Navy proposal for scme measure of coordimation
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Iphét preserved a degreé of depafémental autonomy. And it was on that

éésis that Truman interQened, on June 15, 1946, to resolve four major
"éféblem areas. On that date, he announc;d his support for an overall

;ilitéry establishment; the creation of % separate/department for the

Air Force, the Navy's retention of a sigéificant aviation capability,

and the continuation of a separate M;fine Corps.l,9 These decisions

elevated the servfce disagreements to a more precise, though no less

ferocious level: the.assignment of roles, missions, and overall service

reéponsibilities.: |

(U) For the remainder of.1946 Patterson and Forrestal sought to

settle, ﬁhere they coéld, thé éharp differences on roles and missions.

Qventuélly they were able to rgach'a modicum of‘agreeﬁent on the questions
o of unification, while, in efféét, agreeing to disagree over roles and
missionéw Thé lattef issue ﬁohld, of course, continue to corrode service
relationébips long after_unificétion was a resolved issue. Confronted
with the fatterson—Forrestai tréaty—of January 16, 199?, Trumgn had to
decide the degree of éu#HOritylgér the head of the new defeisé_establishment
and the kind of interdepartﬂéﬁﬁai coordinating mechanism to{aqﬁept. On
both issues the President had{téipénsider Forreétal}s stronéf?iewé.
beterminéd to procecﬁcqﬁé_Nav;, Forrestal argued relentlessi&?fér a defense
secretary whose chief f&ﬁ;tidnlwas cne of coordination, a chéirman-of-the-
board approach to the th;éé sefvice departments. Any weaknesses inherent
in such a structure‘would, Forrestal held, be mitiggted by creation of a
Nétional Security Council in_?hich the Secretary of Defense acted as Chairman

and the JCS provided the sécrgpariét. Eventuzlly Truman accepted half
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of the ForreStal-Navy loaf: there would be a relatively weak

r1

' Secretary of. Defense responsible, in the words of Paul Hammond,
"for over half, by any measurement, of the executive branch, yet, in
comparison with lesser executlves, the soaer given hiam to act and the

. : 20
authority given him to decide. . . confusing and doubtful." Yet, the
lissourian, nindful of his own pre;dgatives and. the nature of consti-
tutional pracsise, turned aside Forrestal's hopes for an NSC organized
along the lines of a British war cabinet. Instead Truman would opt
for a system that.wosld be responsive to hiz, that could serve as a
coordinating agent, but which would possess no life of its own apart

from the Presidency. As tﬁe.weaknesses of the first soclution became
appsfsnt (ironically it would be Forrestal who would suffer f;sm them), .
they would be rectified thfdsgh new legislation endowing the Secretary
of Defense with greater authsfity. As the advantages of the NSC as-

an 1nstrument of coordination became apparent, it would prosper and
become progressively institusional_ized.21

(V) The final s;;gés ofﬁthe unification issue were handled, to
ensure adherence to Trumas'sbwishes, By the White House stsffi The
basic measure went to Congress on February 26, 1947, and finslly.passed
both Houses on July’ 25, some'twenty months after Truman's ihitial pro-
posals. At length, s step tswasd military unification and ths creation
of a set of national_ssspsity.mechanisms nad taken place. As other
events were demonstrating,-the completion of this leisurely sace came

none too soon. For Congress not only had unification to consider after

February 26, but, as of Harch 12, the request by Truman for aid to
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._Greece and Turkéy, and ‘then as of June 5, the pleas for Marshall Plan

'fﬁnds for Europe. The'admiﬁistration verged toward a publié break with
‘:Ehé Soviet Unién, a break that would eventually have profound reverberations,
Aapgn Soviet-American strategic relationsfand the fight among the seryices
over fheir strategic missions. A new phése of both the cold war and inter-

- service relations was at hand.

III. _The Truman Doctrine And The Marshall Plan

-

(L) The winter of 1946-1947 saw the situation in Western Europe
grow more desperate. Terrible winter weather, economic instability,

domestic political unfest{_ﬁdunting despair: Europe lay prostrate, more
tempting, so it would appeéf‘to policy-makers,‘?haﬁ ever, to Moscow. Nor-

was the periphery.any more comf;rting: the Palestine issue intensified in
uglinesé,fthe civil war in Gregée seemed to tilt toward the Communists, and

the Soviet pressures on Turkey éontinuéd. And in the Far East there were

but empty femnants from ﬁarshall?s herculean effqrts to'propitiate Mao Tse-tung
and Chiang Kai-shek. Eve:ywhgré;the tide seemed running against the West

and the United States. -The'ﬁaftime preﬁarations for etonomié;éécqnstructien
and development plans héd'p;ofgg inadequate. A time for new éﬁprdaches that
-'_departed from the old'shibbdleéhs‘héd come.zz. Something moréx%és required

to restore Europe and séﬁéﬁgtheﬁ ifs ability to resist the seemingly

incessant Soviet méchiﬁé:ﬁ?ﬁs. ‘American interests were in jéopardy.

() The enunciation of the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan are

= . '

thus correctly viewed as major milestones of American foreign policy and

the developing cold war. Thesé.twoApronouncements delivered the !"shock"

treatment, in the worlds of ‘one historiam,  to an American public
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increasingly disturbed by Soviet. success but unsure about an appropriate

‘American response. These calls-to—actipn came, morebver, at a time when

| Britain's capacity.to act‘was negligible, and when the possible political
' ﬁaz&rds in the form 6? a new COP Congreés appeared self-evident. Indeed,
given these circumstances, the President might yell have opted for a
significant military build-up (if he could stop the in-house squabbling)
or for an acceleéation of strategic programs. Rather, he chose to meet
the Soviet threat with political and economic means fueled by more
rhetoric and more méney. 'Only in Greece and China would the response
have military connotations}.and then within striet limits.

) - o Truman's continuingiadherence to a political reSponsE_vis-;-vis
Mosc;w was almost certainly buttressed by his confidence in the new team
at the State Department. Ceﬁfge Marshall's arrival as Secretary ended
. Tfuman's search‘forra compafibie.leader for American foreign polic:y.z-4
Two Sec%gtéries later, the President had finally found a Secretary of
Séate in.whom he had full éonfidence. Reputation, egperiendg, good sense,
Truman's acknowledge& esteem: ;il combined'to bu;tréss Maréhg;lfs'positioﬁ .
and provide him with phg c;u;igi voice.on many security and:péiicy iséues.
Therimportunings of Forrestal wép;d now be frequently balap;é& bf the

" clear ascendancy of the néw Sgéretary, and Marshall's initiél,disposition,
unlike Forrestal's,wagphat ?étient political and economic pressure might
make the Soviets moré tiéﬁtable. But this pressure, given the European
situation and Britéin'slgrowing weakness, required Americaﬁ initiative.
tU) The President wastgd no time in unfoldf%g his bolitical and

economic responses. Addréssipg Congress on March 12, 1947, Truman made a

clear public break with péﬁf'ta¢iturhity about Soviet activities. In
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asking Congress fqr'$ 00 ﬁ{liion in econonic and military aid for

Greece and Turkey, he stressed annew American determination to prevent

free institutions and democratic governmeats from being captured by

totalitarian régimes.. "I beiieve that we must ;ésist free people to
o L 25

work out their own destinies in their own way." Congress, moving with

unusual alacrity, agreed, and on May 22 the aid bill became law. The
26

United States had entered upon a policy of dctive containment.”

(u) The chaotic economic condition in Western Europe and the

.

apparent strength” of the Communist parties (especially in Italy and France)
made the next step self-evident. If one bélieved, as did the high-level

policy-makers, that '"the seeds of totalitarian regimes are nurtured by

" then'the proper American.response was some form of

economic assistance. ﬁBand—aid" efforts to help Britain had already

misery and want,

failed; a wider.éffort_se;ﬁed imperative. To launch this commitment

wouid neceséarily involvelisSues such as reparations: the fate of Germany,
and ghe allocation of American budgetary resources. Above all, it could
mean the inévitab;e inisiSh of Eu?ope'into two cdmpet;ng coalitions, with
the United étates coﬁmitﬁed to one of the two. With thiS'iﬁ mind Secretary
Marshall proclaimed‘fhé Elan;for European recpns;ructién at the Harvard
Commenceﬁent on Juhe 5,‘f947;'and invited the Soviets folparticipate. The
administration was-pok‘cpﬁmitted to an active role in a'baéé-war Evrope,

and Russia could beléither.a partner (and possibly exploiter) or an

antagonist.
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(L) While the Western governments were drafting their shopping lists

{or recovery, Stalin (after momentary hesitation) decided not to participate.

The division of Europe into two distinct blocs thus received a new push,

: ‘ : a . : 28
worst suspicions about Soviet goals a further confirmation. At home,

the American public recognized still more vividly that the United States'
wag—time partner had become its peacetiﬁe adversary. Gallup polls, for
example, now sthed a substantial majority of Americans believing that the
Soviets waqtéd to dominate the world and that American policy toward them
was too soft. Relations Qith the Soviet Union bbviouély constituted
Admerica's foremost interna;ional problem.2

(u) . On the other hand the progress of Soviet-American alienation

was not yet complete. Henry Wallace, after all, remained a potent political

figure, one whose further ambitions and allies could not be entirely ignored _ . __ __
by a Democratic President. Moreover, despite the clardon calls from Truman
and Marshall for sacrifices to meet the Soviet challenge, the economiz

aid far Europe did not come quickly. Truman had to reconvené Congress just

rr

o cat a first installment of SSBO'million in late 1947, and}his_DécemBer

plea for an aqthorization of;up_?o $17 -billion would only be acted upon in

April 1948, in the aftermath of the Communist takeover in Czééhoslovakia.Bo

(U) Nor did the call for a more active American political and
economic policy bring an upsurge in defense expenditures. In fact, the
trade-offs went precisel&ﬂin the other direction. Truman at heart was a

fiscal conservative.  Memories of his own economic disasters after World

War I were vivid. And, as a shrewd, knowledgeable politician, he feared the

%

public's reaction to both inflation and the reimposition of "

war-1like"



. : A
~

BRIGLES D rm

economic contreols. Further, there was sound polltlcal appeal in a
' 31

balanced budget, after years of war-induced deficit financing. In
‘these circumstances, Truman looked at the most elastic item in the
" federal budget--defense--as the area for economies. If something

;:gave, it would be the military serviées. In facé; during 1947-1948 the

President had it‘both ways. He reduce&.the military budget with
expenditures dropping from $13.8 iébFY 1947 to S$11.1 billion in FY 1948,
Yet he did not face the full impact of paying for the European Recovery
Program until FY 1949. He thus had 2 surplus of $8.4 billion on the eve
of the 1948 Pregidential'election. But the GOP Congress put in one slight
complication; it voted a téx cut over Truman's veto.32
() - These shoét—ter@lfiscal advantages had, therefore, longer-term
limitétions; The tax cut ﬁegnt lower federal:receipts by at least $4
billion. On the other hand,f?he payments for the European Recovery
Progrém,(ERP) and other economic aid jumped from $4.5 billion to $é
billion; In addition, the efforts for the military assistance program
reinforced the constraints.iniﬁiaily imposed by ERPi JGiveﬁ2these
competing demands, the'flexibiiity for an-increasedabudgetéfor national
defense seemed 1imited - In: fact, however, Forrestal got a.FY 1950

budget request of $14 2 billlon, up from $11 b1111on in FY 19&9 Yet,

" to complicate the assessment-of trends, the actual exnendltures for FY 1950

were $11.9 billion compared w1th roughly the same sum for FY 1949. What

emerges, budget requests aside, is the relative plateau of defense

expenditures from FY 1948 to FY 1950 measured in current dollars, and a
g . ' 33
sizable drop if measured in comstant dollars (possibly as much as 7-8%).
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In a sense, therefore, Forrestal and others correctly perceived that the.

aZoption of a massive economic response to the Soviets neant fewer funds
for 2 military cesponse.

(L) There were, howéver, three ancilliary benefits from the Marshall
Plan of a strategic coﬁsequence that were probably unanticipated. The
first involved base rights, a subject on;which the service planners had
rep;atedly expressed themselves. For example, the January 1946 JCS paper
on atomic weapons had called for forward bases, and similar calls periodi-
cally surfaced.Ba These demands met a lukewarm response. No one wanted

to offer the Soviets a pretext for making counter demands. Meanwhile, the
progressive liquidation of wartime basing privileges continued. Regular

‘. access to Japan, Austria, Italy, and Germany (all occupation areas) posed

7 - no problem. But there would be problews if the access routes to the

Eufopean areas via Iceland, Greenland, the Azores, or even for that matter,
Great Britain,were ended. Prudent strategic planning called for a
reéolpt;on of the base issue. This was even more imperative since bases
were a necessity for any strategic air offensive against the Soviet Union,
an increasingly prominent feature in U.S. war plans.35

(m Then came the Marshall Plan, and with it a clear set of
economic iﬁducements:to assist in negotiating base rights. Major General
Gruenther, Director of the Joint Staff of the JCS, told Forrestal, for
example, on November 1B, 1947, that ERP might exert a profound bearing upon
our strategy in a war‘with kussia. "It resolves itself mainly to the

gquestion of operational bases in_Westgrn Europe. *The possession of such

bases, say in France, Holland, or Belgium, would greatly alter the military
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balance of power and in fact would probably prevent even the fear of war."

These considerations, Forrestal noted in his diary, led Gruenther to back

‘the recovery plan and to explain why the Soviets wanted it to fail so

36

fbadly. The base goals, given a powerful assist by the Berlin crisis

and ﬁhe steps toward the promotion of ﬁATO would, of course, be obtained.
The_slow process of developing a compiex; forward base system for strategic .
andlgactical purposes would soon be underway.

(Uj | .The other two corollary benefits of ERP concerned the British.
During 1947, Congressional ire and high-level concern about Anglo-American
atomic relations intensified. The British demands for weapons information,
London's decision to*produ;e plutonium and manufacture its own weapons,

ahd British rights (undef éhe Combined Trust arrangements) to 507% of the Congo
ores prompted frictioms. an‘were American stfa;egists comfortable with the
féct thgt the British, under'éﬁe 1963-Quebec ac;ord negotiated by Roosevelt,
wvere the;retically entitled to be consultéd pefore the use of any atomic
weapon. .These sepa;ate'problems embroiled the London—Washington relationship,
fueled by Senators Hickenloopef'; (Chairman, JCAE) and Vandénberg's annoyancé
that the Britigh had rigﬁts to half of-the precious uranium:ore. Both

senators saw this as unwarranted, as handicapping the development of the

. American ﬁrogram (the AEC cohcurred), and as necessary of correction. And

both men, but especiaily Vandenberg, were prepared to use tﬁe ieverage

of economic loans and éﬁﬁ entitléments to extract British concessions,
Careful efforts by Robérﬁ A. Lovett, the Under Secretary of State, énd the
State Depértmeﬂt, co;pled doubtless with subtle hints to London, helped to'

avoid an actual Congressidnal—British confrontation. In early 1948 the-
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the administration, Congress, and the British arrived at a rew

"modus vivendi" arrangement covering exchanges of information, new
allocations of Qraﬁium ores to the adyantage of the U. S.,aﬁd the
abrogation of the htrigger finger" clauses accepted by FDR in 1943.37
American strategic planning had overcome oné more {(even if admittedly

fragile) obstacle. In this the presence of ERP had done no harm

whatsoever.

IV. Atomic Matters: Control, Production and Intelligence

(u) While the administration took positive, public steps to meet
the.Soviet challenges'iﬂ Eu?ope during-the first half of 1947, it also
faced a series of proﬁlems specifically reiaﬁed to atomic energy and
its impact upon So#iet—Aﬁe%ican strategic relétions. The fading hopes
for internationai controi aHa the.grim.reports on the status of American
atomic érogress were also part of the agenda for the high—ievel policy-
makeré. Here too the gi&uation appeared, as did the diplomatic and
economic dimensioné,fforebbéiﬁg and worrisome,

W) At the U. N. gheJUfTS. haé continued to sqpportj&ﬁé Baruch
plan. But by early January léﬁ? there were misgivings ébéﬁ; thé wisdom
of continuing to préss ghezqune 1946 scheme. Baruch's figgi report on
his efforts (Januarylé,.194#) urged a renewed attempt at international

S , 38
control and the development of more American weapons. Later in January,

Secretaries Marshall and Forrestal, among others, expressed concern over
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Forrestal anxieties. On January 30, 1947, he directed that American

the public impact of a failure to achieve control; they especially

feared a Soviet propaganda effort to blame the failure on American
: 39
demands for cgrtain security guarantees. The President, though

. prepared to support further efforts-for control, shared the Marshall- .

delegateS'make clear that the United étates had had cone tragic

e%perience with unilateral disarmament and @ould under no circumstances

commit itself to a repetition of that experience. The United States,

said Truman, "must have definite concrete assurances as a basis for any
49 '

agreement on disarmament." With these cautions in mind, Washington

lefr the Baruch plan ‘in the U. N. forum.

() The continued lack of progress during mid-1947 prompted _ ;

further miégivings abqu:ithe U. N. effortl_ in September, Secretary
Marshall encountered st?;ng resistance from Army Secretary Kenneth
Ro&all to any further U.:N. discussions on atomic matters. The time

had come, Royall asserteq'atAthe Committee of Three meeting on September
8, to end.the nggptiatioﬁs,unless something productiveugould be obtained
within the very ﬁeér-fﬁtu;e. Marshéll, who douﬁted aﬁy_suéh break- . %
through.was immiﬁéﬁt, ﬁoﬁqﬁhgless opposed Royall's deﬁéna,  The Secretafy |
of State did notiwanflwgshington to bear the onus of'§£thdrawing the
problem. Insteaﬂgihé a%gued the need to maintain a céﬁﬁdﬁ front with
Britain, Belgiuﬁ,ié;ﬁgda‘aﬁd the Netherlands on the iSsue for a while
longer. He did‘nbti it'éhould be added, advance George.Kennan's suggestioﬁ

for a final high-level approach to Stalin on tke subject. ,In any case,
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"Marshall's position ﬁas dominant. The Cormittee of Three agréed that a
final attempt should be made, but with no great expectaéions about the
outcome.al |

E‘.(U? The Soviets did not disappoint the’ cynics There was no‘change
in the Soviet p031tion, no hint of respon51veness to the American offer.
Indeed, the second session of the U. N. General Assembly did not even
t;gch upon the matter of atomic energy. By the end of 1947 the issue
of an international approach to 4atomic energy was—for the moment--finished.
It had beén thaﬁ‘waé siﬁce December 1946, but the fear of propaganda
losses;;plus a continuing hope that Moscow might reconsider—-had kept it

partly alive. That=would:ﬁo ‘longer be the case; and not until the fall

of 1949, under entlrely dlfferent c1rcumstances, would the control

approach receive anyoserious‘gonsideratlon.42 ' - -

{u) j_' The @ther dimensibglof the control issue--the domestic operatién

of the AECr—was not, at least;ét first, an unalloyed success. In fact,

the-confirmation contro#ersy over the commissioners, though principally
aimed at Lilienthal, deprlved the new instrument of effectlve operatlonal
leadership. In this interim perlod (until Aprll 19&7) the General Advisory

Committee (GAC), on which thg familiar Bush, Conant, and Oppephelmer

served, virtually assuﬁedrdiféctioﬁ of the AEC structure, ﬁaét_they

discovered filled them with dismay. Physical facilities had'&eteriorated,
staff morale was sharbl&idown,land the reactors at Hanford were unséfe

and almost inoperable;. éQually important, practically no progress whatever

on weapons developmént had taken place since 194%. The GAC report of

<y

February, which both the Cémﬁissioners and the President received,
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recommended that the new AEC coﬁcentrate its immeditate attention on weapons
production. Los Alamos must be revamped, jurisdictions beﬁween the Division
of Military Application of the AEC and the Military Liaison Committee of
se:vices defined, the production of fissionable material increased, the
problems of a '"super bomb" explored, more assembly teams trained, and,

. . 4
above all, the resumption of manufacture of atomic weapons begun. ’

(S/RD) On the crucial last point, the discoveries made by the GAC, the

Commissioners, and their staffs had been profoundly disturbing., They had

learned, Lilienthal informed the President on April 2, B

-(U) A corollary to this coneclusion was the AEC's realization that

a new round of tests was necessary if there waslto be any hope of
improving the actual design of the weapons. The prospect of new tests,
especially their timing and location, provoked high-level dis;ussion.

At a White House meeting on June 27, George Marshall urged that the tests
be delayed until early 1948; he w;nted nothing ‘to ‘interfere with the ,
foftbcoming foreign ministers conference scheduled for November. On this
he won. But he lost out on the question of where the tests would be held.
He, along with Secretary of War Patterson, favored holding them within the

United States; Lilienthal,'backed by Generzl Eisenhower, won agreement for

a remote Pacific location. All, including Lilienthal after reflection, agreed
45

to keep the tests secret and to have no advance publicity on the matter.

66




To these decisions, Truman gave his emphatic endorsement. The momentous

Sandstone sereis was authorized. Lilienthzl and the new AEC were not,
whatever certain Cbngressﬁen believed, dragging their feet on the
:'devélopment of atpmié weapons.
(TS) The AEC's decision on weapons production coincided, it should be
added, with the first efforts to have the JCS indicate its views on the
numbers of weapoﬁs needed, In fact, it took both the AEC and Senator
Hickenlooper of the JbAE to galvanize the military establishment into
developing a statement of-requirements. This information, which Forrestal,
Patﬁefson and the JCS agreed to provide on July 10, 1947, did not reach the
. o 46

AEC until late fall and would be slightly z-mended in January 1948.

In their year-by-year stateﬁen; of demands, the JCS wanted
[ . A !l Foea .

(u)  These requirements did not, surprisingly, necessitate an adjustmeﬁt
of the‘1947‘production schedule:for fissionzble materials. In‘fact, in April
1948 President Truman woﬁld;appfove a contiruztion of the 1947 level. The
President's directive, as Hewlégt and Duncan note, "au;horizé@ the Commission

-

to produce all the fissionable material it could with existing facilities

. : 48
until the Joint Chiefs of S;aff.cbuld formulate new and highgf:requirements.
-In short, the military were not iﬁ fact a source of pressure o;_the AEC to
increase weapons producéiqh.reqﬁirgments. Rather, the effgctiﬁe_mili;ary
pressure on the AEC caﬁe;zéé wiil be shown later, on the custﬁdy of the
completed weapons aﬁd on aigeheralized set of frictions with thé civilian~

oriented agency.

(s) At least one influeﬁtial_individual suspected that the military




was not asking for enough. Senator Hickealooper wrote Forrestal on
January 15, 1948, induiriég whether the JCS requests reflected actual
needs or merely an estimate of what the AIC could produce. Forrestal's
response stressed the interim nature of the JCS formulation, while also
assuring the chairman of the JCAE that the 1947 statement represented

"the safe minimum strategic requiremen;s and experimental needs through
1952 and were correlated with existing strategic plans for the security of
the United States." These assurances, which were broad and gz;atly over-

stated, apparently eased the Senator's coacern on the matter.

(S5/RD) By the end of 1947 the AEC could consider that its efforts--

despite earlier handicaps in the year--were on the whole a success. Truman

and the high-level decision-makers were tetter informed about weapons: an
accelerated production of weapons was underway

_ and the U.S. appeared to retain a
50

decisive edge over the Soviet Union. Ca the other hand, the nature
C N . .
and duration of the competitive advantage vis-a-vis the Soviets remained

elusive, imprecise, and crucial.
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() But, at the end of. 1947 the high-level dec151on—maxera wele
effectlvely worse of£ in thair predlctlons about Ru551an efforts than
two years ea;lier: In tae summer of 1945 Bush and Conant had estimated
the Soviet capabillty as 1949 Now, more elaborate, buraaacratlzed
estimates put it at 1950 or later. The urgency had ease& \rather than

increased; the halcyon days of smugness grew ra*Her than deqreased On

the other hand, a more accurate forecast would not-—it seens clear-—
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‘have necessarily prompted any change

. 5. response, save possibly
more pressure for the development of the "super” bomb. Even then, only

a unanimous conviction that months, not years, were at stake would have

propelled the American effort forward.

¢)) Nevergheléss, 1947 had seen a change in the effort and urgency
of. the American nuélear program. fhat-turn—around would, in the final
ahqusis, be more than adequate. These developments, coupled with the
passage of the National Security Act of 1947, would see strategic plans

and Soviet-American‘relations receiving renewed attention at the highest

leveis.
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The \Iatlonal Security Council
System: The First Efforts
(u) | Throughout 1947 Congress and the Truman acministration deait
nith a series of issues thet influenced or impinged upon tne conduct of-
Soviet-American relations: the Trunan Doctrine;:the Marshall Plan, the
acceleration of atomic bomb producticn, the international control of

atomic energy. Each substantive problem interacted with the overall

' formation of American policy toward the Soviet Union. Concurrent with

ithose substantive'responses, however, were the efforts to alter the
structural process thnough which national security policy developed and
became implemented. A'majcr, instrumental step in that direction came
with the passage,‘in'nic—summer 1947, of the National Security Act. -Its

passage signaled the end of the legislative phase of service unification,

leaving the struggle ovex'eervice roles and missions to be settled within the

new military structure. Ite passage also created a new set of institutions

that reflected not only the experience of World War II, but also the new
concept of ' national security. » New hopes for plannlng, for coordinatlon;
and for policy implementation rested on the new structural arrangements

And for some at least, such as James Forrestal, there were hopes that the

nevw structure would_he:ald more systematic reviews of Amer;can policies

toward the Soviet Union. °

(U) The new act provided for a Secretary of Defense; the unified
National Military Establishment of four services--Army, Navy, Air Force,
Marines; the JCS (but without a formal chairman); the Research and

Development Board; and_the_Munitions Board. Under the President's

77




B VU

TN,

coordination and plahning..'ﬁinally, within the NME, James Forrestal, the E

immediate aegis came the Natiqnél Security Council and its two dependent
agencies, the Central Intelligence Agency end the Ketional Security

Resource Board. The NSC's specific mandate was to acl as & coordinatiug

" ‘and planning forum on behalf of the President; it had nine statutory members

and & small staff, supplemented (at least at first) by personnel detailed
60 : :

from the services and the State Depértment.

(u) The new H3C system did not, it should be noted, immediately
supplant  existing arrangements for interdepartmental coordination. The
State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee (SWKCC),.now renamed SANACC, continued
functioning uvntil 12&9. Itg parent group, the old Committee of Three
(State-War-Navy) now became tﬁe Committee of Two {State-Defense), but

would be used less and less frequently as & regular mechanism for

first Secretary of Defense; ihstituted a Committee of Four (Secretaries

of Defeqsé, Air, Navy, Army), meeting on 2 regular basis with a detailed

agenda. VWhen the JCS members were present, it became the War Council.

(Ts) ‘ No one ha& highef hopes for the ISC than ?brresﬁal.‘ He

visuallzed it as the panacea for coordination and peolicy formation, as
the forum through whlch the machlnery of govarnment could be made to . :
function on national security issues. An episode on the eve of the

first NSC meeting reVeéis the Secretary's ambitions for thélnew process.

.

On September 25, 1947,‘hé assembled in his office, the service secretaries,

the senior militafy officials {except Eisenhowg;), and Robert Lovett for :

a "dry-run" of their presénﬁétioné'and arguﬁenté for the NSC meeting the




~next day. He wanted to leave riothing to chance in Lis effort to

L

" convince Truman of the NSC's potential usefulness. But such
:lpreparatiOns and Forrestal's own hopcs.for the N3C were effectively
fﬁstu}tified by the President's calculated distance.from the ne%
organization. Sél@om in attendance gt the NSC meetings before the
Korean war (unless there was a crisis éé over Berlin), Truman sought

to make clear that his prerogatives on national security matters remained
~ 62 N —
intact. "T Rear Admiral Sidney Souers, a former naval intelligence

officer and the supposed: "buckle" of the new NSC apparatus, stayed
scruﬁuléusly within the Président‘s assumed guidelines. And the NSC
members {including ?or:gsfél) decided at the outset that their task
consisted not of presenﬁiﬂg agreed-on positions on policy matters, but
;ather on ogtlines of thE‘”pgos"‘and "cons'" of each issue for the
Chief éxecufivé. in sum, aaﬁew forum existed, whose long-term worth

63 :

remainéd an open question.

(1) ' The NSC st:uctﬁre; as‘such, didlnot imﬁediatelyltransform the
process by which hiéh;ievgl'pﬁlicy ma%ers.addressed:Soviet%Ame;ican relations,
Except for the issue.of stféteéic exports to khe Soﬁiet quoﬁ; relations.
wvith Moscow were not‘gxplibitli discussed in fhe ﬁSC untilgyéy and June

1548, Instead the iﬁif;al ﬁSC agenda items dealt with diréciives for

the CIA, the Communisfﬂthréa£ in Italy, btase rights, and the political
situations in Greece,‘éfain, China,and Palestine. Not until March 1948

would the NSC staff prepare a paper (NSC 7) on U.S. policy objectives

toward the Soviet Union and no review of sirategic plans or atomic war was

: £
authorized until June 1948.:
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. (18) If the NSC did not review Soviet—American relations or strategic

plans in late 1947, other groups did. Forrestal, for instance, chaired

hrlel discussions atout .3, war plans in September 1047 and subscquent
{195

~scssions of the Committee of Four examihed the problem. Repeatedly the

Defense Secretary stressed that the forﬁation'of & Jjolnt strategic plan

was the number one priority, and Grhenther gave continued assurances that
studies were underway. Kenneth Royall, who would often be the protagonist
on pianning issueé,.éomplained at one point in Octobir th;t such JCS
assurances had béen‘fhe standarg6answer for a year. He implored Forrestal to
keep thé pressure on the Cﬁiefs. This the Defense Secretary did, through

the fall and early winter, in'the War Council.

(U) | .Furthermore, there was a full review of Soviet-American
rglatidns vhen the Cébinet.méf'on November 7, a session that came oncday -
after Molotov had stated puﬁlfgly that "in expansionist circles of the
U.5. a ngw; peculiar sort of illusion is widespread--falth is.placed in
the secrét of the atomiq‘bomb,zalthough this secret has long”ceased to
exist." In the meeting ﬁarshall dominated-the discussion, feadingvlargely
from a memorandum prepérednb} Kéﬁnan's staff which aséertedﬂfhgt the
Russian advance had been curbedzgﬁd that Moscow would be fofged to
reassess its policy.-‘insistiﬁg that the dsnger of war withriﬁe-Soviet -
Union was exaggerated,'Marshail warned instead of renewed Comﬁunist_
pressure in Greece, Ifai&;_Frahce, and possibly against Tito. He
conceded the posgibility of a Soviet move sgainst Czechoslovaekia, without

proposing what, if arything, the U.S5." should do. In the'presentation

he laid special stress on Germany's role, especially west Germany's




_‘peeraeloq into Western Surope and iis importance in the restoration
of the Zuropean balance of power. While troutled atout Palestine and Chine,

T

the overall situation, Marshall concluded, was such that there was "no

reason to expect that we will be forced sgdcer 1y and.violently into &

major military clash with Soviet forces. ! Although Harrimen and

Forrestal differed with Marshell on Une guestion of export controls for goods
going to Russia (tﬁe general favored 2 flexitle approech), they found--as
did the rest of the Ceeinet--much in the presentation to applaud. For the
first time in montﬁs,lthe ceuses for optimisn appeared to outweight those

for pessimism, 68

(TS) .~ A third forum”£HEt prompted an evelustion .of overall American

strategic policy was ube Flnle»ter Commission. 'Appointed by Truman to-

Ao

investigate the role of air po;e* in Amerlcen policy, the Commission

heard tes%impny from ranking Air Force officers, aviatien experts, and
Qefenée officials. Not Surprisiegly, thelr final report emphatically
endorsed the effieiency of air ﬁewer.in modern war. Améng these wvho testi-
fied, Porrestal had perhaps the most sensitive qnderstandlng of the
complexities of the issue underedlscu551on. Testifying on November 3, in
closed session, he asse;ted his dlsagreeme“. with those whO‘Yepted to use
ztonmic bombs against the Sov1et Uﬁlon. "Corgusring the Russieﬁe;" he

told the commission, "islone t}ing and finding what to do wlth ‘them
afterwvard is an enulrely different problem.” He also refuseduto profess
100 much alarm over the possibility thet the .S, lagzed behind on milite gry

funding; a strong economy and a somewhat unaerstaffed military estetlishment”

could do.the job. FurtherL_uﬁging eaution ebout "supplanting existing models




fof aircrafgj-with new types," Forrestal told the committee thzt the
Americans might next time be faced "with Tigrnting & so-called "cont&iniﬁg
war., While this may be unacceptable to the American people, it is a
possibility that must be faced." This realism about strategic problems
would not always be réplicated by Forrestzl's fellow service secretaries,
or even ty Forrestal himself. Yet,lin a w2y, 2% symtolized the groving
awérgness of the magnitude of the task facing the military in & period

63

of long-term, global confrontation with the Soviet Union.

(u) As 1947 drew to a close, é cruciel transition in the history
of American foreign and defense policy was underway. Truman's public
bregk of Maréh 1947 had been followed by proposels for massive. economic
aid'to Burope. In the fall Truman had callea a special Coﬁgressional'
sgésion to vote emergency funds for Europe. The division of Europe--

in fact the world--into two hostile coelitions had received added imﬁetus
and confirmation. These steps, which generated enthusiastic European
responses, heralded s new, more activist American policy, one in which'

economic and political measures continued to dominate.

(u) At home,. the year had seen the resolution of the ecrimonious
unification struggle and the creation of new institutions to help

coordinate the newer, more active policy. Tne nuclear capacity to

conduct a strategic policy against the Soviet Union was, after a surprising

end dangerous hiatus, in the process of development and expansion. IT
emergency plans to utilize these weapons were st#] primitive and uncoordi;

rat:d, they were at least being studied. Moreover, the unsettled roles

&
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. and missions dispute ensured that plans got more detailed attention, since

strategic plans might pbssibiy influence resource allocations. .If the
.Finletter hear;ngs favored the Air Force% ﬁhey also pinpointed the
f.;ééuirements for a ﬁodern étrategic forcé and offered Truman (and otherg)
gilie; against a sprpdg, troublesome Navf} Finally, a new team of
advisors, freed of.the personal fric;ion:that Byrneé appeared to ignite,
now helped the President in the shaping‘of policy.
(U)_'_ In thié s;ightly optiﬁistic environment, the administration
greeted the new year; 1948, Shortly, it =-ould discover that the wisp of

- optimism had been . just that.
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CHAPTER THREZ

1948: YEAR OF CRISIS

(u) The Berlin blockade, which began on June 24, 1948, occasioned
'phé most severe Soviet—American military confrontation of the emerging

c;Id Qﬁr. The Russian-denial of ground aécess routes into the former

German capitol presented western, but‘especially American, policy-makefs
with the necessity to consider the use of force. Military preparedness,
-the adequacy of fiécaL and equipment resources, the nature of war plans,
and the articulatipn of an American posture to meet the long-term Soviet

challenge were part of the c¢crisis agenda of 1948,

(u) But the struggle for Berlin and the ripples emanating from

it are not the entire stofyaﬁf 1948. 1Indeed, the year had a series of
foreign poliey jdits that copvgfged to make Berlin appear as an even more
decisivé_issue than oﬁe could‘kéve imagined possible at the start of the
year. Thé Palesgine question, the continuing deterioration of the Greek
situaﬁion;:new uncertainties abo#t Italy, and intimations abcqt trouble
over Germany prompted_sg;éessivéidegfees of alarm in Washington during

the first weeks of 1948; ATheﬁ'came the Comzunist coub‘in Pgagué on
February 24, followed by the mysterious death of Jan Masaryk in mid-March.
Although the State Department had forecast trouble in Czechoslovakla the
previous November, the'denoﬁement came suddenly, swiftly. Not surprlslngly
the Soviet move trlggered‘ .as Berlin would later, a set of American

responses, But this time, unllke the crisis of 1947, the reactlons were

not only political and economic, they were zlso military. The broad inter-

active quality of Soviet-Amefican relations that had quickened with

the Iranian crisis and then tﬁejtruman Doctrine now assumed a more precise,




. y T :
] ';B.“:;‘t"-: (1 EE'

A na

¢istinet quality. The Trumen Administration now started %o assess--in

L

tentetive and fiscally resirazined fashion--the military requirements o
containing the ambitions of the Soviet leesdership. Militery contairnment

twgan 148 lengthy journej of becoming more than a meager etomic arsensl,

I. The Strategic Competition Quickens:
The Months Before Berlin
(U) ‘ ~ In early 1948 four interconnected processes gave new thrusts
to the strategic camsetition: the crisis over Czechoslovakia: increases
in American defense manpower and fiseal allocations; a further thouéh
still unsystematic review of American war plans and objectives; and
reneﬁed military efforts teo control atomic wéapons. VThese developments,

important in their own right, woulé be overtaken by the Rerlin crisis

where their separate impacts are clearly discernible.

(U) On Jaﬁuary 12, l9hg,'President Trumén sent Corgress his FY
1949 budget; it cglied for defensé:exPenditurés of $11 billion and
international expenditﬁres of $7 billion. In addition, he proposed to
increase the AEC budget.from $456 million in FY 1948 to $660 million in
FY 1949. 'The overall nationel securify budgef tﬁus called for expenditures

$18.6 billion in a total budget of $39.6 billion. At the same time,

(]

o

he anticipated a budget surplus of almost $5 billion, although tax
reductions might, he noted, errode some of the surplus. Prudent,

iscelly sound, politicelly shrewd, the budget eppeared to achieve &

=
Faes

balarice between security and economy, with a-preponderance toward the
‘1
econozic policlies of containmernt.
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.ueéds. The recommendations of the Finletter report, which he only

-attitudes with alarm, .The'immediate foreign policy chéllenges--whether

Army manpowver, and not Just more planes This theme, sounded-before the

(s) In the same message Truman called for the enactment of
universal military training {the draft had expiréd nearly a year earlier)

and ioplicitly argued for a balanced force concept for America's military

received in January, with their call for a 70-group Air Force would not

of course be reflected in the budget.t This fact. soon caused pr-bh]_ems, for

by mid-February there were indications that opponents of UMT and ERP

(still to be fully funded) were being attracted by the Finletter recommen-
B

dations. These proposals, along with those of the Brewster Committee

on -aviation, appeared to cffer a way around the manpower issue. Indeed,

to some they seemed to obviate the case for money for European reconstruction.

The Congressional penchant for the "quick-fix" to the complicated, long-

term issues of European recovery and adequate military manpower--helped
along by the tireless efforts Ef:the Air Force and Secretary Symington--

3
appeared likely. .

(TS) fSome within the Executivg Branch, viewed these Congressional

Palestine or Greece or possibly Czechoslovakia--suggested that ‘what the

American defense structure needed ‘was more manpower, spec1f1cally more

House Armed Services Comm1ttee 1n January by Lt. General Albert Wedemever,
Director of Army Plans,aud_OPeratlons, would be reiterzated thruughout early
1948. Eisenhower, in eafi§ Fubuuary, on the eve of his departure as Army
Chief of Staff, complained to Forrestal about the Army's inadequate

manpower. And on February 18 Trum;n received a briefing from General

-f




Grueniher ‘neuAlald tare the sterk reelities: there were less tharn 2%
reserve divieions in the United Sigies er the Army would te shor:

; 1€5,000 men by the end of 1948. General Eradler reinforced these views
fin & March 11 report which said that the frmy was unatle to "back up

'3 L) P '
sur courtry's policles.” Subseguent studies would not be so pessirmistic,

though they repestedly asserted thet only a "pariial motilizatior” wowdé

. L
re aW 1y resolve the manpower shortage.
(rs) The new Defense Secretary vutiressed the militery evaluetions

with several of his own for the President. The most elogusnt, if somter
one, came in a private, February 28 report in which he reviewed msjor
i=fense sho;tcumings. Theee included Army manpower, the absence of
any developed strategic plans:or even an emergency war plan, and the

reéed TOor new equlnmejt to replece the obosolescernt World War II meteriel.

-t

T also:noted the slow progreee on the E-SE.a:d said éhe cougtry was

"a very long way' from having esable long-range missiles. Dxpressirng

the hope that they could aevelop an analytical at*llt to aeeess research
and development Forrestal warned the Chief Executlve that for the
foreseesble future there was little chance of any reductioq'in defense
~expenditures. Any saﬁinge f#eﬁ.ﬁnification would have to-eeieeinvestedf
irde=é, warned Forresﬁel,vfheee were prospects for new fundingfrequest

S oo 5
just to maintain the'cﬁf:ent U. S. position.

o
1)
£

meditated over this indietment eng projec

o
ch

{7) While the rresider

-

Hy
ct

shopping lisi, the Secreiery of Defense made a further eitempt et Xy Wes

t0 r230lve interservice c;ffe*ences. Torresiel (with & different functionel




,2!

-

Iy

l-'-“"'c 7"

Nf‘-"’ N ﬂr-—v-—

A5 - AV
x‘ ..:_.,?\ '-""JF‘
Vi .o 5 : L

(-] a.-- Voo LD s .-d-d

role) now wanted to curb the continuing Air Force-Favy disputes over

sirateglec air power. Budgét plenning, & balanced force concepti, war
plans, a unified position on UMT,ano (failing thgt) the revival of the
draft were imperative. In the March 11-1% meeting; at Key West with
the Chiefs, Forrestal got minimum agreement on the air power issue: the
A%r Force would have the broad strategié air function, the Navy an zir
capacity to hit inlanc targets in suppor? of their primary sea tasks.
Moreover, he got JCS backing on the UMT/draft issuex For once, he wes

6

able to present a united JCS posture to the President.

(U) When Forrestal returned to Washingtom he found Trumen convinced
that the time for dalliance was over. Events in Czechoslovakia and
- Secretary Marshall's grim assessments reguired a presidential response.

¥or could the fact that 1948 was an election year and that the air power

advocates were threatening to monopolize the Congressibnal initiati?es on
defense have been sbsent from Truman's considerations. Nonstheless,
Trumen's dramatic address to & joint session of Congress on March 17
indicated a new American zealousness in relations with the Sovief Uzion.
Cz21lling Moscow a "growing menace” with ambitions toward the rest of
western Burope, the P%esident insisted thet ﬁréﬁa?edness mﬁst be the
watchword of the Aﬁerican position. In what sounded like z call for
regrmament:Truman urged prompt action on the remaining ERP requests,
pazszge of the UMT legislation, and temporary revival of the dra_..T
Trese demands were buttressed by Secretary Mars%g%}'s own.test}mony for

UT that same day (March 17) before the Senate Armed Services Commitiee.

Wzrning that diplomatic activit y withouu military support could lead

\82
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to "appeasement," the general urged UMT es the onty financially viatle

8

way to have a deterrent posture.

'(C) cight days later, on March 25, Forrestal edded his tacking o the

*he calls for Congressional action in a strident, ringing assessment

of the dangers facing the free world. Indeed, an early draft of the

spg2ch had prompted Marshall to chide Forrestal for his tone of

" “

"ropslessness,” for proposing & siaiemernt the® sounded more like

opreliminary to war than a proposal for preperation to avoid war."

In

fact, Mzrshall even feared that the administration might be overdoing

"the case to the extent which would leave us open to the charge that

: L 9

ve had provoked a war, deliberately or otherwise.” These admonitions

brougkt some alterations in the Defense Zeecretary's presentation, tut
. y

not much. He assailed the iebk of prepareéness'in 1939, erguing that .

weakness had created temptafién for Mussolini a2nd Hitler. To preven:

this the'U.S. must now ﬁrepare itself for the long challenge ehead.

p1acticel terms, asserted Forrestal this meent 350, OOO more men for th

armed forces through the draft or UMT, balanced ”orces, new.aireraf

procurement for a 55 group Alr Force, and an addltlonal three bllliOﬁ collar

10

supplemsntal to the Jjusi submltued FY 49 request. Congress, possitly

muscle, Actions in Eestern Europe had not only prompted a new set of Americen

responsss, they had aliered the legislative forecasts to make a tudgetary

increase a reality.

“softeneé up by the Finletter ano Brewster reports, then by the President's

zppsel, now heard the_specifics needed to give American POliCY someé new
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(U) Congress did not hesitate, EDPTYO veu full authorization

Yor the Marshall Plan in early April, restorsd the Selective Service

System, ahd voted the supplemental defense eppropristion of 33 billien, while
adding $822 million for aircraft procurement, Onl} the UMT fell by the

weyside,

(v) ) While Congress acted, members of aiministration fought over
_}he nature of the supplemental reguest and iis ;rojec?ed consequences fer
future Aefense budgets., The differences within the NME over the sup-
Tlemental are less important, however, though they exposed Truman and
Forrestel to considerable personal embarrassment, than the guidelines

11

and attitudes that emerged. At least four considerations are worthy of

peciel mention, First, the submission of the supplemental representsd

m

the fi;st NME effort to present a unified budget request to Congress.

Theré were few precedents and the first JCS figure of $9 billion merely
represented the continuation of the older prezctice of adding up the totals.
Sincé the figure was clearly above what the President preferred (actuelly
$1.5 billion), Forrestal had no choice but to contemplate tough allocation
decisions., Yet he had few guide posts, éave an gwareness that at least
half of any supplemental would go to aireraft procurement and the rest for
| balanced forées, especially the Army. Into the void of expertise and

rraciics moved the Bureau of the'Budget. On Maréh 20 James Webb posed
a set of tough questions: what were the justifications for current, rnot
futare, JCS programs; had the NSC corsidered the changes Impiicit in

- : ' .
the new budget demends, and had the NME considerasd the economic impact of

a2 rise in defense expenditures? Fearful of the inflationary potential in
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ire supplementazl (inflation was then at &% per yeer), Webb had fears a-

. pout the need to reimpose economic controls,  These gusries, which went
wmianswered, were then followed by the BoE's paring of rerresial's actual
supplemental request, from $3.5 pillion %o £€3,1 tilliom, Their reductions
ih_eérly May were_a'convenient reminder of where the “inel rexus of powe?I

or. defense economics rested.

() SeconZ, because of their unherpinzss +2in The suppliemental,
the ﬁoB would tﬁroughout 1948 consider weys tc improve the defense bude
get process. For example, a staff paper for Truman on July 22, 1948,
éxamined the problem ané concluded that the Secretary of Defense needed
far more power and staff resources for his budget responsibilities. More-
over, what was imperative‘was "a single military program and an Entegrated
plan of org zation and onerqtlon. The coB urged a review of the 1947

-
]

S Neional Securiiy Act and possible amendments. In the meantime, it noted,

prcblgng ﬁou;d'accumulate in.an area destined tc take an increesing pro-
verwion of the total goverrment budget.13

(V) | Third, the flap in May over the sunnlom-"ual'hadaalso stem-
med from the PTe51dent's and the BoB s belated recogrltlon that.an in-
crease in funding for one year would comnit the administr 1on, not to a
_continuation of linear bquets, but rather budgsts that _15h‘ juma to
$17.1 tillion in FY 5i1gﬁd;péssibly $18 billien in TY 32. _nis,,fruman
believed, would requiréidéficit financing, & prospect he reg 'dﬂd as wholly

T Lrzansmsal "This tardy awareness about the fiscal razifications ef-

fectively checked any Truman proclivity for 2 larger surzlementzl or even
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sezuant letermination noit 12 spend them,

(22) Fourth, ané perhaps most Imporiant, the spisode trougrnt shout
Truzzn's decision in May <o set 215 billion as the FY 50 csziling For <feferce,

Troman <022 Torresial on Jurme 3 that it wis Trecssser io accelerats our

immedizte very large increase.” And he acded: "I am looking to your office
/Torrestal's/ +o provide the necessary dirsstion . . .to assure deveophemt
of the military program in such a manner <hat the otjectives and limizis-

14
tions set out, . . will be realized." This action, taken on the basis of

fiscal and economic considerations, formed the crux of the famous fights

orer the FY 50 budget. It was thie dzcision that Forresiel, startiing in

lzy, would seek to overturn. It wes also this decision that even the
15 . )

Zeriin crisis could not suistantially raverss,

&) The Tirst externel jolts of 1948 had, thersfore, prompted

tmerizzn rasponses tut within carefully defized limits. Manpower rieeis
were gdcéressed, new aircrafi procurement voted withir the framework oI

& 55 group Air Force, and other provisions for talanced Torces acceptsd.

ot

ut the response was not an opsn-ended rush for new sxperditures, nor zn

By

3
n
:
:

22POnS syswems. liprsover,

P . 2. - EeY -_— - . - g - - -
Liewlwlllg COmMTLITUDENN O 8 SErLEs O £XDIIELYVE

- -—
o

a*thaugh the discussions took place amid warnings in the Tinletter report

that the Soviets would.have the bomb in 1933, references to the atormic

- = o M

threzt were muted. Neither the President nor the public were yet pregared

to go faster on the military dimension of contzinment. The confidence




(U) The heightened tensions of Sovie:-Ame}Lcan relaiions in early
16L8 not orly prompted new buagat allocatloﬂs they also hastened & hLigh-
Izl is a2 serizs of

- L - - 2 -+ .- - - 5 e - s ar <
arnirg activities that ware Zistinel yet Ilo<ime ol

service plannlng, JCS plarning, and NSC high-ievel planning

-

(TS) The first of these planning effortis--thati on ths service level--

need not be examined in detail here. Other szudies have elready traced
16

the first Air Force sSteps to develop a set of emergency war plans.

(R

- il

%

war pla:s, as outlined by Wedemeyer iz Jznuary 1948 to the Upuss

Armed Services Commlttne were &lso in 8 stete of revision and clerificaxi

puls

These efforts together formed the first tentative (and also emergency) war plan

EALFNOOE} they also constituted‘the servicss'ani the JCS responses 1o %
Novemter 19L7 demancs by Army cretary Royzll for a start isrthis key
area, Whether these early efforts received close coﬁéidera;ion at the
high-level pleteeu before the Ber1in crisis is unclea&; cirépﬁétantiel
evidence suggeéts that_the_sepié} figures wer= only part*a;lyjinformeé

‘before late June.

(TS) The seconc area oF éiscussion atoui war pians occurred =T
i JIZ level. Zere itheiielk wes more Elffuse and generel, Toth in

=a+usl espnferences on the sutject and irn <he JI8 responses 1o various

-

o

¥8C study papers. For example, the Cniefs, orrestal on

March 20, examinec U.S. Dlenc for a militzry response if the Russians
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moved in Germany.

Seldediahens

RS

then use Arerican dependents a2s hostages agzinst either "atemic or
' 18

conventional bombs": these themes were the heart of the discussion.

The JCS written responses to the studieé'éozing from the NSC staff--NSC 1
(Izalw), KSC 5 (Greeca), and NSC 7 (Soviet Com=unisr)j--were chieflv czlls

"ior greater military preparedness, rather than detziled critiques or

sontrizutions to the problem. Their generziizec answers, entirely un-

It e e e

surprising in view of the structure of the JCS, revealed severzl common

assumptions: (a) that war with the Soviets cight come sooner than the ﬁ
current five-year estimates; (b) that militzry preparedness had to be a
concomitant feature of new political commitzents (meaning any alliance

AR~ 4-4

cc::*”*aﬁts to Europe); (¢) Eha; Europe, followgi clesely by the Mediterranean,
was the zrea of mﬁst vital conéé;n; and, (d), izplicitly throughout, that‘ -
atomic sﬁp;rioritf had at a115§;§;s to be retained. These responses,  formulated
during March and April, vere the p1aﬁﬁing counterparts of the simultaneous
) . S S ’ _ ' 19
JCS efforts to push Forres;al and Truman to 2 still la?ggr sup?lemental.
{TS) A further JCS_pBéitibﬁ; however, had the eifect ofiiin}ing:all
these responses more prec&seiyzfo tﬁe atémic sector: the call{%éf new
legislation on the Presiéentfs.ye%;onsibility in case of an'a;&#ic threat.
: Originally sparkgd by Kari'Cémpéohlaha the zilitary evaluatioﬁééffthe

iwind nzgrs, the JCS proposals urged 2 pre-ecprive strixke in case
H pipyyea 1 4

another nation began "the readying of atomic wezpons against us." These

L




iceas, vhich first surfaced in Januzry zs par:i of = vproposei public
cepdrt on Operation Crossroads, were intsrzmittenily clscussad during
Februmey and March.  Thon ecarly in April, on the cve of the Sandstone

teuts and in the heated atmospherc of Europearn cevelopments, Uncer

Agreeing with this argument, Forrestal forwaried the JCS report on to

21
Truman on April 6. There is no recoré of & resvonss from 1600
Pennsylvarnia Avenue. Given the Presiden<'s own sernsitivities about

-

his duties and rignhts as commander-in-chief, the fzte of the proposels

can tz reasornably vredicued.
() The JCS and other high-level decision mzxers Taced 2 mors

iffirult task in responcing to the demarnds of 4Lxrmy Szeretary Royzll,
A constant gadfly zbout planning, the exzspesrated Joyzll circulzted 2
memo on May 19 calling for a thorough review of Amsricen's atomic wer
policy. Decisionz about the use of the new wesdon were, he asserted,
desperately needed. Army pianners hadé hitherto assumed such weapons
woulé be available. But now, in an apperent zllusion to Marshall's
. . 22
reputed disparagement about the bomb, thev were uncertain. If there

-

were issues of morality, then these should be addrsssed now. lzarly

there were quesiions aboul target selection, the suthority to use

aiomic weapons, the custody of the dsvicas

Arguing that the time for such a review was now, Poyall pressec in the NSC




23 .
meeting on May 20 for a study. Action was ceferred, however, until

the next NSC meeting on June 3. Then it wes cecided to authorize &
two-pronged approach: a staff study on U.S. policy on "the initiation of

evoplc warfere in the event of war, including consicderation of the time
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ageinst vhich it would be employed";
- proper organization within the government "io insure optimunm exploiiation

2k
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by the United Staies of its capebilities of weging atomic warfare.
(U) Finally, nearly three years afier "Trinity" and a year after
the formztion of the NSC, the question of sirziegic atomic warfare was
amoarently to be examined in broed and comgrzhensivs terms. The inter-
zticnel situation clearly justified this ev=luziion: the nsed for joins

plans was obviocus: the command and control issues reauired thought and

anticipation. Royall had, as the Berlin blocxzde soon showed, hit upon
an exposed flank. In the process, Royall's czll nicely reinforced the
military position in the continuing guerrilie war with the AEC over

custody of aztomlc weapons.

(U) Already treated in Atomic Shieldé 2nd by Leonaré Wainstein's
25

study, the custody guestion requires only the briefest treatment.

Some civil-military friction,given the legislztive history of the AEGC,
Inevitehls., The McMahon-Vandenterg comproziss over miiliary mambership
tad simply cefined the formet: thé AEC or the one hané, the MLC on the other.
Nor had Secretary Patterson's choicelof General Groves as head of the Armed

Forces Special Weapons Project made the initial realtionship- any easier. But the
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problem only became acute when the services started to think seriously
and operationally about strstegic plans. At that point, the AEC's

sweeping authority te control all atomic weapons, unless otherwise

-ordered by the President to transfer them, seemed incapacitating to

frhe'planners. In March 1948 Forrestal thus found himself beseiged by

demands from the rhree service secretaries and from Admiral Leahy to
bring the custody issue to Truman's=attention. All wanted Truman to
trensfer some weaﬁons to the services.26 at first the Defense Secretary
resisted, urging a delay until his new assistant who was also the oew
chairman of the MLC, Dooaid Carpenter, could study the matter. At the
AEC David Lilienthal left oo doubt of his opposition to military efforts
to alter the current;arranéeﬁehcs. Into this etmosphere had come the
decision in June by the NSC to review the entire atomic question. This
step nelped to force the custody problem to surface, though by a sllgntly
dlfferent route. Indeed, the War Council on June 15 e§p11c1tly saw the

new study as a perfect opportunity for bringing the custody problem to the

Oval Office for a decision.' Forrestal now agreed w1th the demands of the

27 .
service secretaries to settle the issue.  But before he could act,
another development occurred
(T) On June 24 at 0600 the Ru351ans closed off all land and water

“access to the western sectorS'of Berlln. The blockade had begpn.

\
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II. Berlin And The Danger 0f War

(v) The Serlin blockade of 1948 represented the culminating
step in the Soviet-Ame:ican‘failure to reach 2 common policy for Ger-
rany. Zonal antagonisms, reparations se**ls.e.us, reconstruction aid,
runicipal government, even denazification, had for@éd part of the con-
tinuous set of disputes among the former zllies, The evident U. S.
intermination Lo rebuild the Western zomes with ERP assisiaznce had
thréatened, from Stalin's perspective, to eroZes the Soviet position in
Berlin and in the =astern zone. Moreover, the plans:for the introduct-
ion of a ne§ German currency, designed both to frustrate Soviet counter-
feiting and to bring new economic stability, became a further challenge.

At & minimum, in this fluid situation, the Soviets hoped to end the

four-power occupation of Berlin. Their initiel efferts ip late March

were to curtail land and water access to the A£llied military garrisons'

on the grounds of technicel difficulties. The steps, though of increas;
ing concern in Washington, brought no change in the decision to intro-
duce the new currency into the western zones, And when the Soviets
countered with & new currency of their own for Berlin, the Allies de-
cided to intr&duce the western mark. Then on June 2k, the daté the new
currency was scheduled to become legal tender in the western zones and

28

West Berlin, the Soviets shut off all ground znd water access to Berlin,

(V) The Soviet sction presented the western governments, but
principally Washington, with a major crisis. To abandon Berlin would
insure, it seemed certazin, similar Soviet tactics in Vienna. To leave

- A v b

would hand the Truman Administration a second mz2jor policy reversal,
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problem only became acute when the services started to think seriously
and operationally about strétegic plans. At that point, the AEC's
swaeping authprity te control all atomi; weapons, unless otherwise
 £ordered by the President ﬁo transfer them, seemeq incapacicating to
:the'planners. InAMarEh 1948 Forrestal éhus found kimsglf beseiged by
demands from the ﬁhree service secretaries and from Admiral Leahy to
bring the custody issue to Truman's‘attention. All wanted Truman to
tran;fer some wea%ons to the services.z6 At first the Defense Secretary
resisted, urging a delay until ﬂis new assistant who was also the new
chairman of the MLC, Do#aid Carpenter, could study the matter. At the
AEC David Lilienthal left no doubt of his opposition to military efforts
to alter the current;arrangeﬁénfs. Into this atmosphere had come the
decision in June by the NSC to review the entire atomic question. This
step helped to férce ﬁhe cuété&y problem to surféce; though by a sligatly
differen; route. Indeed, tHe‘War Council on June 15 e§plicitly saw the

new study as a perfect opportunity for bringing the custody pfoblem to the

Oval Office for a decision. Forrestal now agreed with the demands of the

; 27 _
service secretaries to settle the issue. But before he could act,
another development occurred.
r) Ont June 24 at 0600jthé Russians closed off all land and water

“access to the western sectors of Berlin. The blockade had begun.
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II. Berlin And The Danger 0f War

(U) The Berlin blockade of 1948 represented the culminating
step ir the Soviet-American'failure to reach z commen poliey for Ger-
many. Zonal antagonisms, repsrations settlsment;, reconstruction aid,
municipal goverument, even denazification, hed forméd part of the con-
tinuous set of disputes among the former allies., The evident U, S.
deiermination to rebuilé the Western z2omes with ERF assisience hed
t.réatened, from Stalin's perspective, to erocde the Soviet position in
Berlie and in the eastern zone. Moreover, the plans.for the introduct-
ion of a neﬁ German currency, designed both to frustrate Soviet counter-
feiting and to bring new economic stability, became a further challenge.
At = min;mum, in this fluid situation, the Soviets hoped to end the
four-power occupation of Berlin. Their initizl efforts in late March
were to curtail land and water access to the £llied.military garrisons
on the grounds of technical difficulties. The steps, though of increas;
ing concern in Washington, brought no change in the decision to intro-
duce the new currency into the western zones. And when the Soviets
countered with a new currency of their own for Berlin, the Allies de-
cided to intréduce the western mark. Then on June 24, the date thé new
currency was scheduled to become legal tendsr in the western zones arnd

28

West Berlin, the Soviets shut off all ground &nd water access to Berlin,

(v) The Soviet sction presented the western governments, but
principally Washington, with a major crisis, To abandon Berlin would
insure, it seemed certain, similar Soviet tactics in Viemna., To leave

would hand the Truman Administration a second =ajor policy reversal,
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end this just months after events in Prague.

>

Soviet success in
Eérlin would, morecver, have.a corrosive effectron the morale of western
Zurope, just et a tim2 when prospects for & western union seemed pro-
. #ising. To exit woﬁld, fiﬁally, expose.Truman to0 & series of possible
-ioliﬁical attacks in a presidential elecﬁicn year., These risks ccuver-
ed T2 mzke the President's initiel decisicn-- to stay in Zerlin.-
self-evident.  ‘The more dangerbus ;isk of a2 European war would
be‘m;nimized by tﬁe gvailability of a western retort--the air lift--
that did not immediately involve the armed clash of military forces.
it 21l of this would not;‘of course, be so appareni on June 2k, 19&8.29
(u) The following agalysis of high-level decisions during the
Bérlin:crisig is divided'into three sepérate, mini-sections: (ajran
analysis of fhe discussions thét tock place when the threat of war
appeared most acute (late Jupé;;mid—July, and again in mid-September);
(b) a diséussion.of Truman's rgsolution of the atomic custody issue;
and (é) an examination of the‘bgiated developmeﬁt of a general policy
for atomic war. The failure of}fhe ﬁerlin episode to alter Truman's

determination to hold the budget line on defense will be considered in

Chapter four.
A. - The Berlin Crisis: June-July

() The American response to the Soviet dfmerche ceme promptly.
After a Cabinet discussion on June 25, the President thz next day order-

ed General Clay, the militafy governor, to start an air 1lift with all

10a
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available planes. The United States, Truman told his advisors at one point,
was ''‘going to stay period."30 To buttress these initial steps, Washington

took measures to Increase the strength of the B-29 forces in western Europe,
ralsing those in Germany to & group and opening discussions with London for
the dispatch of two B-29 groups to British bases.31 The Soviets were to re-
ceive a less than oblique warning about the possible military consequences of
going too far on Eerlin. These first steps went easily and without trouble.
{TS) Then, on the morning of June 30, word reached Washington, via a
wire service report, of two disquieting developments: first, a barrage ballcon
had.appeared near the British flight paths into Berlin and, second, London
contemplated military action to shoot down the balloon. This news, or rumor
as Secretary Royall later characterized it, prompted 2 major discussion among
Forrestal and hils senior advisors on the morning of June 30 of the chances

for war. 1In attendance were Forrestal, Royall, Leahy, Bradley, Denfeld, General
Vandenberg, Glover, Gruenther, Souers, and John Oﬁly.32

({TS) In the hour's-hasty discussion, a seriés of revealing pieces of
information energed. Firs;; Senator.Véndenberg, when told of the development,
had expressed grave cﬁncern to Lovett about any Anglo-American step which ap-
peared to breach the peace. Instead he counseled restraint and diplomatic
protests to the decision—mgkers, positions which Under Secretary LovettBQad like-
wiée adopted in an early m;rniﬁg telephone conversation with Forrestal.
Secon&, and possibly more surprising, Admiral Leahy revealed that

Truman wanted to stay in Berlin. as long as possible, but not to the

point of shooting down a barrage balloon and starting a war for which

the U. S. did not have enough soldiers. The President, Leahy reported,
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. "was quite positive on that." Third, throughoutl these discussions the

British were treated as full partners

_thv
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(73) Fourth, on the atomic problem, the commenis of this meeting
were sober, reveeling, occasionally frightening. Once again 1t was

to force & thorough

U

Kenneth Royall who paced the discussion, tryin

feced & decision for peace

m
m

censideration of what would happen if they ©
or wer. Leehy, for one, was for using the eicmic resources. 'We

haven't,” he noted, "very much but s5till we cculd meke plans to use

what we have. . . I don't know what we could éo but whatever we have we
could use,- It might be a very good iésa to bzve them over there anyway.”
Kenneth Reyall viewed the barrage balloon as "z pretiy good showdown
issue." He felt, furthermore, that the dangers of war made the custody

question more pressing and the completion of the NSC s»uuy cn atomic

war more urgent.

(TS)l : Royall's mention of the study led fo some illuminating

exchagges. Generzl Vandenberg houﬁh‘ the tir Torce wvas stud&ing

potentiel targets, but was not certain, EBraziley thought 2 study
volving tzrget seleétion repéesented a civilian intrusioﬂ into the

militery demain., On the other hand, Admirzl Souers of the NSC and

T Forrestal ergued that target selection--"vhether or ot you gamble

‘105




that & reduction of Moscow and Leningrad weulé te a poverful enough impact
to stop & vér"—-was & political decision. Or, as Souers put ii, they were
looking for targets other then Moscow: "In cese you cen't get 2 politicel
decision, Just kill ien million people end meke them‘ggie Sovietajpget &
pelitical decision now. . ., ." To this suzgestion, Bradley asked whether an
ztozic weepon should ever be used on a&ny politicel targét. Fut no one
cnzilenged ithis observation end soon the éiscussion meandered. On one

itex they 21l were asgreed: the initigl deciszior o use the etomic weepon

would be political and thet meant the President.

(TS) The occasion for this meeting pessed elmest immediately.

£fterwards, on July 9, it was egreed thet

should the balloons again appear, that ''no counter-action should be tzken
without governmenti consulisetion and approvel.” TNor éid the Soviets sendé up

any more. Alr traffic into Berlin remzineé unencumbered.

{u) During the first three weeks of July there were no further
moments of acute decision (or penic) over Zerlir. Instead there was a
continuing series of reactions--public and privete--io it. On July 15, efter

a series of discussions with London, the KSC aprroveé ihe dispzichk ol two
T-29 scuadrons to Britain. !'o one wiia participeted in the decisiocn vas
u:afafe of the signel that this action was surposel 1O convey. As
Forrestal sumarized it, the action would show the seriousness of the
American intentions,'give the Air Force scme needed experience, and, most
importent of all, put the planes in place so they coﬁld become "an

3k

accepted fixture” before the British chengsd their mirnd.
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(M) Meanwhile, despite the -obvious weakness of the Army, Truman's
posture on Berlin grew more determined. Ke told Marshall and Forrestal
on July 19 that "we would stay'in Berlin uatil 21l diplomatic means had

‘been exhausted in order to come to some kind of accommodation to avoid

. _ o 35 . ‘
" 'war .. . " Of 'this meeting, Truman wrote: "We'll stav in Berlin--come .-

fﬁhaf}may." And he'ndted, "Jim (Forreétai) wants to hedge--he always does.'
He's constantly sénding me alibi mepos,lﬁhich I reéurn with directioﬁs and
the facts. . . . I don't pass the ﬁuck! ner do.I alibi out apny decisions L
mal_ce,"36 Marshall conveyed the depth of the President's determination

in a cable to Amﬁassé&or_Douglas in London on July 20, adding that Foster
Dulles, the chief'Republigan foreign policy adfisor, agreed wholeheartedly
with tﬁis-stance. The Ame:%can position, both public and private, was
solid.é7 _ . 'ﬁ‘é. : : . | B

u) - The President, itioqght to be added, did not add to the crisis
with excessive p?blid rhecofi%i In accepting thE_Democratic nominatioﬁ

on Jul?'iS, for example, hé:m;ée no mention of Be;liﬁ whatsoever. Indeed,
he baréif ﬁentionéd foreign o;rgecurity policy at all,.save tb praise
bipartiséﬁship. Domestic p;liéiéshahd the soon—to4bé_familiér damnation
of the 80th Congress ﬁéré his ;;ﬁtral themés.38 : B

(U) But .the crisis; ;nézigﬁ rela;ed spin-offs, kepf p?éégipg upon
Truman. On July 21 and 22.he;fa;e§ two issues of'fundameﬁ;%i:importance
Cfor Soviet-Amefican stfgfgéicérelations: who would have cuséééY’of atomic
weapons and whether tqz%g;t,nﬁilitarily, the Soviet blockade? ‘His

response reveal a great.deal about his concep:tion of the Presidency

and his own stubbornness. The custody issue, long simmering, could no
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longer te eveoided. Already, on July 135, ¢

Presicdent that the issue needed_resolution, since "ithere was a very

"serious question as to the wisdom of rel"izg upon er ege =ney other than
‘the user of such & weapon, to assure the iztezrity and usability of

such.a weapon.” Although the Secretary made it clear he was not asking

for & resolution ebout the weapon's use, Truman made it equally clear

that he internded to make thai decisiorn,. .o

39

coionel," In that frame of mind, the President agreed io adjudicate

the AZC and NME claims on the custody ques.lo“.

(S/RD) In the confrontation in the Oval Office on July 21
' Lo

Lllienuhal proved to be the more successful in- flghter. Donald

.

Carpenuer, who argued the case for Forrestzl, was simply uneble to sway

he Preszdent with his heavy presentaulo“. .In,the eccompanying memorandum
for the President the Secretary of Defense made ihe points more
succinctly 2 surprise attack mlght cetch the services without any atomice

wezpons; the military needed to’discover iz peacetime how these weapon

werked; and the groving pumger }‘ueant tha; they. could bte
dispersed to convenieht'etretééic locatiene{‘ .LilienEhel, ?ﬁb for once -
had Lewis Sirauss on hls side,deftly met the veebal efgumenée:eayaneed

by the ME, ) He did thls, 1t would appear, .ty keeping theieﬁstédy'and
command issues_suffieiehtly merged to awsksn Truman's suspié;éﬁs about
wrat ke might be surrenderlng.z.Two ceys leter, on July 23, Trumen rotified
Forrestal thet he had uecided in favor of the AEC, tut expeeted the

services and the ¢ to work out transfer zrrangements so as to enstre

. . = .
no delays in case of an emergency. And these:steps, Forrésial ordered
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_ (v The President's decision on the custody issue can be variously

.control the weapons; each factor doubtless played a part in the

" acute international crisis, may well have proven decisive. Truman was

43
Symington, on July 28, to take without delay.

explained. A desire‘not'to eomplicate sensitive matters on the eve of
the electioh, a fear‘of‘giving the military teo much control over the
weapons, a continuing faith in the judgment of Lilienthal and in the
effectiveness efethe AEC, an inabiiity to realize how the multiplication
of weapons was transforming the strategic arms quotient, an unhappy

awareness of the incessant Air Force-Navy controversy over who should
decision. But the fusion of the custody and use questions, at a time of

simply unwilling to make -2 finite ccmmitment that in any way obligated

him on the actual USE‘eﬁnthe weapons. He wented to preserve -a degree of

amhiguityﬁnhis planners end:adviSOrs wanted'to_reduce uncertainty.
wy That Trumeh's eesh;tions were not altegether amiss is seen
in hortestal’é centinuiné eéitation on the "uge" iseue. On July 28, a
week eitet his session with Truman, he lamented to Matshall, Bradley, and
Royall'that he fodhd it eiff&tuit'to function "without reeeiution of the
question of whether of not we ate to use the A-Bomb ' in war.': Bradley
cbserved that the JCS war plan centered around the weapon, but that Admiral
Leehy apparently wanted one thet assumed "that such a weapon would not be
available or at least net used " Later that same day the Defense Secretary

told the JCS that he would take the responsibility of puttlng top

priority on a plan involving'use with low prioriry assigned to one which
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doss not involve such use.” FEowever muck *he Precident pzy have pre-

ferred to keep things unsettled and open, kis advisiors--through the
planning mechanisms of modern warfare--were ir. the process both of de-
veloping options and limiting choices for the Chief Execulive, 8ix weeks

later, the circulation of NSC 30 on the atcoic warfare and & new peak on

the Berlin tensions would further assist Forrestal in kis quest for guicance,

3 (G) Concurrent with these develc_:prneﬁts was Truman's seconé major
strategic decision_of mid-July: the quesilion of whether or not to crnal-
lenge‘militarily tﬁe Soviet blockade, Althoush the air 1ift progressive-
ly became more effective in delivering goods to Berlin, few considered it
a long-term response to the Soviet move, Indeed, as the Soviets appeared
determined to continue the harrassment indefinitely, so pressures in-

creased for a challenge to the illegal obstruction, Clay, who doubted the

Soviets wanted war (the intelligence reporis showed no msjor buildup

in the eastern zone), urged & convoy to test the situatvion. So did Roberv

Murphy, his politicel advisor, In.view of this advice and the profusion

of-suggestions at home, Truman svmmoned the two envoys home from Germany
: S -y

for a full scale NSC review on July 22.

(U) At the session, which Truman aitended, Clay réviewed the

situation, . As the diécussion progressed, tlveé cpiions vere evident: %o

attempt.a convoy opefatiop with the risk of a Soviet militery response;

to continue the air 1ift st its present rate, hoping that the Sovietis

would drop the blockade and, if not, reconsidsring American policy leter;

to bolster at once the number of aireraft azssigned Lo the cperation, even

- 5 ¥

to the extent of building & new field. The central question, as Truman




put it later, was: "How could we remain in Berlin without risking all-out
war?" And for this, despite General Vandenberg's warnings about depleting
the reserve of strategic airplanes, the airlift seemed the best bet--with
46

or without the Air Force's enthusiastic suppor:. Once more Truman proves
the master craftsman at deciding as little as he possibly had to decide,

at seeking to preserve his options, at keeping the risks to 2 minimur for
as long zs possiblie. The airlift, along with the dispatch of the B-29's

with their erstwhile implications, would continue to constitute the

American response to the Soviet challenge.
B. Planning for Atomic War: September

(18) The final, frenetic burst of activity over Berlin and the
prospect of atomic war came in September. Soviet intransigence -in the
negotiations, rumors of possible Soviet maneuvers in the air cerridors,
riots in Berlin, and an increasing skepticisme about French reliability
contributed to anxiety. Forrestal thought, for instance, that they were
"rapidly approaching the point where we must decide whether we are going to
4
stay in Europe." ! And the NSC, on September 7, heard reports from
Marshall and Lovett on the deterioration of the Berlin negotiations to the
4 ‘
point that they could "blow up at any time," ° Amid this concern and tension,
exacerbated by the bitterness of the glection campaign, the status of
strategic plans naturally concerned the senior policy-makers. And this
time Marshall, whose earlier attitude had been reserved, if not dubious,
about the wisdom of atomic preparations, joined those pressing for
49
presidential decisions.

(U) On September 13 Truman received a briefing from General Vandenberg,

Air Force Chief of Staff, which covered the problem of targets, bases and the
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rieed for the constructioniqf huts at tﬂe Brifish bases (Schulthorpe and
Lakenheath) for fhe storage of non—nuqiear assemblies. Having these
facilities might cut by ten days the tlme ﬁeedcd to implement a nuclear
decision. Véndenberg,-did not, however, raise the transfer-custody guestion
with the President, though the construction of the huts implied it. This
time, the services and Forrestal got more than parEial satisfaction, Truman
confided that, while he "prayed” he would not ﬁave to use the bemb, "if
"it became necessary, no one need havé‘a ﬁisgiving but what he woulﬁ do
50. ... ."50 At length Forrestal and the JCS had a signal, of sorts, from the
Commander-in-Chief. Truman's own note of the meeting poignantly confirms
the grimness of the moment: "Forrestal; Bfadley; Vandenberg {the Air Force
General, not the senator}, Symington brief me on bases, bombé, Moscow,
Leningra&, etc. I have a terrible feeling that we are very close to war.

51 ‘
I hope not."
(o Three‘days later, on September 16, both the Presi&ent and the
NSC confronted the atomic probiem anew. Following a morning Cabinet |
session, Marshall and Forrestal saw the President to press again their desire
to open talks with the British military on the construction of the storage
huts. Not only would the huts save valuable time if an emergency'came, .
they would indicate whether London meant business since '"the equipment of
thesé fields obviouslf carries with it the infefehée of the'pﬁrpose for which
they will be used." .fhis time the Chief Executive agreed; General Norstadt
could open the discussions with London. But Truman refused Marshall's
suggestion to reopen the custody issue, citing the political campaign.

Forrestal accepted this decision, while reserving the right to bring it up .

= 1
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later. The Secretary of Defense did not feel "that six weeks time (the

election) would make a vital difference in. . . planning for use of the
52
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(¢ This & frcis meeting was followed later that same day by an

SC meeting to-éonsideriNSC 305 ."Umited States Policy on Atomic Warfare,"
wﬁother Truman was present forlfﬁis meeting is unclear., In eny case, he
;%onn krew of i@s couclusions which were a broad endorsement. of the basic
E;gpo;t conteined in the memorandum qirculated to all NG5C memberé. Drafied -
‘;iﬁitially by the Aif'Fﬁrce in July, aﬂdlrevised slightly in early Septembef,

this documenwy repr=serued ihe NSC resronse ©0 Secrezary Royzll's earlier

[T
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rodding about atomic war. If the Army Secre rslhac hoped for definitive,
ironﬁlad guidance; hg_was disappointed. NSC 30 did not provide it. Rather
its studied ambiguities reflected the difficult;es ox tpe subject, the a-
wérenessfthat utilization‘of atomic weapons meant traversing an enormous

53

psychological barrier.

(c) 'f- _‘No one, ﬁhe.sfuﬁy_commented, woulé.prudently foreclose in ad-
vance that a_ceftain‘kind of]ﬁeapon would or would not be used. "In this
circumﬁténce, a‘presériptionﬁgréceding dizgnosis could invite disaster."

But an advarice decision to use'ﬁas_not necessary since "the military can and
will in ifs absence, plén to exﬁloit:every capability ip the form of men,
nmeterials, resources ah@ SCignéé this countfy'has t:'gffEr;'l Moreover, there
were dangers ip even téikinéigﬁputzthe éubject; The Amarlcan publlc, if a-
lerted, might see it és;a ﬁmﬁréifﬁuestion" before the "ful}ngcurity impact"
" had gecome apparent,. On the other hend, if the Soviets tﬁéuéh? there was a
chance the United Sua»es would not use the bomt, then ihis ﬁight "provoke
exactly that Soviet aggrgssionlwhich it is fundamentazlly U;‘S_ policy to

avert.” Further, suchk a discussiom would alarm the Turcpeans who saw the

vbomb as "the present major counterbalance to the ever-present threai of the
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" On another issue--irternztiongl conirol--the re-

Scviet military powar.
port displeyed frark skepticism. It wanted no interim international accord
that might "deny this country the right %o 2mcloy such wezpons in the event
of metuel hostilities.ﬁ The President's hends in the matticr, the paper held,
rust remein unfettered. Finally, NSC 30 no:ieé that targei selection, meaning
ol course counter—forcé or counter-city targets, (ﬁithout the use of that

1

"tlending a political with &

\arpon), wes & crucigl problem, It reguired
‘military responsibility in order to assure <het the conduct of war, to ths -
maximum extent practicable, advance the furndamental and lasting aims of

U. S. policy."”

(C) From this NSC 30 concluded, and the NSC at its meeting endorsed
that: (a) the NME must plan to use "all appropriate means available, in-

cluding atomic weapons™; (b) that the employmeni of those weepons would be

1

"made by the Chief Executive when he.considers such decision to be reguired.’
These gulidelines reflected the essence of the summer's Gecisions on atomic

war; their formal appearance also ended the NSC discussion ol the matter of

atomic war policy.

(c) A Nor was there further high-level discussion during the remainéer
of September about atomic policy. The President, 2t first glance, aﬁpearéé
<o héve'émerged unscathed. His hands remained firmly on the "trigger"

and the.custody queséion was settled in a fashion agreeable to him, Yet,

if one probes furiiter, discerning the momentu—~ rrovided by the planniung
mechanism and the increasing numbers of bombs, a different trend is clear,
The NSC paper, wroite W. Walton Butterwérth, Director of the Office of Far

# " o
Eestern Affairs, on September 15, had the &ppsarance of taking no decision,




but as a "practical matter" foreclosed it. The NME woulé plan to use such
weapons and, if war came, they "will have littie alternative but to recom-
mend to the Chiefl Executlive that atomic weazons be used, and he will have
no alternative but to go along. Thus, in elfect, the paper decides the
issue.” 1In view of inis, Butterworth thoughi attention should focus on

" Ee wanted the military to give

"when and how such weapons should be used
more thought to the politicel significeance ¢f <he tarzets io be selected,
remembering that to hit a center "having specizl sentimsntal significgance
might mobilize popular sentiment f'or resistence in a2 manner to prolong the
war. " And should the U. S. bomb the territory of enemy allies, "especially

5k
unwilling enemy allies"?
(u) These considerations, which run to the heari of nuclear siratiegy
end deterrence theory, received attention iz th= months ahead. But zzch new
planning cycle had the parodoxical erfect of boih curtailing the flexibility
of the decision-maker and at the same time rtroviding him with usable but dan-
garous options. Slowly, but perceptively, Truman and his sﬁccessors would
discover that maeny fingers would be poised gi, or near, the irigger rechanism,
Ironically, Truman's own talk of balanced forces would obscure, as we shall
see, the impact that budget limitations were actually having on the develop-
ment of strategic forces, The Chief Executive's [iscal prudence was helping
o fo;ge a rilitary strategy for Soviet-American relations thét rested upoﬁ

L

nuclear might. It did not yet have the label "mzssive retazliation,” but the

implications were unmistakable,

(c) In this emphases on aztomic might the President and his senior

adviscors were not out of step w1th the inforzed public. On September 1k,

115}
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for example, Forrestal, Bradley and Mershall met with Philip Graham &nd a
host of senior publishing figures. Iniended es a "backgrounder” for the
executives, the discussion touched upon & possitle rupture with Moscow.
Among the executives there was "unanimous agreement that in the event of
war the American people would not only have no guestion as to the propriety
of the use of the atomic bomb, but would in fact expect it to be used."

] DPEEY

Anc Foster Dulles told Mzrshsll, somevhat lzter, thal "the Americarn

(g

would execute you if you did not use the bozb in the svent of war.”
George Allen, then Assistant Secretary of Sizte for Public Affairs, in

commenting on NSC 30, said he thought thet public opinion might "force the

use of atomic weapons, even if the chief execurive were inclined against it. This

public would refuse to accept American cezsuzlities which might be saved by
56 .
shortening the war.” With intelligence estimetes setting 1951 or 1953
&8 the earliest date for a2 Sovieti nuclear device, Amsrican policy-makers
(and the public) could afford a certain confidence in ithe trade-off of a
o7
war with the BSoviet Union. The risks seemeé acceptetle.
(ms) By “he end of September Amsricar praparations for a confronia-

tion were well advanced. The JCS, inreviewing its war plans for

Porrestal on September 29,noted the thoroughness of the effort. Check

lists for each service were ready; the American commznders in Germany,

—e




In eddition to these steps, the JCS had TLegun <o survey

for possible use znd studles were underway
for = command post "outside Washingion ir the eveni ths Pentagon wes

Finally, the Air Force had vrepared drafts of letisrs for the

=

-~
AZC, the AXSWP, und the WME in the evsnt of emsrgency. Litils cpresred
T0 nave been overlooksd.
(1) The Soviet Ttlockade had stimulzied a sei. of far-flung American

military preparations, preparations which advanced the state of Amsricen

e ]

ezdiness far more guickly than would have pthervise been possible. In

1y

z¢t, Secretary Marshall was convinced by October 10 that the Sovieis were

"peginning to realize for the first time thet the United States would
59 .
s

really use the atomic bomb against them in the event of war.” On thsa

Soviet balance sheet, the blockade and airlifi were nox only a public
erbzrrzssment but--with the formetion of the Western Union and
ztrziezic preparations--a net loss.. The intzsraction had workec 1o

Americe's advantage.

(U) Soviet behavior appeared to coxfirm this thesis. Kegotiaitions

now becazme somewhat more productive, the Soviet stance in the_U. N, increas-
ingly defensive. Although the blockade continued, with a spark always possible,
tensions tegen to suﬁside. With the presidential cempaign In its final

weeks, American attention  shifted inward. Soviet-American relations

rezeded for the moment as an issue.
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C. Atomic Planning: The Fall of 1948

(TS/RD) In the remaining months of Forrestal's tenure as Secretary of
Defense the atomic part of the strategic picture surfaced only occasionally.
e asked on October 23, for instance, the Air Fo;ﬁe to launch an evaluation
of whether an immediate stomic offensive would in fact achieve its purpose.
:is request, which had an initial deacdline of & month, would £till ke
uncompleted at the time of the Secretary's resignation; indeed, the Hull )
reports would only be ready for presidential scrutiny in the fall of lQhQ.OO
On other fronts things happened more quickly. Arranéements for 2 speecy
transfer of weapons from the AEC to the AFSWP were now complete. ' Increacsing
nunbers of planes were also gvailable for en atomic war; on December 1, 1948
Forrestal was informed that sixty aircraft (chiefly B-29's and B-50's) were
ready. Also he lsarned that Tive assembly teams were trained, with twenty-
siz sircrews available and the figure could reach ninety in an emergency;62 ”
At the same time, the JCS now irnformsé Secretary Forrégtal that its future
reguirements to the AEC would reflect less their estimate of what the AWRC
could produce, than their estimate 6f what the services needed. Lezny put
it tersély oﬁ December 8: "it is quite possible thet atomic weapons may be ‘
reguired for purposes and in gquantities which cannot he foreseen in advance. ?
Gradually, a new dynamic of atomic plenty was starting. Coupled with fights

over tThe type and number of delivery vehicles, this new fact would propel

the arms competition forward. But still that lay in the future.

(rs) A further spin-off from the Berlin crisis was revived public
concern, anc fear, about nuclear war. In December PBradley Dewey published

an article in The Atlantic castigating the administration's failure to




release the Bikini repért._'Thié sparked & War Council debate on the
2tter 1o ro conclusion., Bush, who reme2irzd e Forrestal confidsnt,

- advised the Secretary on December 20 to‘try an gntirely different
{:;pnroach. He would_have Conant and a2 group of "ffye or siy well trusted

individuals" prepare a new report for the President who could then release
it or keep it as he saw fit. Bush, vho doutted another war would be the

2nd of civilization, thought the Americarn people wers now 'ready to szand

behind a policy that says if it is necessery to preserve our freedom we
will employ them.” If the world knew this and knew also that the American

people supported it, Bush predicted thai "it would greatly preserve the peace
6h .

of the world."  Whether Forrestal endorsed this suggestion is still
unclear, as.is the fate of the JCS Evaluation report on the Bikini tests.

What 1s certain is that the: Whlue House, in late December, acted to block

Il a Saﬁuiday Evehinﬁ Post art;cle by Admiral Parsons waich appeared o

minimize the importance of atp@ic energy. The White House action suggested
an atiempt to enhance’still further the image of the bomb. ‘ Or, as John

Ohly put it to Forrestal thegU.S. woulé . convinue to exp‘olu - the possession

6
ol the bomb in term° of psychologlcal ‘warfare. > And in thlS public
cuszion would, _f nossz lé,ibe kept to 2 minimum. Tbo much ulscu~51on

~
St

re
“

could prove troublesome.’

v () As 1948 .enced, the impact of the Berlin crisis was. clssr,
improved military preperations, widespreaé acceptance about use of the
atomic bomb, and a deepening hostility ir Soviei-American relations were

the pattern. Allisnce regotla+1ons, military assistance to the European




/be no transition gap, no need to re-odu

governments, and

ih

1]
"

e

Soviei-American relations or atomic metierz. Throughout

toen 2 sense of rezacting and responding ‘0, but also of

iritistives. Tnis process, which wor genuine 2pplause

Ze2tion, morsover, assurec a3

cconvinuity of direction znd emphasis at. Ths highest levels. Therc would

& new atzinistration about

the year there hagd

surmounting, Sovist

from the European

iczadership, inspired new confidence in the efficacy of American policy ané

also in the nuclear devices that were incressingly plenteous. Diplomacy

arné force seemed in e happy, if momerizry, m=2rriage.

(c) On the other. hanu, some thinzs thati ¢iéd not happen also.

&6 R

deserve notice, Pirst, uhrougho the Bs=rlin crisis,

Presidéent Trumzn's

consultation with the,Congresgional leacéership of either mrty was infreq* ent

if at all. As Richérd Haynés:has observed, Truman made most of the June-

July QEC’S‘OHS on 5er11n on hls own authorily, thougb other dapa shovs tnau

Senator Vandenberg was consﬁlted du:ing the episode ovgr thejba;rage balloon.

S5tili, it was, as Heaynes writes; a classic exzmple of
: : ; R :

power of the modern presidency."s  In this, of course,

mzie the recoonsibility 23l the greater. Szeong,

"the $weeping militery

the nuclear role

the criSis;only muffled,

. 2né @id not end, the interservice rivelries thai hed teken place since

since 10k5, Indeed, thé“actusl vrospzet of using atomic '-apo“u cerved

10 intersify the siruggle, since, in the &

service (the Air Force ii turneé out) had io have ope

-——

F

- F - 3
cserce of & unified commani, one

erztional resporsibilivy

1

for atomic plenning. But this Aémirel C=rfelis concedsé grudgingliy ané on

zn ad hoc basis. Third, while, the crisic spewned numerous militery ané




many points

General

vancenberg in July haé wanted to hoard niz zircrzfi rather then risx =
berlin buildup. Later, in October, the Joint Strategic Survey Committce
-worried about the deterioration of the air:ra”t used in Operation Viitles,

while calling Berlin a "strategic lisbiliiy to the Western Powers." From

a military point of view, the JSSC dislikec the Berlin situatior anc thouzht

d.

it arhanced the opporturities for wer. A Soviet incident coulé lead to

a face-off "from which diplomatic retreat would be most difficult for
68 .

either side." These views did not, of course, outweigh the volitical
ones, ovul their presence is z useful remincer that politicel lezdership

mzy on occasion be bolder and hore daring, even when resources are Scarce

and the prospects of replacement slim.

(U) - Finally, the criseé of 10L8 revealed that U.S. military TANPOWEr

was everywhere de;1c1ent. The ‘impact of ths 1—-ems&.:l.tu'l:et:: cre?u rad not

¥zu been felt, the army reserve forces were virtually non-exist=nu, &ncé the

aumbers of aircraft were (as General Vandenberg asserted) llmlted ~LU.S.

planners were thus driven-—thqugh'for most that was their ouﬁ inclination-~

o center their plans more and more upon the a%amic bomb . fhere literally
eemed no other alternative if to use the slang of a later aay, "push

ceme to shove.” I is(in¢the coetext of przpzredness, or the lack of iz,

o))

‘hiat one might assume thet the Derlin crisis would heve a dramatic impact,

at ieast the equal of the Czech crisis which promptec the 33 biliion supple-

messzl, It <£if rot. Truman adhered ‘0 the 315 tiilion ceiling set in Mzy

tefore tne crisis; and nothing woulc budge rir, The failure of the tudget

epis struggles over IY 1250 2:.<FY 1951,

t0 increase forms the frgmework ior <h

rmmma e n st
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CHAPTER 4

THE BUEGETARY PROCESS: Y 50 AND 51

(u) Soviet-American relstions grew perceptively worse on the
diplomatic,.political, and strategic fronts from 1945 to 1950. But

g defense spending diq not reflect this developing cold war. bnce the
World War II bulgé 6isappeared, budget'expenditures for defense remained
stetionary. Alithough defense appropriations for FY 29L9 and especially
fY 1950 showed increases over the FY 1948 1evei, actual expendiitures
declined from $13.8 billion in FY 1947 to $11.9 billion in FY 1950.

And the decline is more striking if an approximate inflation rate of
. 3

7-8% for 1947-1950 is factored against the decline. Despite a wide
consensus of public: and governmental perceptions about Soviet hostility,

there was no resultant rearmament campaigr necessitating either sizable

deficit financing or 51gq1f1cant new texes. To be sure, the amounts

‘alloceizd to the NME were, by pre-19L0 standards, enormous (roughly ten

times morg in 19h9 than l9h0).' Also, the sums for foreign economic
‘asslstance were sizable anéluﬁexpected, but it wes not at gll certain
that e reduction in foreign aidlaufomatically meant ‘& funding gein for .
the services.' | _ | | ._ ;
A{u) The puzzle therefore remalns- wny, if the Czech crisis brought
a momentary break in the fiscal stringency of the Truman Presidency .
and an increese of thg FY 1950 ceiling to $15 billion (compareu to $11

. billion fqr FY 19Lg), giﬁrthé_Bérlin crisis fail to genera#e.a still
greater crash program fdf reaimament? And to push the argument further,
why, if there was-ﬁo increase after Berlin, could there in féct bte a

positive decrease scheduled for defense expenditures in the following year

gy
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rom 13 tillion to §$13 tiliion? Wiy ¢id Forrestel f2il and his successor,

=y

‘Louis Johnson, not even attempt, to raise the level of military spernding?

- (8) These puzzles have already recsived some attention which may te

2 -

. ecapitulated at the outset. Warner Schilling's masterful assessment

remeins (new eviéence notwithstanding) é valuasble contribution to our
unéerstanding of why defense spendiﬁg ¢1d not increase in either FY 1950

or ¥Y 1951, Firét, and he regerds this as most fun@amental, the proponernts

of increased militafj spending never made a convincing economic (ané thus
rolitical) case for spenéing more than the President ané the BoB thought
approﬁriate. The pre-Keynésian economic views--a balanced budget, reducing
“he huge government Eebt, iimiting expenditures within projected tax recgipts--
were Simply'too strong. Even'Forrestal, es échilling notes, shared these
views_and disliked the proépéét of & deficit. Only 2 few, such as ngeral
Bedell Smith, were wiliing'td.suffer e deficit. Most shared Genersl Clay's

view that the Europeans would view deficiis "as a signal that we were on

+he way to the same inflaticnafy processes which the Buropean nations had

3

found so disastrous."” = Nor was there Congressionel pressure for spending

extra billions in the*namequ_ﬁational security. The airppwer advocates

kaé their supporters;:as for;eximple, in 1948 vhen they a@ded, thanks

- largely to the efforts of:Caﬁl Vinson, an sdditionsl $822 million Jor

aircraft procurement. EIBut the air lobby s=s not strong endugh to force

* The budget ceiling of'$15 billion, set in May 1948, ectu=lly repre-
sented & working buéget of $14 to $L:.L billion; the remeinder wes
tabled for stockpile purchases and other assocjated programs.




_tie re51den.luo snend.the money Even Brien McMahon, who never thouzht
the U.S5. spernt enough on atomic energy, talsgd only of hundreds of millions
- more, not billions. Behind these attitﬁdes stoed a public which supported
the stand in Berlin-ahd which favored a li:ited military buildup, fut which-.
dé¢id not translate that concern into political'pressure.5 In sum, the older
© economics, it is argued, reigned suéremé. |
(U) - A secoﬁd explanation offered by Schilling for budgetery stability
in the face of woréeﬁing Soviet-American rsletions centers on interservice
rivalries. The Key West énd Newport conferences had highlighted the in-
ability of Forrestel to setile the roles end missions dispute. His
difficulties with thé Jcs éﬁ the budget -in the fall of 1948 became an
open éécret,'while Johnsén faqed internecine'wérfare over the flush deck
c%rrie; and the parformance'@héracteristics of the B-36. Demands for
larger expenditures'aépeared,jénd vere, g-dimension of interservice -
rlvalr&,.riValry that unifiééflgn was supposed to end. The duplication
of functlbns, overlapniﬁg r;les, and compe‘ing purchasing systems were
seen as costly and wasteful,‘ea51ly susceptitle to new management technicues’
at considerable sav1ngs. In fact, at one point in 1949 Loulssthnson
averred he could save a billion dollars in Jjust this fashion.'
(U A connected explanatlon, closely related to the interservice
issue, concerns the fallure of the NME to present & budget that related
functions to expenditu:eg,‘ A settlement, even a truce, on the interservice
front, might bave made this.possible. Forrestel, for one,_tried to press
in this direction with his insistence that the cﬁiefs submit three separate

FY 50 estimates that had same relationship to functions.T But he got

only modest results, Nor: coula his owvn siaff provide much more assistance.

1
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The task was highly compllcatea, the maragement technigues still too
:'prxmi tive. Hence when the‘BoB set about its arnusl evaluations in late

"1A19h8 it asked questions such as:

To what extent have the Aif Force and the Nevy eir

arm coordinated their planning.. . of strategic bombing

missions in the Buropean continent?

In planning for the rolee end.missioqs of the three

departiments what consideration h2zs been given to the

development of new weapons whichk may be available,

i.e., aircraft, bombs, etc.? 8
The resulte of such questioning are not, giveh the rivalries, difficult
to guess. The Bureau of the Budget still nad the home court advantage.
(u) A fourth explanation, (and part of a subseguent one as well)
centers upon the fallure of Secretary of Siate George Mershell to support
vigorously a sizable increase in military svehding. Bz=d he done 50, then
Secretary Forrestal might heve been able to convince Truman to authorize
a higher ceillng. Whatever the merits of the ergument, that is, vhether
the President would have reacted differenily to a solid Marshall-Forrestal
front; it nevef came close to?realication, But not for the-lack of effort.
by the former Secretary.of the Navy. From May to chembecal9h8, Forrestei
reneatedly sought to win the General 5 suvpo*t. Each'time'hergot turned
_ aside, evaded or 1gnored. Marshall, vho kneu first hand the fickleness
of Congress, worried lest the American effort be geared toward g "peak"
year. BHe preferred a level approach that shunned sbrupt jerks up anéd down.
Also, a&s Schilling observes, Marshall during 1948 had become progressively
more convinced that the rearming of Europe offered the best eo;ution to the

continental balance. Hence he could not slign himself too closely wvith-

the military efforts for 8 bigger sllce, since he or his successor et the

=134
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State Depsrtdest would almost certainly hsve':o approach Truman for
funéing for dilitary assistance. Of course, Jjust uhiS situation dié

. occur. While the initial budget for FY 1650 haé no esllocetion for VAP,

- that for FY 1951 hsd 3645 million.9 |

(Ts) A fifth argument sdvanced to explein the failure of the budget
to rise centers updn Forrestal's own inability to geuge either the problem
or Truman correctly. Certainly the President geew wveary of hearing the
Seesetsry complain about the Chiefs and their foibles. In exasperation,
for insfsnce, he wrote Forrestal on July 13 seying that “the proper

thing for you to do is to get the Army, Navy and Alr people together

and estsblish a program within the hudget limits mhlch have been allowed,
It seems to ‘me that is your responsibility." lof Nor dic Forrestal's
overtures to the GOP durlng the 1948 election cempaign help the Secretary
~ with the newly elected President, aesplte Torrestal's explanation thst he
only sough; to prepare prudently for a possitle presidentiel_transition.ll
" The portirait that emerges of.Fdrrestal is thet of & man whorcsuld fight
defensively, bu£ could nbt leed crestivelyg who nippedﬁet preblems, but
did not thoroughly grasp them, who had s sense of mission, but ellowed it
to cloud his common sense. But to say this of Forrestel only explains
~FY 50, not Louls thnson 8 behavior in 1949 and the fornﬁtion of FY 51.
(U) Finelly, it is argued that Secretary Forrestel made the
strategic argument, butavas unable to triumph.l2 That is, Forrestal

and his service ccllesgdes presented gn effective evaluation of the

strategic threat and the requirements necessary to meet it. But they

could not overcome the force of the arguments already noted: fiscal




restraints, Marehsll's cautioﬁ, interservice rivalry, Forrestal's own

» failures.
 (U) The new evidence now available sugzests that Schilling's expla-
' 1nation needs oualification. In particular, the new sources require that

" his besic premise about the suasiveness of the strategic ergument bhe

reconsidered. For it is not at all clear either that Forrestel and the
services made an effective strategic argument, or that everyone agreed on |
the .dangers posed by Moscow. The interaction of the strategic equation

with the budgetary process merits a re—examination.

I. Strategic Competition and
Fiscal Year 1950

(Ts) The Finletter report of January 1948 ratified the parameters of

much of the strategic discusSion, defining, in essence, 8 strategic threat

£s & two-part problem: Soviet possession of the boab and the capacity to

deliver it. Taking these points together, the Firletter study pegged the

Soviet threat as possible by 1952 and urged z sizable builcup in strategic
- 13 o

airpower to offset the dsnger. . But the reoort not.only set the parameters

of the discussion, it also prompted a JCS resoonse that exemplifled the

.quality of the military responses ‘to the stretegic problem, the JCS were

ungble to agree on the. specifics of a solution. Balanced forces, Do new
political commitments without adequate American forces, and no further
reliance on U.S. military potential as a deterrent to Soviet expansion:
these were the JCS proposals in the face of & Soviet gtrateglic threatr
Rather than address the preoise r;sks posed or estimate the best response

or consider whether U.S. or Eﬁropean forces were the best investment,
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the JCS covered their own differences with virtual platitudes, Subse-
15

quent discussions in early 1948 were no more precise. As a result,

Forrestal's most potent, soi-disant ally, was too easily discounted by
- others in the bureaucratic process.
(TS/RD) In fairness to the JCS, its decision mechanisms were not

fequired to respond to-precise threats or unmistakable intelligence

indicators. For throughouﬁ 1948 both the JIC and CIA reports placed the

earliest Soviet explosion at 1950, with 1953 considered the more probable
date. Nor were the Soviets thought to have more than an extreﬁely modest
ability to launch one~-way raids on the U.S. in 1949. As 1948 progressed,

the estimates advanced the first point of real danger to 1956, when the

Soviet Union was expected to have_ and a long-range air force
16

capable of one-way attacks on the United States. At a time when the

AEC was producing new bombs at a rate of — when the American - oo T
arsenal in mid-1948 _weapons, and when‘ the available delivery
aircraft numbered approximately- it was difficult to become alarmed.n
Moreover, as the results from the Sandstone tests were processed, it appeared
that these advantages would increase at a much quicker pace than anyone

had though possible. Although Neils Bohr might predict a 1949 explosion

by the Soviet Union, his warnings weré 1ost amid electoral considerations
18

and a general sense of confidence. The urgency of late 1945 and 1946

to deal with the "absolute weapon" had abated. And this attitude did not

make Forrestal's task of persuasion any easier.

(C) . If the former Wall Streeter got little effective assistance

from the JCS or the intelligence reports, he got even less from his own




creation: the NSC mechanism. The NSC's effort during 1948 to define America's

atomic policy dealt almost solely with the question of using the bomb against

the Russians and not with the threat posed by the Soviets to the United

' ‘States. NSC 7, the first attempt in March 1948 to define U.S. objectives

-§is~5-vis Communism, talked only in genéfal terms -about the threat posed

by subversion and the need for greater preparedness. But this effort at
> 19

" analysis was so poor that the State Department effectively quashed it,

(C) . Forrestal also apparently recognized the inadequacies of NSC 7
for, on May 21 at thé White House, he argued vigorously for a statement both
of-objec;ives forjAmerican'foreign policy énd of the resources to implement
them.20 Then, on July 10, he asked Truman if the NSC staff could prepare a
major study, assessiné ovgréil:security needs, defining whether the dangers
were diétant-or immediate, and.estimating the ﬁ;ture ;f the most likely
Soviet threat. Taken togethéf; these would, he told the President, help

the defen%e establishment-fiﬁvééte;mining the level and character of forces
which iﬁ'éhould maintain.”. All:of.this voﬁld.be of aséiétance;'?o;reséal
also madeiclear;.in dfawing:up.new Budget requests férAFY 1950.21
(IS) From the start Forréstél's pall'for an NSC inpuﬁ;mgt opéosition;

doubts, and mixed success. f;ﬁmén wasted no time in informiﬁg the Secretary

on July 15 that, while he approvéd of the study, the preparations for FY 1950

. should continue within the $15'billion ceiling set by the White House in May.

No KSC study, the Chief Egecutive'made clear, would be allowed to determine

his budget choices. Allfﬁg would promise was to consider the NSC advice
- 22 <

later in evaluating the established ceiling.

w
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() Nor was the State Department much more enthusiastic about the
endeavor. While conceding the need for policy guidance, George Kennan,
head of Policy Planning, told Marshall and Lovett that he worried about
"exaggerating the value of such estimates in solving the problems Mr.
Forrestal has in mind." The world situation was "extremely fluid," Kenn;u
argued, and "would be deeply influenced by the measures which we ourselves
take. Our adversaries are extremely flexible in their policies and will
adjust themselves rapidly and effectively to whatever we may do. Our
policies must therefore be viewed not only as a means of reacting to a
given situation, but as a means of influencing & situation as well."
Forrestal wanted, observed the diplomat, a set of either/or answers--1950
or 1952, military or non-military means--when the issues were %p fact more

complicated and subtle, Answers to these problems could really only be

determined on a "day-to-day" basis. Despite these reservations (which
Marshall and Lovett-apparently shared), Kennan believed State was the
appropriate agency to prépare the statement such as Forrestal desired.23
<) Moreover, two principal parts of NSC.20——papers on estimates of
the Soviet threat and on U.8. objectives toward Moscow--emanated from the
Policy Planning Staff. The threat estimate, though prepared initially on
the eve of the Berlin blockade, held that war with the Soviets was not
likely and that the Soviets were not planning any deliberate armed action.
Further, the drafters did not believe Russian policy would become more
bellicose even when fhe Soviets fiﬁally obtained the atomic bomb. In'féct,

they believed the Russians might "actually prove to be more tractable in

negotiation when they have gained some measure of power of disposal over




the weapon, and no longer feel they are negotiating at so great a dis-
advantage."

(C) In a statement added to the original June study, the Policy
Planning staff explicitly rejected the notion of a U.S. defense effort
designed to meet a "peak year" of war danger. To have a peak effort would,
it asserted, simply encourage the Soviets to delay any moves, convince
American allies of our undependability, and expose our forces to attack
after tﬁeir maximum efficiency had passed. By contrast, a long-range

effort would convince the Soviets of Americ;n determinaton, encourage

other countries to resist the Soviets, and prepare the United States for
action if war came at some time other than the peak danger. Im short, just
as Truman had suggested in May in setting the $15 billion.ceil%pg, the
American effort ought to be based on "a permanent state of adequate military
preparation.”" Beyond these admonitions, the State Department paper did

not go. Its calm tone, iﬁs less than panicked evaluation pf”the future, and
its vagueness did not make it a compeliing addition to Forrestal's arsemal
of arguments.24

(C) The same held true for the other State effort, drafted by Kennan.
The reduction of Soviet power and a change in the Soviets' international
behavier constituted, Kennan wroté, America's general objectives toward

the Soviet Union. In peace this meant encouraging the loosening of Soviet
ties.ﬁver eastern Europe, promoting federalism within Russia to "permit a

revival of the national life of the Baltic peoples,”" and showing the world

the true nmature of Soviet aims. But it should not be American policy to

try either to overturn the Soviet government or "to place the fundamental




emphasis of our‘policy on preparation for armed conflict, to the ex-

clusion of the development of possibilities for achieving our objectives
without war . . . ."

(C) In case of war, American objectives, Kennan wrote, became f#r
more radical. Although they ought not include the assurance of Ukrainian
independence or the determination of the future rulers of Russia or any
"large scale program of decommunization,' the war zims did include the
destruction of Soviet influence outside the Russian state. Also, the U. 8.
ought to deny a sufficient "military-industrial" potential to any remaining
Soviet state, so as to make impossible its waging "war on comparable terms
with any neighboring state or with any rival zuthority which might be set

up on traditional Russian territory." Further, these other regimes were not

to have strong military power, were to be economically dependent on the

outside world, and were to impose no iron curtain on contacts with the outside
25
world. These ambitious goals incorporated, it ought to be added, those

submitted by the JCS on August 6 as "National War Objectives" and at the
same time went beyond thém.zs.Their attainment would have required herculean
war efforts, efforts that a "realist'" such as Kennan should have doubteé as
unlikely. Nonetheless, the Policy Planning study provided the NSC and
fB?EE;EEE'wihhfé set of both peacetime‘and wartime objectives toward the
Soviet Union.

{C) During Septe@ber and October the KSC staff worked to assimilate
thesé reports. If Forrestal had wanted an early statement on which to base
a larger budget request, none was forthcoming. And since none had appeared

by late October, the Defense Secretary renewed his efforts to secure George

Marshall's help as an ally. On October 31, Forrestal wrote the Secretary

of State, asking whether the international situation warranted




a reduction in Américan,forces or whether things had in fact gotten worse,

thus requiring more forces.z7 Marshall, then in Paris, received the

Forrestal solicitation through his subordinaztes, Robert Lovett and George

Kennan. And they, as earlier, advised their chief not to become a part of

Forrestal's budget game. Lovett especially disliked having the State

Department singled out for such an assessment. The responsibility,-

Lovett argued in a circular fashion that inmpzled Forrestél,'"depends

in considerable part on the decision of the President, acting on the

"~ advice ogsthe National Security Council, of which Mr. Forrestal is a

mggber.” But this of course was precisely the Defense Secretary's

problem: Truman would not budge and the NSC had not yet acted.

(C) As it developed, Marshall also refused to support Forrestal.

On November 8 he cabled Lovett that he did not want a dispute with Forrestal

over the "objective world situation’ or the military budget. He felt, as

he had in the spring, that the U,S. should develop forces "within.a balanced

national economy, and that the country could not, and would not, support 2
29

budget based on preparation for war. This view still holds." Hence

he wanted the Defense Secretarytold the following: that American responsi-

bility would continue until the European nations recovered; that U.S.
would remain a deterrent to Sovieé aggression; and that next year would be
neither better nor worse than the current year. Fimally, the U.S. should
work.to build up European ground forces rather than American ones.30

Marshall had decidedly rebuffed Forrestal's overture for a statement

of‘support that bolstered his, and the Chiefs', pleas for a bigger




defense budget.

(C) Still, Forrestal did not abandon his effort."Two tactics
involved the NSC process: his submissien of:a JCS paper on U.S. comait-

| ments to members of the NSC and his preesure for the completion of NSC 20‘
itself. The JCS statement of November.2 addressed.the threat question less
from a bilateral Soviet-American pefSpective, than from the general apprqach
of what obligations the U.S. had incurred that might require the use of
force. Theee included, the paper stated, the security of the Eastern
Mediterranean and the-"political independence™ of Italy, Iran, Greece, and
Turkey. Moreover, there were occupation duties requiring 225,000 men, the
possibility of havi;g to eet‘with the U.N., In Palestine, tSe deteriorating
sieuaeion in China, and tﬁe ramification of tﬁe Vandenberg reeelution for
an Atlantic aliiance to consider. Since Washington obviously faced a set

of global challenges, it had‘to be prepared to react militarily to_any
Sov1et move. And this Commgniet move would come when, "in terms of their
comparaeive.readiness end'the;f need to exert overt force, it best serves their
purpose.”" At the very leas;;FOpined the JCS, the NME ought to be ready

for effective emergency action and "provision should be made for extending
the scope of such measures to all -out war without avoidable delay. Until
these steps had been takep (and with a less than veiled allpsien to the
negotiations for NATOj,eno fﬁ;ther American military commi;eents ought to
be made. The Berlin e£isis-had demonstrated the need to bfiné forees into
line with policies. The JCS then conciuded with the assertion that "our
"POTENTIAL military power" had not checked Soviét aggression’, while the

31
lack of readiness was an actuallencouragement to aggression,”




(U) This unambiguous statement left no doubt about the JCS

position; it did not, however, link forces to objectives, place a price

' tag on the réquirqments, or provide any step-by-step plan for implementa-

* tion. Nor was it cépched inllanguage that zade ;he Soviet threat, if
defined as the bomﬁ plus delivery, any more imminent. Indeed, what is
especially striking is the absence'of any mention of that threat in the

JCS paper. Its tone throughout was one of resﬁonse to the overseas
challenges and the execution of commitments abroad, with little mention

of the possibility of an attack on the U.5. And there was no effort to fix
a date for the maxioum Soviet danger--mezning when the Soviets got atomie
weapons. Instead the JCS opted for a more sustained, steady buildup. When
the Chiefs argued on tﬁat ter;ain, they nzturally played the game under a
set of rules in which both the President and the Bureau of the Budget were
more skilled practioners. .‘The allocation for the budget at $15 billion
was désigned to ensure just that steady effort.

(c) ~ If Forrestal still had hopes that the completed NSC 20/4 study
would alter Truman's_s;ance, ﬁe waé disappointed. The completed report
did not provide a 1ast-minqte reprieve for the largér budégﬁ totals; rather
it endorsed fhe Presidént};_éaflier ceiling. _On_balance,‘HSC 20/4 d41id not
depart vefy much from.thé iﬁitiai departrental inputs. Abp&e-all, its
recommendations were.igbrecise and non-programmatic. Cert;iﬁly NSC 20/4—-
"U.S. Objectives Wifh}ﬁeSpec; to the USSR to Counter Soviét Threats to
U.8. Security'--was not'a'document to turn the tide in a budget battle.
Discussed by the NSé on November 23, NSC 20/4 was approved by President

Truman a day later and in early December was sent to members of the Cabinet.

LT




(C) The major points of NSC 20/4 deserve notice, however, if only

to be compared with its more celebrated successor, NSC 68. Moscow's
determinatién to §ominate the world constituted, according tec the study,
thg major threat to American security, a determination pursued through
subversion, through economic warfare, and through the development of
Soviet military potential. At the moment, western Eurcpe and the colonial
éregs appeared to be major Soviet targets, altﬁough they had "dupes" whé
woﬁld make trouble elsewhere. Nevertheless, it was impossible, the study
said, "to calculate with any degree of precision the dimensicns of the
threat to U.S. gecurity by these Soviet measures short of war." On the
other hand, the American response in Europe appeared to have checked the

Communist advance for the moment.

(C) On the Soviet military threat per se, the conclusions were again

‘European and Mediterranean centered. The Soviets could overrrun the

Continent in six months, possibly reach Cairo, and stir up things in the

Far East. "Meanwhile, Great Britain could be subject to severe bombardment."

All of this might lead to theﬂconsblidation of Soviet'powe: on the Continent,

a development the paper held as "an unacceptabie threat tozthe'secufity of

the United States." Buﬁ thé o;;y immediate threat to thg:égntinegtél United _f
States came from the %oséiﬁility'“of serious submarine wafféie and of a

limited number of one—yay.boﬁber sorties.” Not until 1955 ﬁduid the Soviets,
the report continued, %é_hapablé of serious air attacks agéinét the U.S.

with chemical, biologiégi, or.radiological weapons, of extensive submarine
operations (1ncluding "short-range gulded missidles™) and of airborne operafions.

Eﬁen then the Communists ﬁodld be incapable of invading the U.S., though
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they might be able to overrun other areas until 1958. To meet these

dangers, to avoid any chance of war by miscalculation, and to hold the

;allies firm, the U.S. and the west had to continue ERP, to build up their
';military forces, and to stir up dissension among"Soviet bloc nations. At

‘the same time, the United States had to be alert lest its “relative

world position" be eroded, especially through subversive activity in

vulnerable areas. Alsc, there were Aangers from espionage, economic
instabiliry, political and social disunity, inadequate or excessive armament,
and a wasteful use of American resources in time of peace.

(C) If the list weré long on dangers, 1t was likewise long on objectives—-
and vagueness. American policy should seek to reduce Soviet influence and

to briné about more agreeaﬁle Soviet behavior in the international sphere.

It should also strive for military preparedness, protect against subversion

and espionage, improve the economy of the free world, reach Qut to nmon— - -
Soviet nations, and keep the American public "fully informed and cognizant of
the threats so that it will be prepared to support the measures which we

must accordingiy adopt.”" In ail this, Nsb 20/4 also observéd: "due care -
must be taken to avoid permanently impgiring our economy aﬁd the fundamental
values and institutioné inﬁéfen# in our way of life." Fingily,-if war did-
come, the study urged a pbliéy of virtual partitién and bréé#up of the
pre-1939 Soviet state, mﬁdh élong the lines of the Policy Piaﬁﬁing/JCS papers

of August. Beyomnd thatf‘it did not address the details of war aims,
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() Fourteen months after its inception, the NSC system had

produced a major analysis of Soviet-American r;lations. Clearly it did not
fit Forrestal's hopes, but probably nothing could have. A definitive,
urgent statement, Eapablé of convincing a newly elected President to

.depért from fiscal'ofthodoxy, would hav; required a number of impossible
givens: interservice agreement on roles and missions, refined prograﬁs
geared to geographic and functional ta;ks, a more azlarming set of CIA and
JICQintelligenceles;imates on the Soviet nuclear program, agreement that
military and not‘diplomatic—economic responses were the proper reaction to
Soviet challenges, and a.wider base of public éupport for higher defense
spending. None of Epese faptors existed.

(C) ‘ Moreover, the paper helped to blur rather than define issues,
espe;ially the conception of threat. Insteéd of the Finletter concern over
atomic weapons and strategiciﬁircraft, NSC 20/4.réflected the danger of both
a Soviet conveﬁtioﬁal attaﬁk ;nd a st;atégic threat. The more genefalized
threat, siﬁply because 1t was general, in turn diluted-the iﬁpaét of the call
for defeﬁse preparedness. So,: too, did the use of 1956 as #he date of the.‘
significant Soviet nﬁciear_tﬁreat. Interéstingly, the repé}t_fufther confused.
the problém by adeopting both thé peak year notion {(but in tﬁg aistance) and
the level yeér approach for‘defénse preparation; While thiéxcertainiy Te-

- flected Truman's préfgfences;_it did not zltogether end theiiﬁea of a peak
year approach to budgeﬁéry éllocations. Ironically, the leyel.year mode
would dominate until Jui§ 1950, when the peak year (of 1951) would blast

open the financial restraints.

-

tU) Other points are worth noting. First, although there were
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allusions to the Far East, the central struggle was clearly in and about

Europe. And in this the European states vere themselves expected to render
effective assistance after their economic reconstruction. Large amounts
of military manpower were still not contecplzted as a feature of the
longer-term American defense effort. Secead, no weapons systems emerged
to dominate these political-military discussions. Indeed, the domiﬁance of
political inputs into the analysis is striking, matched only by the

- apparently minor input of CIA estimates and revorts. Third, neither the
early staff work nor the ultimate report explore with care what Keanan had
wgrned about at the start: what would an A=erican defense buildup do to
the pattern of Soviet behavior and response? On the contrary, NSC 20/4
dezlt with Moscow as a monolithic, ratiomal actor state, capable of |
perceiving its own best interests andadjusting accordingly.

(Ts) " For its central purpose--helping to increase the size of the

defense budget in FY 1950--NSC 20/4 was a failure. The Secretary had not
made his strategic case. That would also be the fate of the pther tactic

that he surfaced in November: inviting General Eisenhower to come back to

the Pentagon and help sort out the interservice budget tangle. This
suggestion, made on November 9, could have lent the former Supreme Commander's
prestige to the efforts to increase the budget.33 Truman's reaction to

the suggeétion is uncléar; Eisenhower would be invited -to help with the
formaéion of the FY 51 budget, virtually acting as a super chairman of the
JCS. But he does not seem to have participated in the late 1948 discussions.

‘The Defense Secretary's last gambit had also misfired, at least for the

moment.
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(C) On December 1 James Forrestal submitred the first overall NME
34 ' :
(DOD) budget to the President. More precisely, he submitted three

budgets: one which met the presidentiai ceiling of $15 billion, and two
' *

" others that did not; one for $23 billion and one for $16.9 billion.

Forrestal's covef letter stated that the JCS did not believe national

~ security could be "adequately safegharded" with the $15 billion budget

and that one $8 billion highér was needed. TForrestzl said he disagreed
with.the Chiefs and felt that $16.9 billion would be adequate "unless the
international situation should become more serious.” Of course neither
he nor the Chiefs mentioned that Truman's FY 1950 ceiling of $15 billion
represented an increase_ofiélmqst $4 billion over the amount initially
requésted in FY 1949. Ratﬁer, they centered -their case on what could be

secured with eaﬁh of three different budget requests:

$14.4 billion for FY 50

Army: 677,000 men in 10 divisions
Navy: 527,000 men; 287 combat ships
Alr Force: 412,000 men; 48 groups

- Limited procurement = ' :
Nominal reserves
Restrictive maintenance

$23 billion in FY 50

Army: 800,060 men in 12 divisions
Navy: 662,000 men; 382 combat ships

* The ceiling of $15 billion imcluded, it should be remembered,
allocated funds for stockpile purchases; the f;pal amount netted
. by the NME was $14.4. The other budgets submitted did not include

those totals.




Air Force: 489,000 cen in 70 groups
Substantial procurement

Strong reserve forces

Normal maintenance

$16.9 billicon in FY SO

Army: 800,000 men in 12 divisions
Navy: 580,000 men; 319 combat ships
Alr Force: 460,000 men in 59 groups
Reasonable procurement

Normal maintenance

Reasonably adequate reserves

() Each budget, he told the President, has its special rami-
fications for strategy, points which the JCS could make in a special
briefing. Further, }n an appérent exaggeration, he claimed that General
Marshail favored the middle figure since it would be "better calculated. . .
to instill the necessary confidence in democratic nations everywhere
than would the reduced forﬁe# in a more limited budget."35
(U) - On Debemﬁer 9 Fofréstal, the service secretaries and the Chiefs
met'with_the President.,_Tbe session, complete with charts and
presentafions,_lasted an hour.i Truman was not.convinced.ssl On January
10, 1949, he announcéd a FY budget request of $14,268 billiqn with the
following force structure:

©Ammy: 627,dOb men in 10 divisions

Navy: 527,000 men; 288 combat ships
Air Force: 412,000 men; 48 groups
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The $14.4 billion budget, with some reductions, had survived, Forrestal,

the Chiefs, and Berlin notwithstanding. Despite the President's best
efforts and beliefs, he submitted a budget with an $873 million deficit.

To offset this, new taxes were required gnd were, in fact, a part of fhe
budget measure. But the new'revenueé, even if approved, would not come
until FY 51.37 In the meantime, a conservative fiscal approach would
dominate unless an urgent strateglc threat could be shewn, and that Forrestal
and the JCS had failed to do.

(TS/RD) In the interval between the December 9 rebuff at Fhe White
House_an& the January budget submission to Congress, Forrestal had one

other session with Truman on FY 1950. As Waréer Schilling (using the
Fogrestal diary) notes, their second meeting on Decémber 20 blended budgets;
strategy, and long-term defense policies. The availability of Fofres&al's
own briefing material for the presentation, prepared by the Air Force, now
enables us to see thislm{xture even more clearly, in a fashion tying together:
many of the events of 1948. Arguing for the addition of another $580
million for the Air Force, the Secretar} stressed the crucial importance

of six addi;ional bombardment groups. His straéegic rationaie for the
groups clearl} embracéd an atomic strategy. Air power, Forrestal contended,
could be successfully used "against our most probable ememy." An air

offensive would not only prevent a U. S. and allied defeat, it would

enable the war to be won with less expenditures of men and dollars.
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= Moreover, through irmediate retallatlon, en air of ensive would ellow

time to prepare for e conventional war, : Air power, because it could re-

"eet immeciately, provided the "most effective deterrent to Soviet aggres- :
sion. It is the immediacy of the threat.of retsliation thet will stop

Soviet aggression, if anything will.!' Thus, any reduction in air pover,

might be misinte*pvﬂ*ed7 the Secretary argued.

arther :'Wﬁ
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needed support from conventlonal bombers, especially against petroleum

“argets, transportation netnorks, and as diversionary sorties. -For this,

rorrestal and the Air Force asserted, at least Twen y medium ané heavy

.

bomb groups, not the fcurteeniEhvisaged in.the FY 1950 budget, were neces-

An additional six groupéﬁ(it was uncleer vwhether they were heavy

sary.
40

or medium)‘were therefore.imperabive, at a cost of $580 million for FY 1950.
(u) This somber appeal br&ught"no chasge in Truman's buéget priorties.

Indeed, when Congress later added Just such funds for move e_r ‘ETOupS in

" September 1949, the Pre51dent refused to spend the money. A_guments from

war plans were no more effectlve than threat zssessments in- breaklng the

ceiling. But other *emlflcatlons were equelly important. ?irst, the logic

- of the tight fiscal pqliey:on overall strategic policy was ege?ging with

greater clarity, Reliance on a strategic elomic posture now formed an

essential element of America's defense policy. The assumptions of the

.

Sepuember discussions about atcmlc pollcy--(LaC 30)--were rapidly becoming :

*sdom. Tre—-sn right talk of balanced

vart ol the accentea strateglc w

forces, Lhe budget m_ght contlnuejto be divided into triads for the Army,




- gainst the Soviets., Paradoxically the Berlin airlift had demonstrated the |

: UNLLASSIIED

but the balance was rcre avparent than real, The new

Kevy, and Air Forc e,

war plens posited an immediate atomic retaliation, with conventional war’

to follow, What had perhaps been implicii in the confusion of 1946 and

1947 became explicit: the atomic bomb was a part of operational planning ﬁ'

for war with the Soviet Union. It would be the deterrent force and if de-

terrence fgiled, it then would be utilized earlier rather than later a-

adventages of conventional forces, while spurring the development of war
plans that enshrined dependence upon an atomic response, Face-to-face with
the prospect of an explosive Soviet-American confreoniation, and with in-
adequate U, S. ground forces to match & Soviet push, the atomic advantage
beceme crucial, Unfettered by any plan of international contro} or by any
British finger on the nuclear trigger, Ameriéén planners could proceed. The
faint outlines of the "massive retaliation" doctrine were emerging. The
shaping of the FY 1951 budget, during 1949, did nothing to impede the

emergent new doctrine and its attendant war plans.

II. Fiscal Restraint, Strategy, and FY 1951

BT e

(u) The unexpected'Soviet explosion of & nucleer device in August 1949
dramatically altered the framework of the Soviet-American strategic compe-
tition. Not only did it end the American monopoly months ahead of schedule,
not only did it give the competition a ﬁew sense of urgency and reality,

it accelerated the U. S. decision to develop & thermonuclear device and

& e

-

solidified the American commitment to an atomic strategy. ‘Tt éet in motion,

moreover, the bureaucratic processes that would lead to the most thorough
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R post-war examination of U, S. objectives and policy--NSC 68--yet undertaken.

FEATRE L OARITITR

-T(U) These well-known responses, however, are allowed too often to

tobscore other events in 1949 that impinge significantly upon tne Soviet=
:American relationShipc First, the Soviet explqsiong for all of its impact,
did not produce any alteration in the budget ceiling programmed in July 1949
ef $13 billion for the Department of Defense. Indeed, the budget submitted
to Congress in January 1950 for FY 51 appeared oblivious (save for compara-
tively modest AEC increases) to the Russian achievement. Second, as a subse-
quent section will show, the Soviet detonation caught the American atomic
program in a state of pregnant expectation, already preparing to move to a
new plateau. The shapevofathe subsequent atomic and thermonuclear program
did not, therefore, owe its'inception to the sobering news of mid-September.

Third, a series of other events were important. The formation of NATO, the

emphasisfgiven to miltiary assistance, the open rebellion of some naval
officers ‘against the asCendancy'of the Air Force, the maladroitness of

the new Defense Secretary Louis Johnson, and the enhancement of his power

through the 1949 amendments to the National Security Act were all part

of the ecrisis and response context influencing high-level policy. At the
.same time, the Soviet decision to end the Berlin blockade in early 1949
and to concede the continuing validity of zllied occupation rights there
g meant that Truman's European policy had scored a substantial success, On
the other hand, the increasing importance of the intermal security issues
injected an ugly element of partisan attacks, perhaps intensified by the
unexpected GOP loss in 194é : This trend the Hiss trials would of course-

41
strengthen, as did the rapidly d151ntegrat-ng situation in China.
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(TS) Concurrent with these developments was the spreading consensus,
among the most sénior policy mﬁkers and much of thg public, that 2 war with
the Soviet Union would ®mee the utilization c¢f ztomic weepons, These con-
_vict}ons came wWell before the Soviet expiosio:. On April 6, 1949, in re-

sponse to recent remarks by Winston Churchill, President Trumen publicly

defended the magnanimous nature of the Baruch plan, justified his decision

to use the bomb against Jepan, and said that if "the democracies of the
L2
world ere et stake, I wouldn't hesitate to zake it agein.” This public

prcnounceﬁent simply mirrored the discussions within the government. At

the Waf Council on February 8, 1949, for exzmple, all present (ihcluding
Sradley, Scuers, Eisenhower, Forrestal and Tannevar Dush) agreed that the_
NSC decision "regarding the use of éhe atomic bomb zas definite and that

the publie believed we would use the bomb . . . . " ’

’C)- Furthermore, the President himself displeyed & new interest in the
entire strategic question., In early.April, for instance, he queried his aide
Brigadier General R. B. landry (USAF), on whether the U. S. was risking--
with the air doctrine--putting all its eggs into one basket, .In a subsequeﬁt
(April 16) reply, Landry (speaking for the Air Force) informed Trumer that
Americen strategy was & balanced one, with the Air Force merely having the
task of responding immediately "as distinguished from foreces to become
aveileble later through mobilization build-up:" Landry also emphasized

trat the B-36's, B-29;s and B-50's could meke it ti- their target erees,

And he added:

There is just one other item which I feel this memorandum




s should cover, in view of the President's remarks of several

- . days ago, and that is the possibility that the B-36 might

in time be relegated to the same position of obsolescence

as the battleship. Until the advent of effective longrange
uninhebited missiles, the B-36 will be ocutmoded only by a
better airplane. Its obsolescence will be the inevitable
result of rapid world progress in seronauties. This is a
reality which must be faced, and is being faced both in Air
Force reSﬁﬁrch and development activities end in procurement
programs,

(18) Subseguently General Vandenberg, Air Force Chief of Staff, briefed
the President on the Air Force plans. Then on Afril 21 ?ruman requested

a reﬁart from the newest service on the "chences_of successful delivery of
bembs as contemplated by this plan, togeﬁher with 2 joint evaluation of the
results to be expected by such bombing." ’ This request, which followed

the 1948 one by Forrestal, would lead to the Hull report, prepared by the
newly createq»keapons Systems Evaluation Group. The details of these efforts
reed not detain us, theugh interestingly Eisenhower. (whoz Secretary Johnson
contacted) was & "bit astongggeﬁ? to find no JCS opinion on "such an important _
| ' 46

feature of all our specific war_plans. e "

(TS) :The PrESident ﬁas littie more successful than his ffrst Defense

Secretary in generating a speedy:answer. John Ohly, a personal assistant

to Forrestal and then Johnson, put the reason for the delay with accuracy
"so many issues>are either directly or indirectly affected by the character
. of the answer [fbout the air offensiyif . {the flush deck carrier, the
wisdom of putting so much money into B~36 and B-50 planes, etc ) and . . .
- our strategic plannlng rests so heav11y on a particular answ:; to this
problem which JCS now admits it will take a year to answer." Although
Johnson left a draft of the report with the President on October 18, the

JCS soon asked for a postponehent-of a further briefing until January 1950.

By that time, Bradley noted, the JCS would have studied the report
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and_appfacéa iﬁ;. What the President finally heard in the Rull repbrt

-(whicﬁ the Air Egrce tﬂ;ngﬁg was "ditraconservative") c;n belbriefly

summarized: 75 to 80 percent of the bombers would-reach their targets,

destroying one half to two thirds of the installations. Such an attack

would be successful.48 Nearly a year after his réquest, Truman learned

that presidential confidence in an air offensive appeared warranted. The
doctrine of the atomic blitz had received additional reaffirmation.

(u) Finally, 1949 also witneséed a get of attempts to grapple more
comprehensively with the issue of defense budgets and security goals. There
were_reﬁewed efforts to achieve some mechanism or process for assessing

threat, defining objectives, and affixing pri;e tags. For both the

dgyelopments of 1949 and the later course of Soviet;American strategic‘relations,
these budgetary efforts are instructive and deserve spgziéf'égtentioﬁf B

(Ul The budget process for FY 1951 can, for the:sake of simplicity, be
said to have proceeded along two parallel tfacks from March to July 1949.' One
of these was the NSC system: the effort to develop written policy statements

and objecfives within the integrated, éoordinated NSC structure, such as
Forrestal had vainly sought in late 1948. The other was the formal budget
process itself, speafheaded by the Bureau of.the Budget, under Frank Pace,

Not ahtiftjui§_;buid_tﬁese two tracks begin to convergé;ngﬁgmfhén not alﬁéys

clearly or decisively. But a process was emerging, and the drafting and

review of NSC 52/2 in September contained patterns of practice for the future.

1
L

(©) The NSC staff took the initiative in this process by preparing on
March 30, 1949, a memorandum on "Measures Required To 4chieve U. 8. Objectives

With Respect to the USSR." An attempt to put into operatiomal form the
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platitudes of NSC 20/4, this study reflected z series of soon-to-be

enshrined doctrines: an early air offensive agai;st the Soviet Uniomn, the
need for bases for these operations, military assistance to allied nations,
increased attention to.psychological warfare, and overall military pre-
paredness to meet the Soviet challenge. The study also detailed objectives
for improving internal security, economic mobilization, and intelligénce
operations. While arguing the needlto isolate the Soviet Union‘economically,

it duly noted that economic constraints limited the American ability to
49
support meultiple obligations.

() The draft study met irmediate opposition from George Kenman on
programmatic and philoscophical grounds. Fearing it would inject "rigidity"
rather than fiexibility into the American position, the head of Policy
Planning on April 14 told Under Secretary James E. Webb (who had replaced
Lovett in January) that it was "dangerous" to give étate Department approval
to the document.50 The next day, in the regular Under Secretary's meeting,
Kennan assailed the military's inability to understand that in '"foreign
policy specific planning cannot be undertaken as they propose in the .
papers.” He held that once the genmeral objectives were accepted by the
President, then "no further detailed programming was necessary or desirable."

Furthermore, he expressed dislike for "its assumption that a war with Russia

is necessary, whereas the Department has drawn the assumption that some
N 51
modus vivendi was possible," . e

¢ o

(C) In the ensuing discussion at the meeting Webb, while accepting the
merits of Kennan's points, asked what kind of paper the President actually
needed. Charles Bohlen who agreed about the necessity for some type of paper,

thought certain tﬁings had to be anticipated, including the fact that when




i Russie had the bomb, its foreign policy mighi move from & political to =

militery phase. Dean Rusk favored a discussicn of otjectives, "without

" In any case,

necessarily signing a document on means of implementetion,
es the minutes note, the staff "roundly condemned the NSC paper as being
exiremely dangerous and one which could be pointed to by egencies in the
future §§ying: "See, the President has given szproval for this or that
eetion.”  This shrewd observation forzcast much of the impact of NSC 68;
it only slowed, but did not stop the momentum toward the creation of such a
policy stetement,

(c) Nor did ihe State Department fzil to act on its dislike for such
a éeclaration., The efforf to cope took two forms. First, Jemes Webdb made
clear teo Admirel Scuers the Department's disteste for papers outlining
specific measures, especially those prepared by the NSC staff (composed of

23

service and State officers on assignment.) Kot only did such studies dis-

play & militery proclivity for desiring precise mezsures of policy imple-
werntation, ﬁhey elso intruded into the prover domain of the line deperiments. '
To use the NSC to assign policy objectives for implementation would, Webb
wr&te Souérs on May 24, "be contrary to the principles under which the
Executive Branch of the Government operates and would limit the flexibility

in the conduct of operations which is essentiai in the rapidly changing world
situaéion." While the NSC might occesionally furnish the President with
guidance, this should not aiter "the basic concept of the NSC as au.advisory

body on policies." This restrictive view of the function of the NSC, which

54
Louis Johnson also accepted, would not be vigorously resisted by Admiral Souers.

Indeed, the Executive Secretary conceded that his staff remained less than

impressive and that the March 30 paper ocught to came off the NSC egends,
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(c) Yet the NSC staff efforts were no: zltogether ineffectual. The

tate Depertment, with Webb applying the leverzze on & relucteant Kennan, in-
formed Souers on May 4 that it would provide en annual policy review. The
review would attempt "to forecast the ereas ani projects to which we should
give primary attention, "while offerinpg some dnllar estimates and a frame-
vork "within which all government agencies couléd make plans for the fbllowing
twelve months.” When Webb saw the President cm June 2, he elesborated this
“conception, telling Trumen that "the next &Tvo or three years are going to be
ones of radical edjustment with many difficulties," and that therefore the
tete Depertment wanted to furnish the Presgidevt with & progrem to place
before Congress. The Chief Executive, observel Webb, could then put "forward
what he genuinely feels to be necessary, znd the responsibility_for inactien,
if that should materialize, will be that of Congress.” He also told Truman
----- that Foggy Bottom would participate fully in eny policy study, especially
in reviewing a reduction of commitments end & "progressive pulling in of our
horns as the post-war recovery begins to maierialize in other countries."55
(c) The President probably already knew Irom Souers gbout the dispute
cver the proper functions of the NSC, about the desire by some for policy
guidance, and about the question of specific reasures of implementation,
But the Webb interview with Truman on June 26,which followed others by Webb
on the same theme,could have left few presidentisl doubts about the necessity
for a“serious review of U. 5. policies and respgnses. This review Truman,
on July 1, 1949, ordered the NSC to undertake.s In doing so, the President

implicitly sccepted Webb's offer of an overell review, while traversing the

particular State Department efforts already underway. Before turning to the

formation of NSC 52/2--the end product of the Truman order--it is necesseary
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ail to view the movement taking place simultaneously along the normal, bud-

getary channels,

(S) Frank Pace, who replaced James Webb &t the Bureau of the Budget,

did not hesitate to raise tough issues for the NME. Moreover, he fully
. shered the policies of fiscal orthodoxy ﬁursued by Truman., An example of
the former is illustrative. In late March 1949, the Air Force, with the
approvai of Louis Johnson and the JCS, esked permission to cancel some air-
craft projects and shift the released funds (from F¥s 49 and 50) into the
procuremsnt of more B-36's,_ultimately to Jjump the ftotal from 95 to 251.
They meant an eventual increase in VHB groups from two to six, with each
grouplhaving thirty rather than eighteen B-36's, This request ;orried Pace
on several counts. It would increase base and maintenance costs, require 

more support equipment, and necessitate force reductions in other segments

of the defense effort. It would also, he believed, intensify "the stretegic
eméhasis on the use of atomic weapons [and/. . . create 2 situation which
would not permit the President any aelternative as to their use in time 6f
emergency.” In warning Truman about these implications‘on March 28, Pace
proposed (and the President agreed) to ask Johnson and the JCS to review

the B-36 issue in the context of overall defense effort. Ultimately this
set of queries did not stymie the Air Force; Truman eventually approved the
transfer of funds and the additional procurement of 75 B-36's. Nonetheless,
Paée had not hesitated to qﬁestion thg long-renge trends implicit in the

o7 ., ‘

atomic air offensive.

(U) On economic matters per se Pace's success was more consistent., On
April 5 the Director briefed the President on the budget/receipt forecasts

for FY 1951. Even under the most optimistic essumptions and with a defense
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.budget of $13.5 billion, the anticipated federal deficit would be $5.4

billion., 1In fa;t, Congressional experts thought the deficit could reach

$6 to $7.5 billion., .And Pace told the Président that "it appears reason-
éﬁle to conclude that the deficit for each of the next four years may range
from $ to $8 billion, without the initiation of eny major new expenditure
programs.” While he had hopes for = ;urplus ir FY 1953, this could only

be a;pieved through reductions in the security f ¢elc.58 ¥With this memorandum,
BoB had (es Webb had done the year before) esiablished de facto the FY 1951
budget ceiling for military programs. In essence what followed thereaftier in
1949 was the attempt to forge a defense budget within the fremework of $13.5
billion, o

(U) Louis Johnson and £hé JCS did not, of course, realize }et the
nature of these flscal restralnts. Nor did General Eisenhower who had agreed
to ect as a kind of super chairman of the JCS to adjudicate competiting ser-
vice clalms,'an interim a351gnment until Congress suthorized a -legel cheirman

.. 59 : ,
for the JCS. But there were hints. On April 25, for instance, Pace vwrote

 Johnson about the joint intelligénce estimates, urging him to be particulariy

criticel in reviewing the baszc assumptlons on which ' thesé_éétimateé are

made and evaluate the def1c1enc1es which will undoubtly result bﬂcause of

- -fiscal 11m1tations in augmentlng the 1951 progrem. You w1ll neea to have the

gelternates evaluated and same relatlve megsure of the calculated rigk involveé "

In this review he urged the Defense Secretary to make use of the CIA end NSC
60 _
viewpoints,

(TS) A week later, on May 2, Pace invifted Johnson to discuss the overall

'bﬁagéf éfEﬁétidE_EorﬂF§.l§5iT—?i;hﬁﬂéir_éesézon oﬁ‘May.iéT Johﬁsoﬁnz;gﬁza-the case
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for the mainténence of the current force leve%s at a totael cost of $16.5
billion. 1In this he received.strong suppert from the JCS who regarded .

$15 billion as the absolute minimum for national defense. And Johnson

took care to remind Pace that the JCS believed 'that such gains as may

have been made in the cold war are attributable iﬁ great measure to military
strength.” Any diminution of forces would have an "adverse effect.” Amid
these pleas only one word of realism seemed to have appeared: the observation
by Wilfred McNeil to Secretary Johnson that the projected budget deficit
might puflthe military budget figure at $13 billicn. And McNeil had added
that, "being practical about 1it, probably the only way the President could
justify such a situation‘[E higher budggﬁ? would be for a deterioration of
cf ‘the international situation.gl _ ' -

() McNell's guess was correct. While Elsenhower and the JCS struggled

during June to work out budget allocations within the $15 billion figure,

Pace reiterated the April gloom of the Budget Bureau. And in the process

"the NME lost half a billion dolliars. From the April estimate, on July 1

Frank Pace informed thé Defense Secretsary that the ceiling for FY 51 would -
be $§13 billion, and that all defense programs were to be budgeted so they
could continue to be sustained at this FY 1951 level. At a time when recent
inflation rates of 7 to 8 per ceﬁt had progfeéQiQely eateﬁ into the diminished:
postwar budgets, this statement boded ill for the continuation of programs
even at the FY 1951 level. The only possible ray of hope in Pace's letter,

or so it would have been construed by Forrestal, was Pace's acknowledgement
that the NSC was gbing to review a wide range of budget related issues.sz

Othervise the message was grim indeed.
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.(U) In late spring and eerly summer, 1G4%9 the strategic question

o
€

| bgd peen addressed from two separate vantage points: broad political and
ﬁilitary objectives.and the need for their explication on the NSC - State
Denartmﬂnt circuit; importent financial and bu cgetary considerations on the
BoD ~ Defense circuits. President Truman's decisien to order a major NSC
_studfvon objectives and budgets brought these two separate tracks-- the
formation and implemention. of U. 5. policy toward Russia and the budgetary
process--together.
(U} t was ironic that Truman, who had steadily resisted James Forrestal's
efforts to lipk a study of dbjectives with tﬁe FY 1950 budget, éﬁould be the
one to initiate just spch a rey@ew. But if Forrestal had seen the NSC as a
St possible vehicle by which to,iﬁérease defense expenditures, Trumen viewed
the same‘forum as & mechanism fpf reducing defense expenses, To Truman's
credit, he’did not conceal his intentions: he stated cleerly his desire to
- find ways to make cuts,in‘the miiitar& and internationél programs so that
the U, S. could malntaln 'a sound fiscal and economic program. | CHis July 1
directive thus asked the NSC to review the izpect thet his new budget limit-
atlons for FY 51 would have on political ané diplomatic plann;ng_and on
netional security, Scmewhat su;pri81ngly, the mendete also gsﬁédAfor in-
formation on an issue tﬁa%iwbuld_léter become increasingly acutef "the
comparative effects of a ;u%sfanfial governmentel budgetary deficit for the
indefinite future and & ggduced expenditure level for national security and

internationel programs.’ In:19h9,the answer to the latter question would

remain crthodox, almost p:edicﬁﬁﬁle,ignd entirely pre-Keynesian; later, in
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the 1960s, & different answer would leunch en entire new wave of defense

expenditures, and finance a war as well,

(TS) In the preparation of NSC 52 the reections and attitudes of the

two key departments--Defrnse and State--convinued to be strikingly discordant,
though now with a surprising twist, On the defensé side, the story was re-
latively simple. Louis Johnson accepted the $13 billion figure as the mex-
imum for FY 1951 and moved to coszrece the services into & definition of

their progrems within those limits. By August 15 he was able to inform

Truman that the defense establishment would meet the $13.billion ceiling,

while acknowledging the "overriding necessity of keeping military cosis

within limits which will not endenger ithe funcamental soundness of our
6 :

econcmy--one of our primary military assets." Moreover, in contrast to

the service behavior in 1948, General Bradley, as the new Cheirman of the

e JCS, could presgnt Johnson oun Sepiember 2 an agreed 5reakdown of the $i3
billion budget. ’ On one front, therefore, and in reg?rd to the largegtliingié-“*'—_—m—
budget item, Truman could expect & tone of cooperation and goodwill. Louis
Johnson appeared able to do what James Forrestal could not do: impose
economic order on the defense establishment.

(©) The.responses from the State Department were less unanimous, and
less helpful., The reasons for thié were at once personal, institutional,
procedural, and substantive, The personel factor is easily identified.
Georgé Kennan, still the head of Policy Plenning, was not an enthusiastic
supporter of this type of enterprise, When he finally turned his attention
to the effort in early September, his contribution was little more then a
polemic against the NSC draft of March 30--long since abandoned as & serious
agenda item, His major contribution was to question rigorously, with
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G Kennanesque lucidity, the growing strategic emphasis upon offensive zir
operaticns, He was not "at all sure that we should inaugurate use of a-
tomic bezbs, in particular, on any targets unless due warning can be given

66

civillens and the loss of civilien life kept to very small figures,”

At & tize when OFFTACKIE was under consideration, calling for DN

the Kennan view seems curiously

irrelevant.

. (C) If the Policy Planning Staff was less than helpful on the cbjectives
issue, the explanation does not rest entirely on Kemnan's personal pre-
ferences. The summer of 1049 saw other sirztegic demands vying for his end
the staff's time, in particuler the ugly Congressional reaction to British
demands for more information and cooperation on atomic matters and fhe

staffing of the épecial'NSC commnittee to examine increases in .the production

of fissionable materials. The feilure of the modus vivendl egreement of

1648 to ease Anglo-American frictiﬁns necessitated extensive high level
efforts in mid-summer 1949 to resolve the zcrimony. A climax of sorts

ceme on July 14 when Truman, Dean Acheson, and Dwight Eisenhower fought--
unsuccessfully--to sell the Congressional leadership on closer atomic co-
operation. A meesure of xenophobic pride, fear over an independent British
atomic force, and continuing concern over the distribution of the limited
uranium ores combined to delay, then thwart these efforts. Whatever chances

existed for an agreement with London would finelly be demolished seven

months later with the arrest of Klaus Fuchs.

() The other area of activity for the policy planners-~the study gf




The impetus for the expan&ed production caze from two sources. Belatediy,

the JCS had begun to formulate a shopping list that could only be accommodated
through expanded productioﬁ facilities, and their requests had to be evaiuated.
So too did those coming f;om the Chairman of theuqoint Committee on Atomic
Energy, Senator McMahon, who wrote on July 14 to J;hnson and Lilienthal,
asking a set of hectoring quesgions about the adequacy of the American atomic
. program. While conceding that he and thé JCAE knew neither the numbers nor
the production rates of bombs, he pressed for new facilities and a sharp
increése in:the number of weapons. These would, he held, ensure the nation;s
security, help to meonopeolize raw materials, and afford an adequate margin for

use '"against vital military points (that) would mean the difference between
69
victory -and defeat."

(C) . Truman responded to these pressures- by appoeinting, on July 26, a
special NSC committee to examine the problem. Coﬁpoged of the Secret&fies
ofADefense and State, and the Chairman of the AEC, the'committee was té
consider the need for new production facilities to meet the revised military
reﬁuirements. The President requested that the new study be integrated into
the larger NSC study analyzing "our total defense requirements," and that B
the impact upon foreign policy of the expansion of fissionable material be
evaluated. Since the. initial expansion costs could run to $300 million,
he wanted the group to study the following questions:

a) would the present program be adequate to January 19567

b) could additional security be obtained from an increase over
present efforc§ (inclpding deveIOpment of imbroved atomic bombs and appli-

“~ . vy

cations in the field of guided missiles)?
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¢) what impact would the timing have on budgetary stringency,
research advances, and probable international reaction?

d) cotild reductions be made elsewhere ;n defense spending
permit atomic acceleration without eny budget inc;ééses?
And he made two admonitions: he did not want a technical report and the
entire study was to be limited to a minimum number of persons.7o
{(u) The efforts of the principals and their key subordinates continued
until early October, when their report reached the Pfesident. It recommended
the increase proposed by the JCS and accepted by the AEC.71 A fuller an-
elysis of the rationale behind the October 10 report should await, however,
examination of American reactions to the Soviet atomic explosion.
() In the August-September working sessions of the NSC special com-
mittee are found some of the reasons for the distractions of the Policy
Planning Staff and for the incompleteness of the NSC 52 study. Moreovef,-
time pressures were compounded by differences of 0pini;;. Kennan, who also
handled the fissionable issue for the Department, preferred that the bomb
never be.used; Acheson and Rusk thouéht, on the contrary, that this pos-
ture would be.difficult to sustain, "particularly if our failure to use
atomic weapons meant a great loss of lives or a defeat in war.”" Kennan's
attitude carried ovef into the work of the committee, where he consciously
acted to breke military pressures for a quick repeort and presentation to
Congress. Insisting up&n e thorough review of the problem, he sought
statements from both DoD and the AEC on the expansion igsue. In his in-
sistence on thoroughness, Kennan received Webb's support., But, perheps
more significantly, Webb also enjoined Kennan not to become entangled in

72
any arbitration between the JCS and AEC. Thus, differences of opinion,

"~
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procedurel disagreements, and time limitasticns deleyed the deliberations

of the special committee, in turn ensuring that it mede no formal con-
tribution to the discussions on NSC 52.

(u) In summstion, then, analytical contributions to the NSC study

crdered by the President on July 1 were destined to be merginal, Xennan's
preoccupations, the press of other tasks, and the State Department's con-
sisvent unwillingness to assume & mediating role in assessing the merits

¢ defense prcposals were part of the enswer. In Iovember 1347 Narshzll

and Lovett had shown a similar distaste for involving the Department in
Forrestel's efforts to broach the budget ceilirnz, Ten months later, de-

Spi£e new personnel on the Seventh Floor of New State, this same disinclination

persisted. The Department sought to remain aloof from the formation of policy

statements which carried price tags.

(C) This aloofness should not obscure at least .one signal achievement
from the Policy Plenning Staff during the late summer: its production

on August 16 of the paper, "Political Implicetions of Detonation of Atomic
Bomb ty the USSR." At a time when the best intelligence estimates suggested
a Soviet explosion as likely in mid-1950, the political analysts had unknow-
ingly anticipated a problem less than two weeks away.73 The considerastions
that prompted such a study are, at the moment, unclear. Possibly it resulted
from the work done for Kennan and Webb on the special committee; certainly
it did not spring from any startling new intelligence insight.

(c) "The U, S., the planners insisted, had to be ebsolutely certain
about the fact of a Soviet explosion. With this knowledge the American

people could be reassured, possible changes in Soviet strategy anticipated,

and shifts in world opinion--probably more favorable to Moscow--calculated.
- 1ES
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The effect of such a device on "U, S. vulnerasbility *o stomic attack" was
noted, but left to the DaD to evaluate. The dra%ter concluded, correctly,
thet krowledge of the Soviet rate of production would be "of even greater
importance than knowing when a bomb hai been exploded." On this point,
however, he conceded total ignorance.7 Not surprisingly, the paper
betrayed no sense of overwhelming immediacy or urgency. The problem re-

mained hypothetical and distant, On the other hand, the tone suggested a
rasigmad sense of inevitability, an awerenesgs that Scoviet success would
inject new elements of competition, elements that would complicate not
only strategic policy, but America's entire international position. The
end of the era of moncpoly would not be easy.
(U) If this study previewed the future, the completed NSC 52 memo-
rendum displayed the strength of traditionel fiscal and budgetery concerns,
t the same time NSC 52/2 also represented a distinct evolution in the
development of the budgetary process, an evaluastion which Forrestal had

urged and then Truman utilized, While the motivation of the two men was

different--one to increase, the other to decrease the budget--the attempt

Ito rationalize the budgetary and national security process wes & step forward.

The deficiencies of these initial efforts should nect cloud their obvious
importance. And the first results, whatever Truman's expectations, clearly
showed that Forrestal, not Truman, represented the trend in military end
international expenditures.

(c) The report formally reached the National Security Council on
Septémber 29, a meeting that came six days after the public announcement of
the Soviet test, The President, interestingly, was not present. As pre-

sented to the NSC, the document surveyed the U. S. role in international




’ effeirs, then erviculated the premise that the Soviet Union sought to.ex-
tend its power throughout the world, usiﬁg "armed force if necessary or
desirable to gain its ends." Since Moscow only respecied "effective
strength," America had to provide the necessery sinews. Yet care had to
be teken "to avoid permanently impairing our economy and the fundamental
values and institutions in our way of life." Thus the study tried to

: ﬁgtch security needs against budgetary liritations, For the Department

cf Defense, the $13 billion ceiling would allow, it argued, the maintenance
of ;the same degree of military sfrength, reediness, and posture during

Iy lQSi which it.will maintain in FY 1950," Cuts below that "would entail
grave risks." For the AEC, a budget of $720 million would allow the con-
tinuation of the then-in-force production goals. For the European Co-
opération Administration, $3 billion appeared ‘the minimum, while the $500
million earmarked for stockpiling seemed inadequate.75

(C) But the report's major area of concern was not the Dol budge£

or stockpile procu}ement or more atomie wezpons. Rether it was the mar-
‘ginal allocation of $200 million.proposed for the Mutal Assistance Program,
when at least $1 or $1-1/2 billion Appeared absolutely “an indispensable step
toward converting these /European/nations into‘military assets rather than
military liabilities in the long-range period." Only in this way could
Europe be held against "armed aggressidn, thus obvieting the necessity for
an extremely costly, and by no meens surely successful, invasion of the
continent in the event of war.” While only grumbling about the reductions
and problems caused for the larger budget items by the BoB guidelines of

'July, the issue of military assistance promptec’ tk: repert to urge an in-

crease in the over-all allocation for national security and international

17T




affeirs. Instead of a totel of $17.77 bililion, KSC 52/4 esked for §19

to $19.9 billion. The thrust of Truman's previbus European policies--:hé

Mershell Plan, the Western Union, and NATO--hed endowed the MAP with in-

76

- ternal support and budget defenders., ~If Trumen had hoped to use the

- NSC' es & vehicle to pére the programs and io force & program accomodation

within the $17.7 billion figure, he had feiled.

(c) Recognizing that this inérease crellenged not only the budget
guidelires but also prevailing tenets aboui budget ceficits, the report
addressed these quesfions directly. A reduction of the DoD and ECA bud-
gets in order to fund MAP they held as impossible, for further reductions
in either area would represent "a grave risk." Moreover, to reduce ex-
penditures in some ﬁfbgrg@s at this point was poor menegement, since it
meant greater total expendifures at a later date. More preferagle, NSC
52/2 argued, was to accept a_sémewhat larger deficit in FY 1951 in the
expecﬁﬁtion thgf subsequent &;érs would permit a reduction in political-
rilitary expenditures. For tﬁé first time, in a NSC study end indeed in
any hﬁgh;ievel memoranduﬁ, the theme of deficit financing for national
security had been advanced to evade the impact of e;téﬁlisbeg budget ceilings?7
(c) The mere meﬁtion of defecits hed, however,-prompégd fwb rejoinders

which were appended tpithe_NSC feport. Both the Treasury énd.the Council

--of Economic Advisors expresséd their disagreezent with, an& aiglike for, the

prospect of high deficits for FY 1951--roughly $5.1 billiqniiﬁ‘a total

budget of $lh2.b billiéﬂ;:aEdwgrd Nourse, Cheirman of the CEA, afgued that
budget deficits of this ﬁagnitude would offset any gains broﬁght about by
additionel spending for neticnal security. Already, he insisted, the ec-

oncmy showed the effects of bfevious deficits--strikes, lower real weges
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unstable agricuiture policy, and & laék oi cepital, ‘If war cems or 8

long and susteined defense_effofﬁ ZGeré?require&, & weakened economy would
be a poor spring board for the future. Toteslitarian governments had a
"competitive adventage" in utilizing their economic resources, an ad-
vantage which he conceded. The U. S., by contrast, had to deal with the
"economic behavior of free men," while trying to meet its ccmmitments.and
"avoid & collapse of the financial g&chinery, public and privete, on which
our totzl security program rests."7

(U) Thése themes, thch-were fundamental to Truman's entire conception
of political economy, continued to have his endorsement, The final FY 1951
budget, submitted in January 1950, to Congress, saw him accept only pieces
of the increased ellocations proposed in N3C 52/2, The request for MAP

was $AL5 million, up $445 million over the fiéure set initiall;"in July 1chg,
And the overall figure for international end security affairs would be $18.2
billion, up only $500 million over the July guidelines set by Frank Pace

79 :
and the BoB.

(s) At no point did Louis Johnson seek, after the completion of NSC
52/2, to overturn the $13 billion limitation figure. Despite the'chiét'.
atomic success and the barbed comments.of Air Force Secretary Symington,
Johnson continued to accept the two billion reduction from FY 1950.80
Indeed, given ﬁis troubles ﬁith the so-called "revolt of the “adﬁi;gig,"-zhe
Defense Secretary--even had he been inclinsd--would have had little chance

81
to prepare a case for more funding for defense., Nor did Frank Pace allow

the momentum to shift in that directiom.

(Ts) In a series of meetings with senior defense officials during the

fall, the Budget Director repeatedly stated that $13 billion would
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censtitute the maximum allocation for the foreseeable future. Enjoining

" the military to see the connection between defense and the state of the
‘econonmy, Pacercontended that they must all prepare for the long haul. And

';on one occasion he applauded the milltary s restraint following the Soviet :

82

explosion, since that could have been the "cause of an outburst." .Thanks

to Pace's efforts, the Budget Bureau-Defense relationship did improve in
late 1949, Better relations did not, of course; bring any additional funds;
the-cotal allocation, sent by Pace on December 16, would be §13,078,316,000,
oaly $78 million more than the guideline set in July.83

(U) The experience with FY 1951 reaffirmed the capacity of the budget
process to check any%tendeacy;for extensive wilitary spending. Whatever
the rhetoric of the cold‘war and its ideological impetus, whatever blase
assumptions the new Soviet‘caéability might hase shaken, the defense

budget for FY 1951 was lessnﬁgan any of its three predecessors. The Soviet
threat'ccncinued to remain distant, the budget and electoral realities

more immediate. Six months lacer the Korean attack wculd fdnally jar leose
the ‘remaining barriers to 1ncreasedlspendiug.

)] A backward glance at the operation of the budgetary process in

the months followlng the Czech crisis reveals a series of discordant

. features. First, it suggests the ‘continuing attract1veness of political

and economic responses- to meet Soviet activism. Econowic aid and military
assistance programs were“magof.faxtures, not step children as later, of

the national secﬁrity.ageada. The essentizl strategic needs for the
ecerging atomic air offensive were provided, but in cautious and restrained

amounts. The manpower needs for a somewhat stronger army were provided

but the result was not an army-in-being, capable of rapid eXpansicn in a

Ty
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general emergeﬁcy. Especially after Louis Johnson became Defense Secretary,

the Navy found its own expansive needs under challenge, and, occasionally,

as in the case of the flush deck carrier, eliminated.

(v Second, although a‘generalized sense oﬁ competition with the

Soviets clearly existed, this attitude did not translate into an-urgent

cry for Congres: and the President to increase sharply the amounts spent for
defense. If there.gere a sense of urgency during Forrestal's tenure, a

sensé that possibly drove him to a mental c¢ollapse, it did not transcend

the bounds.of the planning staffs, the JCS, and his successor. The President
remained unconvinced, as did others such as Marshall, Acheson, and apparently
key Congressional leaders as well. The case for a threat of dire proportiong-—
Soviet bombs and their delivery on the continental United Statéé--was not
compelling. While "atomic scarcity" dominated much of the actual war

planning, this same scarcity Aid not-—among the narrow group who knew the
actual story of the stbckpile figures--induce them to rush pell-mell for
higher defense expenditures. Moreover, Johnson's rigid, indeed unfailing,
adherence to Truﬁan's budget dictumé meant that the evidence of threat ﬁoui&

have to be doubly convincing. Since it was not, and since Johnson did not

. - ]
‘advance strong strategic views like Forrestal, there was no high-level

pressure on the President or Acheson to reconsider the adequacy of the overall
American defense effort. Given the lack of rapport (to be charitable) between
Johnson and Acheson, there was scant prospect for mutual, informal exchanges

of views that might alter things,

(V) Third, there was little likelihood that“’he atomic strategy would

be rigorously serutinized. Although Kennan for‘one might bewail the trend,

ather senior policy makers and‘certainly the highest level officials had
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A reached an uneasy accommodation with the new strategy. Faced with an

economical weapon and little budget flexibility, their embrace of the
atomic strategy was not snrprising. Their question was as indeed Truman
. had posed it'in April 1949: would it work, not whether it should be given
;the chance to wotk._ And the assurances were positive, sometimes excessivel§
so;
Q1)) A fourch observation, derived from the budget process, was the
reiative lack of attention given specific weapons systemns by the collective
high;level leadership. While the Defense Secretary grappled with the B-36,
the flush deck carrier, and the award of research and development comtracts,
this.range of issues appears to have seldor involved the President directly.
They were in-house problems that did not receive attention throughout the
administration. In neither FY 1950 nor FY 1951 did the issue of forces

structure cum specific types*of aircraft become an issue. Rather it was

the number of groups and not their composition that was the focal point.
But here,too the utilization of the rigid, flat ceiling approech meant that
the NME (and later DoD) were the principal arenas for discord over specific
weapons choices. Moreover, when Congress sought to overturn the parameters
of the in-house decisions by allocating more funds for aircraft Truman
simply refused to spend the money.

_(U) Throughout 1948 and 1949 the role and place of the NSC apparetus
remainzd uncertain and'ill-defined: poor staif work, confusion over the
allocation of l1ine responsibilities and differing conceptlons of the actual
purpose of the NSC did not make its adivsory, coordinating task any easier.
If NSC 20/4 and 52/2 left ﬁuch to be desired, they were at least a start

toward defining objectives,.measuring the cost of implementation, and inte-

grating general policy. nYet;{thefinadequacies of these first efforts could
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not be ignored; the need for a still further effort in this direction was
thus clear to mést of the participants, especially to Paul Nitze, who soon
succeeded George Kennan as director of Policy Planning. With the proceéural
arfangements already established by NSC 52, the path for NSC 68 would be
partly cleared in advance. |

) What the function of the State Department might be in all of this
remained unknown. The Department haa been the clear leader, in fact the
as;umed 1eadef, in defining much of the Arerican response to the Soviet
chalienge since 1945. Although Truman had strong reservations about State's
views on tﬁe Middle East and in fact distrusted State Department advice

on the Middle East, his confidence in its European-Russian assessments
remained high. Yet the budget process and the attendant bureaucratic

infighting had shown the State Department unwilling to play the game, or at

best, to be a reluctant participant. As Nitze's performance on HSC 68 would

demonstrate, this reluctance could change. But the longer-term trends,

in which the momentum for much of the American response to the Soviet

challenge would becqme military, was also emergent. And this trait the
Soviet explosion strongly reinforceﬁ, if not at once, in more significant’ A
and long=-term ways. After August 1949, the compéﬁition becaﬁe both more

precise and more dangerous,
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Move and Counter-move: The Decision to
Build the H-Bomb

() The Soviet atomic explosion did not dramatically alter projected

‘defense spending for FY 1951. The older, established budgetary procedures

and economic concepts remained tenaclous. Nor in fact did the Soviet test
substantially affect the NSC report.on the production of fissionable mate-
rial which went to the President on October 10. 1Indeed there would have
been more fissionaole‘material, more and better bombs, equally promising
developments in the missiie field, and a new push for military custedy of
atomic weapons without the impetus from the radioactive traces from the
Soviet Union. |
) | But if the elements of continuicy were:strong and'restlient, the
erements of change--immediate end long~term--were more numerous and ulti—
mately more influential, Without the Soviet explosion, the chances for an
earlv oevelopment of the fusionibomb would have been small, the successful
self—assertiveness of toe Joint'Committee on Atomic Energy almost surely
diminished, the State-AEC coalition against the Defense Department possibly

stronger, and the JCS probably less conspicuous in its advocacy of atomie

strategy. The sharp split within the scientific  community over further

" weapons development would, moreover, have remained submerged for a while

longer. And, perhaps most important, the confident perceptions of the
Soviet threat would have'eontinued indefinitely, with the competition be-
tween the Soviet Union and the U, S. remaining generalized rather than
intensely focused on the most ‘delicate, sensitive, fearsome area of all~
the possibillity of a Soviet atomic attack. Fear of this development had

spurred the early efforts to control the new weapon, smugness about the

18
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-'hgd then followed. Now events hod come full circle; the strategic arms
‘competition, latently bilateral since 1945, was oow open ano real.l
'-205 The major stages of the American reaction to the Soviet atomic
éuccess can be quickly-recounced. In October Truman accepted the decision
cf the special NSC committee on the expansion of fissionable materials.
" When .the General Advisory Committee of the AEC and three of the five AEC
. commigsioners recommended early November ageinst the development of the
"super" bomb, the President reappointed the special NSC panel to study the
isgue, Thelr repoft, recommending an attempt to build the fusion bomb,
he acceoteo en January 31. Truman communiceted that decision to the public
the same day, laconicaily“no;iné that the AEC had been directed "to continue
i{ts work:on all forms of atoﬁiclweapons, incluoing the so-called hydrogen
or superbomb."2 Six weeks létoo, on March 10, Truman would sanction the
proouction of adequate quantitiés of tritiun to ensure that the new device--
if succeoofulé-could be produced in quantities for use as a weapon. Thirty=-
one months later, on November 1, 1952 the first fusion bomb would be suc=
._cessfully tested, Only nine montha later, on August 8, 1953, the Soviets
also exploded a fusion device.: The race for additional aecurity had moved
to a new and more dangerous plateau. :
‘-{U) This analysis of high ~level decisions in late 1949 and early 1850
will not attempt to explore the full saga behind the events juat suzmarized,
Rather it will focus upon- aeveral key pieces of the story in an effort to
highlight new information and to focus the discussion about the "super" inte
the context of the Soviet-Amerioan strategic arms co;petition. Within even

this limited set of parameters, the reader will observe, however,Athe




presence of new faces, new forces, and new procedures. For with the

" Soviet explosion, the Congressional role becomes accentuated, the issue

-of national security more political, and the Congressional-JCS ties more

vigible and durable., What subsequently emerges is a decision-making pattern—-
at least in its largest, more gross dimensionSfethat is stiil familiar today

in the formation‘of‘strategic policy.. If budget allocations still lagged

behind in early 1950, the work on NSC 68 and then the North Korean attack

“would bring even that recalcitrant element into play. The strategic arms

competition'of the high cold war was beginning in earmest.
I. From Scarcit§ to Plenty: More Fissionable Material

(TS/RD) | A combination of events long before the Soviet test, "had prompted
Truman's appointment on July 26 of Lilienthal Acheson, and Johnson to a
special panel on fissionable_mecerial. The promising results of the
Sandstone'tests ﬁad led the JCéH’under Conéessional prodding, to increase
significantly in late May its estimate of future military needs for fis-
sionable material. Then the JCS on June 14, 1949, issued a new list of
‘weapon requirements as well one which-—however--fell "far too low" to
exploit the amount of fissionable material requested cnly weeks before.

Rather than blunt its case for further expansion, and not anxious to make

-the ranking JC$ officers appear somewhat foolish about atomic matters the

MLC simply ignored this con;radiction3 and forwarded the requirements to
Louis Johnson. However'incousistent, the new JCS demands clearly necessi-
tated the expansion of existing AEC facilities. T« consider this problem

and at the same time to satisfj Senator McMahon's entreaties, Truman




appointed the special NSC subcommittee in mid-July. The outline of that
group's work before September 23 has already'been noted in connection with
NSC 52/2., Put simply, there was little helpful interchange among the three
governmental units. While the AEC and the State Department wanted an
examination of the impact of expaﬁded production upon the entire strategic
situation, Secretary Johnson and the JCS wanted the effort limited to as- ;
sessing the technical feasibility of the problem and its Interhational” impatrt.
Despite Johnson's tarnished reputation as a Secretaty of Defense, and there
were already complaints about his limitations in September 1949, his barroom
tactic; ;ithin the bureaucracy were often succ:essft.tl.'5 In this NSC study,
for éxample, he successfully resisted the efforts for any overall review.

{C) Thus the final report, presented to¢ Truman on October 10, was

simply a2 composite of the three agency perspectives. On the whole it was

largely uninfluenced in either content or tone by the Russian success, In
the report the preponderant arguments, naturally enough, for increased
production came from the JCS. Familiar points——the "Sandstomne" successes,
the failure of international control efforts, and the possibility of more
efficient utilization of raw materials;-were adduced to justify an expanded
program. More novel were their Qtﬁer reasons: the military assistance talks
revealed a Europe even more defenseless than they had imagined, hence the
need for additional atomic weépong; atomic devices allowed more econcmy and
ﬁore efficiency in war planning: an adequate weapon stockpile was required
since the production plants might be knocked out in war. With 1956 set as. ~

the taréet date for the new productioﬁ goals, the JCS believed 6verwheiﬁing

American superiority would--despite the recent Soviet success--"continue to
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act as deterrent to war." The AEC, in its contributions to the report,
said the expansion was technically feasible, that material not used for
military purposes could later be shifted to peaceful uses, and that the
financial ramifications ($319 million in capital and $54 million in annual
operating costs) could be handled through the AEC budget.6

(¢ The State Department was less enthusiastic about expanded pTO-

duction. The diplomats believed, "on balance," that the expansion would

not be "untimely" from the international point of view. It would indicate

the continuing American determination to lead the field, bolster European
morale, and ﬁelp in the forthcoming conversations with the U.K. and Canada

on atomic matters. In any éyent, observed the State document, "Other natiouns,
in all probability, already assume we are producing atomic weapomns to the full
extent of our capabilities.'" The report concluded with two separate, note-
worthy, observations. First, the accelerated production should be "understood
to be a projection of previous plans based upon our own capabiiities, rather
than as coﬁnter-developmenc to the Soviet explosion.”" Second, the new costs
"should not be at the expense of other areas of the national defense program,”
meaning not from DOD or the military assistance program,

(TS/RD) Truman accepted this report and approved its recommendations. But
Pecauselhe sought to aveld any appearance_of responding to the Soviet success,
he decided to defer a supplemental request to Congress for the additional
financing until January. Until then, the AEC was authorized to spend $20
million from other funds on the preliminary work needed for the production

9

increases.” On this issue, therefore, the element of continuity and past

practice appeared to dominate. A stubborn Truman seemed unwilling to make
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ény move that might betrey pan;e. Nonetheless, a crucial decision
'eosbling the acceleration of production and the guarantee of plentiful
weapons had been taken. The atomic strategy had, de facto, been further
eodorsed; it was economical, efficient, intimidatiqg, and--aboﬁe all--

svailéble.

| o | 10
Il The Struggle for the "Campbell" .Super

- (TS/RD) The discossions about expanded production were, in their latter
stages, overshadowed by the government's preoccupatlon with the ramifications
of the Soviet atomlc test of August 29, 1949. Many shared Senator McMahon's
view, expressed in a Joint Committee report on October 13, that "Russia's
ownershio of the bomb, yeaos ahead of tﬁe anﬁ%cipated date, is a monumental
challeoge to American boldness;‘initiative, and'effort."il How would the

T United States respond?“Not,‘aslwe have seen, with a dramatic upsurge of

defense soending; Nor, since‘rsuman's: assent on expanded production remained
largely internal (and.by his own desire, muted) by waving the threat of
multiples of new atomic weapons;; Rather, tbe answer would be.the decision
to develop a thermonuclesf device. That this was indeEd theiresponse owes
- much to the intrusion into the political process of two participants seen
only marginally in the analysis until now: the Congress and" scientific
”community.
(U) Congressionalsﬁ#tsrelstions were never in the earlﬁ years exactly
smooth. Disagreements aboot thelAEC's relationship with the oilitary had
been succeeded by the controversy over the appointment of stid Lilienthal

as chairman. After eighteen‘months of relative calm, 1949 had seen a

Congressional investigation ofgslleged "incredible mismanagement' of AEC

; " l 92




.facilities. These accusations, which Senator Hickenlooper exploited, all

but destroyed the tenuous cohesiveness among the disparate commissioners.
Commissioner Strauss broke away and became the principal in-house agi-

tator, Simultaneously Brien McMahon, tﬁanks to the 1948 election, resumed
the cﬁairmanship of the JCAE. Not only did he have a keen interest iq the
atomic issue, he also had an aggressive, inquisitive young staffer--William

L. Borden--anxious to push'him along. The upshot, as Truman noted in
September 1949, was two Senators (Hickenlooper and McMahon) up for re-election
in 1950 and with the JCAE a possible road to success.12 0f the two, McMahon's
rolé is the more crucial.

(TS/RD) Over the months from September to January, the Connecticut Senator's
'efforts_on behalf the Qupef bomb took a variety of forms. Direct appeals to
the President were one avenue. Not only did he press Truman in late September
1about the Super, he made clear his desire that the President henceforth consult
the. JCAE about negotiations with the U.K. and Canada. While Truman thought
this an unw#rranted intrusion into his constitutional prerogatives, he
recognized the strength of HcHahon's'constituency.131n early November, when
‘the Senator feared the AEC had blocked the Super issue, he urged the Chief
Ekecu;ive to authorize a further iﬂvestigation of the matter. This was
followed by a reqewed appeal on November 21 to sanction both the development
and the production of the fusion weapon. McMahon expressed fears that any
othér decisieh "would almost guérantee disaster for if Russia got the H-Bomb,
the catastrophe becomes all but certain--whereas if we get it first,ftherg:

14
dékists a chance of saving ourselves. . . ." McMahon stressed these seutiments

in person when he saw Truman on November 25, then reiterated them on January 3.
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And in late January, on the eve of Truman's public announcement, the Senator

and the JCAE were busy exploring ways to keep the pressure on the White
House. McMahon allowed the President no misapprehension about either his

- (McMahon's) or the Joint Committee's solid éupport for the urgent develop-
ment of the hydrogen bomb.
(TS/RD) McMahon did not limit his efforts in shaping this decision to
timely reminders to Truman. He also worked to elicit strong, unhesiﬁating
support from the military establishment, and to have them in turn pressure
the President from still another direction. Indeed, late 1949 saw the
consumation of a courtship between the JCAE aud the military that had begun,
am;d much confusion, in 1947. Repeatedly the JCAE had queried the military
about the adequacy of the atomic program. Not until March 16, 1949, did
the Committee finally get the MLC to state that the military d%d not have

15
"enough bombs nor are we getting them fast enough.'"  Then, on October 7,

unde; intensive questioning from the Committee (including Representative

Heﬁry Jackson), Air Force Secretary Symington and General Vandenberg ad-
mitted dissatisfaction with the stockpile of bombs, while adding that it
was up to others to set those figures. Interestingly, however, General
LeMay told the Committee that "he has not recently looked at atomic stock-
pile figures and preferred not to.“16

(1IS/RD) The issue of the fusion Bomb, coupled with the -adequacy question,
therefore offered McMahon a further opportunity to forge a working rela-
tionship with DOD and the JCS. In this he was, of course, helped by the
views of‘senior figures within the Pentagon. For example, Robert LeBarom,

while cognizant'that development of the Super would mean less material for

regular fissionable bombs and that the device might mot work, advocated takirg




‘the risk. AmeriE;:'he told Bépﬁf§ Secretaf;uiarlv. in Novééiéff could not
play "ostrich.' "The crux of our military concept of peace through power
lies on the belief that the atomic weapon gives us the necessary force in
a.tight package with simple logistic support. If Russia can make a super
and we forego the task, what happens to our military thesis?" The JCS
were even more emphatic. On November 23, they wrote Louis Johnson that
"Possession of a thermonuclear weapon by the USSR without such possession
by the United States w0uldlbe intolerable,” while possession by the U.S.
might "act as a possable deterrent to war." Brushing aside moral and
psyéhological ocbjections to its development, the JCS asserted emphatically
that A;erican failure to act would not "prevent the development of such a

‘weapon elsewhere."l8

(TS/RD) These same sentiments, coupled with support from LeBaron, marked

Bradley's appeérance before the JCAE on January 20, 1950. Already on

October 14 Bradiey had told the JCAE that the military favored both the
Super and more atomic weapons.l9 Now, in his January appearance, he
reiterated these points. Cautious, réstrained, and refusing to be tempted
by Senator‘Hillikin's talk of preventive war, the Chairman of the JCS left
no doubt that the military strongly_favored the development of the hydrogen

bomb. But the General's backing was tempered with resignation. He observed

that, while there were differences of opinion, if war came, "we would eventually
win it, and what kind of shape we would be in after having spent our resources
and the destruction and so, is something else again. Whether or not you would
have.America left as we know it now, even though you won the war, certainly

20
you wouldn't have Europe left as we know it.” If the emotional McMahon
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was more enthusiastic about the Super than the senior military figure,

he had effectively secured Bradley's strong support. This backing was a

kind of trump card, useful to hold in reserve if Truman faltered in his
decision, and conveniently intimidating in the meantime, Moreover, in
férging the military--JCAE link, both parties gained. The military had an
ally against the'AEC bn future issues, such as weapons custody; the Cémmittee
won & potential a2lly fcr a more extensive and actlve atomic energy program.

(u) The third avea of McMahon's activity concerned the AEC. Since

Hewlett and Duncan h:ive devoted copious attention to this, only brief mention of

this relationship is necessary., Throughout the fall of 1949 McMahon and
the Committee peppered Lilienthal and the AEC with demands for action.
When the General Ad?ispry Committee unanimously balked at a thermonuclear
program, and the AEC Coﬁmissioners {voting 3 to 2) supported this position
on November 9, McMahon picked up the cudgels against both the AEC and the
GAC. BHis prodding about production facilities, especially the needed plant
expansion, allowed the AEC no respite. The net effect was substantial.
By early 1950 the Commission was clearly on the defensive. A weary
-Lilienthal quit at the end of his term in mid-February, leaving behind at
least three Commissioners more attuned to the Committee's priorities and
wishes. What MeMahon had succeedea in doing, along with Hickenlooper's
earlier zttacks on Lilienthal, was to erode the AEC's cohesiveness and
independence. Iﬁ this precarious position, the AEC was in no position to
resist Congressional, military, and presidential proclivity for insurance

via the fusion device.

(U) The fourth area of McMahon's activity was in expanding the
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‘the activities and inquisitiveness of the JCAE per se. Scarcely

veiled requests for data on the size of the atomic stockpile and the

rate of production were one gambit; another was to force a defensive
evaluation of the AEC's performance., Rebuffed on these plays, McMahon
pressed on elsewhere. Ih particular, he used Committee hearings to elicit
information,

(TS/RD) Possibly one of the most important Committee sessions took

place on70ctober 17, 1949, when Admiral Hillenkoetter, DCI and the
principal witness, discussed American intelligence forecasts and the

Soviet atomic success. The admiral confronted a Committee alarmed at the
presumed American intelligence failure, worried about the possible military
imﬁlications of the Soviet advance, and bewildered by the triumph of Soviet

technology., 1In the exchanges the CIA Director steadily insisted that the

U.S. had not been "taken by surprise'" by the explosion. Rather it was
clear that the five-year estimate for the Soviet timetable was correct:
the error had come in dating ini;ial Soviet work on the project in 1945
instead of 1943. 1In any case, the Soviets now had two piles in operation,
would soon add a ﬁhird, and would probably have ten bombs by the end of

1949, Thereafter, Soviets were expected to be able to produce up to

twenty-five bombs a year. But regafdlesé of the number of weapons,
Hillenkoetter did not foresee any Soviet military action "in the immediate
future. At any time that they lghe Russiqgé? get into a military
adventure, you don't know how that thing is going to go, and they are not
going to take a chance. Every dictatorship that has been in power has never

lost by its own people overthrowing it; it is always the result of an outside
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military movement that gets them.' Offsetting this evaluation, however,
for the Committee was the fact that the Soviets had surprised the U. §S.

in the technological field. They had copied the B-29, built a jet fighter
possibly superior to the American version, and now had the bomb., Moreowver,
the Communists were on the verge of triumph in China. Indeed, as Hillen-
koetter noted, it could be argued that the Soviets were winning the ;old
war. In these circumstances, could the United States take a chance on not
developing the thermonuclear weapon? Or, as McMahon put it, '"frankly, if
they l}he Russianﬁ? should get it and we should not have it, to say nothing
of us having it or not having it at the time, it might well ;San the dif-~
ference between our existence as a nation and not existing."

)] In addition to the hearings, the JCAE sent subcommittees into the
field to investigate the status of AEC facilities and projects: One such

group included Chet Holifield, Melvin Price, and Henry Jackson who heard

first-hand the vaunted theoretical potential of the hydrogen program.

The net result of these hearings and trips was, not surprisingly, a Committee

23
strongly supportive of McMahon's position on the hydrogen bomb.

(18) In this support the rhetoric occasionally assumed a purple cast.
More and more frequently it struck the chord of "natiomal security" in an
enveloping, imperviops fashion. Gone was the old assurance, the confidence
spawned by atomic.monopoly. Now the tone was urgent, the willingness to
sacrifice strong. Repeatedly McMaho; reminded his colleagues that the U. S.
had spent only 1/40 of its military budget on atomic matters, a figure

that conveniently overlooked the entire delivery aspect. If war came and
the U. S. atomic effort was inadequate, McMahon wanted to have a "eclear
conscience" in declaring before a "board of inquiry" that he had done his
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best. But perhaps nothing better illustrates McMahon's conviction and
alarm than this exchange with Robert LeBaron on January 20:

The Chairman iﬁbMahqﬁ?: Is there anything
esoteric or in the realm of the emotional in
this statement, that total power in the hands
of total evil will equal destruction for us?

Mr. LeBaron: No, sir.

The Chairman: Isn't that what we have got?
Mr. LeBaren: This is the end.

Senator Mil;ikin: Will you state that again?

The Chairman: That total power in the hands of
total evil will equal nothing but complete
destruction for the forces of decency every-
where in the world.

If that is emotional, I want to be told where.
That there is total evil there can be no doubt,
and that there 1s total power if used by an
aggressor and by surprise, we can zlsoc agree.
The trouble is that people are going to duck
the conclusion from that, and think some way
they are going to be able to mazke scme kind of
deal on some basis, and you can't make a deal .24

These themes, with many variations and many echoes, would come to char-
acterize much of the Congressional response to the problem of Soviet-

American strategilc relations in the 1950's, and later.

. (U)A If the thermonuclear issue allowed Congress to intrude into

strategic planning in an unprecedented fashion, the issue also saw the

sclentific community more actively involved than at any time since 1945,
Not, of course, that they had been inactive. Through the various scien-
tific program, the work of the Research and Development Board (with its
various subcommittees), and the General Advisory Committee to the AEC,

the community had continuously alded the overall scientific responses to
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the challenges of the post-war world. Furthermore, even without the

[

':Soviet explosion, 1949 woule have seen the effo;ts of the scientists in

- the field of missile research posing fundamental problems for high-level
;decision makers, indeed; the decision-makers confronted a series of choices.
‘:Should, for example,'they opt for a setellite vehiele, which might "capture
the imagination and support of American public and cause considerable un-
easiness in the high councils of the USSR?”26 And how would they settle

the jurisdictional questions posed by the advent of missiles, since, as

John Ohly teld Louis Johnson on May 23, the Army's c¢laim to control all
gsound launched eissiles ﬁeuld raise "the quession of whether a guided
missile is in the nature of ordmance or aircraft, and as to whether it is
essentially a support f;;.ground operations, or substitute for strateelc

and tactical aircraft." Moreover, there was the prospect, as Webster told
Johnson on September‘ZS, thae;"several attractive missile developments are
just ardﬁnd the corner" with.etomic warheads that were "entirely practicable",
and this -posed a host of long-range questions for strategy, procurement, and
service responsibzlities e Tees, thanks to progressive scientific successes,’
0SD and the JCS found themselves already grappling 1n 1949 ‘with the various
dimensions of missile research and development. If there was no sease of
..urgency—-the JCs Spoke of,'seasonable technical effo*t"-shere was never—
theless an increasing' need to assimilate the advances of the research and
scientific community. 29 And thls would have come in any event in 1949.

¢9)] The same cannot ‘be said for the scientists and the thermonuclear

question. Since 1943 senior figures in the Manhattan project end later in

the GAC had intermittentlj considered the feasibility of a fusion reaction.
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"Each time, however, theyehad concluded that the uncertain theoretical
possibilities, probable costs, and detrimental effects on the atomic pro-
.gram did not warrant an effort in that direction. The Soviet explosioﬁ

" directly triggered a reconsideration of the fusion question. The laby-

f rinthian details of the scientific lobbying for the Super need not concern

us. Edward Teller, E. O. Lawrence, and their allies managed ultimately to
overturn the institutional pesition’ of .the GAC. 1In the process, their

efforts would not only divide the senior members of the scientific estab=-

1ishﬁent, but also open the way for insidious personal feuds and Congressional

opprobrium towardvmemberszof the GAC,

(W " Little of this could have been anticipated by the AEC or the GAC
when it set out in October:to_consider anew the feasibility question. The
prestige of.victories pest; a record of support for the expanded fission
prograﬁ, and the legacy of;paét wisdom would seem to have ensured the GAC
of its continuing dominance, xThis status, in turm, gade the GAC's un~-
animous:negative report a cruciel move Iin the decision process. No other

outside group could have delayed the mounting groundswell among the in-

siders--the JCAE, the miiitary; 05D--as long as the GAC. Not only did its

adverse reaction delay Truman 5 decision on the matter from early Rovember
to late January 1950, it left the President no choice but to convene once
~again the NSC special committee to consider the matter. In d01ng s0 he
delayed his own decisiqe,'while allowing the other forces to:have their
say. The net loser wbd;é; in-the long run, be the GAC and its recommen~

dations.

(S/RD)  The position, against a fusion bomb, adopted by the Advisory

Committee in late 0ctober,>w6uld be reaffirmed in early December.
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The GAC stance was eloqﬁehé testimony to the dilemmas of statecraft: to
:.the conflict beﬁween security and'mqrality, to the problem of ethical
-distinctions, and to the political unwisdom of mixing morality with desired
.'éutcomes. The‘arguments advanced by the GAC against the Super took the
#o;lowing form: that its féasibility coﬁld only bg«determined.by a test,
that its costs were unknown, that it could only be ﬁsed for "exterminating
-civilian populations,” and that Ameriéan-deveIOpment of it would ﬁrecipitate
simil;r actions by other nations. Although somei(including Lee DuBridge,
Jamés Conant, and J. Robert Oppenheimer) ﬁhought it should never be de-~
veloped, Fermi and Rabi would do so if the Soviets did or if Moscow failed
to renounce its construction. Both sides could agree that smaller atomic
weapons were adequate), thatltﬁe Super was a "weapon of genocide' and nec-
essaril? an evil thing cﬁﬁsidered in any light," and that the H:ﬁomb‘would
be intrinsically.diffgrent frqﬁ the atomic effart. With this in mind, the
Coémittéé urged ;elf-restréinéiés a way to convince the world of America's
good iptentioné. Nothing woul&zﬁe endangered, they held, by this position,
all tke more so since the U. S..retained a decisive atomic advantage over
the Soviet Union. If it ﬁere téo late to cap the atoﬁic volcano, perhaps
tﬁere was still time tqraﬁerg 2 quantum’ jump to an en&irélyinéw plateau
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of destruction.

(C) This.reasoning a-%aj;riéy.of the AEC Commissioﬁer;%iil;enthal,
Pike, and Smyth——foundig;;eptaﬁle_and convincing. Theilr owﬁ £éport to

the President on Noveﬁbé¥?9 incorporated many of these points,‘while adding
others about pollution, tﬁe difficulty of delivering a Super weapon, and

the fact that it would have no possible peace-~time*utilization.




(m The other two Commissioners-—Strauss and Gordon Dean—-rejected

‘many of the GAC's premises and tﬁe thrust of their conclusions. The most
_effective counter~arguments came from Lewis Strauss. Writiog President v
'-iruman on November 25, Strauss argued thet there was a 50-50 chance the
Sopef would work. Hoseover, the Russians, who might have already started
work on it, would not--as "atheists"—-be‘likely to be dissuaded on "moral"
.grounds to forego development. Furtoer,'wrote S:rauss,-it was ""the his~
toric policy of toe United States not to have its forces less well armed
than those of any otoer country (viz., the 5:5:3 naval ratio, ete. ete. )"
Nor did Strauss fsil to note that the military wanted the weapon, both
for offensive and defensive‘reasons. Finally, he stressed the inconsistency
of those favoring atomic.weaoohs on the one hand and opposing thermonuclear
ones on the other; such a distinction, he regarded as false'andmmisleading.
The new weapon would be horfibie, but "all war is horrible." He thus hoped
the President would not accept the AEC report and would instead direct the

AEC "to proceed with all possible expedition to develop the thermonuclear
' 32

[
weapon.”

) The force of these eréooents was impressive.; Alresdf vulnerable -
in their.technical stance egainst the fusion deviee, the GA6~(eod the
three AEC Comm1551oners as well) had centered their opposition upon the
" terrible nature of the new weapon and its moral lmplications. Those ar-
guments, while certainly not incorrect, were less compelllng ohan those
stressing Russian possession of a Super. HNo argument could weigh more
heavily with the President than the possibility that the Soviet Union
might achieve an additional scientific triumph. Strauss had,'in effect,

masterfully outflanked thoseiwho-wented to foreswear the Super. Although




the GAC would reiterate its opposition to the Super in early December, other
members of the scientific community (allied with Strauss and his cohorts)
were effectively undermining the GAC position. By January the scientific
opponents of the hydrogen experiment had lost their "delaying game."” The
momentur of the decision process had moved against them.

(m This tide had not helped the position of the majority of the AEC
Commissioners either. Whether a bitterly divided Commission could ever
have convinced the President to accept the GAC report was at best prob-
lematical. With each passing week Lilienthal found his strength--po-
litically and personally-- ebbing. Already determined to retire, he did
not bring the same tenacity as earlier into his fights with Strauss, the
military, or Senator McMahon. The President continued to treat him re-
spectfully, almost as if they were both confronting forces too great for
either to deflect. Yet there was no White House intervention or signal
that might have reversed the trend against the Lilienthal conception of
the AEC. The central arena, in which he still participated though with
increasing ineffectiveness, had now become the special NSC group appointed
by the President on November 19 to consider the thermonuclear issue.

{C) By the time this reconstitued committee--Johnson, Acheson, and
ﬁilienthal--began to function, the State Department héd already devoted
hours of attention to three ramifications of the Soviet explosion: military
strategy and the atomic bomb, the international control of atomic euergy,r
~and the fusion device. Within the Policy Planning Staff there was clear
recognition, albeit limited enthusiasm, for the atomic nature of the

American strategy. George Kennan still disliked reliance on atomic weapons,

since it made it "difficult if not impossible to do any thing else when
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the time 1;ém§7 to make a decision." And he and the Russian experts

felt that an atomic attack would "stiffen the courage and the will to
resist of the Russian people." Paul Nitze, on the other hand, worried
about the American wiil if the U. S. embarked on a civil defense program.
It might, he bemoaned, affect "the determination iﬁé? the energy to use

" the bomb."34 |

(C) At the same time some in the State Department, including Kennan
and Nitze, believed that the Soviet bomb had possibly rendered the atomic
strategy suspect. Thus, as Nitze told the staff on October 11, "Conventional
arpmaments and their possession by the Western European nations, as well as
by ourselves, i;écoqé7 all the more important . . . ." In fact Nitze
thought that Europe would have to devote more of its resources in this
direction, even accepting some decrease in 1ts standard of living. Acheson,
who regarded the prospect of European sacrifice somewhat skeptically, did.
not contest the Kennan-Nitze critique of the atomic strategy. The logic

of flexible response seemed all too obvious, well before "its time."

(C) On the second topic issue;-international control and the Russian
explosion--there were repeated high level discussions within the State

| Department during October and November. Expert testimony was, on the whole,
profoundly ambiguous both about the chances for an accord with the Soviet
Union and about any benefits to the U. S. from the process of trying. But
there was support for keeping the Baruch plan before the U. N., since its
withdrawal migh hurt American prestige and contribute to a sense of panic.
And, as Vannevar Bush noted, there might be developments in "method of
detection" that would make it possible "for us to have security with some-
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thing less than the present U. N. plan." But no one expressed much
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confidence than this about international control as a response to the
Soviet achievement. The hopeful days of 1946 were long since past.

) Acheson, for one, did not like the ionger term prospects Unless,
commented the Secretary on November 3, there was some "kind of mechanism-
of control or prohibition of such weapons, when you do have a war it will
eventually (between one and one-half and two and one-half years aftef its
inception) be an atomic war." To avert this, he suggested a different tact:
a renewed effort for step-by-step political, strategic, and economic
negotiations with Moscow. These interlocking negotiations, conducted up
to a point and then shifted from topic to topic, would build confidence.
Perhaps then there could be a2 moratorium on the development of the Super,
with foreign observers in each country serving as monitors. Although
readily conceding past difficulties with the Soviets on thse points, the
Secretary nevertheless saw this multifaceted approach as a possibility.37
This option did not, however, get beyond the "musing" stage. It reflected
a calmer, more orderly time, when proéressive negotiations might have been
politically possible.. In the swirl of late l9h9--tﬁe loss of China, the
Soviet explosion, the Hiss trials, and with McCarthyism just over the
_horizon--Acheson's scheme Had no chance.

(C) . Nor did the Secretary's initial thoughts on the third topiec--the

Super—-have much chance either in late 1949. He believed that the develop-

ment of both the Super and the wider fission program would require "resolution

ana confidence on the part of the people and a sound economic situation
both in this country and throughout the western world." 1In these circum=

stances a bilateral, even unilateral decision not to act for eighteen to




twenty-four months became a possibility. If negotiations failed to produce

any accord, then,'"instead of dropping a bomb on the Russians as one school
advocates," the United States could opt to produce both types of bombs.

In this way, argued Acheson, the economy and the people would support the
decision. These generous, tolerant views almost surely reflected his re-
cent conversation with David Lilienthal (his former companion on the control
question in 1946). Their caution and their lack of panic mirrored the more
technical response of-the GAC and a majority of the AEC Commission. But
Acheson's views would not survive the pressures of the NSC special committee.
Nonetheless, until the Secretary of the State decided conclusively for the
development option in early January, he possessed the crucial "swing" vote

38
in the decision process.

(W) The resurrection of the special committee did not bring about any
mellowing of the Johnson-Acheson feud. Nor could the Johnson-Lilienthal
relationship be described as harmonious. Indeed, things were so discordant
that the committee held only two formal sessions, a stormy one on December
22,'and a strained one on January 31, after which the report was delivered
.to the President. Thié state of affairs meant that the staffs, the ordinary
workhorses of such high-level groups, had an even bigger share of the re-
sponsibility than usual. And relations among the working group were onlf
slightly better than those among the principals, hurt no small degree by
LeBaron's demand for information on the one hénd and reluctance to share
any details about the military dimensions of the thermonuclear issue on
the other. While the final drafts were somewhat more integrated than the

October report on fissionable‘materials, the January 1950 report did not
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constitute a major policy review of the tenets of atomlc strategy.

) " Yet if the cooperation and the analysis left much to be desired,
the NSC study did force the services to disclose some thoughts and assump-
tions about the strategic uses of a fusion weapon. Possibly the most re-
veéling disclosures came in a December memorandum by the JCS on "The
Military Implications of Thermonuclear Weapons."39 Not only did it make

the predictable points about a fusion weapon bestowing flexibility and
acting as a possible deterrent, the study stressed the "blackmail potential"
of such a weapon iﬁ Soviet hands. Such a potential, the writers held, would

have a "profoundly demoralizing effect on the American people'" and tempt

Moscow to some act of aggression. "The inevitable jeopardy to our position

as a world power and to our democratic way of life would be intolerable."

On the specialized military side, the paper saw the Super as useful against
massive troop concentrations, against enemy air bases from which a Soviet
atomic attack could be launched, and as a more economical form of military
power. In fact, they held that it might arrest the trend toward larger
aircraft numbers "by allowiﬁg the péckaging of some of our retaliatory

attack in a small number of units." While conceding problems about an

‘adequate delivery vehicle for the Super, the JCS thought them surmountable

by the time the fusion weapon was ready.

(C) The paper included an argument that, in retrospect, sounds like an
early version of the bargaining chip approach to weapons procurement. It
was imperative, contended the study, to make the developmental effort if
only to see whether such a weapon was possible. Otherwise planners would
be placed in an untenable dilemma: to risk wasting resources in anticipation

of an attack that might never come, or to risk no resources and face an attack
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that might very well come. In this predicament, argued the JCS, "the cost
involved in a determination of the feasibility of a thermonuclear explosion
is insignificant when compared with the urgency to determine firmly the
céiling of atomic development." Thus, they concluded, the United States
ought to make the effort, ought to develop an ordnance and carrier program
simultaneously, and ought to wait on production until the feasibility was
achieved.ao These conclusions would, it turned out, form the crux of the
special committee's final report.

() The military, though not formally on the working group, had given
the civilian leadership a formidable brief for action. While it lacked

cost data and an analysis of the trade offs between the numbers of fusion

and fission bombs, the Defense paper dealt successfully with parts of the
GAC-AEC opposition. Expressed in terms of the unilateral Soviet development
of the fusion bomb, a heightened sense of threat ran like a thread through-
-out the argument. It was, given the surprise of the Soviet atogic success,
an assertion difficult to counter or to overcome. This Acheson and his

staff discovered when the State Department sorted out its position.
~(C) Despite Kennan's memorandum on the issue,41 the effective definition
of the thermonuclear issue for the State Department came froq’Under Secréta;y
Webb on December 3.42 Eschewing--at Acheson's direction--the moral argument,
Webb told Nitze, Adrian Fisher, and Gordon Arneson (the Department's expert)
to study the following: the international impact of a decision to build a
Super, the bomb's probable destructive force, its economic impact on other

government programs, the probable targets for such a weapon, and the

projected Russian response to any American decision. Once the staff had




these answers, they could then think about the moral issue, the problem

of international control, and the overall question of Soviet-American re-
lations. The give-and-take among the senior staff at State over Webb's
directives took place through the early weeks of December. By December 19
Nitze had reached the conclusion, not dissimilar to that of the DoD paper,
that research ought to start on the program but that no production should

be undertaken. And, in the meantime, there should be a thorough review by
the NSC of American aims "in the light of the USSR's probable fission bomb
capability and its possible thermonuclear capability."43 Institutionally,
therefore, the State Department had generated a response. All that remained
was the reaction of the Secretary, and this came in stages.

{C) On December 20, for example, Acheson dictated a long,;houghtfui.

(if somewhat confused) memorandum in which he attempted to sort out the key

issues. At the outset he postulated that American security had become de-
pendent on an atomic strategy, "more subtly than through any articulate
major premise,” and that, with the new European commitments, the U, S. did
"not have any other military program which seems to offer over the short
run promise of military effectiveness.'" Given these facts, 1t was time to
‘clarify American policy and to spell out guidance for defense planning.
Witbout such guidance, the drift would continue, American policy would re-
ﬁain contradictory and unclear, and the nature of the crisis fesponses
unpredictable. Acheson was particularly troubled by the contradiction of
advocating the international control of atomic energy on the one hand, while
relying on an atomic strategy on the other.44

(C) Then, in a style befitting a systems analyst of the early 1960's,

he laid out some of the problems requiring answers. Was the most pressing
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danger the cold war (meaning the overall Soviet/Marxist challenge) or the

prospect of Soviet aggression? Although he worried more about the cold war
danger since he doubted that democracy had the necessary staying power,
Acheson felt that the military threat remained a possibility. He therefore
concluded that a stated policy of retaliation with atomic weapons would
probably do much to reduce the chances of an attack on the United Stétes.
Without calling it deterrence, he had--with regret and with real reservations
about its European implications--come to that strategic position.45 Still,
if these December ruminations are a reliable guide, Acheson remained re-
luctant to opt for the fusion bomb. A further try at international control
seemed preferable.

| () Acheson would in fact float just that idea during the meeting of

the special committee on December 22. But he could not budge Louis Johnson,

. who insisted the U. 5. had to develop the Super bomb unless the Soviets

acceptedAinternational control. Indeed Johnson and LeBaron tried to keep

the issue eﬁtirely at the technical rather than the general level, a tactic
that infuriated Lilienthal.46 Later in December the Secretary of State
approached General Bradley privately about the dichotomy of the United States

advocating International control of atomic energy and at the same time

founéing its entire strategy upon the weapon., While seeing this contra-
diction, the Chairman of the JCS could not identify any realiétic alternative
to the strateglc posture. Acheson thus failed in a possible effort to divide
the JCS and OSD on the control iSSue.47 The swing vote found himself gradually
being driven away from the control option.

Within the State Department, meanwhile, the control issue received

renewed attention. Kennan, on the eve of becoming Counselor to the State
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Department, drafted a long memorandum that enjoyed wide circulatiorn and
critical cc»mmc=.nt.4‘8 By their reactions to it, most senior State officials
displayed continuing sympathy for the control approach but no confidence
in its feasibility. All believed that a thorough review of U. S§. strategic
and military policy was now required, especizlly, Gordon Arneson noted,
"a complete assessment of the role of atomic weapons in the cold war.and
in a possible hot war."49 Some were, however, more caustic about Kemnan's
analysis, especially John Hickerson, the Assistant Secretary for U. N.
Affairs. Hickerson disliked not only Kennan's moral assumptions about the
bomb and possible Russian "good faith," but alsoc his stress on a U. S.
initiative in the matter. Hickerson felt that it made "absolutely no sense
for the U. S. to give up what General Bradley calls our chief offensive
weapon without a fully comp;nsatory reduction in the offensive striking

0

power of the Soviet Union."

(C) Paul Nitze, now the head of Policy Planning and increasingly

influential with Secretary Acheson, also responded to the Kennan effort.

Perceptive, ;oherent, suasive,'Nitze placed the control problem in the

larger context of the Super decision. Aligning himself solidly in the

‘development camp on the H-bomb, he argued that "the military and political

a&vgﬁtages which would accrue to the U.S;é,R. if it possé;sed even a
ﬁemporary monopoly of this weapon are so great as to make timé of the
essence." But he also agreed with Kennan that Soviet possession of an

atomic device, and later a thermonuclear one, made a "no-first-use" strategy
worth exploring. In fact, he thought that the State Department in the fortﬁ-
coming policy review ought to have a "preliminary presumption in favor of

. . . a revision of our strategic plans as would permit of a use policy
~
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‘restricted to retaliation against prior use by an enemy."” Such a stance

need not, asserted Nitze, undermine the deterrent effect of the bombs, for
the Soviets could never be "quite certain that we would in fact stick to
such a policy if the nature of their aggression too deeply upset the moral
sense and vital interests of the people of the United States and the world
in general.'" The cther side of the issue, that is, what to substitute for
the atomic superiority, was far mofe complex. Cn the prospects for control
generally, Nitze expressed reservations. He wanted, most importantly, to
be sure that no control schemes put the U. S. in a worse strategic position
than the absence of control. He hoped the forthcoming policy review would
confront this problem as well.51

() If Acheson's principal subordinates could not make the case for

addressing the Super issue through international control, neither could the

Secretary. As January progressed, his remaining inclinations in this direction

dissipated. Instead he now sought to pursue what might be termed a '"damage
limiting" policy. He recognized that the military case for development was
strong, that Congressional interest was becoming keener, that public dis-
cussion was ﬁow starting, and that the President could not wait much longer
to make a decision.52 The problem therefore became one of restricting the
.initial decisions tc a small, finite range in the hope that larger policy
considerations-~to include control, the study of pelicy objectives, and an
overall strategic review--could take place. In this way, the deleterious
=_,:I.mpac:t of the Super upon Soviet-American relations might yet be contained.
(C) On January 24 Acheson approved Gordon Arneson's draft report on

the development of the fusion bomb, circulating it te Louis Jchnson and

David Lilienthal the same day. This draft would (with the few changes




noted below) form the crux of the Committee's final response to the
52
President. Although its recommendations are familiar, the report's

argumentation and analysis stamp it as a key document in the evalution of
the Soviet-American strategic competition. Arneson began by observing
tﬁat the development of a Super did not involve a crash program at the
expense of the fission effort. During the projected three years that it
would take to explore the feasibility of fusion, work on other weapons and
their delivery would continue unimpeded. Chances of success were put at
even; the other requirements for ordnance and delivery vehicles weré'judged
to be "within the capabilities of the United States from the point of view
of money, materials, and industrial efforts." Should the device work, then
the question of production, stockplles, and possible utilization would

e arise. At that point a thorough review of American policy would havq to be

- considered, including the possibility of an intermational control agreement.._ .. __. _
(C) Ruling Out-unilateral restraint by either side on the development.
issue, Arneson insisted that the United States could not take the chance
that the Soviets might gain sole possession of the new bomb. Rather the

question became: would an American decision accelerate a Soviet program in

" the same direction? The answer put simply was "probably." But, the report

continﬁed, it did not appear that U. S. policy would ''have a decisive effect
on Soviet military developments-or be the cause of an arms race. The Soviet
decision to reequip its armies and devote major energies to developing war
potential, after the end of the war and at a time when we were disbanding
our armies, was based on considerations more profound than our possession

of the atomic weapon.” And since these same forces would possibly work

for the Soviet Super, there was little reason to think any effort for
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international control or mutual self-restraint would be either practical or
53 —-
safe. -

(C) From this analysis the conclusions flowed easily: (a) the President
should direct the AEC to determine the¢ feasibility of an H-bomb, with the
"scale and rate of effort" determined "jointly" by the AEC and DoD; (b) that
no decision about production of the Super be taken ;t this point; {(c) that
the President direct a re-examination of U. S. policy in view of the Soviets'
new and potential capabilities; and (d) that the President say all this
publicly and then make no further pronouncement.54

(C) Attached to Arneson's draft, in the final report, would be three
appendices: a history of the thermonuclear issue, an AEC report on the
technical problems, and a DoD study on the Super. The latter appendix con-
tained much of the mid-December memorandum on the military implications of
the fission weapon. But it refined several old arguments, stressing that
the military wanted no "crash" or "all-out" program, but, on the contréry,
"an orderly and economical solution of the problem." For a price, roughly
$100 to $200 milliom, the U. S. might acquire, the appendix stated, a bomb
with a blast ares fifty times greater than a fission bomb. th.only would
the new weapon reduce the number of fission bombs required, it would increase '
the assurance of success against certain strategic and tactical targets of

the highest importance."” The problem of delivery was conceded, but with a

neéw twist. The H-bomb would probably require a "supersonic unmanned vehicle"
to avoid advances in air defense. "Thus a seemingly paradoxical situation

may eventually develop wherein the larger, more cumbersome Super may eventually
be easler to deliver . . . [since/ it may be less demanding for refinements

in the guidance system of the final delivery missile." These points, which

of course forecast much of the strategic weapons activity of the 1950's,
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gave added impetus to the case that Johnson, LeBaron, and the JCS had con-
structed. And against that array Lilienthal could hardly prevail.55

() On January 31, the principals and their staffs met in the 0ld
Executive Office Building to review the Arneson draft and recommendations.
Hitﬁ two exceptions, there was general agreement--even from a resigned
Lilienthal--with Arneson's draft. Secretary Johnson found the proposed
press release objectionable because it expressed caution about reliance on
"any single weapon" and hinted at new efforts for international control.

He won that point, getting a simpler version without caveats. And the blus-
tery, former American Legion commander, got his way on the "no production"
recommendation, arguing it was unnecessary since that was not the question.
DoD had achieved a tactical success that would soon--along with the arrest
of Klaus Fuchs--undercut the AEC-State hopes of linking a more deliberate,
orderly fusion program with a thorough review of American security policy.§6
(U) No one realized more completely than Lilienthal the drift in
American policy implied by the NSC decision. In an impassioned valedictory,
he told the group of principals and advisors on January 31 that the time had
come to examiné the fundamental assumptions of military strategy. Twice
during 1949 the AEC had tried to spark this review, and twice it had been
rebgffed. "If a military conclusion could not be examined into and was not
examined into independently by the Secretary of State, the Atomic Energy
Commission, and of course by the President, but was regarded as the whole
answer to the ultimate question, then this definitely removes any notion of

civilian participation in a fundamental policy gquestion.” Fearful of the

long term consequences of reliance upon the atomic bomb for the defemse of

Europe, Lilienthal worried about trying to conceal the basic American
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weakness behlnd the atomic facade. People would continue to be lulled if

‘-they could still believe that "when we get thisrnew gadget, the balance
;;gill be ours" as against the Russians. TUnless there was the assumption of
.;fimmediate war, then there was adequate time to laonch a systematic, intenaive
}4exaaination of Amefiean policy and aboee‘all, the_risks of overreliance upon
atomic weapons.57 These views, which Acheson said he shared, were not opposed
by'Johnson. Sinoe the President had already indicated his desire for such
a'reoiew, the Secretary of Defense could acquiese now and frustrate later.
If.Lilienthal had not carried his (or the GAC's,posieion) to success, he could
oake oomfort in ﬁaving identified the key issues that would confront the high-
level decision-makers’ in theimonths and years ahead: civilian control, the
question of atrategic ekoerfiae, the.dangers of over-reliance on atomic
weapons to offset budgetary_s;fingency, the relationship between ends and
means. His fears and instineéa eould, deapite the wo;k of Acheson and NSC 68,
be fullfjsuatained on more toad:one occasion. )
wy - :;With agreement'comingfin the late morning of Janua;y 31, the NSC
special committee had completedaits fask The members had only to report
to the President which they did without delay at noon-~ time. 3They found
Truman eager to accept their report, endorse their recommendations, and
announce the dec151on publicly.; He wanted to end public speculation and pull
the issue off center stage | His mood was perhaps best caught in an aside to
Lilienthal, who confided in his diary that Truman "recalled another meeting
that he had had with the National Security Council concerning Greece a long
time ago; that at that time everybody predicted the end of the world 1if we
went ahead, but we did go ahead and the world didn't come to an end. He felt

58
this would be the same case here.
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{(w) The President, as a principal actor in the decision-process, de-

serves further'comment. From the moment the Soviet blast_was detected,
Truman strove to avoild any public display of alarm. Neor, aé we have already
seen, did he allew it to disturs his earlier decisions about the size of the
defense budget. Publicly his demeanor remained cocky, confident.- Privately;
his actions suggest more than token concern. Not only did he renew his in-
1quiries about the statuc of the stratégié attack plans, he th&roughly agree&
" with the recommendations to expand the production of fissionable materials.
More importantly, he appears to have been receptive to the early October
arguments of Lewis Strauss about the potential value of a Super bomb., He
encouraged Strauss to have the GAC consider the matter and then, upon their
negat;veireport, decided to appoint an NSC group to reconsider the fusion
question, |
(U) Given the makeup of this group and Acheson's initial indecisiveness, _
it could be argued that Truman possessed no guarantee that the special com-
mittee would favor his preferences. He could have been confronted with a
reaffirmation.of the GAC position. Whilé this analysis has appeal, it
minimizes Truman's own considerable capacity to utilize the bureaucratic

process for his own purposes. Convinced of Acheson's loyalty and confident

in his judgement, the Chief Executive could safély.take his cﬁances. More-
over, the risks of a.ﬁegative decision were a#parent to both Truman aud
Acheson. When the_press and Congress picked up the issue in middle and
late January, these political risks escalated. While Truman was disposed
to do just what he did, any inclination to move in the other direction

59 o5 ) .
received minimal reinforcement.




[Q9)) Amid these developmenrs, the President faced a new element, not

‘hitherto at oork: inoirec;'preesure from the military chiefs.- For most of
.e_;949 rhe service chiefs had presented Trumen, and the nation, with the
.n:eontinuing spectacle of discord The feud over the flush deck carrier and
i-.E-_'the'li-36, the dismissal of Admiral Denfeld and Eisenhower s difficultles in

meoiating budgetary differences were all too familiar. Nor was it necessarily

certain that Omar Bradley's appoiﬁt;eht under the 1949 act as first chairman
of the JCS wouldzappreciably alter things. Bur on the H-bomb issue, Bradley
and the chiefs kept’rﬁeir ranks closed; theylpresenQed Truman, the AEC, and

- the State Departoent wi;ﬁ‘a eoordinated front. Some credit for this obwvi-

ouslylbeiongs to Bradley. Some belongs to the nature of the problem; whether

or not to develop fhe H-oohoidas much easier to decide than which service

would actually deliver tHe device. Some belongs to Louis Johnson and Robert

T LeBaron who kept much of the}oyerall defense initiative in their own hands.

Conseqoeotly,‘on the fusionfgﬁestion there was never a service position apart
from'a:JCS'or DoD poeition. :Tois unity naturally helped Louis Johnson in
his atteopt to pressure-Truoanrfor a favorable decision. And it was the much
maligned Johnson, more’ precisely, who appears to have deliberately utilized -
this JCS unanimity in January 1950 to emphasize to the Chief Executive the
military position on the thermonuclear issue. Whatever its orgins and how-
"ever formed, the JCS poSLtion—-because of the new-found harmony--acted as
one more reason for Troman doxog what he already preferred to do. In this
case, his inclinations go; additional reinforcewent.

(C) The JCS argumenrs reached Truman in mid-January, in rhe form of a
commentary upon the mil1tary views of the scientists on the General Advisory
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Committee. The most salient points, beyond a ringing endorsement of the




thermonuclear proposal, were to express oprositon to a no-first-use posture,

' and to

to say that the.bombs were not in;énded "to destroy large cities,'
warn that if the Soviets gét the Super, the American public might demand
defensive efforts on sﬁch a scale that the U. S. "would find itself to
generate sufficient offensﬁvelpoéer to gzin victory." The study also re-
minded the President that the American public expected the government to

do "everything possible to prevent a-war while at the same time being pre~’
paréd to win a.war should it come." Finally, on the moral issue, the JCS
held'that the arguments of national security outweighed "moral objections"
for "it is aifficult to escape theconviction that in war it is folly to
argue whether one weapon is more immoral than another. For, in a larger
sense, it is war itself which is immoral, aad the stigma of such immorality
must rest upon the nation which initiates hostilities."61 )

() Upon reading this JCS document, Truman could have had few illusions
about the military reaction if he accepted the GAC conception of national
security. The public implications were the:e,.scarely concealed amid the
talk about what the public would expect the government to do. The subtle
pressures incﬁmbent in deciding about a major weapons system, pressures '
which Truman's successors would encounter with mofe frequency, were at wotkT
The JCS paper reinforced the President's opinions,-while reducing his optionms.
44)] This paper, moreover, seemed almost prophetic on another point.
In mid-January press comment about the current. governmental debate over the
Super became frequent. Congressional comment on the matter also surfaced,
and then on January 27 Bernérd Baruch publicly stated that the bomb ought

to be built. This led to the following exhznge at“Truman's press conference,

later on the 27th.
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Q. Is there anything attho 1tat1ve that
you_could give the American people on the subject?
The President: No, there isn't, and I don't.think
anybody else has had anything authoritative, I
make that decision and nobody else.
Q. Is there anything you could tell us as to
when the decision might be made?
: The President: No, there is not.62
This line of questioning, which made Truman extremely uncomfortable, in-
dicated the need for a speedy resolution of the long simmering issue, a need
torget the issue out of the public view.. Thus when Acheson, Johnson, and
Lilienthal arrived at thel0val Office at noon.on January 31 they found a
more than receptive President. They found one‘eager to end the confusion
and anxious to curtail further public discussion about the thermonuclear
matter. Hence the abruotness of their session (less than half an hour)
and the promptness of the subsequent public announcement that same day.
The Super would be developed’ as part of the overall national security program.
The Soviet atomic success had generated a clear American response,
(0) - . Two further sets:of dssues about the events of late 1949 and early
1950 require éxeminationn First, wbat was decided by!Truman, what did it
reflect about the Soviet American relationship, and what did it indicate
about the operation of the government on national security questions’ Second,
.what influenced Truman s subsequent decision to sanction production as well
as the development of . the H-bomb? How much did it erode thevcompromise
nature of the NSC recommendations of January 31 19507
() On the first set of questions the obvious requires identification:

Harry Truman ratified the decision to develop the fusion device, he did not

make the decision; he accepted a conclusion, he did not initiate a course




s d

ISR e |

of action. . Of the major national security decisions of his Presidency to

this poiht——Hiroshima, the Truman Doctrine, Berlin--the hydrogen bomb re-
quired less 2z decision and more an acceptance of international and domestic
political realities. His assent was crucial to the bomb's development, but
his ability to withhoid that consent was virtually non-existent. Not only
did he personally accept the Strauss liqé of argument, the political'facts
similarly dictated this step. fhe financial costs for development were
glmost incidental, the production and deployment decision still months and
years away, and the atomic arsenal adéquate in a way it had not been before
1949. (Indeed had the Soviet success come in 1948, the choice of whether to
divert precious fissionable material for the H-bomb would have been more
crucial; given the relatively modest stockpiles of atomic weapons). The
Super thus offered an economical and conﬁeniest responée. To have decided

against 1its development would have seen Truman align himself with a group of

scientists, a narrow majority of the AEC, and a segment of American public
opinion against thé JCS, the Secretary of -Defense, the Secretary of State,’
the JCAE, and most of Congress. With these circumstances and these odds,
Presidents seldom decide; they acquiesce. As the rational acfor,‘thé
purposeful head of state, Truman had clearly weighéd the issues and acted
accordingly.

() Yet his raﬁge of actions and options had been significantly
circumscribed by the organizational and bureaucratic politics of this
issve in the months since Septeﬁber 1949. The back-drop for most of this
was the sober realization that Moscow had exceeded all but a few isoléted
estimates in the speed ofitheir atomic succes;. Fﬁr.the girstltime, a

threat to the continental United States seemed a close reality, not a
~
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distant possibility. ,Few, if any were willing to assert that the Soviet

e
Sy

fdevelopment did not dramatically alter the strategic situation. Even those,

.- such as George Kennan who bemoaned the atonic strategy, did not deny that

-;a new, competitive era had arrived. What was at stake was the nature of

an American response—-if any--to the Soviet move? It was in this atmosphere

that the bomb issue was discussed.

(U). "~ The governmental debate over thermonuclear development revealed
muenoabout the bureaucratic "essences" of the resPeetive‘agencies.63 At
the AEC, the issue exaceroated the initial dilemma of the entire apparatug--
wnether for peaceful or military purposes—-andlthe importance of perceived -
bureaucratic effectivenesséi 4 discredited Lilienthal was simply no match
for Lewis Strauss whose ou;eaucratic skills thtoughout were conaistently
adept. Furthermore, an evenly balanced set of technical considerations
rendered the ABC and the GAC unable to block development on technical or
scientific grounds. They were thus forced to shift their arguments to the
realm of morality and eelfrteatraint, and these views--coming from the
same men who had.developed and,advanced atomic weaponeftechnology--had an
unconvincing ring. Moteover,EthevAEC had no reSponsioilityFiot:national

security programs as such, only the production of an apparatus used for

security. Hence even an united set of AEC Cormissioners would have been

hard pressed to equal State and Defense in any policy debate
(1) The reaction of the State Department also had some predictable

features. There was a disposition, even with Acheson, to try once more

to negotiate an international agreement on atomic weapons and thereby forego

the thermonuclear response There was also the disposition to question the

overall direction of American national security policy, to examine anew




the connectioﬁ between means and ends. tbove all, if the diplowmatists
could not forestall the bomb,.then the decision to develop should be Kept
separate from the decision to produce, with a policy review taging place
in the }nterval. Yet this ta&tic also revealed chh about the several
loci of State Department concerns-—-they were as much worried about DoD as
they were about the Russians. Indeed, State's concerns about the Super
Qere almosc edually divided betweeﬁ its impact on the Russians and its im-
padt.on otber segments of the American government. Acheson clearly rec~
ognized ﬁis own pivotal role in any_decision. More and more he appeared
to listen to Nit;e rather than Kennan, to the bureaucratic rationale for
actiop rather than the Soviet specialists' ideas for more negotiations.
And the weight of the former's argument regained the same: Washington
could not take the chance that the Soviets would achieve a fusion capability
‘before the U. S.

1)) The reactions of the JCS and DoD likewise contained eleﬁénts of
"predictability. Confronted with the fact of a Soviet bomb and the possi-
bility of a fusioﬁ device that mighf offset the Soviets' psfchological,
gain, the American military could be expected to opt for the new weapon..
Here.toé risks of not having a fusion weapon seemed disporportionately
greater than having one. Still,.the degree of coalescence between the JCS
and OSD on this matter was remarkable. However deep the service animosity
toward Johnson over his style, his rigid budgetary attitudes (more royal
indeed than a king), and his occasional erratic behavior, these took second

place to the thermonuclear issue. As Warner Schiiling related: 'the GAC
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report had the unprecedented effect of unifying the services." This fact,
B pr=rren
d‘,. ,_’.-
@ .-H
%nl?‘rs i
o o l-:ﬂ

NTRITTTETIRTI L
el



coupled with the tenacity of LeBaron and the increasingly strident support

.of the Joint Committee for the Super, endowed DoD with a strong hand.
JPredisPosed to consider‘the weapon a necessary step, the military leaders
'-were more than prepared to be flexible, -even conciliatory, if they could

3get the initial go~ahead Hence their studies emphasized the non-crash

nature of the decision, minimized the diversion of fissionable material
from atomic weapons to the fusion experimeat, and stressed the possible
deterrent effect a Super would have. Problems of delivery, design, and
custody were ignored.

(C) _ "~ On one point, moreover, the military studlies were more sepsitive

than the political and diplomatic analyses: throughout the JCS argued for

keeping_the development decision secret, for fear that knowledge of it
would strengthen those in the Soviet Union who were alsc pressing for the
H-bomb.. The JCS papers argued for no publicity, thereby depriving their
counterpartlin Moscow of useful arguments to utilize in their own bureau-
cratiec discussions The' JCS preferred that news of the decision leak (or
pass) out gradually, in the6gope that secrecy and confusion would delay the

comparable Soviet decision.; This desires, however perceptive, ‘could not

be met once the Ameriean public got hints of the debate from incautious

Senators and well- informed journalists In any case, the DoD/JCS position

on the other crucial points was everwvhere triumphant. And this victory

laid open the way for other successes at the expense of AEC.‘

Q05 The net result of organizational responses and bureaucratic
politics was to shape a report for Truman that contained a series of common
denominators more or less agreeable to the AEC, DoD and the Department of

State:“ a decision to develop, the allocation of additional but not
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excessive funds for the purpose, and a major policy review to integrate

"T"‘ﬁg f\‘r"’l

the new Russian successes and éubsequent American responses into a co- -
herent American polic}. Taken together these recommendations formed one
overall option which the President could accept or reject. The other
possibilities--U. S.Aself;restraint, another go éé international control,

or 2 public statement about no development unless the Russians did so--
sinply never get above the bureaucratic levei. Moreover, the recormendations
to the President did not ask, when it came to implementation, for any action

which the three agencies would oppose.

(U) Nor did the report ask the President to decide anything else. It
was not a case of the President seeking to retain future alternatives or

: 66
keep his options open in the decision process. The bureaucratic and or-

ganizational patterns of assertiveness and réstraint simply did not allow
other kinds of issues to be encompassed in the action of January 31.

Clearly the President was cognizant of the production issue, the tegting
issue, and ultimately the volatile one of delivery, but he was not being
asked to make those choices now. What he received from Acheson, Johnsqn{_ .
and Lilienthal was the minimum the respeétive bureaucracies needea resolved,
in a shape agreeable to them (more or less), and with major fights among
them deferred for an indefinite period -

(U If bureaucratic and organizational factors constrained the
President's options in January, the mood of the Congress determined his
timing. The increasing public mention of the Super had injected an element
of urgency. Not to act would incur the wrath boEB of the JCA@, which would
respond in apocalyptic terms, and of the wider Congress és well, Not to

act would also give the appearancé'of having failed "to respond" to the
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Soviet atomic test. Lilienthal reported Truman's apt justification of
January 31: ". . . there has been so much talk in the Congress and every-

uhere and people are so excited he /Truman/ really hasn't any alternatives
S 87

'but to go ahead . . . ."

(TS/RD) In going‘ahead Truman had not; of coursep'made any other decision
about the bomb. Production of thermonuclear weapons for deployment remazined
an open issue. Almost certainly this would have continued to be the case for
months; had it not heen for the arrest of Klaus Fuchs. This episode, more
than anything else, telescoped the developnent—production decision and mag-
nified the growing'military:influence on the forﬁation of security policy

in early 1550. The Fuchs arrest, on February 3, forced a major review of
what might have been betraped to the Soviets: among the most disturbing

was the nature of ‘the fuzzing‘mechanism which in turn rendered suspect the
ability of the bombs to detonate on target Untll a new fuzzing device could
be perfected and installed, the effective force of the entire atomic arsenal
might be questionable, perhaps partially ineffective. In these circumstances
~ development of -the Super appeared more 1mperat1ve than ever, and so did the
production of at least some Supers for possible,utilization. In a fashion=--
-pot unlike the Korean war'fiveanonths later--an external developnent caught
the American security apparatus in‘a state of flux. In thisfcase, the Fuchs'
.'-affair endowed the production issue with an entirely different importance
and urgency from its December and January counterpart.

(TS/RD) Louis Johnson wrote the President on February 24 that the impli-
cations of Fuchs' treason /not mentioned as Such/ were "literally limitless."”
The JCS, he told the President, ‘had considered the matter and believed the

U. S. has "to proceed forthwith on an all-out program of hydrogen bomb




development if we are not to be placed in a potentially disastrous position
with respect to the comparative potentialities of our most probable enemies
and ourselves."68 Once again Truman responded by convening the NSC specisl .
committee to consider the matter, with Sumner Pike representing the AEC.
(TS/RD) This time the deliberations were quick and generally smooth.
Tﬁere was no effort to link the production issue with the broad review
ﬁnderway by the NSC. On March 9 the Presideat got a further report on the

thermonuciear program, this time recommending that the AEC and DoD plan not

only to develop the fusion weapon, but also to produce and to deploy it.

If necessary, [N

to achieve production_of a Supér. Other costs,
such as ordnmance hardware, were put at $50 million, with possibly the same
amount required if the current missiles or aircraft under development could
not accommodate the bomb. Still the price tzg remained modest and the
opportuntity costs acceptable. 1In fact the study group did not believe the
AEC needed or could profitably use any more funding for the thermonuclear
projects., Given these recomﬁendations, the NSC group expected a fusiom

test in 1952 aﬁd a prototype weapon available a year later. Should the
fusion principle work, their program ensured only a limited hiatus between
experimentation and military availability. In this way, the damage, both
actﬁai and potential, of Fuchs' revelations might be offset.69

(TS/RD) The remaining months before the Korean attack were filled with
other developments in the area of atomic strategy. Senator McMahon continued
to press Louis Johnson for a more elaborate statement of defense needs from

70
the AEC. The Secretary of Defense for his part continued to be evasive,




not wishing to commit-DoD to any "categorizal answer' on the "adegquacy"

cf the atomic énergy prcgrag.‘_Not until June 1 would McMahoc get Johnson
;cc say the JCS wanted.still'mofc fissionatle materials for the thermonuclear
f:brogram. Buc:beyond this the military wouid not go, despite ardent encour=~
-f;agement from McHahon, Henry Jackson, and the JCAE as a whole.r The Senato:f
T.fcmnd it easier to lobby for a new, catchy device, than to interfere in
the.on—going operation of a program. He especially found DoD leath to give
any appearance of:undarcctting Truman's earlier:decisions on the rate of
prcccction or to cpsc: its own bureaucratic arrangements with the increas-
icgly more coopegativc AEC,

(Té/RD) Nowhere.was the'ccoperation more evicent than oa the sensitive
issue of custedy of the atémic weapons. Ever since Forrestal had forced
Truman in July 1948 to dccide anew, and.to his;surprise,.againéf the military,

the issue of custody had rankied the service pianners. Tnen in early 1950

the AEC-Proposed, on its owc,ﬁﬁo turn over to thc;mi;itary the non-nuclear
parts ofxﬁhe weacons, while‘rcécining control of the actual nuclear com-
ponects.LVLeBaron, in tfaciné tce history of this issue fcrlgccfetary
Johnson, urged the DoD accept the offer. The only prcglem,nﬁé told Johnson -
on March 22, 1950, would be possible implications arising out of public |
knowledge of such transfer at this time. ZIven though an atomic bcmb in not:
@ weapon without its nuclecr comconents, technical custody .of which would

be retained by the AEC this mlght not be uaderstood." General Bradley

concurred with LeBaron s proposal in April. Six weeks later, on June 14,

the President assigned, qn a .permanent bas:s,
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éifo the armed forces for training purposes.?[:éﬁi
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preparations continued to imprpvé, the ato= to become a still more essential
part of the defense equation. The American defense posture remained posited

71
upon the success at Alamogordo.

1¢6)] Yet others.were simultaneously at wo}k, in their KSC invesgigation,
'-seeking to aéhieve a new degree of\béiénée in the American defense effott.:
They wanted ﬁore, not less, military choice if the confrontation with the
Soviét Union came. And they wanted to mztch objectives, means, and
plementation into a coherent, sensible whole that could be sustained for

the foreseeable future. The first phase of the cold war was ending; an
awareness of the length and dangers of Soviet-American strategic relations

was now emerging. An age of relative innocénce and safety was yielding

to the age of universal insecurity.
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OBSERVATIONS AND CORCLUSTONS

(U) The first five years af the cold war, from mid-1945 to mid-1950,
- witnessed the emergence of many present-day features of the Soviet-American
_ strategic relationéhip. Among these were an American commitmént to Western-
: Eurépe, a careful fencing over the German issue, an asymmetrical attitude
toward the United Nations, and a mounting ampﬁasis (whether public or
concezled) on thg importance of atomic énd then thermonuclear weapons., Yet,
despite the mounting hostility and tension between Washington and Moscow,
there remained for most of this period a mood of flexibility, of compart-
mentalization (séparating:Asian and Eﬁropean issues), and of lingering
hopes. America's agsumptiqn‘of what some have called "imperial mantle"
did pot'take place dram&tiéaliy, but haitingly and with awkward pauses.
(U) 'A set of events in late -1949 and 1950 would alter this: the Soviet
a;Omic.explosion, the loss afiéhina, MeCarthy's firgt denunciations in
Februarj 1950, and ghen thelN;fth Korean invasion. fhe tentativeness of
the early fears gave way to_riéid, irreconciable hostility. After June
1950 the-rhetoric hardens, the %oom'for domestic political méneuver on
national security iss;és:equ?_the defgnse budget erubts, aﬂ@ the'militarizé-
tion of American foreién'poiiéyiéssumes awesome propoftionsl _fhe."high
cold.war" had come, &i;h pqgeffui consequences for the Sovié;#American
.strategic relationship; But Séfore then, the options appearéd more genuine,
the risks less frighteniﬁg or sudden, and the ﬁredominance df political
and diplomatic values mo}é évi&ent. It is of this transitioﬁ period,
1945-1950, that the folléwing observations about high-level decisions at

- - v

the Presidential and Cabinet level are made:
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(U) 1. After the Japanese surrender, there was initially no dominant

.ot comprehensi%e consensus qithiﬁ the upper reaches of the Truman Ad-
 ﬁinistration on the shape AE future Soviet-Acerican relations. That they
f?ould be difficult all agreed; that the American public would understand
fd; support the consequences of these differences was less cerﬁain. There
was % fear of the stremgth of latent isdlationism,:and a recognition that
:egsing domestic csncerns would dehand ;::entian. Above zll, there was
Truman's need to make certain that the public ba;ked any policy of active
American involement in central Europe and the eastern Mediterranean.
(0) 2. Concurrent, in.late 1945 and early 1946, with this uncertainty
and confusion was the ambivalent attitude of senior government leaders
toward the Rooseveltian leédcy, the U. N. Many, if not most, ﬁt first
viewed the United Natioms gs the instrumen: that would encapsulate many
of America's intérnatiOnal pr&blems. Not only would it provide a forum
fo? adjuéting ténsions over-ﬁggtern Europe, it offered a possible method
for controlling atomic energy.l American expectations (and fears) that
Russia would evgntually.have the bomb reinforced these hopes for a workable
U. N. sclution. The genuinepeés of these beliefs, héwéver-ptqpian they no;
seem, should not obscure_tﬁe@f testimon& to the openﬁess ofitﬁé initial
Amerlcan éxpectations gﬁout_thé %ost-war world.’ |
(W) 3. Yet, from the stari, éhé issue of disarmament aﬁazphe inter-
national control of atémibAené;gy prompted from the JCS a §e£.of refrains
that continue without:céésing:1 war is horrible; the best solution is to
avoid war; politics, not érﬁs, causes tensions and wars; the other

country will cheat on any accord; and, when in dougt, build, then wait and
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see how new weapons influence the situation. Wnile willing to consider

the international control of atomic energy in 1946, the JCS showed no
interest in any pledge of "no-first-use'" and their enthusiasm for any U. N.

" solution would wane rapidly thereafter.

() 4. The JCS'aﬁd revisidnist histqrians notwithstanding, the first
years of the colﬁ war are notable more for thé ahsence,'raéher than

the presence, of atomic diplomacy. ‘Atomic scarcity. the Air Force's

slow assimilatioﬁ of the new weapon into its war plans, and the distractilons
of interservice feuding partly account for the absence before 1948 of
serious planning for atomic war. Whatever hopés Secretary of State James
Byrnes might have had in lgfe 1945 for the benefits of atomic diplomacy,
they did not immedia;ely_tfén;pire. And other;, especially Trepan, re-

mained hesitant--if not oppbsed-—to viewing the new weapon as a diplomatic

Feliia.

‘. lever. 1Indeed, Truman's owﬁfépprehension and pfudence about the bomb are

gtrikingly evident throughoﬁtlﬁhe period,'glthough paradoxically his fiscal
polipiég increasingly necessigéted additional reliance upon an atomic strategy.
éU) 5. During the firsﬁ poét—war years, and despitg mounting Soviet-
American tensions, Cdngréssioﬁ;i activism in thg strategic éropess was

infrequent and chiefly'reagtive°t6 administration proﬁosals,'_Cleaning up

the legaéy of World War II,-lab&}_legislationy military reqﬁificatiou and
" UMT, and partisan wfaqéliﬁé_characterized much Congressionafﬁdiscussion.
Only in the creation of the AEC did the initiative rest with the Hill and
not the Executive, théféise thé celebrated démarches in Aﬁerican policy
emanated from the Executive.branch, with the Congress following, and not

always swiftly. The hiatus over the allocation of the funds for the Marshall

Plan from June 1947 to che following spring was not atypical. Not until

239
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the crisis over Czechoslovakia and Berlin in 1948 would Congress verge
toward more aggressive attitodes, first with the Vandenberg resclution and
then with the 1949 efforts of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to

"7 accelerate atomip weapons developments. That year would aloo see the JCAE
;Z campaign for the.thormonuclear deﬁioe; while other committees sought to.
iovestigate the bitter interservice rivalry over the B-36 and flush deck

' :orrier. These intrusions would, as it deveioped, be harbinger of in-
creasing Congressional activity on matters touching upon the strategic
iolationship with Moscow,

(U} 6. Compared with later years, high level decision-makers seldom
dealt with crucial choices in the area of research and development. To be
sure, developments on Fho'missile side in particular were (by early 1950)
about to demand decisiono. But only on the ;hormonuciear question did a
oloar, unmistokable weaponsi;issue surface and provoke high level attention.
For ﬁhé most oart, researcoland development requireo madest decisiono,
modest allocations, and the postponement of incipient-or potential
jurisdiotional_hassleo.

U) 7. During this period;'even after the creaoion ofgohe National
Security Council, compartmental, sequential attention to foreign policy
remained the normal pattern. Nor, indeed, given the complexity of the
issues and the press of time,'ls this especially surprising. -What is
striking, however, is: toe degree to which European and Mediterranean con-
cerns were treated without much reference to the Far East and vice versa,
especially after the end of the Marshall mission to China. Only Janmes

= . \
Forrestal consistently linked the areas with the overall status of Soviet-

American relations, but without-any noticable impact on policy. For the

240

T T T T T I T T T T e R T T




-

_,5, ! U o 't}
&;L TE -"-.s \‘ ‘ STy
L\—bh Cu l“" ... ! ”'5
most part, the hlgh level policy makers faced strategic questions as they

came, seldom stopping to intergrate them into any wider whole. Not until

the early staff work on NSC 68 began would this alter somewhat, although

' by then China was of course no longer a part of the equation.

(U)' 8. The dgveldpment of the new NSC system did not, moreover, radically

change either the substance of American policy nor the process by which
t@at policy was made. At first neithef Truman nor the departments were
disposed to alloQ the RSC to be more than an advisory, clearing house
operttion._ On thé other hand, the President (after'Forrestal's departure)
began tq‘exploit'its possibilities, first by aptointing the special NSC
subcommittee to resoclve atomic energy issues, and then by ordering an NSC
review .0of the level of intérngtional security spending for the FY 1951
budéet. Thus, by the time the:NSC received it§ famous "NSC 68 mandatg,"
its sttuttural':ole in the ﬁoiﬁcy process was betoming more secure.

(ﬁ) 9;, The budgetary précétt exerted a crucial impact in the shape and
exteqt.of‘the American strategit.efforts to meet the Soviet cﬁallenges.
T@o aSpects were of central:impSttance: the strength of conéervative
economic views as eSpoused by the President and the Bureau of the Budget,
and the relative ascendency of the BoB over the military departments and

then the NME in these years.-gTrumgn s devotion to fiscal rgsppnsibillty

‘and the balanced budget require little added emphasis; his views on these

matters were axiomatic én§ onlﬁ the Korean War would prompt a significant
departure in practice; .ﬁﬁ&get.ceilings were set early during‘gach of the
FY 1949 - 1951 budget cycles; no later than August and as early as May,.
These early determinations then became the maxim&ﬁ,'not mereiy a target

projection. Although Truman tolerated appeals at the end of the calender

2!+1




year {such as fdrrestalfs in'Decumber 1948), he seldom altered the budget
<_placed before him by the BoB. Tue President expected his Defense Secretary
Af;o make the tough budgét decisions, not to duck them by paséing them on to
"';fhe Oval Office for resolution. The massive budget fights at the end of the
'?budget process, such as occurred in the Elsenhower and subsequent presi-
dencies, did not.charaterize the early Truman years.
Uy 10. Defense spending_in relétive and absolute terms declined from
1945 to mid-1950; although there was a slight upward adjustment in ap-
propriations for FY.iQSO. Neither the services nor Secretary Forrestal
would be happy with the.final budget amounts; Secrgtary Johnson, by contrast,
accepued the presidential guidelines as given and worked within them. Yet
to focué just on de%ense uipénditures is to convey the wrong imPression of
the overall na;ufé pf Soviet~American stra;egic relations. The competition
was iu‘arms and weapons to bu sure, but also in a broader peolitical and
economic contest as well. fﬁe general category of international security
expendiuures, to include espeuially the Marshall Plan assistance and the
militar& assistance progréms,‘muét be taken into account in any assessment
of the American response to'Suviet moves. Such exéenditu?es,,for examplgl'
were nearly 33 perceﬁt'of'tue-Ff 1§§1‘internégion;i‘secunity-ﬁudgét'and thus
represented a set of’ pollcy deu151ons that placed a high value on eccnomic
aid as a part of total_@merican foreign policy. One mighc 1ndeed argue that
this allocation of re;ourcéu:left American policy more flexible and balanced

than it otherwise wouid:have‘been. That such a balance could have continued,

given the level of Soviet military expenditures and the failure of the

F . 1

European countries to reviye quickly, is doubrful.
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(" 1l. A corollary to this observation is the query: would higher

defense allocations have made any essential difference in Soviet-American
relations or ‘the U. S. position? What‘lossea did Washington suffer that
A’i more men, more planes, and more ships might have deterred? Was there any
-Vpoint at which the~aoplication of military power would have a difference? ’
Certainly the East European and Chinese situations were beyond American
ability to alter, even under the most favoratle circumstances. Nor, given
Czechoslovakia's:exposed‘flanks, was there any rezl chance to reverse the
effects of a Communist take~over. And, despite the lag on the developmeat
of a thermonuclear-oevice; no essential advanteges were lost. A more ur-
gent and earlier effort on_rhe Super would have been comforting, but not

necessarily more successful and would have of necessity involved trade-—

offs in the number of fissionkweapons.

(m Korea is, of conrse, always cited as proof of the failures of ' |

the American effort. Yet it ia doubtful that the availability of more
American troops would have changed Washington s decision to move, in 1948

and 1949 to a U. N. arrangement in . which both the Soviet Unlon and the U S.

nominally withdrew their forces from thelr Korean zones. Indeed had there‘
been more American troops, they would almost certainly have- been tagged for,
if not already present:on,,the European scene. Cértainly more troops might
“have permicted a stronger_reverSal.of American and U. N. fortunes in Rorea,
but whether they could nane been infused into the process at any faster
pace than actually haopened islless clear. Or put another way? it is at
least arguable that the éautious, fiscally restrained Truman policy on
defense issues did not costrein the final analysia:-the United States any
significant losses in terms o%s"opportunity costs."
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. Vel cle

o ' (m 12, - Perceptions of the Soviet threzt at the high level cannot, for

- opvious reasons, be meaéured with any degree of precision. Clearly some,
'i;ike James Forrestal, were suspicious and concerned about Soviet intentions
:and vieged neérly all strgtegic issues through that prism; any day wasted
was g precious day gone. Truﬁan's view$ on the ngiet threat.are less
!eésy'to pilopoint.- ﬁe'left no fulscme‘diary as a récord of justification,

and he was inclined.to make decisioné, ﬁot to explain them. Certainly, given
his.confident gttitude on-budget matters, he did not feel a Soviet threat
to'tae con;inental-U.-S. to be imminent. V¥hen the situation altered, as
after the Soviet explosion, he moved décisively to act in the thermonuclear
area. -Yet caution and deliberation marked his approach; he read the
intelligence estimates and did not become alarmed.

(U)  Others, such as Marsﬁall and Acheson, remained less alarmed about

immediate dangers, but concerﬁgd to meet the long-term, cumulative threats

to a war devastated Furope and to the peripheral areas under Soviet pressure.

The JCS and some scientists put more immediate emphasis on Soviet strategic
threats. 'What is interesting, however, is the luxury the services afforded

themselves (and the country) with their unification fiéhts and in the be-

lated development of sﬁrategic plans to meet the Russién théeg;; Finally,

no where were ﬁerceptidné ofEFHeZSoviet strategic threat m&fe‘coﬁfuéed thaﬁ
over the qﬁestion of-vggn Eheiﬁugsians would ‘have an atomiéidévice. The
reasonably accurate esﬁimﬂges ;f 1945 were soon succeeded byréﬂes that put
the danger in 1950 or ﬁgfg:usually 1953. Not surprisingly, 'this displacement
in turn, reduced the séﬁsé of both urgency and threat. As a result, when

the Soviet success did occur, the public pendulum Swung hard.
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L) 13. Poseibly the ﬁost striking‘imp:ession of the high level decision
pProcess was the aominance of political and diplomatic values.. Not only did
‘President Truman leave no doubt about who commanded the situation, he
‘consistently teiterated the point. His disillusionment with Forrestal
:came_at least in part.from_his evident inability to control hie military
subordinates. Louis Johnson would, on the other hand, go so far in tbe
other extreme that ﬁe too became a liability. Interservice rivalries and
‘the'budget fights . did little to change presidenzial actitudes. At the

| same-time, Truman respected military opinions, particularly those of
Eisenhower and Bradley. 1If Truman made it clear that political and civilan
values ‘ came first, his reliance--for most of the period--on the State De-
partment reinforced that poaition. For the State Department was considered

not just the integrating mechanism for the overall conduct of American in-

ternational policy, but the'leader of the internationzl security operation.

It -was the failure of the State Department to exp101t this role (elther

under Marshall or Acheson) that led to the increasing lnfluence of the NSC/
Defense apparatus. But until that development occurred (helped along by
Korea and the virulent attacks 6n Dean Acheson), State femained the in- -

fluential agency. Thus, dlplomatlc, political, and grand strategical con~

siderations took precedence over purely mllltary and technical ones.
'(U) 14. At the same time the condltlons for an increased ailitarization
of American policy were also present. On the domestic front,‘defense uni-

- fication, if successful necessarily implied a centralizatlon of the military
position that was bound td influence policy outcomes, In addition, the

eventual creation of an effective chairman for the, JCS reinforped the
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‘military voice. Further, the progressive involvement of wide sectors of
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the American economy in defense contracts jeven if modest by later standards)
»wes creating effective Congressionel allies for the services. The demands
;of modern strategic planning and especially what role for atomic bombs,
'lalso placed the Presxdent and other C1v111¢15 11cre351ngly at the mercy
ﬁof the military expert. With the end of atomic scercity by late 1948,

this trend was still further enhanced; Finally, Truman's own fiscal
conservatiso—~by increasing de facto reliance on' the atomic strategy--
contributed ironieel}y to the brocess.

If policy, srructuallshifts, and strategic planoing laid the foun-
darione for increeseo military considerations, eo also did external crises.
The episodes over Iran, Greece and Czechoslovakia, and the success over
Berlin ,uggested strongly the velue of evailaole, deployable American power
to meet'Sov1et moves. Perhaps equally important, Stalin's failure to ne-
gotlate constructlvely or make ‘even slight accommodations reduced American
incentiyes to do the same. And, of course, Soviet rec;lcitrance did not
help those Americans who,fayoreo negotiations and diplomacy instead of

" military responses. Military velues‘could not help but becoﬁe more com-
pelling in the wake of the Kotean war,

(0) 15; Finally, the rogeocy e&d perceptiveness of sensiti?e_officials-_
especially Henry Stimeoo{ Deﬁiﬁ‘Lilienthal, George Marshallg;heorge Kennan,

' end sometimes Dean Acﬁeson—esteod out. Their ability to seeitoe larger
1ssues, to perceive the enterconnectedness of action and reaction, and to
urge patience can be viewed as a nostalgic yearning for another epoch, Their

realism dealt less with the bureaucratic wars, where all were 1ess successful,

. .
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;han with the balance,-fhrust and durability of American policy. Their
constanﬁ stregs on openness, cgﬁdor, the need.for public support, aand

the problems of the long haul were--looked at over the'three decades—-

" of more validity than their more impatiént:colleggues often believed. 1If
:the'early Truman years say anyghing, it is the valhe of openness, directneég,
economy, and a baignced approach to Soviet-American relations in general,

and the strategic competition in particular.
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i BiéLEQGRAPHICAL COMMERTS

This is not a completg-bibliographical essay, but rather a prelimindry
“assessment of the majof primary sources used in this study; It is an effort
T to help future offical résgarchers 1océte more quickly major categories of

-f&oc@ments, while indiCating other areaé‘still requiring research. |

A. Individual fapers

On the strategic arms questioé-ﬁhé Truman‘Library proved--in its
present status (1975)--to be of only marginal value.. The central files
are donmestic orientéd, while the President's personal files remain unar-
ranged and unavailable fSr-researchers. A careful reading of the Truman
memoifs éuggests that those files provided the corpus behind the account.
QOther files at the L;braryiguéh as those of Clark Clifford, John Snyder,
Dean Aéheson, and George Elsey were helpful os.minor points, but with.few
surprises; nor, given the sepéitivity of those jears about strategic and
especially strategic atomic'qﬁéstions, is this entirely surprising. No
effort ﬁas been made to utilizé the private papers of Clark Clifford for
the peridd when hg served és Cbunsél to the Preéideh;; presumably they
would greatly suppleﬁehtzan unéerstanding.of how theZWhite:ﬁopse staff
functioned. ’ |

For.the Secretaries of-Stége:the primary sources have'féén ﬁheir

‘published accounts, the Foreign Relations volumes (those printéd and those

in galley), and the corfeSpohdence from the various Secretaries scattered

among the 0OSD files. Oﬁ‘ﬁhe question of threat perception and overall

Soviet-American relations, their private papers are doubtless wvaluable,
_ # . \
But the circumstantial evidence suggests the private papers will add




little on the strategic arms issue.

on, and Reyall) the pub-

1]

For the Secretaries of War (Stimson, Paccer
lished diary accounts have constituted the lizits cf the present investi-
gation, More'research; especially on Rovzll's role in forcing a review of
:utnmic stracegy, msy prove revealing.

For the Secretéries of the Navy, only the papers of James Forrestal

has received attention and this has ,of course extended to his tenure as the

ry

e
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: Seeretary o§ Defense. On Forrestal, th:z publishzé diary remains an
essential store-house of information, but should be supplemented by the
comﬁlete version, declassified copies of which asre at the Firestone Library,
Princeton University, and ip the Officé of the 08D Historian. 1In addition,
two boxes of Forrestal papers are located at the Federal Records Center,
Suitlgnd; Marylang; they'co%tain materiai on the ccntroversy over the
pub%iéetion 6f the diary, a completed diary, é:d some TS magerial deleted
frqm a2ll subsequent diary maﬁd;cripts, particuzarly on the 1948 crisis.
No_paperé of Secfetary Louis J;hnson have feen locatea.

Althquéh no personal pgpefg'of the first Secretary of thé Air Force,
Stuart Symington, have been utiiiéed, the ocfficizl records a;é replete
with communications ffo@,-tp,'and about him. |

Two special colledﬁibné aftﬁrivate papers in the Officeioflthe 0SD
Historian have been ektreme;y:helgfhl: those of John Ohly;-§§metime
gpecial assistant to Seéregary{Forrestal; ané those of Henry.ClaSS, a
senior official in 08D-f¥bm 1549 to 1975. The Ohly papers include elaborate

indexes of Forrestal correspondence, memoranda for the record of meetings

in which Ohly was either the rapporteur or Forrestzl's representative or

- \

.
-

both, and copies of special reports drafted Sv Torrzetel for the
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President. The Glass papéré.are.principally the office files of Wilfred

J. McNeil, the first comptrollér_of the Department of Defense; these files
:_ﬁclate principally tolbudget pféparation and to service reclaimas about ‘
:ihu budget.

"13; Department and Agency Files T

- "The files of.théHOffice of the Sécfetary of ﬁéfense, RG 330 in the

National Archives, are a principal source for this essay. These extensive

holdings are divided by classification: all TS/RD files are housed in

Correspondence Coﬁtrol, 0SD, or are under the control of the Records

Manager, osb. These files are indispensable for an ﬁnderstanding of the

fdrmation_of war plans, tﬁe expansion of fissiohable matérials, the devel-

opment of a thermonuclear deyice, and the role played by the special as-

sistant to the Secretary for atomic affairs. These files include corre-

spondence, copies of testimony. before committees (including the Joint

Committee on Atomic Ehergy); iﬁtelligence reports, inter-office memoranda,
and infptmation copies on atﬁmic matters for the Secrefary of Defense,
All TS nQ; related to restricted data matters is grouped separately at
the Natioﬁal Archives, with mat%riai'for the years through 1953 in'
Washington, for the yeéfs'after.at the Federal Records Centé},:Suitland,
Maryland. In éddition,fRG 336,:€ontains nunerous non;clasgifieﬁﬁfiles of
interest for the opergtion qflthezﬂﬂE and the later DoD. |

Thé records of the;Departﬁent of the Army have been spaéingiy utilized,
chiefly those.related torthé ﬁaﬁhéttan Engineer District and to the Office
of the Chief of Staff inflédé. The files of the Department of the Navy
have not been investigated. Nor have those of theipepartmqnt of the Air

Fcrze, but the latter deficieﬁgy has been overcome by the availability of
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xhaus:ive, ‘The Historzﬁof Air Force Particiua:ion in the Atoms .
=20 in the Atomic

tn'le €
qurgv Program, 1943-1953 by Lee Bowen and Robert D. Little,

The records of the National Security Council available withig the
osp for these years consists of the memdranda'(bearing an ﬂﬁpropriate
‘NSC number), backupipapers_drafted at the 05D, Staﬁe Department, ang Jcs
level; and the reéords'of'ections and decisions taken by the RSC. No

minutes for these years have been made available. While it {g ot el
- ' - clear

F

. . L3 . . (:
that such minutes:.ever existed, Truman's menoirs suggest close adherence

- to some kind of minutes for the 1948 NSC debates on ehe Berlin crisis
For.the Departnent of State, the pnblished_volunes of the EEEEEE&
Relations series, and those as yet unpublished volumes in galleys, haye
been especially helpful. A quick cross check of the'published document g
against the Department's actual records has revealed few surprises, though

much additional detail. The vdlumes are especially helpful in assembling

in .one place JCS memoranda, fiies of Policy Planning Staff, the most
imporranr SWNCC documents, and rhe actual interoffice eorrequndence at
the highest level of government: They provide a useful backbene for any
project on post 1945 strategic and defense policy.

The declassified records of the Bureau of the Budget in-the National -
Archives have provided an unusual and unused dirmension on the budget |
process. A thorough examination of them should-reveal other da.a of
value oa general defense and strategic issues.

CIA, JCS, and AEC material has been utilized only insofar as it was

located in OSD or State Department files.
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