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PREFACE 

Purruant to Project Solarium Outline., l June 1953, we submit hereWith 

a report setting forth our advocacy of Alternative 11B11 • Essentially, 

Alternative 11B11 is the assertion of a new basic principle of u.s. political 

and military strategy. For that reason the main argument is devoted to de­

veloping that principle and analyzing the probable effects of its application. 

We have dealt with specific aspects of exi.sting policy only in those instances 

where we thought there could be real question whether they should be revised 

or abandoned if the principle were put into force. 

In conformance with the directive we have presented our best advocacy 

of the policy assigned to us for analysis. We believe that Alt ernati ve 11B" 

does merit serious consideration as a basic element in u.s. foreign policy. 

otherwise, in the nature of the assigmnent., the members of Task Force 11B11 do 

not assume persenal responsibility for the conclusions expressed. 

Parts I and II of the report cover the same subject matter. Part I., 

a record of the oral presentation., to which we were directed to devote our 

major effort, is the more compact and closely argued. In Part II., the Task 
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PART mm ----·------
MANUSCRIPT FOR ORAL PRESEETATION OF ALTERNATIVE 11B11 

---.--- ·- ·------.-·-· ---- .. -.--.. -
I - T!.?E DIR."::CTI VE TO TASK FORCE "B" 

This is the advocacy of Alternative "B" , which in our directive is 

stated as shown on this chart. 

"The policy of the United States would be: 
11(1) To complete the line now drawn in the 

NATO area and the Western Pacific so as to fo:;.-m a 
con.ti:mtous Er.e arcund t he ~oviet Bloc beyond ,,nich, 
the Unitad St,at es will mt per.nit Soviet or Satellite 
military forces to advance without general war; 

11 (~) To make clear to the Soviet rulers i n an 
appropriate and unm:i.stakable way that the United Startes 
has estuJlisted and is determined to carry out this 
policy; and 

11 (3) To reserve freedom of action, in the event of 
indigenous Comn~nist seizure of power in countries on 
our s i de of the line, to take all measures necessary t o 
r eestabli sh a situation compatible with the security in­
terests of the United St ates and its Allies . " 

We would like at this juncture to s et forth our interpretation of five 

points in our directive which we have found to be essential to a clear under­

standing of our task. 

First, this policy is, in final analysis, unilateral: a line "beyond 

which the ¼ will not permit, etc." This, however, seems to us no more 

than a recognition of the facts that any nation always reserves to itself 

the right t o take any action it considers vital to its national security, 

and that u.~. security interests today reach throughout the world. 

Ser,ond, the advance of military forces which would bring on a general 

war can be no trifling border incident of the sort that has happened many 
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times in the past and will presumably happen from time to time in the future . 

We are speaking of armed a2,gression that would be clearly recognized as such 

by the President and the people of the United States, and in fact by the 

Free ~forld as a wholeQ 

!hird, we would like to bive our def~nition of the gener al war we are 

talking about. It is a war in which the U. S ., assisted by those allies it 

might have at the time, wculd apply its full power -- whenever, however, and 

wherever necessary to defeat the ma:1.n enemy, and to achieve its other war 

objectives. Bombs would not fall automatically on Moscow on H-hour; that 

would depend entfrely on the war plan for the situation at the time . On the 

other hand, such a uar would not be a repetition of viorld ~,Jar I I, or anything 

closely resembling ito To give maxi~um emphasis to this point, we sugges t 

that it is possible , though admittedly unlikel y in the near future, t hat t he 

histoxical U .s. allies i."1. \Jestern Europe might not be touched by destruct ion 

at all. 

Fourth, we would emphasize that Alternative 11B11 furnishes a new frame for 

the fabric of U.S. policy, i;hich will substantially resize and reshape that 

fabric . However, it by no means replaces the myriad of threads that now go 

to make up that fabric , most of which ar e thG same for any reasonable basic 

pattern of policy. In this regard, we accept many of the concret e recom.111enda­

tions you have heard and will hear in the presentation of Alternatives 11A11 

and 11C11 • \ ie would modify these, or those of any other reasonable policy, only 

as necessary to accommodate tho one new pr0mise: that i s , the warning of gen­

eral war as the primary sanction against further Soviet-Bloc aggression, 
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under clearly defined circumstances, is the best means available for insur­

ing the security of the United States, for the present and the foreseeable 

future. 

Fifth, there can be no doubt that Alternative 11B11 requires the u.s. to 

maintain for the foreseeable future the military capability necessary to meet 

the Soviet Union in general war. This will be expensive. But we wish to 

make it entirely clear that this is an expense which must be borne by any 

policy that purports to insure the security of this country, be it the present 

policy or any alternative thereto. 1:e emphatically reject any suggestion that 

there is a place in the atomic age for a U.S. military establishment having 

less offensive power than that which the rulers of the Soviet Union must re­

gard as an unacceptable risk in war. 

So much for our interpret ation of our directive. We would like next to 

comment briefly on the Soviet threat., as it conditions u.s. policy, and is 

conditioned by the facts of atomic weapons. 

II - THE SOVIET THRE;~T 

In its efforts to contain Communist expansion the U.S. has thus far reacted 

to Soviet pressures and ag6ressions as they have appeared at one point or an­

other on the periphery. This policy has not been entirely successful. It 

has inherent limitations which seem to us to make it less likely to succeed 

in the future. 

Not knowing where Soviet-Bloc pressures may appear., the United States 

must be prepared to meet them everywhere. This strategy leaves the initia­

tive with the Kremlin. If continued, it may be beyond the economic 
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capabilities of the U.S . to support. It diverts the American people from 

the vital task of mald.ng the .best possible use of their power and resources 

to be prepared to inflict decisive defeat on the Soviet Union if it contin­

ues its active policy of expansion. 

Above all, this strateby seems to us to indulge in the false comfort 

which comes from avoiding the real rr.eaning of atomic weapons. 

It is clear that the U.S . stockpile of atomic weapons will grow to such 

enormous proportions within the next five to .ten years that the critical 

military factor ,-r.ill no longer be their number, but rather the capability 

for their employment. This we describe as the age of atomic plenty for the 

U.S. We can only assume that the u.s.s.R. will not permit its ovm program 

to lag far behind, five to ten years at the outside . 

'\,';e strongly believe in bettering the defenses of the U.S. against air 

attack; indeed not to do so will hasten the day when the Kremlin can calculate 

that atomic plenty has arrived for the u.s.s.R. However, as regards the in­

terplay of the technology of offense and defense, we cannot set aside the 

fact of today that means of offense can now be foreseen against which the 

means of defense cannot yet be visualized. 

The NSC I s experts have found that a knock-out attack on the United States 

will not be within the Soviet capabilities during the next two years. Ue sup­

pose that improvements in U.6 . defenses can postpone the date another few 

years. Further, we believe that in due course, with sufficient effort, the 

U.S. can, and must, again balance the scales in one respect, and have a mili­

tary offensive capability so invulnerable to Soviet attack that regardless of 
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the damage that might be done on this continent, the u,s.s.R, could not ex­

pect to escape an unacceptable counterblow. Thus the advantage to the 

u.s.s.R. of a surprise attack on the U.S. may largely be ma.de to disappear. 

However, whether or not He are entirely correct in these suppositions, 
,\,,~ . 
,r:J ")-' I 

l' .,. 
we are convinced that certainly in time, perhaps within ten yea.rs, peripheral , ,if 

I) wars in the Korean context will have l ost most of their meaning as a major 

element in the military support of foreign policy. 

These overriding atomic considerations confront the United States with 

two major alternatives: either a preventive war while the U.S. has a wide 

lead in atomic weapons and their means of delivery, or the adoption of a 

policy that will do most to insure the longest possible period of peace. 

The first of these, preventive war, is rejected. The second presupposes 

that changes within the Soviet Bloc, and in the balance of basic forces in 

the world, can be made to serve the cause of freedom. At least the strength 

and freedom of the United States would be preserved up to the time when its 

security will depend on a new set of factors, rather independent of the policy 

pursued before that time. 

We will turn now to where and how Task Force 11B11 drew its "line of no 

aggression •11 

III - THE "LI NE OF NO AGGRESSI ON" 

Because it was convenient as a beginning, and because it is a possibility 

we were instructed to examine in any case, we looked first at a line which 

would include only the minimum areas necessary to u.~. security, without 

consideration of present obligations, sentiment or past associations. In J 
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this examination, our instructi ons excluded only a l ine which woul d l eave 

the defense of the United States r esting solel y on U.S . economic and 

military strength . 

,. , 

We mu.st report that we could find no close- in line that was at all 

satisfactory. The objective would be to gain freedom of action by withdraw­

ing from awkward alliances . However, it is on these alliances that the U.S, 

now depends for a most import ant, perhaps critical, par t of its military 

capability. That is , overseas naval and, particularly, air bases . If these 

were discarded, much of the pypothetical gain in freedom of action would be­

come meaningless . 

Furthermore, such a withdrawal from present commitments could hardly 

be called substantial unless at least the lines were dravm this side of 

Japan or Continental \1estern Europe . In either case., the Soviet Union, 

whether through aggression or more peaceful dominance, woul d surely gain 

enormously in political prestige while f attening on the resources of the 

areas thus avail able to it ., 1·rl. th incalculable damage to the position of leader­

ship of the u.s., and to its 01-m security. 

Such a concept of withdrawal may have at least some military val idity 

at the future time when U.S . forces have a much improved inter continental 

capability, but it does not apply at present. 

Next we looked for a line ivhich would exclude areas not absolutely vital 

• to U. S. security, while not discarding the overseas military bases which we 

consider so very i mportant for the present., and without handing large indus­

trial resources to the Soviet Union. With these stipulations, one quickly 
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finds that the partners of the U.S. who most restrict its freedom of action 

are at the same time the most important to have as partners . 

Moreover, we could not disregard the lesson from Korea that the Kremlin 

may regard a disclaimer of interest in an undefended area as an invitation 

to aggression. 

1:fith these thoughts in mind one notes, as Task Force "A" has pointed 

out, that at all points around the periphery of the Soviet Bloc, except for 

Finland and Afehanistan, the U.S. either has actual defense commitments or 

at least security interests substantial enough to have been treated in clas---sified NSC documents as requiring possible U.S . military action. 

l ie therefore asked ourselves : if we want to rule out of bounds for fur­

ther aggression the territory of security interest to the u.s., why Jeave out 

any free country? 

Existing agreements in NATO, all the way to Turkey, and in the Western 

Pacific from Hokkaido to the Antarctic, while reserving the final .prerogative 

to declare war, nevertheless indicate that the U.S. would al.most certainly 

go to war in defense of any of these nat ions. Alternative 11B11 would clear 

up this final uncertainty in these alliances, )eaving only t he gap across 

the Mi ddle East and South Asia. 

our Task Force decided that this 6ap should be closed by a line along 

the present Soviet Bloc periphery. We decided further that the line in other 

areas should also include all othe r countries now outside the Iron Curtain, 

and that this policy should be made publicly clear . 

In all cases, we found detailed reasons for this conclusion, but the 
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main basis for the concl usion i s that we t hink Alternative "B" will have a 

much better chance of succeeding everywhere if it bars further aggression 

anywhere . The moral foundation for the policy seems to us to be of cri t i cal 

importance, and we think it would be inadequate unless the policy were put 

forth in terms of an unassailable statement ~f principle . 

IV - TKE POLICY RF.STATED 

Having thus drawn our "line of no aggression" we can turn to a question 

we were directed to examine: whether a~gression across the line in parti­

cular regions should be met at the outset by ~eneral military action against 

both the Soviet Union and China or only against the one most directly in­

volved. In presenting our conclusion, it seems to us that the compelling 

point is that the Soviet Union, which is the power center of the Soviet Bloc , 

despite the troubles it is now having, sti ll has effective control over t he 

Bloc . \ i e think this situation may change ; that it must be a U.S. objecti ve 

to make it change . However, we bel ieve that the ostensible conditions of the 

present require that U.S. policy look on the Bl oc as an entity. Within such 

a policy .framework, it will of course be necessary to maintain up to date at 

all times war plans covering the more likely possibilities of how a war might 

start, the initial military action i n each of which wi ll depend on the speci­

fic conditions in each case . 

Vie wil l turn now to the second point i n the policy set forth i n our dir­

ective : the question of making the policy unmistakabl y clear to the Soviet 

rulers . 
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ifo concluded, as will emerge from this pr esentation, t hat suppor t of 

the policy by the U.S. public is vital to its success . In truth, it i s the 

will of the J.merican people which must be made unmistakabl y clear . 

Except for the third point i n the directive, our policy would then read 

most clearly as shown on this chart . 

11 (1) That any advance of Soviet-Bloc military forces 
beyond the present borders of the Soviet Bloc be ·considered 
by the United States as initiating general war in which the 
full power of the U::.ited States will be used as necessary to 
bring about the defeat of the u.s.s.R. and the dissolution 
of the Soviet Bloc . 

11 (2) That the United States make known publicly in an 
appropriate and unmistakable way that it has established and 
is determined to carry out this policy. 11 

This third point we believe needs no expansion. It is a necessary point 

in 2E.r effective U.S. policy. 

We were assigned an additional task: to explore the effect of a compJe t e 

outlawry of the Soviet Bloc, in other words , the sealing off of 11Two Worl ds . " 
I 

As regards military considerations, we submit that Alternative 11B11 ap­
,., u """ 
'J.!l 1 "'. ..,,. 

plies the seal, wherever and however the line is clraim. 
~. , ~,._ 

As r egards economic consic.erations , we think that a policy of Two Worlds r•~• .!.~ • .., 

could not in fact be enforced, and even if it could, it would not be ver y use­

ful . It would be a hindrance to the economy of the Soviet Bloc, but could not 

delay substantial ly the economic build-up which the policy would presumably 

seek to i nhibit . 
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Psychologically, it would reduce the awareness within the Soviet Bloc 

of conditions in the Fr ee -v-iorld, which we count on to contribute to the 

decay of the Communist system in the long term:. 

iieam1hile, the political i mplications to U .s. relations among its less 

wealthy allies would, in our opinion, rule out such a concept even if it 

offered much larger economic advantages than we can see for it. 

In short, we rejected the absolute concept of "Two Worlds." 
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V - PREDIC'IED EF: tCTS OF THE POLICY 

We will turn now to the effects we predict for Alternative "B", as we 

have developed it. 

1. A clear indication that further military aggression by the Soviet 

Bloc would result immediately in general war will reduce the likelihood that 

such a war will occur. 

Supported by informed opinion, we are convinced that at present the 

U.S.S.R. does not want general war. There is, however, always some possi­

bility that it might occur, and we suggest there are t wo ways this might 

come about: 

a. Accidentally, growing out of a series of incidents or a 
peripheral ac tion, unwanted even by the Kremlin. 

b. By miscalculation on the part of the ICremlin as · to .the 
events which start it. 

Alternative " B" eliminates both of these sources of general war, 

As for the possibilit,y that the Kremlin may deliberately accept a 

high risk of general war, 0 B11 would a t least restrict Soviet freedom of 

action for the longest possible time. Bef ore deliberately pushing their 

policy into the area of high risk, the Kremlin planners must calculate 

that, on balance, they have the necessar y preponderance of military force 

necessary for winning a general war. Alternative "E'', by eliminating 

peripheral wars, with their consequent mal-deployment of U.S. forces in 

l ,, 
L 

being, will hinder the creation of this preponderance. Even more important 

in the long term, Al ternative "B" will guide the development of u.s! forces 

along lines b~st directed at meeting the requiremer.ts o.f a general war, thus 
-ll-
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making a Soviet preponderance in that regard always more difficult to 

attain. 

It may be argued for less positive policies that the U. S. should 

avoid publicizing the possibility that it might itself initiate a general 

war which could severely damage the civilized world. We believe that the 

Free World knows that any general war which might follow the announcement 

of the new U.S. policy Wl'\uld come only by the deliberate choice of the 

U.S.SoR.; also, that it i s most unlikely to come before a time when the 

U.S.S.R. calculates that it has an adequate atomic capability, and even 

then only if the Kremlin believes also that conditions are such as to 

enable the Soviet Union to escape being destroyed and to enlarge its power 

base. 

The growth of the Soviet atomic stockpile is inevitable, but not 

the crea ti.on of the conditions prereauisi te to its employment. We believe 

that the Free World, with the application of the policy of Alternative 11 B11 , 

will give vigorous support to an effort to insure that such conditions are 

not going t o be created. 

We do not pretend that such a war, i..f it occurred, would be less 

than terribly dest:-:-uctive even to the victor. 1Je submit only that if the 

U.S. flees from its responsibilities in the face of the atomic reality of 

the present and near future, the nations of the Free Horld will recognize 

our f right for what it is, will continue to fall successively by the wayside, 

and will assist the u.s.s.R., at least passivel y , in bringing about the only 

circumstances in which such a war would in practical fact become a probability. 
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It may be argued that we are entirely mistaken on this point -­

that our policy will hasten rather than inhibit general war. Obviously, 

we would disagree, but, without advocating preventive war, we would still 

point out that the U. S. chances for surviving in an atomic war with the 

U.S.S.R. are about as good now as they will ever be, perhaps better. 

2. Our policy makes most effective use of U.S. power, and exploits 

Soviet weakness. 

a. It will reduce the effectiveness of Communist power politics 

and penetration in free countries. As long as the United States foregoes 

the firm threat of general war as its primary sanction against further 

Soviet aggression, free nations close to the Soviet Bloc must constantly 

calculate the danger that one by one, or in groupings, they may be 

eliminated as the Kremlin decides. 

Our policy will reduce this fear by eliminating the possibility 

that Soviet armed forces can ever, short of general war, assist in a take­

over by the local Communists . Consequently, local Communist blackmail of 

the timid will be less effective . 

b. It will make clear that the U. S. does not hire others to 

fight its ~Rr f or it, and ~ill provide a firmer basis for U. S. relations 

t,.'i th other Fr ee 1vorld countries . 

Our policy will bring into focus the central fact that U. S. 

strategic power is the ultimate military deterrent to Soviet aggression. 

No actfun, we believe, could do more to undercut the suspicion in the Free 

World, widely propagated by the Communists, that the U.S. aim in giving 
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economic and military aid to its friends is to get them to fight its own 

war for it. 

The nations of the Free 1-Jorld will then be better able, and 

also more forcefully impelled to decide firmly how much they are willing to 

do in their own interests: to strengt hen their internal security against 

subversion, to raise the cost of Soviet aggression, and to improve the 

prospects of their survival in the event of general war. Further, they will 

have some assurance t hat this effort will not be frittered away in peripheral 

actions that do not attack the source of the danger. 

In the case of Britain and France the application of our 

policy will make clear to them that the U._s., in looking realistically to 

its own lor.g-term security, is with equal realism affording them added 

protection, not o:ily against direct attack on their homelands but also 

against peripheral areas where they have interests, thus promoting stability 

in those areas. 

In the case of Germany, we bel i eve that there is no question 

but that time will bring about the removal of all occupation forces, and 

that the German people see this prospect clearly. What they can not see 

clearly is hew they can expect t hen to remain peaceful and at the same time 

free of for~i gn polit ical and economic dominance. Our policy provides a 

framework in which Western Germany can be held by the West, and when the 

present artificial separation is eliminated, a United Germany will have 

added chance of maintaining its independence against Soviet pressure. 

The same considerations apply to Austria and, at least in part, 
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f. It provides a safeguard against aggression by Communist China, 

while also providing a basis for friction between the Chinese Communists 

and the Kremlin. 

If Soviet discipline of Chinese Communist leadersnip continues 

to be effective, Alternative "B" will succeed as a positive deterrent to 

new peripheral aggression. 

As for the possibility that Soviet discipline may~ be 

effective in China, we think that new armed aggression by the Chinese 

Communists would be a most unlikely manifestation of such a breakdo~m in 

cohesion. If the Chinese Communists decide to free themselves of Soviet 

dominance in the foreseeable future, with the example of Tito before ~, 

and Chinese Nationalist forces on their flank, they will see several ways 

of doing so that are less dangerous for themselves and more profitable for 

China than calling the UoS• hand under the policy of Alternative "B11 • 

We cannot of course assess the extent to which Communist China 

is now restive in its unequal partnership with the U. s. s.R. We note that 

differences of interest between the two regimes are inherent in the situation 1 

and believe that these potential frictions can best be made useful to the 

' ... :. \ Free World by galling the Chinese Communfats, and treating them as a Soviet v-" t" 
,. f 

Satellite so long as they act as such. 

g. Alternative "B", although it will be most effective in maintain-

ing stable peace over a period of years, offers considerable assistance also 

in the settlement of the current peripheral wars in I~orea and Indo-China. 
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It vn.11 create a new climate of thinking among the men in the 

Kremlin which should inhibit Soviet support of these wars. 

Given a truce in Korea, it will furnish an additional deterrent 

to resumption of the military action. 

In Inda-China, it at least rules out the sort of organized 

participation by the Chinese Communists that alone has kept the U.N. from 

winning in Korea long ago. 

3. Our proposed po:icy clarifi13s the principal purpose of U.S. forces 

and enables their most economical development and maintenance. 

The cardinal element in U.S. military policy must be to develop and 

maintain the military posture necessary to enable the defeat of the main 

enemy. 

A national policy which depends on trying to stalemate, or even 

win, a number of peripheral wars precludes the developmen~ of the strategic 

concept needed as a basis for deciding even on the sort of forces needed 

for the war which would p"..lt tr.is country in mortal dangerc 

A new basic policy which honestly and co1rrageously recognizes this 

fact w.i..11 provide a firmer basis for selectivity in deciding on forces to 

be buiJ. t and maintaj_ned, 

It is the sort of policy the .American people can understand, as 

opposed to one which accepts a series of costly peripheral wars, each one of 1 

which leads only to another. Public support therefore will stand best 

chance of continuity. 

Military programs will be stabilized, minimizing peaks and valleys, 
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false starts, am extravagant obsolescence of equipment. The result will 

be better order and econo!Tzy' in the application of resources made available. 

4. By clarifying the principal purpose of U.S. military forces, and 

the circumstances in which they would be employed, the U. s. will similarly 

clarify the size md nature of other necessary military forces around the 

Soviet periphery. 

At present, partly because the Free Horld cannot be sure whether, 

when or how the U.S. would fi ght to stop further aggression, most efforts 

at rearmament suffer from confusion as to the type and size of forces needed. 

Friendly forces around the Soviet periphery 'Wi.11 continue to be 

needed for the fo~eseeable future, to stabilize the peripheral zone. Without 

the:n j_t would be difficult in some instances even to tell when aggression 

occurred. 

They ~uuld be needed in the event of war as protection against 

being easily overrun, and in the same role ~ould undoubtedly be able to 

shorten the war in some areas. They would be essentfal in restor i ng post­

war order in ene!Tzy' territory. 

They are valuable for many other purposes, We do not see that our 

policy will reduce the requirewent for them. 

It will, however, clarify the fact that in an atomic war they 

would not be depended upon f o~ the main effort to defeat the u.s.s.R. itself. 

Their task is therefore not hapeless, and it is the sort of task that is 

subject to analysis and sound decisions as to tha level and nature of effort 

that is necessary. We believe that the outcome would be a substantial 

- 19 -

-Tcw~s&· ·AET; 
SECURITY INFORMATION 

7 



~J 
f\ 

')=' i l:> .. r • I 
.j 

PSEGRET �~� 
II l" J' • ,. .,. \ 

�~� J �~� 

s,..i-;,'' 
SOL-TF/B-1 -..) 

... 
SECURITY INFORMATION ,. " ... 

PART ONE \ --.I 

SEC. V ( " 
' ·-/ --- ,, 

increase in the effectiveness of the military programs of our Allies, while 

charting more accurately the recuirement for U. S. military assistance to a 

realistic l evel. 

5. Our proposed policy will help stabilize the econollllJ of the Free 

World, by stabilizing the cost of defense and providing a confident 

political atmosphere for economic development. 

We believe that the total U.S. military effor t through the years 

will depend largely on two factors somewhat apart from the specifics of 

formal U.S. foreign policy. One is the continuing public realization that 

the UoS. may have to defeat the Soviet Union in war, which acts to raise the 

level of military expendi tires. The other., which acts to lower these 

expenditures is, of course, the desire for lower taxes. 

The relation between national income., defense expenditures, taxation 

and budgetary deficits is both complex and controversial. Task Force 11B11 has 

not considered that attempts at precise estimates of these interrelated 

magnitudes would be a useful feature of its presentation. --.. 

)r.1-' ·:-...,- Whatevet' our defense necessities, they must be met. We agree with 
IN \" 

Task Forces "A" and 11 C" that the upper limit on the ability of the United 

States to bear the costs of defense and of a minimum civilian economy in 

case of ultimate need, is no~ the daDger of national bankruptcy b~t the 

capacity to produce gross nat:1.onal product. Whatever the evils of inflation, 

whatever the economic problems invol ved j_n efforts to control it, these 

cannot be weighed in the same scales with the grave danger to our national 

survival. 

- 20 -
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We do not contend that our policy will enable Free World defense 

expenditures in the long term to be reduced from present levels, but we do 

contend that it will stabilize defense requirements, furnish a better basis 

for public understanding of them, and above all provide a framework for most 

rewarding expenditure of the money that is in fact made available. 

Meanwhile, by diminishing the element of fear in individual 

4-., )"' 
p • r 

�~� i•· 

'? a I'!' 

~untries, our proposed policy would provide a necessary foundation for 

improving the political confidence and stability upon which economic 

strength and progress in these countries so largely depend. 

]tr the elimination of peripheral war as a direct threat to the 

security of the United States, the strategic significance of East-West 

P-"') 

trade may be reduced. Noting the frictions caueed by the present stern U.S. 

policy on trading with the Soviet Bloc, we believe this to be a point of 

some importance to the U.S. position of leadership over the years. We 

think Allied demands on the U.S. economy might be reduced, vhile increasing 

Allied respect for the remaining ·trade restrictions. 

6. Soviet reaction to our proposed policy. 

a. They t!ill most probably adopt a defensive posture. 

Our policy will present obvious propaganda· possi. bi.li ties to the 

u.s.s.R., which must be overcome by a vigorous effort to make clear its 

defensive nature. We believe the Soviet rulers themselves will see that it 

is defensive, and threatens them only if their Bloc persists in aggression. 

Since they are not willing (we believe) to face general war 

with the present imbalance in atomic capabilities, and in order to make it 

- 21 -
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appear that the Soviet ~ilitary posture is also defensive, they will neither 

precipitate nor support any new military aggression, at least before this 

imbalance is corrected to their satisfaction. 

b. The Soviet economy will not adjust auickly to meet our policy, 

or derive any particular economi~an tage fro~. 

Soviet economic capabilities are probably developing somewhat 

more rapidly than our own although not spectacularly so. No U.S. policy 

affords the possibility of altering significantly this somewhat greater rate 

of Soviet economic growth. We believe, however, that during the next decade 

the economic strength of the u.s.s.R. wi ll not nearly attain parity with 

that of the u.s., nor will the relative economic position of the u.s.S.R; 

vis-a-vis the U.S. improve to a degree involving an unacceptable risk to the 

u.s. 

If the U.S. makes it clear that any war which would be fought 

would be a general war, it can be expected that the u.s.s.R. will shift 

more of its economic resources into preparation for this type of war than 

would otherwise be the case. However, much of their conventional military -
strength is needed in any case to keep their subject peoples quiet. Moreover, 

traditional Russian reliance on large land armies will act as a brake on such 

a readjustment. 

There is no reason to believe tmt total Soviet expenditure~ for 

war preparation will be reduced. The elimination of peripheral wars by the 

U.S. will, however, rob Moscow of the advantage it now possesses in being 

able to use the resources of a subordinate country in war against the U.S. 
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while conserving Rus~ian resources. 

c. As further expansion is made more ri sky by a U, s. policy which 

clearly defines the r etaliatory threat of general war, Soviet leadership 

must reckon w.i.th the latent risk of l osing control over its own masses in a 

war which would bring destruction directly upon them. 

In time, tii. thout peripheral wars to confuse the i ssue, we 

believe the defensive purpose of U.S. policy will become clear to the people 

insi. de the Iron Curtain, as well as to their rulers. Indeed we do not 

reject the possibili-cy that there will ult i mately evolve in the Soviet Union 

a government permanently inclined to avoid the ri sk of aggression. 

Such, in brief, are our views on the probable effects of our 

policyo 

7. !!e were instructed, further, to examine it s probabl e effects in the 

face of three stated Soviet courses of action. 

Our report on that examination i s the f ollow:i..ng. 

a. Should the Sovi et Bloc seek a military decision vn. th the West 

at any time and resort to war, the recommended policy would find the Free 

World best prepared to conduct a general war (for r easons we have previously 

discussed), and with a l ead in the development arxi production of atomic 

weapons until some ti.me in the future when both sides reach the age of 

atomic plenty. Thus, the sooner the Sovlet Bl oc initiates general war the 

l ess its chance of victory. 

b. Should the Soviet Bloc maintain, at some risk of general war, 

aggressive pressure, continuously or interspersed with " peace offensives", 
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the reoommended policy would: 

(l) Ensure that Soviet aggressive pressures would not result J 

in draining the strength of the Free World in a succession of 11Koreas11, be-

cause general war would result from any Soviet miJitary aggression. 

(2) Act as the strongest possible deterrent to Soviet mili­

tary aggression for the longest period of time. 

(3) Call for a Free World posture of readiness for general 

war whether the Soviet Bloc was in an aggressive or temporarily placatory 

mood. 

c. Should the Soviet Bloc accept, a defensive posture in order to 

consolidate its present position and encourage the divi sive forces of the 

Free World, the proposed policy would give best assurance that the United 

states would maintain effective military strength because its firm tone of 

warning will require preparedness. 

VI. HAZARDS AND WE,\KNESSES 

As instructed, we have examined Alternative 11B11 for its inherent weak­

nesses. We can report that we find none which would rule it out as an ef­

fective and workable basic U.S. policy. In all cases, we have found the 

countervailing arguments satisfactory as they are set forth throughout this 

presentation. 

There are, of course, ha~ards inherent in the situation between the U.S. 

and the Soviet Union which are not eliminated by Alt ernative 11B11, although 

we believe they are reduced. 

SECURITY INFORMATION 
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In addition, there will be difficulties in implementing Alternative ''B" 

which will require great care and forceful leadership. We do not believe 

that the total of such difficulties exceeds that of any alternative, basic 

U.S. policy designed to give positive protection to the national security. 

Listed here are those hazards and sources of difficulty which we con­

sider to have enough significaice to merit bringing to your attention. 

1. Alternative "B" depends on the warning., or threat if you wisl'l, o! 

a war of mass destruction. We have discounted the possibility that the 

Kremlin will deliberately accept or even gravely risk such a war, but we do 

not deny that the possibility exists, and may increase with the inevitable 

growth of the Soviet atomic capability. 

2. Alternative 1iB 11 places in the hands of Soviet satellites, and also 

of U.S. allies, a more potent capability than before, at least ostensibly, 

for bringing on a genel"al war. We rate this danger low, but not at zero. 

3. U.S. allies may feel that Al t ernative 11B11 destroys their dignity 

as independent nations by reducing them to the role of satellites. They may 

fear that through ineJ<perience and i mpetuousness the U.So may plunge them 

into a war for the destruction of the Soviet regime, r ather than being 

primarily concerned with helping prevent their being overrun in a war. On 

the other hand, they may seize on our announcement as an excuse for slacken­

ing their own defense efforts. The result in either case would be a weak­

ening of present Free World allianceso 

4. Alternative "B" imposes on u.s. policy an unaccustomed rigidity, 

SECURITY INFORMATION 
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and this may create difficult problems in U.S. relationships with the Free 

World. We believe, however, that the U.S. must decide on~ geographical 

limit beyond which Soviet-Communist power cannot be permitted to expand by 

force of arms. Our best estimate, on balance, is that the limit has already 

been reached. We believe further that nececsary rigidity in this one re­

spect by no means rules out a great deal of flexibility in the conduct of U.S. 

foreign policy in all of its other aspects. 

5. The policy may not be given full and unwavering support by the 

people of this country. In this case, the results could be most unfortunate. \--" 
fy'"" \ :-> 

We recognize the demands that may be placed on leadership to prevent this. �~�~�~� 
�~� 

VII. IMPLEMENTATION 

The tactics of policy implementation must of course be conditioned by 

circumstances as they exist at the time. In the case of a major addition 

to current U.S. foreign policy the steps best designed to put it into force 

with the desired impact ~,ould necessarily require decisions by the Chief 

Executive that cannot now be forecast except in very general terms. 

It could turn out, for example, given a truce in Korea, that in order 

to stabilize the situation the Pr esident may find it necessary to announce 

that if hostilities are renewed, he will ask the Congress to recognize the 
\. . J...,._),, 

�~� enemy and to approve the ~ nd of_ warningfj nheren~ in Al terna ti ve II E''. 

Even with a stable si tuat i on, some such action may be necessary to permit 

the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Korea. In either case, Alternative "B'' 

would be launched, at l east in part, and further implementing action could ...1-"'\J-
-+-i • ( . 

11--
• �~� ' \ J ( 

\ 

I 10 -.I, 'II ~J 
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could proceed from that fact. However., this is speculative, and we have 

thought it best to outline for you a rather straightforward series of sup­

porting actions which looks best to our group in the circumstances 0£ today 

as we unde_rstand them. 

1. It seems to us very important that the new policy be set forth., 

and followed up, in terms which emphasize that a decisive step has been taken; 

that UQS. policy now has a dramatic difference in substance, To indicate 

why we stress this pointj we might note that the U,S, public has now forgot­

ten., and the world therefore presumably largel y disregards, a Presidential 

statement of only 3 years ago this month: 11-t.hat those who have it in their 

power to u.~lease or withhold acts of armed aggression must realize that new 

recourse to aggression in the world today might well strain to the breaking 

point the fabric of world i:e ace. 11 

2. To have the desired effect on the rulers of the u.soS.R • ., and on 

the Free Wor:!.d as well, it will be essential to drive home the point that 

the U.S, stands sclidly behind its proclamation. 

A joint resolution of Congress will be the most powerful means of 

making this point. We therefore believe that such a resolution should be 

an early step, perhaps the first step, in putting the policy into force. 

3. It is important to attract the maximum of support from our allies. 

Informal diplomatic discussions with t hem, particularly Canada, Britain and 

France, should be a :p3.rt of the prog:.-am for obtaining the most favorable 

climate for the policy. It will also have to be explained and defended in 

the U,N, 'rhis is not to imply that i t is subject to the veto either 0£ our 

- 27 -

~C('"l lDITV UJCnDUA TlnW 



S0L-TF/B-1 
PART ONE 
SEC. VII /vIII 

Allies or of the U.N. 

~op ·se RET 
SECURITY INFORMATION 

4. There will be numerous corollary actions which ma;y be taken to make 

the policy more attractive to the nations of the Free World. If, for example,, 

it were the u.s. intention to permit expanding the area of atomic cooperation 

with the British, or to relax certain restrictions on East-West trade, such 

moves could be exploited to enlist support for the policy. 

5. It may well be possible also to accompany the announcement of the 

policy with other actions which will help produce the desired effect on the 

rulers of the u.s.s,,R., or at least make it more difficult for Soviet propa­

ganda to attack it. An offer to reopen negotiations with the u.s.s.R. for 

the settlenent of certain outstanding issues would be an obvious example. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

Such is the case for Alternative 11B11 as we have conceived it, A fitting 

conclusion might be to note again that it could have been developed diff.er ... 

enny. 

We chose to develop into it the maximum of flexibility, still keeping 

the fundamental of the clear warning of general war as the primary deterrent 

to further armed aggression. This, we believe is a logical concept. 

The American people have come a long way during the last dozen years 

toward accepting the great global r esponsibility of the United States. We 

believe that the additional. step represented by Alternative 11B11 will seem to 

them a realistic move in living up to this responsibility; to bring the full 

power of this country into play for safeguarding its own security, and for 
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PP.RT TWO - TASK FORCE STUDY 

I - THE SITUATION WIUCH THE UNITED STATES 
AND T!IE FREE WORLD MUST MEET 

1. Task Force 11B11 did not consider it necessary to include in 

this report a discussion or interpreta.t ion of the nature of international 

Communism and the aims and objectives of the Soviet Union. It wishes to 

state :lts conclusion, however, that the United States must accept as fact 

that the nations of the Free World are confronted with a Soviet-Communist 

phi.losophy and program of conquest which if unchecked will r esult in the 

loss of their independence and the destruction of their free institutions. 

After being confined to the Soviet Union for more than twenty years the 

Soviet leadership gained its first major opportunity for Communist expan­

sion with ·world War II, and it exploited this opportunity with signal 

success in Eastern Europe and the Far East. It is probable that the 

Kremlin had high hopes that expansion cculd be carried further - hopes 

which came close to realization in France, Italy, and Greece at a time 

when the Free Wor ld had almost completely demobilized and was licking 

its wounds of World War II. Perhaps t he only deterrent to a more for­

cible attempt to expand was the possession of the atomic bomb by the 

United States, later supplemented by a growing firmness in United States 

policy marked by such measures as the Marshall Plan and NATO. 

2. Despite these deterrents Soviet-Communist pressures have 

actively persisted, probing each weak sp·ot in turn and achieving t heir 
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greatest success with the attachment of China to the Soviet Bloc. Other 

efforts to expand - Iran, Greece, Berlin, Inda-China, Korea - have all 

been halted or impeded in one way or another by counter-action of the 

Free World under U.S. leadership. 

3. In its efforts to contain Communist expansion the United 

States, which can alone give ultimate strength and hope to the Free 1vorld, 

has thus far reacted to Soviet pressures and aggressions as they have 

appeared at one point or anotrer on the Free World periphery. This policy 

has not been entirely successful. It has inherent limitations which make 

it less likely to succeed in the future. Not knowing where Soviet Bloc 

pressures maiJ appear, the United States must be prepared to meet them 

everywhere. It may be compelled to engage in a series of 11police actions." 

This strategy, if continued, may be beyond the economic capabilities of 

the United States, will deprive this nation of the initi ?.tive, and will 

certainly divert the American people from the task of making the best 

possible use of their power and resources to be prepared to inflict de­

cisive defeat on the Soviet Union if it imperils the vital security of 

this nation by continuing an active policy of expansion. 

4. Task Force 11B11 assumes t hat the Junerican and Soviet power­

centers are approaching an age of atomic plenty when each will have the 

means to destroy almost completel y the war-making capacity of the other 

despite any known or foreseeable defenses and reg9l'dless of which side 

has the advantage of surprise. This p~int may be reached in ten years' 
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time. In any event, the u.s~ stockpile of atomic weapons will grow to such 

enormous proportions in the next few years that the critical military factor 

will become not their number but the capability for their employment. There 

is every reason to believe that the Soviet program will not Jag far behind, 

five to ten years at the outside. 

5. This overriding factor confronts the Free World with two 

major alternatives: either a preventive war while the United States has 

a wide lead in the development and production of atomic weapons and their 

means of delivery, or the adoption of a policy that will do most to 

ensure the longest possible period of peace in which changes in the world 

situation and balance of forces, which must inevitably occur, may redound 

to the advantage of the Free World. However., since preventive war for a 

variety of reasons is rejected by the Free World., Task Force 11B11 has de­

voted its principal efforts to seeking a policy that offers the longest 

possi1)le period of re ace., in which efforts must be made to retain our 

lead in new weapons and strengthen our relative power position - a policy 

which will best utilize available resources., promote Free World strength 

and unity, and cap:i.talize on Soviet weaknesses.. Even if it could not 

solve the problem of the growing Soviet atomic stockpile., such a policy 

if successful would tend to minimize this danger and at the very least 

would preserve our strength and our freedom up to the time men, with 

both power centers in the age of atomic plenty, the threat of universal 

devastation may prc'v'e to be the only effective deterrent to war. 
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6. To these ends Task Force "B" recommends the policy set out 

below. 

II - RECOMMENDED NATIONAL POLICY 

A. STATF¥1ENT OF THE POLICY (HEREINAFTER REFERRED TO AS 
ALTERNATIVE 11B11 ). 

1. That any advance of Soviet Bloc military forces beyond the 

present borders of the Soviet Bloc be considered by the United States as 

initiating general war in which the full power of the United States will 

be used as necessary to bring about the defeat oft.he U.S.S.R. and the 

dissolution of t he Sov:i.et Bloc. 

2. That t he United States make known publicly in an appropriate 

and unmistakable ~ay that it has established and is determined to carry 

out th:Ls policy. 

3. That the Ur1.Lted States reserve freedom of action, in the event 

of seizure of power by :i.nd.i.genous Communist forces in countries beyond the 

borde;:s of the Soviet B:;.oc, to take all measures necessary to re-establish 

a situation compatible with the security interests of the United States and 

its .?.llies. 

B. CLARIFICATION OF THE POLICY. 

1. This policy is essentially a device to deter Soviet aggres­

sion and safeguard the security of t he United States over an extended 

period. It is proryosed as a support, rather t han as a substitute, for 

existing policies, many of which Task Force 11B11 would expect to see con­

tinued; its acceptance is quite consistent with acceptance of most of the 
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proposals of Task Force "A" or 11C11 • It is intended to provide a firmer 

basis for national efforts in such fields as diplomacy and the maintenance 

of the military establishment. It will not solve specific problems such 

as Iran or Germany but should establish a posture of strength and leader­

ship enabling the United States to deal with them more successfully. 

2. In effect the proposed policy draws a line around the present 

lunits of the Soviet Bloc and announces that any Soviet or satellite mili­

tary advance beyond that line would r esult in general war. It further in­

forms the Kremlin that in such a war the full power of the United States, 

including its atomic power, will be used. Under existing alliances and 

national policy it is likely that the United States would be prepared to 

engage in war in the event of aggression against almost any country on 

the borders of the Soviet Bloc (See Appendix A). Alternative "B 11 adds to 

and makes more rigid existing commitments in that (a) it covers countries 

with respect to which no policy decision has been taken (e.g., Finland, 

Afgha~istan), (b) it mal~0s a public commitment with respect to countries 

regarded as of g:reat importance to U.S. security but t o which there are 

no alliance oblig~tions, and (c) it fortifies existing alliances by adding 

the specific statement of intention t o invoke general war in case of an 

attacl<:. 

3. The "general war" envisaged is one in vrhich the United States, 

assisted by those allies it might have at the time, would apply its full 

power - whenever: however, and wherever .necessary - to defeat the main 
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enemy and to achieve its other war objectives. It does not mean that all 

reliance would be pla.ced on an immediate strategic atomic attack. The 

military strategy would depend on.the war plans and circumstances existing 

at the time. 

4. Alternative 11B11 is, in the final analysis, a unilateral 

policy, although every effort would of course be made to enlist the 

sympathy and support of other nations. This follows from the wording of 

the directive to this Task Force: to establish a line around the Soviet 

Bloc "beyond which the United States will not permit Sovi~t or satellite 

military forces to advance without general war.11 To make it multilateral 

now or in the foreseeable future would be, indeed, :impossible. That it 

must be unilateral does not invalidate it, as the United States, like any 

other nation, reserves the right to take any action it considers vital to 

its security. 

5, The main purpose of Alternative "B", however, is to prevent 

general war, and Task Force "B" believes that it will have that effect. 

Yet the policy cannot be based on bluff. The United States must be pre­

pared to make good the commitment to .use its full military power in the 

eventuality, however unlikely, that Soviet aggressicn should take place. 

Such deliberate aggression, in the face of a clear U.S. warning, would 

indicate the willin gness and intention of the Soviet leaders to engage in 

general war in pursuit of their aims, Such a policy and l;i.ne of action on 

the part of the Soviet leadership wov,J.d f~ce the United States with a 
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choice of fighting or retreating, regardless of whether the United states 

had adopted Alternative 1'B11 or any other policy. 

6. It is understood that the United States wuld take the deci­

sion to apply the ultimate sanction of general war only on the basis of the 

most careful and serious consideration of the facts of the particular case 

and not whimsically or lightly. It would have to be clear that the advance 

of Soviet Bloc military forces was no trifling border incident of the sort 

that has occurred many times in the past and presumably will occur in the 

future, but an armed attack that would be recognized as such by the President, 

the Congress and the people of the United States. 

7. Task Force 1'B11, in deciding upon the substance of its proposal, 

considered several alternative locations for the proposed line but came to 

the conclusion that only if drawn along the present borders of the Soviet 

Bloc would it meet the security object ives of the United States, Only this 

line would give promise o.f preventing Soviet aggression and checking the 

fears, unceitainties and dispersion of effort which have marked the Free 

World I s efforts to defend itself. 

C. REJECTED ALTJ:RNATIV;}; LI NES 

:i~ . !n·:acc.ordance .with its instructions Task Force "B 11 considered 

a line whioh would exclude certain countries not now in the Soviet Bloc, on 

grounds that such countries, because they were traditionally neutral ~r 

fearful of the Soviet reaction, did not want any American 11gµarantee11 and 

might publioly reject it, or that th~Y .. l-!e~e not of sufficient strategic 
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importance to the United states. Recognizing that there are good reasons 

against announcing sre cific guarantees to such co,mtries as Sweden, Afghan­

istan, India and others, Task Force 11B11 ne-,rertheless felt it necessary to 

reject the concept of a group of '1in-between11 countries lying beyond the 

line which could not be crossed by Soviet Bloc armed forces without general 

war. In its view the United States must take its stand j_n principle against 

any aggression and in practice against any fu..""ther expansion of Soviet-Com­

munist power. To leave any Free World countries beyond the line would be to 

invite Soviet aggression against them, By including them all the United 

States can make the poliGy more accert, able to all. To do otherwise would 

be to invite endleis and dangerous s~culation why some were included and 

some were not, to engendar ill-will and to promote disunity. No other line 

would have the same moral foundation, the same value as a deterrent, or the 

same chance to endure, 

2. Task Force 11B11 alro explored the possibility of drawing a line 

to ir..~ludc o:!'lly the 11rr.ini.r.nuna ru~eas neces.sa,~y to U,S, security.. It r ejected 

this ccncap·~ . ., bot.h in it.s narr0wer "Fortress America" fo'!'m and its broader 

version including key base ar9as overseas such as Britain and Japan. Such 

a lir.e, whi~h would in effect, be a line of withdr~.wal, would differ funda,­

men+,~.~-ly anc not merely in degree from our proposed lir.e along the present 

Iron Curtain and indeed comes close to being ruled out by the directives to 

this Task Fc:?ce, which excluded 11a course which would., as a deliberate choice., 

rely Sl)lel~r 11.pon the economic ,'.'l.nd m::i.lit 'ary strength of the United Stateso 11 
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Furthermore, the idea of drawing a line only around the "minimum" territory 

essential to American security, regardless of existing commitments and past 

associations, is in the vlew of Task Force ''B" unrealistic, both from the 

political and the military standpoint. 

J. Task Force 11B" attaches the utmost importance to having strong 

Allies, particularly if general war does take place. The United states must 

strive to ma:::imize the strength and resottt>ces of the !!'ree World and to deny 

them to the enemy. This would be manifestly impossible if the u.s. Govern­

ment should deliberately write off these countries, whether preserr~ly formal­

ly allied with the United States or not, by draw"ing a "minimum" line. 

4. U.So strategic interests, moreover, are too far-flung to be thus 

restricted. Task Force 11B11 believes that present comrnj_tments a1 d associa ... 

tions exist largely becm.::.se they do in fact reflect the basic security needs 

of this cou.!1-try. Of the greatest importance to u.,s. security are bases from 

which air, naval and grou".ld attacks may be launched against the Sovj_et Bloc. 

For examplo7 air bases in Western E~ope and North Africa will be vital unt,il 

we cm cour::'.; on fall-seal;; intercontinental delivery of our atomic power; 

the ~ame considerations hold in the Far East. Even with the attainment of 

such inte:::-c0ntinental atomic cl.elivery capc:.bility., the power of the United 

Stat~s to d!-:~;er Soviet aggression and to inflict milita:r:-y defet:.t. on the u.s.s.r.. 

if it occm.•~ would be enormously euhanced by the ability to use such bases. 

5~ With military r ealities requiring that U.S. power be exercised 

from so mar..y distant points th::0ughout the ltree World, there is no profit, • 
., , ... 
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and pos s:i. ble danger, in selecting countries and areas to be written off as 

non-essential. Moreover, one area is dependent on another; many of the 

strategically "vital" areas are linked, politically or economically or cul­

turally, to other Free World countries and might easily become untenable if 

those other countries were taken over by the Soviet Bloc. 

6. In any alliance, the United States loses a certain amount of 

political freedom of act,ion in return for compensating advantages which may 

include heightened political power and leadership, an increase in overall 

economic and military strength by combining resources with its Allies, or 

access to a strategic point on the map. Some military freedom of action 

may be lost as a result of the loss of a free hand politically, but the over­

riding military consi~eration in the case of existing alliances is that a 

greater military capability is realized especially by gaining access to 

areas suitable for advanced bases. Task Force 11B11 , t herefore, sees a net 

lora to the United States in any attempt to cut dovm its alliances or com­

mitr:1e,·r!:,s for. the purpose of increasing its flexibility of decision and 

operation., for in so doing it would at the same time be diminishing rather 

than improving its capabilities. 

7. At the same time a U,,S. decision to withdraw to a "minimum 

area" would open a. wide field for Soviet expansion, to be effected at 

times of Soviet choosing and by a wide variety of political, economic and 

ideological pressures. Since these pressures would be backed by Soviet 

military power and would not be opposed by U.S. military power or the threat 

of !lli.litary retaliation by the Unite~ S~a:. .. es, the outcome would be detP-rmined .. 
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8. The human and natural resources of the area from which we might 

withdraw would become integrated into the Soviet Bloc, increasing its total 

strength and making available to its military forces additional base areas 

which would improve its military operational capability. The resources of 

Western Europe, for example, would be a gain of incalculable importance to 

the U.S.S.R. Extension of the Soviet Bloc to include such large and popu­

lous new territories would, of course, bring problems as well as advantages. 

Task Force ''B" bel:Leves, however, that the United states could not afford to 

rely on hopes that the Soviet-Communist leadership could not control or ex­

ploit these territorial gains to the great peril of this country. 

9. Withdrawal to a "minimum security area" would have the even­

tual effect of requiring the American people to live in a beleaguered garri­

son-state, with consequent economic sacrifices and dangers to free political 

institutions. The United States has great political potential, not only in 

the Free Wo'!."ld but within the Soviet Bloc, because of what it is and what it 

stands for. If it seeks timid refuge in the pseudo-security of a "m:i.nimum" 

area, its s;>iritual and political powers of leadership will m rink and 

shrivel even more rapidly than its mili tary and economic resources, and it 

will sooner or l ater face a direct challenge from a greatly swollen, confi­

dent, and powerful Soviet rival, 

10. Therefore, Task Force ''B" believes that the security require­

ments of the United stat es lie not in the drawing of a minimum line of de­

fense but in the prevention of any Sovi et Bloc attack on any nation of the 
" ' ' .. 
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The Soviet threat can be defeated only if the Free World, backed 

by U.S. power, grows in strength and unity to meet it. 

D. REJECTION OF THE "TWO wOrtLDS" CONCEPI'. 

1. In accordance with its instructions, Task Force 11B11 explored 

the r;_u.estion of a complete isolation or outlawry of the Soviet Bloc from the 

rest of the world. From the military standpoint, by setting up the strongest 

possible deterrent to the movement of Soviet Bloc forces across the Free 

World border, the recommended policy does attempt the "outlawry" of the bloc, 

at least in the sense of pointing to it as the criminal who must be re­

strained. But the Task Force does not regard t he "sealing-off" of the Iron 

Curtain countries for all political, economic, cultural and other purposes 

as desirable or even possible. 

2. Such a sealing-off would presumably involve the rupture of 

diplomatic relations by all Free World countries with all Savi.et Bloc 

countries, the cessation of all East-West trade, the termination of radio 

broadcasts and all other means of communication with the peoples behind the 

Iron Curtain, the expulsion of the U.S.S.R. arid its satellites from the 

United Nations and other international organizations, and the denial of the 

rights arid benefits of international law to Soviet Bloc countri.es and their 

nationals. 

3. Task Force "B" believes that the United States could not pos~ 

sibly persuade all other countries of the Free World to cooperate in the 

sealing-off process, and that attemp'!:(s. to .. use press,::.re to induce their coop-
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eration would only tend to break up the solidarity of the Free World and 

isolate the United states. Obtaining general Free World acceptance of 

Alternative 11B11
, in the form of a u.s. decision to invoke general war in 

case of armed aggression by the Soviet Bloc, may be difficult enough without 

the additional aspect of a proposed severance of all contact with the Soviet 

world. 

4o Task Force "B" believes that such a severance of contact, 

even if it could be attained, would be contrary to American traditions and 

interests as well as unnecessary as an adjunct to the proposed policy. Dur­

ing the period of peace envisaged by the policy, it will be in the interest 

of the United states to maintain what contact it appropriately can both 

with the governments of Soviet Bloc countries, for purposes of negotiation, 

and with the peoples under Soviet rule, who are potential allies. 

S. Similarly, there is nothing to be gained by an attempt to 

exclude all Soviet Bloc countries from the United Nations and other inter­

national organizations, even if such a move might be accepted by the rest 

of the world. So long as the principal reliance for preventing Soviet ag .. 

gression is placed on u.s. power and not on the U.N., there need be no rush 

to transform !;hat organization into an anti-Soviet coalition. American in­

terests in the foreseeable future will be best advanced if the U.N. can 

continue to serve as a forum for discussion and a channel for negotiation 

as well as a means of rallying world opinion. The development of an ef­

fective world security organization m~t be regarded as a long-range prop-., .... 

- 41 .. 

TrOR~EEREJ' 
C:Cf"I IDITV lhlCl"\DUATll"\hl 



SOL-TF/B-1 
PART TWO 
SEC. II 

~RET 
SECURITY INFORMATION 

osition which will not necessarily be brought closer by the withdrawal of 

the Soviet Bloc or the Free World members from the United Nations as pres­

ently constituted. 

6. The maintenance of a necessary mini:Jnum of diplomatic and other 

relations with the Soviet Bloc is desirable as a means of maintaining contact 

and of obtaining information. The continued e:xistence of some trade will also 

be of benefit to the Free World;. to eliminat e it altogether would be to de­

prive Free World countrie;s of even the opportunity to make trade bargains 

clearly to their o-wn advantage. And t he Soviet Bloc economy will continue 

to g:::-ow, even if all trade is cut off, since over the long run it is de­

pends~t only to a minor extent upon importso 

7. Act ually , trade and ideas aiid influences are going to flow 

back and forth across the line, no matt.er how hermetically it may be sealed 

by law or policy. The very existence of the Soviet Union will continue to 

exercise political influence within the Free World, as the existence of the 

United States and other free countries makes them a powerful potential in-­

fluence among the peoples of the Soviet Bloc. 

8. Furthermore, the Soviet leadership cannot be expected to give 

up its basic philosophy or to deny itself the privilege of political pene­

tration and subversion in Free World countries. It has imposed a type of 

Iron Curtain suitable to its own purposes. Task Force 11B11 regards it as 

unwise for the United states to accept the existence of this barrier to free 

international intercourse as justifi~~ ,,or ,:permanent, and doubly unwise to 
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try to establish a new and thicker curtain which is inconsistent with America1 

principles and detrimental to American interests. It is only realistic to 

recognize the fact of continuing political and ideological interaction across 

any line that is drawn as a military barrier, and to make every effort to 

turn it to the advantage of t he security of the United States. 

IIIo SUMMARY OF ADVANTAGES 

A. E::f'JMERATION OF PRINCIPAL ADVANTAGES. 

1. Fo2.lowing is a brief summary of the principal advan~.1gefl which 

Task Force "B'' believes will result from adoption of the proposed policy: 

a. By invoking the warning of general war, including use of 

atol!'j.c wea,ons, it makes the most effective use of U .s. military strength 

and exploits Soviet wea!~esso 

b~ It cli.minishes to the vanishing point the probability that 

the U.S.S.R. will e:i.ther deliberately initiate or blunder into a general 

war, at least until such time as the Kremlin believes its atomic capabilities 

are ~ufficient to knock out the United States. 

c~ T.f however, the Soviet leadership does br:i.ng on general 

war, it puts the United States in the most favorable position to wage it. 

dv It provides a saf egua:.~d against aggression by Communist 

China. 

e. It ccntributes to the solution of existing peripheral con­

flicts by placing an effective sanction behind any settlement reached on Korea 

and by detei'Ting m1inese military in:t?erve,n~ion :i.n Indo-China. 
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It can be expected to assure a fairly long period of peace 

during which the balance between the Soviet Bloc and the Free World may change 

to the advantage of the latter. 

g, It permits the United States to use its resources most 

effectively and to get the maxi.mum return·for the dollars expended on its 

securi·ty. 

h, It allows the Free World to develop strength and unity behind 

a protective barrier., provides a clear rrd.ssion enabling more offic:i.er.t and 

effective de7elcpment of military forces., and avoids dissipation of military 

and economic resou1'.'ces in peripheral wars at times and places of Soviet choos­

ing, 

i. It renr;.:::rs mo;.~e difficult Soviet-Communist subversion in 

count1--les cf t:.e F::r-ee Wm::i.d., but als~ leaves the United St,ates free to take 

advant8.ge of sny opportun.:Ll:,ies which may appear for diminishing the power 

and extent of the Sovie-:- Bloc .. 

j. The clg=ity and firmness of the policy will make it under­

stand-.1ble to t.he Amerie;m people and will fe.cilita.te their support of the 

efforts and s-a.crifi.ces necessary in the int.e::-est of natfonal security, 

B, E:t"'F3CTDiE~IESS OF ALTERNATIVE 11B11 IN MEETING POSSIBLE SOVIET LINES 
Cl :1.CTI-'.:N. 

1. Task Force "B" has examined the r ecommended policy and its 

effectiveness in meeting the following three alternative Soviet lines of 

acticn. They are specifj_cally set forth here because comment on them is 

called for by the instructions given t9 , the Task Force, They should; however, 
I • II 
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be considered in conjunction with the discussion of probable Soviet reactions 

to Alternative "B" on pages 79-84-.below. 

a. Should the Soviet Bloc seek a military decision with the 

West at any time and resort to war, either by intention or by accident, 

Alternative "B II will: 

(1) Find the United States and the Free World best pre• 

pared to conduct a general war because they will have avoided the necessity 

of preparing for an unknovm number and variety of peripheral wars. 

(2) Find the United States with a 1e ad in the development 

and production of atomic weapons, although that lead will become less mean­

ingful at such time i n the future when both sides reach the age of atomic 

plenty. Thus, the sooner the Soviet Bloc ini tiates general war the less its 

chance of victory. 

b. Should the Soviet Bloc maintain, at some risk of general 

war, aggressive pressure, continuously or i nt erspersed with "peace offensives", 

Alt e1~nat ive "B " vJill: 

(1) Act as the stronge3t possible deterrent to Soviet 

military aggression for the longest period of time. 

{2) Ens'll!'e th~t Soviet aggressive pressures would not 

result in d.rro.ning the strength of the Free World in a s11ccession of "Koreas11 

because general war would result from any Scviet-Bloc military aggression. 

(3) Call for a Free-World posture of readiness for general 

war whether the Sovtet Bloc was in an aggressive or placatory mood. 
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(4) By making possible a rational and sustained U .s. and 

Free-World defense effort, avoid the effects of the alternation of crisis 

and let-down caused by shifting Soviet tactics between aggressive pressures 

and "peace offensives." 

c. Should the Soviet Bloc accept a defensive posture in order 

to consolidate its present position and avoid the risk of general war while 

relying upon and encouraging the divisi Ye forces of the Free World, Alterna­

tive "B II v."'ill: 

(1) Be as effective as any policy available to the United 

States in assuring that the Free World maintain an effective military posture. 

Indeed, it might be the best policy in this respect because its firm tone 

and explicit commitment IT13.ke it manifest that the policy will require pre-

paredness to meet adverse reaction. 

(2) Allow scope for genuine settlement of specific issues 

by negotiation with the U.SoS.R. or other non-military means, especially if 

the Free World is growing stronger and more cohesive in comparison with the 

So·net Bloc. 

(3) Give the United States and its allies flexibility in 

devising tactics to meet specific Soviet divisive efforts. 

IV , ANALYSI S OF IMPLICATIONS 

A. MILITARY IMPL:ICATIONS OF ALTERNATIVE 11B11 • 

1. The military problem posed by the Soviet Union has two main 

aspects. ~he more familiar aepect compri~e~ those traditional elements of 
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Soviet military strength in being which have been used as a powerful tool in 

expanding the Soviet Orbit and implementing Soviet policy. It is this aspect 

of the problem which U.S. policies and actions in recent years have chiefly 

sought to cou~ter -- by resisting armed aggression where it has occurred, 

undsrtaking to resist if necessary at numerous other points around the 

Soviet periphery, and building up the strength of countries subjected to 

Soviet pre3s~res. 

2o Howe-ver., of overriding military consequence to the United 

States in the long term is the second aspect: the ever-increasing potential­

ity of the Soviet stockpile of atomic weapons, taken together with a develop­

ing capability for their delivery on important targets throughout the world, 

relatively f~ee from the classic hindrances of distance and geography. This 

growing threat not only greatly raises the importance of the direct defense 

of the United States itself; it also profoundly alters the conditions for 

the defense of al 1 free nations within reach of Soviet power. 

;,. This is the aspect of the Soviet military threat which is both 

more dangerous and more enduring. Al1y U.S. policy which claims to afford a 

continuing safeguard to the security of the United States must find its 

military bacis solidly in the capabilities of atomic weapons, Alternative "B"., 

while carr;ri:Jg no guarantee of :p3rmanent security, does rest on such a basis. 

4o Alternative 11B11 is no·t in any way unique in that it envisages 

the possibility of general war, for which this country must be prepared under 

any policy. It is Task Force 11B111 s contention that, by specifically stating 
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the willingness of the United States to meet aggression with general war, 

Alternative "B" offers the best chance both to stop Soviet encroachment and 

to avoid gene:·al war. A comparison ·with Alternatives "A" and "C" in this 

regard is given in Enclosure 1. 

5. By i!1yokin£, the 1;arni:ig of general 1-rar, including the ultimate 

sanction of atomic destruction, Alternative 11B11 pr ov~s the only practical 

way to r e-!::1troduce U eS. military st rength as an effective f actor :i.n world 

a. Soviet military strength in conventional forces and weapons 

will continue to be an efiective instrument in t he pursuit of Soviet objec­

tives as long as the United States continues to attempt, as best it can, to 

counter Soviet force i n kind, whenever and wherever it is applied. As long 

as the United States foregoes the firm threat of genero.l wa~ as the pr~ary 

sanction against further Soviet aggression, fr8e nations close to the Soviet 

Bloc must live in recognition of the danger that one by one, or in groupings, 

they may be eliminated as the Soviet leaders decide. The men in the Kremlin 

are fully aware that no determined and Ja sting military program can emerge 

from such an atmosphere, particularly in alliances of nations which are 

competitors as well as allies. 

b. Uncertainty and despair can, however , be converted into 

assurance and hope if the United Sta.tes makes it unmistakably clear that 

the f ull extent of its military pm1er will be applied immediately ag&inst the 

Soviet Bloc in the event of armed a~gression against any nation of the Free 
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World. By thus reducing the potency of the Soviet and satellite military 

threat to contiguous states, the United States ~uld also furnish the 

practical basis for intelligent improvement in their defenses. 

60 By giving a clear indicat j_on that f~ther military a_ggres-

sion b_.v tJhe So~d e~ Bloc would result im.."!led.i.at_el.v in general war 2 Alterna­

tive 11B11 will red\1.ce the likel:;.hood that such a war w.i.l_l oc~. 

a. By elinti.nating small 11hotn wars, the United States wi.11 

also elimin8.te the always dangerous possibility that a general war, 

unwanted even by the Kremlin, may grow up accidentally or by Soviet mis­

calculation out of an incider1t or a peripheral action., In addition, by 

making clear the c~nditions under which it will engage in gene~al war, the 

United Stat,es gains a po~ture wh:!.ch limits Soviet freedom of action to 

embark deli'ba:i:-ately on general war. At :p•esent, because of uncertainties 

as to American intentions, the Kremlin is permitted to assume that the U.S. 

capability !'light not be exercised, even in a general war, until quite late. 

The F11 ee World consequenl;ly fa~es the continuous hazard that if general war 

is in fact in the Soviet scheme it can be begun in ways which could keep the 

U.S. military power off balance until the United States itself had been 

struck a lethi;.l bl0w, Further, hy precedi~g such a war with a series of 

peripheral ac::;iom:;i the UoS.SoR~ can force the United States into maintain­

ing strength in force~ which ~ould have only limited usefulness in a general 

war. 
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In the faee of a clear policy that the United states will 

henceforth, in the de,elopment and deployment of its military forces, regard 

them primarily in the light of their prospective effectiveness in a general 

war, Soviet planners will surely be inhibited., and can be precluded from 

considering deliberate general war as an even fai~!z ~afe gamble. 

o. It ls argued for less positive policies that the Free 

World, and pR:'ticularly Weste:rn Europe, desi. res above e.11 else that the 

United States avoid a war which would probably bring deftruction to Western 

civilization. Task Force 11B11 believes that these nations know that the 

decision for ge.iaral war rests wi. th the U.S"S.R. now and muld still rest 

there after the n£w U.S. poli.cy was announced; and that they also know it is 

most u-:1likely that the u.s.s~R. would bring on such a war until it considered 

its a:t.omic capability quite adeq.iate and, even then, only if it calculated 

that conditions were sue~ that the Soviet Union could itself escape being 

destroyed. 

d0 '!'he growth cf the Soviet atomic stockpile-. is inevitable 

in any case, but not the creation of the conditions prerequisite to its 

employment,. Task Force 11B11 believes that these nations, with firm leader­

ship by the United States, would be relieirsd to have a good reason to dis­

card their curren.t rationalization of an unpleasant prospect and gj_ye 

vigorous support to the U.S. effort to see to it that conditions will not 

be allowed to become favorable to Soviet success in an all-out war. 
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e. Task Force "B" does not pretend that such a war would be 

less than terribly destructive even to the victor. It submits only that if 

the United States flees from the atomic reality of the present and near 

future, the nations of the Free Horld will recognize our fright for what it 

is and, sharing it, continue to fall successively by the wayside. They will 

thus assist the u.s.s.R., at least passively, in bringing about the only 

circumstances in which such a war would in practical fact become a proba­

bility. 

f. Al terna ti. ve "B" provides no guarantee that the Kremlin 

will not take the decision for general war. If such a decision is certain 

to be taken, it is obvious that U.S. chances for survival are not likely to 

increase with time. Should the adoption of Alternative "B" precipitate the 

inevitable Soviet decision, the United States would at least be in the most 

favorable position to achieve the objectives of the advocates of preventive 

war. 

7. Alternative "B" will clarify the purposes of Free World forces, 

enabling their more effective and economical development and maintenance. 

a. At present, partly because the Free World cannot be sure 

whether, when or how the United States w:> uld fight to stop further aggression, 

most efforts at rearmament suffer from confusion as to the -cype and size of 

forces needed. There is not only the question whether the action would be 

local or general. LVen in the latter case, there are wide-open questions 

concerning strategy arrl forces. 
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It is general. ly assi1.med that the United States would invoke 

general war in the ewent of a m~jor Soviet attack in Western Europe. The 

sane assumption may be make for certain other parts of the world. But even 

this assurn~tio11 fails to answer several import.ant questions. For example, 

as regards Western Europe, would t~1e United. States •. trike quickly and deci­

sively to dGstroy the source of the aggression, or would the historical 

theate~ of general war again be the scene of t he major military action? For 

lack of an unequivocal answer to questions ru.ch as this., not only is there 

apathy as to the necessszy level of eff orti there are discontinuities and 

indeci!:lion in the appli.c1';ion of the ef fort that is in fact being put forth. 

Co With a dear indicat,ion t hat the United Sta!:-es will reply 

to f1:.'"'.'4:her militt.ry agg1·ei::sicn a!'lyv.h ere by striki ng with full powe.r a.t the 

Soviet Blocj it wi~.l be :r.ie.de similarly clear that, -Yl>.il e there remains a 

vitally irnporiant requirement for perjphera.l forces, it i s differe:.:it from 

the req_uireiiant that wot:ld follow from a concept that all wars will be fought 

soleJ.y as i:e riphe:,~al w::i.z-s and in the::1.ters chosen by the Soviet leaders. 

d.. Friencny fo:.·ces a:cound the Soviet periphery will continue 

to be needr:Jd to stt:bili.za the defense of the peripheral zone. Withou:"l:; them 

it would '!:>e c.ffic::lt ii.1 LJome ::nsta-:i~es e,;sn to tell when agg::-essi on occll!'red. 

They would :;it') nee-.bd in t he everrli of war c:.3 protection against bejnz easily 

overrun., and in tl ie same role would U'1doubt,edly be able to shorten +,he war 

in some areas~ T~ey would be essential in restoring post-war·order in 

liberated o:r enem;::.r territory. 
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e. They are valuable fo!' many other purposes.. But., under 

Alternative "B 11
, they wou::i..d not be depended. upon for the main effort to 

defeat the u.s .. s.R. itself in an atomic war., Their task, therefore, would 

no longer be a hopeless one~ and it would be the sort of task that is subjeot 

to analysis and sou."'ld decisions as to the level and nature of effort that 

is nec'3ssa..~r. Tas~ Force "B" believes that the outco!lle would be a substantial 

increase in tl1e effectlva::ess of the military programs of our allies., while 

enabJ.i::1g the United State~ to keep the requlremen:7. for U.S. support in funds 

and e(.J.,.lipment on a realt::;t;ic 1evel. 

a.. The ce.rdinal element in u ... s. military policy must be to 

deYeJ .. op a!l.d maintain t!te r.iilit.a;:y st?·engt!l· necess-417 t.o defeat the main 

enen~· .• the UoS.S,.R~ A m:Llitary policy whfoh depe::i.ds on t,ryin6 to st.a.lemate, 

or even wi:n_9 a mTI°:)er of peripheral wars is inherently self-defeati:rig,. It 

denies to t.}.1e U .. So eve:".l c. me::in:i.ngfuJ. strateg1.c concept to form a basis fer 

decitE:ng on :,he s r- r1.., cf forces needed:, le·0 e.lone their size or met~-:>d of 

employr.i.ent. 

b. A baei.c polf0y which hone:=;tly a..,d courageously recognizes 

this fact can br:L,g enoTmous benefits to the formulation and execution of 
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subordinate policies and programs, in t he form of intelligent decisions and 

continuity of public support. thlder Alt ernative 11B11 the United St ates will 

have a basis for selectivity in deciding on for ces to be built and maintained, 

recognizing that this country caru1ot maint ain for an indefiJ'l..ite period the 

desircble l evels of all t ypes of f orces that would be needed to fight the 

variety of possible wars the Soviet thlion might choose to f orce upon us. 

c. Th'J U:1::.t ~d St a.tes wi l l thus st abilize military programs, 

with ;;/,tend~~t orderli ne~i 8 and economy in the applicat.lf'ln of r esourr.0s, mini­

mizing false ~~azt s and eA~ravagant obsolescence of eq.1ipment. 

do A cor.rr,1.i "t;:ient to general wa!' to meet Soviet aggression, 

be j 1.:i.st,;, is nut only ths :::-:>rt of commit ment the K::ro.mlin will i ·espect; it is 

one t l:.e ave::-2.ge Ar.1E·rica:1 c:in u,,;.derstanj and support,Q On the other hand,he 

will have i ::ic;.•easi::ig difficulty in understandlng the importance of costly 

sm9.ll wars nc;ie of which seems t o lead anyvh ere exc€pt to another one,9 par­

ticu.1-c.::i.'ly a::i he see'3 t he pot e::-itial of wid2s~,::~ead ~tomic destruction t ower 

h:i.ghe:;.• and higher. ever s·1ch mili tary oper at ions. 

eo A comr...i.t rnent wl1ich is publi cly U'.'."!ders":. ood and accepted 

as nA~9ssa!'y id.11 g·:.ve t!1e best; chance for t.he cou:1try t o r em-:iin adP.q·v.ately 

alert t o t he Soviet thrca:~. The alte:::-nat i -re9 whic..'1 i s cbviously u., .wise and 

eve!l dP.nger ous, is to depend on a series of 11Koreas'1 to accomplish that 

purpoDe, wit.h intervening pe!'iods of confused co'Utlsel as to what the basio 

UoS. pt:.rpose r ea11;r is. 
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f. Task Foree 11B11 believes that its proposal does not differ 

substantially in the magnicude of commitments and responsibilities from U.S. 

policy today, except for the matter of a clarification of our commitments 

and a candid and forceful pu:)lj.c statement of our policy. It believes, how­

ever, that this exception is of vital importance0 Under present policies not 

only do we leave da..11gerous uncertai::ities in the minds of both friends and 

enern'!.8s abr,Jad; wo also fai.l to provide a stable basis at home for main­

tair!i:1g the rr.ili ta""y pof'.t,11-re that could reduce the dangero 

Bo POLITIG:',L AND PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS OF All'ERNATIVE 11B 11 • 

Sov:t.et Bloc aggre~.;.-:~ ono 

on tbe ass..:.;r.ption t.hat the United Nations is impotent to act and that the 

Unitor:1. St~t.m; has not mc>.c',e up it-s mi:.-:i.d (a) wheth1::r. or not to oppose with 

aggression hr pe-:-·:phe:ra.J. d.efe!'\fe or by str.-.tegic u3e of i+,s full powe.-r,, 

b,.. Persistence of this obscc.::lty tenpts t,!'le. Soviet GoYerrune!l.t 

to rn:i..~ ,judge ·t;l:.e p:-0'hablo g.:i.i:r..c w:1ich H c~-::.1 f}ecu. .... e fro.-,1 o::ie or more periphe!"al 

aggrs.13lor.s ~::id to m."ts,;;r~:.01.il..ate. "'.;he r~.sk cf provoking a g,inerc:1.l we.ro The 

propos8d pol:i.uy e~_::..r.u.na·l,es thi.s twil:i. ght zcne by m~king clear that -:-,he United 

State~ will !'etali.G.te w:i.th all the po,;.ier at its disposal against any Soviet 

or sa~ellit::- 1:1.gg:-~ssion :icros1, +,he periphery of the Free World. Likewise, 
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it makes it clear that the United States, as under its present policy, does 

not propose to initiate armed aggression against the periphery of the Soviet 

Bloc. 

c. This is a statement of U.S. milita::.,y capabilities and 

political intentions vJhich the Soviet l eaders can understand, and to v.hich 

they ca."l adjust their practical polic:1.es just as they heve done in the past 

whene:".Te~ th~ b~.lm ce of p~wer in the world was unfavorable to the expansion 

of tI~o-'.r co~'lt rol. In tQ.r3 opin:l.o:n of Task Force 11B 11., judging from the record 

of ti~~ past a"'l.d from the evider.ce of So'Viet caution in the f ace of the danger 

of gener.:\l war, the Soviet leadarshlp 'Will take ~nch a statement of U.S. 

poli Gy seri~us1y r,r-.d wi~J. avoid chsllengi:.'13 it by direc~.:. military mo~;es 

J'fnited Nat~.')l'S a!l?-_E}ou.la. ,iJ.t5.f2~-!;ely streng+,hen the ability of. the United 

a. 'l'he f ~.:".'y'r, st,~ted purpose of th~ United Nat:i.o:ns is 11'!'o 

to tho peace., and ·;•.o suppress ''acts of agg:::-essio,1 or other br~aches of the 

pea.cc11 (Art,:Lcle 1 (1) of 1:he U ... N,. Ch~.r-ter )o Und$:>:' Arti~1e 2 {h) aU. ;nembers 

have ;•.g~ree1 to "ra.f:r.ai:.1 i;i their i.n:!; e:::-:iat::..onal r eJ..a:'.;io~,FI from the t)raat 

or use of fo-rce. against the ter-citor:;.a1 i..1'•,egrity or political independence 

of a-:i',l sto.t,e .. • • 11 
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b. Alternative 11B11 places U.S. strategic power 'behind these 

principles of the Charter which the u.s.s.R. in the past has been able to 

flout., It supports the right of every state t o be free from nthe threat or 

use of force against its teri•itorial integrity or political independence •• , 11 

It represents no threat to the Soviet Bloc llllless Soviet or satellite forces 

are used to co,mrdt aggression in violation of the Cha:'.'"1:,er. 

c. The Cha!'ter also provic'ies that "Nothb1g in the present 

Charter shall impalr the inherent ri ght of individual or collective self­

defense if' D.."l armed attack occurs against a member of' the United Nations, 

U."'l.til t.~1e S13curity Councj_l has t3ken the measures necessary to maintain 

d. 'I.'i-le V[r:'~:.ous ~llianoos to which t,:.1e Thi::.t-ed St,a.tes is now 

conun:i.tted a.r.e built on i;;!::.s right of i::idivid.t:al a~:d collective self-,d.efense. 

The pr·oposed poli.~~ merel:;r gives a some,vhat wider appli~ation to a principle 

w!'lk:1 is already c:n::ept,ed by tl1a Un:i.t-ed States and many other nations,, It 

afi'i~ms the i.nt,e~~~·,:'.on of 1,he TJ.!li'·,ed States to im•oke A::-·t-:.i,le 5J. of tha U .. N. 

which m~.y be attadn,d by the SoY:i.et Bloc, 

~!ttio.• .. •s can cper:a:te:- efff,~°!,J_ye:Ly only if the great. powe::."s have an over::-ici:=:.ng 

jo:~nt, :1.;.rt crest in n;:1.int0.::..t'.:\:;..ng peace a."ld in a..:.:ting :l.n conc9rt to pre;rent or 

pu.~i2n aggreesion. This co~mon ~~terest hes so f'~r been lackijg since the 

Soviet Gove!'::11llerrt rsgards UoN~ m3mbe:::-ship as a means of' preve11t.:ing reaistan~e 
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by the United Nations or its individunl members to the expansion of Soviet 

control over other states. Once the United States makes clear its determina-. 

tion to use its full power against Soviet aggression., the Soviet Gover·nment 

will., for the first time, have a vital i nterest in preventing the outbreak 

of generel wa~ and in r especting the territorial i~tegrity a.id political 

independence of the states of the· Fr~e Wo~ldo Whatcve~ attitude the Soviet 

Goverm:1.,-:nt takes t :m·ru:·d t he United Nations, that organization should have a 

better chance to grow up to its responsibilities and to become effective 

in sa.fegual,di-n..g pea--:e and secu:-ity once the full military power of the 

Unitoc~ %ate~ is corir.tltted to a,:rbion against the Soviet Bloc in case of 

a:::-mec. ::i.ttad. acror.:. "iihe F::."eo WcL' ::..d pc-::r.iphery. 

f 0 '.i''. te U,K~ Ch.O.I''.iE1r contaL"'!s speci.f:: .c }"l!' oir.;.sions for callee-

such ~()tion to be d,,t arrr.:i.:-.1ed t:• the Secur ity Counc:i.l. The United St,r.;;;es, in 

~o:i:- t ho world and 1·:i +,h ac.·1;ing u.:nlaterall y in vio~.ation of the spiri-1.; of the 

~:or es i :-1 l ;-50.9 ca:-.:uG7' be co•mt eC::. on to take effective ac·:;ion., and thP.t, to 

rriai-',c U ,S? Mtion d':}pandc:rt, on a d:.3cision of the Senurity Counc:l.l, whe:~s ·the 

u.s.sqr..e ha3 a vet o5 or on a vets of t he Gens:ral Assemb~v would rob the 
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warning of general war of its desired effect a~d nullify the essential pur­

pose of Alternative 11B11• 

3. Alte:i."I1,~e 11B11 f avors the deYelopment of regiona,l groupings 

and more ef.fecti!e cooper~.ticn for defense a11or.g Free Worla. nations. 

a. Adoption of Alternative 11B11 by t?le United Sta.tes will con­

vince the other n~tions of the Frac World of the utility of their own efforts 

to reinforce their seG1L.---i.ty through formlns or strengt,hening regional group­

ings for collective defenseG It ~~11 place clearly before them the decisions 

on ho1o1 much t.l1ey ai.•e willing to dop individu..a.lly and collectively, to 

str:.m1-:~·.:1en their :l,r':·~rnal secu,:,:i.ty against su'bver::: ion., to raise the cost and 

t~ms ::..e;3se~. the li .1<::,:,li.i.., -::d of /3:)Yiet aggression., and to improve the prospects 

long-"l:r- /3.ssure its c·:,m def'ense f:ingle-handet~. or o=i the basis of arrangements 

Jome of thE'! dw.ge:r<c··.13 i::t:,•c.-rec;i.onal problem,, su')'.1 as Franco-German dif fe:-­

c;,1ce:;: east e-r i.,o ec:1,ve ::.::~::i sh,)1J1•i enable t he U.SQ i;o play a more constructi·.re 

u.~,, ::;tratagi.c pm:~r is t:ie scJ.e ultimate deterrent to pariphe~~~l sc,;iet 

agg:>ef:~-:'.onJ~ Alte:·:r.::::tiv-e HB11 w:!.::.l unclercut the snspi~ion, widely prop1gated 
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'\ 

abroad, that the U.S. aim in supporting regional defense pacts is to "get 

other people to fight its ·battles. 11 l'he United states will no longer be in 

the ridiculous and dangerous posture of beggi::ig the countries direc·ny 

menaced by Soviet aggre3s::..on to defend themse1.ves., although it w:i.11 be ready 

to asslst the:n in strengthening their defer:ses and to participate with them 

in regional groupings~ 

a. In Westem E~ope1 pa:::-ticularl:;" in France, Germany and 

Italy~, the inabilit.y of t,ha trac't:~+,ional natio:i-state to provid':l for the 

:9hy:-:;!~c l prnt°,e'1tio:,. of ::.:1:-::; peo:i:."):!.e has g:;•eatly weakened thC'! acti:ve loy&lty 

s•rr,•bolE:., whe1'e&s a v)ry 1:-.cge :p.-;.;c,_; attaches it,self to the spuriously mi.pra-

::.:-:: ::. pr,,~~eroll.!'i s1u•v~.-~·s.1 of t~1e F:.-~e World, c:early hacked by U. s. power. and 
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Through inhibiting Soviet moves to gain territory by moving 

armed forces across the Free World periphery, the proposed policy neutralizes 

one of the strongest Soviet instrument s of political expansion: the near-by 

presence of superior Sov:i.st or satellite forces prepared to asstl!'e the 

victo!'Y, or the cont:i.nued existence, of a pro-Soviet regime in the victim 

country. 

b. Weak states living close to the Soviet i:eriphery will have 

less reason to fear Soviet political pressure and the threat of subversion. 

Creation of this deterrent against Soviet aggression will strip down the 

Commun::.st and pro-Communist internal forces to the hard core and inhibit 

their abilit,y to attract or blackmail large numbers of timid and self-.seeking 

persons who now follow t~e Communist l ine. In some free countries of Western 

Europe, where a large part, of the Conmrunist Party vote represents either a 

protest against existing conditions or fear that the country will in the not 

d:.7.stant future come under Soviet domination, Alternative 11B11 will reduce the 

presently worrisome possibility that such countries may lose their freedom 

through the processes of free elections. 

c. '!'he Soviet leadershi p may still be able to foster pro-Soviet 

regimes by political mea~s) without aotuaily moving a soldier or a plane 

across the Free World periphery, but Alternative "B" offers the best prospect 

of either forestalling subversion or l imiting its effects. Since the country 

in dang?-r of subversion will be closely linked to the Free World, a pro-Soviet 

overturn is less likely to happen without warning, and the Free World will 
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have a better opportunity to take preventive measures. Realizing in advance 

that a pro-Soviet overturn may e:xp ose their country to the risk of a general 

war brought on by Soviet aggression, the leaders and people of a country 

menaced by subversion will be much less likely to acquiesce in subjugation. 

d. Under :µi.ragraph 3 of the pol.i..cy defended by this Task 

Force, the United Stat es reserves freedom of action, in the event of indigenous 

Communist seizure of power in countries of the F:::-ee World, to take all mea­

sures necessary to re-establish a situation compatible with the security in­

terests of the United States and its allieso 

e. If a Free World country should come under the control of 

a pro-Soviet regime, the United Stat es could still invoke the threat of ret,al­

iation by general war i~ order to inhibit the movement of Soviet Bloc forces 

across its borders, even if invited. True, the crossing would be more dif• 

ficult to detect and certify, since the newly subverted state might cooperate 

'Wi.th the Soviet regime in attempting to deny or conceal the movement of Soviet 

forces across the periphery. But aggression by substantial forces cannot be 

long concealed. 

f. If Soviet or satellite forces are inhibited from moving 

in, the Free World will retain a wide range of non-military weapons through 

which it can exert political, eoonomic and psychological pressures on the 

subverted state. While Alternative 11B11 leaves open the question whether the 

United States would renort either to local intervention or to general war in 

order to restore the Free World periphery, this degree of political uncertain-
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ty is far narrower than the present uncertainty as to whether the United 

States will, if necessary, use its strategic power to prevent encroachments 

upon the Free World. 

g. · If the United states decided to accept the fact of the 

addition of a formerly free state to the Soviet Bloc, the line of Alternative 

11B11 would be considered redrawn accordingly. 

6. AJt ernative 1'1311 would strengthen, on balance, B:ilitish and 

French support of u.s. policy. 

a. The proposed policy emphasizes the preponderan~ role of 

the United States in the defense of the Free World and the relative decline 

which has occurred in the great-pm-1er status of Britain and France, i.e., in 

their ability to defend themselves by their own forces and to exert po-wer 

outward from their r elatively shrunken power centers. Any resentment and 

jealousy on their part should be tempered by the fact that henceforth the 

United Stat es itself will be the really vital target for Soviet all-out at­

tack. In addition, Alternative "B" will reduce the menace which peripheral 

and colonial wars represent for Britain and France in areas, particularly in 

Asia, where they have considerable direct and indirect interests. Their po­

sitions will be greatly strengthened by knowing that, if the Soviet leader­

ship embarks on a peripheral war against them or any of their overseas pos­

sessions or spheres of interest, the full u.s. power will be exerted on 

their side from the beginning~ 

b. It should be made clear to Britain and France that, after 
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the adoption of Alternative "B", the U~So will continue its frequent and 

regular consultations with them concerning the whole range of Free World-­

Soviet relations. 

c. Br:i.tain and France will alro have prominent roles in 

implementing the defense of the Free World through regional defense group­

ings. However, the United States must deflect and if necessary resist 

their pre:::s--1re to secure a 11veto11 over the ultimate UoS. power of decision 

to i?r..roke general war agdnst Soviet acts of substantial aggressiono The 

more MtiYely Britai:1 and. France F9-rticipate in implementing Alternative "B" 

up to but excluding the ultimate decision on general war, the more readily 

they will Mcommodr'lt e their policies to the American position as one based 

realistically on the actual location of responsibility. Such tripcu~tite 

cooperation will also make it eas:i. er to obtain general concurrence from re­

gional groupings such as NATO, 

Alternati1re 111311 stre;1gthens the security of Free World states, 

including those at present uncommitted to the active defense of the Free 

World. 

a. Alternative "B" will reinforce greatly the confidence 

of other NATO members in the ability and determination of the United Stat es 

to exert its full power effectively and promptl y in retaliation against 

Soviet aggression. There will be some objection on the ground that NATO 

maybe dratm into general war by a unilateral U.S. decision gx-owing out of 

Soviet action outside the NATO area, but this possibility already exists un-
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der present policies. 

b. Countries which are now divided., such as Germany., Austria.,. 

and Korea, will feel an initial resentment based on their belief that the 

new policy recognizes and perpetuates these divisions. However, the United 

States w.!.11 make clear that its poli cy with respect to unification of these 

countries remains unchanged; it has never :E%' omised to initiate the use of 

military force in order to reunify them but it will continue to take every 

no;n-rnilitaxy initiative to this end. Positive proposals for German unity on 

terms acceptable to u.s. interests can be put forward as a basis for nego• 

tiation at roughly the same time that the proposed policy is announced. 

c. The Chinese Nati onalist regime on Formosa may regard the 

policy as denying it the opportunity to liberate mainland ChinaJ however, 

Task Force 11B11 does not believe that temporary discouragement resulting from 

this reaction will have any substant~al effect on such political and military 

value as the Chinese Nationalists may have for Ule West, 

d. The Japanese people will feel greater confidence in the 

efficacy of the u.s.-Japanese security pact and will consider that Alterna­

tive 1'B11 reduces the likel:ihood of a Soviet aggression directed primarily 

at them, It will clarify the range of i;ermitted and mutually profitable 

trade with the Asiatic mainland and thus improve t~e operat. ion of the Japan-

ese economy. 

e. The proposed policy may be widely regarded in the Middle 

East and South Asia as a u~s• assert ion of authority incompatible with their 
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jealously guarded independence and sover:eignty. Such objectives would not 

deprive the policy of its desired effect and could hardly make the problems 

in u.s. relations with these countries much more difficult than they are at 

present. In due course., moreover., these countries should realize that the 

proposed u.s. policy enhances their security and improves their ability to 

utilize their newly won or restored sovereignty to the greater benefit of 

their_ people. 

f. Supporters of any policy which envisages a series of 

peripheral wars in Asia in which the United States must continue to pour out 

its manpower and resources against Asian armies., yet cannot win any more 

decisive victory than to block an individual local aggression, must take into 

account not only the human and material cost but also the effects on u.s. 

prestige and the psychological impact upon the peoples of Asia. Alternative 

1'B11 will enable the United States to project its power into Asia while at the 

same time avoiding the types of situations, both military and political., 

which tend to turn the tides of Asian sentiment against the United states and 

the West. 

g. The Latin P.merican states will feel that the proposed 

policy improves the possibility of inhibiting new Soviet aggression and thus 

increases the security of the Western Hemisphere. They would not be c~lled 

on to take military action unless a Soviet attack took place within the area 

specified by the Rio Treaty of 1947, 

8. Alternative ''B" may impr ove the ability of the satellites to 

resist complete integration into the Soviet power-system, 
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The first impact of the proposed policy will probably 

be to discom~age pro-Western elements within the Soviet Bloco It will seem 

to thn.ri that t.he United St.ates has aga.in llrecog:-ii~~ed'' the "right" of the 

Soviet Uni0::1 to control these ~ountries.. The elements of latent opposition 

prota.:,l..y feel that." the mr,::-e S'..l".'!cessfv.l the West is in postpon:;.ng or pre­

vent::_:1g a general uar, the more remote in time is the p:i:-ospect of liBerating 

their countries frorn So7iat controL) 

bo How:rrnr., the UoS.-, Gove::-nment will not be e~tabl~_ishing a 

new pc:icy toward the ~i2.tellites, for it has neV"e::.' stated tha~:; it pr0posed 

to ir_:.tiate military act.}_on to liberate them from Soviet contr0le It will 

cont-:.nue to stress thei:::- :dght to freedom end to work by all r.:.on-milHary 

meai.n.:~"'es for tllej_r libe;:ation, 

Co The proposed policy will not inhibit the United states 

from tc::.king action to support a satellite that., like Yugosla.via., is suc­

cessful in breaking away from the So\'iet Bloc, especially if the new govern­

ment appeals to the United Nations~ The United States will retain a free 

hand to act as the circumstances existing at the time required, possibly 

by redefining the Free World periphery which the UoS.SoRo cannot cross with­

out general wa.r to include the ccuntry in question .. 

d. In the long Tun, it may prove more useful to the captive 

peoples if the Un~_ted States se·ts forth frankly the limits of its policy. 

False hopes of early UoSe military a~tion have repeatedly led to the e:xposure 

and dcs';;ruction of valuable elements of resistance; any American pol::.cy which 
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alternately holds out hopes and destroys them must have that result. 

e. Under Alt ernat,ive 11B11 the peoples of the Soviet Bloc will 

know that t.hey must a.dapt their plans to the prospect o.f an extended co­

existe!'.ce bc-:,•,.reen t.he F:!'a3 Wo:;:-J.d and t he S-?v:i.ct wo:::-ld, u..,less there is an 

unex:_:,a:ted ra.pid c . .-,te.riora.tion in the latter.. Pre-Western elerr.:mts in ad-

m.inis·~ration, in inuustr.y.,, ::.n ,;ultur2.J. life and ever.. in ·0he Cmn.r:mnist parties 

will k~,.,w 1-1h;:1.'.; they r:!Ust do in order to surrive ancl to take part in their 

liberation in case a ge~~~nl wa.r breaks outn 

f., Bei;.1~ almost univc:!:sally convinced th'3.t 3c-liet policy 

w:Ul cvrntua:;.ly fo::•~e a b:s,"eral war, the s;:i,t_.::llit ,e peopJ.es will cont:-.nue to 

coun+. 0-:1 tJ-.o 8Ventua.l rcs·1:.crat.~.o::i of t heir fr eedom~ Un:;.~Ll:e Ame:dcmifi, they 

have mernor:i.e3 of decades a.,d gen3rations of covert resistance to hated alien 

rtle and ce.:::1 tierefore u..':'lderstand the .1=d £0-.: F8-tience and camouflase 1n 

c:::-de~ ... to conserve their latent .strength for the day of ultimate liberation. 

S:i.nce:.' -l;!-1ey are doubt.i'u1. of the ability of the United States to defeat the 

Soviet Hnion in per:i.pheral wars and ar.e confident of its ability to win a 

gen~ral war, their will to resist Sovietization will be hardened by the 

adopti·::m of Alternative 11B11• They will also know that a general war will 

strike cti.rec:-1y at the center of Soviet power; it makes it less probable that 

their !:i,omelands will be devastated by large-scale land warfare and more prob­

.able that they will be able to contribute effectively to their liberation. 

g. If Soviet peripher al aggression brings on a general war, 

the li~eration of the satellites becomes automatically a direct aim of u.s~ 
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poli~y. Both the Soviet le a,de~ship and the peoples of the satellites under­

stand this perfectly. Meanwhile, the fact that Ut-So power is available to 

res·t;raLn S0viet ar!1biticris may force the Soviet leadership to t!'eat its 

sat,1:::::.j_tei;. 8omewh<'-t lef,S ruth:easly ar.d may even e:iablc the satellite Co::n­

munifJ:; li:: &G'O.! s t o exerc,::..c:e sor:-'.e deg:-oe of bargaini-.:ig power i:1 their dealings 

wit'.::. H.:>SCQ~T0 

Ch::..'J.,1. .frcn :r.enewed ag~:,:2 'sicno - ·-----·--- - .. _...,. __ ,. 
a'", Whi~~:1 Comm1.1:1ist Cl1ina is not a sate: .. J.ite in the ftelple ss 

sta1;1~s of :i?oland. n:r: HunsL>:cy-j ::ie~.the::- is i:0 a po:..i.tioal entit;r completely 

inde:;):md~:-ii; of t:13 U.S ;SoRo T:.e Sc-,iet leaders:::!.p will act t.o control the 

acti.~:.1s of Gommu:-.ist China if it is convinced that this is necessary in order 

to avoid the risk to itself of a ge~10ral war. 

b. Since the devastation or conquest of China would not, by 

iteelf, weaken seriously Soviet cap~city to wage peripheral wars elsewhere or 

to embark on a general war, the Soviet Government would not be much worried 

at the risk of a war involvfng China alone, but would be deeply concerned 

over the risk of a general war against itself. A renewed threat of peri­

pheral a~;g~tession by Communist China can be fer estalled most effectively by 

Al"'' f':t':'le.tive 11B", which makes it clear to the SoYiet leadership that a Chinese 

Co1;1r:,xi::1ist attack on a Free World country w:.11 be the cause, not of a u.s. 

pe:i.'ipheral war against China, but of a general u. s. war of retaliation di­

rected agciinst the Soviet Uniontl 
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We must recognize that this UoS. p~licy, initially at 

least., will bind Cc-mnnm2..st China more cloady to the Soviet Union. At the 

same time, it giYcs to the SoYiet leaderS:1ip the maximum incentive to in-

�p�o�}�:�t '” �;�:�:�. �. �c�a�~�'�.�.� p .•e,s::.m?'.'e which ·::,he t!nited S'.:.ates can exe:·.•t on Chin,:1. offers an 

equ.2,~.~-Y r,-::,:-~-:mg oppo.rt'.l·.1tty to prevent further pe:C'iphe:,:-c•.l aggressic:.1s by Com-

d.., So :1.ong an Comm'.l..""list China has be'jter pro~peotD of nch::i.ev-

ing :1:!.;s ba5j_c ai111S thr,)1.i.Jh close cocper a:bion wi-1:h the ~oviet J.eade::-~hip than 

thr0t:f)1 cor.::ilia-::.ion cf : -he United �S'”�J �a�t�e�s�$� it wt:..l continue t-o work with 

Mo,~i,:~:i~-r a:r-c. ?.gains-';; the lbitecl 8tates o Ammg Conununist, Chinese airaJ are: 

reo;•a:1ing of t,rRde with the no!.1-Soviet. world, fu::.l membership in the U. N., 

occ1.,pci.tion cf �l %Ä�'�o�r�m�o�s�a� a"ld elimination of the Nationalist regime as a poten­

tiu.J. compE::-t,itor9 domination of Korea, annexation of Hong Kong, neutralization 

of ,h:i:,an as a prelude to making it into a satellite, establishment of Com­

m:ur;j_st regimes in Indo-Ghina, Thailand, Burma, Malaya, Indonesia and the 

Phil:~ppines, and assistance to Indian Com.rnunists in establishing a Communist 

Indjac Only the first two of these aims - reopening of trade and memberl:hip 

in the U~No - are compatible with the interests of the Free World. The e!ltire 

rcs·~-er of Chinese Communist aims is ful ly :::ompatible with Soviet aims.9 leav­

ing t-:> one side the questions, of no practical significance at present, ,;.h eth91· 

too ma.~y successes by China would tend to ·c-aise i.tEl bargaining power within 

the s:no-Soviet par-tne~shipo 
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China's desire to reopen trade with the Free World is 

not a strong enough factor in itself to lead its government to make polit­

ical concessions or to relax its expansionist ambitions. Both Russia and 

China 0eli0Ye that the Wont ne~ds their trade and t,hat competing capitalists 

Will sooner or later vie with each other to trade With them. Alternative 1'1311 

will make it clear to Moscow a:::id Peiping that they cannot rely on commercial 

compe-~ition to des-1:,r.oy the political unity of the Free World in its ::-esist­

ance t,o agg:-:-ession and wl.11 therefore make it safer for the Free World to 

reopen tr:i.de in n~:i-strategic goods. Reopening Free Wo:dd trade with Cllina, 

under -~he poll tical situation thus created1 wou~.( impro-re China's bargaining 

power in its dealings with the Soviet Union and migh·~, over time, convince 

the Chinese Communists of the desirability as well as the necessity of 

abandoning their expansionist aims and of asserting their independence of 

the Soviet program of conquest. Alternative "B" does not promise this se­

quenc9 of desirable events, but it does most to encourage this line of 

devel')pment. 

£. I£ Communist China becomes restive in its unequal part­

nership with the Soviet Union, it may decide to pursue separate interests 

of its own. But it is not likely to undertake armed aggression in defiance 

of the UoSoScR. If the Chinese Communists decide to free themselves of 

Soviet dominance in the foreseeable future, they will see several ways of 

doing so less dangerous for themselves and more profitable for China than 

provok::.ng the u. s. to general war by armed attack across the Free World 

periphery. 
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Differences of int ere st between the t~ regimes exist 

potent:im.1.ly, but are fa~ less effective at prese~t than those interests and 

ambi":.ions w!-:.:tch bind tr.i.cm togdher. Probably the best way at this time to 

ma~e ":,he,ss poten:-ial f~:>ic·::,ion2 usef:11 to t!1e Free World and to promote ulti­

mate 2ep~:-:ation of China f::'.'OI'l Scviet leadership :is to ignore them, to treat 

the �C�n�i�n�G�,�'�3�' '”� Cow~-n~mists ns So•Tiet S[ltellite~, to hold Mo<:iccw as well as Peiping, 

res;io-r . .3ib:'..e. for nr.y agb~e::.:sior. hy Ccmmunist China; and thus to ma'Cir:iize fric­

tions bz-ty:ten th~.:i..9 w~.J.r:: ir.bibiting both f:•om p11t'su:i.11g their corr.m~n a:i~s 

a. If the cor.flict in Korea is etabilized, either by truce 

or ~olitical settlement, Alternative 11B11 provides a means whereby the border 

sepa:-·o.ting the Republic of Korea from the Soviet Bloc can be guaranteed by 

the ~rr.rning of general war. Such a warning will provide security to South 

Korea 'Wi.. thout the assumption by the United States of an obligation to defend 

Sou":.h Kore-~n territory on the spot, and it should make possible the with­

dra.w2.l of the bulk of u. s. forces from Korea. If the United States has 

already concluded, or is committed to con~lude, a mutual assistance treat,y 

with the Korean Government, the warning of general war will be useful in 

baclc:lng it up. 

b. The application of AlternatiYe "B" to the Indo-China 
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situation uill di spell the present strong possibility of substantial mili­

t ary intervention by Comr.nmist China~ The problem of dealing with the Viet 

Hin:i.1 can then be better asse,c;red by France, by the Associated States, and 

by t l::s U,JSa ·:--overm1ent.9 a.:1d r..ealt wi th decis:;_vely v:d.. thout fear of meeting 

a s~ +,u;:i.tb;: such a.3 deve~.cped wl:en the Chi:-,cse came into Korea in force • 
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C. ECONOMIC D'IPLICATIONS 

l," M<?P.~it~.:::_r..1-"l yeguir-emen-!",s bo!;::1 of p9ripheral wars and prepa-

U~ S, .-~:0:1' ,'!'·:r,, _______ .__,....u:, 

a. T3.sk P.,:,~~0e 1:B·1 cor~siders t,he e:z-t.ernal thre3.t to the very 

E'lxict~:-:'3A o.":.' 1·-he Ur..:Lted s·;;ate3 rao:1 e ::.m.portr.nt th3.!1 any ir.ternal threat to 

t~pcn t:1e r.:'.lit:i;er.an,:e cf in-!;er~1~l economic and financiaJ. ot.ab::.l:l.t,yo Accord­

inglyi ·:;he i'u.llest use p·-~2 . .::tica'.J.:!..e of the ec:>nonr:..c :.•es:,u::-oes of the United 

S'.;a:,eg will be necE>~sary to provide fo!" this ciefense as 1.,ng as t.hc present 

ElvYiot threat con~inaes. The le7el of provision of funds for defense will, 

however, be importa;it.ly conditbned by the willingness of Congress and the 

public to bea~ taxation. This willingness will be affe~ted by the awareness 

of Cong;1~ess and the public of the gravity of the Soviet threat to our national 

sec·1r.ity. 

b. It is of great importance that the resources of the 
. 

Ur.ite~. Stat es should be used with marl.mum effect in the provision for defense 

needs, so t.t!'3.t the likelihood of inflation or of the comprehensive and ex­

":.remP r.1casi1res necessary to cont~l)l inflation may be reduced to the minimum. 

c. The continuation of a policy by which we must be prepared 

for K0~ea-type wars all over the world - and actually fight such wars whenever 

the Soviet leadership decides to launch them - as well as to prepare to fight 
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a general war, and by which we must pr ovide economic and military aid suf­

ficient for a policy of local containment everywhere, will eventually create 

unnecessarily great stresses a~d strai ns in the u.s. economy. Under such a 

policy, pursued indefinitely, both higher truces and budgetary deficits would 

be unavoidable, and comprehensive and rigid economic controls would eventu­

ally be required. 

d. All these consequences could be endured and would have 

to be endured if they we:re really necessary to provide for the survival of 

the United States. The real economic hazard inherent in an unwise foreign 

policy which would impose such heavy expenditures over a long period would 

be that such expenditures migllt l eave insufficient r esources available to 

p~ovide adequately for some vital aspect of national security, such as ccnti­

nental defense. 

e. By introducing clarity and firmness into its position 

through Alternative "B", the United States will be able to avoid the uncer­

tainties and dangers inherent in our current foreign policy, as well as the 

unnecessary expenditures invoJved therein. 

2. Removal of the threat of piecemeal Soviet aggression would 

enable the United States to employ its r esources most effectively for national 

and Free World security and to maintain its economic position over the l ong-

term in the face of growing Soviet economic power. 

a. It is not argued that the adoption of Alternative 11B11 

would enable the United States to decrease the present levels of expenditure 
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for national defense. These expenditures may have_ to be kep_!, at the highest 

level practicable for the indefinite futureo The proposed policy will, how­

ever, enable us to employ our economic resources more effectively for mili­

tary preparation than at present. Relatively greater economic resources 

could be allocated to preparation for waging general war with its accompani­

ment of the development of atomic and other unconventic·1;~l types of weapons. 

Relatively less economic resources need be allocated to preparations for 

the defense of areas of little strategic importance. The proposed policy, 

moreo,•er, would help to eliminate the peaks and valleys in our defense ex­

penditvres now associated with successive crises of threatened or actual 

localized aggressj_on by the Soviet Bloc, together with the economic fluctua­

tions engendered thereby, 

b. Soviet economic capabilities are probably developing 

somewhat more rapidly than our own, although not spectacularly: so, None of 

the three alternative policies affords the possibility of altering signifi­

cantly this assumed somewhat greater r ate of Soviet economic growth. The 

evidence clearly shows, however, that during the next decade the economic 

strength of the u.sos~R. will not nearly attain parity with that of the 

United states nor will the relative economic position of the u.s. SGR. improve 

to a degree involving an unacceptable risk to the United States. During a 

period of this length, in which our ovm economy continued to remain stable 

and to expand, changes in conditions within the Soviet Bloc or in the nature 

or,attitude of the Soviet regime could significantly reduce the threat which 
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Soviet-Connnunist imperialism now represents. 

3. Adjus·tment to the situation crea~ed by the proposed u.s. 

policy would be less easy and J.e;:,s advantageous for the U,,S.S0 R. than for 

the United St.ateso 

a. At present the initiative rests with the Soviet Government 

in de~iding whether, where and when peripheral wars are to be waged. It is 

unnecessary for the Soviet GoYernment to prepare for local wars which it does 

not plan to uage. Nor does the Soviet Government have to expect peaks and 

valleys in public support for armaments exi:;enditures as does the United 

States under present policy, 

b. If the Uc.So Government made it clear that any war vvhich 

would be foueht would be a general war involving the use of atomic weapons, 

it could be expected that the u.s.,s.R. without reducing its total military 

expenditures would shift more of its economic resources into preparation for 

this type of war than would otherwise be the case. However, the gain to the 

u.s.s~R. in the precision with which its economic resources could be allocated 

would be much less than in the case of the United States., since the reduc~ 

tion in uncertainty would be so much less. Moreover, traditional Russian 

reliance on large land armies and the need for conventional forces to main­

tain control within the Soviet Bloc would act as a brake on such a readjust­

ment. 

c. The elimination of peripheral wars would also rob the 

Soviet leaders of the advantage they now possess in being able to use the 

- 76 -

JDP SECRET 
SECURITY INFORMATION 



SOL-TF/B-1 
PART TWO 
SEC. rJ 

;rm,=s1:CRET 
SECURITY INFORMATION 

resources of a satellite such as China in war against the United States while 

conserving Russian resources. 

As i.n the case of the Unit.ad States, the adoption of Alterna-

ti ve 11311 ,-,01!ld enable the other couni;:des of the Free World to u+,ilize their 

econ,~r.')ic res('mrces to best effr--ct. 

a. Under present circumsta.nces, the gove!'nrnents of these coun­

tries know t)hat it is well-nigh impossible t'J provide a level of armaments' 

expenditure great enough to be able t o resist Soviet military aggression at 

each spot where it may occur so long as the atomic power of the Unit ed States 

is not invoked~ Without. the assurance that resistance to aggression on their 

part would be accompanied by the application of the full military force of 

the United States at poi nt,s 0f maximum effect, each country faces the dis­

couraging pr ospect that preparation for defense may only insure tha.t a long 

and perhaps inconclusive war will be fought on its territory. Fortified with 

that assurance3 and also with the knowledge that the United States had pro­

vided a real deterrent to Soviet attack, they could provide more effectively 

for their :.lm defense and would no longer need ·t,o feel that they were dissi­

pating their economic resources in trying to reach the unattainable goal of 

being able to provide purely local def ense against Soviet aggression. 

b. It :rnight be argued that if Alternative ''B" were adopted 

each co,,ntry would r ely simply upon t he deterrent effect on the Soviet Union 

of such a declaration and refuse to pr ovide for its own defense at all. 

This temptation exists, however, for each individual country under existing 
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policy. Denmark or the Netherle:nds, for example, might well argue even now 

that nothing they do in the way of preparation for war will have a decisive 

effect in determ:L11ing the outcome of any war in which the United States and 

the U.SoSoR~ are the pr::ncipa.l antagorj_stso The United States at the present 

time can, indeed, appeal to the public conscience of such a country and even 

threaten to withhold economic and military aid in order to insure defense 

contributions, All these poesibili.ties of persuasion and of sanctions by 

the United States to ensure a fair sharing of the burdens of mutual defense 

will still eJd. st under Alternative 0B11• 

c. The proposed u.s, policy will furni sh the temptation to 

some countries to deina'ld increased e~onomic assistance from the U.S. There 

is no reason_. however, why it will be either more necessary or more desirable 

to provide increased aido Act~ally, taking into consideration the les3ened 

danger of aggression and the mor e efficient use of economic resources for 

defense, such aid as is rendered should produce more in the way of results 

than comparable assistance in the past. Removal of at l east part of the 

substantial element of fear, which has built up Communist strength in free 

countries, should increase the confidence and political stability upon which 

economic strength and pr·ogress in these cou:::it:ries so largely depend. These 

factors should reduce the amount of economic aid the United States will need 

to furnisho 
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AU.!3!'titltiv~ ''B II is comrya:t.ible with som~ans:i. on of East-West 

trade, but the basic :~rii; erion on trade control policies will still be the 

balance of advantage to 'l;he Free Wcrld. 

a. The jmplementation of Alternative "B" does not depend 

upon a svrengthen~.ng of the barriers to East-West trade, since even a complete 

seve:::-<l?lce of such trade would. not prevent, though it w0uJ.d hamper somewhat, 

the prcgreE-s of Sov""i.d amament-. Fu!'ther!r.m~e9 short of conditions or all-

out wa::- tot:.l severance of tra.de would be completely impracticable., 

b. The ac.optio:i of the proposed policy will probably have 

the psychological effect of increasing pressure from our allies for the 

relc.x::.>,tion cf bar:::-iers to East-West tradoo Some relaxat,ion of controls might 

even oe proposed by the 1Jn.ited State::; concurrently with the announcement of 

the new polir.\yo The reduct.ion in trade now occasioned by these barriers is 

an economi.~ cost beith to the Soviet Bloc and the Free World. Whether certain 

of them should actually be redl'.Ced or even eliminated dei;snds upon whether 

the Soviet Bloc or the Free Wo~ld suffers tr.e greater injury by their reten­

tion. This ctiterj_on would remain the appropriate touchstone for decision 

as at the present time. The elimination of peripheral "shooting wars", how­

ever, would m3irn it possi".)le to decide the desired level of East-West trade 

upon a less emotional basis. 

D. PRCBABLE SOVIET REACTIONS TO ALTERNATIVE 11B11 • 

1. Task Force 11B11 is convinced that the Scviet leadership desires 

to avoid general war·, will take the U.S. warning seriously, and will not take 
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the risks involved in st,arting new pe:dpheral wars, at least until such time 

as the power equa.tiou has become much more favorable to the u.s.s.R,. th:.·ough 

such develop:'.llents as the growth of Soviet cl~mo:to power or the disintegration 

of the Free World coalit~.onc 

2a The Soviet U;1ion is li kely t., alopt a defensive military 

postu.--:-c, cor.tinting a high level of m.ilitary expenclitu."'.''3 and capital invest-

ment and s'!;~~ngtl'rn::::ing t!:te oco;_1on,J.c sclf-s:i::ficie-:!cy of the Soviet Bloc. It 

can be expected to re'i;ain suffJ.cient c-ontroJ. over its satellites in Europe 

end to exert suffie,ient pressu:..•e on Cornrm.L--iis·,j Chiria to prevent action by 

the~e regim3s which would involv-e the U.S.S.,R .. i:n gene:..~a1 waro Fearing 

genera]. 1·m::',r it wEl retein SoYiet ~nd satellite armed forces within the p!"esent 

3" The Soviet, U!.'lion w:i.11 continue to exploit political and propa-
·, 

ganda methoc~s to sti'nmle.te frir,tion and disunity within the Free World, in 

the h0pe of dtr,integrating it. Within the non-Soviet areas, it will use 

Comrn,Jj,;_ist elements (a) to confuse and divide the Free World.t and (b) to prepare 

to ca:''!.'Y out dive:i:-:s:i.on, sabota£e a.nd espionage in case of a general war. 

4. The So-viet Ul:ion ma.y, however, combine a defensive military 

posttU'3 with a m0ro o£'fensi-ve political progra..11n It may actively encourage, 

by political, econo:'.'lic and propaganda means, the coming into power of pro­

Sov::.et regimes in politically vul:-ierable countries situated within the Free 

World periphe::y_ It may cou:..1.t on divi sions of opi!lion within the Free World 

over what t o do about such cases cf non-rnili~ary sub....-ersion to assure the 
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survival of p!'o-Soviet regimes with out the threat or promise of Soviet armed 

assistance. With the sharpened polarization or strategic and political 

power between the Soviet and United St,ates centers, the Soviet leadership 

will contin11e to rnr k t o t.ransform all forms of a..11ti-American feeling, fed 

by social, e1Jonomic and n~~..;iona.l d:i.sccntents; into "neutralist" or actively 

pro-Soviet fe ?lings., 

5.. It :i.s possi'b:.e tr..3.t the Sovie·;; lead3rship may go farther and 

decide to of:~cr arn:ed prot,ection to a11y ad~ 3.nent F~ee World country tJhich 

may come unde".. .. the control of a pro-Soviet r egime., at the risk of a decision 

by the U~ted States to r eply by general war;, The Sovie-Ji Union may r eckon 

on confrising the i:Jsue so as to place the b.bel of aggression on retaliatory 

U ~S. ect-ions r.nd may rel;r on tho :.i.~estreining influence of u.s. alli es or 

freinds to p:i:·e-vent t~1e U:n.i:tied States f:rom car ri;i ng out the threat of str ategic 

retal:la.tion~ The Sov-iet leadership would be unlikely, however, to adopt this 

course in t=ie foreseeable future unless it believed, correct ly or incorrectly, 

that it, could both s·u,vive an atomic war and P-nl arge its power base decisively. 

6, Even though adopting initially a defensive posture, the u.s.s.R. 
will be wor k::.ng fran'!:-ically to achieve atomic plenty, avoiding the risks of 

general war until i,.,s ator...:'ac potential has g:::•ovm to a point at mich it will, 

by So~_et ca1.cuJ.atio:1, (a) deter the United States fr om exerting its own 

atomic potent:i.al, or (b) dep!'i ve the United States of the capability of con­

tinu.:!.ng the atomic war to victory. The Sovi st Government may bel ieve that, 

with the bal ance of atomic power thus evened up, the final decisi on could t.hen 
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be imposed, not by the atomic factor.9 but by its own more powerful conven­

tional forces. At th:ts point,, the U.S.S~R. might ru..TJ. great risks of a 

mutually des'!:-ructive general war in order to en nex important peripheral 

areas of the F'!'ee World.~ to tcr:rorize weake:- states of the Free World into 

"neu.t!'al11 or satellite s'!-,2·0us9 to divide the United states from its allies, 

and t::i isol<1t-e the United. Stat.es in t,he Western Hemtsp:iere or in No!'th 

P.::ierica wh:!.J.~ it was engr..ged in absorbing c.,1'l. d exploiting the power potential 

7" The ability of the Sov:' .. et. leade!'ship1 over a considerable 

perioQ of tine, to carry on successf1~lly this policy of waiting, preparation 

and u-:.timate assunr tion cf gr.ea;:j risks and sacrifices, is uncextain. It 

would �r�e�q�u�. '” �.�r�e� the indeffr3.te m!d unrelenting mai ntenance of present Soviet 

psychologiC:JJ. press'.lres, These pressu-... es are based on a remnant of revo­

lutiona:7 er:~husia~r:1 grovm stale after 35 years even within the top leader­

ship and on the aftermath of def ensive counter-offensive national upsurge 

agains-~ H:t-~J.ex·1 s unprovoked effm:-t to conquc::i.", de~troy or enslave the Russian 

people 11fol" a thousai.1d years". Over time, these psychological factors, at 

present favo~~ble to Soviet purposes, will lose their force. 

8. F~.n.:il ly., it is within t-he realm of possibi.lity that the u.s.s.R. 

·dll g·:adua.lly r elinquish the a~·liive and in~reasingly risky pursuit of its 

program of world expansiono Ir. the past the Soviet leadership has shown con­

sider able flexi.bility in adjust~.:ng its inLmediate goals to char.ges in real 

and recogniz9d power situations, It would be as wrong to asse!'t that Soviet 
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policies and aims will never change over time as to predict the exact nature 

of s11c~1 cha.11~es. 

9o It cannot be ruled out that internal struggles for power or 

othe~ strair.s on the So-1.":.et re£ime F.:.ay b~i:1~ changes in Russia's posture and 

attitudes t oward the Frse Worl.d..,. I:'."l.ternaJ.ly., the Soviet sys~em has hardened 

into an al::..-power-ful bl.L'eaucr&cy bou1:1d tog3ther by the e:::ercise and enjoy­

rr..e:it of poHe'..".'o tJcw th2.t the limit s of So,.~et control have been pushed far 

beyo?:.C: the p:-:-e-19]7 terr:~·~ oriel bound~rie:;.P the leadership ca:.1not e.ssume 

that the Soviet rr-asses sha.re e-inotior ... 2.J..ly a::id. sup,crt e:::1thusiast,ically the 

ambit,ion of t.he ri.;,lars to expa.:.1d their empire still further. As f'\ll':,her 

expr.r:.sion is rende:-ed ncr.e risky by a:,1 America!l policy which clearly de.fines 

the ra":lal:i.:::::::,ory th:o:-eat of gen8j."al i·re:r.9 the Soviet leadership will have to 

recko~1 with increa.,:iing :r.0lucta:1ce on ~he pa-rt of the Soviet peoples to bear 

the co:iseqr.cnces of its expansionist ambitions and with the latent risk of 

losi.ng coni;::>ol over them as a consequence of a partial or complete defeat. 

This may 16~j the Soviet leac:r:;rship to val1.•.e more high~.y the retent~on of the 

powe!· o.nd t8:::'!'itory whi~h it has acq1:tlred a:.,d to measure more realistically 

the riek of giving effee;t, to its aims of f-:.11·ther expansion. 

lOo L-:c.~:-~_a.J:l~', the S:,viet leadership will picture Alterne:tive 11B11 

to the peopl'3s of the Soviet Bloc as a new external threat of aggressive 

encii4 c:!..ement and threatened destruoti.on a;!d will probably succee:i in flogging 

them into oontim'.:l.ng the presc:n-1,; level of exertio;,1s and sacrifices. However, 

over a period of years, the defensiv-e purpose of American policy will become 
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clear to the Soviet people. This awareness will in turn increase, from 

within the Soviet power-bloc, the pressure on the leadership to restrain its 

own expansionist ambiti ons and thus to avoid putting its control over its 

own peopl e a:1d i ts satel"i.:::te;:s to the t.est of severe destruction and., pre­

sumabJ_y, of c~efeat., Su~b a ch;;..r..3e in Sov::.et, policies offers the best basis 

for arnidanl.!~1, ow;~ the :or.g t ATin, of gene:cal i~ar~ Alt,ernative "B" offers the 

best c!:ance cf t1sing U ~S. powe~~ -to pr~mote cond:!:lii.ons favor able to the 

11set~:.'..~1g d-:,•,;n" of the so,riet regime ,.".'ld g:~ves time to i:iternal Soviet factors 

of de.velop:nent to work ::.11 this ciirec-~ion. 

l"' Task Fcr ce. 11B11 h~.s exam::_,_,ed its ~.dv~cated policy particclarly 

with a vi ew to detcrrmir.i:..,g its inherent weaknesses, those which may develop, 

and the dif-:';.culties wM.c-,~ may e.rise in connection with it s impl emel'.:l.tation. 

There 2.Tes, i:1 the view oi the Tusk Force, no wealciesses sufficiently grave to 

warra:1t not u..-idertaking iir1e po].icy at allo 'rhere are various h2zard.s and 

diffic ·.!l.ti e::: which Task Force "B" does not wish to minimize, but mru::.y of them 

will -~c:lfro~~ what3ver policy is adopted and they ar e all, we belie":e, capable 

of being r e:lul}ed t.:-, aoce;/:.Rble pr.opo:i:-tions by wise and detenni:n.ed U. S. 

20 The (;Ounter-vailir.6 arg-:z,1.ants to the wealc.1asses and difficult.ies 

set f orth below a'.!'.'e not gi"lren fully in t his section bujj appear in ot her parts 

of the paper where the positive argurn.ents in fav,')r of Alternat,ive "B" are 

presented. 
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B. SOVIET CAPABILITIES AND INTENl'IONS. 

1. Alternative "B" does not, as has been pointed out, solve the 

problem of the gro•-r.tng Soviet atomic capabilityo It is based on the thesis 

that the threat of the 1,.se of TJ.S. strategi~ atomic power will deter the 

U.SQS .R .. fror.i start,ing a war, l:l.ttle er b:i;:, at least uritil t!ie period of 

Sov5.e:·, ator..ic plen•i .. y~ At tha.t time, t-he United States r:ay face the ultimate 

in dc.!lger. 'I'his would ~<c.:-.0tain::i.y be t,he ca5e if it- ever allowed its own atomic 

capr.bility a..""!d defenses i;o fall to the point where the u.s.s.R .. could calcu­

late a good chan~e of knocking out the Uni:--ed States while itself escaping 

dest:ruction., In that eYent, no U.S. warning, or lack thereof, would have much 

pract:..cal bearing en So-:i ct ac-!iion. 

2o No absolut,c prediction can be made, moreover., concerning the 

positicn the Soviet lead2rs will tako over a period of years., and more par­

~icula~1y, concerning the way in which they will react to the annour.oement 

of thn polio;? set forth in Alte::-nati"'Te "B". It is barely possible that they 

might read the warning as an ind:5.cation that the United States was preparing 

to at·::is0k the Sov:tat Un:i.on. In that case, Alternative HB" might hasten the 

war whi~h it seekc to de~er. 

3o The Soiriet Bloc may continue to enlarge its economic capacity 

at a rr .. Jre rapld pa~e than the F~ee World; although the latter will continue 

for maTiy dec:ad.es to possess far greater productive capacit-y. It may be argued 

that: being ensured by Al:.ernat:i.ve "B" against a preventive war, or any war 

except that provoked by its own decision, the Suv.i.et Union will be able to 
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utilize its long-ru.~ economic potential mere rationally and to greater long­

run e.!'ficie::l<:Yo However, Task :!force 11B11 considers thnt the Free World has 

far greater 1·esour:::as, fJ_exibi:j:i;y a"lo. inge".luity and can thus take full 

econor..:tc ac1,~artag':l cf the pro~0ctio:n which ',·,tie proposed policy offers0 

r, 
V? 

, ... ,, Deap5_+,e ou:r best. effor-:;s to allay t~eir f ~f:-rs, our allies may 

feel -!;~~.at Al'.,e-rn:r'.:.:i.v-e t:3•2 mea~s tha-t; t:he l)Gited States is bas5_cally inter­

ested in de~ri:,roy:1-!lf, the SJviet W3.r-m::.ldng capacit,Jr ra:thei" than in preventing 

too m~1-.h fo:~· the!.:r> c:efe1~..:,3 on U .s. stirat-egi~ powe:".' and not enough on their 

own c:~Zcrt,s. Ei:-~r:r rE::..~".:,ion could lead to a relaxatio:.1 in the build-up and 

eaintena:nce rif the:i.:~ co!rrnntio:.1.:.l fo:::-•3es, a development which could be 

increa.3ingJJ,· dangerous as conv~ntic::r.1 forc!es assnme greater importa::ice with 

the approa1::;1 o.f a:!;or::,lc p:enty. Tho::?o same :i."isks3 howe-.rer, may be ev:m greater 

unde:- Alter:1:~.tives 11A11 or 11C"o Unde:~ "A", the nations of the Free World will 

have no asa,1..'t'ance jn ad•;ance t~et tl:"icy wi:l be c:chquat.ely pro~ected. Under 

11C11.9 t,:'l9Y vr.~11 fe:-..l'.' t:).at, U.S. policies ove:r which they have no control may 

jeopa.~~~dizc tr.e!.r Yct·y e:X:stencco 

2., Althnt:r,h A:_·L.erna+.~.ve 1:B11 is intenc~.ed. to operate as a joint 

poli<T for ·::~.:e de:'ense o.f the F:--ee World;1 ot:ier F!'ee Wo:rld cou..i,tries may 

(a) resent it as an asse:'tion cf UaS .. ·world heger.ony which makes them "pro-

tecto:'.'at,es11 of ths U:lit ed States.9 deprived of som9 of t~e traditional attri'!" 

butes cf soYe:reig.'lt,y an<l equal:'.:t-y., and (b) distr.uGt it as an assumption of 
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too much responsibility for world peace by a nation which they regard as 

"tri gg3r-hap:,)y" ar..d like:'..y to er~gage in irr..petuous and ill-considered actions • . 

Alternative 11E11 rn..~-~, also pola.:-i~e more sharply pro-American and pro-Sovlet 

:i:,ole of. a.-rrti--Air.e: .. :L r~a.--i ser.time~tl·, a...'1.d thus e,.),.::mce So--viet rAipacity to pr omote 

::.::r~e~.-::i~:•.l cl:.a1:-:i:l,y F.Xl•! instabil.'._·ty o In tha ext,reme case,, forces of c1:l.sunity 

r,:ig;,t. c.isri..:;?"i:, th1:: ~:-esent U.So &llie.:1ce s;y,r':em D.i.1d depr::..-re the United. States 

of l :o.~es rie·Jessa1·.t" for the most effec:.ive r..pplication of strategic powero 

~his i. '5 a c)~, g er., l:owever, which steady Ar,i9::'i can leadership can do much to 

all,:=:.y fu,cl. ,,h:i.ch, :!.·., ~·,he extreme case of successful Communist subvers:..on, ca.'l 

presU!'lP..b}Jr bP. deal,:. vr1th under. paragraph 3 of Alternative "B 11 ,Q behind the 

prote,-;f.;:' .. ve ~-~-c .. --rie:-~ e.::t£J,t-:lshed by the warning of general war., 

J ,, The existe;:t~e on the periphE.::, of (1) divided states (Cermar.iy, 

Iran) inc~ansss t~e dif.f ::.culty o.f mci.ntain:1.:::g t hl:l clear and unequiy,,cal 

char5.:•-i:,er o~ the po::!..icy which is so i:nportan1:i to its successo It al so offers 

the S::?iet °!_cader:-1M,p opportun:'..ti es to attempt to create, in connect,ion with 

Alt, e::-~1.1.tive :i3a .9 c~:o..::usio~, u.1:!r.:e-rtainty a.n1. embarrassment for the U::i.ited State~ 

and i •~s alliese '1::l:'..S situat,ior.. pcs es the problem of how to reassure those 

peoplGs of the U.S. interest i:-: their event,1."'.al unity~ in t he case of the 

d:i.vl<bc. sta·1;es, a:ld in tl:eir s'3cu:-ity. Th.-~:re is no reai::on why the United 

States~ r &.t,i:er tha:i the U.S.S.Rq should n-:,-!; t.13.k~ a..T1d keep the initi~tive on 

these issues. 
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Alternative "B" might tend to encourage activities embarrassing 

to the United Sk.tes by i:.·1·esponsibly incli::).ed Free World politicians. For 

example:, lea6e.:.".'s Eke Mo::;sadeg:.1 and Rhee., Ol)nfide'.".'!t that they could provoke 

So .. ,iet in":ie:r"Je:nt:1.on in t,:-"e:!.: .. rospective co-..i:-:i.t::-ieG.n might attempt to exploit 

this r:oten-!;i~\l to blackm:;~l t,:ie U::iit-ed �S�t�a '” �;�c �s� into grea:'.:er concess:i.ons. They 

Ir.ight ;,,,lso :i:'(·i:-1 tnnt they cou~.d with impun:1.·t-.y embark o~ irresponsible adven­

tures ngai:n.:;{; t.,r.e Coviet Elocp relying upoi1 an automatic guarantee of U.S., 

i~1te:~·tentio:.1 to :L1.\:.:!.bit Sov:tet armed retal7.~.:.ion against them. Howe"'rer, as 

comp~:.'3d .,rj;::1-.i. AJ:t P.,~::.atives 11A11 and 11C11., Al';crnative 11B1! Emits this :risk more 

effei;;~_;j:<rcly ~;7 mald.::ig clear to both friend and foe the basic purposes of U.S. 

p0li0:.r o H, w.:r:110. be up to the TJ, s. G0Yern..-::.c;1t to restrain any such adventure­

somen:=.::.:s a-:-i,l to m2.k:~ cleP..r that t.he sanction of general war would be applied 

only in ce.f,3 of clf.1:1.j.' al'.'JG. unp:t'ovoked aggresslon on the pact; of the Soviet Bloc .. 

terms in O!'c'.N' thEt, it 11tf;,y be unc!ar:.=d;ood ar.d. respe:::ted by the U. S.S,.Ro., some 

of on."-' all.;Le;J May rega:r-0. .-lt, as u.1(h1::..y b.arsh aad p:·ovoM:~ive. It, Il".ight, also 

be ar::, ,:;.ed ,.;h;-1.'!:, the pulicy as st9.·!;ed imposer; upon the Ur.d.ted States a rigidity 

and 1-"'.Gk of flexib~~Uty which could be avoided, while retaining the deterrent 

effect; of the poEc;;r., by phrasing it in ju:::t as determined but less explicit 

terms. Task Force 11B:1 holds that, while th:i essence of its policy is rigid, 

it cc>.!1 be and must be implemented with wiod0m a."ld flexibility. And the rigid­

ity considerul ne,:•essary in th:l.s one aspect of U.S. policy to prevent further 
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Soviet, expans:i.on does not rule out, flexibilit.y thr.oughout the many other 

fields of U, S .. fo.,•e:tgn pol:'. cy. 

DQ StiPPOR'r OF THE F()l! ,)! DY THE AMEUIOL'l PEOPLE. 

u-:iwa-.r:::~::.r.g ~n:.l "'n::;_::,estio:r..:.:'g n~.rport wl1ich is vital to it.s long-term effective­

ness; 1ee;.:i:.,:.; evai:r;;~ have e.gai:i demonstrate& that the co1:1tinuity of judgment 

o:Z m,".~Y Ame:.::.cr,~s -- ever. of l!e-~:'-. iuf1:rrnad fl::id responsib']..e observers -- con­

c~rn:~111 the ·:..::.-t-ir.:.::r';9 purpose of Soviet poli~y can be shnken overnig::it by a 

f.,Jw Sc·,r~et goctl!.re:::c It is not improbable that some substantial and genuine 

conc~s'3.10.1s ~y J)::.e Soviet leadership might 1-:.r.ve an effect on Americ8.J."1 (and 

Free vfo:··ld) op:.n.to;:. which would necessitate :'.'8Consideration of the policy. 

Congrf'c:1s, ccn,n itu'.:i '.)· .. 1i~2J,y necess&!.'Yo In th~ ~ase of direct attack on the 

'Jnitec. St1-f:.es or U .. S.., f or;:es., i-;; cu, :.,1 conf:.,'i9:1,:i.-ly be ass".1u1ed that fnJ.1-scale 

gressi.c-:.1.al ~tp:~ova'J.c '::. ~ !! however, the war s'..1ould 'Legin "r:j_th peripherr.l aggres­

sion 'by t,he s~,r:i.e~ :2~ .. ) c against scme e.rea r e:note from both Soviet and. U.S. 

territol-y, fm~ ezar-.1:le in Bumz. o:::- Indo-Chi: ... a, the Congress might no·t be ldlling 

to fi r..J that a !';;i;.at.F.: of war au-f;o:T..aticall y exi.sted direct ly between the United 

States ar.d the So·:r..nt Uniono HrJwever, the r.a'lle problem faces Alternatives "A" 

and 11C!19 whic~1 :i'.'e.l y upon an unst,abed threat of general war for their successful 

impleme:r1jatl ono The difference is that under Alternative "B", Congress, the 
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American pGople, the enttre Free World, and even the Soviet leadership w.ill 

know in adnrnce th8 sett:cd. pur.pose of the United States to retaliate by 

genor.a:i. wa::.' aeainst any :::'l f W So-,::.e:. attack up-:.!1 t he peoples of the Free World. 

; 11 '.!?he ";)i'.'oble.-.1 of i:1spi~ing init :.:..al AJ:11o~·ican s:ipport for the pro-

-:he lo-:g '.:E:n,•.~ W.1.::.le Task Force "B" believes this init:l..il support would be 

fo:;-:-.::, ~"m:i-~g? j_:, .:"ecognizes tha:. no one can predict the reactions of American 

pubJ.:~~ op~.r~~.or! w:::~.~"l. certainty and that it is important to avoid a sit,uation 

i:i ~lr.i.•:h J<,::.::..c-.7 gc;:,s too far ahead of public opinion, such as occurre-d at the 

time. "~ Presit'l.3nt, P.ooseYelt 's "quarantine t~e agg:ressors" speech in October 

1937., w':.1~)9 no·i; r.l;t emp"j:i_ng to pose as expe!'t s on American public opinion, we 

have !'ra;ncu ')ur r ~c<:',me .. 1lhti c:1.s on irlplementation of tl:.e policy with this 

VI. :D-7:?I.EMENTATI0N 

A. GENERAL CONSi iJ:.t1.ATiotJS. 

dent•e~l i...11 t,r.e h:1.~•;:,ory of U.S. fo:rP,ign polioy in tha-l:. it is a clear and un-rnis­

take3.ble co:rmtroe"J.1; to wage general war under certain specific condi:tions. 

All previous Am~:::'::..can nhands-Qff'1 s:.atemerr:.,s have rested on implied rather 

than 13xplicit sc.nc"!iions~ Eve~1 President T::'\.UTlan 's statement of 19 July 19$0 

after the attack on South Korea warned only that "new recourse to aggression 

in the world today mip.ht well strai::i to the breaking point the fabric of world 

peace.11 
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At the same time it is widely, if in many cases subconsciously, 

believed throughout the world that the United States has in effect already 

adopted, without specifically declaring it, a policy indistinguishable from 

Alternative 11B" • 

3. This near-paradox creates a very delicate problem in presenta­

tion. To be fully effective as a deterrent, Alternative "B" must be made to 

appear in all its stark reality; at the same time no opportunity can be left 

to permit its interpretation as a chip-on-the shoulder warning of imminent 

preventive ware 

. 4. Another vital characteristic of the policy is that its effec­

tiveness will depend to an unusual extent upon the degree of public support 

which it attracts both in the United States and in other Free World countries. 

If it had only limited support at home and was rejected by our allies, its 

probable effectiveness would be so low that consideration would undoubtedly 

have to be given to abandoning it. On the other hand, in the event that it 

received immediate and overwhelming support in the United States and among 

our allies, it could greatly reduce the fear of war and spectacularly improve 

Free World stability and morale. This factor makes the public relations 

aspects of implementation of extraordinary importance. 

5. A third feature of the policy is that, in contrast to almost 

all major American foreign policy developments, such as the Open Door and the 

11Tru..'1lan Doctrine", it is a statement of principle not necessarily associated 

\-dth any specific actions or set of existing circumstances. This obviously 
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greatly increases the difficulty of pl anning effective specific steps to 

implement, the policyQ These difficult ies would be eased if some specific 

situation could be found -- the signat ure of a Korean truce, for example -­

which could ~e used as a peg upon which the policy could be hung. Task Force 

"B II reco!nmends that if possible such a peg be found and used. 

6. The tactics of a.1.y policy implomer:tatio:r.. mu.st of course be con­

ditioned by ci rcumetruicen as t~ey exist and develop~ In the case of a major 

addit ion to current UQS~ fo:reign policy the actions best designed to inaugur­

ate it effectively a'ld establish it firmly necessarily require decisions by 

the Cl1ief Executive that cannot be forecast in advance except in very general 

7. The proposals wtich iollow, made with the above considerations 

and reservat,i o1.1s in mind, are to be understood as an approach which seems 

reasonable to Task Force "B" in the circumstances of today. They might well 

be modif:ted by a fuller understanding of the detailed realities of the domes­

tic and foreign political scene, particularly as that scene may change, in 

Korea for example, in the future. 

Bo SPECIFIC PROPOSALS. 

1. Establishment of the policy by a single, highly publicized and 

emphasized act would, on balance, be preferable to its establishment by secret 

decision and step-by-step promulgation to the world; to attempt to do it by 

revising and extending our alliance obligations would be wholly impracticald 

The gradual procedure might inspire l ess unfavorable reaction in the Free 
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World but 'it would substantially increase-the di:fficulty -of -dev-eloping the 

policy into the clear and forceful instrument it must be.. It will be essential 

to drive home to the rulers of the U~S.S.R. and to the whole world that this 

is a clear commitment. and that the United St;ates ·stands solidly behind it. 

2o A large measure of public support for the policy could probably 

be inspired by its establishment as a result of ostens:.i..bly legislative rather 

than execu~ive initiative, e~g .. a Joint Resolution of Congress followed by 

appropriate state::nents by the ExeoutiYe Branch fitting it into general foreign 

policy. This method would also have the advantage of giving the Executive 

Brar.ch an opportu~ity to judge public reaction before committing itself 
I 

firmly a."'ld thus enable it to frame its supporting action with maximum effec-

ti .. reness. 

3o This Joint Resolution would include a statement of the American 

people's abhorrence of war, their intention of continuing to abstain from 

all acts of aggression, a."'ld their support of the principles of the U.N. 

Charter, as well as the warning to the UoS .. S.R. However, it would not inhibit. 

the President in the use of the power which he already has to order the armed 

forces to take military action essential to the national interests of the 

United States, nor would it affect the Constitutional power of Congress to 

declare war. It would be so worded. as to allow the procedure to be detennined 

according to the circumstances. For example, if direct Soviet ag~ression 

against Iran took place, the President, presumably would ask the Congress to 

declare war 'hP!fore he. i?;ave orde"'s undertaking aotE; 0£ w4r, °'"') thG ot ·hel:' h,1;tnn__. 
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if in such a crisis, word was received that a Soviet air fleet was on the 

way to drop atom bombs on the United States, the U.S. counter-offensive 

obviously could not await a formal declaration of war. This problem is not 

peculiar to Alternative "B" but ·would ex:i.ot as well under any other polioy 

in the event that general war suddenly broke out0 

4. During the time w~1ich would be reqiired for legislative action 

on the Joint Resolut,ion, in.fornal diplom'ltic discussion with our allies, 

particularly Great Brittdn, Canada and Fr~'lCe, would be carried on to ensure 

as favorable a climate for the Policy as possibleo 

5. Simultaneously with the adoption of the Joint Resolution, 

efforts would be made to induce our allies, particularly the above three 

powers, to express approval of this action by the United Stateso 

6. The U.S. Government would explain and defend the policy in the 

United Nations, without attempting to obtain any vote of approval. It would 

probably be necessary to give some general form of assurance that the United 

Nations would be consulted before the United States embarked upon general 

war in retaliation against Soviet aggression. It would probably be necessary, 

in addition, to agree to consult with the British and possibly the French in 

this connection. However, the agreem9nt to consult would be left in general 

terms and would not amount to a right of veto, either by the United Nations or 

by the British or French Govermnents. In fact, the United states would have 

to reserve to itself the right to take action immediately if the situation 

necessi.. tated it, so that consultation would under some circumstances be only 
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nominal and in an extreme case would consist of notification simultaneously 

with military action by the United States against the Soviet Bloc, 

7e It will be desirable to take such corollary actions as may be 

appropriate to make the proposed policy more palatable to the Free World and 

more difficult for Soviet p:ropaga."'lda to attacko The adoption of Alternative 

"B" might be timed to coincide with an ostensibly conciliatory offer to 

carry on negotiations w.i.th the Soviet Union or with specific proposals for 

the settlemait of one or more issues (e.g~, Germany). This would tend to 

vitiate Soviet attempts to make the policy appear to be a "warmongering" 

move and would help to attract Free World support. At the same time the 

United States would press vigorously in the United Nations for proposals it 

has previously made to mcke the U.N. more effective, such as implementation 

of the "Uniting for Peace" Resolution of 3 November 1950. It should also be 

prepared to state its continued adherence to the goal of eventual limitation 

and international control of armaments and willingness to consider any 

straightforward Soviet proposal for dealing with this problem. However, in 

the context of the new policy, the United States would have to look more 

closely than befo:..~e for evidence of good faith on the part of the u.s.s.R. 

in any such moveo 

Ba If, at the time the policy was adopted, consideration was being 

given, for example, to expanding the a-rea of atomic cooperation t'lli. th the 

British, or to making arrangements for the use of tactical atomic weapons in 

European corr~inental defense, it would be desirable to postpone announcement 
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of the policy until decisions on these matters were reached. If the deci­

sions were favorable in either or both cases, they should be used as bargain­

ing factors to assist in enlisting British and French support. Similarly, 

if a decision in favor of alternative 4 of NSC 152 (some relaxation of East­

West trade restrictions) had been reached, tranSlT'ission of the decision to 

our allies should be coordinated with our efforts to enlist their support 

for Alterna:t.hre 11B 11• 

9o In v:i.ew of the importance of implementation and the difficulty 

of reducing the policy t o specific actions, Ta.sk Force "B" felt that it 

would be helpful to consider in some detail the general flow of events that 

might be expected to follow a decision to adopt Alternative "B". Accordingly, 

an illustrative timetable of possible action is attached as Enclosure 2. It 

is included with full realization that it is wholly hypothetical and would 

inevitably be greatly modified in practicao 
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ENCW~-URE 1 

THE ROLE OF GENER.AL HAR UNDER AL'IEHNA TIVES 11.A.", 11 B'', AND 11C11 • 

1. Accordin~ to any of the three alternative policies, the United 

States must be prepared at all times to wage a general war in the event of 

an attack upon any one of a considerable number of countries. One difference 

betwaen 11A11 and 11 1311 i s that "A" leaves open until the last moment the question 

whether the United States ·would t olerate bJ inaction, or resist by general 

war, r. Soviet encroachmant on the Free World. Alternat5.ve 11 B'', on the other 

h:i.nd, states in adirance t1.".at, in at tempting by m:i.lit ary force to expa::1d the 

Savi.et Bloc beyond its present boundaries, the U.E.S.R. must reckon on U.S. 

retaliation by gener al war. Under both "A" and II B", the t.."l reat of general 

.,ar is the u] :,~_::rate deterrent to Soviet aggreE'~ion but "B'' makes that 

deterrent unPlisto.kably clear. 

2. Alternative II A" also leaves open until the last moment the 

question whether Soviet peripheral a~gr ession will be opposed by peripheral 

defense alone or by general war. Alternative "E" assumes that the principal 

deterrent to Soviet aggression, and t he principal instrument of U.S. 

·rictory, is gene:'.'al war, and that Soviet Union can be deterred from aggres­

sion by the fo:-eknowledge that ag-,gression will subject it to general war. 

3. The threat, under Al ternative 11 A11 , to counter Soviet expansion 

by means short of general war m~y tempt the Soviet l eadership to undertake 

peripheral aggressions at places and times of its own choosing and through 
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employment of strategies and resources which are convenient to the Soviet 

Bl oc and are costly and risky to the United States. While under any of the 

three altern~tive policies the final deterrent to continued Soviet aggressive 

expansion is the Soviet fear of provoking the United Etates to wage general 

war, under 11A" it is not clear at what point this deterrent may be effective, 

and the U.S. decision to invoke it may be postponed until Soviet aggression 

has overru;:i one or several additional countries. Alternative "B", on the 

oth0~ hand, sets up the strongest available deterrent against committing 

aggression in the fit' st pJ.ace. 

4. To be i " ter~a:: .. ly consistent with their refusal to use the 

0 :--..-pJ.:i.~i t deter:r.e1;t o: g£J::,e:-:-al war, supporters of Al t ernative "A" must decide 

in advance what t s:r:5.tc~ies they are prepared to defend by means of general 

·.•3.r and wha.t ·':,:--,:-:~tories they are prepared to abandon to Soviet control in 

order to avoi1 o~ pJstpone the initiat i on of r eneral war by the United 

States. Alte:-:-nat~xe "B" avoids this f at al moral and political diler.i..rna by 

stating in advance that any Soviet Bloc encroachment will be met by the 

initiation of general war. It is based on the thesis that if the threat of 

general war cfl;, d:,ter any Soviet aggression, it can deter all Soviet 

::i.ggression:=i. t"'.1,lcr Al terna ti ve II B" i t is no longer necessary to decide 

which are " fi .r.Jt-class" natio:1s that must be protected from Soviet aggression 

and which "second-class" ones that can be thrown to the wolves. 

S. The considerations mentioned above in relation to Altern~tive 

"A" also app:;_y generally to 11C11 • Furthermore, the success of Alt ernative 

"C" also depends ultimately on the probable or certain resort to general 
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war by the United States as a deterrent to compel the Soviet Union to 

acquiesce in the loss of its control over outlying areas of the Soviet Bloc. 

If Al ternc:i ti ve 11c11 is to be successful in detaching st•.ch areas from the 

Soviet Ploc, the ~oviet leadership must conclude either tmt it will be 

defeated by the United Stat es in any given peripheral war or that the 

United Statss will resort successfully to general war rather than accept 

defeat in a peripheral war or allow the u.s.s.R. to retake territory lost 

to the Soviet Bloc through local action. Thus, Alternative "C" prcposes 

that the threat of general war should be exerted to roll back Soviet ~ntrol 

at a number of points ar~~nd the ~oviet periphery, whereas Alternative "B1' 

::,;:-o:?oses tl:Rt -::,i,:;.s t.,..,_".'e3t should be applied primarily to defend the Free 

World a3:ai.nst ,'l':ll! Soviet aggression. 

6. -:·:1.s~c Force "B11 believes that the purpose of promoting the 

security and strength of the Free Horld, which presumably is common to all 

:.hree propos3d p0licies, wi ll be better served by Alternative "E" than by 

11C", which r...ay disrupt the unity of the Free Uorld because of the greater 

risks of general war and because of the more aggressive policies to be 

pursued under ito Thus, Alternative "C" may deprive the United States of 

the political alliances and advanced bases which it r equires in order to 

ca1Ty out any of the policies, par ticularly "C". It will also, especially 

if the Soviet r esponse to Alternative 11C11 is conciliatory in words and 

manner, tend to drive the countries "in-between" the United States and Russia 

into a political and geographi cal II Third Force" position -mich would 
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eventually be vulnerable to Soviet pressures. Meanwhile, U. s. power would 

no longer be pressing against the Soviet periphery and would therefore be 

unav1:1ilable t o support continued pursuit, of Alternative "C". 

7. Alternative "B" offers the best opportunity to unify the Free 

World against the dangers of Soviet encroachment whi.le leaving it free to 

t ake advantage of any opportunities which may appear for diminishing the 

powa-r and exte!lt of the Soviet Bloc . 
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ENCLOSURE 2 

POSSIBLE MEASURES OF IMPLEMENTATION 

In view of the importance of implementation and the difficulty of redUc­

ing Alternative "B" to specific actions., the Task Force felt that it would 

be helpful to consider in some detail the general flow of events which might 

be expected to follow a decision to adopt it. The following illustrative 

M.metables are the result of this consideration. They are included in this 

study w.lth full realization that they are wholly hypothetical and would 

inevitably be greatly modified in practice. 

A. Alter:r:i~:~:LYe 1:B 11 tied to a specif ic dev-'31opment. 

Illustra.-d_ .. ;e assumptions: One., a Korean truce is concluded., or., two., 

negotiatim2 w~.7-11 the Soviets result in agreement on a unified Germany not 

included in N"-1'0 and not otherwise guaranteed against aggression. 

1. Short,ly before it was antici pated that negotiations on one of the 

above probl~~a would be successfully concluded., appropriate friendly govern­

ments would be confidentially informed of the President I s intention to 

announce Alternative "B". These governments would include Britain, Canada, 

France and perhaps in addition all members of NATO and ANZUS. In order to 

emphasize the importance of the subject the allied governments would be 

informed by the Secretary of state calling in their Ambassadors in Washington, 

by our Ambassadors in the various capitals calling on Foreign Ministers or., 

preferably, Prime Ministers., and through regional pact channels such as the 
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NATO Council• A very full e,cplanation of the policy would be given, empha­

sizing its defensive character, the solemn sense of responsibility with which 

it would be adopted and, without actually deuying its unilateral character, 

the great extent to which its application would be made a matter of joint 

consultation. 

2. At the same time the appropriate governments would be informed of 

any other recent policy decisions which might be expected to influence them 

i'ii-~o-rably toward Alternative "B", such as an expansion of the scope of British­

Ar.t~~ioan atomic cooperation or a relaxation of East-West trade restrictions. 

3o Initially no attempt would be made to high-pressure allied govern­

ments into aCCiepting the policy. The line would be that the U.S. Government 

:realized th<, impo!'tance of the policy to the Free World and was sure its 

e.rivantages wo,.:J.,:':. be recognized upon full study and consideration; in the 

~eantd.me 1t would hope that an attitude of at least benevolent reserve would 

be maintained. 

4. Simul~·.aneously with the announcement of the conclusion of the hypo­

thetical agr~e:::~nt 'Wi. th the Soviet Union on the Gennan or Korean question., the 

President would make a formal statement (a regularly scheduled speech would 

probably be an impractical vehicle for the announcement because of the timing 

recpirements), en1~ciating the policy as a principle and ~ssociating it appro­

priatezy with the agreement. 

5. Immediately thereafter the President would initiate action in the 

Senate (either by formal coilllllunication or by talks with individual Senators) 

on a Joint Resolution supporting the policy. 
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6. U .s. Ambassadors in countries on the Soviet periphery with which 

the United States did not already have mutual defense treaties would be 

instructed that, in response to possible official inquiries, they should 

state that the United States is prepared to discuss the possibilities of 

negotiating treaties embodying the U.S. commitment under the announced policy 

(assuming that further study indicated the practicability of such treaties 

and that so.tisfactory drafts had been worked out). 

7. A-:1 ostensibly conciliatory offer would be made to the Soviet Govern­

Ili0•1":-. t,o nego+,iate some outstanding issue or issues. If time and circumstance• 

perm:..·:;ted, this offer would involve the abandonment of some particularly 

:intra."lsigent position which the United States had built up with this end in 

·riew. 

B. Ptt0~.::.0 information resources of the U.S. Govern..111ent would be mobil­

:.zed in suppo;:-t, of the policy. 

B. Alternative "B" implemented without reference to other developments. 

1. Aft,~'-" the decision to adopt Alternative "B", the President would 

wait for an. ~P:J:..'opriate juncture in Congressional activity. He then (on X-Da.y) 

would call in a Senator in whose reliability and discretion he had complete 

confidence and who, he had reason to believe, would be sympathetio to the 

proposed po]J.cy. 

2. He ,would describe the policy to the Senator, explain his conviction 

that it could only be successful if it had firm, wholehearted support in the 

United States and at least widespread "benevolent neutrality" else-where in 

the Free World, and his opinion that this could best be ensured if the policy 
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emerged ostensibly as a result of Congressional initiative. If the Senator 

was receptive, he would give him a suggested Joint Resolution and ask only 

that the Senator give him a few days warning before a Resolution was intro­

ducecl. 

3. On X-plus-10 the Senator would inform the President that he intended 

to 121.-t.rodu,,e a Resolution on X-plus-14 and would perhaps hand the President 

a copy of h:'...;:, final draft. 

4. On X-plus-11 the President would inform the Ambassadors in London 

c.J:1d. ottawa e.:id perhaps the Ambassador in Paris that he had just learned of 

the ~n.'ilinent introduction of the Resolution and would instruct the AmbassadorQ 

-to see the respect:tve Prime Ministers and explain to them personally and con­

fidentiall,:, that the Administration had just learned of the impending resolu­

t,ion, that ~_;'. ,.c President did not intend immediately to take a strong position 

on the subjecst but saw advantages to the Free World in the policy., and that 

he thereforn very much hoped that the British., Canadian and French Governments 

would at lef?..,-~-. ;1aintain a rese::ved attitude until its advantages and disad- • 

vantages be~~ua clarified in the course of Congressional consideration. 

5. At his first press conference after X-plus-14 the President would 

be asked about the policy. He would reply that he had been inf armed of the 

Senator's i:il ·,e.'ltion to introduce the Resolution only a few days previously, 

that he had raised no objections to its introduction, tllat, its advantages 

and disadvantages were being studied by the Administration., and that the 

Administration's views muld be made clear in the course of the Congressional 
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hearings on the Resolution~ All other Government officials would be under 
I 

instructions to refer all inquiries on the subject to the white House. 

60 Hearings would be scheduled for X-plus-30. If public reaction by 

tha:t time was sufn.ciently f4vorable to warrant the expectation that the 

po]j.cy might eventually receive a full measure of support, the Administration 

w01:J.d. support it vigorously with such amendments as se(::med wise in the light 

of public reaction. If, on the other hand, reaction in the United States 

2il(. a:iroad was so unfavorable as to make it unlikely that firm support could 

·bc, ;•:,-Lllied., the Adninistration could withhold support from the Resolution 

,-n. th011t loss of prestige or substantial weakening of the U.S .. position vis-

7. Asc11ming a decision to support the Resolution, the President on 

X-plus-28 w~1:i_d instruct the U.S. Permanent Delegate to the United Nations 

to discuss the policy informally with his p.:rincipal . colleagues. Permanent 

U.S. representatives to regional organizations such as NATO and the O.A.S. 

would be s::.,r.~ ... ::arly instructedo Chiefs of all U.S. diplomatic missions in 

Free World t''"JU:1t!'ies would be circularized on the subject and given authority 

to take it up, within their discretion, with the governments to whioh they 

are accreditedo 

8. 0-~ X-plus-28, U.S • .Ambassadors in countries on the Soviet periphery 

with which the United States did not already have mutual defense treaties 

would be given appropriate instructions regarding the possibility of nego­

tiating such treaties (See A, 6 above). 
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9c Beginning on X-plus-30, speeches favorable to the policy would be 

made by high u.s. Government officials and all other publie relations 

resources of' the Government, both in the United States and abroad, would be 

mobilized behind the policy. 

J.O. At appropriate moments on or after X-plus-JO, the United States 

wouJ.c. inform the concerned government s of any previously decided upon con­

cil~atory actions such as expansion of the scope of British-American atomic 

coo~eration or relaxation of East-West trade relations. 

11. Also at an appropriate time after X-plus-30, the United States would 

make an ostensibly conciliatory offer to the Soviet Union to negotiate some 

outstanding issue (See A, 7 above). 
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ANNEX I 

EXAMINATION OF AL'IERNA TIVE "B" IN THE LIGHT OF 
·'MEMORANDUM ON BASIC I SSUES11 

1. In the Annex to the directive given to Task Forces 11A", "B", 

and "C" of Project Solarium, entitled "Memorandum on Basic Issues", are 

listed many problems which "cut across all lines of action" and affect 

any general foreign policy. Since the Task Forces are not asked to consider 

these problems specifically, Task Force "B" has confined itself to a study 

of them in the light of its own proposed policy. The following comments 

=eflect that study. 

B. NEGOTIATION WITH THE SOVIET UNION 

1. Alternative "B" does not rule out negotiation with the Soviet 

Union on any question in which there might be a conflict of interest and 

on which there is a reasonable chance of reaching agreement. To the con­

trary, if the policy is effective and the Soviet Union must accept the 

confines of the present borders of the Soviet Bloc for the foreseeable 

future, it will most probabzy attempt to accomplish its immediate objectives, 

at least in part, through negotiation. There are many questions of interest 

to the Soviet Bloc and to the Free World that are susceptible of negotiation,. 

It may be useful for the United States to negotiate on such questions, in 

order both to advance its own objectives through satisfactory agreements 

when possible and to expose Soviet intransigence or bad faith when satisfactoey 
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agreements prove unattainable. 

2. Alternative II B" creates a posture of confidence and tranquillity 

which strengthens the negotiating position of the United States and the Free 

World. Under the proposed policy the Free lriorld will be able to insist on 

suitable guarantees that decisions reached through negotiation will be 

implemented in both letter and spirit. 

3. Task Force 11 B" believes that the United States should welcome 

negotiation on any question it considers is open to negotiation. Many of 

the questions raised in the 11Memorandurn on Easic Issues11 are subject to 

negotiation. Many are not. It is difficult to say ,hether a question is 

subject to negotiation until the full context of the proposal for negotiation 

is kno,m. For instance, the United States and its allies might profit by 

the opportunity to put forward new proposals for negotiation on Germany. On 

the other hand, the ~!A TO countries would certainly refuse to ne~ tiate a 

proposal that NATO should be dissolved, except a?-ainst a satisfactory quid 

:e!'..£. �~�~� such as full restoration of the independence of the Sovlet satellites. 

For this reason Task Fo:·ce II E" has gone no further than the generali -cy 

expressed above in connection with the many outstanding questions of 

difference between the Soviet Bloc and the Free World listed in the 

"Memorandum on Basic Issues". 

c. rs TIME °IJORKING ON OUR SIDE? 

1. Task Force "B" has given much time and thou~ht to the study of 

this question. It has reached conclusions identical with those contained 

in the most recent CIA study on the subject - chiefly, that it is impossible 
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2. In the military sense u.me is working against us in that at 

some juncture, say in ten or fifteen years, both the Soviet Bloc and the 

Free World will have atomic weapons and the means for their delivery 

sufficient to dest roy completely the war making capacity of each other 

regardless of the strength of presently knm-m defenses or regardless of which 

side has the advantage of surprise - the age of atomic plenty. If we believe 

that at that juncture one side or the other will make an atomic attack, then 

the only way that time can be made to work for us is to make such an attack 

before the Soviet Bloc reaches the age of atomic plenty. For many reasons, 

not the least of which is that of morality, we reject preventive war. We 

then must hope that the time gap that will exist before the Soviet Bloc 

·-n.11 have an adequate atomic capability will be sufficiently long (1) to 

allow for favorable changes in i\'orld tensions, including favorable changes 

v,:i.thi.n the Soviet Bloc, (2) to bring a realization that atomic warfare means 

Qniversal destruction,which realization should be the greatest deterrent, 

(3) to allow for develo:.:>ment of presently unknown me.ans cf atomic defense, 

and (4) to permit greater development of the Free World1s military strength 

in case general war becomes unav·oidable. 

3. In brief, Task Force 11B11 believes that time must be utilized 

for the continued development of the strength of the Free World in atomic 

weapons, atomic defense, conventional forces and weapons, and economic and 

political solidarity of the Free World. We must have a policy in which we 

refuse to be diverted from the development of these strengths by costly 
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peripheral actions. 

this objective • 

Alternative ''B" offers the best means of •ocomplishing 

.l!)a THE ROLE OF GENERAL WAR 

Task Force ''B" believes that gen_eral war, eifen on the scale on 

' which it could be carried out if init i ated today, would be so devastating 

that it is impossible to predict its effects. One can only speculate to 

what degree society or any of its institutions could survive. 

on the destructive potential increases. 

As time goes 

In putting forth its reconnnendations, Task Force 1'1311 offers no 

great promise that the Free World and its institutions will si rvive atomic 

war whether it be s0oner or later. Rerort to general war is the ult, imate 

sanct:!.cn. Alternative 1'B 11 is in effect an announcement that the United 

3tates and the .F:::'ee World will accept the risk of annihilation before 

they accept Soviet <lomi~ation. Should the Soviet leadership violate the 

:?Ol:i.cJr set forth i ~1 Altamatj_ve 11B11, it in effect announces that it will 

accep~ the risk cf annihilatio!l of the u. S.,S.R. before :..-t. will abandon the 

objective of world. domination. If this be the Soviet lE.aders I attitude, 

it follows that they wouJd initiate atomic war if that be the only way to 

attain the obje.ctive of world d~mination. In that case general war becomes 

inevitable !'e~ardless of the s1.1.ccesses we may have had in a series of peri­

pheral wars. In the light of these considerations, Task Force 11B11 believes 

that its J;'!roposed policy offers not only the greatest deterrent to general 

war but also the best state of i:r eparation if it must come. 
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E. THE ECONOMIC LOAD-CArutilNG CAPACITY OF THE UNITED STATES 

Task Force 11B11 has made no attempt to carry out the economic re­

search which would be required to II' ovide even spe cula. ti ve answers to the 

economic questions raised in the 11Nemorandum on Basic Issues." The inter­

relationships among such factors as defense expenditures, national income, 

the level of taxation and budgetary deficits are complex and controversial. 

Attempts to arrive at reasonably precise estimates of these interrelated mag­

nitudes have not appeared a rewarding expenditure of the time available. The 

Task Force did agree, however, on the following general conclusions. 

The basic limit upon our nat ional capacity to provide the means for 

nation~l defense is simply our physical ability to produce goods and services 

2,".'ld not any danger of ne.+,ional bankruptcy. The 'Wi. llingness of the American 

r,e ople to bear tax~s cannot be expressed in percentages of the national in­

come because the willingness is conditioned to a vital degree by whether 

t,hey think t~at the ·i;axee they are called upon to pay are necessary and 

:?:Iu:~ :,a.bly shc>.'.l:'2d. Upon ~;his w-lllingness to bear the bm•den of taxat-::i.on may 

depend t.he ~u~oess of maintaining the correct ratio betw:~e,"I. taxation and 

'Judgetary deficits necessary to avoid the evils of inflationo 

The evidence indicates that the economy of the Free World and 

pari;icularly the United states :.s not seriously nearing the limits of the 

capacity to support defense measures. Thus far we have engaged in the "cold 

war" on a reasonable basis of military readiness and 'With extraordinary al­

location of resources to defense purposes while indulging "as usual" in all 

of the luxuries aid refinements of our standard of living - indeed, we have 
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increased them. This, while opposed to an enemy that has the capability 

of devoting a somewhat. great er percentage of a much lower gross natimal 

product to war preparations because its people are accustomed to and expect 

a much lowe-::- standard of livinge 

Task .t<'orce 11B11 wishes to point out that in connection with the 

increases in defense expenditure since the beginning of the Korean War it 

has not yet become necessary to invoke austerity or belt tighteningo At 

the sa.,ie time it sugges·~,s that UoS• policy must be such as to keep American 

~eso,1:;:-oces from being dimd.pated in peripheral wars as epitomized in Korea, 

since the possibil:i.ty cmnot, be ruled out that even greater expenditures 

might at some time be-::om& necessary to insure national security,, 

F. ELENENTS OF A FF:EE WORLD COALITION 

The ques!.;ionr, :..·tise:d in this section of the "Memorandum on Basic 

-.~ssnes" preser:.'~ Do many intangibles and imponderables th4t they defy defini-

Tank 70::-ce "B" recog:ri.zes that the basic world struggle is between 

Soviet impe:-.:-~.alism under Russian leadership on the one side and the forces 

of freedom under United States leadership on the other. In this, as in any 

struggle, f~ .. e:1.da and allies a;~e important for the material and spiritual 

strengths t,:iey bring with thei:l and to preserve the wide:Jt possible area of 

freed.,,m. It is not probable that, in the end there can be neutrals; thus no 

effort should be spared to bring those who are now neutrals over to the side 

of freecbm - indeed in almost all cases their natural leaning is in our 

direc-1.;j_on. 
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The differences that exist between the United States and many 

of its friends and among those friends themselves impose strains on the 

Free World coalition. But these are differences tha:. can and should be 

negotiated ·to satisfact.o:~y settlements. With these people we know that 

agreements ~ave SXL~?tity. No valid generalization can be made as to how 

much the U~ited States should defer to the views of other Free World nations~ 

or how far :i:t should go in promoting settlement of issues in which it is 

not a party immediately concerned. But in all matters vital to the strength 

and ·Jnity of the F.c·ee World coalition the United states must exert a wise, 

bE:nev0lent but r..:,nstheless firm leadership. To the extent that the U.S. 

fail~ in this responsiti:ity, weakness in the Free World will inevitably 

ensue. 

T.s.~l~ Fori.:0 i'B1: believes that the adoption of Alternative "B" wc1ld 

he e. new anc. u:.'.rn:i.~:':-akable sign of res::.:,onsible U. s. leade:~ship for vhich the 

:,:,emc:.inder of tho F:::-ee World has been perhaps unconsciously but none-!;heless 

~:opcf1.!J.ly vJ9.~ting~ 
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U .s. COI•ii.UTNENTS I N REGARD TO THE DEFENSE OF COUNTRIES 
SUBJECT TO ARMED A'rTACK BY THE SOVIET BLOC 

In general, the areas which the United States is committed to 

defend, as a result of its alliance obligations, its position as occupy­

ing power, or the presence of its armed forces, extend from the Western 

Hemisphere (included in its entirety) across the Atlantic to include most 

of western and southern Europe, and across the Pacific to include most of 

the island chain off east Asia from Japan to Australia. These commitments 

are not necessarily automatic, being drafted with a view to our consti­

tutional system, but nevertheless they are generally understood as mean­

ing the United States will fight a general war against the aggressor in 

the event that one of these areas is directly attacked. 

There is another series 0£ countries toward which the United States 

does not have specific alliance obligations but to which we stand more or 

less committed as a result of authoritative public statements, whether 

in the nature of a pledge or of a statement of intention or policy. 

Beyond these are countries on -which no such specific statements have 

been made but to which military assistance is being granted under the 

Mutual Security Program on the ground that their strategic location and 

their will and ability to defend themselves are important to the security 
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A fourth group consists of countries not presently receiving aid 

but which under current NSC policy are regarded as of such great importance 

to u.s. security that the United States would probably take military action 

of some kind if they were attacked. There are, of course, among the coun­

tries in this group some variations in the degree of U.S. security interest 

involved. 

Subsequent sections will take up the individual countries in each ot 

the above four broad categories, giving the precise nature of the United 

states commitment, policy or expression of interest. 

It should be recalled that the United States, whatever ite specific 

commitments to particular countries and in particular regions, has not in­

dicated indifference to the fate of other countries and other regions where 

aggression might take place. The deci sion to defend South Korea in 19SO 

illustrated our conviction that our own ultimate security and hopes of 

maintaining a collective effort to preserve the Free World from piecemeal. 

destruction required action in an area where we had no legal commitment and 

'Which lay beyond the perimeter of the zone considered vital, fran the mill• 

tary standpoint, to our immediate security. Shortly after the attack on 

South Korea President Truman declared that any further act of aggression 

Jllight well strain to the breaking point the fabric of world peace. In 

this. and other authoritative statements American concern over direct 

Soviet or satellite aggression anywhere beyond the periphery of the Soviet 
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Bloc, and the possibility that it would bring on general war, have already 

been made clear. Under NSC 153/1 it is a u. s. objective "to prevent sig­

nificar.t eX'~ansion 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. 11 

Ao AREAS WITH RESPEC1' TO WHICH CIZAR COMMITMENTS EXIST. 

l. Latin America (20 republics) 

The 1,elevant articles of the Inter-American Treaty of 

Recip~ocal Assistance (signed 2 September 1947 , entered into force 3 Decem­

ber 1948) are as fol lows: 

11Artic-le III. 

111. The High Contracting Parties agree that an armed attack 
by any State against an A~erican state shall be considered as 
an attack against all the fa.rnerican states and, consequently, each 
or.e of the said Contracting Parties undertakes to assist in 
meeting the at,tack in the exercise of the inherent ri ght of in­
dividual or ccllective self - defense recognized by Article 51 of 
the Charter of the United Nations. 

112. On the request of the State or States directly attacked 
and until the decision of the O:cgan of Consultation of the 
Ir-ter- .1-'...-nerican System, each one of the Contracting Parties may 
d.eterm.ine the immediate measures which it, may immediately take 
in ful f illment of the obligation contained in the preceding 
paragraph and in accordance with the principle of continental 
solidarity. The Organ of Consultation shall meet without delay 
for the pu~pose of examining t hose measures and agreeing on the 
measures of a collective character that should be takeno 

113. The provisions of this Article shall be applied in case 
of any armed attack which takes place within the r egion de­
scribed in Article 4 (Western Hemisphere) or within the terri­
tory of an American state • •••• 

114. Measures of self-defense provided for under this Article 
may be taken until the Security Council of the United Nations 
has taken the measures necessary to maintain international peace 
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and security." 

"Article V. 

The High Contracting Parties shall immediately send to the 
Sacurity Council of the United Nations, in conformity with 
A:i'.'ticles 51 and 54 of the Charter of the United Nations, 
complete information concerning the activities undertaken 
or in contemplation in the exercise of the right of self­
defense or for the purpose of maintaining inter-American 
peace and security. n 

2. North Atlantic Treaty O~ganization (Canada, u.K., France, 

Italy, Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Denmark, Norway, Iceland, Portugal, 

Greece, Turkey). 

The relevant articles of the North Atlantic Treaty (signed 

4 April 1949, entered into force 24 August 1949) are as follows: 

"Article V • 

Ti1e Part.ies agJ~ee that an armed attack against one or more of 
them in Europe or North .Arr,erica shall be considered an attack 
against them all, and consequently they agree that, if such ~n 
armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of 
individual or collective self-def ense recognized by Article $1 
of the Charter of the United Na-~ions, will atJsist the Party 
o:::- Par-r,ies so attacked by t aking forthwith, individually and 
in concert with the other pcrr.ti~ , such action as it deems neces­
sary, including the use of anned force, to res~ore and maintain 
the security of the North Atlantic area. 

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof 
shall be immediately reported to the Security Council, Such 
measures shall be terminated when the Security Council has 
taken the measures necessary to restore and maintain interna­
tional peace and security. 11 

"Article VI. (Revision of former text as result of protocol 
of amendment which entered into force 15 Feb. 1952): 

"For the purposes of Article V an armed attack on one or more 
of the Parties is deemed to include an armed attack (1) on the 
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territory of any of the parties in Europe or North America, on 
the Algerian departments of France, on the territory of Turkey 
or on the islands under the jurisdiction of any of the Parties 
in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer; 
(2) on the forces, vessels or aircraft of any of the Parties, 
when in or over these territories or any other area in Europe 
in which occupation forces of any of the Parties were stationed 
on the date when the Treaty entered into force or the 
Mediterranean Sea or the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic 
of Cancer. n 

The United States has special relationships with two of its 

NATO allies, Canada and Iceland. 

Canada. 

Ever since President Roosevelt' s statcreem in 1938 that "the 

people of the United States will not stand idly by if domination of Canadian 

soil is threatened", it has been clear from the facts of geogrcp hy., from 

the subsequent statements of leaders on both sides of the border, and from 

the joint planning and cooperation for defense that an attack on Canada 

would immediately involve the United States in war at Canada's side. No 

formal commitment exists, however, beyond the NATO obligations. 

Iceland. 

The United States, acting on behalf of iJATO, has assumed a 

special responsibility for the defense of Iceland. The relevant clauses 

of the U.S. - Iceland Defense Agreement (signed 5 May 1951, entered into 

force 5 May 1951) are the following : 

11Preamble: Having regard to the fact that the people of 

Iceland cannot themselves adequately secure their own defenses •• • ., the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization has requested, because of the unsettled 
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state of world affairs, that the United States and Iceland, in view of the 

collective efforts of the parties to the North Atlantic Treaty to preserve 

peace and se~urity in the North Atlantic Treaty area, make arrangements 

for the US8 of fanilitif3s in Iceland in defense of Iceland and thus also 

the North At-lantic Treaty areao 11 

11Articlc I. 

The Un:i.ted States on behalf of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization and in accordance with its responsibiltties 
under ,..:,he Nc!'t,h Atlantic Treaty will make e.r:cangements re­
gard:i.ng the defense of Iceland subject to the condit,ions 
set f o:rth in this Agreement. For this purp::ise and in view 
of the defense of the North Atlantic Treaty area, Iceland 
will provide ~mch facilities in Iceland as are mutually 
&greed to be necessary.11 

"Article VII, 

Either Gove1'1"~~ent may at any time ••••• request the 
Council of the Norta Atl o.~it,ic Treaty Organization to re­
view t~1e cont.5.nued neceesity for the facilities and their 
utilization.1 and to make :r.ecornn!endations to the two Govern­
ments concerning the continuation of this Agreement • • , 11 

3~ !!~~tern Germany, Western Sectors Berlin, Western Austria, 

Western Se.c-!;ors r:l.e.nn<1;, UoS, -•tI.,K• Zone F'ree 'ferri-1:,ory of Trieste$ 

Article VI of the North Atlantic Treaty specifically covers 

the case of an aTined at+,ack on the forces of any NATO power in these oc• 

cupied areas, A u.s~-u.K. French declaration issued at the signing of the 

EDC Treaty reaffirmed this commitment with respect to West ~erlin. Exis~­

ing directives to CINCEUR and CG/USFA state that in the event of deliberate 

armed attack by Soviet forces against occupation forces of the u.s.-u.K. or 
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France, or against their installations or the lines of communication to 

or within their occupation areas, of such a nature as to jeopardize the 

security of United states forces in Europe, they are authorized to imple­

ment existing emergency war plans (NSC 39). In the event of a Soviet or 

satellite attack on West Berlin., the United States "will have to act on 

the assumption that general war is imminent." In addition to resisting 

the initial attack and placing itself in the best possible position for 

immediate global war., the United Stat es should, if circumstances permit, 

address an ultimatum to the Soviet Government before full implementation 

of emergency war plans, and should act with its NATO allies if possible 

and obtain the widest possible support in the United Nations (NSC 132/1). 

4·, Japa.n. 

By a Secu:rity Treaty concluded with Japan at the time of the 

Japanese Peace Treaty., the United States undertook responsibility for the 

defense of Japan, as a provisional arrmgement until Japan could defend 

itself, and obtained the right to maintain U.S. armed forces in Japan. The 

relevant articles of the Security Treaty (signed 8 September 1951, entered 

into force 28 April 1952) are the following: 

"Preamble. • • • • On the coming into force of (the Peace) 

Treaty, Japan will not have the effective means to exercise its inherent 

right of self-defense because it has been disarmed. There is danger to 

Japan in this situation because irresponsible militarism has not yet been 

driven from the world ••• Japan desires, as a provisional arrangement for 
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its defense, tha.t the United states of America shouJd maintain anned forces 

of its own in and about Japan so as to deter armed attack upon Japan. The 

United States of America, in the interest of peace and security, is presently 

willing to maintain certain of its arrrted forces in and about Japan, in the 

expec~ati on_,. howevar, that Japan will itself increasingJ.y assume responsi­

bilit y for j_t,s own defense against direct and i ndirect aggression, always 

avotding any armanent wh:l-::n could be an offcnsi ve threat or serve other 

than to promote peace and secu!'ity in accorc.ance with the purposes and prin­

c:Lple~ of the United Nat,ions Charter., 11 

"Artic le I. 

Japan grants, and the United states of America accepts, the 
ri ght, upon iihe com:~ng into force of the Treaty of Peace and 
of this Treat,y_, to dispose United states l and, air and sea 
f<,r.ceE ~.n a.."1.d. about Japan. Such forces may be utilized to 
contr:..'1'.n:.+,e t o 'jne maintena.nce of peace and security i n the 
Fa:i:- Ea:;~; and to t he security of Japan ag:unst armad attack 
f ~0m w-::.:t.:':wuts ~-nclud::.ng assist,ance given at the express re­
<;_'..1.est cf the Japar1':?~'C Govo;;rnment -~o put down large-scale 
i::it,ernal riot,f1 and distm'bances i:i Japan~ caused through in­
s!iigat::..c1n or ::..ntervention by an outside powe:r· or powers. 11 

11Arli cla rv. 

Th:Ls T::--·eaty shall eY:pire whenever in the opim .. on of the Govern­
ments of ,.jhe Ur.ited states of Ar.ler ica and Japan there shall 
ha-.re C'):,1e int••j force. such Unit •3d Nations arr angements or such 
alter::1a.t,i ve indi vid1:e.l or collec;'.;i ve se:::urit y dispositions 
as will sati sfactoril y provide for the maintenance by the United 
H1.tions or otherwise of international peace and security in 
the Japan araao 11 

5. Ryul~ Islands and Pa~ific Trust Territories. 

These territories, insofar as a commitment and decision to 

defend them are concerned, are considered as United States territory. The 
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Pacific islands are held as a security trusteeship approved by the United 

Nations. While the final legal status of the Ryukyus is not yet settled, 

they were occupied during the war and have been governed by the United States 

ever since; U.S. f orces are stationed there. Any attack on them would clearly 

mean w.:.r. 

6~ Rep~~).ic of the Philippines. 

Through the agreements providing for the maintenance of U.S. 

fo:i:-~es in the Philippines the United States has assumed responsibility for 

the external defense of that countryo There is also a Mutual Defense Treaty 

(signed 30 August 1951, err~ered into force 27 August 1952), the relevant. 

clauses of which a:r.e as follows: 

Each P:::::·t,;,~ rP-Mg.ni~P.s that an armed att,a~k in the Pacific 
Area on e:l.t.h8J.' of the PaJ:'tie-'3 w,:,uld be dange:-ous to its own 
peace ar.d safe:;y and declares tl~at it would act to meet the 
co:r:m10n d.a.'1ge:i:-s in accord3l"!C8 wii.h its constitutional processes •. 
Any su-::1 aY.'1.1ei:.i. ~tta.::k and. all mP,asure~ :;~ken as a result 
the1·eo:.: shal: :>c ir.ir.~ediately raported t.o the Security Council 
of 't,he U.1.lted Nations. Such mer,.s,1res shall be terminated when 
t:r..e Se~.;D.:ri.ty C.01moil has ta!<:en t,he measures necessary to 
resto;.'8 a;.1d mc.i~1tain internati0nal peace and security.11 

"Articl e V. 

Fer t,he purpose of Article IV II e.n armed attack on either of 
tha Pa:."'ties is deemed to include an armed at.tack on the 
me·t.ropo2..itan t,et•rit,-,ry of either of the parties, or on the 
island territo:::·:!..es under its jurisdiction in the Pacific or 
on its armed forces, public vessels or aircraft in the 
Pacific.:~ 11 

7. Australia and New Zealand. 

The relevant clauses of the Security Treaty with Australia 
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and New Zealand (signed 1 September 1951, entered into force 29 April 1952), 

which is 0£ indefinite duration, are as follows: 

"Preamble:.,.Desiring to declare publicly and formally their 
sense of unity, so that no potential aggressor could be under 
t~e illusion that a':'!y of them stand alone in the Pacific Area, 
und desiring further to coordinate their efforts for collec­
t,ive defense for the preservation of peace and security pending 
the devel opmenb of a more comprehensi. ve system of regional 
security in the Pacific Area. 11 

"Article IV. 

Each Party recognizes that an armed attack in the Pacific 
Area on any of the Parties would be dangerous to its own 
peace and safety and declares that it would act to meet the 
common danger in accordance with its constitutional processes. 
Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result 
thereof shall be immediately reported to the Security Council 
of the United Nations, Such measures shall be termi.nated 
when the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to 
restore and maintain international security. 11 

"Article V. 

For the purposa of Article IV, an armed attack on any of the 
Parties is dee:ned to include an armed attack on the metro­
politan territory of any of the Parties, or on the island 
territo~ies under its jurisdiction in the Pacific or on its 
armed foi·ces, public vessel s or aircraft. in the Pacific." 

"Article VI. 

This Trenty does not affect and shall not be interpreted as 
affecting in any way the r ights and obligations of the 
Parties under the Charter of the United Nations for the main­
tenance of international peace and security." 

11Article VIII. 

Pending the development of a more comprehensive system of 
regional security in the Pacific Area and the development 
by the United Nations of more effective means to maintain 
international peace and security, the Council, established 
by Article VII, is authorized to maintain a consultat,i:ve 
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relationship l<li.th States, Regional Organizations, Associa­
tions of States or other authorities in the Pacific Area in 
a position to further the purposes of this Treaty and to 
contribute to the security of that Area. 11 

B. COUNTRIES WHICH THE UNITED STATES HAS DECLARED OR PUBLICLY 
IMPLIED IT WILL DEFEND. 

1. Republic of Korea. 

The situation w.i.th respect to South Korea is complicated by 

the fact that the United States is now engaged in hostilities in Korea as 

an ally of that government. What the nature of the u .. s. commitment w.i.11 be 

in the future will depend on the armistice terms, the terms of any political 

settlement which may be concluded, and bilateral U .. S.-Korean negotiations. 

In any case it seems probable that the United States will have a �~� facto 

commitment for some time to come, first, because U.S. forces will remain in 

South Korea after an armistice, and second, because the President has 

announced this Government's willingness to negotiate a mutual defense treaty 

'Ni.th South Korea. The relevant portion of President Eisenhower's letter 

to President Rhee, released on 7 June 1953, is as follows: 

11! am prepared promptly after the conclusion and acceptance of an 
armistice to negotiate with you a mutual defense treaty along 
the lines of the treaties heretofore made between the United 
States and the Republic of the Philippines, and the United States 
and Australia and New Zealand . • . It would cover the territory 
now or hereafter brought peacefully under the administration of 
the Republic of Korea • . Of course you realize that under our 
constitutional system any such treaty would be made only with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. However, the action which 
the United States has heretofore taken, and the great investme~ 
of blood and treasure which has already been made for the inde­
pendence of Korea, are certainl y clear ir.dications of American 
temper and intentions not to tolerate a repetition of unprovoked 
aggression." 
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Formosa. 

The intention of the United States to protect Formosa against 

any Communist attack was set forth in President Truman's statement of 

27 June 1950 as follows: 

"In these circurnstan~es (the attack on South KoreA) the occupation 
of Formosa by Communist forces would be a di~ect threat to the 
security of the Pacific area and to United States fo~ces per­
fom.\n~ their lawful and necessary functions in that area. 
Acco:i:dingly, I have ordered the Seventh Fleet to prevent any 
attack on Formosa. As a corollary to this action, I am calling 
upon the Chinese Government on Formosa to cease all air and sea 
operations against the mainlando The Seventh Fleet will see that 
this is done." 

President Eisenhower later repealed the corol].ary1 stating in his 

State of the Union message of 2 February 19.53 that "there is no longer any 

logic or sense in a condition that required the United States Navy to 

assume defensive responsibilities on behalf of the Chinese Communists .•• 

I am, therefore, issuing instructions that the Seventh Fleet no longer be 

employed to shield Communist China. 11 

. . It is cu;-r~nt·'.United States policy to "-deny Fonnosa to any Chi-

nese regime aligned with or q,cminated by tl;le USSR and expedite the, strengthen-­

ing of the defensive capabilities of Formosa. 11 (NSC 48/5). 

C. COUNTRIES RECEIVING HILITARY GRANT AID FROM THE UNITED STATES. 

Most of the countries which are our formal allies or which the 

United States is publicly pledged to defend are receiving military assist­

ance on a grant basis under the Mutual Security Program. Certain other 

countries outside our alliance system are considered sufficiently important 

to U.S. national security to warrant this effort to strengthen their 
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capacity for defense. The Mutual Security Act provides with respect to 

Europe., for example, that military assistance will go, in addition to NATO 

countries, to any other country "which the President detennines to be of 

direct importance to the defense of the North Atlantic area and whose 

increased ability to defend itself the President determines is important 

to the preservation of the peace and security of the North Atlantic area 

and to the security of the United States. 11 (Section 101., a). With respect 

to the Near East the Act states that the President may provide assistance 

to any country in that area 11if he determines that the strategic location 

of the recipient country makes it of direct importance to the defense of 

the Near Eastern area., such assistance is of critical importance to the 

defense of the free nations., and the immediately increased ability of the 

recipient country to defend itself is important to the preservation of the 

peace and security of the area and to the security of the United States." 

(Section 202). 

While the United States has undertaken no obligation to fight in 

the event that the countries listed below are attacked, their importance 

to our security is emphasized both by their inclusion in the Military 

Assistance Program and by special circumstances in each case; thus there 

is a strong possibility that an attack on one of them would involve the 

United States in war. 

1. Yugoslavia. 

The United States is now providing Yugoslavia with military 

equipment at the rate of about $300 million per year. Most of that now 
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being furnished is being used, under an informal understanding on the 

military level, to equip Yugoslav forces whose mission is to defend the 

Ljubljana Gap, the main approach to Italy from the East. Military talks 

between Yugoslav and Western representatives have been initiated with a 

view to coordinating war planning. Yugoslav-Greek-Turkish staff talks are 

also in progress, although no firm defensive alliance of these three coun• 

tries has yet been concluded. In short, measures are being taken which 

should have the effect of bringing Yugoslavia into close ali~entwith NATO 

so that operations may be adequately coordinated in case of war. The United 

States has encouraged this trend and has supported fonnal recognition by 

NATO of the vital importance of the maintenance of Yugoslavia's independence 

to the security of the NATO countries. 

would take a 

High u •. s. officials have stated publicly th,at the United States/ 

serious view of aggression against Yugoslavia and have made 

clear the importance we attach to the continued independence of Yugoslavia. 

from Soviet control. The British and Yugoslav Goverrunenjs announced, at 

the time of Tito's visit to London thi s year, their bel.1.~f that a conflict 

starting with an attack on Yugoslavia could not remain localized. The 

United States has made no binding commitment as ·to action to be taken in 

t 

the event of a Soviet or satellite attack on Yugoslavit,. However, in order 

that the United States may be prepared to take whateva't" action may be appro- 1 

priate at the time, it is existing policy to "make and keep current plans 

to provide Yugoslavia appropriate military support" in the event of Soviet 

or satellite attack, such plans to be implemented in tht? light of the 
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circurnstances then existing and recommendations by the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff at the time" (NSC 18/6). It must be recognized that the growing 

military cooperation bet ween Yugoslavia and NATO countries increases the 

likelihood t hat an attack on Yugoslavia would r esult in general war. 

The modesty of the U.S. program of military aid to Iran 

reflects the uncertainties of the present political situation and Iran's 

delicate position between the West and the u.s.s.R. rather than any 

tendency on the part of the United States to minimize the importance of IrED 

to our own security. This importance has been made clear in a nurnber of 

authoritative publi c statements, especially during the Iranian crisis of 

1946 when President Truman declared that the rivalry of the great powers 1n 

that area could erupt suddenly into conflict and that the United Nations., 

to mich we were giving the lead in the crisis., "have a right to insist 

that the sovereignty and integrity of the countries of the Near and Middle 

East must not be threatened by coercion or penetration" (Army Day Speech., 

6 April 1946). 

At present the United States is proceeding on the basis that 

it is of critical importance that Iran r m,iain an independent and sovereign 

nation., not dominated by the u.s.s.R. In the event of a Soviet armed attack 

on Iran., "the United States in common prudence would have to ·proceed on the 

assumption that. global war is probably inuninent". (NSC 136/1). 
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Indo-China. 

The United States is providing large-scale assistance to 

French and V!etnamese forces fighting in Indo-China. It is American policy 

to prevent Indo-China and the rest of Southeast Asia from passing into the 

Cormm.4,ist orbit, and vigorously to oppose an overt attack on those countries 

by Communist China (NSC 124/2), Official u.s. spokesmen have indicated that 

the United States would not allow Communist China to take advantage of an 

armistice in Korea by attacking in Indo-China. The President, in his speech 

of 16 April 19531 referred to "direct and indirect attacks upon the security 

of Indo-China" and stated that "any armistice in Korea that merely released 

aggressive armies to at.tack elsewhere would be a fraud". 

This subject has been discussed officially ..i th the French 

Government in the same seree, but without the giving of any precise commit­

ment to the F'rench as to what military action the United States would take 

in the event of obvious and di~ect Chinese aggression in Indo-China. The 

United States has, however, favored the idea of issuing a tripartite u.s.­
U.K.-French warning to Communist China of the grave consequences of such 

aggression. Since agreement has not been reached on the military action to 

be taken by the three powers in such an event, the warning has not yet been 

issued. 

In case of overt intervention by Chinese Cormnunist forces or 

of covert participation to such an extent as to jeopardize retention of the 

Tonkin Delta by French Union forces, it is presently contemplated that the 

United States would take military acti on against China but not against the 
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u.s.s.R. We would take the following measures (NSC 125/2): 

a. Support a request by France or the Associated States 

fer immediate action ~y the United Nations mich would include a U.N. reso­

lutio~ declar ing that Communist China has committed an aggression, recommend­

ing that member states talce whatever action may be necessary, without geo­

graphic limitation, to assist France and the Associated States in meeting 

the aggression. 

b. Whether or not UN action is immediately forthcoming, seek 

the maximum possible international support, for, and participation in, the 

mininrmn courses of military action agreed upon by the parties to the joint 

warning ( 11c II below). 

c. Carry out the following minimum courses of military action 

either under the auspices of the U.N. or in conjunction with France and the 

U.K. and any other friendly governments: (1) a resolute defense of Indo­

China itself to which the United States muld provide such air and naval 

assistance as might be practicable; (2) interdiction of Chinese Communist 

communication lines including those in China. The United States would provide 

the major force for the latter task and would expect France and the Asso­

ciated States to carry the burden of providing ground defense forces. The 

United States would also, if appropriate to the situation, establish a 

naval blockade, in conjunction with the U.K. and France., of Communist China, 

intensify covert operations to aid anti-communist guerrilla forces in China, 

utilize as desirable and f easible anti-communist Chinese forces, including 

Chinese Nationalist forces, in military operations in Southeast Asia, Korea, 
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or China proper, and provide assistance to cover necessary evacuations of 

allied forces. If,9 subsequent to aggression against Indo-China and execu­

tion of the minimum necessary courses of action mentioned above, the United 

States sh01:.J.d detennine jointly with the U.Ko and France that the situation 

requi:::-ed expanded military action, the United States and those two allies 

would take ai.r and naval action against all suitable military targets in 

China~ avoiding insofar as practicable those targets in areas near the 

boundary of the U.S~S.R. in order not to increase the risk of direct Soviet 

involvement,, If French a"ld British concurrence to expanded military action 

against Cmmni.mist China. were not obtained, the United States would consider 

taking unilateral action (NSC 124/2). 

4. Thail!:l.nd. 

Nilitary equipment is being provided by the United States to 

Thailand to assist it in creating conditions of internal security and 

maintaining its alignment wi. th the Free w, rld. In the event of communist 

domination of either Bu."".'!Tla or Indo-China, the United States would immediately 

put into effect whatever measures may be determined as feasible to forestall 

an invasion of Thailand or a seizure of power by local Thai communists. In 

the event of Chinese Communist aggression against Thailand;the United States 

would (a) support an appeal to the U.N. by the Thai Government; (b) consistent 

with world-wide U.S. commitments, take appropriate military action against 

Communist China as part of a U.N. collective action or in conjunction with 

France and the U.K. and any other friendly governments; (c) employ as desirable 

and feasible anti-communist Chinese forces, including Chinese Nationalist 
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forces, in military operations in Southeast Asia, Korea, or China proper 

(NSC 124/2). 

D. COUNI'RIES CONSI DERED IMPORTPNT TO UNITED STATES NATIONAL SECURITY 
BU'i' TO WHICH NO MILI TARY GRANT AID IS BEING GIVEN .. 

Several countries mose strategic location or resources make them 

particularly important in tenns of our security interests are nevertheless 

not participating in the program of military grant aid, because of traditional 

neutrality, fear of American "imperialism",. fear of provoking the u.s.s.R .. 

or China9 or special circumstances of one kind or another, although some of 

them a~e purchasing considerable mili t ary supplies in the United States under 

the 11::·eimbursable aid" provisi ons of the Mutual Security Program. While in 

no sense members of an American-led alliance system or bloc, however, their 

loss by the Free Wnrld would seriously affect the strategic and political 

position on which our alliances and our security rest. Therefore, it is most 

l i kely that an attack launched on aey of these countries from the Soviet bloc 

would carry with it the 11.keli hood of a general war. 

1. �~�-�~� 

By its attempts to include Sweden in NATO at the time of its 

fomation, the United St ates showed its conviction with respect to Sweden's 

strategic importance in the system of Western defense.. It is current United 

States policy to encourage closer association of Sweden with its NATO 

neighbors and with the United States, recognizing the importance of adequate 

Swedish defense to the defense of Denmark and Norway. While it would be to 

our interest to have Sweden in NATOJ Sweden's policy of avoiding alliances 
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is recognized as a political fact to be taken into account as the Vnited 

States does what it can to strengthen Sweden's military establishment, increase 

its contrib,6ion to Weste~n defense, and place it in the best possible posi­

tion to reslst Soviet pressure or aggression (NSC 121). 

Swed<>..n is so closely tied to its Scandinavian neighbors that 

it see.ns l!.kely that any Sovie1v attack on Sweden would soon involve them 

and thus the rest of NATO. 

20 Switzerla::-ac., 

Switzerland also follows a traditional neutrality policy and 

has ::wt wished to accept nilitary grant aid from the United States., On the 

grotnd tha:, Switze:rland I s ability to defend itself is important to our 

sectirity, we have p~ovided reimbur~able military aid and have attempted to 

expand the area of Swiss cooperation with the NATO defense effort. It is 

our pu...-pose ultima:c,;ely to work out with Switzerland coordinated defense 

plans which would become effective in the event Swiss territory is violated 

by the Soviets or the Swiss determine that an attack is imminent (NSC 119). 

As Switzerland is not adjacent to the territory of the Soviet 

Bloc, any Soviet attack on Swiss territory would probably follow Soviet 

aggression elsemere against an area to the defense of which the United 

States is formally committed. The question of a commitment or policy 

decision to fight in case of aggression against Switzerland is therefore 

somem at academic. 
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Spa1.n. 

Spain is still in the category of countries not receiving 

milits.."'.'Y aid; f or 't<hich Congress has already appropriated funds, only because 

the negotia·:;o::s i nvol ving t his question and that of u.s. naval and air bases 

• in Spain h2.ve not been cor.ipl e'.;ed. Geographically., Spain is surrounded by 

NATO c.ount:'.':l.cs, which could not. perm.i.t it to fall under Soviet control. For 

pol i t i cal reasons, howe-.;··er, it has not been taken into NATO., and neither 

the Uaited St,ates :1or it-.3 NATO partne~s are formally committed to Spain's 

defeme. I t is an obje~•;;iye of U.S. policy to cbtain ear.ly Spanish partici­

patio:".l in NATO, and pendi .::ig thnt event uality to conclude alternative mutual 

secu.'l'.'ity u:-~~3:.-i gemm.~~s w~:icl1 wo·u.ld include Spain and which would not prejudice 

the above ob jectiv3o Whi:e these matt ers are under negotiation and it is not 

clear to what, exteu~ Spain will be committed to more than defense of' its own 

territory., American policy is directed t oward developing urgently the 

militc>.ry potentialities of Spain I s str ategic geographic position for the 

cornmo::1 defense of the North Atlantic Treaty area, not solely for the defense 

of the Iberian Peninsula (NSC 72/6). 

4~ Morocco, Tunisj.a, Libya. 

Mor occo and Tunisia are French protectorates., with which the 

u.s. Government does not have direct diplomatic relations or military agree- l 
ments. They are not covered by the North Atlantic Treaty, as is Algeria. 

However, their strategic location and particularly the existence 0£ U.S. air 

bases in Morocco give the United States a vital interest in their defense 

against any attack. 
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The United states also has an important air base in Libya, 

which prestlll!.ably it would defend, but has not assumed any direct obligation 

to the Libynn Gow.re:".'::l.me:rr-:. concerning action to be taken in case of aggression 

The Ur..ited Scate:J is not committed to the defense of the Arab 

states or I~rael, but i"i:, z-ecog~izes the political and strategic importance 

of ti1~.s are'l e.s so grea~ -:hat it is i n its own security interest to take 

whate-re:- Rpp:i:-opriai;e mea.Bu.r.es 1.t can to prevent the extension of Soviet 

influence., strengt'..1en the will and al::i lity of these cotmtries to resist 

possj_i,le f1.~_;1.re ~.ggressi".l:1 by the u.s.s.R., and insure that the resources 

of the area ai:-e a'7.t'tilabli:i to t:1e United States and its allies for use in 

Rtrengthe1tL-ng the I-':rae Wo:i:ld (NSC 129/1). 

By proposing jointly -with the U.K., France and Turkey the 

for.matlon of a Midr:Ue E:::.st Command (October 1951) and by later declt.ring 

its interest in a 1-lidcll.-:'; East Defense Organization in which both Middle 

Eastern co1mtries and outside powers having interests in the area would 

cooperate in its defense, the United states has publicly indicated that it I 
is prepared t.o unchrtak<'3 specific obligations for the defense of the Middle 

East whenever it becomes possible to build the necessary alliance or defense 

organization, which presumably will require prior settlement of the major 

Arab-Israel and British-Egyptian disputes. It is current U.S. policy to con­

tinue efforts to establish MEC or MEDO in concert with the U.K., France and 

Turkey, making every appropriate effort, to obtain the participation of the 
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states in the area and the contribution of at least token forces from 

Austre.U.a, N"3w ZF--?.lA.."ld and Sou.th Africa., and when practicable, from Pakistan, 

Whil(\ rr.aint3.i:Jing :tJ.exib-t:;_ity as to the commitment of U.S. forces for the 

l oc:.l. c:l.!:)fr1.: s:'l o? t :1e a:t'€~ in the event of general war, the United States is 

prepnrec. t o ~s~f .. Q". t okeri f.or r.~es in a Middle East defense arrangement if u.s. 

will ::~.1g;o.esr.1 +,o 'li ~ ~-;: 3 this <',u·:,~.J~ is ~een t o be the key to the establishment 

of ~ •1::-:1 ai [1.:'.'TQ1ge::;1r::nt r.~1cl t o the settlement of the dispute between the U.K. 

C.:fic:Lal U,S. statements of willin gness t o participate 

in l IB::JO oh"?iousJ..y do not ,;cm1!'.:l;! j us t o anything at this time. But they IJ1..ay 

Dta:'1.r"0s, t \,, 'l1.:ce/v �~� C:C'r~.r ... ::~men:. to t &!( e military action in the event of Soviet 
t. 

aggl·ossion i;1 t h?- !ti.ddJ f; Ea.S"::. against an Arab state or Israel, Iran, 'or even -
Si~ce the Arab states and Israel do not border on Sov:i.et ter­

rito:-;>;7, the ques-t:i.on of direct. aggression probably would not a~se 'mtil 

then• had bcE"..n e.:,:-:1:i.e:-:- 2o·.riet, aggression or internal take-over in Tt1::-key or 

I r an., Tho vital Ameri<.'an conc.Grn with the entire Middle East, howe-.rer, makes 

it impossible t o i gnore the th~eat mich the instability, weakness and vul­

nera:,i}.it,y of these st\l,tes r ep::esents. It is recognized that until some 

pr og:~ess is made in the polit- i cal sphere., it will be most difficult to build 

a regi onal def ense organization or to gain much through military programs 

to individual countrieso Saudi Arabia is in a rather special position in 

that it is less vulnerable to attack, contains the most important petroleum 

resources, and has an agreement with the United States granting use of the 
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air base at thahran. The United States has a bilateral agreement with Saudi 

Arabia (18 June 1951) providing for the extension of procurement assistance 

in the purchase of military equipment in the United States, under the terms 

of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949. 

Burma concluded an agreement with the United States in 1950 

on the provision of military assista11ce., in which Burma accepted in very 

wat,ered-doKJ. form the principles laid down in the Mutual Defense Assistance 

Act of 1949, bu:':; only a lirni t. ,3d amount of aid was provided under this agree­

ment a~1d Bnm..2. !12.s since r-·r:·os8sd it.self off the list of recipients not on.1.y 

of m::i.l::.ta;;-y tl ::i bu:; of e~:on.orr-i 1} and technical aid as well. Followlng a. 

policy of 11n::i-.:c,r :-=:.l:'...·:;y" i n t.he cold war., Burma has shown no inclination to 

seek any alliance or guarantee from t he United States. Bu.."r'Jlla is nevertheless 

of great importance to the security of the United States as a key position 

in Southeast Asia., the loss of 'Which to the Soviet Bloc would render the u.s. 
posit~.on in the P-9.C~.fic offsho:i:·e island chain precarious and would seriously 

jeopardize fundamen~;al U .. S. security interests in the Far East. In the event 

of O'rert Chinese Com.'T!.'.mi st aggr ession against Burma., the United States would 

support an appeal -to t,b.e Unit ed. Nat,ions by the Burmese Government., and con­

sistent wi:,h world-wide u.s. com..mitments., would take appropriate military 

action against Communist China as part of a U.N, collective action or in con­

jwiction with France and the U .. K. and any other friendly governments, employ­

ing as desirable anti-communist Chinese forces in military operations in 

Southeast Asia, Korea, or China proper (NSC 124/2). 
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The United States has no specific commitments to or aid 

programs for Malaya, since it is a dependent territory of the United Kingdom. 

Because of its particular strategic and economic importance, however, it is 

recognized that the loss of Malaya by the Free 1iorld would seriously jeopardize 

fundamental U.S. security interests and could result in such economic and 

political pressures in Japan as to make it difficult to prevent Japan's 

ult :i.mate accommodation to communism. It is United States policy to support 

t he British :i.n their measures to eradicate communist guerrilla forces in 

Malaya, and, in the event of Chinese Communist aggression against Malaya, 

j_:.1 aridltior. ·i:,o ap~~:opri c>."i:ie m::.l~tary action contemplated. against Communist 

Chi11c1, to assist i ;1 the u9fense of Malaya as appropriate, as part of a 

U.N. collective ac;'.:.ion or in conjunction with the United Kingdom and any 

other friendly governments (NEC 124/2). 

8. Indonesia. 

Indonesia, like B1.1rma, has tried to follow a policy of 

neut,:!:ality and non-:L"'lvolvement in the cold war. It has received only limited 

military aid, in 1951, in the form of equiprrent for the national police. It 

has been re'.!..u-:::tar..t even ·t,o ag::ee to the t erms required for the receip:, of 

econo"'l::.C aid from tha U~ited States. Indonesia is of such strategic and 

economic importance to the United States and the Free Horld, however, that 

the consequences of its falling into Communist hands would be very serious. 

It is current u.s. policy, in the event of a seizure or attempted seizure 

by internal communist action in I ndonesia, to seek maximum international 

re:;ponse to a request.by the legal government f or friendly nations to come 
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to its assistance against the insurgents, and, consistent with world-wide 

u.s. commitments, to take appropriate military and other action to wrest 

the area from communist control. In t he event of Chinese Communist aggres­

sion against Indonesia, the United States would, in addition to military 

action contemplated against Communist China, take appropriate military action 

to assist in the defense of Indonesia as a part of a U.N. collective action or 

in conjunction with other friendly governments (NSC 124/2). 

Ind.ia is vociferous~ "neutral" i n the cold war and has tried 

t o a.Yoi d measui:-es m ich wo11.l d f1eam to align it with the United states and 

oth:.r Western nat ions, a:!:'Ghou5:·, i t di d go so far as to conclude an agreement 

~~th the United St ates (16 Marc~ 1951) covering the furnishing of military 

E>quipment by the latter, accepting the obligation "to use such items as may 

be provided to fost er international peace and security within the framework 

of the Cha..-rter of the U.N. through measures which will further the ability 

of nati ons dedicated t o t,he principles and purposes of the Charter to partici­

pate effectively in arrangements for individual a.~d collective self-defense 

in support of those purposes and principl es .... " There has been, however, 

no pr 0gram of milita._7 g:carr., aid to Indiao 

The lh1ited States is proceeding on the basis of the proposition 

that the l oo s of India t o the Soviet Bloc "would mean that for all practical 

purposes all of Asia will have been l ost; this would constitute a serious 

threat to the securi ty position of the United States" (NSC 98/1). u.s. 

policy i s ther efore directed t oward improving our security position by pursuit 
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of the following objectives, among others: (a) development of sound, endur­

ing friendly relations with India; (b) continuance in power of a non-Communist 

Government, the strengt,hening of its ability to resist Communist Imperialism 

in Asia, and its association with the United States and like-minded countries 

in opposition to Communism; (c) development of attitudeR which would assist 

the United States and its Allies to obtain the facilities desired in time 

of peace or required in the everr'v of war, and which would prevent the u,s.s.R • 

.f:-om obtaining mj_litary support or assistance from India either directly or 

indirectly. While there has bee~ no decision on how the United States would 

rean·~ 1io an attack on Indi..'3. by ·::.::.e U .. s.s.R. or Communist China, the critical I 
threat to oi-= security position which such an attack would represent is clear~ 

recognized {NSC 98/1). 

Nepal and Bhutan, which border on Communist-controlled Tibet 

and have a protected status in relation to India, presumably would be con- I 
sidered as falling within whatever policies the United States adopts with 

respec-t to India. 

The positj_on of Pakistan relative to U .s. security interests 

is roughly dmilar to tr..at of Ir.di.a. Pakistan also concluded a military 

ej_d agreement with the United States (15 December 19.50) but has not been a 

recipient of grant aid. The same U.S. objectives and policies mentioned 

above in relation to India apply also to Pakistan. As in the case of India., 

the geographical location of the country., its size and resources, the 

prestige and influence of its leaders, and other factors make it an important 
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U.S. interest to deny Pakistan to the Soviet Bloc. Pakistan., however., has 

been more inclined to cooperate with the West than has India; the chief 

difficulty from our viewpoint has been that to encourage this tendency., so 

long as Kashmir and other issues divide the two nations., is to run the risk 

of alienating India. 

Pakistan has been considered by the United States as a logical 

ever.tu~l member of MEDO (NSC 129/1) and also of a possible South Asian 

r o:~:'.onal groupi r.g of non-Communist countries including India and possibly 

Afgh<'.!1-tstan and Ceylon (NSC 98/! .. ) , Neither of these regional defense organi­

zatio::is is an.,vwher.e near realiiation at the moment. Accordingly., the United 

st.ates may have t o decide with reference to Pakistan alone what action it 

will take in the eventuality of aggression against that co'..1.r.:!:, ry. 

E. OTHER COUNTRIES SUBJECT TO POSSIBLE AGGRESSION FROM THE SOVIET BLOC. 

Tw~ other countries to which we have no commitments deserve mention 

because they border on the Soviet Bloc and are opcm to poss:i.ble attack from 

e ,r..t direction., an eventuality which would reg.tire, eithe:- in advance or at 

the ti !lle., policy decisions for appropriate action on the part of the United 

States. 

The u.s. objectives with respect to India and Pakistan., 

me..~ti oned above, apply also to Af ghani stan although with lessened force 

because India and Pakistan are the "key11 nations of the South Asian area 

(NSC 98/1). Continuance in power of a non-Communist Government in 

Afghanistan and the strengthening of its ability and detennination to resist. 
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Communist imperialism, individually and collectively with other South Asian. 

nations, are the p1'incipal American objectives. Limited U .s. economic and 

technical assistance is furnished in support of these objectives. However, 

there is no military assistance program for Afghanistan, and there is no 

policy decision on how the United States would react to a Soviet attack on 

Afghanistan. 

2. Finland., 

) 

Finland is in a special position in that it is not Soviet­

dominated and therefore not a member of the Soviet Bloc, but it has treaty 

r elationships with the u.s.s.R. providing for a Soviet naval base on its 

t~rritory (Peace Treaty of 1947) and establishing certain mutual defense obli­

gations in case of an attack on Finland or on the u.s.s.R. through Finland 

(Treaty of m~ual assistance, 6 April 1948). The latter treaty specifically 

takes into consideration "Finland I s endeavors not to be involved in clashes 

between great powers" and also provides that neither party will enter into 

aw :illiance or take part in any coalition against the othl:}r. 

From the standpoint of military strategy., Finland is alreaczy-

in Soviet hands. Destruction of Finland's independence, therefore, would 

not g:ceatly increase the Soyj et- ,:,hreat to the NATO position in the Baltic 

although it would have important political significance and would be a shock 

to the Scandinavian countries, especially Sweden. 

The key to u.s. policy with respect to Finland is to avoid 

any steps which wonld threaten the delicate balance of Finnish-Soviet 

relations and call forth drastic Soviet measures inimical to Finnish 
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independence (NSC 121). It is in our interest that Finland maintain its 

independence, but since there is little the United States can do directly !\ 
to help Finland resist Soviet pressures, it is considered unwise to assume 

the role of Finland's protector. Nevertheless, a clear-cut aggressive Soviet 

move, in violation of existing treaties, to occupy Finland and impose a 

Soviet-dominated regime would present the United states with the need for 

deciding whether to take action, through the U.N., through NATO or unilater­

ally, or to accept the aggression as a fait accompli. 
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