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Foreword

Established during World War II to advise the President regarding the strate-
gic direction of the armed forces of the United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
continued in existence after the war and, as military advisers and planners, have
played a significant role in the development of national policy. Knowledge of
JCS relations with the President, the WNational Security Council, and the Secre-
tary of Defense in the years since World War Il is essential to an understanding
of their current work. An account of their activity in peacetime and during times
of crisis provides, moreover, an important series of chapters in the military
history of the United States. For these reasons, the joint Chiefs of Staff directed
that an official history be written for the record. Its value for instructional
purposes, for the orientation of officers newly assigned to the JCS organization,
and as a source of background information for staff studies will be readily
recognized.

The series, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, treats the activities of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff since the close of World War Il. Because of the nature of the
activities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as well as the sensitivity of the sources, the
volumes of the series have been prepared in classified form. In recent years, the
initial four volumes, covering the years 1945-1951 and the Korean War, have
been reviewed and declassified. Since no funds were available for publication,
these volumes were distributed in unclassified form within the Depaitment of
Defense and copies were deposited with the National Archives and Records
Administration. Subsequently, they have been reproduced and publiched by a
private concern, ..

When this the fifth volume of the series The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National
Pulicy, covering the period 19531954, was declassified, funds were provided for
its official publication. Volume V describes JCS activities during the first two
years of the Eisenhower administration. It traces the role of ine Joint Chiefs of
Staff in the formulation of the basic national security policies of those years, in
force planning and strategy development, and in the nascent area of arms control.
The volume also describes jCS participation in planning and operations in van-
ous areas of the world where the United States was involved, with the exception
of the Korean War—a subject covered in The Joint Chiefs of Staff end Natwnal
Palicy, Volume Ill, The Korean War.

Volume V was completed and issued in classified version in 1970. It appears
here basically as completed in 1970 with minor editorial revisions and a f2w
excisions dictated by security considerations.




Foreword

Robert J. Watson, the author of the volume, earned a Ph.D. degree in history
from the University of Virginia. He served as a historian with the JCS Historical
Division from 1965 to 1976 and as Chief of the Division from 1977 until his
retirement in 1983.

This volume was reviewed for declassification by the appropriate US Govern-
ment departments and agencies and cleared for release. Although the text has
been declassified, some of the cited sources remain classified. The volume is an
official publication of the loint Chiefs of Staff but, inasmuch as the text has not
been considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it must be construed as descriptive
only and does not constitute the official position of the joint Chiefs of Staff on

any subject.
Washington, D.C. WILLA..D ]. WEBB
June 1986 Chief, Historical Division
Joint Chiefs of Staff
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Preface

The volume here presented was written between 1963 and 1970 on a
classified basis for use by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their staff officers. It is
now made available to the public for the first time, as originally written, in the
hope that it will prove valuable to students of recent US history and those
interested in the processes of formulating defense policy under the American
political system.

If the book has a single major theme, it is the redirection of US military
strategy and force planning during the first two years of the administration of
President Dwight D. Eisenhower. The New Look, as the revised military policy
was called, emphasized strategic retaliatory striking power (primarily atomic) at
the expense of conventional balanced forces and sought to maximize firepower
while reducing the numbers of men and units. The changes were justified both
on military grounds, as a modernization of strategy to reflect advancing
technology, and as a means of economizing on the size and cost of the military
establishment. Other important developments treated in the volume include
construction of an integrated air defense system for the North American con-
tinent; the expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to include the
Federal Republic of Germany, and the beginning of that country’s rearmament; the
introduction of guided missiles into the armory of US weapons; the enlargement
of the system of defense alliances aimed at preventing the spread of Soviet-
backed communism; and the continuing search for some method of scaling back
or eontrolling the development of increasingly costly weapons of mass
destruction. In all of these developments, the joint Chiefs of Staff played a key
role, providing a source of authoritative military advice. Of course their advice
was not always accepted, nor did they always speak with a single voice, since
their viewpoints were inevitably shaped by vears of experience in their
respective Services.

Readers familiar with the present-day organization and operations of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff will note that the activities described in this volume reflect 2
somewhat different organization and procedures, which dated in part from
Waorld War [l and were given legal standing by the National Security Act of 1947
{with its 1949 amendments). During 1953 < 1954 the Joint Staff, which served the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, was appreciably smaller than at present. Essentially o
consisted of three components: the Joint Strategic Plans Group, Joint Intelligence
Group, and Joint Logistics Plans Group. At a higher organizational echelon were
three joint committees composed of Service representatives (such as the Joint
Strategic Plans Committee overseving the work of the Joint Strategic Plans Group).
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Preface

The Joint Chiefs of Staff normally assigned a task to one of the committees,
which in turn called on its corresponding Joint Staff group for a report. The
resulting paper passed to the joint committee for review, amendment, and
approval (or return with instructions for revision) before being submitted to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. This system prevailed until 1958, when the present Joint
Staff with its integrated planning and operations sections was established.

Some relevant topics have been omitted from the volume or dealt with
summarily. Stringent security restrictions within the Executive Branch at the
time of writing precluded an account of the development of nuclear weapons
during 1953~ 1934 (though much of the information has now been declassified).
Little has been said of the Korean War since the role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
that conflict has been described in another volume in this series. Likewise,
changes in the orgarization of the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff have been mentioned only in passing, since they too have been deait with
in other studies prepared by the JCS Historical Division.

Since the book was completed numerous additional sources of relevant infor-
mation have become available. The opening of records at the Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Library in Abilene, Kansas, has provided an enormous mass of materials
bearing on policy decisions at the highest level and the relations of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff with the President, the Secretary of Defense, and the National
Security Council. Documents published by the Department of State in the series
Foreign Relations of the United States for the years 1952 - 1954 illuminate the role of
diplomatic considerations in national security policy. Additional memoirs by
participants have appeared, notably those of General of the Army Omar N.
Bradley and of Admiral Arthur W. Radford, successive Chairmen of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. There is also a voluminous secondary literature on the Eisen-
hower administration.

These additional sources afford a much more complete picture of the events
described in this volume. We now have, for example, details of the discussions
within the National Security Council that led to the key decisions of the Mew
Look. We have records of meetings of the President with the Secretary of Defense
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, especially with their Chairman, Admirzi Raaford.
We have a better understanding of matters that originally appeared somewhat
obscure. For example, we now know that the President’s decision in December
1954 in favor of drastic military cutbacks, as described in Chapter 3, was less
startling than it appeared on the basis of less complete evidence. So far as the
author knows, however, no information has come to light that throws into
question any of the major conclusions in the volume. The fact can be attributed
to the thoroughness of JCS record-keeping, which makes it possible, in most
instances, to follow national security issues from inception to disposal through
use of JCS documents and reconds.

In writing the volume, the author incurred many debts, which he is happy to
acknowledge. The project began under the supervision of the late Wilber W,
Hoare, formerly Chief of the JCS Historical Division, who followed it with inter-
sst and encouragement and gave final approval to the completed manuscript.
Fellow histvrians in the Division, particularly Kenneth W. Condit and Byron
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Preface

Fairchild, were generous in ofivring sage counsel during the preparation of the
manuscript and in reviewing numerous chapter drafts. Kent S. Larsen carried
out some of the research for Chapter 11. As Chief of the Histories Branch of the
Division, Vernon E. Davis exercised his matchless editorial skill in reviewing
and revising the manuscript. Anna M. Siney directed its preparation in printed
form for use by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

For the published version, the author had the advantage of association with
Dr. Richard M. Leighton, who is currently preparing a history of the Office of
the Secretary of Defense from 1953 to 1956. He provided an authoritative source
of information on additional documentation, offered comments from a different
perspective, and called attention to various minor errors. Barbara C. Fleming and
Linda A. Fithian prepared the manuscript for publication. Finally, two individu-
als in particular must be singled out for special appreciation. Willard j. Webb,
Chief of the JCS Historical Divisicn, saw the manuscript though the declassifica-
tion process, edited and improved the entire volume (text, footnotes, and
headings), and supervised the endless details of publication. Colonel Donald W.
Williams, USA, Secretary of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, secured approval for publi-
cation o7 the volume and obtained the necessary funding. The author alone, of
coursy, is responsible for any errors of fact or interpretation that may have crept
into the volume.

Washington. D.C. ROBERT ]. WATSON
June 1986
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Basic National Security Policy, 1953

As 1953 opened, it was almost a foregone conclusion that US national
security policy and military strategy were headed for a searching reexamination.
The victory of Dwight D. Eisenhower, the Republican candidate, in the 1952
Presidential election had brought about a change in party administration for the
first time in 20 years. It seemed unlikely that the new administration would
radically alter the foreign policy goals pursued by the outgoing administration of
President Harry S. Truman, which by now commanded wide bipartisan
support. But there were significant differences between the two parties con-
cerning the means to be used in seeking these objectives and the importance to
be assigned, at the same time, to the domestic goals of tax reduction and
a balanced Federal budget. At the least, the new President, on the basis of his
campaign statements, could be expected to seek a new balance between these
two sets of goals.

Before the year was out, the international situation was to be altered
by important developments elsewhere in the world. These included the death of
Premier Josef V. Stalin of the Soviet Union on 5 March 1953 and his re-
placement by Georgi M. Malenkov; the conclusion of an armistice in Korea
on 27 July 1953, ending three years of warfare; and the explosion of the
first Soviet thermonuclear device on 12 August 1953, which made plain to all the
unexpectedly rapid growth in the military capabilities of the communist bloc.
Even had there been no change of administration, these events would have
compelled some review of policies and courses of action adopted several
years earlier.

The Eisenhower administration’s reexamination of national secunty policy
occupied most of 1953. The process, and the changes in national strategy and
military force structure to which it led, became known, in the press and in
popular discussion, as the “New Look.""!
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JCS and National Policy
Policy Issues at the Beginning of 1953

Since the end of World War II, the United States had based its national
security policy on a conviction that the hostile and potentially aggressive
Stalin regime in Soviet Russia represented a danger to peace. Beginning in 1947,
the Truman administration had adopted a policy intended to restrain commu-
nism from spreading beyond those areas where its control had already been
consolidated. This goal was to be sought by maintaining a level of US military
force considered sufficient to deter aggression, and by building up the- military,
political, and economic strength of friendly nations in Western Europe and the
eastern Mediterranean region. This policy, popularly known as “containment,”
had been officially approved in 1948 and reaffinned at various times, most
recently in September 1952,

The assumption of possible communist aggression was at first judged not
to be incompatible with a stringent program of military economy. For
several years after World War Il, defense budgets were held to levels that
prevented the Services from rebuilding their shrunken strengths as the Joint
Chiefs of Staff desired. But with the outbreak of war in Korea, the economy
program went into the discard. The Truman adminis.ration embarked upon
a massive and rapid expansion of the military force:. Although the rate of
increase was slackened after the first year of fightig, by the end of 1952
the Army and Navy had almost reached their authorized force levels. The
Air Force, however, remained far below its objeclive of expansion to 143
wings, a level almost 50 percent above its current strength of 98 wings.?

Whether these force levels were adequate, in the fice of rising Soviet and
Communist Chinese military strength, was a question that came before the
Truman administration in 1952, The President directed Secretary of swate Dean
Acheson, Secretary of Defense Rubert A. Lovett, and the Director for Mutual
Security, Mr. W. Averell Harriman, to examine the allocation of resources for all
programs connected with national security.” Since Mr. Trumr an was about to go
out of office, it would be the task of his successor to consider the results of this
review and, if necessary, to expand the budget for these programs. For the
purposes of the examination, the Joint Chiefs of Staff furnished an analysis of
military programs in which they concluded that these were inadequate to pro-
vide forces of the magnitude that would be required by 1954~ 1955, Without
going into detail, they made it clear that the Services were short of both man-
power and materiel. They urged that, at the least, current force goals should be
attained as soon as possible.* When a drait of the compieted report was sent the
Joint Chiefs of Staff for comment, they warned that any new programs that
might be undertaken should not be allowed to divert funds from existing ones.*

The final report, NSC 141, was sent to Preside~t Truman on 19 January 1953,
just before his term ended. Its conclusion was that a selective increase in secunty
programs was needed. The most pressing requirement was for stronger conti-
nental and civil defense. Economic and military aid programs should also be
enlarged, though on a selective basis. The costs of the recommended increases
were not indicated.®
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Basic National Security Policy, 1953

Meanwhile, in December 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had begun pre-
paring a report on the status of Service programs as of the end of the
year, to be reviewed by the Secretary of Defense and then forwarded to
the National Security Council. Before it was completed, the new administration
took office and Mr. Lovett was replaced by President Eisenhower’s appointee,
Charles E. Wilson. The final report, reviewed and revised by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, was sent to the Council on 6 March 1953.

The burden of this report, NSC 142, was that US forces were barely adequate
for the present world situation and could not cope with any new crisis. Army
and Navy forces were fully committed; there was no strategic reserve. The Air
Force had insufficient offensive and tactical aircraft, but its gravest shortages
were in fighter interceptors and in aircraft control and warning facilities.

Some of these deficiencies were expected to be remedied under the budget for
fiscal year 1954 that President Truman, in one of his last official acts, sent to
Congress on 9 January 1953. it called for $41.3 billion in new obligational authority
for military programs, and estimated military expenditures at $45.5 billion. The
largest share of the new appropriations, $16.8 billion, would go to the Air Force,
to allow it to expand from 98 wings to 133 by July 1954.* The Navy would
increase its ships from 1116 to 1,200; the Army would be maintained at its
current strength of 20 divisions. Military manpower, which totaled 3,512,453 on
31 December 1952, would rise to 3,647,612 by the end of FY 1954.°

Ea:ly Decisions of the New Administration

ith the inauguration of President Dwight D. Eisenhower on 20 January

1953, the membership of the National Security Council underwent a com-
plete change. The incoming members soon found themselves confronted with a
call for higher defense spending (NSC 141) and a warning that US forces were
stretched dangerously thin (NSC 142).

How the new administration would respond to this situation was not clear.
Mr. Eisenhower entered office pledged to the same general foreign policies as
his predecessor: pursuit of world peace, continued resistance to the expansion-
ist aims of communism, and support of US obligations to the United Nations
and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. These policies obviously required a
large and expensive military establishment. At the same time, during his cam-
paign Mr. Eisenhower had taken a stand for drastic reduction of Federal expendi-
tures and for a balancing of the Federal budget, though not at the expense of
safety. In one of his major campaign speeches he said:

We must achieve both secunty and solvency. In fact, the foundaiion of
military strength is economic strength . . . the big spendingis . . . the $60 billion
we pay for national security. Here s where the largest savings can be made. And
these savings must be made without reduction of defensive power. That
is exactly what 1 am now proposing.
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JCS and National Policy

Reconciliation of “security” and ‘“solvency,” he continued, could be
achieved by better management of the defense effort, notably by bringing
about real unification of the Services in order to reduce the enormous costs
of procuring and managing materiel. But all these steps would require an
overhauling of the defense machinery by a new administration that would
“cali a halt to stop-and-stait planning” and would “plan for the future on
something more solid than yesterday’s headlines.” In another speech, he
described the principal issue as that of “finding a way of dealing with the
world in cooperation with all fice countries so that our boys may stay at
home . . . and not go off to foreign shores to protect our interests.”'°

Later events were to show that these statements contained the germ of some
of the important features of the New Look. But there was no trace in the
candidate’s speeches of what was later to emerge as one of the key elements:
greater reliance upon atomic weapons, with their enormous firepower, to make
possible a reduction in conventional forces and a corresponding cut in costs.
This expedient had been adopted in 1952 by the Government of the United
Kingdom, when faced with a financial crisis that made expenditure reduction
imperative. The British Chiefs of Stafi, who had formulated this strategy at the
request of Prime Minister Winston S. Churchill, had tried in vain to persuade
their American colleagues to endorse it for adoption by NATO. "'

In his first utterances as President, Mr. Eiseiutower reaffirmed his belief that
security and solvency were two sides of the same coin—coequal elements of
national strength. ““Our problem,’* he said on 2 February 1953 in his first State of
the Union message to Congress, “is to achieve adequate military strength within
the limits of endurable strain upon our economy. To amass military power
without regard to our economic capacity would be to defend ourselves against
one kind of disaster by inviting another.” Similar statements were, of course,
common enough in American political life—notably in the annual Congressional
discussion of defense budgets. In their present context, however, the President’s
words carried the implication that the previous administration had misjudged
the balance between security and solvency, and therefore that its military spend-
ing plans must be scrutinized with a view to reducing them. Such a reduction,
the President implied, could be achieved with no sacrifice of combat strength.
““Both military and economic objectives demand a single national military policy,
proper coordination of our armed services, and effective consolidation of certain
logistics activities,” he said, echoing his campaign statements. “We must elimi-
nate waste and duplication of effort in the armed services. We must realize
clearly that size alone is not sufficient.”'*

The President’s statements did not foreclose the possibility of selective
increases in security expenditures, such as NSC 141 had called for. Some of his
appointees, however, seemed to place solvency ahead of security and took an
attitude highly unfavorable to any such increases. Mr. juseph M. Liadge, who
had been named Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and Mr. George M.
Humphrey, the incoming Secretary of the Treasury, became the principal spokes-
men for the primacy of expenditure reduction. They believed that every existing
Federal program should be scrutinized to see if it could be cut back or eliminated,
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and that no new programs should be agvproved unless equivalent savings could
be achieved by reductions elsewhere.'

The assault on President Truman’s proposed FY 1954 budget, intended to
reduce the expected deficit of $9.922 billion, was not long delayed. On 3 Febru-
ary 1953 Budget Director Dodge notified all departments and agencies that it was
the President’s policy to reduce both obligational authority and expenditures.
All governmental programs were therefore to be examined critically.'* Military
programs, which accounted for more than half of all expenditures, were not
exempt. On 7 February 1953 the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr. Roger M.
Kyes, directed the Service Secretaries to review the military budget to ascertain
where intelligent savings could be made.'®

The Armed Forces Policy Council discussed Mr. Kyes’ directive in light of the
requirements of the Korean War, for which the Truman budget had computed
ammunition requirements through 31 December 1953. On 10 February 1953 the
Council decided that the budget, when revised, should be expected to finance
ammunition procurement through 30 June 1954 and to provide for training and
equipping four additional South Korean divisions.'® Presumably these larger
allowances would require compensating cuts elsewhere.

To adjust the somewhat conflicting goals of economy and national security was
a major task for the National Security Council. It was characteristic of Mr. Eisen-
hower that he was to make far more intensive use of this body than his prede-
cessor.'” In the hope of improving the efficiency of the Council, the new Presi-
dent reorganized it in March 1953 and placed it under the direction of z newly
appointed Special Assistant for National Security Affairs, Mr. Robert Cutler. The
Senior Staff was redesignated the Planning Board, with Mr. Cutier as its chairman,
while the Council’s professional staff was enlarged. Several months later an
Operations Coordinating Board was established to monitor the execution of
NSC decisions. '® These changes did not affect the Joint Chiefs of Staff; they were
represented on the Planning Board, as on the Senior Staff, by an adviser, while
their Chairman continued his advisory role in the Council.

Following the change of administration, the Council met on 29 January and 4
February 1953 and discussed national security policy, but reached no eon-
clusions.' In preparation for further discussion, Secretary Wilson asked the
Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views on NSC 141 and on the most recent policy
directive of the previous Council, NSC 13573 (approved on 25 September 1952).
In reply, the Joint Chiefs of Staff reaffirmed the comments they had made on the
draft of NSC 141, and warned that, under existing fiscal limitations, the enlarged
programs for continental defense and foreign aid recommended in NSC 141
would entail reductions in established programs, As for NSC 13573, the oint
Chiefs of Staff believed that its conclusions, asserting 4 need to maintain and
augment US and allied military strength, were valid and should be confirmed . !

The Coundal resumed its consideration of policy on 18 Fehruary 1953 and at
the same time considered NSC 141 and NSC 142. The discussion quickly turned
to the costs of current pohaes. Mr. Dodge forecast increasing deficits for fiscal
years 1953 through 1955 even without the new programs called for by NSC 141,
and he saw no prospect of 3 balanced budget before 1958, These predictions
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were enough to doom NSC 141, which received no further consideration,
although the Council apparently did not formally reject it.%

A week later, Mr. Dodge told the Council that, under present plans, military
expenditures for FY 1955 would probably total $44.0 billion. The Council called
on each department and agency to review the figures on which this prediction
was based. The members agreed also to appoint an ad hoc committee of outside
consultants to examine national security policies in relation to costs.?

On 4 March 1953 Mr. Dodge suggested a reduction of 10 percent ($7.8 billion)
in expenditures for FY 1954 and of $15 billion for FY 1955, in order to bring the
budget into balance by the latter year. He proposed to allocate most of the
reductions to national security programs in the following manner:

FY 1954 FY 1855
($ tillions)
Military program 4.3 $9.4
Mutual security program 1.9 4.0
Other national security programs 6 6
Non-NSC programs 1.0 1.0

The Council agreed that the Secretary of Defense and the Director for Mutual
Security should explore the effect of this suggestion.?*

The suggested reductions, applied to the projected figures of $45.5 billion
and $44.0 billion for military expenditures would mean limits of $41.2 billion and
$34.6 billion, respectively, for FYs 1954 and 1955. Deputy Secretary of Defense
Kyes allocated these provisional totals among the Services as follows:

Fy 1954 FY 1935
t§ nllwns)
Army $14.9 $11.2
Navy 1.2 9.2
Air Force 14.4 11.6
Interdepartmental 2 6

He directed ecach Military Department to determine the forces that could be
maintained with these expenditures. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were then to
review the findings of the Services and evaluate the capability of the reduced
forces to carry out commitments.**

The Army replied that it would be forced to reduce its division strength from
20 divisions to 12 by FY 1955, The Navy would be less adversely affected; it
would be able to maintain ship strength at or near current levels, but existing
deficiencics in mine, antisubmanne, and amphibicus lift capabilities would be
perpetuated. The Air Force would have to abandon all hope of expansion and to
reduce its strength to 79 wings by 1955,

The Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that force red ictions cf these magnitudes
would make it impossible to meet existing commitments and hence would require
complete reexamination of US objectives and policies. Casting their argument in
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strong terms, they asserted that the imposition of the proposed expenditure
limits ““would so increase the risk to the United States as to pose a grave threat to
the survival of our allies and the security of this nation.”?’ Secretary Wilson sent
these conclusions to the National Security Council on 24 March 1953. He accepted
them as essentially correct, although he believed the Services had somewhat
overstated the effects of the proposed budget reductions upon their programs.?*

At a meeting of the Council on 25 March, General of the Army Omar N.
Bradley, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, summarized the JCS views con-
cerning the effects of the suggested expenditure reductions; then each of his
colleagues spoke for his own Service. Officially, the Council took no action
except to note the President’s desire that the Secretary of Defense make a tenta-
tive estimate of the money that might be saved by reducing overhead and
duplication.? But the arguments presented by the Joint Chiefs of Staff had been
convincing; the attempt to balance the budget by FY 1955 was dropped.™

On 31, March 1953 the Councii members met with “Seven Wise Men"—the
outside consultants who had beer appointed in accordance with the decision of
25 February.*' They approved a statement of defense policy that would provide
the rationale for budget reductions (more modest in scale than those discussed
earlier).* It rested upon the basic assumption that “‘the survival of the free world
depends on the maintenance by the United States of a sound, strong economy.”
To achieve this economic stability, it would be necessary to balance expenditures
with income “as rapidly as is consistent with continuing our leadership in the
free world.” The goal of a balanced budget should be announced at once, though it
could be achieved only gradually. On the other hand, the United States would
continue to maintain armed forces sufficient to defend itself and its allies; to
contain Soviet expansion; and to deter the Soviets from aggressive war. The
following specific objectives and courses of action were to be emphasized: settle-
ment of the war in Korea and of the communist rebellion in Indochina; protec-
tion of the continental United States; offshore procurement of military supplies,
as a means of assisting friendly nations; revision of mobilization plans to empha-
size maintenance of production capacity rather than stockpiling of end-items;
reduction of overhead and of waste and duplication in the defense establishment;
and removal of trade barriers. Less emphasis than before would be placed on
building up US and NATO forces to authorized goals by early fixed target dates.

To reach and maintain the force goals contemplated under present plans was
estimated to require annual outlays of $45 billion for the next three fiscal years
and of $30 billion thereafter. These amounts were judged inconsistent with the
new policies. The Council therefore drew the outlines of & new and smaller
military program, based on the departmental reviews carried out in response to
Mr. Kyes' directive of 7 February 1953.% This program abandoned specific target
dates for completing the military buildup. It was to be related to a floating,
rather than a specific, D-day. The object would be to achieve, by FY 1956 or FY
1957, force levels of the following general order of magnitude: 13 Army divisions,
1,200 Navy ships, and 105 to 115 Air Force wings. The expected costs of this
program were: $43.2 billion, $40 billion, and $35 billion. respectively, for fiscal
vears 1954, 1953, and 1956, and $33 billion annually thercaiter, These figures
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assumed an estimated $1 billion annual savings in overhead and duplication.
The 1954 and 1955 totals included $2 billion for the Korean War and for expan-
sion of the ROK Army. The appropriations request in the FY 1954 budget was to
be reduced by approximately $5 billion.

This statement of policies was referred to the NSC Planning Board to be
incorporated into a formal directive. The result was NSC 14972, approved by the
Council on 28 April 1953 and by the President on 29 April.** In this paper, ihe
new approach to defense was summarized as follows:

The entire military program, including missions, forces and readiness levels,
will not be related to a “’specified”” date for D-day readiness and will be reviewed
and modified from time to time as the result of periodic recommendations from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and in view of changing tactical, strategic, and ecoromic
considerations throughout the world. In particular, all missions will be carefully
reviewed as rapidly as possible in order to determine whether or not there is any
overlappin wﬁich unnecessarily commits any of the services to responsibilities
which can better be served by another service or by a combination of services as
a result of changing capabilities, modemization or more effective planning. This
military program assumes a steady improvement in defense capabilities, with a
substantial base for full mobilization in the event of all-out war. It is a program
that should continue to be sound and livable [sic] over a period of years.

The guidelines for the new military program were now expressed in man-
power limits rather than force levels. From their strengths as of 28 February
1933, the Army was to be reduced by 74,000 men and the Navy and Marine Corps
together by 70,000 during FY 1954. The Air Force would be cut by 50,000 by the
end of FY 1955.%

The effect of these decisions was to impose an erd FY 1954 strength of
1,421,000 on the Army and of 975,236 for the Navy and Marine Corps.™ Together
with Secretary Wilson’s later action in establishing a 1954 strength of 960,000 for
the Air Force, they would require the Services to reduce to 3,356,236 men by the
end of FY 1954, compared with 3,505,661 on 28 February 1953. Nevertheless,
according to NSC 14972, it was expected that, through better utilization of
manpower, the Army and Navy would be able to retain approximately the same
numbers of major units and that the Air Force could achieve an important
increase in the number of combat wings. All the Services were to be provided
with modernized equipment that would increase their combat power.

In approving NSC 14972, the Council agreed that the Department of Defense
would present to Congress a revised FY 1954 defense budget based on the new
program. For FY 1955, the Department, after further studies, would propose a
force structure compatible with the hoped-for expenditure limit of $40 billion.
The Council also directed the Planning Board to draft a comprehensive directive
on national security policy that would supersede previous ores still in effect
(NSC 2014, NSC 6872, and NSC 1353).

The new approach reflected in NSC 1492 was described to the public in
statements by the President during the next few weeks. “The essence of the
change is this,” said Mr. Eisenhower in a news conference on 30 April 1953, “We
reject the idea that we must build up to a maximum attainable strength for some
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specific date theoretically fixed for a specified time in the future. Defense is not a
matter of maximum strength for a single date. It is a matter of adequate protec-
tion to be projected as far into the future as the actions and apparent purposes of
others may compel us.”*” He repeated this conviction on 19 May in a radio
address in which he explained the basis for the revised FY 1954 budget that had
by then been sent to Congress. The object, he said, was to avoid both “the
indefinite continuance of a needlessly high rate of Federal spcnding” and “any
penny-wise, pound-foolish policy that could, through lack of needed strength,
cripple the cause of freedom.”"*

The rew budget called for $36 billion in new obligational authority and $43.2
billion in expenditures. Most of the reduction was at the expense of the Air
Force, which was cut from $16.8 to $11.7 billion in new obligational authority.
The Navy was reduced from $11.4 to $9.7 billion; the Army, however, was
increased from $12.1 to $13.7 billion, to meet the new Korean requirements.”

Secretary Wilson outlined the new force goals for FY 1954 in testimony before
a House committee on 11 May 1953. The Army would maintain 20 divisions, but
would increase the number of antiaircraft battalions—its contributicn to conti-
nental defer.se—from 113 to 117. The Navy would maintain about the same
number of warships.* The Air Force was expected to have 114 wings by the end
of 1954, and would continue to expand further. A strength of 120 wings had
been established as its interim goal; the final force objective was yet to be
determined.*!

The Secretary explained, however, that these force levels were subject to
change after a new look at the entire defense picture (o be undertaken later in
the year. “This will involve an intensive and detailed study of all aspects of
defense—forces, missions, weapons, readiness levels, strategic plans, and so
forth,” said Mr. Wilson, “and will provide the basis for the fiscal year 1955
budget.”*

A New Statement of National Security Policy: NSC 153/1

he Cuncil’s new statement of national security policy was circulated in
draft to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for comment on 1 June 1953.* Insofar as it
had military implications, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved it subject to minor
changes * A revised version, NSC 1531, was approved by the Council on 9 fune
1953 and by the President the neat day.*® It was in large measure a restaterent
of previously approved policies, though maodified in the direction of NSC 14972,
NSC 1521 found two principal threats 1o the survival of fundamental values
and institutions of the United States. as follows:

a. The formidable power and aggressive policy of the communist world
led by the USSI-{.

k. The servus weakening of the economy of the United States that may
result “rem the cost of opposing the Soviet threat over a sustained
period,

enm st

% SRR 22 . on
B S SR

.




o I

b 25y

JCS and Nationa! Policy

The basic problem for the United States was to strike a balance between these
dangers. Of the two, the first must continue to receive primary consideration.
Nevertheless, sound fiscal policy might require the United States to assume
increased risks in relation to the Soviet threat.

The general objectives of US policy, according to NSC 153/1, were as follows:

a. To create and maintain sufficient strength, both military and non-
military, to provide for the security of the United States, assist in the
defense of vital areas of the free world, prevent or counter aggression,
deter general war, protect the continental United States, and provide
the basis for winning a general war if one should be forced on us.

b. Tomaintain a sound and strong US economy based on free enterprise.

c. To maintain free US political institutions supported by an infar—ad

gublic opinion.

o strengthen the wil! and ability of other nations of the free world,
individually and collectively, to deter or oppose communist aggres-
sion and achieve internal stability.

e. To prevent significant expansion of Soviet bloc power, even though
in certain cases measures to this end may be used by the Soviet bloc
as a pretext for war.

f. Todelay and disrurt the consolidation of Soviet bloc power and influ-
ence, and eventually to reduce such power and influence to a point
which no longer constitutes a threat to our security, without unduly
risking a general war.

8- To establish an international system based on ‘icedom and justice as
contemplated in the Charter of the United Nations.

h. To continue in effect US objectives vis-a-vis the USSR in the event of
war. [These objectives had been set forth in NSC 20/4, and were re-
peated verbatim in NSC 153/1.]

Most of these objectives were long-established. The influence of NSC 149/2
was seen in the second, as well as in some of the courses of action proposed to
attain this and other objectives: reduction of Federal expenditures, lessened
dependence on stocks of finished end-items (as distinct from additional produc-
tion facilites) in mobilization planning, and deemphasis of early target dates for
reaching NATO force levels.

The need to maintain the nation’s strategic deterrent was stressed in connec-
tion with the first opjective. The United States, said NSC 153/1, nust “develop
and maintain an offensive capability, particularly the capability to inflict massive
damage on Soviet warmaking capacity, at a level that the Soviets must regard as
an unacceptable risk in war.” The implied primacy of retaliatory capability as
compared with other components of military strength was somewhat more
emphatic than in the most recent previous policy directive (NSC 135/3), which
had spoken merely of “the capability to inflict massive damage on the Soviet
warmaking capacity.”

A few of the actions proposed by NSC 153/1 were wholly new. For example,
in connection with preventing Soviet expansion, it was stated that the United
States should be willing to undertake unilateral action, if necessary, against
“local communist aggression in key areas.”
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Project Solarium

SC 153/1 was accurately described in its title as a restatement of national

security policy. For the most part, it reaffirmed objectives and methods
inherited from the previous administration, though with some changes in em-
phasis. For that reason, it could hardly satisfy the expectations of those of Mr.
Eisenhower’s supporters who had hoped for radical departures in foreign policy.
Some adherents of his party had become impatient with the doctrine of contain-
ment and had urged instead a policy of liberation—an aggressive course of
action that would seek, by means short of military attack, to disrupt communist
regimes and bring about the release of the peoples living under their rule.* At
one point in the 1952 campaign, John Foster Dulles had indicated that General
Eisenhower, if elected President, would abandon containment for a policy of
liberating captive nations by nonviolent means.¥

A study intended to evaluate the containment policy in relation to possible
alternatives had been launched by the administration even before NSC 153/1
was approved. In May 1953, in a conference held in the sunroom (solarium) of
the White House, President Eisenhower and several of his advisers had agreed
that three possible national strategies should be carefully examined. Two of
these—at cposite ends of the spectrum—would be containment and liberation,
respectively. The third would be an intermediate course, in which the United
States would in effect draw a line around those regions vital to its interests and
would warn the Soviets that any violation of the line wo_.d mean general war.
Each of these courses of action was to be analyzed by a task force of experts who
would plead the case for it.*

The President placed this Solarium project (as it was called) under the direc-
tion of Lieutenant General H.A. Craig, USAF, the Commandant of the National
War College. It was to begin about 10 June 1953, and was expected to require
about six weeks. Hizh level supervision was to be exercised by a committee of
the National Security Council, consisting of the Acting Secretary of State, Gen-
eral Walter Bedell Smith; the Directu: of Central Intelligence, M. Allen Dulles;
and the President’s Special Assistant for National Security Affairs, Mr. Robert
Cutler.*

The task forces included both civilian and military personnel. The policy
alternatives to be examined were set forth as follows in the instructions issued to
the members:*

Alllenm!iw A essentially the containment policy, as already set forth in NSC
153/1}.

(1) To maintain over a sustained period armed forces to provide for the
security of the United States and to assist in the defense of vital areas of
the free world;

(2) To continue to assist in building up the economic and military strength
and cohesion of the free world; and

(3) Without maternially increasing the risk of general war, to continue to ex-
ploit the vulnerabilities of the Soviets and their satellites by political,
economic and psychological measures.
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Alternative B [drawinq the line}.

(1) To complete the line now drawn in the NATO area and the Western
Pacific so as to form a continuous line around the Sov.et bloc beyond
which the U.S. will not permit Soviet or satellite military forces to advance
without general war;

(2) To make clear to the Soviet rulers in an appropriate and unmistakable
way that the U.S. has established and is determined to carry out this

go icy; and o '
(3) To reserve freedom of action, in the event of indigenous communist

seizure of power in countries on our side of the line, to take all measures
necessary to reestablish a situation compatible with the security interests
of the U.S. and its allies.

Alternative C [liberation}.

(1) To increase efforts to disturb and weaken the Soviet bloc and to accelerate
the consolidation and strengthening of the free world to enable it to as-
sume the greater risks invoned; and

(2) To create the maximum disruption and popular resistance throughout
the Soviet bloc.

The task forces rendered their reports to the National Security Council on 16
July 1953. Task Force A, under the chairmanship of Mr. George F. Kennan, took
the position that the strategy pursued by the United States so far was basically
sound and should be continued, with certain changes to make it bolder and
more flexible. It viewed the trend of international events as favorable, and asserted
that the United States “is today in a position to assume the strategic offensive in
its conflicts with Soviet Commurnsm.”” This offensive, however, was to be lim-
ited to diplomatic initiatives and to cautious encouragement of stresves and
strains in the Soviet systern.

Task Force A endorsed most of the objectives and courses of action in NSC
153/1. It placed special stress on the importance of strengthening and solidifying
the free world coalition, since collaboration among the free nations was “essential
to the successful pursuit of all our objectives with regard to Soviet power.” The
task force considered the subject of continental defense, which was currently a
live issue before the Council, and recommended stronger defenses to reinforce
the US deterrent capacity.

The members of Task Force A acknowledged that their recommendations
would mean some initial increases in security costs but considered these well
within the nation’s capabilities. “The United States can afford to survive,” asserted
their report.

The report of Task Force B, which was headed by Major General James
McCormack, Jr., USAF, was based on the following premise: ““The warning of
general war as the primary sanction against further Soviet-Bloc aggression, under
clearly defined circumstances, is the best means available for insuring the secu-
rity of the United States, for the present and the foreseeable future.” Under the
policy advocated by this group, the Ur ted States would make it plain that any
new communist aggression would result in war. In other words, the line beyond
which the United States would permit no further communist advance was to
take in all areas not then under communist control. Such a policy was not wholly
incompatible with either of the other alternatives. It was, said Task Force B,
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“proposed as a support, rather than as a substitute, for existing policies.” It
would provide a single, clear-cut strategic concept, which would make possible
the most efficient and economic development of US forces (although it would
not necessarily lead to a reduction in expenditures).

The war envisioned by Task Force B, in case the communists crossed the line,
would be general as distinct from merely local; that is, one in which the United
States “would apply its full power—whenever, however, and wherever neces-
sary to defeat the main enemy.” This assumption did not necessarily mean that
bombs would “fall automatically on Moscow on H-hour”; whether or not they
did s0 would depend on the war plan in effect at the time. However, the policy
would ““find its military basis solidly in the capabilities of atomic weapons.” The
expression “massive retaliation” was not used in the report, but the concept
seemed clearly present.

Task Force B's report implied that the only alternative to its strategy was a
choice between continuing acceptance of Soviet pressures and aggressions and
confrontation with an endless succession of ““costly small wars none of which
seems to lead anywhere except to another one.” While admitting that the strat-
egy was, in the final analysis, unilateral, the report foresaw a need for allies,
both to provide military bases and to supply additional forces along the periph-
ery of the Soviet bloc.

Task Force C, under Vice Admiral R. L. Conolly, USN, urged “a positive
course of action designed to seize the strategic initiative and deliberately under-
take the task of eliminating the Communist threat to the free world.” Unlike
Task Force A, this group believed that the trend of events was running against
the United States and could only be reversed by dynamic, offensive political
action. Its report outlined a strategy in three phases. In the first, the United
States would complete its military buildup, construct the necessary covert
apparatus, and launch an economic, political, and diplomatic offensive against
the communist bloc. Successive stages would see attempts to detach the satel-
lites from Soviet control, followed by an effort to disrupt the alliance between
the Soviet Unior. and Communist China.

The hope for success of this policy rested on the assumption that “the whole
enemy power stru<cure, dominated as it is by a dictatorial minority, is basically
unstable.” Implementation would “involve the use of conceptions and tech-
niques of international action—such as subversion, pressure, and threat of force—
previously foreign to us.” However, Task Force C believed that “the adaptation
called for is probably within the power of our country to make.”

Task Force C rejected any idea of preventive war or of an ultimatum to the
Soviet Union. It conceded, however, that its policy might increase the risk of
general war in the short run. The task force recognized also that most US allies
would draw back in terror from such a policy, but it believed that their estrange-
ment would be overcome as successes created a climate « f victory.

The cost of this policy was estimated at $60 billion annually jor FYs 1954 and
1955, declining to $45 billion by FY 1958. The size of these figures practically
guarcoteed that the policy would be rejected by the Council, although Task
Force C argued that they were not prohibitive.*!
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When the Council discussed the reports, the irreconcilable differences between
the recommendations of Task Forces A and C, and lesser degree of conflict
between those of A and B, soon became apparent. In preparation for further
discussion, the NSC staff prepared condensed versions of each report,? which
were sent for comment to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Services.>?

The JCS Adviser to the Planning Board, Major General John K. Gerhart,
USAF, after studying the reports, characterized their proposals as a mixture of
approved objectives and courses of action with others that had been discon-
tinued or rejected during past considerations. Careful study of the current valid-
ity of the reasons that in the past had caused rejection of similar proposals
seemed indicated, and for this purpose General Gerhart recommended referral
to the NSC Planning Board.> The Joint Chiefs of Staff transmitted this sugges-
tion to the Secretary of Defense on 28 July. They advised him that any changes in
national policy arising from the Solarium project would require intensive study
and proposed, as a first step, that six to eight weeks be allowed for the develop-
ment of guidance for the members of the Planning Board by their parent depart-
ments and agencies.>

The Council, however, decided on 30 July 1953 to proceed at once with the
preparation of a new policy statement, to be drafted by the Planning Board with
the assistance of representatives of the task forces, which would incorporate
proposals from all three reports. Maintenance of US military strength, solidarity
with friendly nations, and assistance to the noncommunist world—goals stressed
by Task Force A—would continue as the central objectives of US policy. At the
same time, the new statement would specify those areas of the world in which a
Scviet advance would be considered a casus belli, as urged by Task Force B, and
world call for some of the aggressive actions recommended by Task Force C. But
there was to be no abrupt redirection of diplomatic or military policy. The Coun-
cil thus in effect rejected the strategy of liberation.™

The Planning Board assigned the task o a special committee, the member-
ship of which included the JCS Adviser, General Gerhart. Preparation of a first
draf: was to keep the special committee and the Planning Board occupied through
September 1953.

The New Joint Chiefs of Staff and Their Recommendations

etween the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 and the election of 1952,

US foreign policy and military strategy had been intensely and publicly
debated. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had found themselves caught in this political
crossfire. Criticism of the Truman administration by prominent Republicans
had sometimes extended to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on the grounds that the
latter had become partisans of existing policies. The criticism usually focused on
the Chairman, General of the Army Omar N. Bradley. Senator Robert A. Taft,
one of the most influential spokesmen for his party, believed that General Brad-
ley had stepped out of his proper role in publicly supporting the administration’s
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policies—which, in Senator Taft’s view, overstressed Europe at the expense of
Asia and relied or a military strategy that placed too little emphasis on air-sea
power.”” During his campaign for the Republican presidential nomination, he
had promised to replace General Bradley if elected. After the election of Mr.
Eisenhower, Senator Taft and many others regarded the incumbent Chiefs of
Staff as a probable obstacle to large budget reduction, since they were identified
with the programs to be cut.

Fortuitously, the terms of the principal JCS members were due to exyire in
mid-1953. All were completing at least four years in officz except Admiiral
William M. Fechteler, USN, Chief of Naval Operations, whose tenure dated from
1951. Early in 1953, Senator Taft and other Republicans in Congress urged M:.
Eisenhower to designate their successors immediately, in order that the now
appointees, before assuming office, would have an opportunity to take a new
.00k at existing military programs with a view to possible budget reductions.>®

President Eisenhower accepted this suggestion and decided upon a replace-
raent of the incumbent Joint Chiefs of Staff.”® On 7 May 1953 he nominated
General Nathan F. Twining (then Vice Chief of Staff, USAF) to succeed General
Vandenberg, who was ill and had announced plans to retire effective 30 June
1953.% Several days later, the White House announced that Admiral Arthur W.
Radford, currently serving as Commander in Chief, Pacific, would succeed Gen-
eral Bradley as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and that General Matthew
B. Ridgway would leave his post as Supreme Allied Commander in Europe to
become Chief of Staff, US Army, in succession to General ]. Lawton Collins. To
complete the sweep, Admiral Fechteler would not be reappointed for another
two-year term, but was to be replaced by Admiral Robert B. Carney, commander
of NATO forces in Southern Europe. General Twining would assume office on 1
July; the others, in mid-August. General Lemuel C. Shepherd, Jr., continued as
Commandant of the Marine Corps (by legislation of June 1952 the Commandant
had co-equal status with the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff when matters
of direct concern to the Marine Corps were under consideration).

The new appointecs were the choice of Secretary of Defense Charles E.
Wilson, who had been giver a free hand by the President in selecting them.®!
Senator Taft had also been consulted.®

The key appointment was that of the Chairman, Admiral Radford. His views
on strategy had been made known to the President-elect and to Mr. Wilson in
December 1952, in conferences held aboard the USS Helena while Mr. Eisen-
hower was en route home from his visit to Korea.*” In these discussions, Admi-
ral Radford had expressed the view that US forces were committed in too many
parts of the world. It would be better to redeploy some of them to create a
strategic reserve in the continental United States, and to rely on other nations to
provide the first line of defense along the periphery of the communist world.
Moreover, he believed that US policy and strategy had underestimated the
importance of Asia. These views found a ready response among his hearers.™

The significance of the Radford appointment was increased by a rcorganiza-
tion of the Department of Defense that was submitted to Congress by the Presi-
dent on 30 April 1953 and became offective two months later. The announced
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objectives of Reorganization Plan No. 6 were to strengthen civilian authority, to
reduce costs, and to improve joint planning. In general, it enhanced the author-
ity of the Secretary of Defense at the expense of the Services. It created six new
Assistant Secretaries of Defense and a General Counsel, filling in the structure of
a full-scale executive department that would take over the work previously
performed by a congeries ot boards and committees (the Munitions Board, the
Research and Development Board, and others) on which the Services had been
represented. The reorganization plan also enlarged the power of the Chairman,
by making the selection of officers to serve on the Joint Staff, and their tenure,
subject to his approval, and by transferring to him, from the joint Chiefs of Staff
as a body, the responsibility for “managing the Joint Staff and the Director
thereof.”’*®

When the appointments were announced, Mr.Eisenhower warned against
expecting the new Joint Chiefs of Staff to introduce any abrupt or radical changes
in strategy. “"The great facts that affect a so-called strategic situation and plan do
not change rapidly,” he pointed out. “No strategic plan suitable to the United
States can be greatly different from any other, as long as it is based upon these
facts.” But, he continued, there could be differences in methods and means.
Moreover, he promised that there would be ““a new approach, a study that is
made without any real chains fastening to the past.”” At the same time, he
warmly praised the outgoing JCS members, with all of whom he had served
during his military career. He made it clear that they were being replaced because
Secretary Wilson had wanted an entirely new team, not because he was dissatis-
fied with their performance in office.®

The President determined that the incoming JCS members should spend a
month or so in an intensive, full-time analysis of US military problems and
strategy while they were yet free from the manifold tasks that would descend
upon them as soon as they took the oath of officc 7 The nature of the study that
he desired them to undertake was set forth in the following memorandum:

I wish the newly-appointed Chiefs of Staff, before assuming their official
duties, to examine the foliowing matters:
(a) our strategic concepts and implementing plans,
(b) the roles and missions of the services,
(¢) the composition and readiness, of our present forces,
(d) the development of new weapons and weapons systems, and result-
ing new advances in military tactics, and
(e} our military assistance programs.

I do not desire any elaborate staff exercise. As a result of this examination, |
should like a summarized statement of these officers’ own views on these matters,
having in mind the elimination of overlapping in operations and administration,
and the urgent need for a really austere ﬁ.\sis in military preparation and
operations.,

This examination should be made with due regard for the basic national
security policies stated in NSC 153/1. While i do not fix any aroitrary budgetary
or personnel limitations as a basis for this study, it should take into consider-
ation our major national security programs for the fiscal years 1954 and 1955, as
outlined in NSC 149/2, Part Il. With reference to our national policy expressed in
pars 8b and 20-25, NSC 1531 [the paragraphs dealing with the maintenance of a
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sound and strong US economy through reductions in expenditures and in the
Federal deficit], tﬁe views of the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director of the
Budget should be obtained.

uch an examination should provide a fresh view as to the best balance and
most effective use and deployment of our armed forces, under existing cir-
cumstances. What I am seeking is interim guidance to aid the Council in develop-
ing policies for the most effective employment of available national resources to
insure the defense of our country for the long pull which may lie ahead.

For the purpose of carrying on this examination together, wherever it may
take them, [ want you to arrange the duties of these officers so that, beginning as
early as possible in July and prior to undertaking the responsibilities of their new
offices, they can give to the examination full-time uninterrupted attention, freed
of all other duties.®®

President Eisenhower delivered this memorandum in person to the new Joint
Chiefs of Staff at a meeting at the White House about the middle of July 1953.%°

The President’s instructions left no doubt that he expected the new appointees
to recommend a military strategy that could be implemented with smaller forces
and would thus justify lower military budgets in the future. This fact was evi-
dent from the references to an “austere basis” of preparation and from the
portions of NSC 149/2 and NSC 153/1 that were cited. At the same time, the
President’s explicit disavowal of ceilings left it uncertain how far the Joint Chiefs
of Staff should consider themselves obligated to remain within the expenditure
limits in NSC 14972.

The stress on economy was reinforced in a later memorandum addressed to
the other appointees by General Twining, who had already assumed office. The
president, he pointed out, wished them to recommend forces that could be
“maintained and operated for an indefiniie period without forcing such a finan-
cial burden on the country as to endanger a strong, sound U. S. economy.” He
went on to suggest a possible justification for force reductions. “I believe,” he
wrote, “* hat insufficient account has been taken of new weapons and their effect
on the composition and employment of our forces, particularly in the field of
atomic and thermonuclear weapons. Forces of a power never before known to
man are now available. | believe we should accept these weapons as accom-
plished facts and employ them more fully ourselves while preparing to cope
with them if they are used by the enemy.” He left it to his readers to draw the
conclusion that the enormous firepower of these new weapons might justify
reductions in the number of men in uniform.™

Preparation of the study requested by the President kept the new appointees
occupied for the better part of a month.” Part of this time was spent in inspec-
tion trips to military installations, ™ and another three days (23-26 July 1953) ata
conference of high-ranking military and civilian officials at the US Marine Corps
base at Quantico, Virginia, where addresses were given by the President. the
Secretary of Defense, and others, including General Bradley and Admiral
Radford.™

The new appointees finished their task during a cruise on the Chesapeake
Bay on 67 August 1953 aboard the Sejucia, the official yacht assigned the Secre-
tary of the Navy.™ On 8 August 1953 they tendered their conclusions in a report
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addressed to the Secretary of Defense.” The report represented the initial views
of Admiral Radford, General Ridgway, Admiral Carney, and General Twirung
as incoming JCS members and was not a corporate position of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

The general conclusion was that US military strategy had thus far been essen-
tially correct but that a redirection was now called for. The opening paragraph
set forth this view as follows:

A review of our military plans and their implementation since June 1950 must
result in the conclusion that in general they were sound and adequate. The
exceptions were generally the result of immediate pressures, inadequate
intelligence, or bot%v. That these plans have served their purpose is a fact, since
we have successfully averted a general war. We do find ourselves, however,
militarily extended at this time with our existing armed forces so deployed or
committed that we have little strategic reserve. Our Armed Forces are of such a
size that augmentation of any magnitude could take place only after full scale
mobilization. Their roles and missions as stated in the functions paper are clear
and that document as now written provides reasonable workabg guidance for
service programs. There is no rea.on to believe that our combat readiness or
overall military power will be materially increased in the immediate future by
the advent of new weapons or tactics except perhaps in the atomic field {a very
important exception, the implications of which were not discussed in the report|.
Any across the board reduction in the military budget would result in an almost
equal reduction in overall security.

With these words, the new Joint Chiefs of Staff ruled out any hope for
prompt, large-scale reduction in military expenditures. Nevertheiess they believed
that it would be possible to attain a “satisfactory military position for the long
pull trom a budgetary poin* . view.” Any such position must be one that would
remedy certain deficieraes in the US nulitary situation, which they described as
tollows:

Currently the most critical factors in the military aspects of our secunty are
air defense of our Continental U. S. vitals and our ability to retaliate swiftly and
powerfully in the event we are attacked. These air defenses need bolstering to a
Jegree which can hold damage to nationally manageable proportions. A capabil-
ity for swift and powerful retaliation is a deterrent and, in event of hostilities,
will blunt the enemy offensive and reduce his capabiities,

Our current military capabilities are inadequate to provide essential national
security and at the same time to meet our global military commitments. We are
over-extended.

We continue to place our major emphasis in the military field on peripheral
deployments overseas, to the neglect of our vitals in Continental United States.
Cur freedom of action is senously curtailed, the exercise of inituative severely
limited.

Qur statc of readiness for timely miiitary reactior to full-scale armed aggres-
son continues to deteriorate. We have used in World War Il and in the Korean
War practically our entire pool of trained military reservists, particularly
specialists. For any emergency short of general war, we shall now Ee forced to
the time-cansuming procedure of training new personnel.

There seemed only one course of action that could reverse this deterioration
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without seriously weakening the stability and durability of the national economy.
This course, they continued,

would reverse our present strategic policy. It would place in first priority the
essential military protection of our Continental U. S. vitals and the capability for
delivering swift and powerful retaliatory blows. Military commitments overseas—
that is to say, peripheral military commitments—would cease to have first claim
on our resources.

What they had in mind was a program of redeployment and reorientation of
US military forces. They did not describe this program in detail, nor did they
spell out its advantages. The implication, however, was that US forces brought
home from overseas could be used both to strengthen continental defense and to
create a strategic reserve that would restore flexibility to US strategy. Military
expenditures could then be reduced because it was cheaper to keep uniformed
men at home than to maintain them abroad; moreover, some of the forces
withdrawn from foreign pases might be disbanded, thus lessening the demand
on the nation’s financial resources and manpower.

The new JCS appointees made it clear, however, that economy would be an
ultimate rather than an immediate reward. They saw no hope that the budget
could be balanced during the two years estimated to be requited to accomplish
the program. Nor could they promise that their plan would result in smaller
military forces, since, as they pointed out, time had not permitted them to go
into the question of force levels.

But there was one serious potential danger in this course of action: its possi-
ble effect on public and official opinion in other countries. Ever since the North
Atlantic Treaty was signed in 1949, the United States bad been pushing its
Western European allies to cerry a bigger defense burden and to expand their
forces. How rould it continue to do so in the face of an announced intention to
withdraw some of its own forces from the continent? And what of the conse-
quences of removing forces from the Far East, where the Korean War had ended
only a few weeks earlier?

The authers of the report faced squarely up to these questions. “Adoption of
this course of action,” they admitted, “would involve a change in basic foreign
policy of fundamental and far-reaching implications.” Therefore, they warned,

if adopted, these changes in our foreign policy and military deployvments should
be made only after the most exhaustive consideration by the highest govern-
mental efficials, and dissemination of knowledge of the decision shoald be most
carefully controlled. Finally, implementing plans would have to be prepared on
a carefully phased schedule, carefully coordinated at home and abroad, and
given the most effective security practicable.

A wellconceived public information program was also necessary. Moreover,
it would be essential to define. and i make clear to othe- nations, the US
nationial “bjectives “in situations short of a general emergency.”

Only the President was in a position to judge whether this policy should be
attempted in the face of perhaps irreparable diplomatic consequences. The new
JCS appointevs therefore recommended only that its possible effects be studied

19




gf idcdsi

JCS and National Policy

by the National Security Council. They also submitted two other recommenda-
tions, as follows:

1. The United States should formulate a clear, positive policy with respect
to the use of atomic weapons, and should announce it publicly.

2. Military assistance should be dispensed with caution. "We should be
more discriminatory in extending any form of our 2id or protection,”
they recommended, “'and should require an appropriate contribution or
concession in return.” What they had in mind was that aid should be
channeled principally to nations willing to build up their own indigenous
forces to offset the effects of US withdrawal.”

Shortly after submitting this report, Admiral Radford, General Ridgway, and
Admiral Carney assumed their new positions and the turnover in JCS member-
ship was accomplished.” The new Chairman held his first press conference on
26 August 1953, and told reporters that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were taking a
lang, hard look at security problems. “Cur review of U. S. strategic needs and
capabilities, which was ordered by President Eisenhower, is something that will
continue :ndefinitelt,” he said. He added that this review would not be influ-
enced by economic considerations—a statement difficult to reconcile with others
that he was to make later.™

On 27 August 1953 the newly installed Joint Chiefs of Staff appeared befcre
the National Securiiy Council to describe their proposed new ““concept’ (as the
Council members called it). They explained that they were not proposing that
the United States withdraw from its alliances or abandon its foreign bases. They
listed some possible benefits of redeployment not touched on in their report:
reduction of friction between US troops and indigenous populations, lowering
of international tension, and assistance in recruiting career professionals who
might otherwise be discouraged by prospects of long overseas tours. At the
same time, they stressed the importance of convineing the Allies that the adop-
tion of the concept did not stem from any conviction that the Soviet threat had
iessened; rather it was based on a desire to increase the mobility and readiness of
US forces, in the face of a danger that remained as great as ever.

All four of the JCS members stressed that they had not been led to the
concept by budgetary considerations alone, and that thev recognized the mili-
tary danger of over-extension of forces under present deployments. But two
members, General Kidgway and Admiral Carney, indicated that they had
spproved the concept merely as a subject for further studv, which might show it
to be unacceptable. General Ridgway, who had only recently returned from
Europe, stressed the possible dangers to NATO unless the program were carried
out with great care. Admural Carney bluntly charactenzed the program as the
best that could be devised under the indicated budgetary limitations; if encugh
men and money were available, he said, it would be better to increase US forces
{rather than merely reshuffling them) to meet the need for continental defense
and tor 3 strategic reserve. Both he and General Ridgway warned that the US
military deterrent must inaude adequate surface forces.

The National Security Coundl tentatively approved the concept. Secretary of
the Treasurv Humphrey was particularly outspoken in praming it; he saw it as a

X

et bR

SRR 5, KA S S5




Basic National Security Policy, 1953

means of reducing or holding down military expenditures and thus avoiding the
imposition of controls over the nation's economy. Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles, though sympathetic to the concept, nevertheless had reservations. He
warned that the United States could not alone match the Soviet bloc in military
strength, and that it was essential to avoid any action that would disrupt ivee
world unity. In the end, the President and the Council agreed that Secretary
Dulles should analyze the possible diplomatic consequences of the concept before
the Joint Chiefs of Staff studied it further.”™

Secretary Dulles r=ported his conclusion to the Coundil on 9 September 1953.%
Judging by the Counci¥s later actions, he evidently gave assurance that the
strain on US foreign relations would not be fatal. The way was thus open for the
National Security Council to adopt the new strategy. For the moment, however,
the Council took no action, pending the revision of national security policy that
was already in process.

A New Policy Directive: NSC 162/2

he Solarium Committee of the NSC Planning board, appointed

in response to the Council’s decision of 30 July 1953, completed a draft
policy statement on 17 _cptember. When it was submitted to the Board, however,
disagreements quickly vecame apparent. On 30 September, after five fruitless
sessions, the Planning Board abandoned the effort to reach agreement and for-
warded a split draft, NSC 162, to the Council.*!

In NSC 162 the world situation was viewi«d as highly alarming. The paper took
note of the Soviets’ mounting atomic capabilities, and ass»ssed the Soviet regime
as essentially unchanged despite the passing of Stalin. In broad terms, it set
forth US military requirements: a massive retaliatory capacity, mobile trees in
readiness, and an adequate and well-protected mobilization base. The Treasury
and Budget representatives, however, felt that the danger of unsound tiscal
policies should virtually be equated with that presented by Soviet hostility and
military power, The majority view held that the United States could and should
pay whatever price was needed for safety.

Those portions of the dratt that dealt with military strategy clearly refiected
the concept put forward by the new Joint Chiefs of Staff, and may have been
inserted at the instigation of the JCS Adviser to the Board, General Gerhart, who
had served on the drafting committee. Thus NSC 162 advixated that the United
States use “spedial”’ (t.e.. nuclean) weapons whenever required for its secunty. It
also gave general sanction to redeployment of US forces, aithough here the
Mlanning Board split. Some members admitted that redeployment might be
desirable, but urged further study of foreign pohitical repercussions. Others
favored an immediate decision to withdraw some US ferces. coupled with an
attempt to persuade allied nations that this step was in they own interests.

NSC 162 specified some of the aggressive actions agamnst the commurust bloc
that the guidelines had calied for. General Gerhart, however, wished 10 go
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farther in this direction than most others. For example, he urged deletion of a
paragraph renouncing aggressive actions involving force against Soviet bloc
territory. Again, in a discussion of the possibility of negotiation, he wished to
stress the need to maintain pressure on the Soviets to induce them to negotiate.
The representatives of the Department of Defense and the Office of Defense
Mobilization joined him in upholding this hard line.

When Admiral Radford and his colleagues received NSC 162 for review, %
they sent it to the Joint Strategic Survey Committee (JSSC), which criticized it
rather severely. “The principal themes running through the paper,” obsetrved the
Committee, with some exaggeration, “appear to be: (1) that we should pursue a
policy of inaction for fear of antagonizing the Soviets and of alienating our Allies;
and (2) that a balanced budget should take precedence over an adequate defense.”
Nevertheless the Committee found NSC 162 generally acceptable, subject to
favorable resolution of the disputed portions.**

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, withheld their endorsement. They told
the Secretary of Defense on 6 October 1953 that the five days allov-ed them for
study of the military implications of NSC 162 had been insufficient and that, in
any event, a definitive evaluation would be possible only after the divergent
paragraphs had been resolved, since the matters at issue were basic to the
direction of pulicy. Addressing themselves to the two principal issues, the joint
Chiefs of Staff made clear their conviction that national security should take
precedence over budgetary considerations . ad that negetiations with the Soviet
leaders were unlikely to be productive unless the United States provided the
Seviets with an incentive to negotiate by seizing the initiative in the cold war.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that no action should be taken on NSC
162 until its implications had been carefully studied. However, they proposed a
number of detailed changes to be incorporated in NSC 162 if an immediate
decision were judged necessary. The general effect of these changes would be to
stress the need for defense rather than economy.

One paragraph in NSC 162 had called for the United States to maintain a
“capability . . toinihot massive retaliatory damage by offensive striking power.”
The joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that this be amended to state a heed for a
military posture that would include this capasbility. This change had been sug-
gested by Admiral Carnev.™ The effect would be te emphasize that retaliatory
atrpowrt was only one eiement of offensive strength.

Concerning the disputed issue of redeployment, the joint Chiefs of Staff
eapressed views that reflected the same differences of emphasis that had already
become apparent during their presentation of the new concept. All favored a
positive statement that US forves were overestended, or maldeploved, but Admi-
ral Carney and General Ridgway wished to add the following cavtion:

However. any major withdrawal of United States forces {rom Europe or the
Far East would be interpreted as a diminution of United States interest in the
detense of those areas and would serve to undermine the strength and cohesion
of the coalition unless it were phased with a corresponding increase in the
capabilities of indigenous foroes to insure an adequate defense.*
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The National Security Council discussed NSC 162 on 7 October 1953 and sent
it back to the Planning Board, which prepared three successive revisions. The
last of these, NSC 162/1, was circulated for review on 19 October 1953.* In this
version, the Treasury-Budget view of the relative importance of the economic
and the military threats was rejected. One issue was thus settled as the Joint
Chiefs of Staff desired. Their other recommendations, however, met with a
mixed reception. Thus the statement of military requirements called for “a strong
military posture, with emphasis on the capability of inflicting massive retaliatory
damage by offensive striking power.” This was closer in spirit to the original in
NSC 162 than to the rewording sought by the joint Chiefs of Staff. NSC 162/1
also failed to go as far as they had wished in recormmending aggressive actions
against the Soviet bloc. The disagreement over redeployment was settled by a
compromise, which asserted a need for some redeployment while warning of
possible adverse psychological effects in foreign countries if major forces were
withdrawn.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff referred NSC 162/1 to the Joint Strategic Survey
Committee, whose members decided that it would be inappropriate to repeat
earlier recommendations that had been rejected by the Council. They therefore
recommended only one minor change, in a paragraph that seemed to them
unduly pessimistic in evaluating the prospects of NATO."

Admirai Camey, however, ook exception to the statement of military capabili-
ties in NSC 162/1. He pointed out that the Planning Board's first teniative redraft
of NSC 162 (containing changes adopted by the Council on 7 October) had
accepted the amendment sougnt by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in which the US
military posture would include massive retaliatory capability. The new statement,
calling for emphasis upon this capability, thus departed significantly from phrase-
ology that had been approved by the Council.™

Accepting Admiral Carnev’s suggestion, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended
to the Secretary of Defense on 27 October 1953 that the statement of military
capabilities be revised as they had urged in their comments on NSC 162, They
endorsed the change suggested by the Juint Strategic Survey Committee and
proposed several others of 3 minor nature. Subject to these comments, they
considered NSC 1621 acceptable.™

The National Secunty Council discussed NSC 1621 on 29 October, at an
important meeting attended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Service Secretaries.
The members debated at some length the paragraph on retaliatory power.
Although the amendment sought by the Joint Chiefs of Staff was supported by
Secretary Wilson, it was finally rejected. President Eisenhower insisted that it
was necessary to establish a priority among the elements of military power. But
to make certain that this deasion woukd not prejudgs the results of the review of
strategy on which the Juiat Chiets of Statf were then engaged. the President
stipulated that the Secretary of Defense might ask tor revision of this paragraph
if he found that its provisions, “when read in the context of the total policy
statement, operate to the disadvantage of the rational securitv.”'™ As 3 further
hedge agasinst overemphasis upon a single Service, Mt Eisenh. ver ruled that
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the phrase “offensive striking power”” would be interpreted to include all offen-
sive forces, including aircraft carriers.”! The other amendments sought by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff were accepted. The final version, approved by President
Eisenhower on 30 October, was issued as NSC 162/2.7

NSC 162/2 defined the basic problems of national security policy as follows:

a. To meet the Soviet threat to US security.
b. In doing so, to avoid seriously weakening the US economy or undermin-
ing our fundamental values and institutions.

Here the domestic danger was clearly subordinated to the foreign. Elsewhere,
NSC 162/2 characterized Soviet hostility toward the West, together with the
military power of the Soviets and their control of a formidable subversive
apparatus, as the primary threat to the United States. This threat remained
great, despite the more conciliatory attitude shown by the regime of Premier
Georgi M. Malenkov. But there was room for hope that pressures inside the
Soviet bloc, together with growing strength and unity of noncommunist countries,
might ultimately induce the Soviets to agree to a settlement, that would be
acceptable to the free world.

The requirements for defense against the Soviet threat were listed as:

a. Development and maintenance of:

(1) A strong milita y posture, with emphasis on the capability of inflicting
massive retaliatory damage by offensive striking power;

{2) U.S. and allied forces in readiness to move rapidly initially to counter
aggression by Soviet bloc forces and to hold vital areas and lines of
communication; and

(3) A mobilization base, and its protecticn against crippling damage, ade-
quate to insure victory in the event of general war.

b. Maintenance of a sound, stron% and growing economy, capable of provid-
ingb:)hrough the operation of free institutions, the strength described in

a above over the long pull and of rapidly and effectively changing to full

mobilization.

¢. Maintenance of morale and free institutions and the willingness of the
U.S. people to support the measures necessary for national security.

NSC 16272 conceded the need for allies, without which the United States
could not, even at exorbitant cost, meet its defense needs. The strengths and
weaknesses of the free world coalition were appraised realistically, and the bases
for maintenance of a position of strength in each part of the world were set forth.
In Western Europe, this position should be based primarily on cooperation with
the United Kingdom, France, and West Germany; in the Far East, on existing
bilateral and multilateral agreements, pending more comprehensive regional
agreements; and in the Middle East, on support of the few stable countries there
(Turkey, Pakistan, and possibly lran).

The importance of the uncommitted areas of the world was recognized.
“Constructive U. S. policies, not related solely to anti-communism,” would be
required to create a sense of mutuality of interest with these regions. Both
neutral and allied coun’ries could be strengthened by policies aimed at stimulat-
ing trade and promoting the growth of under-developed nations.
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Turning to economic considerations, NSC 162/2 stressed that security expendi-
tures should not be allowed to “’impair the basic soundness of the U.S. economy
by undermining incentives or by inflation.” Nevertheless the United States must
“meet the necessary costs of the policies essential for its security.” The Federal
Government should make a determined effort to bring expenditures into line
with revenues.

NSC 162/2 asserted that “the armed forces of the United States are over-
extended,”” but it admitted that major force withdrawals from Europe or the Far
East would imply a lessening of US interest in those areas and would thus
seriously undermine the strength and cohesion of the coalition. Hence, US
diplomacy must seek to convince allied nations that their best defense rested
upon their own efforts, coupled with a commitment by the United States to
strike back against aggression with its mobile reserves. The concept proposed by
the new Joint Chiefs of Staff thus received firm approval.

“In specific situations where a warning appears desirable and feasible as an
added deterrent,” proclaimed NSC 162/2, ““the United States should make clear
to the USSR and Communist China, in general terms or with reference to spe-
cific areas as the situation requires, its intention to react with military force
against any aggression by Soviet bloc armed forces.” An attack on any of the
following would automatically involve the United States in war with the aggressor:
the NATO countries, West Germany, Berlin, Japan, the Philippines, Australia,
New Zealand, the American Republics, and the Republic of Korea. Certian other
regions (Indochina and Taiwan were cited as examples) were so important
strategically that an attack on them would probably compel the United States to
react with military force either locally at the point of attack or generally against
the military power of the aggressor. Moreover, the principle of collective secu-
rity through the United Nations was to be supported “even in areas not of vital
strategic importance.”” But unlike NSC 153/1, NSC 162/2 did not suggest that tne
United States take unilateral action against aggression.

If hostilities occurred, the United States would ‘““consider nuclear weapons to
be as available for use as other munitions.” When these weapons had to be
delivered from bases on allied territory, however, advance consent would be
obtained from the countries involved. The United States would also seek the
understanding and approval of this policy by other nations.

Counterbalancing its emphasis on military preparedness, NSC 1622 declared
that the possibility of negotiation with the communist bloc must be kept open.
The chances of successful negotiation would be greater if the United States and
its allies preserved their strength and unity and maintained enough retaliatory
power to inflict unacceptable darage upon the Soviet system in case of war.”’ In
the absence of any such resolution of the cold war, the United States should seek
to reduce the capabilities of the communist powers througa diplomatic, political,
economic, and covert measures intended to discredit Soviet prestige and ideology,
to undermine the strength of communist parties throughout the world and to
disrupt relations among the nations of the Soviet bloc.

The final paragraphs of NSC 16272 faced up to the ominous threat of a world

25




JCS and National Policy

of proliferating nuclear weapons, a threat foreshadowed by the recent Soviet
thermonuclear explosion:

In the face of the developing Soviet threat, the broad aim of U. S. security
policies must be to create, prior to the achievement of mutual atomic plenty,
conditions under which the United States and the free world coalition are pre-

ared to meet the Soviet-Communist threat with resolution ana to negotiate for
its alleviation under proper safeguards. The United States and its allies must
always seek to create and sustain the hope and confidence of the free world in
the ability of its basic idea: and institutions not merely to oppose the communist
threat, but to provide a w.y of life superior to Communism.

The foregoing conclusions are valid only so long as the United States main-
tains a retaliatory capability that cannot be neutralized by a surprise Soviet
attack. Therefore, there must be continuing examination and periodic report to
the National Security Council in regard to the likelihood of such neutralization of
U. S. retaliatory capability.

Military Strategy Reexamined: JCS 2101/113

SC 1622 obviously had direct military implications, but their precise

nature remained to be determined. How far should force levels reflect the
emphasis on retaliatory capacity? How many and what kind of military units
should be redeployed from overseas, and how soon? These questions required
the new joint Chiefs of Staft to move from a consideration of broad national
strategy, such as they had dealt with in their initial study, to details of force
compositions and deployments.

In fact, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had already confronted some of these
questions. In September 1953, Secretary Wilson had asked them to recommend
force levels to provide the basis for the FY 1955 budget. In reply, they had
submitted proposals on 2 October 1953 that would allow all three Services a
modest expansion, explaining that they knew of no justification for proposing
reductions. On the basis of these recommendations, Secretary Wilson and the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) submitted a preliminary budget to
the National Security Council on 13 October 1953 calling for expenditures of $43
billion in FY 1955—slightly below the revised 1954 budget, but considerably
more than the target figure of $40 billion set in NSC 149/2.*

Objections arose at once from Council members who had hoped for a sizable
reduction in FY 1955. Admiral Radford, who attended the meeting, was drawn
into the controversy. He explained that he and his colleagues could not conscien-
tiously propose smaller force levels under existing conditions. But, he suggested, a
basis for reductions might be found if the National Security Council would give
the Joint Chiefs of Staff a clear-cut authorization to base their plans on the
assumption that nuclear weapons would be used immediately in case of war.”
The implication was that plans could then be drawn for only one kind of war
rather than for several (conventional and atomic, cach limited or general).
Moreover, the increased firepower of nuclear weapons would justify reduction
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in the size of conventional forces. The Council took no action at that time, except
to direct Secretary Wilson to revise his budget estimates.”

The problem was to find a military strategy that would justify smaller forces
in being, both for the coming fiscal year and for subsequent years (the lcng
haul). Secretary Wilson took the matter back to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The
outcome of this discussion was the following directive, ==+ ".i. Secretary Wilson
addressed to Admiral Radford on 16 October 1953:

It is of urgent importance that we determine now the broad outline for the
size and composition: of our armed forces for some years ahead in the light of
foreseeable developments in order to establish a sound basis for planning best to
meet the security requirements of the United States for the long pull ahead.

U.S. national policy, strategy and the considerations which lead to their
adoption are set forth in NSC 152y and related documents. Certain salient factors
are:

a. The Communist hierarchy, based on the power position of the USSR,
seeks to achieve world domination by any measures best calculated by
them to serve their aim.

b. The United States must provide for their [sic] own security and, in its
own interest, assist its allies in their security. This must include ade-
%uate defensive forces, particularly for the air defense of the continental

. S., of our own striking forces and their bases, and for the protec-
tion of our essential sea and air communications.

c. We have entered an era where the quantity of atomic weapons and their
military application necessitates a review of their impact on our strategy.
We shall assume that such weapons will be used in military operations
by U. S. forces engaged whenever it is of military advantage to do so.

d T¥1c sound economy of the free world, particularly dependent upon that
of the United States, is an essential bulwark in the preservation of our
freedom and security.

I request that the Joint Chiefs of Staff submit to me not later than 15 Decem-

ber 1953 their recommendations as to:

a. An outline military strategy for the United States to implement the na-
tional strategy of the U. S. set forth in NSC 162,

b. The size an§ compuosition of the armed forces for the fiscal years 1955,
1956, and 1957 with a point of departure the end forces and personnel
strengths established within the FY 1954 budget, in the light of:

(1) feasible annual expenditures and new appropriations of funds for
maintenance of such forces. Guide lines should be obtained from cur-
ren‘; reports of the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director of the
Budget.

2) rem:nerative utilization of the qualified manpower that can be made
available. I estimate that this would be in the bracket 2,500,000 to
3,000,000 men on active duty in the military services.

(3) the necessity for adequate air defense of the continental U.S. within
the completely integrated military programs.

(4) the importance on maintaining the readiness and modernization of
equipment of the combatant forces to increase our capabilities and to
maintain the war potential of our industrial complex.

¢. Reasonably attainable action the U. S. should take in the politico-military
field in modifying existing commitments or to enhance the implementa-
tion of the strategy.

The facilities of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and of the Service De-

partments will be available to assist the Joint Chiefs of Staff in their studies.”
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The third of Mr. Wilson’s salient factors listed in this directive conveyed the
authority for use of nuclear weapons that Admiral Radford had requested. The
mention of continental defense reflected an NSC decision on 24 September 1953
to construct an enlarged and integrated air defense system.”® The reference to
modification of commitments suggested that Secretary Wilson expected the Join!
Chief of Staff to base their plans on the concept that they had proposed two
months earlier.

It was also clear from the directive that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were expected
to recommend a smaller military establishment. No expenditure ceilings were
laid down, but the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director of the Budget
could be expected to guide the Joint Chiefs of Staff toward the narrowest possi-
ble budgetary limits. Moreover, the manpower figures set forth by Mr. Wilson
were well belw the current uniformed strength of approximately three and a
half million.” The end of the Korean War would of course reduce requirements
somewhat, but by itself it could hardly justify reductions of the required
magnitude. The difficulty was sure to be compounded by the simultaneous need
to find more men and money for continental defense.

At the suggestion of Admiral Radford, the Joint Chiefs of Staff set up a
special ad hoc committee to prepare a reply to Secretary Wilson’s directive. It
was headed by the Director, Joint Staff, Lieutenant General Frank F. Everest,
USAF. and included two other officers from each Service.'®

The committee’s reply, submitted on 30 November 1953, constituted a plan
for carrying out the new concept. It recommended that some US forces be
withdrawn from overseas and regrouped to form a strategic reserve in the United
States. This step would regain strategic flexibility and at the same time make it
possible to reduce the size and cost of the military establishment. It should be
accompanied by a recrientation of strategy toward greater reliance on new
weapons, in order to exploit US technological superiority and to offset the
communists’ advantage in manpower.

The committee assumed that all major US forces would soon be withdrawn
from Korea. It recommended that US troops be removed from Japan as Japanese
forces came into existence. Air and naval forces should remain in the Far East,
however, and should be armed with nuclear weapons. It was agreed that some
troops must remain in Europe, for political and psychological as well as military
reasons, but their number was a matter of dispute among the committee members.
The representatives of the Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force wished to set a
limit of three divisions by 1957—a 40 percent reduction from the five divisions
then in Europe. The Army members declined to propose a target figure; they
insisted that no troops should be withdrawn from Europe until the political
climate was known to be favorable for such a step.

An educational program would be needed to convince the allies that the new
strategy would enhance their security in the long run, and to persuade them to
furnish most of the ground forces for their own defense. The United States could
then adjust its NATO commitments as necessary. Foreign aid should be adminis-
tered so as to encourage other countries to create forces that would complement
those of the United States.
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The report urged that force requirements for each area be continuously
reviewed in the light of US atomic capabilities. Apparently the implication was
that the void left by the departing US forces could be filled, in whole or in part,
by equipping the remaining forces with tactical atomic weapons. For the same
purpose, the creation of West German and Japanese forces should be expedited.

The committee did not recommend torce levels for FYs 1955 or 1956, but
sought to agree on a level-off figure to be attained by FY 1957. The Navy, Marine
Corps, and Air Force members proposed an overall FY 1957 personnel strength
of 2.750 million—halfway between the upper and lower limits given by Secretary
Wilson. The Army members recommended 2.765 million. But the distribution of
the total among the Services was a matter of disagreement as shown by the
following tabulation in thousands:

Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps

Army recommend-

ation 1,060 580 175 950
Navy-Marine Corps

recommendation 900 693 207 950
Air Force recom-

mendation 950 630 170 1,000

The recommended force levels were as follows:

Army Navy Marine Corps Air Foree
Dunsions Ships Divisions Wings
and Wings

Army recommend-

ation 14 799 2+ 120
Navy-Marine Corps

recommendation 12 1,093 3 127
Air Force recom-

mendation 12 904 i- 137

The Army memt s emphasized that their recommendations for their Ser-
vice were an absolute minimum. Their willingness to accept even as few as 14
divisions was contingent upon the assumption that eight Japanese divisions
would be in existence by FY 1957 and that the world situation would make it
feasible to withdraw Army forces from the Far East.

Despite their divergency, all the recommendations had one feature in
common. They would allow the Air Force to increase its force levels while
requiring reductions in the other Services.

The fiscal guidelines used by the committee consisted of Federal revenue
estimates for fiscal years 1954 through 1957, accompanied by estimated expendi-
tures for each vear for programs other than national security.'"! The remainder,
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minus the expected costs of the atomic energy and mutual security programs,
was the amount available for military expenditures. For FY 1957, this balance
amounted *o $33.8 billion. In estimating the costs of their recommended programs,
all the committee members kept within this figure except the representatives of
the Army, who priced their proposals at $34.235 billion.'*

The Army members placed on record a protest against the manpower and
dollar guidelines. Under the committee’s terms of reference, they said, these
had to be regarded as firm ceilings, but their acceptance as such required the
committee to make unduly optimistic assumptions and to take unacceptable
risks. The other Service members believed that the risks were acceptable.'®

When the committee’s report reached the JCS agenda, each Service Chief
upheld the position taken by his representatives on the committee. General
Twining endorsed the report without qualification as wholly compatible with
NSC 162/2.'™ Admiral Carney, while not rejecting the committee’s proposed
strategy, opposed any interpretation of it that would overemphasize strategic
bombing; General Shepherd, Commandant of the Marine Corps, called atten-
tion to those portions of NSC 162/2 that had qualified the emphasis on retaliatory
capacity. Both argued for a FY 1957 force structure that would provide balanced
forces capable of responding to a broad variety of contingencies.'® General
Ridgway, so far as is known, did not comment in writing, but his later actions
and statements indicated his firm support of the Army positicn.

In the end, after considerable discussion,'* all the Joint Chie.s of Staff accepted
the substance of the Everest Committee report. They resol ed the dispute over
FY 1957 force levels on the basis of a slightly highe: manpower total—
2,815,000—which was large enough to provide each Service almost the full
strength sought by its representative on the committee.'” In thei: f~=mal af,ree-
ment (JCS 2101/113, approved on 10 December 1953), they recommenac the
following objectives for FY 1957:

Sertuce Personnel Strength Force Leved
(thousands)

Army 1,000 14 divisions

Navy 650 1,030 sheps

Marnne Corps 190 3 divisions

Air Force 975 137 wings

These figures required a reduction of almost 600,000 men from the current
total and a drastic reallocation of the remainder among the Services. The Army
would bear the brunt of the reduction, with a loss of almost a third of its
manpower. The Navy and the Marine Corps would b cut by approximately 15
percent and 20 percent, respectively. The Air Force, on the other hand, would
increase by over 60,000 men.'™ The force levels (the indicated number of major
units) were not intended as rigid limits; it was agreed that the Services would be
encouraged to exceed them (subject to prior JCS approval) if able to do so within
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their limits of men and money. The costs of this military establishment in billions
of dollars were estimated as follows:

Army $ 7.387
Navy and Marine Corps 8.790
Air Force 14.100
Not allocated by Service 2.635

Total $32.912

The revised force structure was considered appropriate to implement the strat-
egy proposed by the Everest Committee, which was endorsed by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff along with the reasoning behind it. Its elements were summa-
rized in the following list of requirements for a military strategy to support NSC
162/2:

a. Changes in the present US deployments in some forward areas.

b. Emphasis upon the capability of inflicting massive damage upon the

USSR by our retaliatory striking power as the major deterrent to

aggression, and a vital element of any US strategy in the event of

general war.

An integrated and adequate continental defense system.

d. The provision of tactical atomic support for US or allied military forces
in general war or in a local aggression whenever the employment of
atomic weapons would be militarily advantageous.

e. The constitution, generaliv on US territory, of a strategic rese:ve with
a high degree of combat readiness to move rapidly to any threatened
area.

f. The maintenance of control over essential sea and air lines of
communication.

g. The maintenance of a mobilization base aclequate to meet the require-
ments of a general war.

h. The maintenance of qualitative superiority ot our armed torces.

[

As provided in JCS 2101/113, any withdrawal of US forces from Western
Europe must await the successful conduct of an educational program to win over
the ailies to the new strategy. It also accepted the necessity to retain some
ground forces in Western Europe even after 1957. The arbitrary assumption was
made that a maximum of six Army divisions would be available for peacetime
deployment overseas, but it was not specified how many of these would be
assigned to Europe.

The Joint Chiefs of Statf endorsed the proposals by the Everest Committee
that foreign aid be allocated so as to shape allied military forces in the desired
direction, that force requirements be constantly reviewed in the light of nuclear
capabilities, and that the establishment of German and Japanese forces be
encouraged. These steps, along with the educational program, were listed as the
“reasonably attainable actions in the politico-military field” to which Mr. Wilson
had referred in his directive of 16 October. Apparently it was assumed that

-
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atomic weapons would be available in large quantity by FY 1957 and that suit-
able allied forces would be in existence, but these conditions were not stated as
assumpions.'”

Th: Joint Chiefs of Staff sent these recommendations to the Secretary of
Deferse on 11 December. In doing so, they cautioned Mr. Wilson that their
endorsement of the proposals was not unqualified. “This strategy and these
polizies . . . reflect our agreed recommendations under the assumption that
present international tensions and threats remain approximately the same,”
they said. ‘’Any material increase in danger or reduction in threat would require
complete new studies and estimates.”!!°

Admiral Radford appeared before the National Security Council on 16 Decem-
ber and outlined the proposed strategy and force levels. At the same time, the
Acting Secretary of Defense, Mr. Kyes, submitted a revised FY 1955 budget
calling for substantially lov-er expenditures than in 1954, which was presented
as part of a three-year program for reaching the FY 1957 strengths proposed by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Council and the President approved both the
military program in JCS 2101/113 and the proposed budget.'"!

With these actions, the administration’s new look at the entire defense pic-
ture was complete. It remained only to apply the new strategy by adjusting force
structure and deployments. How this was done is described in later chapters.

Differences among the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Aalthough the Joint Chiefs of Staff had gone on record as approving JCS
2101/113, they had done so with varying degrees of enthusiasm and in
some cases with important mental reservations. Their conflicting opinions about
the wisdom of its conclusions became evident in comments, public or private,
made during the next few months.

Admiral Radford, who was perhaps the major architect of the new strategy,
was wholehearsted in his support of it. Even before it had been approved by the
Council, he praised it in a public speech as one that brought the military estab-
lishment into line with technological and other developments, and one that
could be supported indefinitely with minimum strain on the nation’s economy.* 2
In hearings on the FY 1955 budget, he testified that the strategy on which it was
based as well as the budget itself, had his full endorsement.'"”

Admiral Radford’s judgment was in some degree shaped by the fact that by
the end of 1953 he had come to accept the President’s view that military and
economic security were coequal in importance. From this conviction, he drew
the conclusion that the Joint Chiefs of Staff must consider both of these objec-
tives in drawing up their plans. “In this day and age.” he said on 14 December
1953, in the speech already cited, “the military must be realistically concerned
about keeping our national economy strong as an indispensable bulwark of the
Free World. It is a most important facet of our na.ional security problems. '

Even more emphatic was a statement he made to the Senate Appropriations
Committee on 16 March 1954, in defending the FY 1955 budget. “1 honestly felt
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and still feel,”” he declared, ““that the economic stability of the United States is a
great factor of military importance over the long pull.. . . Without any reservation, |
subscribe to the theory that as military men . . . we must take economic factors
into consideration.”!!® This view went beyond mere acceptance of a decision by
the civilian authorities to impose ceilings on defense expenditures (a frequent
practice in American peacetime military planning). It seemed to imply that mili-
tary planners should weigh cost considerations against other factors of military
importance in drawing up their requirements. In other words, military men,
rather than their civilian superiors, would bear the onus for a decision to limit
the size of the military establishment in order to minimize expenses.

General Twining also approved JCS 2101/113. Its stress on retaliatory capacity
and on air defense and the new balance of strength that it established among the
Services were wholly in accord with his views on strategy. Although it had cut
back the final Air Force goal from 143 to 137 wings, the difference resulted from
the elimination of six troop-carrier wings, a step that he viewed as in harmony
with the decision to reduce peripheral commitments. Like Admiral Radford, he
fully endorsed the new military program in testifying on the FY 1955 budget.'!®
The next year, when the FY 1956 budget had further accentuated the emphasis
on airpower, he restated his belief in the soundness of the New Look strategy,
which he believed had been confirmed by the trend of events.!"”

General Ridgway challenged some of the basic beliefs held by Admiral Radford
and General Twining. On military, political, and moral grounds, he opposed
what he regarded as overemphasis on strategic airpower and mass bombing.''*
General Ridgway rejected completely the idea that economic stability was a
factor of military importance. In his view, military men were without compe-
tence in economic matters and had no responsibility in this field except to keep
their requests within the broad area of reasonable appropriations; final decisions
on acceptable costs were the responsibility of the President and the Secretary of
Defense.''” He disputed the contention that improved weapons constituted a
reason for reducing military manpower, a view put forth by Admiral Radford
and others in defending the new force goals.'® Rather, because of their greater
complexity, these weapons would require more men for operation and main-
tenance.'*! In any case, he believed, it was most unwise to reduce forces at once
in anticipation of weapons not yet available, or of German and japanese forces
that had still to be raised and equipped.'*

General Ridgway had made it clear to the National Security Council in August
1953 that he had approved the suggested redeployment program only as a
subject for further investigation. It is therefore not suprising that his assent to
JCS 21017113 was a highly qualified one. Wh2n questioned by the House Com-
mittee on Appropnations in connection with the Army’s FY 1955 budget, he
declared that the unanimous endorsement of the program by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff was on the basis of stated assumptions and limitations.'** A year later,
during FY 1956 budget hearings, General Ridgway described the FY 1957 force
levels under the New Look program as the result of a directed verdict, following
from “fixed manpawer and dollar ceilings . . . given the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
start with, 13
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The assumptions referred to by General Ridgway were in part those clearly
set forth as such in JCS 2101/113 or in the accompanying memorandum to the
Secretary of Defense: that the world situation would not worsen and that Soviet
capabilities would not significantly increase before 1957. All the JCS members
had accepted these, but only General Ridgway called attention to them in his
public utterances. He had, moreover, .onditioned his approval of JCS 2101/113
upon the further assumption that a Japanese army would be able to shoulder
some of the burden of Far Eastern defense by 1957.'%

Admiral Carney agreed with General Ridgway to a considerable.extent. In
commenting first on the new JCS concept in August 1953, and then on the ad
hoc committee report that became JCS 2101/113, he made it clear that he opposed
over-emphasis on strategic airpower and remained convinced of a continuing
need for powerful surface forces. Moreover, again like the Army Chief of Staff,
he disputed the view that more powerful weapons justified cuts in manpower. '
But he was less alarmed than General Ridgway over the trend of events, perhaps
because JCS 2101/113 could be read as fully acknowledging the importance of
seapower in preserving the nation’s security. He testified in 1954 that the Navy
understood and accepted the changes in force levels under the new program
and would do its utmost to assure the effective accomplishment of its mission.'?’
This willing compliance with a superior’s adverse decision was in accord with
military ethics, but it fell short of the full endorsement given by General Twining
and Admiral Radford. However, Admiral Carney asserted without qualification
that the program had been unanimously approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.'?*

Thus by the end of 1953, two rather well-defined viewpoints had emerged
within the Joint Chiefs of Staff—the product of deeply felt convictions about the
most effective strategy for the United States and the proper allocation of military
resources. The spokesmen for the surface forces—General Ridgway, Admiral
Carney, and General Shepherd—were generally pitted against General Twining,
whose conclusions were usually supported by Admiral Radford. But the depth
and intensity of this disagreement should not be exaggerated. On many matters
the Joint Chiefs of Staff found themselves in full agreement, while occasionally
they divided along other lines of cleavage.

The actions of Admiral Radford and his colleagues during the first six months
of their tenure reflected the interplay of the two viewpoints described above. In
the initial concept that the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed in August 1953, the
views of Admiral Radford and General Twining prevailed, with the qualified
assent of their colleagues. The actions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff two months
later, when they sought to qualify the emphasis on strategic airpower in the
successive drafts of NSC 16272, evidently resulted from initiatives by General
Ridgway or Admiral Carney or both. The Radford-Twining position again domi-
nated the final strategy recommended in JC. 2101/113. Nevertheless it should be
emphasized that this strategy was broad enough for interpretation in more than
one direction, according to which of the requirements were to be emphasized.
This fact doubtless made it easier for General hidgway and Admiral Carney to
approve JCS 2101/113.
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The New Look and Its Interpretation

hat the Eisenhower administration was reexamining defense strategy had

been a matter of public knowledge siiice early 1953. Inevitably, the process
was described as taking a new look.'? The phrase came readily, the more so as it
had been in common use a few years earlier, though in a wholly different con-
text—in reference to radically altered styles of women’s dress introduced shortly
after World War 1. To extend it from the activity to the results was equally
natural. By the end of the year the complex of related decisions by the Eisen-
hower administration concerning strategy, force levels, and defense budgets
had come to be collectively referred to as the “New Look.”

This usage was exemplified by Admiral Radford on 14 December 1953 in a
speech before the National Press Club in Washington, D. C., which constituted
a public exposition of the decisions in JCS 2101/113 and of the reasons underly-
ing them. Admiral Radford traced the New Look to the President’s statement on
30 April 1953 conceming plans for the long-term pull. “Here,” he said, “is the
real key to our planning.” The Nev’ Look, he continued, "is aimed at providing
a sturdy military posture which can be maintained over an extended period of
uneasy peace, rather than peaking forces at greater costs for a particular period
of tension.”

The strategy of the New Look frankly emphasized airpower. “Today, there is
no argument among military planners as to the importance of airpower,” said
Admiral Radford. And he promised that the United States would maintain a
national airpower superior to that of any other nation. But he used this phrase to
include not only the Air Force itself, but also Naval, Marine Corps, and Army
aviation, as well as the US aircraft industry and civil air transport system.
Moreover, airpower alone was not enough; the military establishment must be
balanced, although this goal did not require an equal three-way division of men
and money. The object was to be prepared both for “tremendous, vast retalia-
tory and counteroffensive blows in event of a global war’” and also for “lesser
military actions short of all-out war.”” He took special note of continental defense,
which, he said, was increasingly important.

Admiral Radford told his hearers that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had recently
submitted plans to assure mobile, versatile combat forces in readiness, plus an
adequate mobilization base, through FY 1957, For reasons of economy there
would be fewer men in uniform than previcusly planned, but the effects of this
reduction would be offset by new weapons and new techriques—including
atomic weapons, which, he said, “have virtually achieved conventional status
within our Armed Forces. '™

Admiral Radford thus descrnibed the New Look as characterized by: general
reduction of expenditures, planning on a long-term basis. predominance of
airpower, stronger continental defense, fewer men in uaiform. and more power-
ful weapons (“bigger bang for a buck.” in the words of another widely-used
phrase). Other important features, which he did not stress in this speech, were:
partial disengagement abroad, creation of a central strategic reserve, and reli-
ance on foreign countries tor initial ground defense. All these provisions were to
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be found in the two governing directives of the New Look, NSC 162/2 and jCS
2101/113. In various combinations, these elements of the new strategy were
publicly expounded by administration spokesmen during the ensuing months.'*'

Some of these elements were already well established in defense planning,
but under the New Look they were interpreted or applied somewhat differently.
Thus the idea of the long haul—the need to maintain military strength for an
indefinite period—had long been recognized.'*? But the Truman administration
had envisioned the long haul as beginning after its projected military buildup
had been accomplished. The new administration proposed to begin the long
haul at once.'* Similarly, the importance of airpower had never been disputed;
it was regarded as an integral part of the military deterrent required for
containment. The new emphasis on airpower was relative rather than absolute;
the Air Force was actually to be slightly smaller than previously planned, but it
was to receive a much bigger slice of a shrinking budgetary pie.

Taken together, the individual elements of the New Look added up to an
important redirection in military planning. The change was less abrupt, however,
than the name might suggest.'™ Indeed, from one point of view, the New Look
might be regarded as an inevitable retrenchment after the end of the Korean War
and as a return to the normal peacetime practice of placing the military establish-
ment under rigid expenditure limits.

Insofar as it provided a basis for reduced expenditures, the New Look met a
major need of the administration—a resolution of the conflict between security
and solvency. But it could also be justified on wholly military grounds: as a
means of regaining freedom of action T US forces, as an improvement in the
capability of defending the American 1omeland, and as an updating of strategy
and force steucture to keep pace with advances in weapons technology. These
were legitimate military objectives. That they coincided with the desire for econ-
emy did not mean that they were necessarily mere rationalizations.

The convergence in the New Look of two sets of objectives—-military and
cconomic--renders it difficult to appraise the influence of the Joint Chiefs of
Statf in its formulation. But the evidence indicates that their role was secondary,
Even before his election, Mr. Eisenhower was convinced of the importance of
economy, of planning for the long haul, and of keeping the boys at home. The
strategic concept suggested by the new Joint Chiefs of Staff in August 1953 fitted
neatly into the President’s frame of thought. The arguments of Admiral Radford
and General Twining furnished a basis for overriding the objpections of General
Ridgway and Admiral Carney.

When the general nature of the New Look became known outside the Execu-
tive Branch the disagreement among the Juint Chicfs of Staft spread to the
public arena with magnified intensity. A major stimulus ta debate was a speech
by Secretary of State fohn Foster Dulles to the Counail of Foreign Relations in
New York on 12 January 1954 “The way to deter aggression,” said Mr. Dulles
on this ocasion, “is for the free community to by . lhing and abie to respond
vigorously at places and with means of its own choosiag.” The admimstration
had wished to regain for the United States the inttiative in the cold war, and, 1n
order to do so, had taken some basic policy decisions. The Seeretary described
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the major decision in a manner that shoived how, in his view, the New Look met
the objective of flexibility while at the same time providing ““a maximum deter-
rent at a bearable cost'":

The basnc decision was to depend primarily upon a i[eat capacity to retaliate,
instantly, ky means and at places of our choosing. Now the Department of
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff can sha g: our military establishment to fit
what is our policy, instead of having to try to be ready to meet the enemy’s many
choices. That permits of a selection of military means instead of a multiplication
of means. As a result, it is now possible to get, and share, more basic security at
less cost.'

In itself, the threat of nuclear retaliation uttered by Mr. Dulles was not new.
The near-certainty of such action in case of Soviet invasion of Western Europe
had been a cornerstone of NATO strategy. But his words seemed to suggest that
it was now considered an appropriate reaction in a much wider range of
contingencies. No other contemporary statement by an administration spokes-
man put such emphasis on the willingness to resort to this expedient.'™

The Secretary’s speech touched off a chorus of criticism from leading mem-
bers of the Dermocratic Party. Fastening upon his remark about retaliating
instantly, the critics assailed the administration’s New Look as placing too
much reliance upon a single method of warfare that would turn every conflict
into a nuclear holocaust, frighten the nation’s allies and jeopardize America’s
meral standing. In reply, Mr. Dulles restated and elaborated upon the qualifica-
tions with which he had surrounded the doctrine of instant retaliation in his
speech. “To deter aggression,” he said, “it is important to have the flexibility
and the facilities whick make various responses available.”"'"

Admiral Radford also publicly denied that the New Look strategy was one-
sided. An address he delivered on 9 March 1954 contained the following passage:

Our planning does not subscribe to the thinking that the ability to deliver
massive atomic retaliation is, by itself, adequate to meet all our security needs. It
18 not correct to sav we are rely ing excluzively on one weapon, or one Service, or
that we are anticipating one kind of war. 1'believe that this Nation could be a
prisoner of its own military posture if it had no capability, other than one to
deliver a massive atomic attack.’

The controversy iltustrated the remark made above, that the strategy in JCS
21017113 allowed room tor different interpretations. In practice, its apphcation
would be determined by decisions on force levels. For this reason, the crities
ventered their fire upon the FY 19535 defense budget, which the admunistration
unveiled in jeauary 1954 as the first step in carrving out the New Look. They
claimed that the proposed reduction of the Army and Navy would make 1t
difheult, i a crisis arose, to take any effective military action short of all-out
nuclear bombing. '™ But this viewpoint was rejected. The mulitary budget for
fiscal 1956, formulated by the admunistration at the end of 1954, contiaued the
trend of developmen? set in motion by the 1955 budget, and thus deasively
shaped the strategy of the New Look in the direction of massive retaliation
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At the end of 1953 the Eisenhower administration hoped that it had settled
upon a national strategy that would be valid for some years to come—for the long
haul. But this hope soon vanished. Before 1954 was out, the administration was
compelled to reexamine both its overall security policy and its decisions regard-
ing the size and structure of muu.ary forces. The first of these reexaminations is
described in this chapter, the second in the succeeding one.

Framework of Policy Discussion in 1954

he reconsideration of strategy was compelled by developments abroad that

threatened to invalidate a basic assumption underlying the New Look Policv:
that the world situation would not change appreciably for the worse. In other
wcrds, the impetus for policy discussion in 1954 was external, whereas in 1953 it
had been internal, springing from the desire of the administration to find a new
balance between security and solvency. This changed context turned discussion
toward jguestions of ends rather than means. In 1953 the deliberations of the
National Security Cou.cil had in large measure concerned the instruments of
national policy, military forces and strategy. In contrast, in 1954 the major prob-
lem was to determine what foreign policy goals were attainable in a new interna-
tional setting.

In the discussion of this problem, the principal rale of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
was to point out possible military consequences c¢f unwise choices among diplo-
matic objectives. In doirg so, they could speak with a single voice, inspired by
cuncern that the US strategic position might deteriorate to indefensibility.
Nevertheless, within this broad area of agreement, the differing viewpoints
described in the preceding chapter emerged on several occasicns.

In both 1953 and 1954 the Joint Chiefs of Staff found themselves ranged
against other elements in the National Security Council. In the previous year,
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these had been the spokesmen for fiscal conservatism: the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Director of the Budget. In 1954 the principal opponent was the
Secretary of State. But the opposition was not complete in either case. Just as the
advocates of economy in 1953 had found in Admiral Radford an ally among the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, so in 1954 Secretary Dulles was to find some support from r
General Ridgway, the chief military advocate of a flexible national strategy.

Developments that shaped policy discussion in 1954 were two in number.
The first was the increasing capacity of the Soviet Union to strike directly at the
United States. The growth of Soviet nuclear capabilities had been recognized by
the Council in NSC 162/2. Paragraph 45 of that document had called for certain
actions to be taken before the achievement of “mutual atomic plenty.”” ‘

This paragraph was written after the Soviet Union had successfully tested an
experimental thermonuclear device on 12 August 1953. Although this event did
not signify an immediate threat to the US margin of superiority, it had profound
effects on opinion in other countries, where it contributed to a growing fear of
atomic war and to a rising opposition to any acts that might conceivably lead to
hostilities. This fear was aggravated by US thermonuclear tests carried out in the
Pacific early in 1954. Technologically, the age of mutual atomic plenty remained
several years in the future; psychologically speaking, it had already begun by the
end of the year.?

This growing apprehension was directly related to the other development

referred to above: a loosening of solidarity between the United States and its
allies, and an increasing reluctance in other countries to support strong action,
under US leadership, in the face of threatened communist aggrandizement. Like
most trends, this one had grown slowly over a period of time, and its origin was
difficult to date precisely. NSC 135/3, approved by the National Security Council
in September 1952, had commented on the growth of defeatist neutralism among
noncommunist nations. A year later, NSC 162/2 pointed out that “allied opinion,
especially in Europe, h-. become less willing to follow US leadership.” By 1954
the strains in the Western coalition had become still more apparent, partly as a Y
result of the skillful diplomacy of the Soviet government of Premier Georgi M.
Malenkov, who had adopted a more conciliatory tone in foreign relations than
his predecessor and dangled before the world the vague hope of a relaxation of
tensions. Since the USSR still showed no disposition to settle major issues on
terms acceptable to the West, US leaders believed that the need for free world
unity remained as great as ever. Bui the maintenance of solidarity was mani-
festly more difficult than in the days when Josef Stalin ruled in the Kremlin.

The lessening of allied cohesion was evident in the crisis over Indochina that
dominated international headlines throughout the first half of 1954. The cause of
this crisis was the progress of the communist-led Viet Minh rebels in their efforts
to overthrow French rule in Vietnam. As their revolt moved toward success, the
United States sought to rally its allies to support some form of military interven-
tion to prevent complete communist victory. But the leaders of those nations
rejected the US lead and pinned their hopes on the possibility of a peaceful
settlement. Ultinately the United States was compelled to acquiesce in an agree-
ment that abandoned the northern half of Vietnam to communist rule.?
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On the other side of the world, allied disunity appeared in the failure of the
proposed European Defense Community (EDC), which was intended to add
West German military resources to those of NATO. Successive French govern-
ments, inspired by fears of revived German militarism, repeatedly postponed
action on the EDC Treaty, which had been signed in 1952. Finally, in August
1954, the French National Assembly rejected the Treaty, in an action that Sezcre-
tary of State Dulles characterized as a “’shattering blow” to US policy.

Fortunately the trend of events during the last part of the year was less
unfavorable to the United States. In both Asia and Europe, the West was able to
salvage something out of the wreckage and to prevent the breakup of the coalition.
In Southeast Asia, the consolation prize took the form of the Manila Pact, or
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, which bound the Western Big Three
with Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, the Philippines, and Pakistan in a de-
fensive agreement intended to bar further communist advance in that part of
the world. In Europe, the objective of the EDC Treaty was attained in October
1954 through admission of West Germany to NATO.*

These events—especially the Indochina crisis and its outcome—exposed a
deficiency in existing US policies. NSC 162/2 had recognized the possible need
for measures to block communist subversion in noncommunist countries. It had
mentioned Indochina among those areas that the United States might be forced
to defend militarily, but the threat envisioned in such cases was clear-cut aggres-
sion from outside. It was assumed that France could hold Indochina and thus pro-
vide a strong point for a Western position in Asia. For dealing with a communist-
led nationalist movement that could succeed without overt military aid from the
Soviet Union or China, NSC 162/2 provided little guidance. Moreover, iis empha-
sis on the importance of collective security as an integral part of US strategy
implied that at least the major Western Allies would support any drastic mea-
sures proposed by the United States, as they had in Korea. Clearly it was essen-
tial for US policy-makers to do some hard thinking about how to meet such
situations in the future.

But it was equally necessary to think about certa:n broader questions that
went to the heart of US policy as embodied in NSC 162/2. How could the United
States best use the time that remained before its effective monopoly of thermonu-
clear weapons disappeared? Even if the United States were able to maintain
some superiority after the onset of mutual atomic plenty, would its margin exert
a deterrent effect after each side had become powerful enough to inflict fatal
damage on the other? Would the Soviets’ arsenal of thermonuclear weapons—
their own nuclear shield—tempt them to indulge more freely in subversion or
local aggression? Would the growing allied fear of war inhibit American willing-
ness to use nuclear weapons—the basis for the strategy of the New Look? These
questions came to the surface in the National Security Council in 1954.
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NSC 162/2 and the FY 1956 Budget

arly in 1954 the administration began looking ahead to the budget for fiscal
1956. At that time, the need to revise policy was not yet evident; it was ex-
pected that NSC 162/2, if supplemented with more detailed guidelines, would
suffice for preparation of the national security budget. Preparation of these guide-
lines was ent,usted to the NSC Planning Board on 22 March 1954. They were to
be based on a sc-ies of appraisals of political and economic trends in the noncom-
munist world for the period 1956—1959, prepared by the Department of State, the
Council of Economic Advisers, and other appropriate agencies, together with an
intelligence appraisal of the Soviet bloc by the Central Intelligence Agency. The
Department of Defense was to supply a forecast of the anticipated military
posture of the free world.>
The Planning Board established a special committee, headed by the Deputy
Executive Secretary of the Council, Mr. S. Everett Gleason, to draft the guidelines.®
In the first meeting, on 5 May 1954, the committee decided to ask the depart-
ments and agencies preparing the basic reports to submit preliminary proposals
for the guidelines. At the same time, foreseeing that NSC 162/2 might have to be
amended instead of merely supplemented, the members directed that each agency
suggest any appropriate revisions.”

JCS Appraisal of Free World Military Posture

ecretary Wilson called on the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the military appraisal

of free world prospects for which his Department had been asked. They re-
plied on 21 May 1954.% Since time was pressing, the Acting Secretary of Defense
forwarded their analysis at once to the Planning Board, without holding it up
for discussion within the Department.”

The Joint Chiets of Staff opened their appraisal with a recapitulation of the
force goals established in JCS 2101/113 and a pointed reminder that thesée reflected
the international situation as of December 1953. They indicated that little prog-
ress had been made in meeting the strategic requirements laid out in JCS 2101/113.
How much progress could be expected by 19561959 depended partly on matters
beyond US control, such as the pace of Soviet weapons development and the
extent to which the international situation would permit redeployment of US
forces (which had been suspended in view of the Indochina crisis). The military
capabilities of most of the rest of the noncommunist world, except for Western
Europe, were rated as generally low and the prospects for improvement were
poor.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed out that US national security policy “is
premised on the existence of strong collective sezurity arrangements among the
anti-Communist nations. Fundamental to this concept,” they continued, “is the
development and maintenance of solidarity on the part of our Allies to the point
where they will not only unite in the determination of measures vital to the
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common security, but will support these measures when the need arises.” But,
they asserted, in a reference to the Indochina crisis, recent developments showed
“that the firm foundation requisite to prompt and effective action in implementa-
tion of the concept of collective security has not yet been fully achieved.”

The relative strengths of the Soviet and Western blocs were assessed. Both
the United States and the USSR, it was believed, would enter the era of atomic
plenty before 1959. The West wculd remain superior in nuclear weapons, but
the effectiveness of this margin would decline as the Soviets approached the
capability of inflicting critical damage on the United States and its allies.

Not content merely to forecast trends, the Joint Chiefs of Staff suggested
some actions to give the West a better military posture by 1956. A suitable
political framework for collective action against communist aggression was
essential. If the international situation continued to deteriorate, larger US mili-
tary programs and budgets might be necessary. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recom-
mended that the United States take steps to broaden its mobilization base, to
strengthen its offensive striking forces, and to plug the gaps in air defense. They
emphasized the importance of military assistance to friendly nations and warned
that any substantial reduction in its amount might compel a reexamination of US
military posture. Moreover, military contributions from West Germany and Japan
to the collective defense were essential.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff also anticipated that the United States would be
faced increasingly with the problem of limited military aggression. They recom-
mended that the United States rely on its allies to furnish most of the ground
forces required to deal with such situations. The United States should contribute
additional forces and material, as necessary, and should at the same time under-
take a degree of national mobilization commensurate with the increased risk of
general war.

In a somber concluding paragraph, the Joint Chiefs of Staff warned that time
was running out for the United States to make use of its nudcicar advantage—the
first of several such warnings they issued during 1954:

Increasing Soviet atomic capability will tend to diminish the Jeterrent effect of
United States atomic power against peripheral aggression. With respect to gen-
eral war, the attainment of atomic plenty by both the United States and the
USSR could create a condition of mutual deterrence in which both sides would
be strongly inhibited from initiating general war. Under <uch circumstances, the
Soviets might well elect to pursue their ultimate obi- ctive of world domination
through a succession of local aggressions, either overt or covert, all of which
could not be successfully opposed by the Allies through localized counter-action,
without unacceptable commitment of resources. . . . This situation serves to
emphasize the time limitation, as recognized in paragraph 45 of NSC 16272,
within which conditiuvns must be created by the United States and the Free
World coalition such as to permit the Soviet-Communist threat to be met with
resolution, to the end that satisfactory and enduring arrangements for co-existence
can be established.

The final sentence implied that the allies could somehow be induced to
support any measures that the United States considered necessary to block
communist aggression. But the course of events during the Indochina crisis
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suggested that the United States might some day have to choose between main-
taining solidarity with other nations and taking action in the face of allied
disapproval. Should such a situation arise, which principle of national policy
must be sacrificed? It could be assumed that, in the final analysis, the United
States would act alone if convinced that its survival was at stake. But the clear-
cut statement in NSC 153/1 of US willingness to act unilaterally had been left out
of NSC 162/2, which as a result was ambiguous on this issue. Its commitment to
collective security was unequivocal. Even in stating willingness to use nuclear
weapons, NSC 162/2 had provided that advance approval of other nations would
be sought. At the same time, a possible need to act without allied approval was
recognized, but not elaborated upon, in a statement that collective security
“’does not imply the necessity to meet all desires of our allies.”

The Joint Chiefs of Staff had not discussed this possible conflict between
international obligations and national safety. Its implications were drawn out,
however, in comments on the JCS views prepared by representatives of the
Office of Defense Mobilization (ODM).'° The ODM spokesmen foresaw that the
attempt to maintain the Western alliance might undermine the strategy of the
New Look, which was based squarely upon the employment of nuclear weapons.
With the experience of Indochina in mind, they pointed out that other countries
were in effect demanding the right to veto the use of these weapons. It might be
impossible for the United States to retain allies on its own terms.

It followed that NSC 162/2 must be revised. The ODM representatives urged
that any such revision include a statement expressly reserving the US right to
use nuclear weapons in situations like the Indochina crisis. Otherwise, the United
States should at once drastically increase its spending for conventional forces.!!

First Budget Guidelines

n NSC 5422, a draft of budgetary guidelines sent to the Council on 14 June

1954,"2 the Planning Board faced up to the inadequacies of NSC 162/2. Instead
of mere supplementary instructions for use in applying NSC 16272, NSC 5422
contained recommendations for courses of action intended to meet problems
that had arisen, or had assumed new urgency, since NSC 162/2 was approved.
The nature of these problems was shown by the titles assigned the two principal
sections of NSC 5422: “Issues Posed by Nuclear Trends” and “"Maintenance of
the Cohesion of the Free World.” The paper recommended that the United
States take measures to improve its defenses, to deal with local aggression and
subversion, and to strengthen political and economic ties among noncommunist
nations. For the most part, the recommendations were broad in nature and did
not indicate the specific steps required.

NSC 5422 asserted flatly that the United States should be willing to take
whatever action seemed necessary in a crisis, includiag use of nuclear weapons,
even if allied approval could not be obtained. It thus dealt squarely with the
problem cited by the Office of Defense Mobilization and removed the ambiguity
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that had surrounded this aspect of policy in NSC 162/2. But the Planning Board
members disputed whether unilateral action should be taken only as a last
resort, or whether the United States should exercise maximum freedom of action,
relying on its European allies to recognize that their own security interests re-
quired them to remain in alignment with the United States.

Another unresolved issue in NSC 5422 concerned disarmament. Some mem-
bers of the Board wished to commit the United States to negotiations on this
subject; others asserted that any such discussions with the Soviet bloc were sure
to be fruitless, and pointed out that the whole subject of disarmament policy was
then under study.

Should general war occur, NSC 5422 stated, the United States must be able to
wage it with maximum prospect of victory. But whether the United States should
commit itself in advance to all-out use of nuclear weapons—in the face of the
prospect that the Soviet bloc would have achieved a nuclear balance by 1956 -
1959—was a matter for dispute. Disagreement resulted aiso from the attempt by
some Board members to include in NSC 5422 a commitment to enlarge both
military forces in being and the mobilization base.

The Joint Strategic Survey Commitiee reviewed NSC 5422 and concluded
that it did not meet its intended purpose. Even if the conflicting views were
resolved, it would not provide adequate guidelines for developing security pro-
grams under NSC 162/2. Moreover, the Committee believed, it dwelt excessively
on the problems associated with increasing Soviet nuclear capabilities, the impli-
cations of which had been adequately considered in the formulation of NSC
162/2. Regarding the disputed viewpoints in NSC 5422, the Committee opposed
any mention of disarmament; asserted that NSC 162/2 had settled the question
of using nuclear weapons; and favored an improved military posture.'

The Committee’s report drew dissenting comments from Admiral Carney
and General Ridgway, who disputed the assertion that the issue of nuclear
weapons in war had already been settled.'* The Joint Chiefs of Staff took no
formal action, however. On 21 June 1954 they merely agreed to note the report
and the comments.'*

JCS Views on Negotiations with the Soviets

n one key issue in NSC 5422—the wisdom of negotiating with the Soviet

Union—the Joint Chiefs of Staff had already decided to send their views to
the Council. Apparently they were inspired to do so by the opening of a confer-
ence in Geneva on 26 April 1954 to seek a solution to the Indochina ¢ isis. This
meeting could be regarded as the result of an excessive eagemess to negotiate—a
hasty search for an immediate settlement before the military balance had been
redressed on the battlefield. On 30 April 1954 the Joint Chiefs of Staff called on
the Joint Strategic Survey Committee for a historical summary of US-Soviet
negotiations, together with policy recommendations. This report was completed
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on 9 June 1954; after amending it slightly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent it to
Secretary Wilson on 23 June.'®

In this report, the Joint Chiefs of Staff saw the struggle against communism
as entering a precarious if not critical stage. They cited the long record of agree-
ments broken by the Soviets and their satellites, and warned against assuming
good faith on the part of the Soviet government until it demonstrated a basic
change of attitude by specific actions, such as release of German and Japanese
prisoners of war, liberation of the satellites, or conclusion of peace treaties with
Germany and Austria. The USSR would never enter into meaningful negotia-
tions until the West took positive actions to convince the Soviet rulers that their
present belligerent course endangered the safety of their regime.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff asked that their views be considered in the review of
disarmament policy then in progress. They summed up their conclusions as
follows:

a. Until the USSR, by positive action, demonstrates a basic change of atti-
tude . . . the United States should refrain from further attempts through
negotiations to arrive at agreements with the USSR on the subjects of dis-
armament, atomic energy or any other of the world issues, and should so
inform the USSR officially and repeatedly, publicly releasing each such
announcement.

b. The United States should recognize now, and should seek to persuade
its Allies, that time limitations dictate the necessity of confronting the
Soviets with unmistakable evidence of an unyielding determination to
halt further Communist expansion, and of convircing them that aggres-
sion will be met with counteraction which, inheently, will hold grave
risks to ti.2 maintenance of their regime;

¢. The United States should take all reasonable measures to increase political
solidarity and staunch determination among its Allies, recognizing, how-
ever, that US security interests may require, on occasion, %Jnite States
action which not all of our Allies would endorse or be willing to join.

Interim Policy Revision: NSC 5422/2

he National Security Council began dicussing NSC 5422 on 24 June 1954.

Admiral Radford, who was present, distributed copies of the warning against
negotiation that he and his colleagues had sent to Secretary Wilson the day
before.'” But neither at this meeting nor in a subsequent discussion a week later
did the members show any disposition to accept the JCS viewpoint.'® Secretary
of State Dulles conceded the logic of the JCS position, but insisted that, in the
face of the growing worldwide fear of nuclear war, it was unrealistic to believe
that the United States could retain its allies while pursuing a hard policy. The
other "aembers agreed, and voted to commit the United States to explore the
possibiiity of disarmament. On the other hand, there was no disagreement that
the natio.: must be willing to act alone if necessary. The Council accepted the use
of strategic ..uclear weapons in general war and left intact a paragraph asserting
that allied objections should not inhibit the use of nuclear weapons when neces-
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sary for US security. The disagreement over the question of unilateral action was
resolved by a compromise that called on the United States to decide each case on
its own merits and to exercise its freedom of action only after carefuily weighing
the dangers to allied solidarity.

Not surprisingly, the Council rejected the proposals to augment US military
strength, which ran counter to the administration’s desire to economize. Presi-
dent Eisenhower conceded a possible need to spend more for some programs
but vetoed any across-the-board increase.'?

These decisions were incorporated in NSC 5422/1, a revised draft circulated
on 26 July 1954.%° The new version was again criticized by the Joint Strategic
Survey Committee on much the same grounds as before. The Committee recom-
mended that it be returned to the Planning Board for complete revision.?! Instead
of acting on this advice, the Joint Chiefs of Staff merely advised Secretary Wilson
on 4 August 1954 that NSC 5422/1 correctly identified many problems, but that it
provided little guidance in meeting them. If it were approved in its present form,
they said, the strength and composition of US forces would continue substan-
tially unchanged, pending complete revision of NSC 162/2 and clarification of
worldwide military commitments.?

The Council discussed NSC 5422/1 on 5 August. The members voted to
withdraw for further revision a section discussing mobilization policy. They
approved some changes in the :est of the draft, including one that strengthened
the declaration of willingness to take unilateral action. The final version, NSC
54222, was issued on 7 August 1954.2

The rationale of NSC 5422/2 was set forth in the openir.g paragraph, which
pointed out that, since NSC 162/2 was adopted, there had been substantial
changes in estimates of current and ‘future Soviet capabilities, while at the same
time, unity of action among the noncommunist nations had been increasingly
strained. This combination of unfavorable developments suggested that the com-
munists would be increasingly tempted to try to expand their area of control
through penetration and subversion of other countries.

Gruwing stockpiles of increasingly destructive nuclear weapons were expected
to produce a condition of mutual deterrence by 1959, according to NSC 542272,
To maintain and protect the nation’s retaiiatory striking force was therefore
urgent. But the United States shouid also continue to explore fully the possibility
of an arms control agreement with the Soviet Unior. Planning for general war
should assume that all available weapons would be used. Since overseas bases
might become unavailable, for military or political reasons, if war broke out, the
United States should strive to make its forces self-sufficient as far as possible.

Confronting the problem of local, ot limited, aggression, NSC 542272 expressed
a hope that strategic airpower would act as a deterrent. Nevertheless the United
States should be prepa:ed w deleat such aggression without resorting to general
war, by furnishing logistic support to indigenous forces and, if necessary, by
committing its mobile reserve. At the same time, the United States “must be
determined to take, unilaterally if necessay, whatever additional action its secu-
rity requires, even to the extent of generel war, and the Communists must be
convirced of this determination.”
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Another danger—indeed, the immediate and most serious threat—was that
of piecemeal conquest by the communists, through "’subversion, indirect
aggression, and the instigation or exploitaiion of civil wars . . . rather than direct
anned sggression.” It could only be met through a flexible combination of political,
psyc’iological, economic and military actions, which should include the following:
potitico-economic cooperation with underdeveloped nations, direct countermea-
sures (political, economic, or covert) to thwart communist efforts to seize power,
and military assistance—or, if necessary, outright milita~ support—to friendly
nations in danger of communist insurrection.

The need for allies was reaffiimca in NSC 542272, but at the same time it was
admitted that the attainment of decisive collective action was growing more
difficult. The importance of shoring up alliances before atomic stalemate set in
was recognized in language borrowed in part from paragraph 45 of NSC 162/2.

While not neglecting Western Europe, the United States should increase its
attempts to create a position of strength in Asia, which was highly vulnerable to
the creeping expansion of communism. The uncommitted or underdeveloped
areas should be helped toward stability, but they should not be pressed to
become active allies of the United States.

NSC 42212 recognized that the need to act in defense of US security interests
might sometimes be incompatible with the maintenance of collective security. It
was unequivocal in declaring that the United States should act alone if necessary.
But the recognition of this need was carefully balanced by qualifications that
recognized the dangers of unilateral action:

The U.S. should attempt to gain maximum support from the free world, both
allies and uncommitted countnes, for the collective measures necessary to pre-
vent Communist expansion. As a broad rule of conduct, the U.S. should pursue
its objectives in such ways and by such means, including appropriate pressures,

rrsuasion, and compromise, as will maintain the cohesion of tﬁe alliances. The

.S. should, however, act independently of its major allies when the ad'--ntage
of achieving U.S. objectives by such action clearly outweighs the danger of
lasting damage to its alliances. In this connection, consideration should be given
to the likelihood that the initiation of action by the U.S. prior to allied acceptance
may bring about subsequent allied support. Allied reluctance to act should not
inhibit the U.S. from taking action, including the use of nuclear weapons, to
Frwcnt Communist territonial gains when such action is clearly necessary te
U.S. secunty.

Tha final portion of NSC 542272 dealt with economic problems. It suggested
ways in which the progress of the underdeveloped areas might be assisted. It
recognized a need for foreign aid. both economic and military, but in diminish-
ing volume.,

Policy Debate Continued

fter bringing NSC 16272 up to date through the medium of NSC 542272, the
Coundl undertook to replace both these directives with a newer one attunod
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to the international situation of the last half of 1954.2¢ On 19 October 1954 Secre-
tary Wilson, looking toward the approaching discussions in the Council, asked
the joint Chiefs of Staff to recommend changes in NSC 162/2 and to suggest meth-
ods of implementing paragraph 45, which had urged a need to create suitable
conditions for negotiation with the Soviet bloc before the onset of atomic plenty.
He also requested them to recommend courses of action to meet the dan§§rs of
limited or piecemeal aggression, against which NSC 5422/2 had warned.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff had already learned of the impending poiicy review
and had anticipated a request for their advice. They sent Secretary Wilson a
statement of their views on 3 November 1954.2 While making no specific
recommendations, they asserted that the free world must take some sort of
action soon. Their views were based on a belief that the struggle with the
communist world was approaching a decisive stage. The military capabilities of
the Soviet bloc were growing, while neutralism and fear increasingly bedeviled
the noncommunist world.

The noncommunist world, if it takes positive and timely dynamic counter-
measures, presently has ample resources to meet this situation, and with high
chance of maintaining world peace without sacrifice of either vital security inter-
ests or fundamental moral grinciples, or in the event of war being forced uponit,
of winning that war beyond any reasonable doubt. On the other hand, failure on
the part of the free world and particularly of the United States to take such
timely and ;!Xnamic action could, within a relatively short span of years, result
in the United States finding itself isolated from the rest of the free world and
thus placed in such jeopardy as to reduce its freedom of action to two alter-
natives— that of accommaodation to Soviet designs or contesting such designs
under conditions not favorable to our success.

This general warning did not satisfy Secretary Wilson’s request for advice on
certain specific questions. Hence the Joint Chiefs of Staff followed it with another
on 12 November 1954, in which they characterized NSC 1622 as sound but
asserted that its application had been faulty. Instead of seizing the initiative, the
United States was still relying on reactive-type security measures that had not
lessened the threat to the free world. The essence of their views lay in the
following paragraph:

The timely achievement of the broad objective of US security policy cannot be
brought about if the United States is required to defer to the counsel of the most
cautious among our Allies or if it is unwilling to undertake certain nisks inherent
in the adoption of dynamic and positive security measures. In summary, it is the
view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the objective stated in paragraph 45 of NSC
16272 remains valid but it is imperative that our basic secunty policy, when
revised, reflect throughout the greater urgency of the present situation, define
concretely the conditions which it is the aimn of our securnity policy to create, and
direct the formulation of courses of action de*siﬁmd to achieve the basic objective.
In the final analysis, the criterion as to each course of action to be adopted
should be determined by what best serves the interests of the United States.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not themselves suggest any changes in NSC
1622, but asked that their views be made available to the National Secunty
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Council. Regarding Secretary Wilson's request for actions to meet limited aggres-
sion and piecemeal conquest, they suggested merely that the task of preparing
recommendations on these subjects be given to some agency of the National
Security Council, which could consider the problems in the light of all military,
political, and economic factors.?

These conclusions hac the unanimous support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
But General Ridgway wished to go much farther and to recommend that the
new policy statement include proposals that would in effect reverse the strategy
of the New Look. In his view, national policy should unequivocally place secu-
rity ahead of cost considerations and should reject retaliatory striking power as
the principal deterrent to aggression, relying instead upon a balanced and flexi-
ble military establishment.*® His colleagues declined to approve these sugges-
tions but did forward them with the agreed memorandum, as “Additional Views
of the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army.”

Secretary Wilson sent the basic JCS memorandum, but not General Ridgway’s
separate proposals, to the National Security Council on 22 November 1954 with
his own approval and that of the Service Secretaries.” In the Council, their
viewpoint was opposed by Secretary of State Dulles, who believed that the
United States should adjust to the trend of world opinion instead of seeking to
reverse it, and should base its policy on recognition of the fact that total war
would be an incalculable disaster. Mr. Dulles did not dispute the need for
adequate military strength or for a policy of determined resistance to aggression.
Nevertheless, to retain the support of allies, the United States should forego
actions that appeared provocative, and, if hostilities occurred, should meet them
in a manner that “will not inevitably broaden them into total nuclear war.”
Morevver, he was ready, under proper conditions, to negotiate with the commu-
nist nationy, concerning disarmament and other issues. Even if such negotiations
vielded no agreement, they would at least expose the falsity of the Soviets’ peace
offensive.

To the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, Secretary Dulles’ views amounted
to a rejection of paragraph 45 of NSC 1622, The Committee believed that Secre-
tary Dulles had overemphasized political at the expense of military consjderations:
had unrealistically assumed that use of nuclear weapons could be avoided in a
general war; and had evidenced a premature readiness to negotiate. ™!

In criticizing the JSSC comments, General Ridgway made it clear that, to a
large extent, he shared the outlook of the Secretary of State. He did not regard
Mr. Dulles” views as inconsistent with NSC 1622, Rather than foreswearing all
attempts to negotiate, as the JSSC report appeared to suggest, General Ridgway
would direct attention to insuring that the nation was militanily powerful enough
to be able to negotiate from strength > The Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, took
no action on the Committee’s report and made no official comment on the views
of the Secretary of State.

The Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. Allen Dulles, fully agreed with the
Secretary’s assessment. “There is throughout Europe.” he wamned the Coundil,
“an impatience to explore the possibilities of ‘coexistence’ that will be increas-
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ingly ditficult to resist.”” Although the United States might ignore this attitude
for a time, a continuation of the Soviets’ peace offensive could eventually force
the nation to participate in the search for a general settlement if it did not wish to
be diplomatically isolated. He offered no suggestions for coping with this
difficulty, but did propose a coordinated economic, military, and covert counter-
offensive against the Soviets’ subversive warfare.®

The National Security Council took up the question of a revised national
security policy on 24 November 1954. The members directed the Planning Board
to prepare the draft of a new directive. They also considered, and referred to the
President, a suggestion for a special study, to be made by governmental or
private agencies, of ways in which, before the beginning of mutual nuclear
plenty, the unity of the free world might be increased and the Soviet bloc
divided and weakened.

While awaiting the draft, the Council discussed the subject inconclusively on
3 December and again on 9 December. At the first of these meetings, General
Ridgway explained his dissenting views on nztional policy and strategy.’® On
the second occasion, the discussion turned to purely military matters. The Presi-
dent commented on the need to emphasize those elements of national defense
that were applicable to a general war: continental defense, improved weapons
(notably guided missiles), and the reserve forces and materiel needed immedi-
ately after hostilities began. But there was to be no overall increase in the armed
forces. At this same meeting, the President laid down new and lower manpower

limits for fiscal year 1956.%
The new draft, NSC 5440, was forwarded by the Planning Board on 13

December 1954.% It recognized the increase in Soviet bloc capabilities, foresaw a
condition of mutual deterrence, and emphasized the need to maintain strength
and unity in the noncommunist wosld and to pursue lines of action that would
encourage the Soviets to drop their expansionism. There was little trace of the
feeling of urgency that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had expressed. But some willing-
ness tc accept the separate viewpoint upheld by General Ridgway appeared in
recognition of the need for conventional military forces to deal with local
aggression—a provision doubtless inspired by the recent Indochina crisis,

A conflict of opinion between the hard line upheld by most of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and the softer approach of the Secretary of State was apparent in NSC
5440. Thus in a discussion of the desirability of negotiations with the Soviet
Union, the JCS Adviser had advocated the inclusion of a warning that negotia-
tion would probably be fruitless and dangerous until the USSR had given evi-
dence of a basic change of attitude. The State Department member wanted the
draft to commit the United States to an active strategy of negotiation that would,
at the least, expose the hollowness of the Soviets” peace offensive. He had also
urged a specific renunciation not only of preventive war, but of any actions that
might be considered provocative

To the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff commented unfavorably
on NSC 5440 on grounds that it did not meet the criienia that they had et forth
in their memorandum of 12 November. It did not define the conditions that the
United States should seck to create, nor did it stress the urgency of acting while
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the United States still retained its atomic superiority. Its proposal to encourage
favorable tendencies within the communist bloc, they said, would be inefiective
without the dynamic and timely action that they had proposed. Moreover, they
believed that it underrated the probability of armed aggression by the com-
munists. >

On 21 December 1954 the Council discussed NSC 5440 along with the JCS
comments. The members adopted a compromise version of the paragraph con-
cerning negotiation,* which was incorporated in a redraft, NSC 5440/1, com-
pleted by the Planning Board on 28 December.* Since this version was other-
wise little changed from NSC 5440, the Joint Chiefs of Staff merely reaffirmed
their comments on the latter.*'

The Council worked over NSC 5440/1 on 5 January 1955 and put it into fina)
form, making numerous changes without altering its substance. The members
acrepted the State Department position on most of the disputed issues, but
allowed the dissenting JCS views to appear as footnotes. The compieted version,
NSC 5501, was approved by the President on 7 January 1955.%

A Revised National Security Policy: NSC 5501

In its estimate of the current world situation, NSC 5501 ¢mphasized the grow-
ing peril in the era of approaching nuclear plenty. Soviet air-atomic capabil-
ity was increasing rapidly, and might by 1963 (or even by 1960} include interconti-
nental ballistic missiles. A condition of mutual deterrence was foreseen that
would make deliberate resort to war unlikely, but war might occur through
miscalculation; aiso, the balance might be upset by a major Soviet technological
breakthrough. Nevertheless, despite the expected military and economic growth
of the communist blog, the free world had the capacity (but not necessanly the
wiil) to maintain enough strength to deter or deleat aggression. The Joint Chieds
of Staff had wished this last statement amplified with a description of the type of
mihitary strength that should be maintained jor this purpose: “Sufficient vonven-
tional armed strength, including the capability of adequate and tmely rein-
torcement, along with US strategic nuclear striking power,” '

Neither the USSR nor Communist China, according to NSC 5501, had modi-
fied ats basic hostility toward the noncommunist wordd, especiaily the United
States. But the more fleuble Soviet foreign policy was significant, though dithi-
cult to acvount for. 1t was even possible, though highly unlikely, that the Sovie's
wanted genuine arms control. The Joint Chiefs of Statf objected to this discys-
sion ¢of the Soviet soft hne on the grounds that it overempnasized the signiti-
cance of 3 mere change in tactics,

Whatever its motivabion. the new Soviet approach was dangerous. avonding
to NSC 3501, since it would probably tempt the allies “to go to further lengths
than the US will find prudent” in secking a basts for accommadaton. Whale
preaching coenstence, the communist pations would probably continie or s
sifv efforts to expand their hegemaony without invalving the main sources ol
2
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communist power. This strategy would “probably present the free world with
its most serious challenge and greatest danger in the next few years.”

In outlining a proposed national strategy, NSC 5501 set forth fundamental
considerations in the following terms:

The basic objective of US national security policy is to preserve the security of
the United States, and its fundamental values and institutions.

The basic threat to US security is posed by the hostile policies and power,
including Frowing nuclear power, of the Soviet-Communist bloc, with its in-
ternational Communist apparatus.

The basic problem confronting the US is how, without undermining funda-
mental US values and institutions or seriously weakening the US economy, to
meet and ultimately to diminish this threat to US security.

Since military action to eliminate the communist threat was out of the question,
th. only alternative was to attempt to influence the communist regimes in ways
tha. would encourage tendencies that led them to abandon expansionist policies.
This effort would require "a flexible combination of military, political, economic,
propaganda, and covert actions which enables the full exercise of US initiative.”
If successfully carried out, it would offer the hope of a prolonged period of
armed truce, and ultimately a peaceful and orderly world environment. But
"failure resolutely to pursue this general strategy could, within a relatively short
span of years, place the US in great jeopardy.” The last sentence was apparently
borrowed in part from the JCS memorandum of 3 November 1954 to Secretary
Wilson.

In dealing with military strategy, NSC 5501 recognized the importance of
nuclear retaliatory capacity, but, unlike NSC 162/2, stressed the fact that this
capacity was insufficient by itself. It held that the United States must have forces
cver and above those assigned to NATO that could deter or defeat local
aggression, in concert with allied forces, in a manner designed to prevent lim-
ited hostilities from escalating into total nuclear war. Such forces “‘must be
properly balanced, sufficiently versatile, suitably deployed, highly mobile, and
equipped as appropriate with atomic capability, to perform these tasks; and
must also, along with those ¢ ssigned tc NATO, be capable of discharging initial
tasks in the event of general war.”

This military policy assumed the support and cooperation of appropriate
major allies and certain other free world countries. The United States should
therefore take steps to strengthen the collective defense system, making use,
where appropriate, of the possibilities for collective action offered by the United
Nations. Military and economic assistance should also be continued, as necessary,
to dependable allied nations.

In two paragraphs the NSC essayed the difficult task of striking a balance
between the need to pursue national interests, on the one hand, and the mainte-
nance of collective security, on the other—a balance that necessitated a precise
definition of the line between firmness and provocation vista-vis the Soviet
Union. The statcment of policy on this subject was more careful and cautious,
and therefore more complex, than the corresponding portion of NSC 54222, 1t
was as follows:
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The ability to apply force selectively and flexibly will become increasingly
important in maintaining the morale and will of the free world to resist aggression.
As the fear of nuclear war grows, the United States and its allies must never
allow themselves to get iiito the position where they must choose between (a)
not responding to local aggression and (b) applying force in a way which our
own people or our allies would corsider entails undue risk of nuclear devastation.
However, the United States cannot afford to preclude itself from using nuclear
weapons even in a local situation, if such use will bring the aggression to a stvitt
and positive cessation, and if, on a balance of political and military consideration,
such use will best advance US security interests. In the last analysis, if con-
fronted by the choice of (a) accluiescing in Communist aggression or (b) taking
measures risking either general war or loss of allied support, the United States
must be prepared to take these risks if necessary for its security.

The United States and its allies must reject the concept of preventive war or
acts intended to provoke war. Hence, the United States should attempt to make
clear, by word and conduct, that it is not our intention to provoke war. At the
same time the United States and its major allies must make clear their determina-
tion to oEpose aggression despite risk of general war, and the United States
must make clear its determination to prevail if general war eventuates.

NSC 5501 stressed the importance of the strength and cohesion of the free
world. It endorsed the measures proposed in NSC 5422/2 to block piecemeal
conquest. For countries threatened with communist subversion, the United States
should provide covert assistance, aid the development of internal security forces,
and take military or other action to thwart any threat of an immediate seizure of
powe~. In the long run, it would be necessary to prove that the noncommunist
world could meet the basic needs and aspirations of its peoples. Toward this
end, the United States should take the lead in stimulating trade and economic
activity, and should provide financial, technical,and educational assistance to
underdeveloped areas (even while seeking to reduce the total amount of US
economic aid). But undue pressure should not be exerted to bring the underde-
veloped nations into active alliance, and the United States should cooperate with
constructive nationalist and reform movements in those countries.

In a more aggressive vein, NSC 5501 called for a political strategy against the
communist bloc, to reduce the danger of aggression and to influence develop-
ments within the communist world in a favorable direction. It would be necessary,
while convincing the communist countries of the firmness and cohesion of the
free world, to persuade them that there were alternatives compatible with their
basic security interests and at the same time acceptable to the West. No actions
were suggested to attain these purposes, other than a willingness to negotiate
with the Soviet Union whenever it clearly appeared that US security interests
would be served thereby and to undertake discussions on specitic subjects with
Communist China.

The recommendation for a political strategy was an innovation in NSC 5501,
as was another for a coordinated counteroffensive agi‘nst Soviet subversion.
Together they replaced the more genera! provision in NSC 162/2 for selective,
positive actions to eliminate Soviet-communist control over any areas of the free
world.
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The concluding paragraphs of NSC 5501 were largely a restatement of corres-
ponding portions of NSC 162/2. The United States should maintain a strong
economy and seek to minimize Federal expenditures, though not at the expense
of national security. Internal security and civil defense programs, an informed
-public, an adequate mobilization base, and an effective intelligence system were
essential.**

The Direction of Policy in 1954

In adopting NSC 5501, the National Security Council maintained the basic
continuity in foreign policy that the Eisenhower administration, after briefly
considering alternatives, had reaffirmed in 1953. The broad objectives remained
as before: firm resistance to international communism (but without overt
provocation) and support of the nation’s internationa! obligations. The innova-
tions introduced in NSC 5501 and its predecessor, NSC 5422/2, were essentially
changes in emphasis and did not alter these basic goals. In fact, in bowing to the
trend of world opinion and committing the United States to a genera! willing-
ness to negotiate, the Council moved even farther from the aggressive policy of
liberation, which had been the most widely discussed alternative to containment.
But the Council was under no illusion that the cold war could be expected to end
soon. The declaration that the United States would if necessary intervene unilat-
erally in future situations like that in Indochina was a movement toward a
harder line, as were the pioposals in NSC 5501 for countersubversive action and
for a political strategy against communisr::. ill these changes represented a
response, in one direction or another, to the changing world climate of opinion
or to the particular difficulties created or revealed by the crisis in Southeast Asia.

NSC 5501 also represented an innovation in another way. Though not so
intended at the time, it proved 10 be the first of a regular series of directives
issued at the beginning of each year. Under the Truman administration, the
National Security Council had reexamined policies and objectives at irregular
intervals, as part of a process of appraising the adequacy of security programs.
Preparation of a comprehensive guide te basic national security policy (a phrase
apparently not used before 1953), to replace NSC papers issued over a period of
several years, had been undertaken by the Eisenhower administration. At first
it had been assumed that such comprehensive policy guidance would be valid for
more than a year. But beginning with the approval of NSC 5501, and contiruing
throughout the rest of President Eisenhower’s term, annual review and revision
of national security policy was standard practice.

The general policy of firminess that was restated in NSC 5501 had the full
support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. As they made clear in their memorandum to
Secretarv Wilson on 12 November 1954, they believed tha. the United States,
hobbled by allied timidity, had maintained a passive and ineffectual posture and
had failed to make use of the possibilities for a bolder course of action that were
inherent in NSC 162/2. In January 1954, Secretary Dulles had proclaimed as a
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major objective of the administration the seizure of the initiative in the cold war.
Without referring to this speech, the Joint Chiefs of Staff made it clear that, in
their view, this goal had not been attained.

Most of the JCS members viewed with deep disquiet the Council’s move
toward negotiation. They believed that the United States and its allies should
first build a secure military and political position that would enable the West to
‘2ad from strength in discussions with the comruinist bloc. They viewed the
new approach by the Malenkov regime as a change in tactics rather than in
objectives. They recalled what leaders in some other nations seemed to forget:
the long Soviet record of broken promises.

The emphasis that the Joint Chiefs of Staff placed on unity between the
United States and its allies sprang from their recognition of the military impor-
tance of collective security. Although the strategy of the New Look stressed
protection of the homeland, it could in no sense be characterized as isolationist.
In fact, it made allies even more necessary than before, since it implied a partner-
ship in which the United States and its allies would develop specialized military
establishments that complemented each other. The prospect of future Indochi-
nas underscored the importance of the allied contribution of ground forces if the
United States, as envisioned in JCS 2101/113, were to pull back most of its
troops.

But when the Joint Chiefs of Staff spoke of solidarity, they appeared to have
in mind the full acceptance by other countries of the policy that they themselves
advocated. How other countries were to be brought to accept this policy, and to
act upon it, was a political-diplomatic problem rather than a military one, although
the military implications of failure seemed clear. In such a matter the National
Security Council was naturally disposed to defer to the views of the Secretary of
State. From his intimate knowledge of the attitudes of allied leaders, Secretary
Dulles was convinced that an attempt to resist the pressure for negotiation on
disarmament and other matters would be unwise. As he saw it, the United
States had no choice but to explore the possibilities of negotiation, even if only to
expose the falsity of Soviet gestures.

Among the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Ridgway al ;i showed some sympa-
thy for Secretary Dulles’ views. The Army Chief of Stafi shared his colleagues’
conviction that the Soviet government had not changed its objectives,** as well
as their misgivings about the trend of allied opinion. He agreed that negotiation
must follow rather than precede the creation of strength, but he did not wish
to foreclose the possibility of any and all negotiation in the immediate future.
General Ridgway’s openmindedness on the question of negotiation was wholly
consistent with his critical attitude toward massive retaliation; both followed
from his conviction that the United States needed military torces suitable for
purposes other than merely deterring or winning an all-out nuclear conflict. He
expressed this view in a letter to Secretary Wilson in June 1955, on the eve of his
retirement. “’If military power is to support diplomacy effectively,” he wrote, "it
must be real and apparent tc all concerned, and it must be capable of being
applied promptly, selectively and with the degree of violence appropriate to the
occasion.’*?
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From General Ridgway’s point of view, NSC 5501 was a definite improve-
ment upon NSC 162/2, which had deliberately placed emphasis upon retaliatory
striking power.* Although NSC 5501 had reaffirmed the need for this compo-
nent of military strength, it had also recognized the importance of conventional
forces that would enable the United States to resist limited aggression without
automaticaliy triggering a nuclear exchange. Thus the Council responded to the
developing prospect of a nuclear stalemate, and, more immediately, to the suc-
cess of the Indochinese Communists in winning a war without overt military
intervention by established communist regimes.

Had the policy in NSC 5501 been applied as written, it would have led the
Council and the Department of Defense, in planning the US military establish-
ment, to stress those military requirements in JCS 2101/113 that were more
applicable to limited than to total war: a mobile strategic reserve (including
ample ground forces), sea and air transport capacity, and a readily expansible
mobilization base. But even as they were being approved by the Council, the
portions of NSC 5501 calling for stronger conventional forces were nullified by
the President’s decisions regarding budgets and force levels for fiscal year 1956,
which are described in the following chapter.
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Force Levels and Personnel Strengths

Immediately upon the outbreak of hostilities in Korea in June 1950, the
administration of President Harry S. Truman had launched a massive build-up
of US armed strength. The increase had to be spread over a period of many
months, inasmuch as the effects of several years of stringent economy could not
at once be overcome, even by the large emergency appropriations voted by
Congress in 1950. After the first year of the war, however, the sense of urgency
diminished. Considerations of economy reasserted themselves in defense plan-
ning and led to the postponement of force goals hastily set during the dark days
of the Korean crisis.'

The personnel strengths and force levels attained by the Services at the end
of 1952, as compared with the ultimate objectives, are shown in Tables 1 and 2.
The process of expansion was almost accomplished except for the Air Force,
which remained far short of its authorized strength of 143 wings. Completion of
the Air Force buildup, originally scheduied for FY 1953, w.s now programmed
for FY 1955.

Table 1—Actual and Authorized US Military Strength: 31 December 1952

Actual Authorterd Cual for
Sertucr 31 Devember for 30 January 30 fune
1952° 1953 1954

AMMY e 1,523,182 1.544.000 1,538,000
I e e e 802,452 800,000 800,000
Marine Corps ... e e BB 229,245 246,384 248.612
AirForee .. 957,453 1.016.800 1,061,000
Total .. 3,512,455 3,607,154 3,647,612

* Excludes USMA cadets and USNA midshipmen.
Sources: NSC 142, 10 Feb 53, sec 1, pp. 4142, Budget of the US Goternment. FY 1954, p. 563,

PP PRSI

e




E T TN R n——

JCS and National Policy

Table 2—Actual and Authorized US Force Levels: 31 December 1952

Actual Authorized for Goal for Ultimate
Service and Force 31 December 30 June 30 June Objective
1952 1953 1954
Army
Divisions® ..........coooiiiiinnenins 20 20 20 21
Regiments and regimental
combat teams ................... 18 18 18 18
Antiaircraft battalions 113 113 (b) 117
Navy
Warships© ..........ooevininne 401 410 408 | 408
Other combatant ships9 432 433 496 496
Total combatant ships 833 843 904 904
Other ships® ....................... 283 287 296 29
Total active ships .............. 1,116 1,130 1,200 1,200
Marine Corps
Divisions ..........ccooveviiicinnn 3 3 3 3
Airwings ... 3 3 3 3
Air Force
Strategic wings .................... 39 41 (b) 57
Air-defense wings ............... 21 26 (b) 29
Tactical wings ..........coeoeeen 23 23 (b) 40
Toial combat wings ........... 83 90 (b) 126
Troop-carrier wings' ............. 15 16 (b) 17
Total wings ..................... a8 106 133 143

¢ Does not include training divisions.

b Not avaitable.

¢ Includes camers (CVA/CVS/CVE/CVL). battleships (BB), cruisers (CA/CL/CLLAA/CAQG), destroy-
ers (DD/DDE/DDR/DL), and submarines (5S/SS5G/SSKSSR/SSN).

4 Includes mine-warfare, patrol, and amphious-warfare ships.

¢ Various auxilianes.

' Air Force troop-carmier groups, so reterred to in NSC 142, were redesignated “wings” in 1953
For simplicity the term “wings” has been used.

Sources: NSC 142, 10 Feb 53, sex 1, pp. 4142, Budget of US Government, FY 1954, p. 563,

In his budget for fiscal vear 19534, President Truman requested new obliga-
tional authority of $72.9 billion and estimated that Federal expenditures would
reach $78.6 billion. Of these amounts, military programs would acceant for
$41.3 billion and $45.5 billion, respectively. The Air Force would receive the
largest share of the defense dollar, $16.788 billion in new obligational authority
and $17.51 billion in estimated expenditures. The Army would receive $12 12
billion in new obligational authority and $15.3 billion in estimated expenditures,
while the Navy (including the Marine Corps) would receive $11.381 billien in
new obligationai authority and $12 billion in estimated expenditures. Office of
:he Secretary of Defense and interservice costs would amount to $1.031 billion in
new obligational authority and $690 million in estimated expenditures.’ These
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sums represented the peak cf defense spending under current plans. After FY
1954, according to President Truman’s budget message to the Congress, military
expenditures should decline to an eventual level of some $35 billion to $40 billion
annually—enough to maintain the Services in a state of readiness.*

FY 1954 Goals under the Eisenhower Administration

s soon as the new administration took office, the Truman defense budget

was subjected to severe scrutiny, in accordance with orders issued in Feb-
ruary 1953 by Budg:t Director Dodge and Deputy Secretary of Defense Kyes. As a
result of this reexamination, Secretary Wilson concluded that substantial reduc-
tions could be made with no effect on combat strength. Sizable amounts could
be saved by cutting the budget item for aircraft procurement, since a large
backlog of unobligated funds had built up from earlier appropriations. Down-
ward adjustment of lead-time estimates for future procurement made it possible
to reduce funding requirements without cutting back planned increases in the
production of combat planes. Other economies could be achieved by adjusting
interrelated programs in which slippages had occurred, by cutting out non-
essential construction projects, by reducing planned stockpiles of items readily
procurable from industry, and by cutbacks in both military and civilian man-
power in the defense establishment. Offsetting these reductions (most of which
affected the Air Force) was a need to provide more funds for the Army to finance
operations in Korea through 30 June 1954 (six months longer than estimated in
the Truman budget) and to supply additional aid to the South Korean Army.
The net saving was about $5 billion in appropriations.®

In reducing military manpower, Secretary Wilson had at first projected a cut
of 250,000 men (entirely from noncombat units) in FY 1954. He soon found it
impracticable, however, to require the Air Force to absorb its share of this reduc-
tion (50,000 men) within this period, because large numbers of enlistments were
scheduled to expire in 1955. It was also apparent that the Army and Marine
Corps would require additional allowances to support their rotation policies in
Korea as long as fighting continued there.” The 250,000-man goal was therefore
modified.

The reductions in money and manpower proposed by Secretary Wilson, after
being adopted by the National Secunty Council on 31 March 1953, were written
into NSC 149/2, the first of the new administration’s policy directives, which the
President approved on 29 April. This paper committed the United States to the
goal of a balanced budget (though not at the expense of national security) and
abandoned fixed target dates for force level planning in favor of a so-called
floating D-day. It specified manpower reductions to be applied to the Service
personnel strengths as of 28 February 1933, which were as follows: 1,495,000
Army, 802,936 Navy, 242,300 Marine Corps, and 965,425 Air Force—a total of
3,505,661.

From these strengtiis, the Services were to be reduced by 250,000 men,

61

3




R TV ARG e

JCS and National Policy

distributed as follows: Army, 125,000; Navy and Marine Corps (combined),
75,000; Air Force, 50,000. The Air Force was given until the end of FY 1955 to
accomplish its reduction; the other Services were to carry out theirs during FY
1954. However, so long as the Korean War continued, the Army and Marine
Corps might retain, out of these reductions, 51,000 and 5,000 men, respectively,
to support their rotation policies. Thus the Army would drop to 1,421,000 men
and the Navy-Marine Corps to 975,236.”

The Services were expected not only to absorb these reductions through
administrative economies, but at the same time to improve their overall combat
strength by modernizing their equipment. The objectives were to maintain tae
Army and Navy at about the same unit strength and to allow an important
increase in the number of combat wings in the Air Force.

These economies, according to NSC 149/2, should make it possible tc :«duce
the appropriations request in the FY 1954 budget by $5 bi’’ion and to bring down
expenditures to $43.2 billion. Moreover, it was hoped that expenditures could be
reduced to $40 billion in 1955 and $35 billion in 1956. But these figures were not
considered as ceilings.®

NSC 149/2 directed the Department of Defense to revise the FY 1954 budget
to reflect the above decisions and to submit a revised force structure for FY 1955.
Pending this revision, force levels currently planned for 30 June 1953 were to
remain valid, except that the Air Force might add additional combat units if able
to do so within its allotted manpower and money.

The guidelines in NSC 149/2 had been established without reference to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, who had not been consulted after the Council’s initial
request for their comments on proposals to balance the budget by 1955. They
learned of the proposed reductions on 27 April, just before NSC 149/2 was
approved. In the absence of a detailed breakdown by Service, it was impossible
for them to evaluate the effects of the reductions involved. Consequently, when
General Vandenberg, acting as JCS Chairman, attended the Council meeting of
29 April at which NSC 14972 was approved, he was in no position to protest or
otherwise comment on the new expenditure and manpower limits.”

The revised FY 1954 budget was also drafted by Secretary Wilson’s office and
the Military Departments, without the assistance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.'" It
was presented to Congress on 7 May 1953.'" The most striking difference from
the original budget was a reduction of $5 billion in Air Force funds. The Air
Forve was to receive $11.688 billion in new obiigational authority and $15.1 billion
in estimated expenditures. The Navy (including Marine Corps) was to be cut
$1.7 billion in new obligational authority to $9.651 hillion and to $11 billion in
estimated expenditures. The Army budget was not cut but instead received an
increase of $1.5 billion in new obligational authority to $13.671 billion and $16.5
billion in estimated expenditures. With the addition of $1.03 billion in new obli-
gational authority for the office of the Secretary of Defense and interservice
items and $593 million in estimated expenditures, the total defense budget came
to §36.04 billion in new obligational authority and $43.193 billion in estimated
expenditures.

Under this budget approved manpower strengths (slightly adjusted from the
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figures in NSC 149/2) were 1.421 million for the Army, 745,066 for the Navy,
230,021 for the Marine Corps, and 960,000 for the Air Force—a total of 3,356,087.'
The total represented a reduction of approximately 150,000 as compared with 28
February 1953. In order to begin the cutback at once, the ad:ninistration reduced
the authorized end strength for FY 1953 to 3,555,062.'

The revised FY 1954 budget and personnel strengths were translated into
force levels by the individual Services.!> The Army and Navy found that they
would be unable to increase their c'urrent unit strength, except that the Army
would organize four more antiaircraft battalions, for a total of 117. The Air Force,
nowever, would rise to 114 wings during FY 1954, and Secretary Wilson termed
this a very substantial increase in defending the new budget before Congress.
The interim goal for the Air Force, he revealed, was 120 wings; ihe final goal
would be determined after further study.'®

The proposed reduction of $5 billion in Air Force appropriations aroused
considerable criticism in Congress and elsewhere. Testifying before the Senate
Appropriations Committee, General Vandenberg assailed the reduction for its
disruptive effect on Air Force programs. Secretary Wilson and his subordinates
insisted that combat power would not be affected and emphasized that the goal
of 143 wings had only been suspended, not abandoned.'” In the end, Congress
not only accepted the reduction but cut the appropriation request still further, to
$34.474 billion. '*

The JCS Interim Look for FY 1955

onths before the revised FY 1954 budget went to Congress, the Joint

Chiefs of Staff were already planning for FY 1955, Tentative force level
recommendations submitted by the Joint Strategic Plans Committee on 6 March
1953 called for substantial increases, principally in antiaircraft battalions, radar
picket ships, and fighter aircraft for the coordinated air defense system that had
been proposed by President Truman. The Committee’s report was split, with
some of the Services seeking larger increases than others were willing to
endorse.'

By the time the Joint Chiefs of Staff received this repont, it had become clear
that the attitude of most of the members of the National Security Council made it
useless to seek any general increase in Service strength for 1955. The Joint Chiefs
of Staff therefore rejected the report and told the Joint Strategic Plans Committee
to draft two alternatives to be sent to the Secretary of Defense. One would urge
that the current FY 1954 force levels be adopted without change as 1955 goals;
the other would propose increaces in continental defense forces only.™

The Committee submitted the two drafts on 14 April 1953, The joint Chiefs of
Statt deferred action on them pending the final decision of the National Security
Council on NSC 14972.%' Its subsequent adoption, with reduced budgetary guide-
lines for FY 1955, seemed to foreclose any hope even uf holding force goals at
current levels. Shortly thereafter, the administration announced that all the
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members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff would soon be replaced. On 4 June 1953
General Bradley and his lame duck colleagues decided to withdraw both drafts
and to leave to the Services the task of preparing preliminary plans for FY 1955.2

It was not certain, however, that the administration would enforce the $40
billion expenditure limit for FY 1955 mentioned in NSC 149/2. The size of the
reductions to be expected in the next year's budget was debated for several
months at high levels. Mr. Dodge, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and
Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey urged cutbacks for 1955 at least as great as
those carried out for 1954. Secretary of Defense Wilson, on the other hand,
believed that strategic planning should precede budgeting and that the new
Joint Chiefs of Staff should be allowed to complete their review of strategy
before any drastic reductions were ordered. President Eisenhower took a middle
position; he believed that cuts would be possible but on a smaller scale than
those envisioned by Dodge and Humphrey.? On 6 August 1953 he laid down a
general requirement that all departments make substantial reductions in their
expenditure estimates and appropriations requests for FY 1955.%

The conclusion of the Korean War spurred the drive for economy. On 26 July
1953, just before the armistice was signed, officials of the Department of Defense
attending a conference at Quantico, Virginia, predicted that the end of hostilities
would make it possible to reduce expenditures by as much as $1 billion during
the next fiscal vear.”* On the other hand, the Soviet thermon-iclear explosion of
12 August 1953 provided a justification for larger forces and, specifically, for the
expanded continental defense program that was then being discussed within the
administration.**

The concept submitted to the President by the newly appointed Joint Chiefs
of Staff on 8 August 1953 was too broad and tentative to provide a basis for the
FY 1955 budget. Consequently, on 15 September the Armed Forces Policy Coun-
cil asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff to submit force level recommendations for this
purpose, along with tentative plans for FYs 1956 and 1957. The Council also
agreed that it was essentiai to reduce the number and size of the support units
(those other than major combat forces}), which accounted for over half of all
expenditures of the Department of Defense.”

Secretary Wilson embodied these decisions in a formal directive to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on 1& September.”® Two days later, the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Comptroller), W. J. McNeil, deseribed to the joint Chiefs of Statff the
kinds of data requested for budget planning. They included the personnel
strength and the number of major combat units proposed for each Service, with
the recommended manning level for each unit (expressed as a percentage of
wartime personnel strength). The JCS recommendations were also to extend to
supporting units—those classified by the Army as Other Combat Forces and by
the other Services as Combat Support Forces. ™ Army and Air Force Reserve and
National Guard units were to be included as well. Recommendations (if any) for
changes in FY 1954 goals were also to be included. Actual strengths as of 30 June
1953 were to be shown for comparison.™

Initial recommendations were drafted by the Services and forwarded to the
Joint Strategic Plans Committee, which attempted to harmonize them, but with-
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out success. Both within and outside the Committee, the Services used different
guidelines in planning for FY 1955. The Army, Navy, and Marine Corps took the
position that, in principle, the manpower limits in NSC 149/2 should be followed,
with increases confined to continental defense forces. In practice, however,
these Services did not restrict their plans in this manner. Thus the Army and
Marine Corps assumed the continuation of tae special authorizations of 51,000
and 5,000 men, respectively, for their Korean pipelines, which they viewed as
necessary so long as US forces remained in Korca. The Army and Navy added
allowances of 2,000 and 6,634 respectively for officer candidates (cadets and
midshipmen), who were not included in the NSC 149/2 strength figures. For the
Army, the result would be 1,423,000 men. Nevertheless, Army planners main-
tained that their Service could not meet its commitments with that strength.
They recommended 1,508,000 men for FY 1955, of whom 6,000 would be required
to provide an additiona! 13 antiaircraft battalions. They also urged that the tinal
FY 1954 manpower goal be raised to 1,540,000. The Army’s divisional strength
under their plans would remain constant at 20 through 1955.

The Navy sought no increase in FY 1954, but proposed 767,700 men for FY
1955, which was 16,000 more than the approved 1954 figure (745,066) plus the
officer candidate allowance. The increase would go entirely for continental defense
forces: destroyer escorts, minesweepers, and patrol aircraft. The Marine Corps
assumed the continuation through FY 1955 of its approved 1954 strength (230,021
men), and of its statutory three-division structure (a requirement laid down by
Congress in 1953).

The Air Force rejected both the FY 1955 personnel strength in NSC 149/2 and
the FY 1954 limit established by the Secretary of Defense. Its representatives
quoted from NSC 14972 and from Secretary Wilson's statements to show that the
decisions of the National Security Couricil in April 1953 were intended merely as
temporary expedients. For 1954, they sought 975,000 men (15,000 more than
currently authorized) and 115 wings. For 1955, they recommended 1,002,000
men—enough to reach the interim goal of 120 wings.*! Of the proposed 1955
increase, 9,700 men would be used for additional continental defense forces
(four fighter wings and two AEW squadrons). ™

The Service recommendations for FY 1955 added up to a total of 3,507,721
inen. This was approximately 150,000 more than the actual strength at the end of
FY 1953.%

For FYs 1956 and 1957, the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps proposed to use
their recommended FY 1955 figures temporarily, pending further studies after
revision of the current national security policy paper (NSC 153/1). The Air Force
estimated a requirement for 149 wings by 1956-1957, but, by assuming increases
in allied forces and accepting some risk, reduced this to 137 wings (123 combat
and 14 troop carnier), which would require 1,050,000 men. The Air Force thus
abandoned its 143-wing goal. ™

The Joint Strategic Planning Comunittee passed these Service proposals to the
toint Chiefs of Staff. Admiral Rad{ond and his colleagues were of course aware
that they ran counter to the administration’s desire for lower expenditures in FY
1955. Nevertheless they did not freel justified in recommending smaller force
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levels than those sought by the Services. Accordingly, on 2 October 1953 they
forwarded the Service figures to Secretary Wilson with a recommendation that
he approve the major combat forces listed therein. They explained their position
as follows:

The major forces recommended for achievement in FY 1955 do not represent
any material change from those developed in the formulation of previously
approved plans. There has been no change in United States foreign commit-
ments, no reduction in the threat to US national security, and no new decisions
at governmental level with regard to the use of atomic weapons. Therefore, no
major departure from these forces appears to be justified at this time.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that their reccrnmendations were in conso-
nance with NSC 149/2, except for those increases required for continental defense.
Nevertheless, they took note of the desire for economy and promised every
effort to meet force requirements within predicted manpower availabilities.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that the major Army, Navy, and Marine
Corps combat units proposed for FY 1955 should be used as the basis for prelimi-
nary FY 1956 and FY 1957 plans. For the Air Force, they recommended 127 wings
for FY 1956 as a planning target in connection with lony; lead-time procurement.
They cited the proposed goal of 137 wings but took no position on it pending
comr . ‘ion of their overall review of forces, which. they asserted, was awaiting
"cerwan decisions from higher authority”’—presumably a reference to the fact
that the administration had not yet formally approved the strategic concept that
they had proposed in August.™

These recommendations were the product of what was later described as an
interim look by the joint Chiefs of Staff,™ as distinct from the new look at the
entire defense picture of which Secretary Wilson had spoken earlier. Secretary
Wilson tentatively accepted them for planning purposes.”” Using them as a
basis, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) prepared preliminary
estimates for FY 1955 of $35.273 billion in new obligational authority and $43.0
billion in expenditures.™ On 13 October 1953 Mr. McNeil and Secretary Wilson
submitted these to the National Security Council. Because the figures were only
slightly below those for 1954 and were appreciably higher than the $40 billion
expenditure target in NSC 149°2, they aroused immediate opposition from some
of those present, notably Secretary Humphrey and Mr. Dodge.

Admiral Radford was called upon to defend the foree levels on which the
estimates were based. He explained why the Joint Chiefs of Staff had pot felt free
to reduce them. In particulay, he stressed the absence of a firm policy regarding
the use of atomic weapons, which would make it possible to deliver equivalent
firepower with fewer men.

The National Security Council directed the Department of Defense to review
the estimates in the light of the discussion and submiut them again for further
consideration. The clear expectation was that they would be revised downward.
In other words, the Council had rejected the interim look program.™
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The FY 1955 Budget: Impact of the New Look

hree days after this meeting, Secretary Wilson set in motion the study that

was to eventuate in JCS 2101/113, as already described. He told the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to suggest a new military strategy and a force structure for fiscal
years 1955 thivugh 1957. They were to base their proposals on the assumption
that nuclear weapons would be used whenever the nationai interest so required,
and at the same time they were to recognize the importince of maintaining a
sound economy, or, in other words, of holding defense costs to a minimum. ¥

The budget process, however, could not await the completion of this study.
Accordingly, on 16 October 1953, Secretary Wilson asked the Service Secretaries
to submit FY 1955 estimates by 5 December 1953. These were to be based on the
major combat forces recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with minimum
supporting forces. They were expected to reflect economies resulting from
increased efficiency and from the end of the war in Korea. "

In itself, this directive did not insure that the Services would hold their
requests to a level that the administration would regard as acceptable. Secretary
Wilson and his subordinates therefore scught a surer basis for reductions. On 23
Qctober the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Personnel, Dr.
John A. Hannah, in a memorandum to the Services, suggested that these figures
be used for planning purposes: 1.281 million for the Army, 670,000 for the Navy,
207,000 for the Marine Corps, and 970,000 for the Air Force—a total of 3.128
million.® These figures represented a reduction of approximately 10 percent in
the approved FY 1954 strength for all the Services except the Air Force, which
would be allowed a modest increase. Dr. Hannah expected that savings of as
much as $1 billion might result.* Secretary Wilson suggested that the Services
make a real effort to meet the listed strengths.*® His use of this phraseology,
which fell short of a direct order, Jeft the Services free to seek a reconsideration
of Dr. Hannah's proposal. General Ridgway opposed it strenuously, as did
Admiral Carney to a lesser degree. ™

Secretary Wilson postponed a decision until almost the last minute. On 4
December 1953 he authorized FY 1955 end strengths totalling 3,167,000 with
man-year averages of 3,225,500.% On the following day he received Service
budget requests, prepared in response to his directive ot 16 October, amounting
1o $35.901 billion in new obligational authority—a figure even higher than that
rejecied by the National Secunty Council on 13 October.*® Thereupon, on 11
December 1933, he issued new instructions reducing the man-vear average
strength to 3.186 million, distributed as follows: 1.3 million for the Army. 706,000
for the Navy, 220,000 for the Marine Corps, and %60,000 for t* Air Force. The
Services were directed t¢ submit proposals for beginning and end strengths
adjusted to these averages.® Following further discussions with the Services,
the administration finally approved FY 1955 end strengths as follows: 1,162 mil-
lian for the Army, 682,000 for the Navy, 215,000 for the Marine Corps, and
970,000 for the Air Forve—a total of 3.02¢ million.™ At the same time, the FY
1954 strength objective was reduced to 3,327,800

These FY 1955 strength objectives were regarded as stepping stones, so to
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speak, on the path toward the FY 1957 goal of 2.815 million approved in connec-
tion with the New Look.*2 But if the goal was to be reached in three annual
strides, the first was to be by far the biggest; considerably more than a third of
the total planned shrinkage would occur under these 1955 plans. The cutback
would be particularly abrupt for the Army, w!uch had fared even worse than it
would have under the 10 percent proposal (the Navy and Marine Corps came
out somewhat better). This apportionment may perhaps have been influenced
by the Korean Armistice, which could be viewe as justifying immediate man-
power savings.>® Secretary Wilson later testified that the Army would have been
cut by another 100,000 had it not been for the continuing uncertainty of the
Korean situation and the looming crisis in Indochina,>

On the basis of these decisions regarding personnel strergths, the adminis-
tration was able sharply to reduce the budget estimates submitted earlier by the
Services. The final military budget for FY 1955, as sent tc Congress, was as
follows: $8.236 billion for the Army in new obligational authority and $10.198
billion in estimated expenditures; $9.882 billion for the Navy in new obligational
authority and $10.493 in estimated expenditures; $11.206 biliion for the Air Force
i1 new obligational authority and $16.209 billion in estimated expenditures.
With $1.669 billion in new obligational authority and $675 million in estimated
expenditures for the Office of the Secretary of Defense and interservice the total
defense budget was $30.993 billion in new obligational authority and $37.575
bilion in estimated expenditures.*

The National Security Council and tiie ’resident had approved the budget on
16 December 1953. Mr. Eisenhower ruled, however, that both the budget and
the FY 1957 New Look military program, which was approved at the same time,
would be “kept under continuous scrutiny in relation to world developments”
and that any Service might request review of its program if a change seemed
necessary.

The {iscal and manpower lim‘:s established by the administration became
the bauis for force goals established by the individual Services. The Army pro-
posed to reduce it. division strength from 20 to 17 in FY 1955, to retain 18
regiments and regimental comoat teams, and to in~rease its antiaircraft battal-
ions to 122, The divisional reduction accorded with the views of General Ridgway,
who had wanted the number of combat units to reflect the manpower reduction;
Secretary Wilson had favored retention of the same number of divisions at
reduced strengths.>”

The Navy would maintain 404 warships and 676 other vessels, a decline of 50
from the 1954 total. The Air Force would have 120 wings, 107 combai and 13
troop carriers.™ Al the Services would strengthen their air defense forces.>

The administration unveiled its FY 1955 budget as the first step in putting the
New Look irto execution. It was, the President advised the Congress on 7
January 1954, ba.ed on a new military program unanim.usly recommended by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.* Echoing the President, Secretary Wilson told the
House Appropriations Committee that the budget was the first phase of the
“carefully considered and unanimously agreed long-range plan of the JCS."*!
Admiral Radford implied the same thing in his testimony. The 1957 New Look
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manpower objectives, he explained, “‘are actually for planning purposes” and
“are not inflexible . . . . The only firm plans in attaining these ultimate goals are
those represented by the force levels on which the current annual budget is
based."®

The ananimously recommended program to which the President and the
Secretary of Defense referred was, of course, JCS 2101/1%2, although a hasty
reading of their remarks might suggest that the budget itsel.’ had the endorse-
ment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.®> As both President Eisenho ~ver and Secretary
Wilson were doubtless aware, neither the budget nor its related personnel and
force levels had been submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for consideration.
Secretary Wilson, however, apparently regarded General Ridgway’s failure to
protest the final 1955 personnel ceilings as implying approval of them *

When the House Appropriations Committee opened hearings on the b: iget,
each member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was asked to verify the assertion that the
basic FY 1957 program had been unanimously approved. All did so, although
General Ridgway was careful to point out that the approval was co"ditioned on
certain assumptions.%® Admiral Radford was also asked specifically for com-
ments on the FY 1955 budget; he replied that it had his unqualified approval.® In
hearings on the separate budgets, General Twining indicated his satisfaction
with that of the Air Force.®” General Ridgway and Admiral Carney pointed out
that their Servicer would lose some combat manpower and would find their
materiel readiness impaired. But neither protested the budget, and Admiral
Carney expressed the belief that the Navy’s overall comba* effectiveness would
increase as a result of new weapons and techniques to be introduced in 1955.%

When the budget reached the Senate Appropriations Conmittee, Senator
Bumet R. Maybank of South Carolina, ditturbed by rumors of dissatisfaction
among Army officers, questioned General Ridgway closely about his attitude
toward the budget. Obviously reluctant to criticize a decision by his superiors,
the General sought to evade a direct answer to the question whether he was
satisfied with Army force levels under the budget. His stated position was that,
in accord with military discipline, he accepted the budget as a sound decision by
his lawful s .periors.*”

The new brdget, like the administration’s earlier cne for 1954, aroused
considerable criticism, though for different reasons. Previously, airpower enthu-
siasts had assailed the reduction of funds for the Air Force; now the cutback in
the Army and Navy became the focus of protest. Comments on this feature of
the budget tied in with criticism of t}. 2 doctrine of massive retaliation attributed
to Secretary of State Dulles, on the basis of his speech on 12 January 1954.7” As
before, however, Congress remained unmoved by the criticism, and not only
declined to reverse the proposed reductions, but superimposed its own econ-
omy program on that of the administration. The final appropriations figure
enacted was $29.584 billion.”!
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FY 1956 Plans and the Indochina Crisis

he goals to be attained by FY 1957, established in JCS 2101/113 which set

forth the New Look strategy, were for US armed forces of 2.815 million in
manpower to comprise 14 Army divisions, 1,030 Navy ships, 3 Marine Corps
divisions, and 137 Air Force wings. The manpower strength was set at 1 million
for the Army, 650,000 for the Navy, 190,000 for the Marine Corps, and 975,000
for the Air Force. As soon as the JCS 2101/113 goals had been approved by the
Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed the Services to prepare
summary progranis and budget estimates for fiscal years 1956 and 1957, planned
so as to reach the above figures on schedule (or earlier if possible). The force
goals set by JCS 2101/113 were to be used for planning purposes but might be
exceeded, subject to prior JCS approval in each case, if the excess units were
attainable within manpower and dollar limits.”

In their replies, submitted in March 1954, the Services propnsed the goals set
out in Table 3. As the table shows, the Army, in preparing its plans, had wholly
departed from JCS 2101/113. Army planners maintained that the manpower
ecals in JCS 2101/113 were based on assumed conditions that had not yet
materialized. "The Army should not be forced to program itself into a position of
inability to meet national commitments,” ran their argument, ““on the basis of
‘arbitrary assumptions’ to the effect that these commitments will be reduced.””

Most of the other Service objectives were in conformity with JCS 2101/113.
TheNavy proposed to maintain an excess of two ships—1,032instead of 1,030—but
to remain within its ailotted manpower limit. The Navy’s plans for FY 1956 also
allowed for two aircraft carriers temporarily retained in the active fleet, with the
President’s approval, to meet the crisis in Indochina. For all practical purposes, the
Navy was proposing to reach its allotted ship strength a year ahead of the
schedule in JCS 2101/113. Similarly, the Air Force programmed its final man-
power strength for attainment in FY 1956 instead of FY 1957. Its increase from

Table 3—Service Objectives for FYs 1956 and 1957: March 1954

FY 1956 FY 1957
Service
Strength Comba: Force Strength Conthat Force
ATV % 03 o2a33 00 T ines's s smmemses *1,164,000 17 divisions 1,152,000 | 17 divisions
T35, openosnoommaononnocnacmanoont: 666,435 1,034 active 650,000 | 1,032 active
ships ships
Marine Corps ...........ooeenns 205,000 3 divisions 190,000 | 3 divisions
Air Force ..o, 975,000 127 wings 975,000 | 137 wings
Total Strength ................ 3,010,435 2,967,000

*Army approved streagth for FY 1955; includes 2,000 USMA cadets.

Sources: JCS 1800:213, 2 Mar 54; JCS 18007214, 19 Mar 54; JCS 18001215, 11 Mar 54; JCS 18007216,
11 Mar 54.
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127 to 137 wings during FY 1957 would be achieved by reducing the number of
men in headquarters, administrative, and support elements. The 137-wing total
v. Juld consist of 126 combat wings (three more than previously planned) and 11
of troop carriers. However, the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps gave notice
that if the Army were to be exempted from the guidelines in JCS 2101/113, they
would wish to revise their programs.

The cost estimates submitted by the Services totalled $37.4 billion for 1956—
considerably more than the $32.8 billion that, according to JCS 2101/113, was
expected to be available. For FY 1957, the estimates were incomplete, and the
Services had not made it clear whether they applied to appropriations or to
expenditures.”

The Joint Chiefs of Staff received these proposals for action on 29 April 1954 7
and discussed them on 10 May 1954, but reached no decision.”® Four days later,
the Acting Secretary of Defense, Mr. Robert B. Anderson, asked the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to submit FY 1956 force and manning level recommendations, covering
both major combat forces and supporting units, by 1 July.”

Meanwhile events abroad threatened to undermine the assumptions of JCS
2101/113 and threw doubt on the wisdom of the force reductions planned for the
coming fiscal year. The deterioration of the French position in Indochina com-
pelled the administration to suspend its plans to withdraw forces from the Far
East. In another part of the world, the uncertain prospect for French ratification
of the European Defense Community treaty cast a shadow over hopes that
NATO could count on the early addition of West German forces. Faced with
thesc developments, the administration perforce reconsidered its earlier
decisions. Secretary Wilson suggested on 26 April 1954 that it might be neces-
sary to take a second new look. "The next few months are obviously critical ones
in world affairs,” he said, "'and what happens in Europe and Asia during this
period may force a soul-searching review of our specific policies, plans, objec-
tives and expenditures.””®

Admiral Carney saw the Far Eastern crisis as justifying a request for more
manpower in FY 1955. He urged that the Navy’s personnel strength be increased
to 733,916, sufficient to maintain a force of 1,131 ships. For the Marine Corps, he
asked an increase to 225,021.7

If the FY 1957 figures in JCS 2101/113 were no longer valid as objectives, and
if the approved strengths for FY 1955 weie to be amended, there seemed no firm
basis for FY 1956 plans. The Joint Strategic Plans Committee, charged with
drafting a reply to Mr. Anderson’s request, figuratively threw up its collective
hands in despair. “At this time, there exist no beginning or end parameters
upon which FY 1956 forces and manning levels can be based,” asserted the
Committee on 29 june.* _

Further progress was impossible until the administration decided how far to
pursue its goal of economy in the face of the Far Eastern situation. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff had by now accepted the Army view that the cutback of man-
power should be abandoned, or at least suspended. They discussed the issue
with the Secretary «f Defense, who agreed with them. On 29 June 1954 Secretary
Wilson and the Joint Chiefs of Staff settled upon the following personnel strengths
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for FY 1956, to apply to both the beginning and the end of {he iiscal year: 1.173
million for the Army, 682,000 for the Navy, 215,000 for the Marine Corps, and
975,000 for the Air Force. Under this plan, the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps
would be continued without change from FY 1955 and the Air Force would reach
its final strength by FY 1956—a year earlier than originaily plannec.”

Within these limits, the Army would attempt to maintain ““as near a twenty
division structure as is feasible,” perhaps by reducing the strength of some
divisions. The Navy would maintain maximum operating strength, including its
current force of 14 attack carriers (CVAs), the backbone of the fleet’s striking
power. The Air Force would raise its FY 1956 goal to 130 wings.

On 1 July 1954 the Joint Chiefs of Staff asked Secretary Wilson to confirm this
oral agreement, indicating that they would then torward the detailed recom-
mendations requested by Mr. Anderson. At the same time, they called attention
to a pending proposal by the Army to increase its FY 1955 strength to 1,282,000.
They also informed the Secretary that they intended in December 1954 to review
the world situation and, if necessary, to submit new force level recommenda-
tions for FY 1957 to supersede those in JCS 2101/113.%

The Secretary of Defense tentatively confirmed these FY 1956 strengths and
force levels in writing on 15 July 1954. He also approved the JCS plan to review
FY 1957 levels in December. However, he disapproved the Army’s request for
more manpower in 1955.% Twn weeks later he obtained the tentative approval of
the National Security Council and the President for the use of these figures in
budget plarning.*

On 19 August the Joint Chiefs of Staff reccommended major combat forces for
FY 1956. For the Army they recommended 19 divisions, 12 regiments and regi-
mental combat teams, and 136 antiaircraft battalions; for the Navy, 408 warships,
442 other combatant ships, and 281 other ships, for a total of 1,131 active ships;
for the Marine Corps, 3 divisions and 3 air wings; and for the Air Force, 119
combat wings and 11 troop-carrier wings, for a total of 130 wings. Under these
recommendations, the Army would retain its current division strength while
significantly increasing the number of antiaircraft battatior ,. The Navy would
reach the ship strength that had earlier been sought by - . iral Carney for FY
1955 (1,131 vessels, 18 more than the existinr total). Bc a Services, however,
would be forced to accept lower manning levels for mo t units, and the Army
would reduce the number of its separate regiments and regimental combat
teams (RCTs) by one third."*

Secretary Wilson told the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 17 September 1954 that he
would submit these recommerndations, with his approval, to the National Secu-
rity Council. Meanwhile, they were to be used in budget preparation.™

The JCS objectives seemed to preclude any major budget reductions for FY
1956. Secretary Wilson apparently considered tl.at the objectives of the 1953
economy drive had been accomplished; he was now willing to be guided wholly
by JCS estimates of military needs. But the goal of economy had not been
abandoned by the administration. On 23 July 1954 the Bureau of the Budget sent
the Secretary of Defense an outline of fiscai policies laid down by the President
for FY 1956, which called for continuing attempts to reduce expenditures and for
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reductions in appropriations requests as compared with FY 1955.*” A policy
conflict thus loomed upon the horizon; it could only be settled by the President.

The Issue of Support Force Recommendations

n sending Secretary Wiison their force goal recommendations on 19 August

1954, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had transmittea the Service proposals for sup-
porting units. They had urged the Secretary to approve these as an order of
magnitude and to leave the military chief of each Service free to adjust them,
within approved personnel ceilings. Secretary Wilson, however, felt that he
needed the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the numbers and manning levels
of these units in appraising Service programs and budget requests. He insisted
also that the composition of support forces, when once approved, should ve
altered only with the prior approval of his office and of the cognizant Service
Secretary.®®

That the Joint Chiefs of Staff should debate the need for each Army engineer
battalion, Navy fleet tow-target squadron, and Air Force photo mapping group
seemed hardly reasonable. Moreover, to require previous Departmental approval
at two levels for all adjustments would impose a hopelessly cumbersome
procedure. On 22 September the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed their Operations
Deputies to seek clarification of the reasons for these requirements from the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller).*

When the Operations Deputies conferred with Mr. McMeil, F.e readily agreed
that the requirement for Secretarial approval of changes shculd be dropped. But
he was less accommodating cn the other issue, since, as he pointed out, support
forces accounted for over half of the Departmental budget. The Operations
Deputies rejoined that, given personnel and fiscal ceilings, the individual chiefs
had ar: obvious incentive to minimize support forces in order tc maximize co.n-
bat st ength. It was finally agreed that the Joint Chiefs of Staff « hould indicate
how tar down into the area of supporting forces they believed they could extend
their consideration.™

The Joint Chiefs of Staff 1 «en advised Secretary Wilson that the» could not
profitably go into this matter at all. The detailed and time-consuming ana- ’sis
that would be required was beyond the capacity of their organization. Moreover,
they deemed it inappropriate for them to concern themselves with the ::ubject.
Advice concerning support forces, they said, should come from the Military
Departments, through the Secretaries.*’ Mr. Wilson made no reply and allowed

the matter to drop for the time being. Al
b

The Decision to Accelerate Retrenchment

Sewice budget estimates for FY 1956, based on the force levels tentatively
approved by Mr. Wils~n on 17 September, were sent to the Secretary’s office

73

B T m———




;

JCS and Natienal Policy

on 4 October 1954. They added up to $37.397 billion in new obligational author-
ity.”? This figure, well above the amount in the FY 1955 budget, violated the guide-
lines laid down by the Bureau of the Budget on 23 July 1954. Some reduction
could be anticipated when the estimates were reviewed in the Department of
Defense. But even Secretary Wilson was not certain that they could be cut below
the 1955 figure. On 30 November he predicted that the 1956 budget would call
for between $29 and $34 billion in new obligational authority, and that expendi-
turez would amount to roughly $35 billion.”

On 3 December 1954 Admiral Radford summarized for the National Security
Council the force levels and personnel strengths tentatively approved for FY
1956. The Comptroller followed with a budget analysis that pointed to a substan-
tial increase in military appropriations.* The Council noted and discussed these
presentations, but took no other action.%®

The Council’s tacit acceptance of the prospect of higher defense costs for FY
1956 contrasted sharply with its actions in October 1953, when it had rejected
preliminary 1955 estim ‘tes as excessive. The difference can be ascribed to the
alarming developments i 1 the Far East. In Indochina, the US retaliatory capacity
had not deterred the native communist rebels from an aggressive course, even
without overt aid from the Soviet Union or Communist China. The possible
repercussions of this crisis made it appear dangerous to cut back US military
strength, especially in conventional forces—those most likely to be required if
the United States were forced to intervene in similar situations. Recognition of
this fact was to be reflected in NSC 5501, which was under discussion at this
time in the National Security Council, in the form of statements concerning the
need to enlarge conventional warfare capabilities.

All the signs were that the defense economy program had run its course.
Secretary Wilson announced on 7 December 1954 that the administration planned
no further cuts in defease spending unless there was a definite improvement in
the international situation. “We are getting close to the bottom,” he said.™

Meanwhile the Joint Strategic Plans Committee had been working on the
preliminary FY 1957 recommendations that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had prom-
ised Mr. Wilson. The members were presented with a plan for an impressive
increase in the Army—the outgrowth of an earlier proposal to reorfanize that
Service and to augment the number of combat divisions without increasing
manpower. Under this reorganization plan, five of the Army’s six training divi-
sions would be upgraded to combat status. They would become cligible for
overseas assignment in accordance with a new system that would involve the
rotation of complete divisions between foreign bases and the zone of the interior.
Divisions returning home would assume the task of training recruits; they would
spend two vears thus engaged, follow ed by a yvear of combat training in prepara-
tion for reassignment overseas. Thus the number o f combat divisions would rise
from i9 to 24. At the same tims, to replace two National Guard divisions recently
brought home from Korea and scheduled for early release to state control, the
Anmy would activate two new divisions by amalgamating existing units in the
Pacific Northwest and the Caribbean. These would be divisions in name only,
however; their component units would remain at their current stations. General
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Ridgway and Secretary of the Army Robert T. Stevens had presented this plan to
President Eisenhower in September 1954 and had obtained his approval.”

Of the 24 divisions, it was expected that, at any one time, five would be
occupied with recruit training. Three would be stationed in the Far East and one
would be required for the Western Hemisphere Reserve. The two new divisions
would be limited to static defensive missions in the theaters where they were
stationed. Thus only 13 divisions would be available to meet other commitments,
the most important of which involved NATO. The United States had indicated
to its NATO allies that it could make 17 divisions available for European defense
within six months after hostilities began. Although the other nations had not
formally acceptcd this offer, General Ridgway considered that the United States
was commited to provide 17 divisions, and that all of these must be in readiness
on D-day, since new divisions could not be raised and trained within six months.*®

In view of these considerations, the Army member of ihe Joint Strategic Plans
Committee proposed a goal of 28 divisions by the end of FY 1957. This objective
would require 1,352,000 men—an increase of 169,000 over the FY 1956 strength
approved by Secretary Wilson on 15 July 1954. In the Committee’s report, JCS
1800/225, submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 30 November 1954, the Army
proposal received the approval of the Navy and the Marine Corps. The Army in
turn endorsed a Navy request for beginning and end strengths of 698,000 and
740,000 men in 1957, with an increase tc: 16 attack carriers. The Air Force was
willing to endorse the carrier figure, but not the larger personnel strengths for
either the Army or the Navy. All the Services agreed that the Marine Corps and
Air Force should maintain their 1956 manpower strengths without change. The
Air Force goal of 137 wings was also reaffirmed.”

Without taking a forma! position on the report, the Joint Chiets of Staff
discussed it with the Secretary of Defense on the morning of 8 December. The
principal issue was the increase in the Army, which was defended by General
Ridgway. Secretary Wilson, instead of rendering a decision himself, evidently
decided that the question was important enough to require the attention of the
President.'™

Accordingly, at a meeting at the White House that afternoon, the Secretary
and Admiral Radford discussed the subject of force goals with the President.
Apparently Mr. Eisenhower became concerned at the prospect of an enlarge-
ment of the military establishment, in the face of his hopes for further reductions.
Perhaps the magnitude of the increase sought by the Army angered him. At any
rate, he seized the opportunity presented by this discussion to reactivate the
lagging economy drive. Rejecting the idea of augmenting the Army and Navy in
FY 1957, he not only reaffirmed the manpower objectives in JC5 21017113 but
ruled that they must be achieved a year earlier than planned—by the end of FY
1956, with part of the reducdon to be carried out in FY 1955,

The President announced this decision to th2 National Secunty Council on @
December 1954, He directed the Department of Driense to begin moving at once
to reach the following strength limits by 30 June 1935, the end of FY 1955: 1.1
million for the Army, 870,000 for the Navy-Marine Corps, and 970,000 for the
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Air Force, a total of 2.94 million. At the same time he set a general target of 2.815
million for 30 June 1956, includi::g 975,000 for the Air Force.'%?

In the light of what had gone before, the President’s decision appeared
surprisingly abrupt.'? Secretary Wilson later ascribed it to the President’s convic-
tion that the stabilization of the situation in the Far East had made it safe to
proceed “as rapidly as we can” to the final manpower objectives of the New
Look.'™

On 9 December 1954, Secretary Wilson allocated the FY 1956 total manpower
ceiling among the Services in the same manner as in JCS 2101/113: 1.0 million for
the Army, 650,000 for the Navy, 190,000 for the Marine Corps, and 975,000 for
the Air Force. He directed the Joint Chiefs of Staff to use these figures in pre-
liminary planning for FY 1957.1%°

Despite President Eisenhower’s ruling, however, the last word had not yet
been said on FY 1956 manpower. A year earlier, General Ridgway had accepted
the decision of the President and the Secretary as closing the issue of FY 1955
persor.nel strengths, and had seen his acceptance interpreted as concurrence.
Probably for this reason, he chose to appeal the President’s decision of 8 Decem-
ber 1954. With some support, apparently, from Admiral Carney and General
Shepherd, he won the President’s agreement to raise the 1956 ceiling by 35,000,
from 2.815 million to 2.850 million.'*

The revised ceiling was announced to the National Security Council on 5
January 1955.!" On the same day the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed to divide the
additional 35,000 spaces as follows: 25,000 to the Army, 7,000 to the Navy, 3,000
to the Marine Corps, and none to the Air Force. The new end strengths for FY
1956 (30 June 1956) were 1.025 million for the Army, 657,000 for the Navy,
193,000 for the Marine Corps, and 975,000 for the Air Force. They communicated
this agreement at once, by telephone, to Mr. McNeil, the Comptroller. On the
following day Secretary Wilson approved it.'™

Force Levels under the New Ceilings

fter FY 1956 personnel strengths had been determined, Mr. Wilson insti-
tuted a new procedure. He turned to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, instead of the
separate Services, for translation of the manpower figures into force levels. On 9
December 1954, after the President had announced his first decision to the
Council, Secretary Wilson asked them to indicate the changes in approved force
levels for FYs 1955 and 1956 that would be required under the new ceiling.'™
In reply, the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 22 December 1954 sent Mr. Wilson an
outline of proposed major forces, drafted by the Services, which they had
accepted. Uinder these plans, the Army would have 20 d'visions by the end of FY
1955. Two of these were the static divisions that had been acdvated to replace
the departing Ntional Guard units; three others would be occupied in training
recruits, in accordance with the earlier decision 10 reduce the separate units
maintained for that purpose, Thus only 15 mobile divisions would remain for
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combat assignment. For FY 1956, the Army would shrink to 17 divisions, with
one static and two mobile divisions eliminated.!?

The Navy planned to cut its ship strength to 1,063 in FY 1955 and 989 in FY
1956, but it would in<rease to 1,008 in FY 1957. The totals in each case would
include 15 attack carriers. Th: Air Force goals remained unchanged: 121, 130,
and 137 wings for FYs 1955, 1956, and 1957 respectively. The Marine Corps force
structure of three divisions and three air wings would likewise remain imact.'"!

These recommendations were too sketchy to satisfy Secretary Wilson, who
wanted the Joint Chiefs of Staff to »xtend their consideration to the numbers of
supporting and reserve units and to manning levels for all forces. He also asked
them to submit several alternative deployment plans.!!?

Before the Joint Chiefs of Staff could comply with this new request, the
President raised the FY 1956 manpower ceiling. Their reply accordingly took
account of the new ceiling. On 11 January the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded
proposals for fiscal years 1955, 1956, and 1957 that called for major combat forces
as shown in Table 4. As compared with the plans submitted on 22 December, the
Army now proposed to field one niore static division in FY 1956.!'> The Navy
would maintain a few more ships in each fiscal year.''* The major force struc-
tures of the Air Force and the Marine Corps had aot been affected.

The Joint Ctiefs of Staff believed that this general composition of the major
forces was the best possible with the manpower available. That conclusion,
however, was based on an initial analysis; comments based on more careful
study would follow later. Whether cr not it was intended to apply also to the
accompanying proposals for supporting and reserve forces was unclear. Secre-
tary Wilson apparently so interpreted it, since he did not pursue this issue.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff also forwarded the force deployments planned by
each Service. They endorsed these as the best possible within the recommended
force levels and, in fact, as dictated by existing policv. “Deployments must be
predicated on strategic con opts which stem from approved United States policy
or other forms of commitment,” they declared. “Unless alternate strategic con-
cepts are evolved or unless there are assumptions of new or reviscd commit-
ments not presently known, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are unable to recommend
any alternate deployments.”*!*

Secretary Wilson told the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 18 January 1955 that the
proposed foree structures had his general approval. He did not renevw his request
for aiternative deployments. However, he specified that the propuosed deploy-
ments, insofar as they involved changes, were not to be carried out without his
prior approval. !

The joint Chiefs of Staff sent Yecretary Wilson their final comments on 18
March 1955. They reaffirmed their earlier approval of the proposed forces and
deployments, subject to continuing review of both. At the same time, they noted
that Generals Ridgway and Shepherd had called attention to the efiects of pro-
spective reductions in air and amphibious Lift capacity, and promised to giva this
question special study in the near future.''”
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Table 4—]JCS Recommendations on Major Combat Forces for FYs
1955-1957: January 1955

Service and Force FY 1955 FY 1956 FY 1957
Army
Divisions
Mobile ............. P S—— 15 13 13
Static .....ooevveviiiiinn e — 2 2 1
TrAINE, .......ccoco i enenes 3 3
Total divisions .............. . 200000000 20 18 17
Regiments/regimental comba®
ERIMS | ...eoeeueeeeeemmonsess basesseosennees 12 11 13
Antiaircraft battalions ... 122 136 142
Navy
Warships® ... 406 05 414
Other combatant ships ..................... N 363 366
Total combatant ships ............... 800 768 780
Auniliary ships ... 266 233 230
Total active ships ...................... 1,066 1,001 1,010
Marine Ce™s
Divistons ... <] 3 3
A WINES e 3 1 3
Air Foree
Strategic wings ... L) 52 b
Air-defense Wirgs ... b 32 M
Tactical wings : : 33 33 33
Tuiai combat wings . 168 1y 126
Troop-carrier wings ... 200000 13 11 1t
Total wings ... I 1] 130 137

* Warships include carmers (CVACVS CVEACVLY battleships (B), crusen (CACLCLAACAG),
destrovers (DDDDEDDRIL), and submannes (SSSSAEKASEEEN). Other combatant ships
inoude mine-warfare, patrol, and amphibious-wartare ships.

Somrce Memo, JOS to SecDef. 11 Jan 85, JCS 18007234, 1 Jan 85,

FY 1956 Defense Budget

n 9 December 1954 Secretary Wilson had submitted to the National Security

Council a defense budget that called for $34.273 billion in new obligational
authonty and predicted that expenditures would amount to 835.750 billion. """
These estimates were based on the manpower strengths tentatively approved in
July: they were rendered cbsolete by the new and smallsr manpower figures
announced by the President at the same meeting. Revision of the estimates had
not been completed when the budget wis sent to Congress on 17 January 1955,
At that time, the request for new obligational authority had been cut to $32.9
billion. A target of 534 billion had been set for expenditures, but, as the Presi-
dent explained in his budget message, the reductions in Service programs that
would be necessary to reach this figure had not yet been worked out.'"”
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The rationale for the President’s budgetary decisions was explained in a letter
from President Eisenhower to Secretary Wilson on 5 January 1955, which was
made public. The primary objective, according to the President, was “to main-
tain the capability to deter an enemy from attack and to blunt that attack if it
comes—by a combination of effective retaliatory power and a continental defense
system of steadily iicreasing effectiveness. These two tasks logically demand
priority in ali planning.” To meet lesser hostile action, he said, “’growing reliance
can be placed upon the forces now being built and strengthened in many areas
of the free world.”” He reasserted objectives already familiar in earlier statements
by administration spokesmen: to maximize technological innovation in order to
minimize military manpower, to plan ahead so as to avoid wasteful and expen-
sive changes, and to preserve a strong and expanding economy in which mili-
tary expenditures would not constitute an intolerable burden. At the same time,
he brought forward another justification for force reductions that had been
mentioned briefly in vonnection with the FY 1955 budget. Transport capacity
would limit the number of men who could be deployed early in a war; hence the
size of active forces could be correspondingly reduced and greater reliance could
b2 placed on reserves. '

In light of these considerations, said the President, professional military
competence and political statesmanship must combine to determine the mini-
mum defensive structu e that should be supported by the nation. His recently
announced manpower decisions for Fiys 1955 and 1956 represented his own
response to the various requirements described above. At the same time, he
hela eut hope that the FY 1956 goal might be reduced further if the world
situation improved.'*!

The President described the FY 1956 military program as one that had been
“under development during the past two years,” and that was based on the
same philosophy as those for fiscal years 1954 and 1955. In other words, it was a
continuation of the New Look. Admiral Radford also emphasized this point in
testimony before the House Appropriations Committee.'**

The individual comments of the JCS members on the FY 1956 budget during
Congre.sional hearings generally echoed those they had made 3 vear earlies.
Admiral Radford and General Twinirg endorsed the budget as submitted, with-
o 1t qualifications.'*® General Ridgway indicated that the Army’s combat capabil-
i'y would be impaired, but he made clear that he was not challenging the
decisions of his lawful superiors.'** Admiral Carney departed somewhat from
his previous position by stressing that his accepance was conditional. “If the
New-Look assumptions were to come true,” he said, 1 believe the Navy could
live with these figures [on manpower and ship strength for 1956] very well.” But
he wirned that if conditions in the Far East continued to prevent redeployment
of ships to home waters, he might have to ask for a review of the budget.'™

Congressioaal eriticism of the administration’s planned reductions was again
forthcoming. Because Congress had passed under contror of the Democratic
Party in the November 1954 election, the critics were now strong enough to force
a partial reversal of the administration’s deci. ons. The final approprations
figure—3$33.05] billon—was larger than ihe President had requested. Congress

?9

AR R S

£




$--

JCS and National Policy

added extra funds to maintain the Marine Corps at a strength of 215,000 and to
accelerate production of the B-52 intercontinental bomber for the Air Force.!?

Force Levels and Strategy, 1953—1954

he major decisions taken in 1953 and 1954 in reshaping the US military force

structure are summarized in Tables 5—-10. Analysis of authorized and actual
military personnel strengths, force levels, and reduced defense appropriations
and expenditures supports the following conclusions:

1. The overall cost of the defense establishment declined by roughly 20-25
percent between FY 1953 and FY 1956.

2. Military manpower dwindled by 706,012, or over 20 percent, between 31
December 1952 and 30 June 1956.

3. The share of the defense dollar allotted to the Air Force declined in
FY 1954 but rose sharply thereafter while the Army’s share dropped.

4. The ratio of the strength of the Air Force to that of the other Services
increased steadily between 1952 and 1955, although the Army still remained
the largest Service.

5. The combat strength of the Air Force (measu »1 in terms of the number of
wings) increased by ailmost one half between 1952 and 1956, although the
number of troop carrier wings declined both relatively and absolutely.

6. The number of divisions and regiments/RCTs in the Army declined, but

the number of antiaircraft battalions—the Army’s contribution to conti-

nental defense—increased.

The number of Navy warships—carriers, battleships, cruisers, destroyers,

and submarines—remained almost constant; the total number of vessels,

however, dropped sharply.

All these trends illustrated certain features of the New Look already described:
curtailment of defense expendiiures, decrease of military manpower, stress on
airpower and on continental defense, and reduction of surface forces.

The effect of these developments on the miliidey establishment as of the end
of 1954 was illuminated by a status report rendered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
Secretary Wilson on 18 March 1955, It showed that many of the deficiencies
existing two years carlier were still present. As before, Army and Navy forces
were overextended; the mobilization base was inadequate; the Navy's ships
were becoming Vbsolete faster than they were being replaced; mine warfare and
antisubmanae capabilities were marginal at best; Reserve forces of ali the Ser-
vices were below the ¢=sired state of readiness; no strategic reserve had as vet
been created. On the other hand, the Air Force was stronger in all combat
categories (strategic, tactical, and air defense); tactical atormuc weapons were
becoming available in increasing quantities; aircralt control and warning facilities,
though still inadequate, had improved '

The changes in size and strength of the Services, both relative and absolute,
during 1953 and 1954 were dedisive in shaping the strategy of the New Look,
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Table 5—Projected Autharized Personnel Strengths of US Armed Forces:
FYs 1953-1957

Date Total Army l Navy Marine Air Force
Corps
30 June 1953 (end FY 1953)
January 1953* ................ 3,607,154 1,544,000 800,70 246,354 1,016,800
May 1953° .. ..., 3,555,062 1,532,100 792,430 249,842 980,170
30 June 1954 (end FY 1954)
January 1953° ................ 3,647,612 1,538,000 800,000 248,612 ! ',061,000
May 1953% ... .| 3.356,087 1,421,000 | 745,066 230,021 960,000
January 1954% ................ 3,327,800 1,407,200 730,600 225,000 955,000
30 June 1955 (end FY 1955)
October 1953 ............... 3,507,721 1,508,000 | 767,700 230,021 | 1,002,000
January 1958 ... ... 3.029,000 1,162,000 622,000 215.000 970,000
July 1954" .. 3,045,000 1.173.000 682,000 215,000 975,000
january 1955' ... 2,940,000 1,100,000 665,000 205,003 970,000
30 June 1956 (end FY 1956)
July 195¢ ... 3,045,000 1,173,000 682,000 205,000 475,000
December 1954* ... 2,815,000 1,000,000 650,000 190,000 978,000
January 19581 ... ... -] 2.850,000 1025000 | 657900 193,000 973,000
30 June 1957 {end FY 1957)
December 19537 . 2,815,000 1,000,000 651 (00 19¢,000 973000
January 1985° 0] 2,850,000 125K} 657002 193,000 473,000
Scurces:

*NSC 142, 10 Feb 83
¥ Revised budget Y 1954, HR Hearinga. DOD Approprations ke 1334, pp. 124, X35
‘ Traman admnistration budget request of January 1953 for FY 1954
 Revised budget FY 1954, see b above.
* Revised FY 1984 objevtive; HR Hearings. DOD Aspropations foe 1933 p. §17
FICS 10241 2 O B
& Eiswnhower administranon budget roquest of January 1954 foe FY 1935,
NS TRODRZY, 1 Jul $4: N°H of JCS 1R00212. 15 jul S4
CCS 1023, 31 fan. 58, Premdential directive speciiiad 3 combined goal or the Navy ang
Manne Corps.
ICS JAO022I. 1 Jul S N of JOS 100222, 1% Jul 34
LICS 1M022, 9 Dec M.
ENSC Action 1290, $fan 8.
RS 0PN W Dee 83 :
SICS RRYIML 1Y Jan B8 N of JOS 1ROND3L 10 fan B8 5
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which had originally allowed latitude for differing interpretations. The strategic
concept in JCS 2101/113 had laid down a comprehensive list of eight requirements,
but the administration’s budgetary decisions emphasized two of these—retaliatory
airpower and continental defense—at the expense of the others.

In public statements, the President and other administration spokesmen often
qualified the emphasi:; on these two elements of military power by asserting that
they were insufficieni by themselves. “Undue reliance on one weapon or prepa-
ration for only one kind of warfare simply invites an enemy to resort to another,”
said President Eisenhower, in his annual message to the Congress on 6 January
1955. “We must, therefore, keep in our armed forces balance and flexibility
adequate for our purposes and objectives.”'?® Admiral Radford spoke in a sim-
ilar vein during the 1956 budget hearings: "It is important for us to have the
flexibility and facilities to respond in whatever manner appears to be to our
advantage under the circumstances existing at the time.”**

This flexibility was to be provided by the strategic reserve called for in JCS
2101/113: a well-rounded force of all three arms, based on US territory but ready
for immediate deployment to meet any threat that exceeded the capability of
local defensive forces. Such a force could find a use in situations where (as in
Indochina) strategic airpower was, effectively speaking, useless. The National

Table 6—Actual Personnel Strengths of US Armed Forces: 19521956

31 December 1952 30 June 1953 30 June 1954
Service
Number* Percent Number Percent Number Percent
LT133) aocos005000000000000000500 1,523,152 42.4 1,533,815 43.1 1,404,596 42,5
Navy ..ooiieee 802,453 22.8 794,440 2.4 725,720 22.0
Marine Corps .... 229,245 6.5 249,219 7.0 223,868 6.8
Air Forces ........coccovveenns 957,603 27.3 977,593 27.5 947 918 28.7
Total ..cocovvevenniinneennn. 3,512,453 100.0 3,555,067 100.0 3,302,104 100.0
) 30 June 1955 30 June 1956
Service
Number Percent Number Percent
Ay . 1,109,296 37.8 1,025,778 36.5
Navy .o 660,695 2.5 669,925 239
Marine Corps ........c.cccovneee 205,170 7.0 200,780 7.2
Air Force .........ccoevvvininnnnnns 959,946 32.7 909,958 324
Total ooovvievriiiniieniinn, 2,935,107 100.0 2,806,441 100.0

* Does not include USMA cadets and USNA midshipmen; th- other figures include them.

Source: Figures for 31 December 1952 are from NSC 142, 10 Feb 53; others are from Semiannual
Reports of the Secretary of Defense, January to June 1954, 1955, 1956, and 1957, respectively.
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JCS and National Policy

Security Council had recognized this condition in NSC 5501, notably by includ-
ing a prediction that “the ability to apply force selectively and flexibly will
become increasingly important.” 1>

An implicit assumption in the strategy of the New Look, as it was conceived
in 1953, was that the strategic reserve would be constituted of military and naval
units withdrawn from overseas. Hence, when the Far Eastern crisis of 1954
interrupted this planned redeployment, the situation seemed to call for some
expansion of conventional forces—or, at the very least, for an end to their
curtailment—to provide the nucleus of the reserve. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had

Table 8—Actual Force Levels of US Armed Forces: 1952-1956

Service and Force 31 December 30 June 30 June 30 June 30 June
1952 1953 1954¢ 1955 1956
Army
DivISIONS .cooovnnnn covenees 20 20 19 20 18
Regimenmlregimenhl
combat teams ............o 18 18 18 12 10
Antiaircraft battalions ...... 113 114 uz 122 133
Navy
Warships ......coocoeonien 401 L 405 402 404
Other combatant ships ... ) 43 419 o )
Totalcombatantships ... a3 842 824 ) ¢}
Other ships ..o 283 287 289 ) ¢)
Total active ships ... 1.118 1,129 1113 1,030 973
Marine Corps
Divisions 3 3 3 3 3
AT WIRRSE e k] 3 3 3 3
Air Force
Strategic Wings ..o » 4l “ 4 ¢
Air-defense wings ... 21 26 B b2 )
Tactical wings ... pal X ] 7, 3 )
Total combat wings ... 8 90, .ty 08 18
Troop-carricr Wings ... 1% 16 16 13 13
Total wings ... 98 106° sy, 121 131
* Not available
SOUrCrS:

A NSC 142, 10 Feb 53,

® JCS 180209, 24 Sep 53,

€ JCS 1800231, 5 Jan 55. JCS 1800234, 11 Jan 35; JCS 1800235, 22 Jan 55; JCS 1849128, .2 Aug 34
1CS 1800:231 and FCS 1800:234 omit Al Force statistics.

4 OASD (Comptroller) Statistical Services Chr. Selectd Munpowvy Stetates, 29 Jan &2, p. 7.
Semuannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, january-June 1955, pp- 34

* Comignmasl Report of the Secretary of Dicjense. janvary-June 1956, pp 24
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Force Levels and Personnel Strengths

accepted this conclusion in their preliminary plans for FY 1956, drafted in the
summer of 1954. But the administration, when faced with the costs involved,
had chosen instead to accept the risk attendant on postponement of the creation
of the strategic reserve.

Even had this reserve existed, its capacity for rapid deployment—another
essential requirement for flexibility—was declining. On 30 June 1954 the Navy
had 223 amphibious vessels in service; by the end of FY 1956 it would have only
151. As a result, amphibious lift capability would decline from two divisions to
one and one-third. The Navy had chosen to make this reduction as an alterna-
tive to cutting back its combat forces.'!

For similar reasons, the £ir Force had reduced its projected troop carrier
capability, from 17 wings under ti.2 original 143-wing plan to 11 under the new
137-wing goal. An Air Force statement of early 1955 offered the following rationale:

The Air Force accepts the fact that it will not be possible to build and maintain
an Air Force fully prepared for all of the tasks which several alternate strategies
for both limited and general war might require, and at the same time stay within

resent and projected budget and personnel ceilings. However, the 137 Wing
gram is oriented primanly to the requirements for general war, and a degree
of nsk in regard to certain other tasks is accepted.'*

Table 9—DOD Budget Requests for New Obligational Authority and
Estimates of Expenditures: FYs 19541956

(8 billions)
Budget Request and FY 1958 Oniginal|[FY 1454 Revsed FY 1955 FY 1956
Ustimate

Amount | Percent | Amount | Percent [Amount | Percent | Amount | Pervent

New obligational authority
AFRY o $12.120] 29.4)813.671F 79SS B.23} 26| § 7303 222
Navy* 1381 2751 9.681)  20.8] 9882 319 8.937| 272
Air Force ... 16788} 40.6] 11.688 32.4] 11.206)  36.1 14.536 4.2
OSD and interservice Loy 258 1030 29] 1.689 54 2123 6.4
Toal .o $41.2201 100.04 836040 100.G{330.993] 100.0 | $32.8m) 100.0

Expenditures

AIIRY $15.200f ).7{$16.%00] 21810.198] 271 | S BRSO} M0
Navy? e 12.000] 20.4] 11.000] 28.5] 10493 280 9700 271
AlrForce ... 17.510f 38| 15100] 3M9| 16.209] 411 15.600] 436
OSD and intenseryicr 50 1.3 .59 14 678 ] }.600 45
Total .......cc..... - $45.400 100.0] $43.193] 100.0f $37.578] 100.0 | }38.7%0] 1000

¢ Includes Marine Corps.

P FY 195 expenditure estimate subject to reduction of $1.75 billion to be allocated later.

Sources: Budget of US Government, FY 1954, pp. M6, M14, 562 HR Hearings, 0D Approgesations,
IFY] 1854, pp. 309, X302, 235 Budget of US Conermment. FY 1955, p. M4 Budpet of US
Government, FY 1956, pp. M23, M3]
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The strength and force level decisio:'s made during 1953 2nd {954 became the
basis for charges that the administration was overstressing nuclear striking power.
The same trend, continued into successive years, was eventually to make the
New Look virtually identical with massive retaliation in the public mind.'*

In appraising the effects of this development as it had progressed by the end
of 1954, the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff differed widely. Admiral Radford
viewed it with general approval. In a statement prepared early in 1955, he held
that ““the policies and actions which have shaped the development of our mili-
tary forces thus far are substantially sound and should be continued.” Echoing
the President, he stressed the primary importance of retaliatory aispower and
continental defense. He also reaffirmed his belief in the need for economy, or, as
he put it, “reasonable conservation of manpower, materiel, and money.” He
admitted the absence of the strategic reserve but saw the remedy in redoubled
efforts to induce allied nations to create military forces that would complement
those of the United States. He believed that, as long as US strength was
maintained, the principal threats to peacc would come from infiltration and
subversion in those areas best calculated by the communists to offer hope for
success. Such threats, in his view, were not likely to be reduced by mere increases
in the number of men in uniform. On the basis of these considerations, he
affirmed that the administration’s FY 1956 manpower goals were adequate for
the foreseeable future.'™

Table 10—DOD Actual New Obligational Authority and Expenditures:
FYs 1953 — 1956

($ billions)
Newe Obligational FY 1953 FY 1954 FY 1955 FY 1956
f\ulfxmf, ond
Experufitures Amount | Percent | Amount | Pervent | Amount | Percent | Amount | Percent
New obligational authority
AMMY e SIN2M | 281 [$12937] 78 [$7620] 258 |$730| 222
NS ViV —— 12,652} 269 9158 272 97771 3.0 982 | 289
Air Foree .. 205951 438 | 11409 331 | 115588 391 | 15479 | 468
OS50 and interservice 550 1.2 770 22 629 21 02 2.1
Total ... S47.031 | 100.0 [$34.474 | 100.0 1529.584 | 100.0 [$13.083 | 100.0
Expenditures
Ammy o] S16.605 | 379 JSI2.9104 321 (S BEW| 250 [$87M2 ) M3
Novy* o L 1e0] 265 1193 280 9713 274 s8] 272
AlrForee . 4 18210 347 | 15.668) 388 | 16407 | 462 | 16749 | 6B
QS and interservice 409 9 464 1.1 4N 1.4 596 1.7
Total ... S43.864 | 100.0 [$40.335( 100.0 {235.503 ]| 100.0 {S35.7%1 | 100.0
* Includes Marine Corps.

Sourivs: Semmnnual Reports of the Secretary of [ifrase, January-June 1953, 1954, 1935, 1956,
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General Twining also believed that the direction of US military policy was
soundly conceived. The decision to adopt the New Look, he considered, had
been supported and strengthened by recent developments, notably the prospect
that Japanese and West German contingents would soon join the military forces
of the noncommunist world. Nor did he overlook considerations of economy.
“Our national policy has placed stress on austerity of forces for the ‘long pull,” '
he pointed out, “and, to my knowledge, there has been no change in the condi-
tions which dictated the necessity for this economy in force.” He recognized that
the strength and force levels approved for the Air Force contained an element of
risk but believed this acceptable.'>®

General Ridgway, on the other hand, sav US defense planning as increas-
ingly divorced from international realities. He regarded a 28-division Army as
the minimum needed to meet the commitments into which the United States
had entered. ““Present United States military forces cannot support fully America’s
diplomacy,” he asserted in a letter to Secretary Wilson in June 1955. “It is my
view,” he continued, “'that the commitments which the United States had pledged
create a positive requirement for an immediately available mobile joint military
force of hard hitting character in which the versatility of the whole is empha-
sized and the preponderance of any one part is deemphasized.” At the same
time, he stressed another consideration that had been recognized in NSC 5501:
that the age of atomic plenty would create a condition of mutual deterrerce that
would in turn increase the likelihood of small-scale aggressions not involving
nuclear weapons. The United States should therefore be prepared for small
perimeter wars in which nuclear weapons might not be used. After his retirement,
General Ridgway was to carry his case to the public through the medium of the
press and thus to furnish new impetus to the debate over the New Look.'™

Admiral Carney also apparently viewed the irend with a certain dismay. The
measure of his developing concern was the fact that, whereas he had told Con-
gress early in 1954 that he accepted the FY 1955 budget without reservation, a
year later he made it plain that his acceptance of the FY 1956 budget was qualified.
But he evidently did not share the intensity of General Ridgway’s convictions.

These appraisals reflected the differing viewpoints of the members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff that have been described earlier. The preconceptions and
assumptions that lay back of the conclusions of each Service chief were deeply
felt throughout the respective Services and, as a consequence, pervaded the
subordinate planning agencies of the JCS organization. The effect of this condi-
tion on the development of strategic plans during 1953 is the subject of the
succeeding chapter.
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Strategic Planning, 1953-1954

In a broad sense, planning was the cardinal function of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, at least during peacetime. When Congress established the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on a statutory basis in 1947, it listed the following tasks at the head of their
assigned responsibilities:

(1) to repare strategnc plans and to provide for the strategic direction of the
military

() to prepa omt logistic plans and to assign to the military services logistic
responsibilities in accordance with such plans.’

Before 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff discharged these responsibilities in a
rather unsystematic manner. Plans were developed for war contingencies,
intended to guide force deployments and mobilization during the first months of
conflict, but they were not prepared or revised or: a regular schedule. Moreover,
they provided no guidance for any situation short of outright hostilities. Deci-
sions concerning budgets, force levels, deployments, and mobilization had to be
made separately, with no overall guiding framework other than that existing in
the minds of the joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of Defense, or the President.*

The JCS Planning Program: Policy Memorandum 84

suggestion that phnnmg be placed on a regular and systematic basis was

made by the Director of the Joint Staff, Vice Admiral Arthur C. Davis,
USN, in December 1949. After considerable delay. perhaps occasioned by the
pressures of the Korean War, this suggestion eventuated in Memorandum of
Policy (MOP) No. 84, “Joint Program for Planning.” approvad by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on 14 July 1952. This directive established a family of three plans,
applicable either to peace 01 to war, and designed to translate national policy
intu long-, medium-, and short-range strategic objectives over a span extending
ten years into the future.*
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The farthest ranging of the three was to be a Joint Long-Range Strategic
Estimate (JLRSE), which, as its title indicated, was not a plan in the strict sense
(though often referred to as such). It was to be a forecast of ““the probable areas
of conflict, the outline of the type of war expected and the basic undertakings
required”’ during a five-year period beginning five years after the date of issuance
of the JLRSE. Although the description of the nature and purposes of the JLRSE
was somewhat vague, it was intended primarily as a guide for research and
development. It was expected to translate military strategy into objectives of
technical development; to establish a basis for assigning priorities to research
and development programs; and to evaluate the effects of research on military
strategy. Though necessarily broad in nature, it was at the same time to include
a year-by-year schedule, or forecast, of expected technological changes. It was to
be based upon requirements, but the nature and source of the requirements
were not specified.

Guidance for the mid-range period was to be provided by a Joint Strategic
Cbjectives Plan (JSOP), which would be based upon the assumption of a war
beginning on 1 July three years after the plan was approved. Thus the first JSOP,
which would presumably be issued in 1953, would have an assumed D-date of 1
July 195¢. The JSOP would provide strategic concepts for war and for the period
preceding D-day, and would guide the development of the forces required under
these concepts. It was expected to provide the Services with a basis for preparing
their budget requests for the fiscal year immediately before D-day. It would also
guide the development of Service mobilization plans; would aid in determining
requirements for military assistance to allies, both before and after D-day; and
would provide short-range guidance for weapons development. The JSOP was
to be developed in three sections, dealing respectively with: (1) peacetime or
conflict short of global war, (2) the first or emergency phase of a general war,
and (3) the additional forces and resources needed for the mobilization base
before D-day, as well as US and allied mobilization requirements through the
first 48 months of a general confliet.

Finally, there was to be a Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), covering the
approaching fiscal year (the first day of which was to be assumed as D-day). It
would guide the disposition, emplovment, and support of existing forces. This
was the plan that would go into effect if war broke out. It was to follow the
format of the JSOP in providing guidance for three different contingencies—
peacetime {or limited war), and general war both in its early phases and through
its first 48 months. In this plan, and in the JSOP as well, it was assumed that
D-day and M-day would coincide.

Both the JSCP and the JSOP were to take cognizance of combined plans, such
as those of NATQ, for the corresponding periods. They would also guide the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in reviewing such plans in the futnre.

The JLRSE and the JSOP were to contain logistic annexes that would indicate
the logistic and supporting actions for which the Services were responsible. For
the same purpose, the JSCP was to have a separate, but accompanying. Joint
Logistic Plan.

The task of preparing the pians was assigned to three committees of the JCS
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organization: the Joint Strategic Plans, joint Logistics Plans, and Joint Intelli-
gence Committees. In the organization as it stood in 1953, these committees
corresponded to the three groups of the Joint Staff an~! constituted an echelon
above the Joint Staff where its work was reviewed and passed upon before
submission to the Joint Ckiefs of Staff. The Joint Strategic Plans Committee, for
instance, assigned tasks to the Joint Strategic Plans Group of the joint Staff and
received its reports for consideration. The formal membership of each committee
consisted of four officers: one representative each from the Army, Navy, and Air
Force, usually of two-star rank and drawn, part-time, from the cognizant ele-
ment of his Service staff, plus the Deputy Director who headed the correspond-
ing Joint Staff Group. In addition, a representative of the Marine Corps attended
as a member whenever one of the committees considered an agenda item recog-
nized as being of direct concern to that Service. This practice paralleled the
procedure adopted by the Joint Chiefs of Statf themselves in 1952, when legisla-
tion assigned to the Commandant, USMC, a status co-equal with the other JCS
members when considering matters that directly concerned the Marine Corps.*

In the new planning program the Joint Strategic Plans Committee (JSPC) was
given primary responsibility for preparing plans. The other two committees
were to collaborate. In addition, the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) was to
prepare intelligence estimates to serve as the basis for each plan, and the Joint
Logistics Plans Committee (JLPC) would draft the logistic plans and annexes.
The strategic concept of each plan was to have the concurrence of the Joint
Stratezic Survey Committee.

Al three plans were to be prepared or revised annually in accord with the
following schedule:

Eapented Date of

Eudling tor Appwotul and Drssem
Plan Submssion fo 1S ialsent by JOS
fLRSE I August 3 Seprember®
150 1 May W June
BerP 1 November 11 Devember

The schedule was based on the functions and interrelationships of the vari-
ous plans, The JSOP was expected to be guided by the forecast of trends in the
JLRSE; distribution of the latter on 30 September would allow nine months for its
use in preparation of the former. The deadline of 30 June for the JSOP afforded
the Services two years in which to prepare their supporting budgets for the fiscal
vear that would twg;n two years after the JSOP was distributed and would end
on the assumed D-day. The JSCP was to be used by commanders of unified and
specified commands in preparning their own plans; for this purpose the schedule
allowed them the six-month interval that lay between dissemination of the
approved |SCP and the plan’s D-day.”

The nevessary intelligence estimates were to be approved by the Joint Intelli-
gence Committee in time to allow the Joint Strategic Plans Committee four
months in which to complete each plan. The joint Logistic Plan was to be
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Strategic Planning

approved within a month after its related JSCP; the logistic annexes to the JLRSE
and JSOP would be approved concurrently with the latter. The force levels in the
35CP were to be reviewed on 1 January, or whenever a major change in forces
took place.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff expected that these carefully interrelated plans would
correlatc peacetime and wartime strategy ir a manner never before attempted.
They would furnish a basis for advice to th» President, the Secretary of Defense,
and the National Security Courcil. They would provide guidance for US repie-
sentatives in such international organizations as NATO and the UN Military
Staff Committee, and for agencies concerned with foreign aid programs. They
were expected to put an end to piecemeal or crisis planning and to provide a
ready basis for solutions, through routine staff action, to otherwise time-
consuming proble:ns.

Planning at the Beginning of 1953

t the time Policy Memorandum 84 was adopted, there was in effect a Joint

Outline War Plan (JOWP), approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 7
December 1950, which assumed a four-year war between the United States and
the Soviet Union beginning on 1 july 1954. A series of short-range plans had been
initiated in 1948 and periodically updated; the latest (Joint Outline Emergency
‘Var Plan, or JOEWP), for a D-day of 1 January 1952, was under consideration.
Both the JOWP and the JOEWP were based on the assumption of an initial
Soviet attack on Western Europe, during which the allies would be forced onto
the defensive but would seek to hold as much territory as possible while
launching nuclear air strikes at enemy forces and territory. It was anticipated that
at some point the communist onslaught would be halted and the aliies would
launch their own land, sea, and air offensive against Soviet forces in Europe,
The JOWP foresaw the allied offensive as taking place through the North
German plain; the JOEWP did not attempt to forecast its locale. Both plans
assumed that atomic weapons would be used immediately by both sides.®

The Joint Chiefs of Staff had also approved a Joint Mobilization Plan, JCS
172547, related to the JOWP, but with D-day (which was also assumed as
M-day) advanced to 1 July 1952 as a result of the Korean crisis.” No long-range
plan was in effect or under consideration. A plan covering a war with the USSR
beginning on 1 January 1957 had been submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 19
December 1949, but it was withdrawn from consideration in 1951."

In order to bring these plans into phase with the new program, the loint
Chiefs of Staff, when they issued olicy Memorandum 84, directed that the
JOWP be amended for a D-day ¢, 1 July 1955, to furnish mid-range guidance
pending completion of the first [SOP (with D-day of | July .956). The JOEWP
was to be updated to 1 July 1952 and would remain in effect until 1 July 1953,
when it would be supersedad by the first JSCP. At the same time, recognizing
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that the JSCP would not be ready by 1 November 1952 as scheduled, they
extended to 1 March 1953 the deadlin.: for its submission.'!

The joint Chiefs of Staff approved the revised JOEWP on 19 September
1952.'2 Meanwhile, they had called for the first JSOP by 1 January 1953, in order
that it might be used in mobilization planning.'> On 14 November 1952 they
decided that the JOWP would not be revised unless it proved neccssary later to
update it as a basis for FY 1955 force level planning before the JSOP was
completed.'* Implicit in these JCS decisions was an assumption that the guid-
ance provided by the JSOP in future years would make a separate Joint Mobiliza-
tion Plan no longer necessary.'*

Preparation of ail three of the new plans was begun by the Joint Staff in
response to directives issued by the Joint Strategic Plans Committee on 5 August
1952. The Committee set deadlines that would allow two months for reviewing
and revising each draft before it was due to go to the Joint Chiets of Staff. When
the Joint Chiefs of Staff advanced the date of the JSOP to 1 January 1953, the
Committee accordingly called for a first draft by 20 November 1952.'* But the
Joint Strategic Plans Group was unable to meet this schedule; the draft of the
JSOP was not ready until 13 Febraary 1953. The JSCP was delayed even longer,
reaching the Committee on 2 March.'” By that time the deadlines for submitting
both plans to the joint Chiefs of Staff had already passed.

As of 12 March 1953 the Juint Strategic Plans Committee had spent 37 hours
discussing the JSCP and had tentatively approved only 32 of its 140 pages. Since
this plan would be needed soon as guidance for the unified commands, Major
General]. . Bradley, USA, the Committee Chairman, suggested that it be given
priority over the JSOP.'® His suggestion was adopted, and th= progress of the
JSCP soon outstripped that of the JSOP.

Progress of the Joint Strctegic Capabilities Plan

Amfr the Committer began discussing the JSCP, the dratt went thrugh
three revisions in as many months. Fach version, redrafted by the Joing
Start, had to be eirculated for review to the Joint Int=lligence Committee and the
Joint Logistics Plans Committee.'”

During discussion in the Joint Strategic Plans Committee, Service differences
of opinion made their appearance. In the launching of the new planning program,
the eagerness of each Service for maximum advantage led its representatives to
contend for unnecessanly detailed statements of objectives and tasks that would
reflect its own views. The Committee was thus drawn inio disputes that would
have been more appropriate in connection with the JSOP (where, 1n fact, they
were also to appear).™

After two months’ discussion of the fourth draft, the members abandoned
the attempt to reach agreement. On 14 August they approved a dreafr. JCS
18447151, that incorporated conflicting versions of several portions and thus
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passed the disputes to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for resolution. By that time the
plan was already threatened with obsolescence, since it assumed a D-day of 1
July 1953.%

The basic disagreement was between the Air Force and the other Services
and concerned the degree of reliance to be placed upon nuclear retaliatcry capac-
ity in the design of US strategy. It appeared in the introductory appraisal of the
strengths of the allies and the Soviet bloc. The Air Force asserted that the US
superiority in atomic weapons could ‘‘serve to neutralize the Communist prepon-
derance of ground forces’ and “‘enable the Allies to hold large areas of Europe.”
The Army, Navy, and Marine Corps believed that this superiority would suffice
only to assist in achieving those objectives.

In dircussing pre-D-day strategy, the Air Force wished to emphasize the
need for a Jdeterrent that would consist of “’an offensive capability, particularly the
capability tc inflict massive damage on Soviet war-making capacity.” Although
this language was borrowed verbatim from the current statement of national
security policy (NSC 153/1), the other Services were unwilling to commit the
United States to such a degree of reliance on nuclear weapons. They preferred to
speak of “a level of military readiness which will continuously confront the
Soviet Bloc with convincing evidence of . . . Allied capability.”

Behind these verbal quibbles lay a strategic disagreement of real substance. It
found expression in other passages as well. The Air Force contended that all
peacetime military plans should assign clear-cut priority to the development of
forces for D-day and to the provision of their logistic support for the first six
months of war, and should downgrade the importance of accumulating mobiliza-
tion reserves needed after D plus six months. The Air Force also sought the
narrowest possible *atement of required naval capabilities—one that saw naval
forces as filling a largely passive role, the defense of shipping.

The war strategy proposed in JCS 1844/151 resembled that in the JOEWP.
During the initial, or emergency phase (defired as the first six months after
D-day), the allies would seek to defeat or arrest Soviet offensives and to launch
allied attacks as soon as possible. The Air Force envisioned “strategic air warfare
operations to create conditions . . . which would permit satisfactory accomplish-
ment of Allied war objectives.”” The other Services, less hopeful of a quick and
easy victory, spoke of conducting “strategic air and naval offensives” which would
merely contribute to the creation of favorable conditions. Since the disagreement
involved the strategic concept for the initial phase, the Joint Strategic Survey
Committee had been consulted, and had concurred in the Army-Navy-Matine
Corps view.

For the {inal section, which extended plans through D plus 48 months, the
Air Force and the other three Services submitted separate versions. Both envi-
sioned a shift from defense to offense after the initial phase. Both also agreed
that land operations would be necessary, and they outlined plans for an offen-
sive through either north central or southeastern Europe, with the final choice to
be made after hostilities began. The Army-Navy-Marine Corps version set forth
the alternative campaign plans in somewhat more detail than that of the Air
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Force, which emphasized the difficulties of conducting a major ground -ffensive
against the Soviet Union and warned that it should not be attempted until
strategic bombing had inflicted critical damage upon the enemy.

The planned buildup and deployment of forces during the first 48 mmonths of
war were set forth in force tabs prepared individually by each Service. Those of
the Navy were criticized by the Army and Air Force because they proposed to
divert certain forces from CINCFE to CINCPAC by D plus three months. The Air
Force also wished the Navy to list naval air units by type. There was no disagree-
ment over the force tabs of the other Services.?

The Joint Logistics Plans Committee had warned that the JSCP couid not be
"fully logistically supported.” Even without making all_wances for enemy bomb
damage, the deficiencies in aircraft, construction facilities, petroleum, am-
munition, and other items would make it impossible to meet the mobilization
and deployment schedules.?® The Joint Strategic Plans Committee incorporated
these warnings in JCS 1844/151, but concluded that the plan was nevertheless
acceptable.

JCS 1844/151 came before the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 9 September 1953.
Finding the disagreements too numerous to be readily resolved, they remanded
it to the Joint Strategic Plans Committee with orders to prepare a brief summary
of the issues involved.**

The Committee complied on 19 October 1953. Its statement described as
follows the conflicting views on strategy:

a. The over-all U.S. strategic concept for deterring aggression, defeating
local aggression, and providing the basis for winning a general war, shoul
place primary reliance on the ability to cope with 2ny military threat now
existing or which may develop. This concept necessitates maintenance of
a tailored combination of combat ready forces of all Services during a long
period of tension, and in event of general war, the provision for the
mobilization of additional forces required, without placing pre-determined
emphasis on any one concept or type of operations. [This was the Army-
Navy-Marine Corps view.]| OR

b. Indeveloping an over-all strategic concept fur deterring or winning a war,
and in the face of increasing Sovist atomic capability, particular emphasis
should be placed on our capability to conduct strategic air warfare with
the reasonable assurance that this capability, considered with the total
military strength of the United States, will provide a dynamic deterrent to
war, and should war occur, that this capability, with the capabilities of
other forces, would produce favorable decisive action during the emer-
gency phase of the war and thus provide the basis for attainment of
national objectives through exploitation. [Air Force view].”

By the time this statement reached the Joint Chiefs of Staff, delays in the
JSOP and JLRSE had raised the possibility that the entire Joint Program for
Planning might have to be revised. Hence, action on the JSCP was postponed.
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Strategic Planning

Development of the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan

he draft JSOP that went to the Joint Strategic Plans Committee on 13 Febru-

ary 1953 was revised in March and again in June.? Each version supported
a broad strategy similar to that in the draft JSCP: maintenance of a deterrent
posture during the cold war, a holding operation immediately after D-day to
contain the Soviet assault, and eventually the initiation of a major allied offensive,
including a land attack through north central or southeastern Europe. Once
again, the Air Force member of the Committee differed with the representatives
of the other Services over the extent of reliance on nuclear striking power in
overall strategy, the assignment of priorities in mobilization planning, and the
scope to be assigned naval warfare capabilities.

The force tabs were a source of even more conflict than those of the JSCP.
The Army objected that the Navy’s planned expansion was excessive (a view
concurred in by the Air Force) and was not phased with projected land operations,
and that the Air Force deployment plans exceeded capabilities and would not
provide adequate close support for troops. The Navy’s proposal to operate its
own early-warning aircraft was criticized by the Air Force as an intrusion upon
the latter’s responsibility. An ad hoc group appointed by the Joint Strategic
Plans Committee was unable to resolve these disagreements.?’

On 17 August 1953 the Commiittee distributed to holders of the draft a tabula-
tion of the points at issue, to accompany the plan when it went to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and thus signifie 1 that the JSPC members had abandoned hope
of reaching agreement.? On 21 August the draft went to the joint Logistics Plans
and Joint Intelligence Committees for review.

On 12 October 1953 the Director, Joint Staff, informed the Joint Chiefs of Staff
that the JSOP was “in final stages of Committee consideration and should be
completed in November."?” By that time nearly a year would have elapsed since
the plan’s originally scheduled submission date of 1 January 1953.

The Joint Long-Range Strategic Estimate

n developing a JLRSE, the Joint Strategic Plans Committee was handicapped

by the ambiguity of Policy Memorandum 84 regarding its purpose. Though
refe