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INTRODUCTION
T. Preface

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

B ideological'#érépectives have”sparkeé a'live;y historical debate over the
degree of U.S. and U.S.S.R. culpability for the breakdown of the wartime

" alliance. Despite the polemical tone of some, these studies.have
contributed useful'insights.into many facets of postwar Soviet-American
relations, especially in the area of econozics, the use of atomic weapons

- against Japan, and European policy.l A nuzber of specialized studies

on the American security apparatus have &21sd appearea, some based on
;;mited access to archival sources, others on interviews and well-informed .
comment.? 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 interaction of military
gﬁd strategic concerns. No; bas the more limited part--the American
response to the Soviet‘stfategié arms éhallenge--been studied. This
essay segks to correct part of that lacunae by focusing upon the efforts

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

American strateglc problems fram September 1945 to January 1950.
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(W) A part of the larger OSD project on the strategic arms competi- -

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

_special studies commissioned for the 05D project,.on key memoirs and
"publiahed accounts, ‘and on the utilization of other primary material
Although access to the full files of President Truman might alter some of
the presentation, the completeness of the other documentation is impressive.
In fact, the abundance of material permits an in;nepth view of these years, .
while making an exhaustive study (given the time comstraints) diffieult..
This is particularly true for Congressional and journalistic comment, which
is'incorporated only infrecuently. |
(D) .' The richness.of;the data (and the central purposes of the larger
study)'necessitate, moreoner, selective attention to issues and-problens

even within the parameters of Soviet-American strategic relations. Some

-~ - familiar features of the cold war landscape-such as the Truman Doctrine—-
receive only token mention‘ other familiar reatures--snch as the Berlin
crisis of 1948—~receive extended treatment. Throughout the goal has been
to concentrate on the strategic dimen51on, 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 Enrope and elsewhere. | In many instanees,
institutional and bureancratic 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 w1tnessing the emergence of the stage setting-—props,

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

-

J




=%

pattern of strateglc relations between Washington and Hosccw. At

the same time, the generalized character of the Soviet—American
relationship in the first years of the cold war may be disconcerting to
some who visualize (or. remember) a more systematic set of American 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

ebout the Soviet Union were being forged, spproaches for resolving differ-

ences between the two victore explored and discarded, cooperation end

wary respect giving way to recrimipation and feer.

(U)  The essay is divided into five principal parts. The first exarines
the Aﬁerieaﬁ effort to control the major new piece of the strateéic equae
tion--the atomic potential--through internztionel control on the world
ecene and the Atomic Energy Commission on the domestic. The struggles in‘
these erenss merge with the various threads discussed in the second part:
the developing institutional framework in which Soviet-American reletions
will teke place. The second pert also analyzes the role that economic

and political responses played in the initiel American reactions to dis-
plays of Soviet intransigence. The acceleration of the cold. war, exempli-
fied by the crises over Czechoslovakla in early 1948 end then Berlin in
mid-summer, form the core of the third section. Im it, the efforts of the
senior decision-makers to consider the risks of armed confrontation and
the preparedness of the American military mechine are discussed. These

1948 crises prompted some, especially. DefenseﬂSecEe%ary Forrestal, to seek
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"hlgher budgetary a110catlons for defense.
f(U) The budgetary process and its interaction with the nercept‘ons
he Soviet threat are instrumental 1n erclalnlng the failure of the

:finaccial resources to ‘increase, either for Fiscal Year 1950 or Fiscal
Yeer 1951, These problems therefore comprise the substance of the fourth
sectioc} The fifth and finel pert then discusses Washington's reaction
to'tﬁe Soviet atom;c_success ip the summer of 1949 and the subsequent
decision to developla'thermonuclear device. Its empoasis will be upon
toe weapons decision and oot_upoo the overszll ﬁolicy review {later known
es NSC A8) thet would:also-emerge in early 1950; that issue will be
handled in the second essay, by Semuel F We115, Jr., which will cover
the years 1950-1935. Following the final section, there are a set of -
observations and'cooclusions;toat appeer approprilate and worth emphasizing

for the first years of the cold"war

(u) - - Throughout the effort is an historian's attempt incomnlete and
still ragged, to discern what was important at the time and how that con-
tributed, or failed to do so, to what recognizebly became 1mportant later.
Throughout it is =2 story of sincere, dedicated, and able indlviduals trylng
_to cope with the realities of internatlonal politices, the nece551ties of

| domestic politics, end the nreservation of democratic values.h'”he1r suc-
cesses and their fallures‘are at once instructive and cautionary In &
period of obvious trans1tcon, such as 1975, a glance backward at encther
era c¢f transition and uncertai.ty may be use‘ul, even comforting, to the

-

pollcy maker, the analyst ‘the historlan, and the citizen.
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(U) For the first four years of the atomic age the term "strategle
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"TI. Definitions:

arms competition"” is asymmetrical if construed as-only & competitive
relationship in atomic weapons and strategic delivery vehicles. Given
Soviet deficiencies in both categories ﬁgtil gzt least 1949, this narrower .
definition 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 clesrly 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
was éctually used for military purposes, itS'impact upon the future
development of Soviet military research was conceded. The question tﬂen_

became: how long before the Soviets duplicated the feat? At a stroke,

somevhat in a fashion reminiscent of Admirel Sir John Fisher's laﬁnching
of the all-big-gun Dreadnought in 1906, the U.S. had injected a2 new unit

of competition Into the stratégic arena.

(v) But 2 somewhat wilder definifion of the strategic competition-- .

more than just atomie and long-range delivery capability--is 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 Ame:iqan.interest. But by late 1946 there was also

a realization that the Boviets potentially had the military ability
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N te impose theif will on all'of Europe. The Soviet Urnion possescsed the
;etrategic abi;ity, with conventienal straﬁegic forces, to chellenge an

. 1eEea considered "vitel" to American interests. In that sense the Soviets
:h&d their form of strateg1c superiority, t"e United States its variant.

Taken together, these consideratione made Europe the pivotal geographlcel

(v) . L broeder definition is alsc epplicatle Ior two other reasons.
The'scarcity of atomic resources meant that until late 1948 any.Soviet-
Ame;ican_?ar would prebabiy net have seen the decisive application of
force delivered by stretegie air power. Concomitantly, the expectation
of a protracted general ?er;'lergely elong the lines of the one just
foughf;'would remain the éoﬁinent stretegic thqﬁght for many months after
Septembe: 1945,  Convéntionelf§ilitary end naveljfprces therefore retained
for man&,@ilitar& pianners theie_pre-Alambgordo designation as strategic.
The U. S::atémic eapability was'eimply & further, if dramatic,'refinement
of overall strategic capabllities, potentizl and actual. Only gradually,
thanks to budget limitatlons, Air Force persuasiveness, and the contlnuing .

Soviet development of atomlc devices and delivery vehicles, .ﬁould con-

ventional forces appear less important But that antlcinateq 1ater stages

- .. of the discussion. It 1s suffzcient to corclude that both s*des had stra-

tegic forces at their diePOSal-in:19h5 and thet there existed--uhough not
always clearly perceived;:e somewhat competitive relationship.
(u) It should also be added that much of what later ceme to shepe

the strategic relationship had little -to do with competition with the

-y
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Soviet Union. Yot infrequgntly'outcomes hed less to do gith fears about:
the Soviet Union and more to do with fears sbout what %he éther services
would obtain. Above all, the strategic coopetition was only part of thet
larger fabrie of Sovigt-American relations, end its importence should

thus be neither exaggerasted nor minimized. Oaly at the end of the period

. cevered by this essay--early 1950--w6uld the competitive element become

pervasive in all aspects of the relationship. Diplomatic and military 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 atitempt has been to survey end anaeltyre policy developments
from the Presidential-Cabinet perspective. On the atomic issue per-se,
givenlthe extreme compartmentalization and seérecy that prevailed until

thg éarly 1950's, this level of analysis fits the issue at 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 considered. But the focus is essentially that from the top,
looking laterally and'downw#rd, rather than from middle level, where thé
angles are latersal, upward, and dosmwa.r;i.

(u) In this President Trumen is the key figure. What were his pri-
orities an& politicai concerns, how did iséues reech him, where did he

have or make significent choices that influenced the strategic relation-
ship, and how did 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 ornly be teggative."Bu£ the force-

fulness of Trumen's personality and the clerity of his decisions stand

-
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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-Amerlcan stretegic questions was’' on the

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

fall of 19LT, pley 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 issues.
(U) Within the defense establishment the service secretaries,
until September l9hf, were the principal actorst Thereafter the Secretary
of Defense emerged as the central figure, though the service secretaries
remained important in the ﬁﬁiéh-level" decision process until at least
1950.: After-the reorganization act of 19h9, tne Secretary of Defense

(and his Deputy) became incressingly influential, helped in part by the
1ncreasing skills ané effectiveness of their finanCial assistants--
especially Wilfred J. McNeil, in part by the aggressiveness of Robert
LeBaron, who became the chairnmn of the Military Liaison Committee and the
Secretery's personal assistant for atomic matters in late l9h9 On the
military side, the respective chiefs of steff figure prOminently, all the

more so0 in the absence. of any chairman for the Joint Chiefs of Steff before

:September 1949, After thst, General Cmar Bradley, &s firSu JCS chalrman,

progressively stood out as the spokesman. Yet it should be noted that
General Eisenhower, even while president of Columbla University, was often
a key person in the budget deliberations of the services, espec1ally during

1949. 1In a sense, he almost had the status of a bona-fide, high-level
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decision-maker.
(U) Within the diplomhtic arene thé Secretaries of‘S;ate are cen-
tral. Yet their frequent absences for internatiqnal conference (partic-
ulerly 1945-1948) meant thﬁt the Under Secretaries‘occupied key positions.
Furthermore, Secretary.Marshall's ecreetion of the Policy Planning Staff
-»brought together a set of senior diplbmaés whose advice and participsiion
'helpeg 12 shape many of the State Depariment's responses toc issues. In-
deed,lthese_upper level officials appear to have enjéyed more responsibility
than their comparable‘service counterparts.
(U) Once epproved by Congress, the commissioners of the Atomic En-
ergy Commission and especially the first chairmen of the AEC, David_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 ChairménA
of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (SenatorvacMahon and Hickenlooper)
enboyed wide responsibilities on the strategic question, but until 1949
their involvement in the pollcy procéss_was inconsistent. Other Congres-'-'
Qional chdirmén.and figures, such &s Sehator'Vandénberg; were important
to the strategic story, but a thorough examination of Congressional roles
remains ouﬁside this study:
(u) Another element of the process is the Bureau of the Budget.
Successive directors--Harold Smith, James Webb, and Frank Pace--reiniorced
tne President's own qgnserfative, balanced budget approach to governament

expenditures. For them no erea was sacrosanci, 1€&st of all military

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

"soviet threat and & great deal more with the fear of domestic economic
'“controls. | !

;?(U)-~ Finally, one outgider--1f Elsenhower is‘not 0 considered--
:played a key part in the eerly high-level aecisions. He was Bernard
Baruch whose part in the dlscussions on the internationel control of
atomic energy would be prominent during 19:6. Beruch would, moreover,
continue to be consulted sbout the problem well into 1948 and his csll,
iq January l950,tfor %he development of the thermonuclear weapon could
not bexeeSily ignored. But: unless one includes 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 m&king_
in advenee; First, for the.sepior perticipants the crush of each day's
zgenda ves staggering. Forced;ﬂesuecially at the'presidential level, to
integrate the various components of nationel 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 a
range of dlplomatic, economic, and strategic issues. In thls matter the
.strategic, such.as the 1eve1 of productlon of fissionable materlal had
to compete with efforts to end strikes ip Detroit. Periods_of‘crlsie
therefore became the 00casion fgr substantial attention to policy and to
the tacties of policy. Ofteh, the result would be confusion and loose

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

far removed. Not Just bureaucratic politicé, though there wes sonme, but
true electoral politipé. The prospect of elections to come, legislative
battles to anticipate; and public reactions to consider; each had an’
inflﬁence on thte House perceptions‘oijoviet—American relations and on ;he
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 fundémenﬁal, bitter differences between the two political
parties. For every Vandenberg, there was zt least one Relph Flanders, and
possibly more 1f the conservative southern delegation 1s counted by ide-
ology and not by party label. 1In the immedizte gftermath of tﬁ; Roosevglt
years, the Executive-Congressional power relationship would possibly be

more 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 irnternetional side, only
compounded the tensions on the domestic side. Truman in fact became even:
more sensitive fo the political and budgetary raﬁifications of issues

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

eratlions cénnot be entirely forgotten in any assessment of high-level

decisions ebout the Soviet-American strategic competition.

it
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''IITI. Some Propositions:

f?(U)f Three propositions are embodled in this essay. Although not
.addressed explicitly, their presence 15’ i:nlicit throughout.

(u) 1. An acceleration of U.S. militery strength end the develop-
wment of additional strategic weapons were two pcssible rrospects after
World War TI. But they aid not oceur. #ny not?

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

Why not? : . |

(u) -,: | 3. The Amerecanxresponse "fit" the Qorld situation and the

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

&ﬂd apnropriate.
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NCTES: INTRODUCTION

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

especially useful: Thomas G. Paterson, Soviet-American Confrontation:

Postwar Reconstruction and the Origins of the Cold War (Baltimore, 1973);

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

1941-1947 (New York, 1972); Richard Freeland, 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 Onset of the Cold War,

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

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

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

1945-15971 (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'Lidffé'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
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Process (New York, 1966); Alexander George and Richard Smoke, Deterrence in
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.American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice (New York, 1974); and the two
monumental works on the hiﬁ:ory of the Atoaic Energy Comission: Richard

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

IZ:S:Commission, vol. I: The New World, 1939-1946 (University Park, Pa., 1962) .

:?gndeichard G. Hewlett and Francis Duhcén, A History of the Atomic Ene:gy'

Commission, vol. 1I: Atomic Shield, 1947-1952 (Uniﬁersity 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 Germaﬂy, 1944-1946" (Ph.D. Dissertation, Harvard University,

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

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

the Division of Germany: The Clash with Russia over Reparations (Eihaca;

N. Y., 1970).

3. Cf. Frederiék M..Sallagaf;AEdmund Brunner, Jrf, Harvey A. DeWeerd,

and Geié;dine M, Petty, "Hiseary of the Strategic Armg Compeition: Forces
and ﬁﬁdéété Study (Blue_Side)“t-Part I: "End of World War II to the Korean

War (Inférim Progress Repoft)“é(S/RD) (Rand Corporation, April 1975), 1ff.




THE EFFdRTs TO CONTROL ATOMIC ENERGY, 1945-194€

(v On September 2, 1945, Japan formally surrendered in ceremonies

aboerd the U,S.S5. Missouri in Tokyo Bey. World War II was over; the

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

Grea@ Britein, an@ the Soviet Union removed. Now would begln a long
perid& of ngustment, negotiation, and finelly confrontation between the
two principal victors: But the movement to that bresk, which became
conclusive in the 1948 crisis over Berlin, would be slow and erratic.
Despite firm, clear warnings from Ambassador Harriman and his staff,
despite Secretary of State_ﬁjrnés‘iinitial proclivity for tough talk and.
- scarcely veiled atomic diplomacy, the President’'s hope remained throuéh
19h5, indeed well into 1946, that an a.ccepta.'ble workmg reletionship.with
the Soviet Union could be forged. t

(u) Nor should_this heve been surprising. The President's concerns
in September 1945 could no longer be simply stretegic apd diplomatic; |
they had to encompass domestic problems, all uitﬁ heavy political
ramifiéations. As he put it in & press conference on Auéust-lG, "politics
is open and free now;"a The demobilization of the armed forces, as
rapidly and as equitably as possible, was e paramount consideration.

So, too, was the conversion of the war economy into a domestic economy,
without producing'eiﬁhér afdepression or severe shértages of goods and
services. Looming behind this would be the problém of how big' labor

would react to this transition progrem, znd how both labor and big
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_Puciness would behave without a variety of wEr-ime economic controls.
: ; , Y

l_f The spectre of inflation'would never be far from Trumen's preqccupetiens.

S Turiner, there was. ehe prospect of sbanln. g Tederel budzet that

re;’ected peaceuime eypenditures and receints, uhat wes bzlanced, and,
iT possidle, with 2 surplus.3

(U)' The proolem of who, as Cabinet cfflce*e and senior officiels,
weuld expend these funds also confronted the President. For he had
inherited a tired administration, worn from the fatigue of prolonged
Roosene1£ pdministrations and the rigors cf the wer. He had, moreover,
to stert constructing a senior government of his own. Over the next
months, after V-J Dey, he appointed a newv Secretary of War (Patterson),_
a new Chief of Staff for the Armv (Eisenhowe*), ‘e new Chief of Naval
Operations (Nimitz), a new- Commanding General for the Army Air Force
(SDeatz), 2 new amoassador to the Soviet Union (Bedell Smith), and four
members of the Cabinet. In sum, in the irmediate aftermath of the war,
the most pressing problems confrontlng the President were domestic.

(u) These domestic preoccupations did not of coursepermit neglect of

the: kaleidoscopic international scene Occupation Dolicies, the return

- of Americen troops, prenarations for the rrojected peeace cane;ences,

errangements for reperations, the irmedizte relief of millibns of
displaced persons, the continuation of Selective Service and the merits
of UMP, and the forthcoming 0peration of the United hations.leech of
these issues confronted the_high-level policymekers. For some, such as
Navy Secretary James Forresfe;, the future of Soviet-fmerican ne;ations

wes of primery importaneefhfﬁnt for others, including the President, that
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was simply one of many troubles that had to be processed. Aggressive |

diplomacy vis-2-vis the Soviet Union pleyed little part in the Chief
Zxecutive's thinking at this time, or for a long time to come. Indeed,
the paucity of bombs (of which Trumen was presumably aware), his own
scrupilousness ebout the eﬁtire "atomic matter" (to the point of
refusing to keep the relevent informztion in the Wnite House), end his
trust in other modes of internationai discourse ergue strongly against
the Alperovitz thesis. In any case, for the moment, Soviet-American
relation§ formed but 2 part of his presidential agenda. Only later
would it become the prism through which he and his senior colleagues
viewed the entire international situation.5

(v) . One priority issue -- the control of atomic energy -- would,

however, tie the international and domestic aéenda toge%her} This same -

issue would also influence both the immedlete and the long range

L L 6

development of the Soviet-Americen strategic competitipn. The domestic
and internationasl control of atomic energy were -- in many respects --

different sides of the ssme coin. In late 1945 the separste fecets of

the issue were almost inextricably entangled. One reason for the
interconnection was the presidential eipectation that Congress -- kept
ignorant of the Manhattan Project for so long -- would now demand & say
controlliné the nev national esset. Truman put this expectation
succinetly at his August 16th press conference, when he insisted that
Congress now had to decide whether the atomic product would "be used.for
the welfere and benefit of fhe world instead of its destruection; and if

Congress is willing to go along, we will continue the experiments to

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

~of control, the President and Congress woulc echieve more onduring results
‘-on'ihe domestic sidc. Yet tnrouéhout this period thosu efforts would be
‘peralleled by efforts on. the international, and any analysis must keep the

:-linkage clear.
I. The Domestic Efforts

(v) . Rudimentary planning for'Americen control of atomic energy haé
begun among the senior_scientists during late 1944, Dr. Vannevar Bush ané

Dr. James Conant had neriodicelly pressed Secretary of Wer Stimson to consider
8 domes;ie agency fo manage the new resource. But no systematic preperations
for confroi had been elaboreted when Truman in May 1945 appointed the so-called
"Inter;n‘Committee" to.stud;?anong other things, the task of drafting postwar
legisletion on atomic energy: EVen this Coznittee'gave inconsistent attention
to the matter, so that the evemtusl drafting fell to the War Department.

Not surprrsingly'the‘result oenefully enshrined-eaesprfe objections by Bush
and the Snete Departmenf-fa set of control mechanisms that accorded with War
IePartmentﬂpreferences. fhezdre%t proposed 2 nine menber comnission, four

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

. boards who would in turn have sweeping powers over atomlc matters. Pressed
by the reconvening of Congress ano anxious to seize the 1nitiative on any
'~leglslation, Truman nenmitted the War Department bill (known as the Mey-
Johnson measure) %o becone;the administration's response. Yet his own
message to Congress abontﬁéiomidimatters (on October 3) contained'no explicit

White House commitment to the military meesure. Instead, the address, which
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linked the'inﬁernational and domestic aspects, carefully left the

President room to mgneuver.8 And none too soon.
(U) For et this point (mid-October) the issue of Gomestic control
sparked a major political struggle. Congressignel ambitions and
Jurisdictional fighﬁs, coupled with ferventAsci;ntific lobbying
against the Army meessure and some moral self-flagellation about the
sctusl use of the tomb, enlivenedlthe political scene. The resulting
furor led Trumen to edge steadily away from the Mzy-Johnson bill. By
November 30, the President was wrlting Forrestal and Patterson to
object to the proposal, especially its provision thati mllitary mert
couidlsit on the commission. Truman now sided with those arguing
for full civilian control and expressed e sirong preference for a
camission of three members, serving at his pléasure and establishing-
‘ policies approved by him.9
(u) Ultimately, the President achieved a portién of these belated
- goals, thanks chiefly to the ambitious efforts of Senator Brien McMahon
(D.-Conn.). On December 20, McMzhon introduced S. LTLT providing for
a full-tiﬁe, civilian dominated, five-member commission to control
atomic energy. Supported by Trumen (though not to the point of receiving
) : precise’informatiqn about the bomb), McMghoﬁ ménaged to sﬁpplant the
Administration's inftial legicslative 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 special relationship with the new AEC. As a result, the Military




URGLASSIED

' Llaison COmmittee was authorized, with the speciel function of

'-coordina»ing distinctly military applications of atomic energy with the
-new AEC, Additionally, ‘the President, not the AEC, was to heve the
.ffinal sey on transferring nuclear weapons frcm the civilien agency to
:the ermed forces. These two changes would, as it developed, harbor the
potential for continuing civil-military friction over weepons custody,
weapons development and the production of ‘issionable meterial.
Nonetheless, Truman and McMahon won on the big issues. On July 26
Congress approved:the ‘amended bill; six days later the President signed
the 19h67Atomic Energy Act:t Civilian contrel of the etom seemed assured.ll
(m) . The President's troubles on the question over domestic control
were, however, only half:fihished. The appointment of a chsirman and
four fellow commissioners remained. In the selection of IDmvid Lilienthal,
head of TVA Truman chose an individual with humane 1nstincts, proven
bureaucratic and mensgerial skills, and a comzitment to the peaceful
uses of atomic energy. Bt Ldlienthal also brought distinct liabilities,

chiefly the rancorous hostility of Senator Kenneth McKellar of Tennessee,

As g result, the cOnfirmation hearings were unpleasant and extended.

The appointment of the Commissioners was announced on October 28 l9h6
.but the final confirmation of Iilienthal and his colleagues (Sumner
E Pike, Lewls Strauss, William Waymack end Robert Bacher)’ did not come
- until April 1947. Fortunately, the Commissioners' actuel assumption, on
December 31, 1946, of all the former resporsibilities performed by the
Menhatten Engineer Distriet partly offset the delay Although still

not confirmed, they started to function as Cozmissioners and the pace of




éiomic energy mgtters slowly began to move anew.
(v) The groping toward the AEC format for the domestic control of
atomic matters was 1nstructiye. Congre551cnal Proc11v1t1es for delay,
partisen maneuvers, special interest group manipg}ation, and personal
vanity were not absent on é matter which required,:aé Trumen thought, a
prompt and speedy setflement. The resulting délays, while possibly

- endemic to the_legislative process, Voula on the other hend be averted
in the future, In_creating the AEC, in endorsing its stringent security
measu}es, and in suthorizing a speciel joint committee to oversee etomic
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 virtusl rubber stamp for the budget ampunts

forwerded for their approval by their more knéwledgeable colleagues.

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

ﬁéﬁ within the confines of the Joint Committee onm Atomlic Energy (JCAE).
Effectively unable to feview issues such as the ﬁﬁmber of bombs or the
adequacy of atomic fgcilities, angress as & whole would focus its ,
attention on a different facet of the stratggic equation: the number,
Eind, end quality of the delivery vehicles to cafry the atomic weapons.l3
(0) The delays in creating the AEC comtributed, despite. the best
efforts of.General Groves and others, to the dissipation of the highly
trained steffs in the MED project. Some scientists returned to

campuses, others to industry or private research. The budget allocations

2150 reflected the purgatory; fram $610 million in 1945, it fell to $281

million in December 1946. The morale of those refeining, “ofteh working

................................




in facilities at Los Alamos and Hanford that were rapidly deteriorating,
Qas understandedly poor. The wartime momentum behind the research and
development effort had been lost. Moreover, this leg in activity
coincided with the Bikini tests whose apparently ambiguous results had
prompted ﬁome re-evaluvation about the true milit;}y value of atomic
weapons.l

(S/RD) All of this cumulatively rebounded against the rete at which
fissionable materials were produced and bomb components readied. Thus,
at the end of 1946 the President had at his disposel (whether or not he
ectually knew this is unclear) —n By

contrast in August 1945 Truman had B vombs st his disposal for
~ 16
use against Japan. At a time when 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 capacity for either
atomic diplomacy or conventional war was modest. The international efforts

to control atomlc energy became, therefore, all the more important.

Truman's persistent, sometimes enlightened, efforts reaped a mixed harvest.

III. The International Efforts

() American efforts to achieve the international control of atomic
energy--viewed retrospectively--can be seen s either quixotic or
deliberately insincere. Cynics might argue the illogic of expectlng the

Soviet Union or ahy 6thefrpower to forego the development of such.a

EALEA A

]
e =




. Wi LR b

new device. Others, léss cheritadbly, might hold that the United Stetes

-'_ngver made e genuine éffort for international control, that American
‘efforts were window dressing et best, and self-serving et worse. Crities.
_ :ﬁay especiallj charge tﬁat the Bruch Flen retaiped all the essentiels
.fpr Washington until MOSccw agreed to a set of poi;tical and inspection
:cénditions that wouid ﬁave altered the fundsmental character of Soviet
society. The partiél truths in these views should not, however, Obscure
the ﬁore fundamentel point: thet Truman end his senior advisors were
geﬁuiﬁely gnxious to - find a wey to curb the internat§0nal spread of
a?omic destructivenes_é.l7
(U} - From the start tﬁe.American leadership recognized that the
United States monopoly could not contlnue, thet at some date other

powers -~ most clearly the Soviet Union -~ would possess the industr1a1

=5 end engineering skills to exploit_the relatively_simple scientific

| principles involved in constrﬁgting atomie weapons. The need for scme.
form of internafional control éppeared urgentf The guestion became
twofold: how to attain this‘gog; while preserving basic Amer;can
security in the interim. 5 | |

(u) This dialectic would penmeate the internatlonal control issue.

Truman, on the one hand reassured Americans on October 8 that the
admlnlstration would never. divulge how to n_ke the bomb; it would
moreover, continue to fabricate them for experimentsal purposes 18 On

’ the other hand, and in somewhat louder rhetoric, the P“esident proclaimed

the goal of effective internationa_ supervision. A speclal message (o

Congress on October 3, 1945, dealt specificelly wiih the problem,
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fCivilization demands," insisted the President, "that we shall reach at‘
the earliest poesible date & satisfactory errangement for the control
of the discovery in order thet it may become a powerful eno forceful

: influence towards the maintenance of wotld peace”instead of ao
iinstrument of destruction.”lg ‘

(U) The President reiterated these themes agaiﬁ before a New York

_ Nevy Ley audience on October 27. Tﬁe development of the atomlc bomb
mede American foreign policy, he stressed, "more urgent than we would
have oreamed 6 montﬁs ago. It means we must be preéared to approach
internatiooal prob;eme with greater speed, with greater determination,
with greeter ingenuity, in order to meet a situation for which there is
no precedent.” Insiétipg that the bomb was "no threat to any nation,"
he held that it was "the ﬁighest hope -of the American people. . . that
world cooperation for peace»wtil.soon reach 2 state of perfection that
atomic methods of destruction can be definitely and effectively outlaved
forever. We have sought, anq_;e.will continue to seek, the attsinment
of that objective,"_ And he'coneludeq, 'We shall preserve that cause
with all the wisdom, patience, a.nd determination tha.tv the Cod of Peace
can bestow upon a people who are trying to follow in Hs path. ?

(U) Apart from the crucial question of Soviet attitudes ‘toward any
.eonirol prop05a1, two specific problems bedeviled the Pre51dent s
efforts. One concerned the administratlon s determination that any
domestic convrol measure be flexible enough to accomodate the results

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

the final legislation possessed, this goal was aclhieved; it provided
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that no weapons development contrary to an international sgreement would

tzke Dlace. This effectively meant t the President reteined

'idiplometic flexibility_and elso reached his goel of a domestic control

mechani Bm.EI |

,?(U), The other probleﬁ that crisscrossed the‘early phases.of inter-
national control was far less tractablet_the legac& of wertime
coopere+ion between the United States,Téanade, and Great Eritain on
atomdc energy. This tangled story intruded inte every aspect of the
problem, while raising severe guestions about the sincerity of America's
commitments to its ailies. At stake were key issues: sccess to
uranium.eres, exchanges of ‘information, the development of Eritish

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

These guestions at once both complicated and inflamed tempers in London,

.Washington, and.Ottava. Yetinhile there were prickly exchanges over
.tne ailncatiOn_ef uranium oree (and by extension the production rate

of bombs), this complication did not hamper the actual manufacturing
schedule; With improvements in American technology, particularly after ’
the 19h8 Sandstone tests, even this issue would appear less dec1s1ve 22
Nor does any strategic issue or weapons declsions appear to have been
significantly influenced by the contlnuing difference of oplnion.

© Rather, what the controversy would reflect was the emerging domlnance
of first one and then twq super powers whose wishes on atonlc matters
would be declsive. On#;flater_would the dengers of wider proliferation
emong the lesser powers-pe fully apprecisted. From l9h5§9n the more

irmediate danger, for the high-level. American perticipents, was the
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'iikely prospect of atomis devices in the hends of the Soviet Urnlon.

(U) The drive for the intefnational'COntrol of atomic energy
proceeded from the same realism that haa proPelle& the sn@ire American
:effor't: the fear that another power wouid ashieve__ en atomic capability.
iAt first it had been Hitler, but by Septsmber l9hh‘that conecern,

though still = wofry‘to General Groves, ﬁad g coroliary: the prospect
cf future Russian advances. Indeed; the generel hed alreedy discovered
some Soviet espiohage efforts in 1943 on the fringes'of the project.
Suspicions about sonﬁinuing Soviet efforts in this direction were
expresse@ by Secréta;& Stimson in early l9h5.23. Moreover, as the
battle_fof Germary neared its climax, Groves could not igﬂore another
piece of intelligence: the #ﬁefgesellschaft plant in Oranienburg,
fiffeen'miles north of Berlin and & suspected csnter bf German atomic
research, would fsll within ths Russian zone of occupation. With .
Generai ﬁsrshall}s obvious agssement, Groves asksd Gengral Spaatz to
order & bomb run on the site. 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 fromifalling into Russian hands also_lsft
1ittle doubt that by Aplril' 19h5 the Soviet-American atomic competition,
a2lbeit still in the shadows, was underway.2h '

(U) Ferzlleling Grcves efforts were those of Bush and Jemes Conant

4o think through how the Soviet Union might be included in the postwar
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_.control of atomic energy. As eerly as Sepiember 1644 they began to

;ponder whether shering informstion with Moscow would induce Stalin to
"Eaccept some version of international control Subsequently the two

‘;sc1ent15us broached their concerns to Secretary Stimson, who in earLy
1945 favored an open, sharing stance. Eut no systematic proposals

emerged from these early ruminations, and sttention shifted to another
aspect of the problem: how long before the Soviet sclentists dupliceted
the Aimerican effort%%s
() ~ The question of Soviet success first received precise attention
in My 1945. At that time the Interim Cormittee (of senior officlals
and seientists) heard Groves essert that the Russians would need
twenty-years to emulate the American success.o James Conant, by contrast
and with far more accuracy,-seid four years wouid be enough. Later,
in June, the Interlm Committee returned to the question, this time the
estimates (by the bu51nessmen menaging the various MED projects) were
in the five-six year plus bracket. - Bat there was also a disposition to
thirk the Russlens could do it sO0ner if they got Germsan scientlrlc help

At Dbest it seemed clear that the U.S. lead would be temporary This

fact made the control‘issue more urgent, the temptations to nse

' - 26.
American knowledge as a bargalning lever &1l the greater. - -/
() On the eve of Alamogordo three seperate avenues for dealing
with the Soviets and at _lc ene-gy were emerging, each depepdent on a

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

1

information in the hope of winning their gratii ude and trust,

(p) off ering this information on 2 quid pro cuo basis in return for the
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settlement of outstanding diplomatic issues; and, (c) moving directly

into the internationel arena and seeking a broader international accord
jtzmc_-re.‘?T A feu.rth option, letting events teke their course, would
Ia;so,surface. It wou;d -~ in the long run - beurhe one adopted by
default. Initially.the first two approaehes were the ones discussed,
although a thorough-canvassing of them at the highest levels of
government did not occur until tro menths later - after Poisdam and
Hireehima -- in September 1945.
(U) ' Seeretary Stimson, now on the verge of_leaving his third
Cabinet ?ost under four presidents, led the fight in September for a
policy of openness. =Pressed~steadily by Conant and Bush since late
194k to weigh the meritsyef'an open move, Stimson had hesitated. Even
in July he lingered, incliningito fzvor a trade-off between Soviet
concessions and American 1nformation Eut the use of the bomb and his'
own experlence now convinced him that the scientists were right. Actling
on this, he persuaded Truman to hold a Cablnet discussion on the matter
in mid- September, and wrote hlm about the problem as well.28.
(U) Stimson s memorandumAto_Iruman-of September li put tﬂeieSUES
bluntly. "The problem'of oﬁr‘sarisfactory relations with Russian /isy
“not merely connected with Bﬁta.’i .virtually dominated by tﬁevproblem
of the atomic bomb."b The bomb now made it urgent that an attempt be
mzde to build mutual trust. Appearlng to carry the bomb rather
ostentatiously on our hip" would only increase Russian susp1c1ons and
Spur them on. Internatlonal control of atomiec ensrgy was imperatlve,

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

LS




- uS should gemble on Russien gpod feith, stere its information, and
‘:teke the risk of "their getfing inio production of bombs a little

' sooner than they would othervise.' Now, with history st a turning

point, the United States hed to take the first step 29
:(U): The Cabinet meetlng on September 21 saw the first full scale,
high-level discussion of the bomb apd its impact on Soviet-American
reletions. Stimson, supporfed actively by Acheson (sitting in for
nyrnes), tterson and Henry Wallace, presented the theme of his
earller memo: the Sov1ets would soon have the weapon, put at five years
by Eush who was present. In view of this v"ospect, gtimson argued that
the U.S, might, by giving-information, gein an effective Russian
partner and in emy case'lese nothing in the process. One only built
trust, avereed the retiring Secretary of Ver, by acting in a spirit of
‘trust. | | - |

(U) 7; Ranged against this.ergument, in sective fash{en, was Forrestal
who held that the American people would no: approve this step and that
the Russians, llke the Japanese, could no- be trusted. He'vas joined
by Tom Clark Cllnton Anderson, and Fred Vinson, the latter drawing
[reported Forrestal lateg] "an analogy to our attempt to attain vorld
peace after the last war by 51n~1ng 211 our ships.” Aligned with tkis
view, though not prese nt, was Secretery Zyrmes who had conslstently

cpposed amy free exchange of in;ormation.

() A middle posit" on, edvenced by Julius Krug (mimn, War

Production Board) and supported by John Szyde., Leo Crowley, and

Senztor McKellar, was 1o wait a whlle and see how Soviet-American

ar
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relations unfolded. If things improved, then one might decide to offer

fMoscow informetion abouf the stomic energy. A modest quid ﬁro quo
'apprqach, this would emerge &s a theme of subseqﬁént American pblicies.
(u) | Wnatever Tfuman's aisposition after the Cabinet about sharing
information, his caution was almost certginly reinforced by a dispatch
.froﬁ Moscow that resched Washington on October 6.I In it, George Kennan,
' tben.Chargé d'Affeires in Moscow, wrote:

I have no ‘hesitation in saying quite categorically,
in the light of some eleven years experience with
Russian matters, that it would be highly dangerous to
our security if the Russians were 1O develop the use of
atomic energy, or any. other radicel end far-reaching

means of destruction, along lines of which we were un-
aware znd against which we might be defenseless 1if

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

power within the foreseeable future, would hegitete for
‘s 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 ihe use of such forces;
i1.e., whether by its. own scientific end inventive
efforts, by esplonage, or by such knowledge being = ' -
jmparted to them as a gesture of good-will and confidence.
To assume that Soviet leaders would be restrained by '
scruples of gratitude or Mmmanitarienism would be to-
fly in the face of overvhelming contrary evidence on a
metter vital to the future of our country. o

Tt is thus my profound conviction that to revesl tt
the Soviet Govermment eny 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 constituie a frivolous neglect of the vitel
interests of our people. I hope the Department will
make this view a matter of record, and will see thet it
is given consideration--for whatever. it is worth--in'
connection with enmy discussions of this subject which 31
may teke place in responsible circles of our Government.

30
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_(U) Kennan's rheforic foreeast Trumzn's own posture. Henceforth

"he shied evay from amy hiot of 'oile‘teral exchanges of inforeation.
':;Stimson's impessioned pleas to deal directly with Moscow had not been
;- persumsive. TheISeeretary had failed for severei'reaSOns. First, the

Cabinet session must have alerted Truman to the Gomestic politicel risks

of eppearing to give the Russiansesoﬁething tangible in return for
something intangible and uncertain. Moreover, his Secretary of State's
advice could not be easily dismissed. And, perhaps the President, like

Byrnes and Forrestal, discounted Stimson's pleas as being unduly

influenced by a group of scientists who did not (as Byrnes later told

Robert Oppenheimer) know‘“}he:facts" or have "the responsibility for

the handling of interneriooal affairs."32 In eny case, Truman decided

to forego the 3 deux approach, seeking instead to place the control of
ztomic energy Wlthln a broader internationzl *ramework This weuld,

as Strmson correctly predlcted ‘eventua_ly render the entire effort for
control nugatory. o

(U) In Novemoer thS the admlnlstrao*on graduale accepted the
idea of u51ng the newly created Uhited Netions &s the forum for the

control issue. November talks with Clement Attlee and MacKenz1e King

_about the contlnuatlon of the wartime arrangements on etomic matters,

ztout the sharing of" 1nrormao10n, and about 1nternat10nal contro1
substantially conurlbuted to thls outcome. 33 So p0551b1y dld Molotov 5
speech of November 6 1n whlch the Foreign Minister bragged about

bigger and better weapons."Bh Moreover, a chastened Secretary of State,

home from the London Conference end wiser nerhaps about the limits of

i
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imericen diplomecy (even with the bomb), &lso shifted direction. The

tirme wes ; propiticus, the option aveilsztle znd compelling, to move

el

the atomic energy gquestion to‘the U.N. erenz. Although the deteils of
an American position remsined wholly unfcrned -- sterk testimony to the
| generzl confusion in Weshington thatfviétorious £ell -- +the U.S. had
£inelly emberked upon an approach. In Decexber, when Fyrnes visited
Hosco;, Molotov expressed ready acceptance of za specizl United Nations
cormittee to handle a%omic energy. A flicker of hope for productive
negotiztions appeered possible; there wight yet be 2 chence of averting
2 Soviet-American arms race in nuclear weapons.

(V) - Formally committed to an internstional approach, the American
ggvernment still hed to formulate a negotisting position. These
eﬁdeavors first prompted the Acheson-Lilienthzl report and subsequently
ihe Feruck Plan. The interminable machinetions behind both documents
:éed not detzin us. Thg active efforts, while intsresting, were
psually a noich below the purviéw of the hignievel decision:makers.

The latter's participstion only came in intermittent bursts end them,
generzlly, in modest and approving ways.36

(v) The major steges of this effort are quickly noted. In Februery
Undex Secretary Acheson assembled a group of consuliants to develop &an
tmericzn position. Chaired by'IEvid Iilienthe}, the group met through
Februvary and March. ,Theif‘product, e lengthy report to the President,
called forznxinternational'agencylto,controlﬂaccé:s to rew material, to

zonitor the production of fissloneble materizl, to license nuclear

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

32
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wére allowed to remain). Step~by-step erTengements for security and
.inspection were included, although there were considerasble unknowns on
>:§oth“counts. Under'no iliusions about tne problems posed Ty Rnssian
“ehevior end possible good faith, the consulte.nts cerefully linted the
progressive release of U.S. knowledge, raterizl, and weapons O
demonstrated SOViet cooperation. They hoped for:Russian cooperation
and possibly, in the words of Acheson, its gradual "eivilizetion."S!
Tinishing their work on March 17, the consultan s znd Acheson forwarded
the report to Byrnes. |

(0} The next step was to convert these recommendations into a
workable package for presentatlon to the U.N _Thet task would fall to
the sometime presidential adv1sor, Bernard reruch. Recruited by Byrnes
for the Job and accepted withont enthusias: by the Zresideni, Eeruch
spent April? Ma?,andearly June_trying ‘o translate the Acheson-Lilienthel
effort into an effective’propoeel Hls effort did nci, in the long rum,
alter the basic shape of the earller recom:cndatlo“._'Eut Eernch's
refinements were more detailed on the issue of protecting American
security interests, nending.the negotiatlon of a workable accord. £lso
lEaruch insisted that the Amerlcan plan have 2 clause forbicdlng the

ercise of the veuo in any 1nternaclone1 enforcement sysism ;: "“The

{Il

schexe made clear, moreover, uhat en immediate ban on nuc‘eer W2 pons --
soon to become & mejor Russzan uheme -- would not be accept ab’e to the
United States. The Baruch plen, with its obvious dependence upon

1nspectlons and 1nternat10nal controls, ce“talnly contzined provisions

that H cccow found distaste*ul e An Anerlﬂan willingness To ren -nce the
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first-use or even the use of atomic weeDdols except under U.H, euspices

might have beén a more balanced approach. Yet, given thg intensity of
Soviet effortis to deveiop the bomb at thié t;me, one nay réasonably
doubt that any American proposel, short of actuzlly delivering the
weapons to the U.N., would‘hafe met with Soviet approvel. In any event,
the proposals reached the international'or:a::zaulon on Jupe 1L, 10~6
with Zaruch's famous introduction: "ﬁe are here to make a choice
between the quick and the dead. That is our business."38

(u) These proposals constituted a re jor agenda item for the U.K.
for the remainder of 1946. Nor did they remein 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 conurol and urged grester
Agerican generosity, created consternation. This disclosure came six
days after Wallace's famous speech.at Mzdison Square Gerden calling for
g?eater flexibility and patience in dealing with Moscow. .The ensuing
uproar brought about Wallace s departure from the tinet, contributed
to his public hassle with Baruch, and helped to confuse the issues for
the public. Wallace's exit, though possibly a reflectlon of Truman's

- growing impgtience with Moscow, more properly'bugﬁt tc be seén as &
characteristic bureéﬁcratic effort to influence policy formulation.
Clearly the overtures failed either to slter Americen policy or to
enhance the chances for success at the U.N.39

(u) By late September the prognosis for Truman s gozl of inter-

netional control was blesk. Although the U.%. spec1al cOmmlttee
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: ‘oyerwhelmingly'endorsed the‘U.S? proposzls (Zncluding the veto provision},
';?he Soviet Urion and Poland.steadfastly atstzined. The Cormittee's
‘fveie on'the final repoft, adoPtiné the Americen position, cn December 3C,
f;‘OhG was anti- cllmatlc, ten "ayes" and two atsientions. Long:before,
rthe Russians, by 1ntroduc1ng their plan"o: corpleie and general

dlse_la:en,, had effectively wrecked any conceivarle cnenecs to control
atomic energy through the U. N.

(u) Still, the results of these efforts were not altogether
negligible. The U,N.A.E.C. had adopted tke weport; the problems of
inspection, reciurocity, and enforcement were shown 10 be complex; and
the wey was paved for furtherkexchanges_of information. For the moment,
LOTreover, the U. 5. gaine& ; significanu propaganda advanizge at Soviet

expense. Only later, as the cold war deeoened 1n 1zte 1947 and early

""" 1918, would the U S. contemplate withdrewing the plen altogeiher,

feerful that the Sov1ets might suddenly aceeot it and force the U.S. to
renounce its only effectlve strateglc weapon. In the meantlme, the
Paruch plan testlfled to Amerlcan elforts to cOntrOl the ai‘
(v) In the unfolding of thls process three things are strlklng.
First, Truman shoved a willingness to entrust crucial issues to his

~ subordinates and to allow them con51derab1e lztitude, He: encouraged
+the practice of departmen;al respon51oll1ty, intervening on;y ‘when
necessary 1o resolve a dEQdIOCk or to move e problem 10 2 new level.
Tespite its obvious importance, he did no: z=iempt to menzge:the
preparations or the negotiations for the cor=-rol of atomic energy.

Inlike Franklin Rooseveli he was content tc issue the brozd guidelines
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and then encourage officials to act, In this instence, morgver, s in

-

the case of domestic control and Congress, orce the Baruch measures
were introduced, Lhere was 1itﬁln for the President o do but wail and
.Sv“ what would emerre from the U. N,

(u) Second, Truman never-forgot the political dimensions of the
control issue, Hislchoicé of Baruch, for all of its discdmfort, haé
di;tinct aévantazes, particularly in the:Seﬁate where the former Wall
Sﬁreete;-enjoyed a high reputation. This gambii 2lso kept Trumen one
stép away-frcm_the negotiating process, able to retain his own flexibility
if the entire business came to naught.

() Finally, and most importantly, the American military played a
comparatively modest part in the formation of these proposals. On
January 22, 1946, the Joint Chiefs submitted to the State-War-Navy
Coordinating Committee 2 report by the Joint Strategic Survey Commitiee

on the military implications of the internationzl control of atomic energy.

¥hile conceding the need to control the new resource, the study urged great

care in trying to obtaln it. Arguing for a guii pro quo approach on the
release of information, the JCS sought to resirict scientific exchanges and
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 indusiries." Doubting

whether effective controls or inspection were possible, the JCS thousght
that the trusteeship concept--the U, S. acting as the guardian of {he
atomic devices for the U. N.--offered a way out. 3ut of course

- . s
-’ . 1
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tne Zussiens woull heve to agree. Uniil, nowever, such 2 Iystio

cowlc be obtaines, they_urgéé g protective policy: forwzr: bases
for c¢efense anc counterattack, balanced armed forces, the capaciiy for
an offensive siriking force, acditionzl forces for motilizaiion, znd

Ly .
wigespread civil decfense measures. .

(0) The fate of this JCS papzr is unclesr. CZrigedier Generzl

Georre Liﬁcoln, bead of the War Deparimsnt's Plans Division, called it,
on Jznuery 30, "relatively restricted." EKe urged ihat Howarc Peterson,
then Assistant Seéfetary of War, ty-pass the SWECC subcomnitiee structure
. ) 42
“ané forward the memo directly to the Stzie Depariment. Presumatly it
pla?ei some part in the work of Lilienthz)l ani Achesorn. Whatever its
iisposition, the siudy represented the first significent JCS_effort
to g¥apple with the international cimensions of the atomic development.
() Later, the JCS,'a§5inLiviLuals, wouls te asksd, along with
Ceneral Groves t~ comment dﬁ the Paruch proposals. Bat thelr answers
only.érrived or the eve (or later) of %hke Zzruch presenitatiion. b

onelcontrol hus

d -
interrz=

h
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snérmzl the officers backed the move towar
stressed the need ﬁq'ensuréxﬁmerican seéurity. They madé c;gar their
opposition to war but doﬁ§£§d;§he U.S. could achieve 1as#iﬁg peace.

Nbr vere they enihusiastic;aﬁgu; the chancesvfof e:forc;ﬁg:any accord,
Admirels KNimitz ahé‘iéaﬁy éided a Further proposition as.%éll; they
would link the U.N. &i§cu§sions with & veriestion of atomic diplomacy,
m2king U.S. conceséiohg depéndent uwpor: & sztisfactory combletion of the

k3

Europsan peace treaties.
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(V) Groves' letter, written originally on January 2, 19k6, set
forth his hopes for international control. ke warned that while the
bomb was not an "all-purpose weapon,"."its very existence should make
wor unihinkable." fie called, neverthcless, for large military forces
for the future in case control did not come end declared thet "Defense
1t

zgeinst the atomic bowd will always be inadegueste. Fe also believed

+hat even if the 11.x. developed a system, the U.S. had to be able to

protect itself in case another state violated the gccord. He
concluded, more in resignation than desire: "If there ere to be avtomic
wezpons in the world, we must have the besi, +the biggest and the

Ly

most. v

(s) Ac the f21l of 1946 progressed, the Russian behavior in the
U.N. and elsewhere was ensuring that ultimetely the U.S. would opt for
the "best," the "bpigzest," and the "most" etomic weepons. The

effort for internstionel control was not succeeding. Even Stimson,
who red earlier sucported the effort, now developed deep risgivings.
The attempt to ebort a Sovieti-Americen atcmic .race, seen as a viable,

plausible policy option in the fall of 19L5, was rapidly coming to

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

threat to withhold it, had influenced the behavior of the Soviet Union.
Tﬁ paraphrase John Gaddis;the omnipotent hed epparently become
impotent.LS Parsedoxically, as the U.N. efforts appeared increasingly
illusionary, the urgency behind the control efforts also.easeé. In part,
this may have stermed from revised estimates by the intelligence staffls,

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




2 marked ambiguity compared to the views of Fash and Cc:&ne.rrt.l‘L6 In part,
the urgency became overshadowed by a panopoiy of other Soviet-American
issues -- Iran, Turkey, Greece, Chinz -- during 194€. The deduction
drewn, not surprisingly, was that an improvement in political relations
would have to precede any control accord.

(w) Another fTactor mey also have coniributed to the slackened pace.
The Bikini tests -- Operations Crossroad -- had occurred during July;
their virtual juxtaposition with the U.L. discussions was at least
unfo:c"'cuna‘te.b'T Moreover, the disappointingz test resulis, especially
wiﬁh the first shot, left doubts about the true dimensicns or strategic

utility of the new devices.

(U) In late 1946 the U.N. negotiations became increasingly
unproductive. The hope for international comirol as z wWay of
encapsulating the atomic component of Soviet-American relztions had
reen iried, without success. The problem reczined uneltered: at some
point the Soviets wogld poOssess an étomic wegpon, at some point the
U.S. monopoly would be diluted. A year of the four year lead had
elapsed, a year during which the Soviets pzde great strides and the MED
faeilities deteriorated. Yet, despite these portents and the increasing
fiymness of administration attitudes toward Moscow, Washington did not
immediately accelerate the strategic arms competition. In fact, the
U.S. continued to coast. Thé failure 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 2id, and
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limited military assistance.would instead constitute the American

responses to the chilling of Soviet-American relations during 1946 end

19h7.
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THE TRANSITION: SEPTEMBER 1946 - DEZCEMBER 1947

..tpj The months that witnessed Ame}ican efforts to control atomic
energy also witnessed the 51multane0us erosion of Seviet-Ameriean relations;.
Growing suspicions.about Soviet 1ntent10ns in Eastern Europe and Manchuria,
alarm over the Soviet failure to leave Iran, and qew fears about Russian
ambitions at the Straits: each issue reinforced ehe ﬁarder, more ''realistic"
assessments offered df‘longarange Soviet ambitioms. étalin's provocaeive
speech of February.Q, 1946,'which Justice Williaz O. Douglas at the time
called‘"THe Declaration of Werld War IIL," intensified earlier apprehensions
about Soviet ideology-;nd.dyeemics.l Nor did the increasing militance of the
Italian and Eeench Commueise'parties give ﬁashington policy-makers any cause
for comfoft. Hofeove:, the.Sq%%et's obstructiee.behavior in the U. N.,.in
the pereeq of Aanei‘Gromyko,f%;ndled additional fears.ebouc the new .
organizetion‘s ability to preser;e the peace. In these months of transition,
from roughly September 1946 to December 1947, the public rupture of Soviet-
American relatlons slowly evolved During -this perlod new. appraoches, 1nc1ud1ng
the Truman Doctrlne and the Marshall Plan, and new 1nst1tut10ns, such as the
National Security COunc11 (NSC), the Atomic Energy Comm1551on (AEC),

Naticnal Milicary Establlshment (NHE), and the Central Intelllgence Agency
(C1A) would appear. Theee“developments, sometimes dlrectly, sometlmes

indirectly, contributéd‘tblthe-shaping of the strategic relaplonshlp between

Moscow and Washington.
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I. The President's Perspective

() Throughout 1946 Harry frﬁman handled the Soviet question with
deliberate circumspecﬁion. A glance backward is helpful in assessing
this. In early 1946 he stili spoke publicly ab;;é 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 afm;s length from the former British
?rimé Minister.3 Writing his mother on March 11, lé&?, for example,

he said: "i'm glad you enjoyed Fultom. So.did I. And I think it did some
good, although I aﬁ not yet ready to endorse Mr. Churchill's speech."4
That elgment of caution would characterize his entire public approach to
Soviet-American differences; he would not edge closer toward a pubiic

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 Unicm.5 Truﬁan apparently ;ccepted, for example, much of
Clifford's ;nalysis as it chronicled the repeated Soviet faiiures to
keep treaty commitments and assessed the poteq;igl 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

L L. v
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zettlement when they reallze that we are too strong to be beaten and

 t6o determined to be frightened.” ¥While he mey pot have sharea his
;équnsel‘s assertion that the "United States must be prepared to wage
';gfomic and biologidal‘war;" he could not ignore the sober premises on
‘which the recommendééibns vere based., dp the other hand, Clifford's
call for a campaign to solicit publ%c support for a policy of resiste.
ance to 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,
atAroughly the Baﬁe ﬁime Henry Wallace was leaving the Cabinet, Truman
was locklng $ll the coples (apparently save one) of the Clifford report
in his de;k. American responses to Soviet moves remained diplomatic

and politicai; these actions were Truman's rheto:lc.

(V) l:;'The reésons for Tru;;n's public -caution are uyncleer, Among
them pdSsibly was a desire to a;oid doing enything that could torpedo
the Bérucﬁ Dronosal. Although the President may have harbored doubts
about the fea51b111ty oL an 1nternat10nal control agreement wzth the
Russians, he had to let.the-U" Nflse551on run its course, Moréuver,

he could not ignore the domestlc polltlcal nood, To move too quickly to
& tougher stance might alarm the lpft wing of the ?oosevel' COBllthx
§till vecal and strldenuy}nllts;p}eas for trust and cooperatlop w1th_
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 perheps, public attention remained fixed on

domestic problems. The year 1946 saw unplezsant, intensified labor
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;trife. There cho an estimated 4,90y strikes with @ loss 21" 11€,000,000
working days, alnumbar virtually without precedent in American life,
Given these concerns, it was less than certein that Americans would

long sustzin @ c0nLinﬁiug, active internetioral btur.en, Tﬁe

lure of isolatiom could not ve discounted; and fhe siren song of the
"Fortress America" appeal of Hoover and Tait was Sulll to come.10

(U). A fTurther 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 196, for .example, reports

of Soviet troop movements into cast Germahy prompted fears that the
Soviets might be planning some military move, These alarms, which
coinqidéd with Secretary Byrnes impending departure for another con-
ference in Paris, were the occasion for & majbr Whité House . review of
‘the situation on June 11, At this meeting, Truman heard his advisors-- .
civilian end military--survey the situation, Forrestel and Eisenhower,
while agreeing that “the Reds desire to dominate the world", differed
significantly over whether & move was irminent. The former SHAFE com-
mander believed an effort would only come when the Soviets héd an ‘ad-
equate logistical base. Since théy dia not, he doubted whether the
Soviets wquld move, either in Central Europe or in the Near East, War,
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
agreed with the more optlmlstlc assessments of the situation., But he
remind=d his subordinates that internal politics in Ru551a might trigger

-

something. "If Stalin should die, "¢pined Truman," we would probably

e 1

4
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see a considerable inﬁernal upheeval. i
ﬁight look to e war as a means of gearing the nation to meet the new
cituetion end of thus g2lving tee internal problems," Yeit even this
possibility seemed just that, In sum,:rhe meating minimized both the
.;ehadces for war and the dangers of sueh:e var., Eiseuhower, if was
noted efterward, did not believe "for a minate that we co:1d be wipsd
off the face of this =arth in Germéey Ey ythlﬁg like the Russian
forees now loceted there," While there were admitted American weak-
nesses, given the pregressive demobilizatien of American troops,
Truman could be reasonabiy assured that thke U. S. could respond to
chie£ aggression. And this response, if it came, would at least
initielly be fought elonc:eenéentional_lines: a general mobilization,
then the deployment of thlrty divisions to Europe. At mo point were
atcmlc weapons mentloﬂed in’ the June meeting. The assumptions were
that thilstruggle would in- 1ts first phases be & now verSron of World
WariII. The June crisis qumckly-eased followed by renewed'concerns
elsewhere: Soviet pressures on Turkey, the civil war in Greece, and
the problems of the Marshall mlSSlOﬁ in China, Desm.tp the ren=ated

tensions, there were annarently no further White House rev1ews of the

strategic situation durlng the remalnder of 1946,

o

("5) During ‘Hese.moﬁthS-Trumaﬁ was rot, however, immuhe’from en-
ties by his subordlnates about the need for stronger actlons eni
forces, Secretary of War Pattersoe strongly urged the Pre31dent in &

report on July 27, to continue a policy of U, S, vigilance and
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determination against the Soviet hnion, with mllltarv forces adequate 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 Mediterranean as a deliberate

signal to the Sovieté, authofizéd a regulgr néval deployment there in late
September.l4 On the other hand, both services including the Army Alr
F;rce vere férced to absorb on-goiﬁg reductions in their operating
budgets in August-September 1946 to meetl Truman's goal of a balanced
budget and a surplus.15 And despite the pressures of a Clifford or of a
service secretary, the Chief Executive steadfastly adhered to a tough
budget position in the preparations for the budget for FY 1948. 1In
December 1946, James Webb, Director of the Eureau of the Budget, set a

_ 16
~ budget ceiling of $11.25 billion for FY 1948. In fact, that ceiling

‘would remain until the supplemental of March 1948, The policy of
"containment" had not, therefore, as 1946 ended, prompted-—either 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.” It would ;reatg a pool of trained manpgwer for
mobilization, abort the need for a large standing army, and act as a

’.

UE@ a‘”““"“f“'
' - s }‘ i
RSN ~3l f=
yr._,\,..i b




— T Tt il - RO R [ S B B
a4 q o0t <Ll ard
BN I IR THET Y =
SEEIL L Ll L bigld

reminder to all, including the Soviet Union, that the United States

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
hu}t 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 compaéé 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
impetus for the controversy.18 Thereafter the services did the rest, 1In
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 resclve 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 some measure of coordination
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I;hét preserved a degreé of qepafémental autonomy. And it was on that
éésis that Truman intervened, on June 15, 1946, to resolve four major
"pfbblem areas. On that date, he announcéd his support for an overall

ﬁilitéry 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.éssignment of roles, missions, and overall service
reSponsibilities.; |

(6) For the remainder of.l9a6 Patterson and Forrestal sought to
settle, Qhere they co;ld,_thé éharp differences on roles and missions.
Qventuélly they were able to rgach‘a modicum of‘agreeﬁent on the questions

7 of unification, while, in effédt, agreeing to diéagree over roles and

missionéw Thé lattef issue ﬁohld, of course, continue to corrode service
relationghips long after unificétion was a resolved issue. Confronted

with the Patterson Forrestal treaty of January 16, 19&7 Truman had to
decide the degree of authority for the head of the new defense establlshment
and the kind of 1nterdepartmental coordinating mechanlsm to‘accept. On
both issues the Pre51dent had to-con51der Forrestal s stroné ;1ews.
Determlned to procect.thé Navy, Forrestal argued relentlesslv for a defense
secretary whose chief funption'was one of coordination, a chairman-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'ﬁhich the Secretary of-Defense acted as Chairman

and the JCS provided the secretariat Eventually Truman accepted half
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of the Forrestal-Navy loaf: there would be a relatively weak

Secretary of Defense responsible, in the words of Paul Harmond,

"for over half, by any measurement, of the executive branch, yet, in

comparison with lesser executlves, the pouer ngen him to act and the

20
authority given him to decide. . . confusing ‘and doubtful." Yet, the

‘iissourian, mindful of his own prerdgatives and. the nature of consti-
tutional pracfiée, 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_wo;ld be responsive to hizm, 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 solution became
app5fént (ironically it would be Forrestal who would suffer f;;m them) , .
they would be rectified thfdggh new legislation'endowing the Secretary
6f Defense with greater authétity. As the advantages of the NSC as-

an 1n$trument of coordination became apparent, it would prosper and
become Erogressively inlstitut.ionalized.zl

(U) The final s;#gés ofﬁthe unification issue were handled," to
ensure adherence to Trumaﬁ'%bwishes, Sy the White House stéffk The
basic measure went to.Congresé‘;n'February 26, 1947, and fiﬁ#lly.passed
both Housés on July'ZS; sbme:twénty months after Truman's ihitial pro-
posals. At length, alsFep towa?d military unification and thg creation

of a set of national_sééprity,mechaﬁisms had taken place. As other

events were demonstrating, the completion of this leisurely pace came

none too seoon. For Congress not only had unlficatlon to consider after

February 26, but, as of March 12, the request by Truman for aid to
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Greece and Turkey, and then as of June 5, the pleas for Marshall Plan

'fpnds for Europe. The administration verged toward a public break with
‘:Ehé Soviet Union, a break that would eventually have profound reverberations,

_dpon Soviet-American strategic relations ‘and the fight among the services

over their strategic missions. A new phase of both the cold war and inter-

- service relations was at hand.

III. The Truman Doctrine And The Marshall Plan

v) 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 Mescow. Nor-
was the periphery~any more comf;rting: the Palestine issue intensified in
ugiinesé,fthe civil war in Greé@e 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:ywhgrezthe tide seemed running against the West
and the United States. The wartime preéarations for etonomi;3f2§qnstruction
and development plans héd'p;o;gﬁ %nadequate. A 'time for new éﬁprdaches that
-'_departed from the old'shibbdleﬁhs‘héd come.zz. Something moré1§§s required
to restore Europe and séﬁeﬁgtheﬁ iﬁs ability to resist the seemingly
incessant Soviet m;chiﬁ;;igﬁs. ‘American interests were in jéopardy.

(u) The enunciatien of the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan are

=

L

thus correctly viewed as major milestones of American foreign policy and

the developing cold war. These two. pronouncements delivered the "shock”

: 23
treatment, in ‘the worlds of one hlstorlan, to an American public
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increasingly disturbed by Soviet. success but unsure about an appropriate

'American response. These calls~to—actien came, moredver, at a time when
Britzin's capacitylto act‘was negligible, and when the possible political
' nazards in the form 6? a new COP Congreas 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 accelecation of strategic programs. Rather, he chose to meet
the Soviet threat with political and economic means fueled by more
rhetoric and more meney. 'Only in Greece and China would the response
have military connotations; and then within striect limits.
) - o Truman's continuingiadherence to a political reSponse_vis-a-vis
Moscow was almost certainly buttressed by his confidence in the new team
at the State Department. George Marshall's arrlval as Secretary ended
: _ 24
. Truman's search for a compatible leader for American foreign policy.
Two Secnetaries later, the President had finally found a Secretary of
Scate in whom he had full confidence. Reputation, experience, good sense,
Truman's acknowledged esteem. all comblned to buttress Marshall s p051t10n '
and provide him with the crucaal v01ce on many security and pollcy issues.
The 1mportun1ngs of Forrestal weuld now be frequently balanced by the
clear ascendancy of the new Secretary, and Marshall's 1n1tlal disposition,
unlike Forrestal's,wasﬁhat patient political and economic pressure might
make the Soviets more t}actable. But this pressure, given the European
situation and Britain'slgrowing weakness, required American initiative.
tU) The President wasted no time in unfoldfng his nolitdcal and

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

clear public break with paat'tacitnrnity about Soviet activities. In

B




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

apparent strength’ of the Communist parties (especially in Italy and France)
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asking Congress for 5400 mllllon in econonic and military aid for

Greece and Turkey, he stressed a new American determination to prevent

free institutions and democratic governments from being captured by

totalitarian regimes. "I believe that we must assist free people to . %
. o 25

work out their own destinies in their own way." Congress, moving with
unusual alacrity, agreed, and on May 22 the aid bill becazme law. The

26

'(U)‘ The chéptic economic condition in Western Europe and the
made .the nexﬁ step selffevident. If one bélieved, as did the high-level
poliéyrmakers, that "the seeds of totalitarian regimes are nurtured by
misery and want," then‘the proper Amerlcan ‘response was some form.of

' : 27 - :
economic assistance. ﬁBand—aid" efforts to help Britain had already
failed; a wider.éffort_se;%ed imperative. To launch this commitment - &
wouid neceséarily involveAiSSues such as reparations: the fate of Germany,
and phe 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. Qith thiS'iﬁ mind Secretary
Marshall proclaimed‘fhé élanlfor European recpns;ructién a£ the Harvard oo
Commenceﬁent on Juhe 5, 1947 and invited the Soviets folparticipate. The
administration was now‘commltted to an active role in a- post-war Europe,

and Russia could be:either.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,

worst suspicions about Soviet goals a further confirmation, At home,

the American public recognized still more vividly that the United States'
war-time partner had become its peacetihe adversary. CGallup polls, for
example, now showed a substantial majority of Americans believing that the

Soviets wantéd to dominate the world and that American policy toward them

was too soft. Relations with the Soviet Union obviously constituted

America's foremost international problern.29

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

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

figure, pne whose further aﬁb%pions and allies céuld not be entirely ignored _ ___ __
by.a Democratic President. .Mafeover: despite the clardon calls from Truman

and ﬁafsﬁali for sacrifices to meet the Soviet challenge, tﬁe'economi:

aiﬁ for Europe did not come:quickly. Truman had to reconvené Coﬁgress just

o get a first 1nstallment of $580 mlllion in late 1947, and hlS December

Lad

plea for an authorlzation of up to $17 billion would only be acted upon in
April 1948, in the aftermath qf thg Communist takeover in C2echoslovakia.30
(1) Nor did the call fof_a more active American politigal-and
economic policy bring an ypSurée in defense expenditures. In fact, the

trade-offs went precisely in 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 eof "war-like"
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economic controls. Further, there was sound polltlcal appeal in a
’ 31
balanced budget, after years of war-induced deficit financing. In

‘these circumstances, fruman locked at the mostlelastic item in the

’ federal budget-—-defense—-as the area fer economies. If something

f :gave, it would be thé military services. In fact, during 1947-1948 the
President had it.both ways. He reduce&_the militery budget with
expenditures dropping from $13.8 iebFY 1647 to $11.1 billion in FY 1948.
Yet he did not face the full impact of paying for the European Recovery
Program until FY 193?. He thus had a surplus of $8.4 billion on the eve
of the 1948 Preeidential'election. But the GOP Congress put in one slight
complication; it voted a tex cut over Truman's veto.32

() These short-term fiscal advantages had, therefore, longer-term

limitations. The tax cut meant lower federal;receipts by at least $4

.. ==
~

billion. On the other hand,flhe payments for the European Recovery
Progrem,(ERP) and other economic aid jumped from $4.5 billion to $6
billion; In addition, the efforts feor the military assistance program
reinforced the constraints'iniﬁiaily imposed by ERPi  Giveﬁ:these
competing demands, the'flexibiiity for an-increased=budgetéfor national
defense seemed 1imited : In fact, however, Forrestal got a.FY 1950
budget request of $14 2 billlon, up from $§11 bllllon in FY' 1949 Yet,

" to complicate the assessment-of trends, the actual exuendltures for FY 1950
were $11.9 billion compared w1th roughly the same sum for FY 1949. What
emerges, budget requests aside, is the reletlve plateau of defense
expenditures from FY'1948 to FY 1950 measured in current dollars, and a

F . ' 33
sizable drop if measured in eonstant'dollars‘(possibly as much as 7-8%).
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In a2 sense, theréfore, Forrestaliapd others corfectly perceived that the.
acoption of a massive economic response to the Soviets méant fewer funds
for a military cesponse.

vy There were,Ahowéver. three ancilliary benefits from the Marshall
Plan of a strategic cohsequence 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.34 _Thése 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 (211 occupation af;as) posed
no problem. But there would be problems 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 Unidn;.
an increasingly prominent feature in U.S..war plans.3S

(v Then came the Marshall Plan, and with it a clear set of
economic iﬁducementsrto assist in negotiating base rights. Major General
Gruenther, Director of the Joint Staff of the JCS, told Forrestal, for
example, on November 18, 1947, that ERP might exert a profognd 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

IN
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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 the steps toward the promotion of NATO would, of course, be obtained.
The_slow process of developing a complex, forward base system for strategic.
and‘tactical 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-Ametican
atomic relations intensified. The British demands for weapons information,
London's decision to- produce plutonium and manufacture its own weapons,

and Brltish rights (under the Combined Trust arrangements) to 50% of the Congo
ores prompted frictions. Nor_were American strategists comfortable with the
fect thet the British, under'tte 19&3.Quebec acoord negotiated by Roosevelt,
were theoretically entitled to be consulted tefore the use of any atomic
weapon. .These separate'problems embroiled the London-Weshington relationship,
fueled by Senators chkenlooper s (Chairman, JCAE) and Vandenberg’s annoyance
that the Brltish had rlghts to half of-the precious uranium ore. Both

senators Saw this as unwarranted as handicapping the development of the

. American program (the AEC concurred), and as necessary of correction. And

both men, but especially Vandenberg, were prepared to use the leverage
of economic loans and ERP entitlements to extract British concessions.
Careful efforts by Robert A. Lovett, the Under Secretary of State, and the
State Depertmeot, c0upled doubtless with subtle héints to London, helped to

avoid an actual Congressional-British confrontation. In early 1948 the-
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the administration, Congress, and the Rritish arrived at a rnew

"modus vivendi" arrangement covering exchanges of information, new

allocations of uranium ores to the advantage of the U. S. and the
. . : o 37
abrogation of the "trigger finger" clauses accepted by FDR in 1943.

American strategic planning had overcome one more (even if admittedly

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

whatsoever.

IV. Atomic Matters: Control, Production and Intellipgence

(u) While the administration took positive, public steps to meet
the Soviet challenges'is Eusope during-the first half of 1947, it also
faced a series of problems specifically reiafed to atomic energy and
its impact upon Sobiet—Aﬁe;ican strategic reletions. The fading hopes
for 1nternat10na1 control asd the grim reports on the status of American
atomic progress were also part of the agenda for the high- 1eve1 policy-
makers. Here too the situation appeared, as did the,dlplomatlc and
economic dimen31ons; forebodlng and worrisome.

(U) At the U. N. the U S ha; continued te support‘the Baruch
plan. But by early January 1947 there were misgivings about the wisdom
of continuing to press the'June 1946 scheme. Baruch's flnal report on
his efforts (January 4 1947) urged a renewed attempt at international

38
contrel and the develbpment of more American weapons. Later in January,

Secretaries Marshall and Forrestal, among others, expressed concern over
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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 certain security guarantees. The President, though

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

Forrestal anxleties. On January 30 1947, he directed that American

delegates‘make clear that the United étates had had one tragic

erperience with unilateral disarmament and nould 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
' 40 '

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

left the Baruch plan 1n the U. N. forum.

(U) The contlnued lack of progress during mid- -1947 prompted

further misgivings about:the uU. N. effort._ In September, Secretary
Marshall encountered strong resistance from Army Secretary Kenneth
Royall to any further U. N discussions on atomic matters. The time
had come, Royall asserted at the Committee of Three meeting on September
8, to end the negotiatlons unless somethlng productive could be obtained

within the very near future. Marshall who doubted any such break-

through was immlnent, nonetheless opposed Royall's demand The Secretary

of State did not want Washington to bear the onus of" w1thdraw1ng the
problem. Instead he argued the need to maintain a common front with

Britain, Belglum,;Canada and the Netherlands on the 1ssue for a while

longer. He did not, it should be added, advance George.Kennan‘s suggestion

for a final high-level approach to Stalin on the subject. . In any case,




"Marshall's position Qas dominant. The Committee of Three agréed that a
final attempt should be made, but with no great expecta£ions about the
outcome.4l -

i‘.(U) The Soviets did not disappoinc the cynics There was no change
in the Soviet p051tion, ne hint of respon51veness to the American offer.
Indeed, the second session of the U. N. General,Assembly did not even
togch upon the matter of atomic energy. By the end of 1947 the issue
of an international approach to atomic energy was—-for the moment—-finished.
It had beén that‘waé siﬁce December 1946, but the fear of propaganda
1osses;;p1us 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 any,serious|gonsiderat10n.42 ' - -
) ' The @ther dimensibglof the control issve--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 1947) the General Advisory

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

served, virtually assuﬁedrdir;ctioﬁ of the AEC structure, ﬁaét_they

discovered filled them with dismay. Physical facllities 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 Comﬁissioners and the President received,

65
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recommended that the new AEC coﬁcentrate its immeditate attention on weapons
production. Los Alamos must be revamped, jurisdictions between 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 zssembly teams trained, and,

above all, the resumption of manufacture of atomic weapons begun.43

(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

() A corollary to this conclusion was the AEC's realization that

a new round of tests was necessary if there was.to 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 ,
fofthcoming 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 loc;tion. All, including Lilienthal after reflection, agréed

: 45
to keep the tests secret and to have no advance publicity on the matter.




To these decisions, Truman gave his emphatic endorsement. The momentous
Sandstone sereis was authorized. Lilienthesl and the new AEC were not,
whatever certain Cnngressnen believed, dragging their feet on the
development of atomic 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 weapons needed. 1In fact, it took both the AEC and Senator
Hickenlooper of the JCAE to galvanize the military establishment into
developing a statement oflrequirements This 1nformat10n which Forrestal,
Patterson and the JCS agreed to provide on July 10, 1947, did not reach the

46
AEC until late fall and would be slightly zmended in January 1948.

In thelr year-~ by year statement of demands, the JCS wanted ;

u - These requirements did not, surprisingly, Necessitate an adjustment
of the.1947‘production schedule:for fissionzble materials. In‘fact, in April
1948 President Truman wonldlapptove a contizuation of the 1947 level. The

President's directive, as Hewlett and Duncan note, "authorizéd the Commission

-

to produce all the r1551onable materlal it eould with ex1st1ng fac1llties

48
until the Joint Chiefs of Staff could formulate new and hloher requirements.
-In short, the military were not in fact a source of pressure on the AEC to
increase weapons productiqn_reqnirements. Rather, the effectiﬁe military
pressure on the AEC cane;ias wiil be shown later, on the custedy of the
completed weapons and on a:generalized set of frictions with the civilian-

oriented agency.

(S) At least one influential‘individual suspected that the military




was not asking for enough. Seﬁator Hickenlooper wrote Forrestal on
January 15, 1948, induiriﬁg whether the JCS requests reflected actual
needs or merely an estimate of what the ALC 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 requiremenés 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.

{S/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;ié§el decision-makers were better informed about weapons: an
accelerated production of weapons was underway SR :;"?ic'I}_fﬁ“f!'
50
decisive edge over the Soviet Union. 0a the other hand, the nature
- . , .
and duration of the competitive advantage vis—a-vis the Soviets remained

elusive, imprecise, and crucial.
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But, at‘thé ena:pfﬁl9é7, the

effe;tiﬁely worse.qfﬁ-ih'théir'pfedictions about Russiaﬂ-gffo;ts than

-

two years earlier. Hinfﬁhéiéumﬁer of 1945 Bush and Conané,ﬁéd estimated

the Soviet capabilitjiéé 1949. Now, more elaborate, bufgaucratized

estimates put it at i95b'or jater. The urgency had eased rather than

increased; the halcyon days of smugness grew rather than deqreased. On

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

(w) Nevertheléss, 1947 had seen a change in the effort and urgency
of. the American nuélear program. fﬂat-turn—around would, in the final
ahglysis, 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

levelé.
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The National Security Council
System: The First Efforts
(U) | Throughout 1947 Congress and the Truman edministration deait
yith a series of issues thét influenced or impinged upon tﬁe conduct of’
Soviet-Americanbrélations: the Truﬁah Doctrine;:the Marshall Plan, the
acceleration of atomic bomb productidn, the international control of

atomic energy. Fach substantive problem interacted with the overall

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

those substantive'responses, however, vere the efforts to alter the
structural process through which national security policy developed and
became implemented. A'majpr, instrumental step in that direction came
with the passage.‘in‘ﬁi&—summer 1947, of the National Securi;y Agt. rIts

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

‘leaving the struggle ovér'?érvice roles and missions tombé settled within the

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

that reflected not only the experience of World War IT, but also the new
concept of ' natioqal:securiﬁy. » New hopes for plannlpg, for coordinatlon;
and for policy impléﬁentaﬁiop rested on the new_sﬁructuréijgrfangements!
And for some at leasf, SQChfés James Forrestal, there wére]hobes that the

new structure would_heﬁaid more systematic reviews of Amé?iban policies

toward the Soviet Uniqﬁ; :

(V) The nev 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_thé_Munitions Board. Under the President's

12
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immediate aegis came the Natiqnél Security Council and its two dependent
agencies, the Central Intelligence Agency end the Hational Security

Rcsource Board. 'The NSC's specific mandate vas to act as & coordinatiug

. 'and” planning forum on behalf of the President; it had nine statutory members

and 8 small staff, supplemented (at least at first) by personnel ‘detailed
60 . _

from the services and the State Depertment.

(u) The new H3C system did not, it should be noted, immediately
supplant-existing arrangements for interdepartmental coordination. The
State-War-Navy éoordinating Commi ttee (SWNCC),lnow renamed SANACC, continued
functioning until 12h9. Ite 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

coordination and plahning...Einally, within the NME, James Forrestal, the

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

of Defense, Air, Navy, Army),'ﬁeeting on a regular basis with a detailed

agenda. When the JCS members here present, it became the War Council.

(Ts) Yo ‘one had higher hopes for the IISC than Forrestal. .He
visuallzed it as the panacea for coordination and policy formation, as
the forum through whlch the machlnery of government could be made to
function on national security isgsues. An episode on the eve of the
first NSC meeting reveals the Secretary s ambitions for the new process.

On September 23, 19&7, he assembled in his office, the service secretaries,

the senior military officials {except Eisenhowe;), and Robert Lovett for

a "dry-run" of their preséntetione'and erguments for the NSC meeting the




_ next day. He wanted to leave ﬁothing to chance in kis effort to

£

" convince Truman of the NSC's potential usefulness. But such
:Apreparﬂtions and Forrestal's own hopus Tor the NSC were effectively
;Estultified by the President's calculated distance-from the ne#
organization. Séldom in attendance gt fhe NSC meetings before the

Korean war (unless there was & erisis é; over Berlin), Truman sought

to make6;lear that his prerogatives on national security matters remained
intact. "T Réar'Admirél Sidney Souers, a former naval intelligence o
officer and the supposed- "buckle" of the new RSC apparatus, stayed
scruﬁuléusly within the Président‘s assumed guidelines. And the NSC
members (including ?or:gsfél) decided 8t the outset that their task
consi#ted not of preseniiﬁg agreed-on positiohs on policy matters, but
rather on ogtlines of the‘"pgos"‘and "cons" of each issue for the

Chief éxecufivé. ln sum, aaﬁew forum existed, whose long-term worth
remaineéd an open question. >

(1S) '~ The NSC structﬁre; as such, did not 1mmediately transform the
process by whi;h hiéh;level'ﬁolicy ma%ers addressed” Sovxet American relations.
Except for the issue.of stfateéic exports to the Soviet Union; relations.
with Moscow were not explicitly dlscussed in fhe ﬁSC untiliMéy énd June
1948. 1Instead the initial NSC agenda items dealt with dlrectives for

the CIA, the Communistlthreat in Italy, bese righis, 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 stfategi; plans'or aiomic war Wwas

authorized until June 1948.7
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(Ts) If the NSC did not review Soviet-American relations or strategic

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

llel discuassions atout U.5. war plans in September 1947 und subsequent
(5

. "scssions of the Commlttee of Four examined the problem Repeatedly the

Defense Secretary stressed that the formation ‘of a Jjoint strategic plan

was the number one priority, and Gruenther gave continued assurances that
studies were underway. Kenneth Royall, who would often be the protagonist
on pianning issuee,.oomplained at one point in Octobir thet such JCS
assurances had been the standargsanswer for & year. He implored Forrestal to
keep the pressure on the Cﬁiefs. This the Defense Secretary did, through

the fall and early #inter,ainithe War Council.

(U) Furthermore, there was a full review of Soviet-American

relatiors when the Cabinet met on November 7, a session that came oncday -

after Molotov had stated publiely that "in exoan51onlst circles of the
U.S. a new; peculiar sort of illusion is widespread--falth is placed in
the secret of the atomic bomb, although thls secret has long ‘ceased to
exist." In the meeting Marshall domlnated the discussion, readlng largely
from a memorandum prepered by Kennan s staff which asserted_that the
Russian advance had been curbed and that Moscow would be forced to
reassess its policy.- Insisting that the dznger of war with the Soviet .
Union was exaggerated, Mershall wvarned instead of renewed Communist.
pressure in Greece, ftai&; Frabce, and possibly against TitoL: He
conceded the poseibility of a Soviet move sgainst Czechoslovakia, without

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

he laid special stress on Germany's role, especially west Germany's
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in;egration into Western ZSurope end iis importance ‘n the restoratlion

of the Zuropean balance of power. While troutied atout Palestine and Chine,

ne overall situation, Marshall concludeé vas such that there was "no

.é?‘:

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

major military clash with Soviet forces. ! Although Harrimen and

Forrestal differed with Marshell on one gues .ion.of export controls for goods
going to Russia (tﬁe general favored a flexitle approech), they found--ss
did the rest of toe Ceoinef--much in the presentation to applaud. For the
irst time in montﬁs,.the ceuses {'or optimisn appeared to outweighi those

ior pessimism, 68

(Ts) . . A third forum”fﬁat prompted an evelustion.of overall American

strategic pollcy was obe Flnleuter Commission. 'Appointed by Truman to-

A=

1rves»1gaue the role of air pooer in Amerlcan policy, the Commission

heard testimpny from ranking Air Force officers, av1at1on experts, and
defenée officials. Not surpr131ngly, their final report emphatlcally
endorsed the eff1c1ency of air power in modern war. Among those who testl-
fied, Forrestal had perhaps the most sensitive anderstandlng of the
complexities of the issue undertdlscu551on. Testifying on November 3, 1
closed session, he asse*ted hfs dlsagreeme“u with those who- wanted to use
a*tomic bombs against the Sov1et Uﬁlon. "Coraguering the Russiens," he

told the commission, "is one tring and finding what to do wlth ‘them

afterward is an entirely different problem.” He also refused to profess

100 much elarm over the poss*b11lty ‘Eau <he 17,5, lagzed tehind on militery

funding; a strong economy and a somewhat u:oerstaffed military estetlishment

could do.the job. Further. u“ging can*ioo zbout "supplanting exlsulng mocels

PR
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l;} aircrafgj-with nev types," Forrestal told the committee that the
Americans might next time be faced "with figrting a so-called "cont&iniﬁg
War. While this may be unacceptable to thé American people, it is a
possibility that must be faced." This realism about strategic problems
would not always be réplicated by Forrestal's fellow service secreteries,
or even ty Forrestal himself. Yet,‘in a wey, it symtolized the grovwing
awérgness of the magnitude of the task facing the militari;in & period

3

of léng—term, global confrontation with the Soviet Union.

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

in fact the world--into two hostile coalitions had received added imbetus
and confirmation. These steps, which generated enthusiastic European
responses, heralded & 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
unificatién 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 & surprising
and dangerous hiatus, in the process of development and expansion. it
emergency plans to utilize these weapons were st#.1 primitive and uncoo:di;

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

14
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~ and missions dispute ensured that plans got more detailed attention, since

strategic plans might p0551b1y influence resource allocations. If the

Finletter hearings favored the Air Force, they also pinpointed the

-.;éQUirements for a modern strategic force and offered Truman (and others)

éilie; agalnst a s;rpﬁg, troublesome quf} Finally, a new team of
advisors, freed of.the personal fric;ionlthat Byrneé appeared to ignite,
now helped the President in the shaping'of policy.

(U)_‘_ In thig s;ightly optiﬁistic environment, the administration
greeted the new year; 1948. Shortly, it —ould discover that the wisp of

optimism had been . just that.

g
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CHAPTER THREZ

1948: YEAR OF CRISIS

(U)_ The Berlin blockade, which began on June 24, 1948, occasioned
‘phe most severe Soviet-American military confrontation of the emerging

cold Qar. The Russian-denial of ground aecess routes into the former

German capitol presented western, but‘especially American, policy—makers
with the necessity to consider the use of force. Military preparedness,
-the adequacy of fieca; and equipment resources, the nature of war plans,
and the articulation or an American posture to meet the long-term Soviet

chzllenge were part of the crisis agenda of 1948.

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

it are not the entire storyiof 1948. Indeed, the year had & series of
foreign policy JOltS that converged to make Berlin appear as an even more
decisive_issue than one could have imagined possible at the start of the
year. The Palesrine question, the continuing deterioration of the Greek
situarion,'new uncertaintles about Italy, and intimations aboot trouble
over Germany prompted succe551ve degrees of alarm in Washington during

the first weeks of 19&8 Then came the Comaunist coup ‘in Praéue 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 " denoueoent cape suddenly, swiftly. Not surprlslngly

the Soviet move trlggered, .as Berlin would later, a set of American

responses. But this time; unlike the crisis of 1947, the reactlons were

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

actlve quality of Sov1et-Amer1can relatioﬂs that had quickened with

the Iranian crisis and then the Truman Doctrine now assumed a more precise,
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¢istinet quality. The Trumen Administration now started to assess--in
tentztive and fiscally resirained fashion--the military requirements of
containing the ambitions of the Soviet lesdership. Militery contaimment

began its lengthy journej of becomirg more than a meeger etomic arsenal.

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

important in their own right, would be overtaken by the Berlin crisis

where their separate impacts are clearly diécgrﬁible..

v
4

() On Jaﬁuary 12, 19h8,'President Trumén sent Congress his F
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 budgeﬁ tﬁus called for expenditures

¢18 6 billion in a total budget of $39.6 billion. At the same time,

(&1

o]
he anticipated a budget surplus of almost $5 billion, although tax
reductions might, he noted, errode some of the surplus. Prudent,
Tiscelly sound, polftically shrewd, the budge? agpéared ?o a?pieve &
btalance between security and ecbnomy; with aﬂpreponderance toward the

1
economic policies of containmment.




-.qeeds. The recommendations of the Finletter report, which he only

-attitudes with alerm .The'immediate foreign policy chellenges--whether

Army manpower, and not JUSt more planes This theme, sounded-before the

House Armed Services Commlttee 1n January by Lt. General Albert Wedemever,

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

and implicitly 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. This fact. soon caused pr-ob]_erns. for

by mid-February thkere were indicatioes 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 offer a way around the manpower issue. Indeed,

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

The Congressional penchant fer'the "quick;fix" to the complicated, long-
term issues of European recovery and adequate mllltery manpower-—helped
along by the tireless efforts of the Air Force and Secretary Symington--

3
appeared llkely.-

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

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

American defense structure needed 'was more manpower, spec1f1cally more

Director of Army Plans. and Operatlons would be reiterated throughout early
1948. Eisenhower, in early February, on the eve of his departure as Army
Chief of Staff, complained to Forrestal about the Army's inadequate

manpower. And on February 18 Trumen received a briefing from General

-f




Gruenther that laid bare the stark reelities: there were less tharn 2t

reserve divisions in the United Siates enc the Army would te sh

. 1£5,000 men by the. end of 1948. General Eradley. reinforced these views

n & March 11 report which said that the Ermy was unsble to "back up

. L a = .
our country's palicies.” Subsequent studies would not be so pessirmistie,

ct

hough <hey repeatedly asserted thet only e 'pariial motilizatiorn” would
‘ L ‘
really resolve the manpower shortage.

(Ts) The new Defense Secretary buiiressed the militery evalustions
with several of his own for the President. The most eloguent, if somber
one, came 1in a priyate,.?eb;uary 28 report in which he reviewed mszjor
i=fense sho;tccmings. Theee included Army manpover, the absence of

any developed strategic planefor evern an eJergency war plan, and the

reed Tor new egquipmeni io replece the obsolescent World War II meteriel.

s zlso noted the slow progress on the 2-52 eand seid the country was

12

very long wvay" from having ﬁsable long-range missiles. IDxpressing
*he hope that they could aevelop an analytical ability o aseess research
and development Forrestal warned the Chief Executlve that for the
foreseeeble future there vas little chance of any reductlon 1n derense

expenditures. Any sav1ngs from unification would have to te reln"esued

et T

irde2d, warned Forrestal, there were prospects for new fundlng request

S o 5
- just to maintain the current U. S. position.
s Wnile the Fresident meditated over this indiciment erd Trojectes

\

shopoping lis:i, the Secretary of Defense mede a further eitempt at Zzy West

=0 roazplve interservice differences. Torresial (with & different functionel
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role) now wanted to curb the continuing Air Force-FKavy dispuies over

p
R 2%

[ g fP3re ] ‘-':!

strategliec air power. Budget plenning, & balanced force concept, war
plans, a unified position on UMT,ano (failing thqt) the revival of the
draft were imperative. In the March 11-1k meetingg at Key West with
the Chiefs, Forrestal got minimum egreement on the air power issue: the
A?r Force would have the broad strategié air function, the Navy an &ir
capacity to hit inlané targets in suppor® of their primery sea <tasks.

Moreover, he got JCS backing on the UMT/draft issue. For once, he was
' 6

able to present a united JCS posture to the President.

(U) When Forrestael returned to Weshington, he found Truman convinced
that the time for dalliance was over. Events in Czechoslovakia and

- Secretary Marshall's grim assessments requi?ed a presidential response.

Yor could the fact that 1948 was an election year.and that the air power
advocates were threatening to monopolize the Coﬁgressibnal initiati&es on
dafense have been absent from Truman's considerations. Nonetheless,
Trumen's dramatic address to & joint session of Congress on March 17
inéicated a new American zealousness in relations with the Sovieﬁ Uznion.
Calling Moscow a "growing menace” with ambitions toward the rest of
western Europe, the President insisted that prepared;ess mast be the
watchword of the Americen position. In what sounded like & call for
regrmament:Truman urged prompt action on the remaining ERP requests,

T

£ the UMT legislaticn, and temporary revival of the dra_..

252 0

ok

~ece demands were buttressed by Secretary Marshal’ 5 own +estimonv for

[

,

WT that same day (March 17) before the Senate Armed Services Committee.

Wzrning that diplomatic activit? withous military support could lead



to "appeasement," the general urged UMT es the only financially viatle

8

way to have a deterrent posture.

(C) Tight days later, on March 25, Forrestal added his *acking <o the

the calls for Congressional action in a strident, ringing assessment

of the dangers facing the free world. Indeed, an early draft of the
spe2ch had prompted Marshall to chide Forrestal for hkis tone of
“VOjelesseess " for proposing & statemsrnt tha< sounded more like
preliminary to war than a propesal for preparation to avoid war."” 1In

fact, Marshall even feared that the administration might be overdoing

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

wve had provoked a wa;, del%ﬁefately or otherwise." 7 These admonitions
broughkt somé.alterations :5 tbe Defense Seeretary's erese ntatiorn, btui

not mueh. He aesailed the ieek of preparedness'in 1939, erguing that’A . .
weakneeslhad created temptafieﬁ for Muesolini and Hitler. To prevent

tkis thetU.S. must now brepare'itself for the long challenge ehead. In
placticel terms, asserted Forrestal this meant 350, OOO more men for th

armed Torces through the draft or UMT, balenced forces, new. aireraf
procurement for a 55 group Alr Force, and an addltlonal three b111101 collar

10
supplemental to the just submltued FY 49 request. Congrese, possit_y

"softened up by the Finletter ano Brewster reports, then by fﬁé.?resident's

L}

op2el, now heard the_specifics needed to give American policy some new
muscle, Actions in Eastefn Eurcpe had not only prompted & new set of Americen
ra2sponses, they had eliered ihe legislative forecasts to make a tudgetary

increase a reality.
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(0) Congress did not he51tate. It &p,-oYed full authorization

for the Marshall Plan in early Apfil, restored <he Selective Service

System, and voted the supplemental defense eppropristion of 33 billion, while
adding $822 million for aircraft procurecment, Onl} the UMT fell by the

wzyside.

(U) ) While Congress acted, members of ziministration fought over
the nature of the supplemental request and iis ;rojected conseguences for
-future Aefense budgets. The differences within the NME over the sup-
plemental are less important, however, though they exposed Truman and
Forrestel to considerable personzl embarrassment, than the guidelines

end attitudes that emerged.%l At least four considerations are worthy of

peciel mention, First, the submission of the supplamental representad

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 practice of adding up the totals,
Sincé the figure was clearly above what the President preferred {actually
$1.5 billion), Forrestal had no choice but to contemplate tough allocation
decisions. Yet he had few guide posts, éave an awareness that at least
half of any supplemental would go to aircraft procurement and the rest for
| balznced forées, especially the Army. Into thé void of expertise and

“““““ :ce moved the Burezu of the Budget.  On March 20 James Webb posed

-—-GL.. [N

a set of tough questions: what were the justifications for current, not
futire, JCS progrems; had the NSC considered the charges Impiicit in

ot PP .
the new budget demznds, and had the NME considered the econcmic impact of

a rise in defense expenditures? Fearful of the inflationary potential in
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irne supplemental (inflation was then at &% per yeer), Webb had fears a-
i : 12
. bout the need to reimpose economic controls, Tnese guaries, which went

manswered, were then followed by the BoB's paring of rorresial's actual
supplemental request, from $3.5 billion %o £3.1 billion. Their reductions
in. zarly lMey were a convenient reminder of where the “inel nexus of power

ori defense economics rested.

() SeconZ, because of their unhezriness «itih The supplemental,
the ﬁoB would tﬁroughout 1948 consider weys tc improve the defense bud-
get process. For example, a staff paper for Truman on July 22, 19L8,
exemined the problem ané concluded that the Secretary of Defense needed
far more power and staff reépurces for his budget responsibilities. More-
over, what was imperativé‘wés "a single military program and an Entegrated
plan of org zation aﬂd oneratlon. The EoB ;rggd & review of the 1947
CE National Security Act and possible amendments. In the meantime, it noted,

preblsng ﬁou;d'accumulate in.an area destined tc takz an increasing pro-
crilon of the total goverrment budget.13

(V) | Third, the flap in May over the suvnlom-"ualiﬁadﬂalso stenm-
med from the Prgsident's'gn§ the_BoB's belated recognition'that,én in-
cfease in funding for:§n¢ yéa;iwéuld comnit the administr 1on, not to a
continuation of linear budgéfs,fﬁut rather budgsts that _15h* jumn to
£17.1 ®iilion in FY 5i n_ p0531bly $18 billicrn in 7Y 32. . This,_;rumsn
believed, would requlre d=f1c1t financing, & prospect he r.g dnd as vholly

R . -2} "This tardy awareness about the fiscal ramifications ef-

fectively checked any Truman proclivity for a2 lazrger surtlemental or even




Fenca nis curious stance of agreeing io ihsz new monies, then his sub-
seguant leterminetion not Lo spend them,

(72) Fourth, andé pertaps most Imporiant, the episode Trougnt &tous
Truzan's decision in May <o set £15 billion as the FY 50 csiling for <efercse
Torresial on June 3 that it wis "rezcessar: to accelerais our

: B n—— +
hEn -2 2Tnempt &n

immediztie very large increase.” And he added: "I am looking to your oifice

PRS-

/Torrestzl's/ to provide the necessary dirsetion . . .roO assure deveophemt

of the military program in such a manner zhet the otjectives and limiza-
14

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

fiserl end econcmic considerations, formed the eorux of the famous fights

orer the 'Y 50 budgex. + was thie dzcision that Forrestel, sfterting in

liay, would seek to overturn. It was also this decision that even the

15 .

ouls no~ suisitantially raverse.
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&) Tne first externel lolts of 19.8 had, thersfore, prompted
tmevizzn rasponses tut within carefully defined limits. Menpower neels

were addiressed, new aircrafi procurement voted withir the framework of

£ 55 group Air Force, and other provisions for talanced forces accepted.

g

]

Bui the response was not an opsn-snded rush for new sxperditures, nor

ct
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o mritmeri 10 & seriss of expEn3ive WoEDPOnS systems. liorzove

a*though the discussions took place amid warnings in the Finletter report

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

- - - - ]

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

te go faster on the military dimension of centzinment. The confidence

36




_engendered by unilateral possession of the bozb remained sufficient.
{(U) The heightened tensions of Sovie:-fAmeFican relaiions in early

16L2 rot orly prompted new budget ellocations, they also hastened a high-

% aeeat =erd ane - : 3 : em e = o~ =& ta -~
izvel review of sirziegic vlans. This evelustlorn refleztsc 2 seriss of
= - - FS Fe 4+ - -y =+ s - - - =M A - o~y =
rlarning activities that were Zistinet yetl Intimetelr Interconnscied

service plannlng, JCS plarning, and KSC high-level planning.

(T8) The first of these planning efforts--that on the service level--

need not be examined in detail here. Othzr s-udies have already tracec
16

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

Lrmy war plans, as outlined by Wedemeyer iz Jznuary 1948 to the Houss

-

Armsd Services Commlttne were a o in &8 sizte of revision and clerification.

Tnese efforts together formed ;he first tencative (and also emergency) war plan

IBL:%OO.; they also constitutec the servicszs'ani the JCS respornses to tn
lNioventer i9h7 demands by Army ecretary Roszll for a start iprthis kay
area. Whether these early efforts received close coﬁéidereFion at the
high-level plateau before the Berlin crisis is unclea?; cirépﬁétantial

evidence suggests ‘ha* the seniof figures vers only pertially informss

‘before late June.

(TS) The seconé area of <iscussion atout war pians occurred =T
(3.2 T22 level. Zere thetizlk wms more cilfuse znd ge:ersl; £oth in

=n+u2t spnferences on the sutject ané in

——

%SC s:udy papers. For exzmple, the Chiefs, =zeeting with Forrestael on

Mzrch 20, examined U.S. piansifor”a militzry response if the Russieans




in Germany.

might seize,

either "atomic or
. 18
cenventional bombs': these themes were the heart of the discussion.

The JCS written responses to the studies ‘cozing from the NSC staff--NSC 1

(Italx), XSC 5 (Greece), and KSC 7 (Sovier Co—unisc)j--were chiefly eczlls

1

"tor greater military preparedness, rather thzn cdetailed critiques or

contrituticons to the problem. Their generaiized answers, entirely un-
surprising in view of the structure of the JCS, revealed severzl common
assumptioné:‘(a) thgt war Qith the Soviets night come sooner than the

current fiﬁe-year estimates; (b) that militzry preparedness had to be a
concomitaﬁt feature of.new p#iitical commitments (meaning any alliance
cemnitzents to nuro,e) (e) éhat Europe, foll wgi clesely by the Hedlt&?ranean,
was the zrea of most vital concern, and, (d), izplicitly throughout, that_
atomic superlorlty had at all’ costs to be retained. These responses,- formulated
during March and April, were the. planﬁlng coan*arparts of the simultaneous

19
JCS efforts to push Forrestal and Truman to 2 still larger supplemental.

“(TS) A further JCS pdsitibﬁ, however, had the effect of" llnklng all

these responses more preczsely to the atomic sector: the call for new

legislation on the Presxdent 5. reSponSLbllity in case of an atomic threat.

Originally sparked by Karl Compton and the military evaluatlon of the

the JCS prcﬁas;ls urged a pre-eéoprive strixe in'case

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




ideas, vhich first surfaced in Januaery as parz of & propossi public

soport on Operation Crogsroads, were intsrmitiently ciscuss2d curing

Februsney and March. Thoen carly in April, on the cve of the Sandstone

.uls ond in the heated atmospherc of Europearn cevelopmenis, Under

Gnoretzry Lovett expressed opposition to eny zutlizatiion of such &
iocumant 2+ 2 momart wnern "it might te interprstsd nsre enc abroad
29
-2z =z przface io some brusgue action wvhien wa &9 nos, in fzcl, intent "

Agreeing with this argument, Forrestal forwardeé the JCS report on to
21
Truman on April €. There is no record of & responss from 1600

Pennsylvania Avenue. Given the Presiden='s own serpsitivities about

nis duties and rights as commander-in-chief, the fzie of the proposels

(c) The JCS and other high-level decision zzxers faced z more
Ziffi-ule task irn responéing to the demands of Army Sscretery Royzll.

A constent gadfly about planning, the exzsperaieé Zoyell circulated 2
memo on May 19 calling for a thorough review of American's atomic wer
poiiecy. Decisions about the use of the pew weapon were, he assertec,
‘dESperately needed¢. Army rianners had hitherte gssumed such wezpons
woulé be available. But now, in an apperent sllusion to Marshall's

22
reputed disparagement about the bomb, they were uncertain. If there

were issues of morality, then these should be adéressed now, Clearly




23 i
neeting on May 20 for a study. Action was ceferrec, however, until

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

avomlc warfare in the event of war, includizg consiceration of the time

zr.” circumstences of employment, and the type zni cheracter of iargats
ageinst vhich it would be employed"; znc & war Council siufy of ihe

- proper organization within the government "io insure optimum exploiiation

_ 24
by the United States of its capabilities of waging atomic warfare.'
(u) Finally, nearly three years afier "Trinity" and a year after

s

the formation of the NSC, the question of stirsztegic atomic warfare was

gnoarently to be examined irn brozd anéd comgrehansive terms. The inter-

cC

L]

the n

or Joint

this gelustion

‘:'_)

reziicnel situatior clearly justifiec

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

articipation. Royzall had, as the Berlin tlocrxzde soon showed, hit upon
ar exposed flank. In the process, Royall's czll nicely reinforced the
military position in the continuing guerriliz war with ihe AEC over

custody of ztomlc weapons.

(U) Already treated in Atomic Shield and by Lecnaré Wainstein's
25

study, the custocdy guestion reqQuires only the brielest treatment.

Some civil-military friction,given the legislztive history of the AEGC,

w25 inevitehle., The McMahon-Vandenterg comproziss over miiiiary mambership
tad simply cdefined the formst: thé AEC or tke one hané, the MLC on the other.

Nor had Secretary Patterson's choice‘of General Groves as head of the Armed

Forces Special Weapons Project made the initial realtionship- any easier. But the




problem only became acute when-thé services started to think seriously
and operationally about strétegic plans. At thék point, the AEC's
sweeping authqrity to control all atomi; weapons, unless otherwise
‘:ordered by the President to transfier thém, seemeq incapacitating to

ffhe planners. In‘Matgh 1948 Forrestal #hus found %imsglf beseiged by
demands from the fhree service secreraries and from Admiral Leahy to
bring the custody issue to Truman'sgattention. All wanted Truman to
trangfer some weabons to the services.26 At first the Defense Secretary
resisted, urging a delay until his new assistant who was also the ﬁew
chairman of the MLC, Doﬁaid Carpenter, could study the matter. At the
AEC David Lilienthal left qb doubt of his opposition to military efforts
to alter the current'arrangeﬁéhfs. Into this gtmosphere had come the
decision in June by the NSC to review the entife atomic question., This
step helped to fﬁrce fhe cuétéay problem to surfécg; though by a sliggtly
differén; route; Indeed, tﬁe}ﬁar Council on June 15 égplicitly saw the

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

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

27 . _
service secretaries to settle the issue.  But before he cqgld‘act,
another development océurredﬂJ k&
(T) On June 24 at 06001thé Russians closed off all léﬁq and water

“access to the western sectors of Berlin. The blockade had begun.
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II. Berlin And The Danger Of War
(U) The Berlin blockade of 1948 represented :ihe culminating

step ini the Soviet-American failure to reach z common policy for Ger-

nunicipal government, even denazification, zed formed part of the con-
vinuous set of disputes among the former allies, The evident U. S.

-

Cdeterminetion Lo rebuild the Westernm zores with DRP assistance had
thréatened, from Stalin's perspective, to erozZe the Soviet positicn in
Berlin 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 2 further challenge.
At a minimum, in this fluid situation, the Soviets hoped to end the
four-power occupation of Berlin. Théir initiel efforts ip late March

were to curtail land and water access to the Allied military garrisons'

The steps, though of increas-

on the grounds of technicel difficulties,
ing concern in Washington, brought no change in the decision to intro-
dute 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 intréduce the western mark. Then on June 2k, the daté the new
currency was scheduled to become legal ternder in the western zones and

28

West Berlin, the Soviets shut off all grouné and 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
P . y ot

would hand the Truman Administration & second major policy reversal,

102.




problem only became acute when the services started to think seriously
and operationally about strategic plans. At that point, the AEC's

sweeping authority to control all atomic weapons, unless otherwise

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

jthe'planners. In March 1948 Forrestal thus found himsglf 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 weahons 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, Dogaid Carpenter, could study the matter. At the
AEC David Lilienthal left no doubt of his cppesition to military efforts
to alter the current;arrangeﬁéﬁfs. Into this atmosphere had come the
decision in June by the NSC to review the entire atomic question., This
step helped to férce ﬁhe cuétéay problem to surféce; though by a sligﬂcly
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.




wE Uil Ao bl Lla D
I1. Berlin And The Danger Of War

(U) The Berlin blockade of 1948 rerresented the culminating

step in the Soviet-American'failure to reach & commoern poliey feor Ger-
many. Zonal antagonisms, reparations settlement;, reconstruction aid,
nunicipal goverument, even denazification, hed forméd part of the con-
tinuous set of disputes among the former allies, The evident U, S,
Cddezermination to rebuilé the Western zomes with ERP assistence had
t.réatened, from Stalin's perspective, to erode the Soviet position in
Berlin and in the eastern zone. Moreover, the plansﬁfor 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-povwer occupation of Berlin. Their initiel 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 zonmes. 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 tendar in the western zones and

28

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

() The Soviet sction presented {he western goveranments, but
principally Washington, with a major crisis, To abandon Berlin would
insure, it seemed certain, similar Soviet tactics in Viemrna. To leave

.

vould hend the Truman Administration a secozd major policy reversal,
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énd this just months after events in Prague.
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Soviet success in
Bérlin weuld, moreover, have a corrosive effectron the morale of western
Zurcpe, Just at a time when prospects for & western union seemed pro-

: @ising. To exit woﬁld, fihally, expose.Truman w0 a series of possible
~5oliﬁical attacks in a presidential elecﬁion year, These risks ccnver-
g2d ¢ zmeke the President's initizl decisicn-- to stay in Zerlin--

self-evident.  The more dangerous risk of 2 European war would

be n;qzm;zea by the ava*lablllty of a western retori--the air lift--

that did not immediately involve the armed clash of military forces.
1t 2ll of this would not;‘of course, be so apparent on June 24, 19&8.29

(u) The following agalysis of high-level decisions during the

Bérlin:crisis is divided'into three ;epﬁrate, 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 .the Berlin episode to alter Truman's

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

Chapﬁer fbur.
A. " The Berlin Crisis: June-July

() The American response to the Scviet d€marche came promptly.
After a Cabinet discussion on June 25, the President the next dzy order-

ed Generel Clay, the militefy governor, to start an air 1ift with all
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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,
raising 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 balloon
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 a major discussion among
Forrestal and his senior advisors on the morning of June 30 of the chances

for war. In attendance were Forrestal, Royall, Leahy, Bradley, Denfeld, General
Vandenberg, Glover, Gruenther, Souers, and John Ohly.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 cbncern to Lovett about any Anglo-American step which ap-
pgared to breach the peace. Instead he counseled restraint and diplomatic
protests to the decision-makers, positions which Under Secretary Lovett had like-
wiée adopted in an early m;rniﬂg telephone conversation with Fbrrestal.33
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 guite positive on that." Third, throughout these discussions the

h were treated as full partners,
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Indeed, throughout tre crisis th
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(78) Fourth, on the 2tomic problem, ine comments of this meeting
were sober, revealing, occasionally frightering. Once again it was

to force a thorough

Uk

Kenneth Royall who paced the discussion, tryin
consideration of what would happen if they fzcad & decision for peace
or wer. leshy, for one, was for using the &icmic resources. "We

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

what we have., . . 1 don}t kxnow what we coulé éo but whatever we have we
could use, I might be a very good idea to nave them over there anyway,”
Kennetn Reyall viewed the barrage balloon as "z pretty good showdown
issue." He felt,furthermore, that the dangers of war made the custody
t~2 NSC study on atomic

guestion more pressing and the completion of ©

war more urgent.

(Ts) Rovall's mention of the study led to some illuminatirg
exchanges. General Vandenberg thought the £ir Torce was studying

potentiel targets, but was not certain, Eralley thought & study

involving target selection represented a civilian intrusion into the
militery demain. On the other hand, Admirzl Souers of the NSC and

.7 Forresial argued that target selection--"vhether or rot you gamble
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that a reduction of Moscow and Leningred woculé te & poverful ensugh impact
to stop & wér"*-was & politicel decision. Or, as Souers put it, they were
looking for targets other then Moscow: "In case you cen't get & politicel
decision, Just kill ten million pecople &nc meke them‘jgie Soviet&jpget e
political decision now. . . ." To this suggestion, Bradley asked whether an
ztonic weavon should ever be used on any political tsrgét. Eut no one
chizilenzed inis observation end soon the éiscussion meandered. On one

iiem they &1l were agreed: the initisl deciszior T0 use the alomic ¥eapod

would be political and that meant the President.

(Ts) The occasion for this meeiing pzssed 2lmost immediately.

Lfterwards, on July 9, it was agreed thet
shouldé the balloons "agzin appear, that '"ne counter-action should be taken
without goverrmeni consultietion and approvel.” Xor did the Sovietis senc up

any more. Air traffic into Berlin remzined unencumbered.

{U) During the first three weeks of July there were no further
moments of ecute decision {or penic) over Zerlin. Imstesd there was 2
coniiruing series of reactions--public ené privete--to it. On July 15, efter
a series of discussions with London, the KSC aprroved the éispatch ol two
T-29 scuadrons to Britain. o one vwhe par:icipeted in the. decision weas
u:aﬁafe of the signel that this action was surposeC tO convey. As

Torrestasl summarized it, tﬁe action would show the seriousness of the

smerican intentions, give the Air Force scme needed experience, and, most

importent of 211, put the planes in place so they could become "an
d 3

zccepted fixture" before the British chenged their mind.
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(M Meanwhile, despite the obvious weakness of the Army, Truman's
posture on Berlin grew more determined. He told Marshall and Forrestal
on July 19 that "we would stay'in Berlin uatil all diplomatic means had

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

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

“what may." And he'ndted, "Jim (Forreétéi) wants to hedge--he always does.
He's constantly sending me alibi memos, which I return with directions and

the facts. . . . I don't pass the buck, ner do I 2libi out any decisions I
36 : ’
make." Marshall conveyed the depth of the President's determination

in a cable to Ambassa&or_Douglas in London on July 20, adding that Foster
Dulles, the chief Republican foreign policy adviscr, agreed wholeheartedly
with this stance. The Ame:ican position, both public and private, was

37 . N .
solid. ‘ o ' : -

(U - v The President, itioqght to be added,.did not add to the crisis
with excessive public rhetofiéi In accepting thE_Democratic nominatioﬁ
on July'iS, for example, hé:m;ée no mention of Be;liﬁ whatsoever. Indeed,
he baréij ﬁentionéd foreign o;;;ecurity policy at all,‘save tb praise
bipartiséﬁship. Domestic p;liéiés"aﬁd the soon—to?bé_familiér damnation
— Cre _ 38 : - E i

of the 80th Congress were bis central themes. k i

)] But .the crisis; ;nézi£§ rela;ed spin-offs, kepf p?éééipg upon
Truman. On July 21 and 22\he§£é;eﬁ two issues of-fundameﬁ;éi;importance
“for Soviet-Amefican stf;fgéicirelations: who would have cuséééy*of atomic
weapons and whether tqz%g;t,'militarily, the Soviet blockade?. Eis

response reveal a great deal about his conception of the Presidency

and his own stubbornness. The custody issue, long simmering, could no




longer te evoided. Already, on July 153, Forrestel hed told the

Vit o

President thaet the issue needed.resolution, since "there was & very
"serious guestion as to the wisdom of relying upon &rn Bgency other than
the user of such & weapon, to assure the iztegrity and usability of

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

for & Tesolution about the weapon's use, Tmuman made it equally clear

-zt he internded to mzke that decisiorn, ot some azeghing lieutsnent

coionel.” In that frame of mind, the Tresident agreed 1o adjucdicate

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

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

Lilienthal proved to be the'more successful in-fighter. Doneld

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

the Pre51dent with his heevy presentaulo“. In +the eccompanying memorandum
for t ?resident the Secretary of Defensz mzde the poinis more
succinctly 2 surprise attack mlght cetch the services without any etomic

weapons; the military needed +o discover iz peacetime now these weapon

worked' and the groving number fimeant that they. could te
dlspersed to convenlent strateglc locations. ' Lilienthal, ihb for onee'

had Lewis Strauss on hls side,deftly met th verbal erguments advanced

Lo
by the NME. He did thls, 1t would eppear, Yy keeping the cns»ody and

command issues suf f1c1ent1y merged to awvsken Trumen's suspicions about
wmat he might be surrendering.z Two ceys leter, on July 23, Trumen notified
Forrestal thet he had dehided-fn favor of the AEC, tut expected the

’

services and the AEC to work out transfer zrrangemenis SO &S to emsutre

-

, - .. o
no delays in case of an emergency. And these'stieps, Forrésial ordered
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.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.

(v The President's decision on the custody issue can-be variously
explained. A desiré.not‘to éomplicate sensitive matters on the eve of
the 61ectioﬁ, a fear'of.giving the military tﬁo much control over the
weapons, a continuing faith in the judgment of Lilienthal and in the
effectiveness qf‘fﬁe AEC, an inabiiiéy to realize how the multiplication
of weapons was transforming the strategic arms quotient, an unhappy

dwareness 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 a finite ccmmitment that in any way obligated

him on the actual use of the weapons. He wanted to preserve -a degree of

amSiguityﬁ‘his planners énd:advisors wanted'fo_reduce uncertainty.

(Uy  That Truman's éﬁsé;;ions were not alfpgetﬁer amiss is seen

in forrestal'é céntinuing ééifation on fhe "use" is#ue. On July 28, a
wveek éfte? his sessicn wiFh Truman, he lamented to Mafshall, Bradley, and
Royall.that he found it.éiff??uit'to fun;tion "without reééiution of the
question of whethef1b;‘nqtréé a%e to'usé the A-Bomb in wéfg"i Bradley
observed that the JéS’ﬁaféﬁgéﬁfcentered around the‘weapon: Buf that Admiral
Leéhy apparently wante@-ﬁnéithéfjassumed "that such a éegﬁéﬁ Qould not be
available or at le;§£.955 ﬁéeﬁ." Later that same day thélﬁgfénse_Secretary
told the JCS that hgaﬁwouiéiéaké the responsibility of ppgping top

priority on a plan involving'hse with low prioriry assigned to one which
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doss not invelve such use.” However much the Prasident pay heve pre- .
ferred to keep things unsettled gnd open, Lis advisiors--through the
planning mechanrisms of modern warfare--vere ir. the process both of de-
veloping options and limiting choices for %ne Chief Execulive. 8ix weeks
later, the circulation of NSC 30 on the atomic warfare and & new peaX on

the Berlin tensions would further assist Forrestel in kis quest for guidance.

- (L) Concurrent with these developments was Truman's second major

stratggic éeeision_of mid-July: the ques<ion of whether or not 1o crel-
lenge‘militarily tﬁe Soviet blockade., Although the air 1if{ progressive-
ly became more effective in delivering gooés 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 thes

Soviets wanied war (the intelligence reporis showed ro major buildup

in the eastern zone), urged a convoy to test the situation. BSo did Roberw

Murphy, his political advisor. In view of this advice and the profusicn
of'suggestions at home, Truman summoned the two envoys home from Germany

. "ys
for a full scale NSC review on July 22.

(U) At the session, which Truman attended, Clay réviewed the
situation., . As the diécussion progressed, t‘veé cpfions were evident: %o
attempt.a convoy opefatiop with the risk of a Soviet militery response;
to continue the air 1ift et its present rate, hoping that tne Soviets
would drop the blockade and, if not, reconsidsring smerican policy later;

to bolcter at once the number of aircraft assigned Lo the ooperation, even

- g ¥

to the extent of building a 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 support. 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 a minimum for
as long as possibie. 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

(TS) 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 skepticism zbout 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
48 :
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.

(V) 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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rfeed for the construction of huts at the British bases {Schulthorpe and

Lakenheath) for the storage of non-nuclear 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 parﬁial satisfaction. Truman
confided that, while he "prayed" he would not }ave to use the bemb, "if
it Became necessary, no one need have a mlsglxzng but what he would do

S0. « - ."50 At length Forrestal and the JCS had a signal, of sorts, from the
Commander—iﬁ—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 om bases, bombé, Moscow,
Leningréﬁ, etc. I have a terrible feeling that we are very close to war.

51 :

1 hope not."

Q1)) Three'days later, on September 16, both the President and‘thé

NSC confronted the atomic problem anew. Following a morning Cabinet
session, Marshall and Forrestal saw the President to press again their desire
to open talks with the British military om 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 wiil be used." “This time the Chief Executive agreed; General Neorstadt
could open the discussions with London. But Truman refused Marshall's
suggestion to reopen the custody issue, citing the political campaign.
Forrestal accgpted this decision, while reserving Ehe right to bring it up .
jater. The Secretary of Defense did not feel "tggt six Qeékg time (the |

election) would make a vital difference in. . . planning for use of the
52




.

N
(¢} Tnis & trcis meeting was followed later that szme day oy an

/ -

NSC meeting to-éonsider'NSC 3OE MUnited States Policy on Atomic Warfare,"
:hbo(‘er Truman was p*osnnt for thls meeting is uncleer. In any caso, he
;éonn knew of its conclu:joys which were & broad¢ cndorsemeni ol the basic
lrvpor‘ conteinsed in thn mnmorandum c1rculated to all NSC memberé. Drafted -
‘:lﬁlul&lly by the Alr Foree in July, and rev1sed slightly in early Sentembef,
tris documenv répresented the NSC resronse o Secrevary Royzll's earlier
prodding about atomic war. If the Army Secretarylhad hopeé for definitive,
ironﬁlad guidance; hg_was disappointed. NSC 30 did not provide it. Rather
its studied ambiguities reflected the difficulties of tbe subject, the a-

wareness that utilization of atomic weapons megnt traversing an enormous

53

psychological barrier.

(c) 'f- _‘No one, fhe.sfuﬁy_commented, woulé‘prudently foreclose in ad-
vance that a_ceftain‘kind ofﬁﬁeapon would or would not be used. "In this
circumﬁténce, a‘preséription};réceding dizgnosis could invite disaster."

But an'advadce decision to use'ﬁas not necessary since 'the military can and
will in 1£s absence, plan to exp101t every capabllluy 1n uhe form of men, |
materials, resources and sc*ence this country hes t“ o’I&r.‘! Moreover, there
were dangers ip even talklng about the subaect The Amarlcan publlc, if a-
lerted, might see it as 2 moral questlon" before the "“uWT securlty impact"
“ had Secome apparent.. On'thelother hand, if the Soviets thought there was a
chance the United Stafeéiwoulainoﬁ use the bomb, then this "1gh‘ 'prqvoke
exactly thet Soviet aﬁgre551on which it is fundamenielly U;‘S‘ policy to

" Purither, such a d*scuss;on would 2lavm “he Turopeans who saw the

avert, r,

bomb as "the present major counterbalance to tine ever-present threail of the




Scviet military pover.” 0% enother iséue-—iﬁtern&:ional conTrol--the re-
rort 4 snl&yed frerk skepticism., It wantec no irterim international accord
that might "deny this country the right to.em:lo" such wezpons in the event
of mctuel hostilities.ﬁ The President's hands in the matier, the paper held,
rust remein unfettered, Finally, NSC 30 nozeé that targe? selection, meaning
of course counternforcé or counter-city targets, (without the use of that
sarron), wes & cruciel problem. It rnqugfed "Elonding a political wiﬁh &
>'military responsibility in order to aésufe <he< tme conduct of wer, 10 the -
maximim extent praciicable, advance the fundamenial and lasting aims of

U. S. policy.”

(c) | From this NSC 30 concluded, and the NSC at its meeting endorsed
thaf: (a) the ME must plan to use "all appropriete means available, in-
cluding atomic weapons"; (b) that the employmeni of those weapons wéuld be
"made by the Chief Executive whern he.considers suck decision to be regquired,
rl':1ese guide‘ines reflected the escence of the summsr's decisions on a;omié
war; their formal appearance also ended the NSC discussion of the matter of

atomic war peoliey.

(c) Nor was there further hlgh -level discussion curlng the remainder

of Septembe* gbout atomic policy. The President, 2t first glance, appeareé
<0 have emerged unscathed. His hands remained firmly on uhﬁ"trigger"

and the.custody queséion was settled in 2 fashion agreeable to him, Yed,
:7 one probes furiler, discerning the momentum rrovided by the planning
mechanism and the increasing numbers of bombs, a gifferent trend is clear
Tne NSC paper, wroite W. Walton Butterwérth Director of <the Office of Far

- Rl

Fastern Affairs, on September 15, had the appsarance of taqlng no dec151oq,
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but as & "practical matter" foreclosed it. The XME would plar to use such
weapons and, if war came, they "will have littlie alternative but to recom-
mend to the Chief Executive that atomic weepons be uset, and he will have
no sliernative but to go aleng. Thus, in eifect, the paper decides the
issue,” 1In view of this, Butterworth thought attention should focus on
"when and how such weapons should be used.” Ke wanted The militery to give

more ithought to the political significance ¢f re farzeis to be selected,

‘1

membering that to hit a center "having specizl seniimental significance
might mobilize popular sentiment for resistaznce in 2 manner to prolong the
war." And should the U. S. bomb the territory of enemy allies, "especially
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unwilling enemy allies”

—
o
—

These considerations, which run to the heari of nuclear strategy
and deterrence theory, received attention iz the months ahead. But each new
planning cycle had the parodoxical effect of beih curvailing the flexibility
of the decision-meker and at the same time rroviding him with usable but dan-
gerous options. Slowly, but perceptively, Truzman and his sﬁccessors would
discover that many fingers would be poised zi, or neer, the trigger rechanism.
Ironically, Truman's own talk of balanced forces would obscure, as we shall
see, the impzct that budget limitations were actually having on the develop-
ment of strategic forces. The Chief Executive's Tiscal prudence was helping

to forge a rilitary strategy for Soviet-Americzn relations that rested upon

nuclear might. It did rot yet have the lebel "massive retaliation,” but the
implicetions were unmistakable.
(C) In this empheses on atomic might the President and his senior

advisors were not out of step with the informed public. On September 1L,
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for example, Forrestal, Bradley and Marshall mst wi<h Philip Greham &nd a
host of senior publishing figures. Intended as & "backgrounder” for the
executives, the discussion touchesd upon & possitle rupture with Moscow.
Among the executives there was "unanimous zzreement that in the event of
war the American peorle would no: only have no cuestion as to the propriety
of ﬁhe use of the atomic bomb, but would in fact expect it to be used,"

s

And roster Dulles tolg Mzrshall, somewhzt lzter, thet "ih

1)

Americarn people

D
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would execute you if you did not use the bozd in the event of war."

George Allen, then Assistant Secretary of Siate for Public Affeirs, in

commenting on NSC 30, said he thought that vublic opinion might "force the

use of atomic weapons, even if the chief executive were inclimed ageinst it. This

public would refuse to accept American cezsuzlties which right be saved by
56 -
shortening the war.” With intelligence estimztes setting 1951 o 1953
s ihe earliest date for a2 Soviet nuclear Cevice, Amesrican policy-makers
(2nd the public) cowld afford a certain corficence in the trade-off of a

o7

war with the Soviet Union. The risks seemed acceptetle,

(Ts) By “he end of September Americs- breparaziions for a confronta-
tion were well advanced. The JCS, irrevieving its war plans for
Forrestal on Septermber 29,noted the thoroughness of the effori. Check

lists for each service were ready; the Amsrican commenders in Germany,

Austriz, and Trieste had their orders; the rrotection of AEC facilities




idition to these steps, the JCS hagd Tegun 0 surve
2

for possible use and stuclies were undervay

\":‘:-: th

]
ch
h

Tfor & command post "outside Washirgton irn ine Pzniagor wes

f letisrs for the

gestroyed. Finally, the Air Force hac prepared drafis ol
58
£3C, the AYSWP, wund the WME in the event of emzrgency. Little cpresrsd
<0 have besn overlooksd.
(1) The Soviet Blockade had stimulzied a set of far-flung American

military preparations, preparations which advanced the state of American

readiness fer more quickly than woulé have otherwlse been possible. In

1y

zct, Secretery Mershall was convinced by ctober 10 that the Soviels were

"peginning to realize for the first time tnet the United States woutd
56
A7
rezliv use the atomic bomb ageinst them in the event of war," On tha
Soviet balance sheet, the blockade and airlift were not only & public

k ’

erbzrrezssment but--with the formation of tre Western Union and the Americen

iz preparaiions--a net loss. Tne irtzraction had worked to

{u) Soviet behavior appeareéd to coxlirm this thesis. Negotiations
now became somewhat more productive, the Soviet stance in the U. N. increas-
ingly defensive. Although the blockace continued, with 2 spark alwzys possible,

tensions begen to su“51d-. With the presicential campaign in its final

weeks, American attention  shifted inward. Soviet-American relatiorns

receded for the momernt as an issue,

e
N e T T e




e

o id.,':E:,-yi

L- — _

AW'——*‘“-"‘"'—'E’ <t
——r -

C. Atomic Planning: The Fall of 1948

(TS/RD) Tn the remaining months of Forrestal's tenure as Secretary of

Defense the atomic part of the strategic picture surfaced only occasionally.
lie ask=d on October 23, for instance, the Air Fo;ée to launch sn evaluation
of whether an immediate atomic offensive would in fact achieve its purpose.

This request, which had an initial deadlirne of a month, would still be

uncompleted at the time of the Secretary's resignation; indeed, the Hull

-

0
reports would only be ready for presidential scrutiny in the fall of 1949,

On other fronts things happened more gquickly. Arranéements for Z speecy
transfer of weapons from the AEC to the AFSWP were now complete. : Increasing
numbers of planes were also available for &n atomic war; on December 1, 1948
Forrestal was informed that sixty aireraft (chiefly B-29's and B-50's) were
resdy. Also he lsarned that Tive assembly teams were trained, with twentg—
siv aircrews available and the figure could reach ninety in an smergency. :
At the same time, the JCS now informed Secretary Forréétal that its future
requirements to the AEC would reiflect less their estimaie of what the AEC
could vroduce, than their estimaste 6f what the services needed. Lesny pus
it tersély oﬁ December 8: "it is quite possible that atomic weapons may be ‘
reguired for purposes and in guantities vwhich cannot be foreseen iIn advance. ’
Gradually, & new dynamic of atomic plenty was starting. Coupled with fights

over =he type ané number of delivery vehicles, this new fact would propel

the arms competition forward. But still that lay in the future.

(Ts) A further spin-off from the Berlin crisis was revived putlic

concern, anc fear, about nuclear war. In December Bradley Dewey published

an article in The Atlaentic castigating the administration's failure to
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release the Bikini repert._'Thie sparked & Wer Council debete on the
.;.-3tter_to ro conclusion. Bush, who remaired 2 Forrestal confidsnt,

advised the Secretary on December 20 to.try an entirely different
{:;pproach. he woul¢_have Conant and a group or "ffve or siy well trusted

inéividuals" prefare a new report for the President who could then release

i+ or keep it as he saw fit. Bush, vho doubted another wer woulé be the

people were now "ready to stand

cnﬁ.of civilization, thought the American
Eeﬁind a policy that says if 1t is neceesary to preeerve cur freedom we

will employ them;" If the world knew tnis and knew also that the American
pe0ple-eepported it, Bush predicted that "it eould greatly preserve the peace
of the world." Whether forrestal endor sed this suggestion is still
unclear, as 1s the fate of the JC8 Evaluauion report on the Bikini tests.

What is certain is that the: Whlue House, in late December, acted to vlocx

= a Saturday Evening Post artible by Admiral Parsons which appeared to

-

minimize the importance of atoﬁic energy. The White House action suggestied
an at emnt to enhance s+1ll further the image of the bomb. . Or, as John

Ohly put it to Forres: al, the U S. would. convinue to exp101 ' the possession

6
of the bomb in terms of psychologlcal ‘warfare. > And in thls public

o

izcussion would, -f poSE le,ebe kept to & minimum, Too mgch giscussion

i

could prove troublesome.

v (u) As 19%4 npcec, +he impact of the Berlin crisis was. clzar,
Ipproved military preparaulons, widespreal acceptance abouu use of ithe
ztomic bomb, and a Geepening hostility in Soviei-American relations wers

<he pattern. Alliznce pegotla+1ons, milizary assistance to the European




assured 3

continuity of direction and emphasis at. thz highest levels. Therc would

—

& no transzitio gan, no need to re-eéutate e new a2dzinistration about

'SOVle--Amerlcan relaulons or atOmlc mat-er-. Tnrougaout the year there had

teen a sense of reacting and resvondirg =0, but also of surmounting, Sovisy

iritietives. This process, which wor genuline annWaL

from the Europezn

iezadership, insPired new confidence in the efficacy of American peoliey and

also in the nuclear dévices that were increzsingly plenteous. Diplomacy

aré force seemed in a habpy, if momeriary, m=rriage.
(c) On the other banu, some thinzs thai ¢ié not heppen also.
deserve notice. Pirst, throughout the Berlin crisis, President Truman's

Sh

.

con suttetion with ine Congressiornal leacership of either mrty was infreq‘ ne

if at all. As Richard Haynés:has observed, Truman m2de most of the June-

July decisions on Berlin on his own authority, though other data shows that

Senator Vandenberg was consulted during the episode over the barrage balloon.

Still, it was, as Heynes writes; a classic exzmple of "the sweeping militery

67

power of the modern presidency.™  In this, of courSe,

t0 intensify the siruggle, since, irn the gtsernce of &

mic v

u-ifi

the-hﬁclear role

nsibiiity ail th ﬂé*e ter., Ssconé, the CIlSlS only muftled,

the‘ihte:serﬁiée'rivalries trnat hac itaken Dlace since

~apo"- zerved

-

fied commzni, one

srvice (the Air Force ii turned out) hed %o have operziional resporsibility

F

- 1]
Tor etomic Dlann141. But uhlS Aémirel Lerfals corncedsé grudgingly ané on

zn ac¢ hoc basis.

Third, while;thé erizis spewned numerous military anc




many poinis

General

i
‘.

.

ch

vzrcenberg in July had wanted to hoard niz zircrzfi rather tharn riss =

berlin buildup., Later, in OEtohcr, the Joint Strategic Survey Commitiee .

- -

- worried about the deterioration of the aircraft used in Operation Vittles,

while celling Berlin a "strategic liebiliiy to the Western Powers." From

a military point of view, the JS5C disliked the Berlin situatior and thouzht

iz erhanced the opportunities for waer. A4 Soviet incident could lead o

e face-off "from whlch éiplomatic retreat would be most difficult for
68 .

either side.” These views did not, of course; outweigh the political
ores, but thelr presence is z useful reminder that politicel lezdership

mey on occasion be bolder and more daring, even when resources are scarce

and the prospects of replacement slim.

(U) +  Finally, the crises of 1948 revealed that U.S. miliiary manpover

was everywhere deficlent., The 1mpac- of the reinstituted déraft had not

¥zt been felt, the army reserve forces were virtually non- exist=np, &né the

aumbers of aircraft were‘ﬁas Gegeral Vandenberg asserted) llmlted._'U.S.
planners were thus driven;-theuge‘for most that was teeir ow&Aihelinetion—~
+o cernter their plans more and more upon the a%amic bomb. fhere literally
semed no other alternative if to use the slang of a later aay, "push
cemez to shove." I isiin;the e01text of przpzredéness, or the lack of iz,
that one might assumeftﬁei ths Ber11n erisis would heve a dfaﬁetic impact,
at least the equal of the Czech crisis which prompted the 33 billion supple-
It <i2 rot. Truman ac€hered to the 315 tiillion ceiling set in M=y
tefore thne crisis; and nothiné would budge rirm. The failure of the tudget

10 increzse forms the 4ramework for the eris ctruggles over IY 12 ;‘ £.2FY 1951.
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CHAPTER 4

THE BUDGETARY PROCESS: FY 50 AND 51

(v) Soviet-American relations grew perceptively worse on the
diplomatic,.political, and strategic froants from 1945 to 1950. But

- defense spending die not reflect this developing cold war. bnce the
World War II bulge disappeared, budget'expenditures for defense remained
stetionary. Alithough defense appropriations for FY 19k9 and especially
éY 1950 showed increases over the FY 1948 levei, ectual expeniitures
deslined 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
: 1

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 campaign necessitating eithér sizable

deficit financing or 51gn1f1cant new texes. To be sure, the amounts

‘allocated to the INME were, by pre-1940 suanoa*us, eno*mous (roqghly ten

times ﬁore in l9h9 then 19h0).' Also, the sums for foreign economic
‘assistance were sizable ane‘ueexpected, but it was not at ell certein
thet & reduction in foreign aid\auiomaticelly meant ‘& funding gein for
the services. | | - : :; i
() The puzzle therefore remalns- wny, if the Czech crisis “brought
a momentary break in the fiscal stringency of the Truman Presidency )
and an increase of the FY 1950 ceiling to $15 billion (compereu to $11
billion for FY 1949), Eierthe_Berlin crisis fail to generaee'a still
greater crash program fdf reaﬁmunent? And to push the argument further,

why, if there was no increase after Berlin, could there in fact be a

positive decrease scheduled for defense expenditures Iin the following year
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- from i tillion vo $13 tiliion? Way ¢if Forresizl fzil and his successor,
"Louis Johnson, not even attempt, to raise the level of rilitery spending?

- (8) These puzzles have already received some atiention which may te

2 -

: recapi:ulated at the outset. Warner Scnilling's masterful assessment

remzins (new eviéence notwithstanding) é valuable contribution to our
understanding of why dsfense spendiﬁg ¢id not increase in either FY 1950

or ¥Y 1651. Firét, and he regerds thils as most fun@amental, the proponeris

of increased militafy spending never made a convincing economic (ané thus
rolitical) case for spenéing more than the President and the BoB thought
approériate. The pre-Keynésian economic views--a balanced budget, reducing
*he huge government éebt? iimiting expenditures within projected tax recgipts--
were'sﬁmply'too strong. Even Forrestal, es Schilling notes, shared these
views_and disliked the proépéét of & deficit. Only a few, such as Génerel
Bedell Smith, were wiliing'td.suffer a deficit. Most shered Genersl Clay's
view tﬁét the Europeans would view deficiis "as a signel that we were on
the way to the same inflaﬁioné?y ﬁfocesses which the Buropean nations had -
found so disastrous."s':Nor wéglthere Congréssional pressute”fpr spending.

extra billions in the’namequ_ﬁational security. The airppwef advocates

haé their supporters;.as for}exﬁmple, in 1948 vhen they addéd, thanks

largely to the efforts oﬁ:Cail Vinson, en additional $822 ﬁ;llion Zor

aireraft procurement. 3:But the air lobby was not strong endugh to force

¥ The buaget ceiling of $15 billion, set in May 1948, ectually repre-
sented 2 working budget of $1k to $1bk.k villion; the remeinder wes
tabled for stockpile purchases and other associated programs.




~+he Presiden* to spend the mbney; ®ven Brien McMaron, who never thought
‘the U.S. spent enough on atomic energy, taiked only of hundreds of millions
- more, not billions. Behind these attitudes stood a public vhich supoorted

the stand in Berlin- and which favored a 1irited militery buildup, but which

_ p)
did not translate that concern into political pressure. In sum, the older
© economics, it is argued, relgned supreme.
(u) - A second explanatlon offered by Schilling for budgetary s.ability

in the face of worsenlng Soviet-American reletions centers on interservice
rivalries. The Key West and Newport conferences had highlighted the in-
2bility of Forrestel to settle the roles end missions dispute. His
difflcultles with the JCS on the budget -in the fall of 1948 became an
open secret, yhlle Johnson faced internecine Warfsre over the flush deck
cerrien and the parformance ensracteristlcs of the 2-36. Demands for
larger expenditures aépeared‘tsnd wvere, s-dimension of interservice -
rlvalry, rlvalry that unificatlon was supposed to end. The duplication
of functiOns, overlapblng roles, and compeuing purchasing systems were
seen as costly and wasteful, eas1ly susceptitle to new management technioues
at considerable sav1ngs. In fact, at one point irn 1949 Loulssthnson
averred he could save a billion dollars in just this fashion.'

() A connected explanatlon, closely related to the interservice
issue, concerns the fallure of the NME to present a budget that related
functions to expenditu:esfl A settlement, even a truce, on the interservice
front, might have made this.possible. Forrestal, for one,,tried to press
in this direction with his insistence that the cﬁiefs submit three separate
FY 50 estimates that had some relationship to functions.T But he got

only modest results, Nor coula his own siaff provide much more sss*stance.
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The task was highly compllcateo, the marsgement technicues stlll too
prxmi lve. Hence when thc‘BoB set about its annusl evaluations in late
'-i 1948 it asked questions such as:
) To vhat extent have the Air Force eand the Navy ailxr

arm coordinated their planning.. . of strategic bombing

missions in the Buropean continent?

In planning for the roles and missions of the three

departments what conslderation hzs been given to the

development of new weapons which may be available,

i.e., aircraft, bombs, etc.? 8
The resulte of such quespioning are not, givea the rivalries, difficult
to guess., Tne Bureau of the Budget still nad the home court advantege.
(u) A fourth explanation, (and part of a subsequent one as well)
centers upon the failure of Secretary of State George Marshall-to support
vigorously a sizable increase in military soehding. Ezd he dOne s0, then
Secretary Forrestal might have been able io convince Truman to authorize
a hizher ceillng. Whatever the merits of the argumenc, that is, vhether
the President would have reacted differently to a solid Marshall-Forrestal
front; it never came close to‘real:zation. But not-for the lack of effort.
by the former Secretary of the Navy. From May to November l9h8 Forrestal
repeatedly sought to win the General's sunport. Each time he got turned
~aside, evaded or 1gnored. Marshall, who kneu first hand the fickleness
of Congress, worried lest the American effort be geared toward a "peak"
year. He preferred a level approach that shunned sbrupt Jerks up and down.
Also, as Schilling observes, Marshall during 1948 had become progressively
more convinced that the rearming of Europe offered the best aolution to the

continental balance. Hence he could not aligzn himself too closely vith-

the military efforts for & bigger sllce, since he or his successor et the
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State Departeert would almost certainly haverto epproach Trumen for
funéing for military assistance. Of courss, just thie situation aié

. occur. While the initial budget for FY 1950 had no ellocation for MAP,

* that for FY 1951 had 3645 miliion. ’

(Ts) A fifth argument advanced to explein the failure of the budget
to rise centers upon Forrestal's own-inabiliiy *o geuge either the problem
or Truman correctly. Certainly the Presicent grew weary of hearing the
Seeretary complain gbout the Chiefs and their foibles. In exasperation,
for 1nstance, hejwrote Forrestal on July 13 seying that “the proper

thing for you to do is to get the Army, Navy and Air people together

and establish a program within the budget limits mhich have been allowed,
1t seems to me that is your responsibility. 10: Nor dié Forrestal's
overtures to the GOP durlng the 1948 election eemoelgn help the Secretary
" with the newly elected President, aespite Forrestal' 8 explanation that he
only =ought to prepare prudently for a possihle presidentiel transition.11
" The portrait that emerges of Forrestel is that of a man who could fight
defensively, but could not 1ead creatively, who nipned at problems, but
éid not thoroughly grasp them, who had & sense of miseion, but ellowed it
to cloud his common sense. But to Bay this of Forrestel only explains
~FY 50, not Louls thnson s behavior in 1949 and the foruﬁtion of FY 51.
(u) Finally, it is argued that Secretary Forrestal made the
strategic srgument, but was uneble to triumph.l2 That is, Forrestal

and his service colleagues presented en effective evaluation of the

strategic threat and the reguirements necessery to meet it. But they

coulé not overcome the foree*of the arguments already noted: fiscal
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restreints, Marshall's cautioﬁ, interservice rivalry, Forrestal's own

~ failures,
 (U) The new evidence now available suggests that Schilling's expla-
"'_nation needs oualificatidn. In particular, the new sources require that

" his basic premise about the suasiveness of the strategic ergument be

reconsidered. For it is not at all clear eiiher that Forrestel ané the
services made an effective strategie argurent, 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 ratifieé the parameters of

much of the strategic discusSion, defining, in essence, & strategic threat

by

es 8 two-part problem: Soviet possession of the bomb and the capacity to

deliver it. Taking these points together, the Firletter study pege=d the

Soviet threat as possible by 1952 and urged & sizable builcup in st*ategic

airpower to offset the danger. . But the reuort 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

unable to agree on the specifics of a solution. Balanced forces, no nev
politiecal commitments without adequate Americen forces, and no further
reliance on U.S. military potential as a deterrent to Soviet expansion:
these were the JCS pfoposals in the face of & Soviet strategic threat.
Rather than address the preeise r;sks posed or estimate the besp response

or consider whether U.S. or Eﬁ;ppean 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 - - -~
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 1945 explosion

by the Soviet Union, his warnings weré lost amid electoral considerations
and a general sense of confideﬁce.l8 The urgency of late 1945 and 1946
to deal with the "absolute weapon" had abated. And this attitude did not
make.Forréstal'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 mechénism. 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 che threat posed by the Soviets to the United
-.:étates. NSC 7, the first attempt in Maéch 1948 to define U.S. objectives
-;is-g-vis Communism, talked only in genéfal terms -about the threat posed

by subversion and fhe need for greater pfeparedness. But this effort at
" analysis was so poor that the State bepértment effectively quashed it.19

(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 Qf the most likely
Soviet threat. Taken togethéf; these would, he told the President, help
the defense establishment-fiﬁvééte;mining the level and character of forces
which if'éhould maintain.”. All:oé.this wo;ld-be of aséiétance;'?o;reséal
also madetclear;.in dfawing:up new Budget requests férAFY 1950.21
(IS) From the start Forréstal's ;all'for an NSC inpuﬁ;mgt opéosition;
doubts, and mixed succeé%. Af?ﬁpén wasﬁéd no time in informiﬁg the Secretary
on July 15 that, while he app;oﬁéd_of the study, the pfepara#iéns.for FY 1950
- should continue within éhg $152billicn ceiliné set by the Whitefﬁouse in May.
No NSC study, the Chief‘ﬁfecutive'made clear, would be allowed to determine
his budget choices. Ailfﬁé.wouid promise'uas to consider the NSC advice

, 22
later in evaluating the established ceiling.
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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,” Kenngn
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. OQur
policies must therefore be viewed not only as a means of reacting to a
given situation, but as a means of influencing a 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
(C) Moreover, two principal parts of NSC.20——papers on estimates of
the Soviet threat and on U.S8. objectives toward Moscow--emanated from the
Policy Planning Staff. The threat estimate, though prepared initially on
the eve of the Berlin bleckade, held that war with the Soviets was not
likely and that the Soviets were not planning any deliberate armed acticn.
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, a2 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 billionlceiling, the
American effort ocught to be based on "a permanent state of adequate military
preparation.”" Beyond these admonitions, the State Department paper did

not go. Its calm tone, its less than panicked evaluation pf”the future, and
its vagueness did not make it a compeliing addition to Forrestal's arsemal
of argume.nts.24

() 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 nature 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 fér
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 aims did include the
destruction of Soviet influence ocutside the Russian state. Also, the U. S.
ought to deny a sufficient "military-industrizl" 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 authority 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
outsid;sworld. and were to impose mno ironm curtzin on contacts with the outside
world. These ambitious goals incorporated, it ought to be added, those
submitted by the JCS on August 6 as "Rational Wer Objectives'" and at the
same time went beyond thém.ZGITheir attainment would have required herculean
war efforts, efforts that a “"realist' such as Kennan should have doubted as
unlikely. Nonetheless, the Policy Planning study provided the NSC and
fEEEEEEEi'wi&hfé set of both peacetime‘and wartime objectives toward the
Soviet Union.

(C) During Septepber and October the NSC 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 reneved his efforts to secure George

Marshall's help as an ally. On October 31, Forrestal wrote the Secretary

of State, asking whether the intermational situationm warranted




a reduction in American forces or whether things had in fact gotten worse,
27
thus requiring more forces. Marshall, then in Parils, received the

Forrestal solicitation through his subordinates, 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 inpzled Forrestél,'“depen&s
in considerable part on the decision of the President, acting on the

"~ advice ogsthe National Security Council, of which Mr. Forrestal is a
mg@ber.” 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 Forrestzl

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 a
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 Sovie; aggression; and that next year would be
neither better nor worse than the current year. Finally, the U.S. should
work.to build up European ground forces rather than American ones.30

Marshall had decidedly febuffed Forrestal's overture for a statement

of‘support that bolstered his, and the Chiefs', pleas for a bigger




defense budget.
{C) Sstill, Forrestal did not abanden his effort...Two tactics
involved the NSC process: his submission og a JCS paper on U.S. commit-
ments to members of the NSC and his pressure for the completion of NSC 20‘
itself. The JCS statement of November.Z addressed.the threat question less
from a bilateral Soviet-American perspective, than from the general approach
of what obligations the U.S. had jncurred that might require the use of
force. These 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
p0551bility of having to act 'with the U.N. in Palestine, tne deteriorating
51tuation in China, and the ramification of the Vandenberg resolution for

an Atlantic alliance to consider. Since Washington obviously faced a set

of global challenges, it had to be prepared to react militarily to.any

SOVlet move. And this Communist move would come when, '"in terms of their
comparative readiness and their need to exert overt force, it best serves their
purpose.' At the very least, opined 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 taken (and w1th a less than veiled allusion to the
negotiations for NATO),‘no further American military commitments ought to

be made. The Berlin crisis had demonstrated the need to bring forces into

line with policies. The JCS then concluded with the assertion that "our

-POTENTIAL military power" had not checked Sov1etaggression, while the

. 31
lack of readiness was an actual.encouragement to aggression.




(U) This unambiguous statement left no doubt about the JCS

position; it did not, however, 1ink forces to objectives, place a price

' tag on the requirements, or provide any step-by-step plan for implementa-

‘ tion. Nor was it cepched inllanguage that =ade the Soviet threat, if
defined as the bomp 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 response to the overseas
challengee and the execution of commitments abroad, with little mention

of the possibility of an attack on the U.S. And there was no effort to fix
a date for the maximum Soviet danger—-meazing when the Soviets got atomic
weapons. Instead the JCS opted for a more sustained, steady buildup. When
the Chiefs argued on tﬁat terrain, they naturally played the game under a
set of rules in which both tbe President and the Bureau of the Budget were
more skilled practioners. .‘ihe allocation for the budget at $15 billion
was desegned to ensure just that steady effort.

() A If Forrestal still had hopes that the completed NSC 20/4 study
would alter Truman's .stance, he was disappointed. The completed report
did not provide a last-minute reprieve for the 1arger budéef totals; rather
it endorsed the President s earlier ceiling. On balance,‘NSC 20/4 d4id not
depart very much from the initial departrental inputs. Above all, its
recommendations were imprecise and non-programmatic. Certainly NSC 20/4-—-
"U.S. Objectives With Respect to the USSR to Counter Soviet Threats to
U.S. 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

: 32
Truman a day later and in early December was sent to members of the Cabinet.
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() 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 gominate the world cons:tituted, according to the study,
the 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 Europe and the colonial
areas appeared to be major Soviet targets, altﬁough they had '"dupes" who
woﬁld make trouble elsewhere. Nevertheless, it was impossible, the study
sald, "to calculate with any degree of precision the dimensions of the
threat to U.S. éecurity by these Soviet measures short of war." Om the
other hand, the American response in Europe appeared to have checked the
Communist advance for ﬁhezmoment. -

(C) On the Soviet m;litary threat per se, the conclusions were again

‘Eurcpean 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 theﬁconsblidation of Soviet power on the Continent,

a development the paper held as "an unacceptable threat tozthe'secufity of

the United States." Buﬁ th; oﬁiy immediate threat to thg:égntinegtél United _f
States came from the foséiﬁi;ity“of serious submarine waf?éfe and of a

limited number of one—gay.boﬁber sorties,” Not until 1955 Gduid the Soviets,
the report continued, %é_hapablé of serious air attacks agéinét the U.S.

with chemical, biologiéai, or.radiological weapons, of extensive submarine
operations (including "short-range guided missiles") and of airborne operafions.

Eﬁen then the Communists ﬁoﬁld be incapable of invading the U.S., though

ks




they might be aole to overrun other areas until 1958. To meet these
dengers, to avoid any chance of.war by miscileuiarion, and to hold the
_ellies firm, the U.S. and the wast had to continue ERP, to build up their
rpmilitary forces, and to stir up dissension among"Soviet bloc nations. At
'rhe eame time, the United States had toibe alert lest its "relative
world position" be eroded, especially through subversive activity in
vulnerable areas. Also, there were oangers from espionage, economic
instabllity, political and social disunity, inadequate or excessive armament,
and a wasteful use of American resources in time of peace.
(é) If the list were long on dangers, it was likewise long on objectives——
and vagueness. American policy should seek to reduce Soviet influence and
to briné about more agreeaple Soviet behavior in the international sphere.
....... It should aiso strive for military preparedness, protect against subversion
and espionage, improve the economy of the free world, reach out to mon— - e
Soviet oetions, 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 accordingly adopt. In ail this, Nsb 20/4 also observed: "due care -
must be taken to avoid permanently impairing our economy and the fundamental
values and inStitutions'inherent in our way of life." Finally, if war did-
~come, the study urged a policy of virtual partition and breakup of the
pre-1939 Soviet state, much along the lines of the Policy Planning/JCS papers

of August. Beyond that,ﬂit did not address the details of war aims.

"
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(C) Fourteen months after its inception, the NSC system had
produced a major analysis of Soviet-American relations. Clearly it did not
fit Forrestal's hopes, but probably nothing could have. A definitive,
urgent statement,.capable of convincing a newly elected President to
.depert from fiscal'orthodoxy, would have required a number of impessible
givens: interservice agreement on roles and missions, refined prograns
geared to geographic and functional taeks, 2 more alarming set of CIA and
- JICQintelligence‘estimates 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 these factors existed.
(c)y ‘ Moreover, the paper helped to blur rather than define issues,

especially the conception of threat. 1Instead of the Finletter concern over

atomic weapons and strategicﬂeircraft, NSC 20/4.reflected the danger of both
a Soviet conventional ettaek end a strategic threat. The more generalized
threat, sinply because it was general, in turn diluted-the inpeot of the call
for defense preparedness. So,: too, did the use of 1956 as the date of the
significant Soviet nnciear threat. Interestingly, the report further confused.
the problem by adopting both the peak year notion (but in the distance) and
the level year approach for defense preparation While this certainly Te-

- flected Truman's preferences,_it did not zltogether end the,idea of a peak
year approach to budgetery ellocetions. Ironically, the leyel.year mode
would dominate until'Jui§‘1950; when the peak year (of 1951) would blast

open the financial restraints.

) Other points are worth noting. First, although there were
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dllusions to the Far East, the central struggle was clearly in and about

Europe. And in this the European states were themselves expected to render
effective assistance after their economic reconstruction. Large amounts
of military manpower were still not contecplated as a feature of the
longer-term American defense effort. Second, no weapons systems emerged
to dominate these political-military discussions. Indeed, the domiﬂance of
political inputs into the analysis is striking, matched only by the

- apparently minor input of CIA estimates and reports. Third, neither the
early staff work nor the ultimate report explore with care what Kemnan had
warned about at the start: what would an Azerican defense buildup do to
the pattern of Soviet behavior and response? On the contrary, NSC 20/4
dealt with Moscow as a monolithic, rationmal actor state, capable of |

perceiving its own best interests and adjusting 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 qther tactic

that he surfaced in November: inviting General Eisenhower to come back to

the Pentagon and help sort ocut 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
forma?ion 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.




<) 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 billionm, and two
' ®

~ others that did not; one for $23 billion and one for 5$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. Torrestzl 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 increése_ofiélmost $4 billion over the amount initially
requésted in FY 1949. Rather, they centered -their case on whag could be

secured with eaﬁh of three difﬁerent budget requests:

$14.4 billion for FY 50

Army: 677,000 men in 10 divisions
Navy: 527,000 men; 287 combat ships
Air Force: 412,000 men; 48 groups

- Limited procurement - .
Nominal reserves
Restrictive maintenance

§21 billion in FY 50

Army: 800,000 men in 12 divisions
Navy: 662,000 nmen; 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 mot include

those totals,




Air Force: 489,000 cen in 70 groups
Substantial procurement

Strong reserve forces

Normal maintenance

$16.9 billion in FY 50

Army: 800,000 men in 12 divisions
Navy: 580,000 men; 319 combat ships
Ailr Force: 460,000 men in 5% groups
Reasonable procurement

Normal maintenance

Reasonably adequate reserves

(C) 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 app#rent exaggeration, he claimed that General
Marshail favored the middle figure since it would be "better calculated. . .
to instill the necessary confidence in dermocratic 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
presentaﬁions,_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: 677,50b men in 10 divisions

Navy: 527,000 men; 288 combat ships
Air Force: 412,000 men; 48 groups

]




The $14.4 billion budget, with some reductions, had survivea, 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 ghe
"budget measure. But the new~revenueé, even 1f approved, would not come
until FY 51.37 In the meantime, a conservative fiscal approach would
dominate unless an urgent strategic threat could be shewn, and that Forrestal
and the JCS had failed to do.

(TS/RD) In the interval between the Decerber 9 rebuff at Fhe White
House_an& the January budget submission to Congress, Forrestal had one

other session with Truman on FY 1950. As War;er Schilling (using the
Fogrestal diary) notes, their second meeting on Decémber 20 blended budgets;
strategy, and long-term defense policies. The availability of Fofreséal's
own briefing material for the presentation, prepared by the Air Force, now
enables us to see this hixture 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 stra&egic rationaie for the
groups clearl} embracéd an atomic strategy. Air power, Forrestal contended,
could be successfully used "against our most probable enemy.' 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.

O
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:; Msfeover, through izmediate eetaliation, en eir offensive would allow
time to p*epare for a conventlonal Wwar. ;Air power, because it could re-
. aCh meec1ately, prov1aed the "most effectlve deterrent to Soviet aggres- 7
sion. It is the lmmedlacy of the threat of reuallaulon thet will stop |

Soviet aggression, if anything will.!' Thus, any reduction in air pover,

or even an apparent one, might be misintercreied, the Secretery argued.

1 ’urtherjti?*v

needed support from conventional bombers, especially egainst petroleum
targets, transportation networks, and as diversionary sorties. -For this,

rc*raszal and the Air Force asse*ted at lezst :wenuy zediun ané heavy

beomb groups, not the fourteen-éqv1saged in.the FY 1050 budgei, were neces-

Aﬁ?additidnal six groupéﬁ(it was uncleer vwhether they were heavy

sSary.
40

or mnd*um) were therefore. imperative, at a cost of $580 million for FY 1950.
(u) This somber appeal brought no cha ge in Truman's bquEo priorties.
Indeed, when Congress later added just such funds for mo*e a_r groups in |
- September 1949, the Presxdent refused to spend the money. A*guments from
war plans were no more effectlve than three: essessments in- breaklng the

c=iling. But other *amlflcatlons were equelly important F rst, the logic

- of the tight fiscal policy on overall strategic policy wes emerglng with

greater clarity.’ Rellance on a strateglc gtomic posture mow formed an

essenulal element of America's defense policy. The assummtlons of the

.

September discussions about’ atcmlc pollcy--(LaC 30)--were rapidly becoming ;

part of the accevtea strateglc w*sdom. Trr—sn» might f2lk of balanced

forces, Lhe budget m_ght contlnue to be divided into triads for the Army,




: UNLLASSIED

Navy, and Air Fo orce, but the balance was rcre apparent than real, The new
wer plens posited an immediate atomic retaliation, with conventional wer’
to follow, What had perhaps been implicit in the confusion of 1546 and

1947 became explicit: the atomic bomb was a part of operational planning
for war with the Soviet Union. It would be the deterrent force and if de-

terrence failed, it then would be utilized earlier rather than later 8-

" gainst the Sovieis. Paradoxically the Berlin airlift had demonstrated the

adventages of conventional forces, while spurring the development of war
plens that- enshrined dependence upon an atomic response. Face-to-face with
the prospect of an explosive SovietwAmerican confrentation, and with in-
adequete 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 planneré could proceed. The
faint outlines of the "massive retaliation" doctrine were emerging. The
shaping of the FY 1951 budget, during 19Lk9, did nothing to impede the

emergent new doctrine and its attendant war plans.
II. Fiscal Restraint, Strategy, and FY 1951

(u) The unexpected-Soviet explosion of 2 nuclear device in August 1949
drametically altered'the framework of the Soviet-American sirategic compe-
tition. Not only did it end the American monopoly months ahead of schedule,
not only did it give the :oppetition a ﬂew sense of urgency and reality,

it accelerated the U, S. decision to develop a thermonuclear device and

-

solidified the American commitment to an atomic strategy. "It set in motion,

moreover, the bureaucratic processes that would lead to the most thorough
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post-war examination of U. S. objectives and policy--NSC 68--yet undertaken.
'j(U These well known responses, however, are allowed too often to
jobscure other events in 1949 that impinge significantly upon the Soviet~
:American relationsnip. First, the Soviet explosion, for all of its impact,
did not produce any alteration in the budget ceiling programmed in July 1949
of $13 billion for the Department of Defense. indeed, the budget submitted
to éongress 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 shapevofithe subsequent atomic and thermonuclear program
did not, therefore, owe its'inception to the sobering news of mid-September.
Third, a series of other evente wete impottant. The formation of NATO, the
emphasiejgiven to miltiary assistance, the open rebellion of some naval
officers ‘against the astendancy'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 crisis 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
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 1945 : This trend the Hiss trials would of course-

41
strengthen, as did the rapidly d151ntegrat:ng situation in China.



(18) Concurrent with these developments was the spreading consensus,
among the most sénior policy mﬁkers and much cf the public, that =z wer with
the Soviet Union would yee the utilization ¢f atomic wesapons, These con-
- victions came well before the Boviet expiosio:. On April 6, 1949, in re-
_sponse +o recent remarks by Winston Churcnill, President Trumen publicly
defendéd ﬁhg‘magnanimous nature of the Baruch plan, jusﬁified his decision
to use the bomb against Japan, and said thet if "the demociacies of the
world ere at stake, I wouldn't hesitate to zake it egein.” : This public
prcnounceﬁent simply mirrored the discussions within the government. At
the War Council on February 8, 1949, for exemple, all present (iﬁcluding
Zradley, Scuers, Eisenhower, Forrestal and Vannevar Bush) azreed that tha_

NSC decision "regarding the use of the atomic bomb was definite and thet
L3
"

the public believed we would use the bomb . . . .
’C). Furthermore, the President himsel® displayed a nevw 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 eir doctrine--putting all its eggs into one basket, .In a subsequeﬂt
(April 16) reply, landry {speaking for the Air Force) informed Trumen that
Americen strategy was & balanced one, with the Air Force merely having the
task of responding immediately "as distinguished from forces to become
available later through mobilization build-up:" ILzndry also emphasized
that the B-3%5's, B—29;s and B-50's could make it t{- their target erees.

And he added:

There is just one other item which I feel this memorandum




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

es the batitleship. Until the advent of effective longrange
uninhebited missiles, the B-36 will be cutmoded only by &
better airplane.,. Its obsolescence will be the inevitable
result of rapid world progress in aeronautics, This is =
reelity which must be faced, and is being faced both in Air
Force reSﬁﬁrch and development activities and in procurement
programs.

(rs) Subseguently General Vandenberg, Lir Force Chiel of Staff, briefed
ithe President on the Air Force plans. Then on A§¥il 21 Trumzn requested

a feﬁgrt from the newest service on the "chances of successful delivery of
bcmbs as contemplated by this plan, tOgeEher with a joint evaluation of the
results to be expected by such bombing."” ’ This request, which followed

the 1948 one by Forrest&l,:wpuld lead to the Hull report, prepared by the
nevwly created'Weapons Syéﬁéﬁs Evaluation Group. The details of these efforts
rsed no* de<ain us, though in?gfestingly Eisenhower. (whom Secretary Johnson
contacted) vas a8 "bit astonggpéﬁ? to find no JCS opinion on "such an important _
' 4€

feature of all our specific waf_plans. e "

(TS)  'The President was little more successful than his fI?st Defense
Secretary in generating a speedyzanswer. John Ohly,'a;persgngl assistant
to Forrestal and then Johnson, put the reason for thé delaytwith_accuracy:
"so many issues'are ei;ﬁef di;;céiy or indirectly affected ﬁy.;he éharacter
. of the answer [about the a%? foénéivéf. . . {(the flush de§k g£rrier, the
wisﬁom of putting so mggh monéy_in;o B~-36 and B-50 planes, éﬁé.j-and .« o e
our strategic planning ?é@ké so heavily on a particular answer tb this
problem which JCS now admiéé it will take a year to a.nsn-'rer."z"7 Although
Johnson left a draft of thg report with the President on October 18, the

JCS soon asked for a postponeﬁent,qf a further briefing until January 1950.

By that time, Bradley ndtedi'hﬁé'JCScyould have studied the report
. .-'l"J'l\J .




and_appfagéa‘iﬁ:' What”the Presideﬂf.finally heard in the Hull repbrt

“(which the Air Force tﬂgughg was "Jitraconservative") c;n be-briefly
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 witnes;ed a éet 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
dqyelopments of 1949 and the later course of Soviet;American strategic'relations,
these budgetary efforts are instructive and deserve spgziéf'égtentioﬁf B

(V) 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 objecﬁives 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 Gﬁtiitjuf§_;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 iﬁ September contained patterni of practice for the future.
(€) The RSC staff took the initiative in thi; proceés by‘preparing on

March 30, 1949, a2 memorandum on "Measures Required To Achieve U. S. Objectives

With Respect to the USSR." An attempt to put into operatiomal form the

157



platitudes of NSC 20/4, this study reflected a series of soon-to-be

enshrined doctrines: an early air offensive agai;st the Soviet Uniom, the
need for bases for these operations, military assistance to allied natious,
increased attention to‘psychological warfare, and overall military pre-
paredness to meet the Soviet challenge. The study also detziled 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 lizited the American ability to
49
support multiple obligations.

(<) The draft study met irmediate opposition from George Kennan on
programmatic and philosophical 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 inabilitry to understand that in "foreign
policy specific planning cannot be undertaken as they propose in the .
papers.' He held that once the general objectives were accepted by the
President, then "no further detailed programming was necessary oT 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

(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 things had to be anticipated, including the fact that when




A
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Russia had the bomb, its foreigm policy might mov; from & political to &
militery phase. Dean Rusk favored & discussion of otjectives, "without
necsssarily signing & document on means of {=plementetion.” In any case,

gs the minutes note, the staff "roundly condemned the NSC peper &t being
extremely dengerous and one which could be pointed to by agencies in the
future ggying: "See, the President has given epproval for ithis or that
reiion.” Tﬁis shrewd observetion Pforecest much of the impact of N3C 683

it only slowed, but did not stop the momentum toward the creation of such a
policy statement.

(c) Nor 4id the State Department fail to act on iis dislike for such

a declaration. The efforf to cope toock two forms. First, James Webb made
clear to Admirel Souers the Department's distaste for papers outiining
specific measures, especially those prepered by the NSC staff (composed of
service and State officers on assignment.)53 Not only éid such studies dis-
play & militery proclivity for desiring precise measures of policy imple-
mentation, fhey elso intruded into the proper domain of the line depertments. '
To use the NSC to assign policy objectives ror implementation would, Webb
wrﬁte Souérs on May 24, "be contrary to the principles under which the
Execuiive Branch of the Government operates and would limit the flexibility

in the conduct of operations which is essentiai in the rapidly changing world
situation.” While the NSC might occasionally furnish the President with
guidance, this should not aiter "the basic concept of the NSC as'an-advisory
body on policies.” This restrictive view of the function of the NSC, which 5
Louis Johnson also accepted, would not be vigerously resisted by Admiral Souers.

Indeed, the Executive Secretary conceded that his staff remained less than

impressive and that the March 30 paper ought to come off the NSC egenda.
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(c) Yet the NSC staff efforts were no: eltogether ineffectual., The

-

tate Department, with Webb applying the leverzze on & reluctent Kennan, in-
formed Souers on Mey 4 that it would provide en annual policy review, The
review would attempt "to forecast the ereas anZ projects to which we should
give primary attentinn, "while offerinp some dellar estimates and a frame-
work "within which all government agencies could make plans for the fbllowing
twelve months." When Webb saw the President cm June 2, he elsborated this
-conception, %elling Trumen that "the nexi &Wo or three years are going to be
ones of radiczl adjustment with many difficvliies,”" and that therefore the
Stazte Deperiment wanted to furnish the President with & program to place
before Congress. The Chief Executive, observeZ Webb, could then put "forward
what he genuinely feels to be necessary, and the responsibility_for inaction,
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 a "progressive pulling in of our
horns as the posi-war recovery begins to materialize in other countries."55
(c) Tnhe President probably already knew “rom Souers about the gispute
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 25,which followed others by Webb
on the same theme,could have left few presidential 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 underte.ke.S In doing so, the President

implicitly accepted Webb's offer of an oversll review, while traversing the

particular State Department efforts elready underway. Before turning to the

formation of NSC 52/2--the end product of the Truman order--it is necessery

16U




to view the movemenf taking’place simultaneously along the normal, bud-
getary channels,

(s) Frank Pace, who replaced Jemes Webb at 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 f?rmer is illustrative. In late March 1949, the Air Force, with the
approvai of Louis Johnson and the JCS, asked 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 jump the totel from 95 to 251.
They mﬂant an eventual increase in VHB groups from two to six, with each
group having thirty rather than eighteen B-36's. This request WOrrled Pace
on several counts. It would increase base end maintenance costs, require
mo;e 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 stomie weapons [Eh§7. . . create & situation which
would not permit the President any alternative 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 4id not stymie the Air Force; Truman eventually approved the
transfer of funds and the additional procuremeht of 75 B-36's. Nonetheless,
Pace had not hesitated to question the long-range trends implicit in the

57 |

atomic ajr offemnsive.

(U) On econcmic 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 essuxmptions and with a defense

161




‘budget of $13.5 billion, the anticipated federal deficit would be $5.4
pillion., 1In feet, Congressional experts theught the deficit could reech

$6 to $7.5 billion. .And Pace told the President that "it eppeers reason-
eéle to conclude that the defieit for each of the next four years may range
from $& to $8 billlon, without the initiatica of eny major new expenditure
progrems.” While he had hopes for & surplus in FY 1953, this could only

be eebieved through reductions in the security f lelc.5 Witk this memorandum,
BoB hed (as Webb had done the year before) established de facto the FY 1951
budget ceiling for military programs. In essence what followed thereafter in
194G was the attempt to forge a defense budget within the framework of $13.5
billion. o

(V) Louis Johnson and ehe JCS did not, of course, reslize }et the
nature of these flscal restralnts. Nor did General Eiseuhower who had agreed
to act as a kind of super chairman of the JCS to adjudicate competiting ser-
vice clexms, an interim ess1gnment until Congress asuthorized a-legel cheirman
for the Jcé.sg But there were hints.‘ On April 25, for instance, Pace wrote

. Johnson about the joint 1ntelligence estimates, urglng hlm to be particularly_
eriticel in rev1ew1ng the ba51c essumptlons on which' these estimates are
made and evaluate the def1c1enc1es which will undoubtly result because of

- -fiscel 11m1tetions in augmentlng the 1951 program, You w1ll neea to have the

alternates evaluated and some relatlve meesure of the calculated risk involved "

In this review he urged the Defense Secretery to make use of the CIA and RSC
60 R
viewpoints.

(TS} A week later, on May 2, Pace invited Johnson to discuss the overall

" budget situation for FY 1951, In their session on Hay'lé Johnson argﬁed the case
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for the mainténance of the current force leve%s at a total cost of $16.5
billion. In this he received.strong support 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 thé 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 obserfation
by Wilfred McNeil to Secretary Johnson that the projected budget deficit
might putlthe military budget figure at $13 billion. And McNeil had added
that, "being practical about it, probably the enly way the President could
justify such a situation [; higher budgeéj'would be for a deterioration of

61
of the international situation.” _ ‘ -

(<) McNeil's guess was correct. Wnile Eisenhower 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 dollars. From the April estimate, on July 1

Frank Pace informed thé Defense Secretary that the ceiling for FI 51 would -

be $13 billion, and that all defense programs were to be budgeted so they
could continue to be sustained at this FY 1951 level. At a time when recent
inflation rates of 7 to 8 per ceﬁt had progfe$§i§ely eateﬁ into the diminished-
postwar budgets, this statement boded 1ll for the continuation of 5:05:2&5"
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

. 62
that the NSC was going to review a wide range of budget related issues.

Otherwise the message was grim indeed.
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_(U) In late spring and eerly summer, 1G49 the strategic question

hgd peen addressed from two separate vantage points: broad political and
ﬁilit&ry objectives.and the need for their explication on the NSC - State
Denartmant circuit; importent financial and bu agetary considerations on the
BoD - Defense circuits, President Truman's decision to order a major NSC

study'on objectives and budgets brought these two separate tracks-- the

formation and implemention,of U. §. policy toward Russia and the budgetary

process--together.

(u) t was ironic that Mruman, who had steadily resisted James Forrestal's
efforts to lipk a study of dbjectives with the FY 1950 budget, should be the

one to initiate just such & reyﬁew. But if Forrestal had seen the NSC as a

possible vehicle by which to,iﬁgrease defense expenditures, Truman viewed
the same'forum as & mechanism fpf reducing cefense expenses, To Truman's
credit, he did not conceal his.iétentions: he stated cleerly his desire to
- find ways to make cuts,inithe miiitar& and internationél programs so that
the U. S. counld maintain "a sound fiscal and economic ﬁrograﬁj". His July 1
directive thus asked the NSC to review the irpact that his new budget 1imit-
atlons for FY 51 would have on political andé diplomatic plannlng and cn
national security, Samewhat surpris1ngly, the mendete also asked for in-
formation on an issue that:would_later become increasingly acute: "the
comparative effects of a ;u%sfanfial governmental budgetary deficit for the
indefinite future and e ggduced expenditure level for national security and

internaticnal programs. In'19h9,the answer to the latter question would

remain crthodcx, almost predicﬁab1e,tgnd entirely pre-Keynesian; later, in
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the 1960s, a different answer would leunch zn entire new wave of defense

expenditures, and finance a war as well.

(Ts) In the preparation of NSC 52 the reasctions and attitudes of the

two key departments--Defrnse and Stato--continue@ to be strikirgly 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 max-
imum for FY 1951 and moved to coerce the services intc a 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 militery costs
within limits which will not endanger the funcamental soundness of our

6k

econcmy--one of our primary military assets.” Moreover, in contrast to

the service behavior in 1948, General Bracdley, as the new Cheirman of the

S JCS, could present Johnson on September 2 en agreed breskdown of the $13

65

billion budget. On one front, therefore, and in regard to the largest slngle
budget item, Truman could expect & tone of cooperation and goodwill. Louis
Johnson appeared able to do what James Forrestal could not do: impose

econcmic 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 fector is easily identified.
Georgé Kennan, still the head of Policy Plenning, was not an enthusiestic
supporter of this type of enterprise. When ﬁe finelly 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 es & serious

agenda item. His major contribution was to question rigorously, with
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Kennanesque lucidity, the growing strategic erphasis upon offensive air

operaticns., He was not "at all sure that we should inaugurate use of a-

tomic bombs, in perticular, on any targets unless due warning can be given
6

civiliens and the loss of civilian life kept to very small figures,”

the Kennan view seems curiously

irrelevant,

. () If the Folicy Plenning Staff was iess than helpful on the cbjectives
issue, the explanation does not rest entirely on Kennan's perscnal pre-
ferences, The summer of 1G49 saw other sirziegic demands vying for his and
the staff's time, in particular the ugly Congressional reaction to British
demends for more information and cooperation on atomic metters and éhe

staffing of the épecial'NSC committee to exemine increases in the production

of fissionable materials. The failure of the modus vivendi egreement of

1648 to ease Anglo-American frictiﬁns necessitated extensive high level
efforts in mid-summer 1949 to resolve the acrimony. A climex ofrsorts

ceme on July lb4 when Truman, Dean Acheson, and Dwight Eisenhower fought--
unsuccessfully--to sell the Congressional leadership on closer atomic co-
operation. A measure of xenophobic pride, fear over an independent British
atomic force, and continuing concern over the distribution ¢f the limited
uranium ores combined to delay, then thwart these efforts. Whatgver chances
exisfed for an agreement with London would fégally be demolished seven
months later with the arrést of Klaus Fuchs.

(c) The other srea of activity for the policy planners-~the study ol

whether to increase the production of fissionable material——inevitably spills

over into the story of the post-September reaction to the Soviet explosicn.




The impetus for the expanded production caze from two sources. Belatedly,

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 the%;oint 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 thﬁ JCAE knew neither the numbers nor’
the production rates of bombs, he pressed for new facilities and a sharp
incre;se in_the number of weapons. These would, he geld, ensure the nation{s
security, help to monopolize raw materials, and afford an adequate margin for
use "against vital military peoints (that) would meaﬁ the difference between
victory -and defeat."69
(C) . Truman responded to these pressures by appeinting, on July 26, a
special NSC committee to examine the problen. Coﬁpo;ed of the Secreta}ies
ofADefense and State, and the Chairman of the AEC, the.committee was :5
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
the impact upon foreign policy of the expansion of fissionable material be
evaluated. Since the. initial expansion costs could run to $300 millien,
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 development of imbroved atomic bombs and appli-

s . vy

cations in the field of guided missiles)?




¢) what impact would the timing have on budgetary stringency,

research advances, and probable international reaction?
d) could reductions be made elsewhere in defense spending
permit atomic acceleration without any budget inc;éases?
And he made two admonitions: he did not want & technical report and the
entire study was to be limited tc & minimum number of persons.TO
(u) The efforts of the principels 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.Tl 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 ressons for the distrasctions of the Policy
Planning Staff and for the incompleteness of the NSC 52 study. Moreovef,-

time pressures were compounded by differences of opinion. 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 counsciously
acted to brake military pressures for & quick report and presentation to
Congress. Insisting up&n a thorough review of the problem, he sought
statements from both DoD and the AEC on the expansion issue. 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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e procedurel disagreements, and time limitaticns deleyed the deliberations

of the special committee, in turn ensuring that if mede no formal con-
tribution to the discussions on NSC 52.

(U) In summation, then, analytical contributions to the NSC study

ordered by the President on July 1 were destined to be marginal. Kennan's
preoccupations, the press of other tasks, and the State Department's con-
sistent unwillingness to assume e mediating role in assessing the merits

¢ defense prcposels were part of the enswer, In Iisvemper 10kZ Marshzll

and Lovett had shown a similar distaste for involving the Depariment in
Forrestel's efforts to broach the budget ceilirz, 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, "Politicel Implications 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 considerations
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 insigbt.

(¢) ‘The U, S., the planners insisted, had to be sbsolutely 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.
- 1E8




The effect of such a device on "U. S. vulnerebility to stomic attack" was
noted, but left to the DoD to evaluate. The dra%ter concluded, correctly,
that knowledge 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 irmediacy or urgency. The problem re-

meined hypothetical and distant. On the ofher hané, the tone suggested a
ragizmad sense of inevitability, an awareness that Scriei success would
inject new elements of competition, elements that would complicate not
only strategic policy, but America's entire international position. The
ené of the era of monopoly would not be easy.
(U) If this study previewed the future, the completed NSC 52 memo-
randum displayed the strength of traditionel fiscel and budgetary concerns.
t the same time NSC 52/2 also represented a éistinct evolution in the
development of the budgetary process, an evaluetion 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 naﬁional security process was & step forward,
The deficiencies of these initial efforts should not cloud their obvious
importance. And the first results, whatever Truman's expectations, clearly
showed that Forrestal, not Truman, represented the trend in militery and
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
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’ aff_ irs, then erticulated the premise that the Soviet Union sought to.ex-
tend its power throughout the world, usiﬁg "grmed force if necessary or
desirable to gain its ends." Since Moseccw only respected "effective |
strength," America had to provide the necessary sinews. Yet care had to
be teken "to avoid permsnently impairing cur economy and the fundsmental
values and institutions in our way of life." Thus the study tried éo

_ ﬁetch security needs against budgetary 1imitetions. For the Department _
c? Defense, the $13 billion ceiling would allow, it argued, the maintenance
of "‘he seme degree of military strength, reediness, and posture during

Y 1951 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-
oneratlon Administration, $3 billion appeared ‘the minimum, while the $500
mllllon earmarked for stockpiling seemed 1nedecuete.75

(c) But the report's major area of comncern was not the DeD budget

or stockpile procurement or more atomlc weapons. Rether it was the mar-
.ginel allocation of $200 million.proposed for the Mutal Assistance Program,
when at least $1 or $1-1/2 billion eppeared absolutely "an indispensable step
toward converting these Zﬁhropean nations intolmilitary aessets rather than
military liabilities in the long-range pericd." Only in this way could
Eurcpe be held sgainst "armed aggressidn, thus obvieting the necessity for
an extremely costly, and by no means 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’ thi repoert to urge an in-

creagse in the over-all allocation for national security and international

17T




atfeirs, Instead of a total of $17.77 biilion, KSC 52/b esked for §19

to $19.9 billion, The thrust of Trumen's previbus Zuropean policies-—thé

Mershell Plan, the Western Union, and NATO--had endowed the MAP with in-

76

~ ternal support and budget defenders. If Truman had hoped to use the

" NSC as a vehicle to pére the programs and to force 2 program accomodation

within the $17.7 billion figure, he had feiled.

(c) Recognizing thet this inérease cballenged not only the budget
guﬂdellras but also prevailing tenets about budget ceficits, the report
addreesed these questions 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 soame programs at this point was poor management, since it
neant greater total expendltures at a later date., More nreferable, NSC
52/2 argued, was to accept a 's&newhat larger deficit in FY 1951 in the
expecﬁdtion thgﬁ subsequent &;drs would permit a reduction in political-
rilitery expenditures. For tﬁd first time, in a NSC study and indeed in
any ﬁigh;ievel memoranduh, the theme of deficit financing for national
security had been advanced to evade the impact of establlshed budget ceilings'.?7

(c) The mere mention of defecits hed, however, prOmpted two rejoinders

which were anpended to the NSC report. Both the Treasury and.the Council

..of Economic Advisors exnressed thelr disegreement with, and dlsllke for, the

prospect of high def1c1ts for FY 1951--roaequ $5.1 billlon in a total
budget of $L42.k billlon., Edward Nourse, Chairman of the CEA, argued that
budget deficits of this magnltude would offset any gains brought about by

ecditionel spending for national security., Already, he insisted, the ec-

oucmy showed the effects of bievious deficits--strikes, lower real wages
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unstable agricuiture policy, and a laék of capital, ‘If WAr CEme Or 8

long and sustained defense_efforf ZFepé?requirea, & weskened economy WOqld
be & poor spring board for the future. Totaelitarian governﬁents had a
"competitive advantage" in utilizing their economic resources, an ad-
vantege 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 a collapse of the financial Eﬁchinery, public and private, on which
our totzl security program rests."T

(U) These themes, which were fundamental to Truman's entire conception
of political economy, continued to have tis endorsement, The final FY 1951
budget, submitted in January 1950, to Congress, sew him accept only pieces
of the increased ellocations proposed in NSC 52/2. The request for MAP

was $6L5 million, up $445 million over the fiéure set initiallylin July 1549,
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.

(3) At no point did Louis Johnson seek, after the completion of NSC
52/2, to overturn the $13 billion limitation figure. Despite the Soviet
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 his troubles ﬁith the so-called "revolt of the "admirals," the
Defense Secretary--even had he been inclined--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 & series of meetings with senior defense officials during the

fall, the Budget Director repeatedly stated that $13 billion would




constitute the maximum allocation for the foreseeable future. Enjoining

" the military to see the coneection between defense and the state of the
‘econony, Pace'contended that they must all prepare for the long haul. And
;;on one occasion he applauded the military's restraint following the Soviet -
‘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-total allocation, sent by Pace on December 16, would be $13,078,316,000,
ogly $78 million more than the guideline set in July.83

(W The experience with FY 1951 reaffirmed the capacity of the budget
process to check any*tendepcy:for extensive military spending. Whatever
the rhetoric of the cold war and its ideological impetus, whatever blase
assumptions the new Soviet,ceéability might hate shaken, the defense
budget'for FY 1951 was lessntﬁan any of its three predecessors. The Soviet
threat'ccntinued to remain dietant, the budget and electoral realities

more immediate. Six months later the Korean attack wculd finally jar ldose
the ‘remaining bartiers to increased spending.

(U} A backward glance at the operation of the budgetery process in
the months following the Czech crisis reveals a series of discordant

. features, First, it suggests the ‘continuing attractiveness of political
and economic responses- to meet Soviet activism. Econowmic aid andhﬁilitary
assistance programs wereﬂmagotdfixtures, not step children as later, of

the national secﬁrity.agehda. The essential 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 fesult was not an army-in-being, capable of rapid eXpansion in a’

ATy
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general emergency. Especially after Louis Johmson 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 of 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.yere a sense of urgency during Forrestal's tenure, a

sensé that possibly drove him to a mental collapse, 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

s - 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 Truman's budget dictumé meant that the evidence of threat Qouid
have to be doubly convincing. Since it was not,-and since Johnson did not
‘advance strbgg éfrategic views like Forrestal,_éhere 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 far mutual, informal exchanges

of views that might alter things.

) Third, there was little likelihood that“‘he atomic strategy would
be rigorously scrutinized. Although Kennan for one might bewail the trend,
. 1

other senior policy makers and‘certainly the highest level officials had
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reached an uneasy accommodation-with the new strategy. Taced with an
economical weapon and little budget flexibility, their embrace of the

atomic strategy was not sorprising. Their question was as indeed Truman
"had posed it in April 1949: would it work, not whether it should be given
:;ha chance to work._ And the assurances were positive, sometimos excessivel§
sor

) A fourch observation, derived from the budget process, was the
reiative lack or attention given specific weapona systems 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 contracts,
rhis.range of issues appears to have seldon involved the President directly.
They were in-house problems that did not receive attention throughout the
administration. In neitﬁ;f FY 1950 nor FY 1951 did the issue of forces
structure égg specific typesiof aircraft becoma an issue. Rather it was
the number of groups and noo-oheir composition that was the focal poinr.
But here:too thé utilization of the rigid, flat ceiling approach meant that
the NME - (and later DoD) were tha principal arenas for discord over specifie
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.

() Throughout 1948 and 1949 the role and place of the NSC apparatus
remaincd uncertain and'ill—defined: poor staif work, confusion over the
allocation of line 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 nuch to be desired, they were at least a start
toward defining objectivea,.measuring the cost of implementation, and inte-

grating general policy. nYer;{thafinadequacies of these first efforts could
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not be ignored; the need for a still furcher effort in this direction was
thus clear to m&st of the participants, especiaily to Pzul 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. |

¢4y What the function of the State Department might be in all of this
remained unknown. The Department had been the clear leader, in fact the
as;umed leadef, in defining much of the American response to the Soviet
chalienge since 1945. Although Truman had strong reservations about State's
views on tﬁe Middle East and im 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 reinforceé, if not at once, in more significant’
and long-term ways. After August 1949, the compégition becaﬁe both more

precise and more dangerous,
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. CHAPTER FIVE

Move and Counter-move: Tne Decision to
Build the H-Bomb

W The Soviet atomic explosion did not dramatically alter projected
:&efense spending tor'fY 1951. The oldet, established budgetary procedures :
and economic concepts remained tenaciOust 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. Indeed there would have
been more flssionable material more and better bombs, equally promising
developments in the missile field, and a new push for military custody of
atomic‘weapons without the impetus from the radioactive traces from the
Soviet Union.

w But if the elements of continuity were strong and resilient, the

P
.
N “:.

elements of change--immediate: and long-terz--were more numerous and ulti-
mately more influential. Withont the Soviet explosion, the chances for an
early development of the fusion bomb would have been small, the successful
self-assertiveness of the 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 atomic

strategy. The sharp split within the scientific community over further

" weapons development would, moreover, have recained submerged for a while
longer. And, perhaps most important, the confident perceptions of the
Soviet threat would have-continued 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 possibility of a Soviet atomic attack. Fear of this development had

spurred the early efforts to control the new weapon, smugness about the
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-'had then followed. Now eventa had come full c*rcle; the strategic arms
.competition, latently bllateral since 1945. was now open and real.

'-2U5 The major stages of the American reaction to the Soviet atomic
euccese can be quickly recounted., In October Truman accepted the decision
of the special NSC committee on the expaosion of fiesioneble materiala.

" When .the General Advisory Committee ;f the AEC and three of the five AEC
comnigsioners recormended early November agzinst the development of the
"super' bomb, the Preaident reappointed the special NSC panel to study the
issue, Thelr repoft, recommending an attempt to build the fusion bomb,

he acceoted on January 31. Truman comnunicated that decision to the public
the same day, laconicadly“no;dné that the AEC had been directed "to continue
its work:on all forms of atooiclweapons, including the so-called hydrogen
or euperbomb."2 Six weeks 1atea, on March 10, Truman would sanction the
production of adequate quantitiee of tritium to ensure that the new device--
if eucceeefuld-eould be produced in quantities for use as a weapon, Thirty-
one months later, on November 1, 1952 the first fusion bemb would be suc=
ecessfully tested. Only nine monthe later, on August 8, 1953 the Soviets
&lso exploded & fusion device.: The race for additional eecurity had moved
te a new and more dangeroua plateau. ld

‘-(U) This analysie of high -level deecisione in late 1949 and eerly 1950
will not attempt to explore the full saga behind the events juat surmarized,
Rather 1t will focus upon: aeveral key pleces of the story in an effort to
highlight new information and to focus the discussion about the "super" inte

the context of the Soviet~American strategic arms competition. Within even

this limited set of parameters._;heireader will observe, however,-the
1
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presence of new faces, new forces, and new procedures. For with the

" Soviet explosion, the Congressional role becomes accentuated, the issue

-0f national security more political, and the Congressional-JCS ties more
visible and durable. What subsequently emerges is a decision-making pattern--~
af least in its largest, more gross dimensionsfethac is still familiar today
in the formation'of-strategic policy. If budgec 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 earnest.

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_me;erial. The promising results of the
Sandstone'tests nad 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 only 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 conpradiction3 and forwarded the requfrements to
Louis Johnson. However'ineonsisfent, 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
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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 probiem and its Interhational” Impact.
Despite Johnson's tarnished reputation as a Secretary of Defense, and there
were already complaints about his limitations in September 1949, his barroom
tacticg githin the bureaucracy were often sm:c:essful.'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 a 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 "Sandstone" 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 reascns: the military assistance talks
revealed a Europe even more defenseless than they had imagined, hence the
need for additional atomic weépons; atomic devices allowed more economy and
ﬁore efficiency in war planning: an adeguate 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 6verwheﬂming

American superiority would--despite the recent Soviet success—-"continue to




i

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 pro-
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 nationms,
in all probability, already assume we are producing atomic weapons to the full
extent of our capabilities." The report concluded with twc separate, note-
worthy, observations., First, the accelerated production should be "understood
to be a projection of previous plans based upon our own capabilities, 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 accebted this report and approved its recommendations. But
@ecause.he sought to avoid any appearancelof 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

g

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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eny move that might betrey panic. Nonetheless, a crucial decision
'ehebling the acceleration of production and the guarantee of plentiful

~ weapons had been taken. The atomlc strategy had, de facto, been further
endorsed it was economical efficient intimidetidg, and--above all--

available.

| o | 10
IT The Struggle for the "Campbell' Super

- (TS/RD) The discossions about expanded production were, in their latter
stages, overshadowed by the govermment's preoccupatlon with the ramifications
of the Soviet atomic 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, jeats ahead of the anticipated date, is a monumental
nwll

challenge to American boldness, initiative, and effort. How would the

United States re3pond?"Not, as‘we have seen, with a dramatic upsurge of
defense soending; Nor, since'rtuman's:assent on expanded production remained
largely internal (and‘by his own desire, muted) by waving the threat of
multiples of new atomic weaponslﬁ Rather, the answer would be.the decision
to develop a thermonucleet device. That this was indeed thelresponse 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) Congressional- AﬁC relations were never in the early years exactly
smooth. Disagreements about the AEC's relationship with the military had
been succeeded by the controversy over the appointmept of Devid lilienthal
as chairman, After eighteen months of relative calm, 1949 had seen a

Congressional investigation of3elleged "incredible mismanagement" of AEC




.facilities. These accusations, which Senator Hickenlooper exploited, all

but destroyed the tenuous cohesiveness among the disparate commissioners.
Commissioner Strauss broke away and became rhe principal in-house agi-

tator, Simultaneously Brien McMahon, tﬁanks to the 1948 election, resumed
the chairmanship of the JCAE. Not only did he have a keen interest in 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 O0f 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 Supef 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 unwérranted intrusion into his constitutional prerogatives, he
recognized the strength of HcHahon's'constituency.laln early November, when
‘the Senator feared the AEC had blocked the Super issue, he urged the Chief
Execu;ive to authorize a further investigation of the matter. This was
followed by a repewed appeal on November 21 to sanction both the development
and the production of the fusion weapon. McMahon expressed fears that any
other decisioh "would almost guérantee disaster for if Russia got the H-Bomb,
the catastrophe becomes all but certain--whereas if we get it first, there

14
“ékists 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 support for the urgent develop-
ment of the hydrogen bomb.
(TS/RD) McMahon did not limit his efforts im shaping this decision to
timely reminders to Truman. He also worked to elicit stromng, unhesiéating
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 and 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@q 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

(TS/RD) The issue of the fusion ﬁomb, coupled with the -adequacy question,
therefore offered McMahon a further opportumnity to forge a working rela-
tionéhip with DOD and the JCS. 1In thls 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 not work, advocated takirg




‘the risk. Ameriéé:-he told ngﬁf§ Secretaf; Earlyv, in Novéggéf; coﬁld nofu
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 Novembet 23, they wrote Louis Johnson that
"Possession of a thermonuclear weapon by the USSR without such possession
by the United States would-be intolerable,"” while possession by the U.S.
might "act as a possible deterrent to war." Brushing aside moral and
psyehological objections 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 Senatorluillikin'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. BHe 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
forging 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 a potential 2lly fcr a more extensive and active atomic energy program.
() The third avea of McMahon's activity concerned the AEC. Since
Hewlett and Duncan h:ve 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 Generzl Advispry 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. BRis 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 McMahon had succeeded in doing, along with Hickenlooper's
earlier attacks on Lilienthal, was to erode the AEC's cohesiveness and
independence. In 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




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 on-October 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
imélications of the Soviet advance, and bewildered by the triumph of Soviet
technology. In 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 regaidlesé 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 versionm, and now had the bomb. Moreover,
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 qold
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 lfhe Russiané? should get it and we should not have 1t, to say nothing
of us having it or not having it at the time, it might well ggan the dif-
ference between our existence as a nation and not existing.”

(U) 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 s;urpr:i_s:'.nglz:,5 a Committee
strongly supportive of McMahon's position on the hydrogen bomb.

(TS) 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.monopoli. 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. §. atomic effort was inadequate, McMahon wanted to have a "clear

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 lﬁcMahqﬁ?: 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 Millikin: 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 is total power if used by an

aggressor and by surprise, we can also 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 make some 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 strategic relations in the 1950's, and later.

(U)A 1f the thermonuclear issue allowed Congress to intrude into

strategic planning in an unprecedented fashion, the issue also saw the

scientific community more actively involved than at any time since 1945.
Not, of course, that they had been inactive. Through the various sciep-
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 aided the overall scientific respomses to
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the challenges of theApoSt-war world. Furthermore, even without the

':Soviet explosion, 1949 woule have seen the efforts of the scientists in

- the field of missile research posing fundamental problems for high-level
pdecision makers. indeed. the decision—makers confronted a series of choices.
‘:Should for example, they opt for a satellite vehicle, vwhich might "capture
the imapgination 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 told Louis Johnson on May 23, the Army s claim to control all
ground launched mlssiles would raise "the question of whether a guided
missile is in the nature of .ordenance 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‘28, thae:"several attractive missile developments are
just aronnd the corner" with.etomic warheads that were "entirely practicable”,
and this -posed a host of long-range questions for strategy, procurement, and
service responsibilities ?8 Thns, thanks to progressive scientific successes,’
0SD and the JCS found themselves already grappling in 19&9 with the various
dimensions of . missile research and development If there was no semse of
’.urgency—~the JCs Spoke of - reasonable technical effort"u-chere was never-
theless an increasing: need to assimilate the advances of the research and
scientific community. 29 And chls would have come in any event in 1949.

(u) The same cannor'be said for the scientists and the thermonuclear

question. Since 1943 senior figures in the Hanhattan project and later in

the GAC had intermittently considered the feasibility of a fusion reaction.
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"Each time, however, they had concluded that the uncertain theoretical )
possibilities, probable costs, and detrimental effects on the atomlc pro-
..gram did not warrant an effort inrthat direction. The Soviet explosion

" directly triégered_a reconsideration of the fusion question. The laby-
;_rinthian details of ;oe scientific lobbying for the Super neeo not concern
us; Edward Teller, é. ¢. Lawrence, and their allies managed ultimately to
overturn the instieutional position'of .the GAC. In the process, their
eiforts would not only divide the senior mambero of the scientific estab=-
lieooent, but alsc open the way for insidious personal feuds and Congressional
0pprobriuo toward'members:of the GAC.

(V) " Little of this could have been anticipated by the AEC or the GAC
when it set out in 0ctoberito_consider anew the feasibility question. The
prestige of.victories pest; a record of support for the expanded fission
prograo, and the legacy of;paét wisdom would seem to have ensured the GAC
of its continuing dominance,iEThis status, in turn, made the GAC's un-
animous-negative report a cruoiel move in the decision process. No other
outside group could have delayed the mounting groundswell among the in-
siders--the JCAE; the military, OSD--as long as the GAC. Not only did its
adverse reaction delay Truman s decision on the matter from early Hovember
to late January 1950, it 1eft the President no choioe but to ‘convene once
~again the NSC Specialrcommittee to consider the matter. Io“d01ng s0 he
delayed his own decision,'while allowlng the other forces to have their
say. The net loser would 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, would be reaffirmed in early December.
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The GAC stance was eloquent testimony to the dilemmas of statecraft: to

:.the conflict between security and‘morality, to the problem of ethical
-distinctdons, and to the poiitical unwisdom of mixing morality with desired

__outcomes. The‘arguments advanced by the GAC against the Super took the
‘following form: chat its feasibility conld only be determined.by a test,
that its costs were unkpnown, that it could only be used for "exterminating
civilian populations," and that American.development of it would precipitate
similar actions by other nations. Although some‘(including Lee DuBridge,
James Conant, and J. Robert Oppenheimer) thought it should never be de-
veloped, Fermi and Rabi would do so if the Soviets did or if Moscow fajled
to renounce its construction. Both sides could agree that smaller atomic
weapons were adequate, that the Super was a "weapon of genocide" and nec-

essarily an evil thing considered in any 1ight," and that the H- Bomb would

x be intrinsically different from the atomic effort. With this in mind, the

Conmittee urged eelf-restréint;es a way to convince the world of America's
good intentione. Nothing wouldkte 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 were too late to cap the atomic volcano, perhaps
there was stdll time to.avert a quantum jump to an entirely new plateau

30
of destruction.

(C) This. reasoning a maJority of the AEC Comm1551oner-—Lilientha1

Pike, and Smyth—-found acceptable and convincing. Thelr own. report to

the President on November 9 incorporated many of these points, while adding
others about pollution, tbe difficulty of delivering a Super weapon, and

the fact that it would have no possible peace-time~utilizations
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() The other two Commissioners--Strauss and Gordon Dean—-rejected

‘many of the GAC's premises and the thrust of their conclusions. The most
_effective counter~arguments came from Lewis Strauss. Writing President

'-Iruman on November 25, Strauss argued that there was a 50-50 chance the
Snper would work. .Horeover, the Russiana, who might have already started
work on it, would not--as "atheists"—-be-likely to be dissuaded on "moral"
grounds to forego development. Furtner, wrote Strauss,” it was "the his-
toric policy of the United States not to have its forces less well armed
than those of any other country (viz., the 5:5:3 naval ratio, etc. etc. )"
Nor did Strauss fail to note that the military wanted the weapon, both
for offensive and defensive ‘reasons. Finally, he stressed the inconsistency
of those favoring atomic‘weaoons on the one hand and opposing thermonuclear

ones on the other; such a distinction, he regarded as false'andmmisleading.

The new weapon would be horrible, 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."

¢

(W The force of these arguments was impressive Already vulnerable -
in their technical stance against the fusion device, the GAC (and the

three AEC Commiss1oners as well) had centered their opposition upon the

" terrible nature of the new weapon and its moral 1mplications. Those ar-
guments, while certainly.not incorrect, were less compelllng than those
stressing Russian possession of a Super. RNo 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 thosezwho-wanted to foreswear the Super. Although
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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
momentum 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 agaimst 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 te 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 energy,-
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 fcame/ 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 lﬁg? 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
armaments and their possession by the Western European natioms, as well as
by ourselves, /become/ all the more importamt . . . ." In fact Nitze
thought that Europe would have to devote more of its resources in this
direction, even accepting some decrease in its 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 "methed of

detection” that would make it possible "for us to have security with some-

: 36
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 1546 were long since past,

Q) Acheson, for one, did not like the longer 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 topie, would build confidence.
Perhaps then there could be a 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 1949--t$e loss of China, the
Soviet explosion, the Hiss trials, and with McCarthyism just over the
horizon--Acheson's schene Had no chance.

(C) . Nor did the Secretary's initial thoughts on the third topic--the

Superw-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
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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 ofAthe 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.

(V) The resurrection of the special committee did not bring about any
mellowing of the Johnson-Acheson feud. Nor could the Johmson-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. Thiﬁ 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 onl&
slightly better than those among the principals, hurt no small degree by
LeBaron's demand for information on the one h;nd 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.

(C) " 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.

(u) 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 ram 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 issuf—:,al the effective definition
of the thermonuclear issue for the State Department came froq’Under Secrétary
Webb on December 3.42 Eschewing--at Acheson's direction--the moral argument,
Webb told Nitze, Adrian Fisher, and Gordon Arnmeson (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,;houghtfulu

(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, it was time to
‘elarify 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 othe.r.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 deo much to reduce the chances of an attack on the United St4tes.
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. S. had to develop the Super bomb unless the Soviets
acceptedlinternational 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 Bradlgy privately about the dichotomy of the United States
advocating international control of atomic energy and at the same time
founﬁing 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 0SD 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 circulation and
critical cr:amment.‘a'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, especially, 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 also 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, coherent, 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&véﬁtages which would accrue to the U.S;EJR. if it Dossé;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
e
217




‘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 other side of the issue, that is, what to substitute for
the atomic superiority, was far mofe complex. On the prospects for contral
generally, Nitze expressed reservations. He wanted, most importantly, to

be sure that no controcl 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.Sl

(U) If Acheson's principal subordinates could not make the case for

addressing the Super issue through international conmtrol, neither could the

Secretary. As January progressed, his remaining inclinétions 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 decislions to a small, finite range in the hope that larger policy
considerations--to include control, the study of policy objectives, and an
overall strategic review--could take place. In this way, the deleterious
;impact 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 to Louis Johnson and

David Lilienthal the same day. This draft would (with the few changes
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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 strateglc competition. Arnéson 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 delivéry vehicles were 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, stockpiles, and possible utilization would

arise. At that point a thorough review of American policy would have to be

.......

considered, including the possibility of an international 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, —
gafe. -

(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 million, the U. S. might acquire, the appendix stated, a bomb
with a blast area 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

new 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 easier to deliver . . . LEinqé? 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 1930'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 01d
Executive Office Building to review the Arneson draft and recommendations.
Witﬁ 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 intermationmal 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 intc 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 question." Fearful of the

long term consequences of reliance upon the atomic bomb for the defense of

Europe, Lilienthal worried about trying to conceal the basic American
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weakness behind the atomic facade. People would continue to be lulled if

- they could still believe tﬁat "when we get this new gadget, the balance

f??ill be ours" as against the Russians. Unless there was the assumption of
'1?immediate war, then there was adequate time to leonch ; systemetic, intene;ve
}‘exaeination of Ametiean policy and aboee'all, the rdsks of overreliance upon
atomic weapons.57 These views, which Acheson said he shared, were not opposed

by'Johnson. Sinoe the President had already indtcated his desire for such
a'reeiew, the Secretary of Defense could acquiese now and frustrate later.
If.Lilienthel had not carried his (or the GAC's,position) to success, he could
take oomfort in ﬁaving identified the key issues that would confront the high-
level decision-makers’ in the'ponths and years ahead: civilian control, the
question of etrategic eioertiee, the.dengers of over-reliance on atomic
weapons to offset budgetary,sttingency, the reletiOnship between ends and
means. His fears and instinete eould, deepite the wotk of Acheson and NSC 68,
be fullfjsuetaioed on more toeoione occasion, |

vy .'With agreement'cominngn the late morning of January 31, the NSC
special committee had completed its task The members had only to report

to the President which they did wlthout delay at noon—time. -They found
Truman eager to accept their report, endorse their recowmendations, and
announce the dec151on publicly.; He wanted to end public speculation and pull
the issue off center stage | Hls mood was perhaps best caught 'in an aside to
Lilienthal, who confided in hlS diary that Truman "recalled another meeting
that he had had with the National Security Council concernlng Greece a long

time ago; that at that time everybody predicted the end of the world if we

went ahead, but we did go ahead and the world didn't come to an end. He felt
‘ 58

thls would be the same case here.
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) The Président, as a principal actor in the decision-process, de-
serves further'comment. From the moment the Soviet blast was detected,
Truman strove to avoid any public display of alarm. Ner, aé we have already
seen, did he allow it to disturﬂ 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-
 quiries about the statuc of the stratégié attack plans, he théroughly agree&
" with the recommendations to expand the production of fissionable materials.
More importéntly, 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
negativeireport, 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 aéparent 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 jnelination to move in the other direction

59 &7 - \ i
received minimal reinforcement.
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() Amid these developments, the President faced a2 new element, not

‘hitherto at uork: inoirect'pressure from the military chiefs.l For most of
.}_1949 the seruice chiefs had presented Truman, and the nation, with the
:”:continuing spectacle of . discord The feud over the flush deck carrler and
;iAthe B-36, the dismissal of Admiral Denfeld, and Eisenhower s difficulties in

meoiating budgetary differences were all too familiar. Nor was it necessarily

certain that Omar Bradley's appoiﬁtment under the 1949 act as first chairman
of.the JCs would:appreciably alter things. But on the H-bomb issue, Bradley
and the chiefs keptrtheir ranks closed; they_presented Truman, the AEC, and

- the State Department with'a coordinated front. Some credit for this obvi-

ously.belongs to Bradley. Some belongs te the nature of the problem; whether

or not to develop fhe H-homh was much easier to decide than which service

would’ actually deliver the device Some belongs to houis Johnson and Robert

T LeBaron who kept much of the overall defense initiative in their own hands.

Consequently,‘on the fusion-question there was never a service position apart
from'a'JCS'or DoD position. fThis unity naturally helped Louis Johnson in
his attempt to pressure Truman for a favorable dec151on 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 posztion—-because of the new-found harmony--acted as
one more reason for Truman doing what he already preferred to do. In this
case, his inclinations got additional reinforcement.

(C) The JCS arguments reached Truman in mid-January, in the form of a
commentary upon the military views of the scientists on the General Advisory

60
Committee. The most salient,points, beyond a ringing endorsement of the




thermonuclear proposal, were to express opzositon to a no-first-use posture,

to say that the bombs were not in;énded "to destroy large cities,'" and to

warn that if the Soviets gdt the Super, the American public might demand
defensive efforts on sgch a scale that the U. S. "would find itself to
generate sufficient offensivelpoﬁer 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 difficult 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 1s immoral, aad the stigma of such immorality
must rest upon the nation which initiates hostilities."61 )

(V) 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 governﬁent 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 woi’kT
The JCS paper reinforced the President's opinions, while reducing his optioms.
41)] This paper, moreover, seemad 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 exhange at“Truman's press conference,

later on the 27th.
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Q. Is there anything avthor 1tative 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 zuthoritative. 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-
diceted the need for a speedy resolution of the long simmering issue, a need
to'éet the issue out of the public view.. Thus when Acheson, Johnson, and
Lilienthal arrived at the:0val Office at noon.on January 31 they found a
more than receptive President. They found oneleager to end the confusion
and anxious to curtaifl further public discussion about the thermonuclear
matter. Hence the abruptness of theirAsession (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.
45))] - " Two further sets . of issues about the events of late 1949 and early
1950 require exemination. First, what 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 the comprOmise
nature of the NSC recommendations of January 31 19507

(v) 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 aocepted a'oonclusion, he did not initiate a course
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of action. . Of the major national security decisions of his Presidency to

this poiﬁt——Hiroshima, the Truman Doctripe, Berlin--the hydrogen bomb re-
quired less a 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 conﬁenieﬁt responée. To have decided
against its 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.

(0 Yet his raﬁge of actions and options had been significantly
circumscribed by the organizational and bureaucratic politics of this
issue 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 of'their atomic succes;. Fér.the Eirstltime, a

threat to the continental United States seemed a close reality, not a
s
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distant possibility. ‘Few, 1f any were willing to assert that the Soviet

‘development did not dramatically alter the strategic situation. Even those,

.- such as George Kennan who bemoaned the atozic strategy, did not deny that

;@ 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
muoo'about the bureaucratic "essences'" of the respectiveiagencies.63 At
the AEC, the issue exaceroated the initial dilemma of the entire apparatus——
wnether'for peaceful or military purposes-—&nd‘the importance of perceived -
bureaucratiec effectivenesséi A discredited Lilienthal was simply no match
for Lewis Strauss whose outeaucratic skills thfoughout were consistently
adept. Furtoermore, an evenlv;balanced set ofltechnical considerations
rendered -the AEC and the GAC nnable to block deveiopment on technical or
scientific grounds. They were:thus forced to shift their arguments to the
realm of*morality and selfetestraint, and these views--coming from the
same men who had developed and advanced atomic weapons technology--had an

unconvincing ring. Moreover,Athe AEC had no responsibility for national

security programs as such only the production of an apparatus used for

security. Hence even an unlted set of AEC Cormissioners would have been

hard pressed to equal State and Defense in any policy debate
(W) 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 diplomatists
could not forestall the bomb,lthen the decision to develop should be Kept
separate from the decision to produce, with a policy review taging place
in the ?nterval. Yet this taétic 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
were almost equally divided between its impact on the Russians and its im-
padt.on other segments of the American government. Acheson clearly rec-
ognized ﬂis own pivotal role in any_decision. More and more he appeared
to listen to Nitze 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.

(0 The reactions of the JCS and DoD likewise contained eleﬁents of
"predictability. Confronted with the fact of a Soviet bomb and the possi-
bility of a fusion device that mlght offset the Soviets' psychological
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 Warmer Schiiling related: "the GAC '
64

report had the unprecedented effect of unifying the services." This fact,
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coupled with the tenacity of LeBaron and the increasingly strident support

.of the Joint Committee for the Super, endowved DoD with a strong hand.
JPredisposed to consider‘the weapon a necessary step, the military leaders
'owere more than prepared to be flexible, -even conciliatory, if they could

:get the initial go~ahead. Hence their studies emphasized the non-crash

nature of the decision, ninimized the diversion of fissionable material
from atomic weapons to the fusion experiment, and stressed the possible
deterrent effect a Super would have. Problems of delivery, design, and
custody wvere ignored.

(C) _ " On one point, moreover, the military studies were more sensitive

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 also pressing for the
H-bomb.. The JCS§ papers argued for no publicity, thereby depriving their
counterpart in Moscow of useful arguments to utilize in their own bureau-
cratic 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 evervhere triumphant. And this victory

laid open the way for other successes at the expense of AEC.‘
(U The net result of organizetional responses and bureaucratic
politics was to shape a report for Truman that contained 2 series of common

denominators more or less aéreeable to the AEC, DoD and the Department of

State:“ a decision to develop, the allocation of additional but not

22‘




v R AR

Ty

| uwﬂ_

excessive funds for the purpose, and a major policy review to integrate

the new Russian successes and subsequent 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.iself;restraint, another go é£ international contrel,

or a public statement about no development unless the Russians did so--
sizmply never get above the bureaucratic level. Moreover, the recomendations
to the President did not ask, when it came to implementation, for any action

which the three agencies would oppose.

1)} Nor did the report ask the President to decide anything else. It
was not a2 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
i other kinds of issues to be encompassed in the action of January 3l.
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, Johnson{_.'
and Lilienthal was the minimum the respeétive bureaucracies needea resolyed,
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 boE? of the JCA@, which would
respond in apocalyptic terms, and of the wider Congress ;s well., ©Not to

act would also give the appearancé‘of having failed "to respond" to the

22t




.Soyiet'atonic 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
' 67 .

Abut to go ahead . . { N

(TS/RD) In going‘ahead Truman had not; of coursepjmade any other decision
about the bomb. Production of thermonuclear weapons for deployment remained
an open issue. Almost certainly this would have continued to be the case for
months; had it not teen for the arrest of Klaus Fuehs. This episode, more
than anything else, telescoped the developnent—production decision and mag-
nified tne growing'military:influence on the forﬁation of security policy

in early 1350. 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 fuz21ng‘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. 1In 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'five?months later--an extermal developnent caught
the American security apparatus in‘a state of flux. 1In 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,lhad considered the matter and believed the

U. S. has "to proceed forthwithion 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 speciel
committee to consider the matter, with Summer 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

‘ Lnderway by the NSC. On March 9 the Presideat got a further report on the

thermonuciear program, this time recomsending that the AEC and DoD plan not

only to develop the fusion weapon, but also to produce and to deploy it.

If necessary,

%fﬁj;ig;. f:;;{f":Jﬂl jll to achieve peruction_of a Supér. Other costs,
such as ordnance hardware, were put at $50 willion, with possibly the same
amount required 1f the current missiles or aircraft under development could
not accommodate the bomb. Still the price tag remained modest and the
opportuntity costs acceptable. In fact the study group did not believe the
AEC needed or could profitably use any more funding for the thermonuclear
projects., Given these recommendationg, the NS5C group expected a fusion

test in 1952 aﬁd a prototype weapon available a year later. Should the
fusion principle work, their program ensured only a limited hilatus between
experimentation and military availability. 1In 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 eny "ecategorizal answer' on the "adequacy"

cf the atomic energy prograg.'_Not until June 1 would HcHahon get Johnson

. ;to say the JCS wanted.still'more fissionatle materials for the thermonuclear
f:program. But:beyond this the military bould not go, despite ardent encour=
-f;agement from McHahon, Henry Jackson, and the JCAE as 2 whole.- The Senatorﬁ
T.fonnd it easier to lobby for a new, catchy device, than to interfere in
the.on—going operation of a program. He especially found DoD loath to give
any appearance of:undarcntting Truman's earlier:decisions on the rate of
proonction or to opset its own bureaucratic arrangements with the increas-
ingly moTe cooperative AEC,

(TS/RD) NowhereIWas the.cooperation moTe eviaent than on the sensitive
issue of custody of the atomic weapons. Ever since Forrestal had forced
Truman in Jn_ly 1948 to d.eci:de anew, and. to his:"surprise,. against the military,

the issue of custody had rankfed the service pianners. Then in early 1930

[T
o

the AEC‘proposed, on its own,fto turn over to the:miLitary the non-nuclear
parts ofithe wearons, while.re%eining control of the actual nuclear com=-
ponents.LVLeBaron, in tfaciné tne history cf this issue for Secretary
Johnsen, urged the DoD accept the offer. The only problem, he told Johnson
on March 22, 1950, would be possible implications arising out of public
knowledge of such transfer at this time. Iven though an atomic bomb in not.
a weapon without its nucleer comoonents, technical custody of which would
be retazined by the AEC this mlght not be uaderstood." General Bradley

concurred with LeBaron s proposal in April. Six weeks 1ater, on June 14,

——

the President assigned, on a .permanent bas:s,p"fﬁan#%“%ﬁﬁiffTﬂ?

to the armed forces for trazining purposesﬁ[ S




The strategic

preparations continued to imprpvé, the atoz to become a still more essential
part of the defense equation. The American defense posture remained posited

71
upon the success at Alamogordo.

u) Yet others.were simultaneously at wo?k, in their NSC invesgigation,
‘-seeking to aéhieve a new degree of,BélanEe in the American defense effont.:
They wanted ﬁore, not less, military choice if the confrontation with the
Soviét Union came. And they wanted to mztch objectives, means, and im-
plementation into a coherent, sensible whole that could be sustzined for

the foreseeable future. The first phase of the cold war was ending; an
awareness of the length and dangers of Soviet-American strategic relatioms

was now emerging. An age of relative innocénce and safety was yielding

to the age of universal insecurity.
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OBSERVATIONS Al KD CORCLUSTIONS

m’l

(m The first five years of the cold war, from mid-1945 to mid-1950,
- witnessed the emergence of many present—day features of the Soviet-American
~ strategic relationship. Among these were an American commitment to Western-
: Eurepe, a careful fencing over the German issue, an asymmetrical attitude
toward the United Nations, and a mounting empﬁasis (whether public or
concezled) on the importance of atomic end 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 (separatingiAsian and Eﬁropean issues), and of lingering
hopes. America's assumption of what some have called "imperial mantle"
did not take place dramatlcally, but haltlngly and with awkward pauses.
() A set of events in late 1949 and 1950 would alter thlS the Soviet
atomic explosion, the loss of Chlna, McCarrhy s first denunciations in
February 1950, and then the Nerth Korean invasion. The tentativeness of
the early years gave way to rigid irreconciable hostility. After June
1950 the rhetoric hardens, the room for domestlc polltlcal maneuver on
national security 1ssees ends, the defense budget erupts, and the mllitarize-
tion of American foreign poliey.assumes awesome proportions.. fhe."high
cold war" had come, with powerful consequences for the Sov1et American
lstrategic relationship, But before then, the options appeared more genuine,
the risks less frlghtening or sudden, and the predomlnance of political
and diplomatic values more ev1dent. It is of this transition period,
1945-1950, that the following observations about high-level decisions at

- . \

the Presidential and Cabinet level are made:
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(U) 1. After the Japanese surrender, there was initially no dozminant

.or comprehensi?e consensus qithiﬁ the upper reaches of the Truman Ad-
 ﬁinistration on the shape af future Soviet-Acerican reiatioms. That they
fﬁould be difficult all agreed; that the American public would understand
fd; sypport the consequences of these differences was less cerﬁain. There
was % fear of the strength of latent is&lationism,jand a recognition that
P:egsing domestic cancerns would detiand ;::en:ion. Above 211, 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.

(U) 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 Nations ;s the instrumant that would enczpsulate many
of America's intérnational pr#blems. Not only would it provide a forum
fo¥ adjuéting ténsions over-ﬁg%tern Europe, it offered a possible method
for conttrolling atomic energy.l American expectations (and fears) that
Russia would evgntually.have the bomb reinforced these hOpes_for a workable
U. N. solution. The genuineqeéb of these beliefs, héwéver-ptqpian they no;
seem, should not obscure_the;r ;estimon& to the openﬁess ogatﬁé initial
American éxpectations gsoutlﬁhé %ost-war world. |

(U) 3. Yet, from the starf, ﬁhé issue of disarmament aﬁazthe inter-
national control of atémib_ené;gy prompted from the JCS a se£.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, whea in dougt, build, then wait and




see how new weapons influence the situation. Wnile willing to conmsider

the international control of atomic energy in 1946, the JCS showed no
interest in any pledge of "no-first-use" znd their enthusiasm for any U. K,

' solution would wane rapidly thereafter.

(0} 4. The JCS‘aﬁd revisidnist historians notwithstanding, the first
vears of the colﬁ war are notable more for thé ahsence,.raéher than

the presence, of atomic diplomacy. Atomic scarcitvy. the Air Force's

slow assimilatioﬁ of the new weapon into its war plans, and the distractions
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 léte 1945 for the benefits of atomic diplomacy,
they did not immedia;ely_ttan;pire. And other;, especially Trepan, re-

mained hesitant--if not oppbsed--to viewing the new weapon as a diplomatic

Laliia.

‘. lever. Indeed, Truman's owﬁ}épprehension and pfudence about the bomb are

gtrikingly evident throughoﬁtl#he period,'glthough paradoxically his fiscal
polipiég increasingly necessieéted additional rellance upon an 'atomic strategy.
éU) 5. During the firsf poét—war years, and despite mounting Soviet-
American tensions, Cdngréssioﬁgi activism in thg strategic éropess was

infrequent and chiefly'reactiVe"tb administration proﬁosals,'_Cleaning up

the legaéy of World War II,-laﬁé}_legislation, military reqﬁification and
" UMT, and partisan wranéliﬁé characterized much Congressionaildiscussion.
Only in the creation of the AEC did the initiative rest with the Hill and
not the Executive. Otherwise the celebrated démarches in American 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 the following spring was not atypical. Not until
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the erisis over Czechoslovakla and Berlln in 1948 would Congress verge

toward more aggressive attitudes, first with the Vandenberg resolution and

then with the 1949 efforts of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to
" accelerate atomie weapons developments. That year would also see the JCAE ' %

‘. campaign for the thermonuclear deﬁiee; while other committees sought to

investigate the bitter interservice rivalry over the B-36 and flush deck
- carrier. These intrusions would, as it developed, be harbinger of in-

creasing Congressional activity on matters touching upon the strategic

relationship with Moscow.

R4, 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 ;he'missile side in particular were (by early 1950)
about to demand decisione. But only on the phermonuciear question did a
elear, unmistekable weaponsf1issue surface and provoke high level attention.
For ﬁhe most ﬁart, researcﬁlend development requireq madest decisione,
modest allocations, and the postponement of incipient'or potential
jurisdietional_hasslee.

(U) 7. During this_period;'even after the creafion offehe National

Security Council, compartmental, sequential attention to forelgn policy

remained the normal pattern. Nor, indeed, given the complexity of the
issues and the press of tlme, is this especially surprlsing -What is
striking, however, 1sztﬁe degree to which European and Mediterranean con-
cerns were treated wi;ﬁeut guch reference to the Far East and vice versa,
especially after the end of the Marshall mission to China. .Only James

2 . \
Forrestal consistently linked the areas with the overall status of Soviet-

American relations, but withqut-any noticable impact on policy. TFor the
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rmost part, the:high-level policy makers faced strategic questions as they
came, seldom stopping to intergnate them into any wider whole; Not uneil
_ the early staff work on NSC 68 began wonld this alter somewhat, although

' ny then China was of counse no longer a pare of-tne equation,

- (U)' 8. The deyelnpment of the new NéC system did not, moreover, radically
change either the substance of American policy nor the process by which
that policy was made. At first neither Truman nor the departments were
disposed to allon the NSC to be more than an advisory, c¢learing house
operetion.. On the other hand, the President (afeer-Forrestal's departure)
began tq‘exploit'its possibilities, first by apnointing the special NSC
subcommittee to resolve atqmic energy issues, and then by ordering an NSC
review of the level of internetional security spending for the FY 1951
budéet. Thus, by the time ﬁhezNSC received ite fanous "NSC 68 mandate,"
its st;uetural';ole in the no;icy process was beeOming more secure.

(ﬁ) 9;, The budgetary preceee exerted a crucial impact in the shape and
extent.of.the American strategie.efforts to meet the Soviet cnallenges.
Two aSpects were of central impontanCE' 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.: Truman s devotion to flscal responsibillty
‘and the balanced budget requlne little added emphasis; his v1ews on these
matters were axiomatic ane only the Korean War would prompt a significant
departure in practice; .ﬁnaget‘éeilings were set early during‘each of the
FY 1949 - 1951 budget cycles, no later than August and as early as May.
These early determinations then became the maximnn,'not mereiy a target

projection. Although Truman tolerated appeals at the end of the calender
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year (such as Fdrrestalfs in December 1948), he seldom altered the budget

“placed before him by the BoB. Tne President expected his Defense Secretary
_Tto make the tough budget decisions, not to duck them by passing them on to
"';the Oval Office for resolutlon. The massive budget fights at the end of the

ﬁ-budget process, such: ‘as occurred in the Elsenhower and subsequent presi-
dencies, did not charaterize the early Truman years
Uy 10. Defense spending 1n relatlve znd ab soluce terms declined from
1945 to mid-1950; although there was a slight upward adjustment in ap-
propriations for FY.lQSO. Neither the services nor Secretary Forrestal
would be happy with the final budget amounts; Secretary Johnson, by contrast,
accepted the presidential guidelines as given and worked within them. Yet

to focus just on defense expendltures is to convey the wrong impression of

the overall nature of Soviet—Amerlcan strateglc relations. The competition

was in arms and weapons to be sure, but also in a broader political and
economlc contest as well. The general categoTy of international security
expenditures, to include especially the Marshall Plan assistance and the
militarf assistance programs,‘must be taken into account in any assessment

of the American response to Soviet moves. Such expendltures,,for example,

were nearly 33 percent of the FY 1951‘1nternationa1'securityiﬂudget.and thus

represented a set of‘policyidecislons that placed a high value ‘on economic

aid as a part of total American foreign policy. One might indeed argue that

this allocation of resources 16ft American policy more flexible and balanced

than 1t otherwise wouldlhave been. That such a balance could have continued,

given the jevel of Soviet military expenditures and the failure of the

¥ . '

European countries to revive quickly, is doubtful.
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(U 11. A corollary to this observatioa is the query: would higher
defense allocations have made any essential difference in Soviet-American
relations or the U. S. position? What losses did Washington suffer that

more men, more planes, and more ships might have deterred? Was there any

'vpoiﬁt at which the application of military power would have a difference? ’

Certainly the East European and Chinese situarions were beyond Ameriean
ability to alter, even under the most favoratle circumstances. Nor, given
Czechoslovakia'slexposed‘flanks, was there any real chance to reverse the
effects of a Communiet take~over. And, despite the lag on the development
of a thermonucleer-oevice; no essential advanteges were lost. A more ur-
gent and earlier effort on_rhe Super would have been comforting, but not
necessarily more suc;essful aod would have of necessity involved trade-
offs-in the ‘number of fissioniweapons.

() Korea is, of cooree, always cited as-proof of the failures of,
the American effort. Yet it ie 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 permitted a stronger reversal of American and U. K. fortunes in Korea,

but whether they could have been infused into the process at any faster
pace than actually happehed islless clear. Or put another way, it is at
least arguable that the cautious, fiscally restrained Truman policy on

oo \

defense issues did not costr;in the final analysis--the United States any

significant losses in terms of "opportunity costs."
cv}
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At (V) 12. - Perceptions of the Soviet threzt at the high level cannot, for

- opvious reasons, be meaéured with any degree of precision. Clearly some,
‘;;ike James Forrestal, were suspicious and concerned about Soviet intentions
:and vie;ed neérly all strgtegic issues through that prism; any day wasted
was a precious day gone. Truﬁan's view$ on the ngiet threat.are less
:eésy'to pinpoint.- ﬁe'left no fulsome.diary as a récord of justification,

and he was inclined to make decisioné, ﬁot to explain them. Certainly, given
his‘confident étt;tude on-budget matters, he did not feel a Soviet threat
to'tge con;inentalrU.,S. to be imminent. .When 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 Europe 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 Russian théeg;; Finally,

no where were ﬁerceptidné ofepﬁe:Soviet strategic threat m&fé‘coﬁfuéed thaﬁ
over the qﬁestion of-vggn Eheiﬁugsians would have an atomiéidévice. The
reasonably accurate esﬁimﬂges ;f 1945 were spon succeeded byréﬂes that put
the danger in 1950 or ﬁgfg:usually 1953. ©Not surprisingly, 'this displacement
in turn, reduced the séssé 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. Posaibly'the most striking‘imp:ession of the high level decision
process was the eominance of political and diplomatic values.. Not only did
APresident 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 contrel hia 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 presidential artitudes. At the

: same-time, Truman respected military opinions, particularly those of
Eisenhower and Bradley. If 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 poeition. 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 1nternat10nal security operation.
It was the failure of the State Department to exploit this role (either
under Marshall or Achescn) that led to the increasing influence of the NSC/
Defense apparatus. But until.tcat development occurred (helped along by
Korea and the vitulent attacks en Dean Acheson), State femaimed the in- -

fluential agency. Thus; diplomatic, political, and gfand stfategical con-

siderations took precedence over purely military and technical ones.

_(U) 14, - At the same time the conditions for an 1ncreased militarization

of American policy were‘also present. On the domestic front,ldefense uni- &
- fication, if successfdl;-cecesearily implied a centralization of the‘military

position that was bound to influence policy outcomes, In adiition, the

eventual creation of an effective chairman for the, JCS reinforced the
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‘military voice. Further, the progressive involvement of wide sesctors of
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the American economy in defense contracts (even if modest by later standards)

. was creating effective Congressional allies for the services. The demands

;ef modern strategic planning and especially what role for atomic bombs,

"ialso Placed the Presxdent and other C1v111a15 11crea51ngly at the mercy

70f the military expert. With the end of atomic scercity by late 1948,

this trend was still further enhanced: Finally, Truman's own fiscal
conservatism—-by 1ncrea51ng de facto reliance on' the atomic strategy--
contributed 1ronical}y to the process.

If policy, structual shifts, and strategic planeing laid the foun-
dahione for increesee militery considerations, 30 also did external crises.
The episodes over Iran, Greece and Czechoslovakia, and the success over
Berlin _uggested strongly the value of evailahle, deployeble American power
to meet Soviet moves. Perhaps equally important, Stalin's failufe to ne-
gotlate constructlvely or make ‘even slight accommodations reduced American

incentives to do the same. And, of course, Soviet recalcitrance did not

help those Americans who}favored negotiations and diplomacy instead of

" military responses. M111tary values could not help but become more com-

pelling in the wake of the Korean war.
(U 15. Finally, the cogency and perceptiveness of sensitiye_officials——

especially Henry Stimsoh, Deﬁid'Lilienthal, George Marshallg;George Kennan,

~ and sometimes Dean Acheson--stand out. Their ability to see ‘the larger

issues, to perceive the interconnectedness 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 less successful
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than with the balance,-fhrust and durability of American policy. Their
constanﬁ stregs on openness, caﬁdor, the need.for public support, and

the problems of the long haul were--looked at over the'three decades-;

: of more validity than their more impatiént:colleggues often believed. If
:the'early Truman years say any;hing, it is the valhe of openness, directneéé,
econonmy, and a baianced approach to Soviet-American relations in general,

and the strategic competition in particular.
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BIBLIOGRAPHICAL COMMERTS

This is not a coﬁpletg-biﬁliographical essay, but rather a prelimindry
“assessment of the majof primary sources used inithis study; It is an effort
T to help future offical résgarchers locétc more quickly major categories of
-fdoc@ments, while indidating other areéé'still requiring research. |
A. Individual éapers
On the strategic arms questioé-ﬁhé Truman‘Library proved—--in its
present status (1975)--to be of only marginal value. The central files
are domestic orientéd, while the President's personal files remain unar-
ranged and unavailable fSr-researchers. A careful reading of the Truman
memoifs éuggests that thosé files provided the corpus behind the account.
Ocher flles at the lerary such as those of Clark Clifford, John Snyder,
Dean Acheson, and George Elsey were helpful on minor points, but with few
surprises; nor, given the sepsitivity of those years about strategic and .
especially strategic atomic'qﬁéstions, is this entirely surprising. No
effort ﬁas been made to utilize the private papers of Clark Clifford for
the peridd when hg served és Cbunsél to the PreSideh;; presumably they
would greatly suppleﬁehtzan unéerstanding.of how theZWhite:ﬁopse staff
functioned. ’ |
For.the Secretaries of-Stége:the primary sources havej$§én their

‘published accounts, the Foreign Relations volumes (those printéd and those

in galley), and the cqrfesPOhdence from the various Secretaries scattered

among the OSD files. Oﬁ‘ﬁhe question of threat perception and overall

Soviet-American relations, their private papers are doubtless valuable.
# . ‘

But the circumstantial evidence suggests the private papers will add
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little on the strategic arms issue. ‘ -
For the Secéretaries of War (Stimson, Pattsrson, and Revall) the pub-

lished diary accounts have constituted the limits ¢f the present investi-

gation. More research, especially on Rovzall's role in forcing a review of

.atomic strategy, may prove revealing.

For the Secretaries of the Navy, only the papers of James Forrestal

has received attention and this has ,of course extended to his tenure as the

t Sscretary of Defense. On Forrestal, :he cublished diary remains an
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essential store-house of information, but should be supplemented by the
comélete version, declassified copies of which are at the Firestone Library,
Princeton University, and ip the Officé of the 0SD Eistorian. 1In addition,
two boxes of Forrestal papers are located at the Federal Records Center,
Suitlgnd; Maryland; they'co%tain materiai on the ccntroversy over the
pudblication 6f the diary, a completed diary, é:d some TS magerial deleted
frqm all subsequent diary maﬁ&gcripts, particuzarly on the 1948 crisis.
No,paperé of Secfetary Louis J;hnson have Eeen locatea.

Althouéh no personal pgpefg'of the first Secretary of thé Air Force,
Stuart Symington, have been utiiiééd, the cfficizl records a;é replete
with communications ffo@,-tq,'and about him. | |

Two special colledﬁibné aftérivate papers in the Officeioflthe 0SD

Historian have been ektremely:helpful: those of John Ohly,-ébmetime

special assistant to Secretary Forrestal; and those of Henry Glass, a

senior official in OSD from 1949 to 1975. The Ohly papers include elaborate
indexes of Forrestal corfequndénce. memorandz for the record of meetings

in which Ohly was either the rapporteur or Forrestal's representative or

- \
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beth, and copies of special reports drafted T

Torrzerzl for the




President. The Glass papers are principall y the office flles of Wilfred

J. McNeil, the first comptroller_of the Depzartment of Defense; these files

;_tulate principally to budget preparation and to service reclaimas about
:ihu budget.

"13. Department and Agency Files T

"The files of.théHOffice of the Secfetary of ﬁéfense, RG 330 in the
National Archives, are 13 principal sourcé for this essay. These extensive
ncldings 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 a;omic affairs. These files include corre-
spondehce, copies of testimény:before committeés {(including the Joint
Committee on Atomic Ehergy); iﬁtelligence report#,'inter-office memoranda,
and infétmation copies on atﬁmic matters for the Secrefary of Defense.

All TS not related to restrlcted data matters is grouped Separately at
the Yatlonal Archzves, with mater1aT for the years through 1953 in
Washington, for the years after.at the Federal Records Center,_Suitland
Maryland. In addltlon RG 330,_conta1ns numerous non—cla551fied files of
interest for the oper;tlon qf IheiNHE and the later DoD. )

Thé records of the;Departﬁent of the Army have been spagingiy utilized,
chiefly those.related totthé Hahhéttan Engineer District and to the Office
of the Chief of Staff in'l§46, The files of the Department Af.the Navy
have not been investigated. Nor have those of thespepartmqnt of the Air

Force, but the latter deficiency has been overcome by the availability of
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the. exhauSCive' “The Histo:z_of Air Force Pa:tlcioation in the ‘Atoms
c

-

Energy Program, 1943-1953 by Lee Bowen and \obert D. Little,

The records of the National Security Couﬁcil available within th
n the
osD for these years consists of the memoranda'(bearing an appropri ¢
. ate
'NSC number), backup papers drafted at the 0SD, State Department, apng JCS
. : ] 0

level; and the records of actions and decisions taken by the NSC. X
. . ]

minutes for these years have been made available. While it 4§
. . is
. . not clear

‘that such minutes.ever existed, Truman's menoirs suggest close adherence
- to some kind of minutes for the 1948 NSC debates on the Berlin crigyg
For the Department of State, the published volumes of the F
: _ . . OTeign

Relations series, and those as yet unpublished volumes in galleys, have
been especially helpful. .Arquick cross check of the'published document g
against the Department's actual records has revealed few surprises,though

much additional detail. The volumes are especially helpful in assembling

in .one place JCS memoranda, fiies of Policy Planning Staff, the most

impcrtant SWNCC documents, and the actual interoffice correspondence at

the highest level of governmento They provide a useful backbone for any
project on post 1945 strategic and defense policy.
The declassified records of the Bureau of the Budget inlthe National -
Archives have provided an unusual and unused dimension on the budget |
process. A thorough examination of them should reveal other da.a of
value on general defense and strategic issues.
g CIA, JCS, and AEC'materiai has been utilized only insofar-as it vas

located in OSD or State Department files.

e . 251 |
] /‘ TOTEHER -
=} ' :. ; -“ E;’E s e




