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The Evolution or the Attitudes;· ntinidngl and Planning or the 
Joint Chiefs or Starr w1t9 Reg~ to u.s. Military 

Assistance to Iran, !raq, PakiStan; Indochina, 
Taiwan, Korea, and ntailand. 

Speaking to Congress on 12 March 1947, President Truman declared 
that it should be the policy or the United States "to support free 
peoples Who are resisting attempted subJugation by armed minorities or 
by outside pressures," and to "assist free peoples to work out their 
own destinies in their own way." In response to the President's plea,· 
Congress authorized emergency military aid programs to assist·Greece 
and Turkey to meet the Communist threat. Aid to Greece and Turkey 
marked the beginning or what in fact proved to be a continuous military 
assistance program, Although aid programs were already in operation in 
China, Korea, and the Philippines, these were more to fulfill com
mitments originated during World War II than to meet the challenge or 
cold war. Not until the autumn or 1949, when Congress passed the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act, were the various uncoordinated military 
aid programs absorbed into one comprehensive, non-emergency weapon in 
the cold war. 

The Role or the Joint Chiefs or Starr in the Formulation 
or aasic Aid Policy 

The Truman Doctrine generated an extended-policy discussion with
in the u.s, Government that occupied the two years preceding passage 
of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act, In these policy discussions the 
Joint Chiefs of Sterr played an inconspicuous, but apparently influ
ential, role. Foreign aid policf wae evolved primarily by the State
War-Navy-coordinating Committee (SWNCC) and its successor, the State
Anuy-Navy-Air Foree Coordinating Camn1ttee (SANACC); only in their 
occasional cOliiDents on SWNCC and SANACC papers are the views or the 
Joint Chiefs or Starr to be discerned, NevertQeless, the concept or 
assistance favored by the Joint Chiefs of Sterr was incorporated in 
the basic military aid policy devised by the National Security Council 
(NSC), · 

Two weeks after the enunciation or the Truman Doctrine, 
Ch1ers or Starr directed one or their committees to make a 

determine which ~~:~:~~~:~:~!~~~~~~~~~~i:~~~~~!:~~~-ty, should receive 
~udy emerged--which, though its 
"Approved," by the Joint Chiefs or Starr, nevertheless stated 
to be developed in their attitude towards U,S, assistance dUring the 
decade to follow. Although the conclusions or this study applied to 
both economic and military aid, the Joint Chiefs or Staff subsequently 
deuoted little attention to econOmic aid policy. Their interest lay 
mB1nly in military aid, and they seemed conten~ to leave economic aid 
to ·ci vil1an agencies. 

As set forth in the study, the obJective of a sound program or 
assistance· should be to obtain as firm friends of the united States 

\ nations located in areas strategically important for fighting an ide
ological war (i.e., war against the USSR and its satellites) and pos
sessing sound economies and armed forces strong enough to sustain their 
national independence and fUrnish real assistance to the united States 
in wartime. u.s. aid should therefore positively assist allies, or 
potential allies, to maintain such forces and to achieve or retain 
sound economies. The mere giving of assistance, that is, assistance 
not directed towards the attainment or such meaningfUl results, would 
not assure the strengthening or the national security of the united-· 
States:Z 

Despite the fact that the Joint Chiefs or Steff had not formally 
approved its conclusions, the basic precepts of this study soon became 
the established position, not only of the Joint Chiefs of Starr, but 
also or the u.s, Government. When asked to comment on a paper dealing 
with global assiStance, prepared by a SWNCC subcommittee, the Joint · 
Chiefs of starr pointed out that strategic implications, plus the 
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considerations. that v.s. national l!tllfirtty was paramount and u.s. re
sources not unl1m1 ted, mllde it neceellliry to apply more specific cri• 
teria to individual case8 than the SWMOC subcommittee had used, They 
also stated thAt countries likely to remain under Soviet 1ntluence, for 
some of which the subcommittee had proposed certain measures of aid, 
should be excluded on the grounds of u.s. national secUrity, Instead 
ot commenting at greater length on the SWNCC paper, the Joint Chiefs ot 
Staff sent SWNCC a copy of their study, asserting that it provided a 
sound broad basis for future consideration ot the question from the 
standpoint of national security.~ 

The approach to the problem of foreign aid thus supported by the 
Joint Chiefs of Statt manifested itself in the basic statement of mili
tary aid policy adopted by the NSC and approved by the President on 
14 July 1948. This statement, to wtUch the Joint Chiefs of starr, 
tran the military point ot view, found no obJection, emphasized u.s •. 
national secUrity ae the chief consideration in undertaking military . 
assistance pro§rame. Ae set forth in the NSC decision, u.s. secUrity 
demanded that certain tree nations" resist Soviet-directed Cammuniem. 
Since some of these countries lacked the·induetrial facilities to 
produce intricate modern armaments in the necessary quantities, they 
would require, in addition to economic aid, military assistance in 
building and maintaining armed forces adequate to resist Communist 

\
subversion from Within and Soviet pressure from Without, as well as 
ultimately to increase their military capability to Withstand armed 
attack, u.s. assistance programs would therefore be directed towards 
strengthening the military capabilities of •certain tree nations• in 
order to accomplish tour purposes! (1) to strengthen the security or 
the United States and its probable allies, (2) to strengthen the "moral 
and material resistance" of the free nations, (3) to support their 
~litical and military orientation towards the United States, and 
( 4) to allgllljnt u.s. military potential by improving· u.s. annament 
industries, . 

Taking its guidelines from the NSC policy statement.- the Foreign 
Assistance Correlation Committee dratted a comprehensive aid policy 
paper, which the Secretary of Defense, on 8 February 1949, referred to 
the Joint Chiefs of Statf tor comment,· In their reply to the Secre
tary, the Joint Chiefs of Staff seized upon, and lent their support to, 
every passage or the paper that meshed With their conviction that the 
primary return sought by the tlnitecl States was preservation ot the 
security of the tlnited States and its probable allies, They emphasized 
that the obJective of ·"improving United States security by IMPROVING 
THE MILITARY POTENTIAL of those nations opposed to Soviet aggression" 

,. should be kept constantly in m1nd,1 

Although their chief interest lay in keeping national security the 
paramount consideration in extending military aid, the Joint Chiefs of 
Statf were also concerned, during the months preceding enactment or the 
Mutual Defense Assistance legislation (October 1949), With the great 
magnitude of the aid program that might develop from certain proposals 
being considered by SANACC, Canmenting on a system of priorities 
drawn up by a SANACC subcommittee, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in 
November 1948, advised the Secretary ot Defense that extending aid to 
all of the countries listed by the subcommittee could produce tre
mendous commitments. They urgecl that, before specific decisions were 
made, the probable effect on the financial and industrial capacity of 
the united States, and on u.s. ability to meet the requirements of its 
own armed forces, be carefully assessed. In addition, they pointed 
out that token aid, which had been assigned by the subcommittee to many 
of the underdeveloped countries, bore to the recipient the implication 
ot more to come, Finally, they warned that aid spread too thinly might 
not be adequate anywhere, while on the other hand, aid concentrated 
where it would best serve u.s. national secUrity might well be all or 
even more than the united States could provide, These views were 
published, "ae of particular interest tram the military viewpoint,• 
With SANACC's decision approving the subcommittee paper.' 

The tremendous commitments foreseen by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
did in fact emerge, but ae a response to changed world conditione and 
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with the active support of th~~.ktt£Cliefs or Staff. The Soviet 
threat to Europe led to the oon6iiltion or the North Atlanti~ Treaty and 
the enactment by Congress of the Matual Defense Assistance Aot or 1949. 
Although intended. primarily to ann lhe signatories oi' the treaty, this 
legislation provided the frAmework for the program of worldwide mili
tary aid that was inaUgUrated less than a. year after passage of the act. 

· Fol:l.owing the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, the Mutual De
~fense Assistance Program (MDAP), set up under the act, was broadened to 

include those Far Eastern nations threatened by Ccmnunism, The new re
~ipients tell largely into the category of "underdeveloped" countries, 

In the policy decisions that heralded this expansio~ ot the aid 
program, the Joint Chiefs of Start played an important part, The 
heightened world tension attendant upon the Korean War enhanced the 
importance of the military viewpoint and gave them a stronger voice in 
the fonnulation oi' foreign policy, Moreover, the creation or formal 
procedures and machinery as a result or the MDA Act cast the Joint 
Chiefs or Staff in an increasingly influential role in the formulation · 
and execution oi' military aid policy, Thus they were aple constantly 
to re-emphasize u.s, national security as the basis or ~e foreign aid 
program. 

In January 1950, three months after passage oi' the MDA Act; the 
Joint Chiefs oi' Starr submitted to the Secretary of Defense a set of 
objectives to serve as the military basis tor future MDAP 1s, TheY 
recommended, as the long-range, over-all objective, the "development or 
conditions which will improve to the ~ extent possible, within 
economic realities both current and foreseen, the ability or the united 
States in event or war to implement in conjunction with our allies a 

\,long-range strategic concept, Briefly, that concept is that the United 
~States, in collaboration with its allies, will seek to impose the 

allied war objectives upon the USSR by conducting a strategic offensive 
in western Eurasia and·.a strategic defensive in the Far East. • The 
Joint Chiefs oi' starr also submitted a list or specific long-range 
objectives that they believed the MDAP should achieve in each area or 
the world, together with the worldwide advantages that the united 
States should anticipate receiving in exchange, These benefits closely 
paralleled concepts incorporated both in the NSC statement or military 
aid policy and, to a less detailed extent, in the JCS stuc!y of April 
1947 ·' 

This long-range obJective--building forces' to support the u.s. 
strategic concept in global war--with some modifications and elabo-

/ rations, has been recommended by the Joint Chiefs oi' Starr each year 
since 1950, However, the progressive extension oi' the MDAP, after 
1950, to include more and more underdeveloped countries raised the 

\ question oi' how much the forces supported by·' the united States in 
vthese countries could be expected to contribute to the execution oi' 

'the U,S, strategic concept in the event oi' global war. Most or these 
countries have had forces barely adequate to cope with internal 
problems, and certainly none ot significance tor employment beyond 
their borders in support of the u.s. strategic concept, This tact was 
recognized, in a report to. the NSC on 19 January 1953, by the Secre
taries oi' State and Defense, and the Director of Mutual Seourity,f 

However, for situations short of global war, i.e., continued cold 
war or limited hot war, the Joint Chiefs oi' Staff and their superiors 

\
have recognized important advantages in aid to underdeveloped countries. 
In continued cold war, subversion has been the greatest danger. There
tore, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended that, except in the 
special case of Taiwan, the United States strive to create forces 

\ 

capable of performing the primary mission oi' maintaining internal 
security, They have hoped thereby to lend stability to the local 
governments and to help preserve their Western orientation, 

The problem of limited hot war has increasingly occupied the 
attention of the Joint Chiefs of Staff since the close oi' the Korean 
conflict. They stated in 1954 that the United States should in the 
future rely more on its allies to provide forces, particularly ground 
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forces, to counter local Communist aggression, and they expanded the 
long-range objective ot the MDAP to iAclude provision ot torose 
"sutticiently adequate1to· counter locU aggression, it it occurs, in 
key peripheral areas.• According to tl'le concept evolved by the Joint 
Chiefs ot Statt, the United States would use the MDAP to build and · 
support forces in the key peripheral areas in such a manner as to 
COJ.IIplement U.s. mobile forces. Types and amounts ot aid would be 
tilted in relation to the military situation most 11ke1y to be raced by 
each country in case ot war, and to the mission its forces could best 
perto:nn. Accord.1ll&ly, the Joint Chiefs ot Statt have recCIIIIII8Jided that 
the forces ot Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, 'l'hailand, Korea, arid the -
States ot Indochina, be developed not only tor the mission ot main• 
tuning internal security but also tor the mission ot conducting a 
limited detense against external aggression. 

'l'he eigni.ticance ot this additional misaion lies in collective 
security arrangements providing tor u.s. and/or allied support ot a 
victim or aggression. PolloWing the close or the Korean and Indo
chinese hostilities, the Ull1ted States took the lead in b1nd1ng to the 
tree world, either by regional detense pasts or by bilateral security 
treaties With the Ull1ted States, all or the Par Bastern and ll:tddle _ 
Eastern underdeveloped countries receiving· u.s. milUary aid. In the 
view ot the Joint Chieta ot statt, at the aeme time 1:bat·the Ull1ted 
Statea was using the MDAP to develop indigenous defensive capabilities, 
u.s. military leaders should be engaging in Joint planning activities 
W1 th allied military leaden. · 'l'his planning would empbasi&e employ
ment against the aggressor ot combined U,S, and indigenous torose .. 
41so, the United States llhould give its allies some indication ot a 
strategic plan l<hereby u.s. torces .would come to their aid to meet an 
armed attack, It aggression occurred in any ot the kay peripheral 

\ 
countries, the torces possessing limited defensive-capabilities would 
tight a del~ action during ·the per1od. ot time neoeseary to move in 
u.s. mobile forces and to mobilize the torcea ot any other countries 
allied to the victim ot. aggresaion,f .:;.:;_;,_··~""·~-> ; .• · : .. ~''·''~-•····''i·,J.•:, ,,.< ···"·· .. 

'l'he Joint Chiets ot Statt, in the poat~Korean war yeara, thus 
'evolved a concept ot military assistance to underdeveloped countries 
!:hat 111a11, in etteot, an integral part of' the broader concept ot u.s-.: 

\

reaction to limited war. 'lbey did so mainly under pressure ot events 
in the. Par Bast •. It was, in tact, the presaure of events in the Par 
Bast that had, in 1950, stimulated the decisions that transtomed the 
MDAP tl'CIIl & program oriented principally towards Western ~ to one 
that enccmpaaeed & large portion ot. the non.C~II~: world. · · .. -;~ 

. Evolution ot Aid PrOgram in the Par East 

In the policy disciuuiiona· preoediiig pusage ot the MilA Ac.t j ::~:c-::_:~ 
neither the Joint Chiefs or Statt nor their civilian superiors mani
fested much concern tor the Par Bast. 'l'he lines or cold war were much 
more sharply drawn in Western Europe and this was the area l<here, in 
a global conflict, the United States would take the strategic ot- · 

\ 
tensive. 'lbererore, the efforts of u.s. policy-makers were concentrated 
principally on plans for re-a:nning Western Europe• Although China. 
Korea, and the Philippines were receiving some u.s, aid, the Soviet 
menace was not as clearly apparent in the Par East, Moreover, in 
global war the United States intended to remain on the strategic de• 
tensive in Asia, · 

Even as Congress debated the MDA Act, however, it became apparent 
that the collapse ot Nationalist resistance on the Chinese ma1nland 

. . was but a matter ot weeks. 'lbe success ot Communist anna in the · 

\

Chinese Civil War stimulated concern for the threat to u.s. security 
posed by the groWing power ot Communism in Asia. The Joint Chiefs ot 
Staff were perhaps more ala:nned at this threat than the civilian 
members of _the NSC, lObo were a_t this time drstting new policies towards 
the Par Bast. Disillusioned With past attempts to aid Chiang KB1·shek, 
the NSC tended to regard the situation in Asia as hopeless. Their 
attitude was apparent in a dratt statement of policy calling merely 
tor encouragement or Asian countries threatened by Communism.,. 
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; The Joint Chiefs or Starr, howento, believed that more than mere 
encouragement was necessary in order to protect u.s. interests in Asia. 
Taking advantage or a section in-the MDA Act authorizing the President 
to spend $75 million to combat Coiilmuniam in the "general. area or 
China," the Joint Chiefs or starr· -sul:mitted a plan for spending this 
money. They defined the "general ·area or China" as "not only China 
proper, but also such areas as Hainan and Bormosa, French Indo-china, 
Burma and Ths1land." 11 Besides reQ~nding aid programs to these 
countries, they proposed changes 1h the draft NSC policy that clearly 
indicated their desire that the united states not merely encourage, ~~ 
but actively support, Far Eastern nations threatened by the Communists. 
The NSC accepted the advice or· the Joint Chiefs or starr, and the 
revised policy statement, approved by the President on 30 December 

'\. 1949, listed as one or the basic u.s. secunty obJectives in Aaia the 
~"Development or sufficient military power in selected non-communist 

nations or Asia to maintain internal security and to prevent further 
encroachment by coDIIIuniam. "" . 

Although u.s. policy as approved by the NSC now called tor Asian 
aid programs, the President indicated that Wllether or not an aid 
program to the "general area or China" was put into effect would depend 
on future circumstances. The President's reservations, or course, 
steDIIIed from the -controversy over the knotty problem or the Chinese 
Nationalists, who had now taken refuge. on the island or Ta,lwsn. The 
Joint Chiefs or Starr, however, telt that 1DIIIediate aid to the "general 
area or China" was necessary. In the early months or 1950 they made 
several proposals tor launching aid programs designed to deter or 
prevent further encroachment or Communism in the area. At the same 
time, they made clear their belief that the $75 million authorized by 
the MDA Act would be only a modeet initial step in what would prove to 
be a continUing and long-term requirement.'f 

The proposals or the Joint Chiefs or Starr were treated with 

\
little sense of urgency until the u.s. decision to oppose with rorce 
the Communist invasion or South Korea clearly pointed to the necessity 
or strengthening anti-communist elements elsewhere in the Far East. 
By the· end or 1950, aid programs were under way in Indochina, Taiwan, 
and Thailancl, ancl South Korean forces were being rapidly enlarged to 
tight uncler the Uhi ted Nations CODIII&ncl in that country. 

Because or the emergency_ basis upon Which the li'ar Eastern pl'q!;l'lllllll 
were launched, and because of the unusual situations in the recipient 
countries, the Joint Chiete or starr were compelled to relate military 
assistance in each country more to the exigencies of the moment than 
to broad, long-range obJectives. During the war years, orderly pursUit 
or.~ coordinated regional plan with an ultimate regional obJective was 
v~lly impossible. The manner in which these programs developed 
will become apparent 1n considering the MDAP in Taiwan, Indochina, 
Thailand, and Korea. 

Aid to the Chinese Nationalists on Taiwan 

u.s. aid to the government or Generalissimo Chiang Ka1-shek dates 
tram 1938, when the President, under certain discretionary powers 
permitted by the Neutrality Act, authorized a loan of $25 million to 
China for the struggle against Japan. Throughout World War II the 
scope of assistance to China grew progressively broader. Besides 
financial assistance or considerable magnitude, the United States 
provided the Chinese with Lend-Lease. and other types or military as
sistance in the amount or approximately $392 million, and established 
a military mission in Chungking to advise the Chinese on the use or· 
u.s. equipment. In addition, large numbers or Chinese military person
nel were trained by U.llJ instructors at installations in China, India, 
and the United States • ..- . · 

u.s. aid programs were continued in the post-war years. Initially, 
this aid was provided to help the Chinese rebuild their shattered 
economy and. rid the country or the Japanese. After the beginning or 
the Civil War, however, sentiment in the united States grew for helping 
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the Nationalists, and after 1947 61~ was -~~1t & ~spgnsa to ~he 
rising threat or the Chinese cOIIIIIIIIMalia• Thill aid included continu ... 
ation or wartime Lend.Lease programs, t~anster of naval vessels, and 
creation of military advisory misSions. The China Aid Act ot 1948 
made $vailable, in addition to large sums or economic aid, $125 million 
in mi1itary assistance.M 

. As Chiang Ka1-shek 1s posit~on grew increasingly precarious, de· 
bAte sharpened Within the u.s. Government over the advisability or 
continued aid to the Nationalists. Early in 1949 the President decreed 
that, although assistance under the China Aid·Act would not be sus
pended, no effort would be made to expedite shipments.'7 '!'he debate 
assumed another dimension, however, as the Nationalists began·re
grouping on Taiwan. This island was of considerable strategic 1m• 
portance to the United States.and, unlesa the United States took prompt 
counter-measure~ was almost certain to tall to the Chinese Communists. 

The civilian policy-makers, in late 1948, had turned to the Joint 
Chiefs or Starr tor an assessment or Taiwan's strategic importance to 
the United States. Although reaffinning the island's strategic im
portance, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had stated that it was not 1m· 
portant enough to u.s. security to warrant commiting u.s. armed forces 
to its defense. A year later, they recamnended measures short or 
committing armed force to deny Taiwan to the Communists. Among these 
measures was "a ~;est, well-directed, and closely supervised program 
ot military aid." '!'he State Department, however, had written the 
Nationalists off as a lost cause, and the NSC declined to accept the 
advice of the Joint Chiefs ot Staff. ·In January 1950, the President 
announced the suspension of further aid to the Chinese Nationalists.~ 

'!'he Joint Chiefs or Staff, however, were still concerned w1t9 the 
threat to u.s. security posed by the growth ot Communist power in Asia, 
and by the almost certain capture ot Taiwan by the Chinese COIIIDUIIiats. 
'!'he Nationalists on Taiwan were keeping the Communists occupied and 

\ diverting their strength from Southeast·Asia, whose importance to U.S, 
security the NSC had formally recognized by recommending aid programs 
in that area. To the Joint Chiefs ot Start, assisting the Nationalists 
seemed a logical way to help hold the line against Communist en. 
croachment in Southeast Asia. Therefore, in May 1950 they renewed 
their plea that aid be resumed,.... . 

. Within two months, the outbreak or the Korean War and the posting 
ot the Seventh Pleet to the Straits of Taiwan made further debate 
unnecessary. The United States, now fighting in Korea, was in no 
position to permit the fall of Taiwan to the Communists. Therefore, 
when the Joint Chiefs of Staff in JUly 1950 again detailed the stra
tegic importance or Taiwan and again. appealed for resumption of mili
tary assistance, in order to develop the ability of the Chinese .. 
Nationalists to defend Taiwan, the NSC and the President approved. 1 A 
survey mission visited Taiwan and laid the basis tor developing a 
materiel program. In May 1951 a Military Assistance Advisory Group 
.(MAAG) was established to superintend the materiel program and to 
assist in training Nationalist forces. 

Prom the beginning of the aid program on Taiwan, the overwhelming 
strength of Chiang Kai-shek 1s amy in relation to the strength of the 

\ native Taiwanese made internal security a problem or minor significance. 
In contrast to u.s. military aid programs in most other underdeveloped 
countries, the MDAP on Taiwan was haver intended to build forces to 
maintain internal security. Throughout the period of the Korean War, 
it had but one objective, to increase the potential of the. Nationalist 
forces for the defense of Taiwan ... ~ 

Although this remained the stated objective throughout the Korean 
war, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had in mind an additional purpose for 
which Chinese Nationalist troops might be utilized. '!'he possibility 
ot expanded hostilities in the Par East was ever-present during the 
conflict in Korea. Chinese Nationalist forces constituted a sizeable 
pool of anti-Communist manpower that might, circumstances permitting, 
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be employed outside of Taiwan. Both during and after the Korean war, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered these forces as a potentially 
available strategic reserve, After the Mutual Defense Treaty between 
the United States and the Nationalist Government was ratified in 
Pebruaryl955, providing the political basis for making Nationalist 
forces available for defense of the Far East in general, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff considered them as a readily available strategic 
reserve, '!he NSC, in statements of u.s. policy towards Taiwan, also 
regarded Chinese Nationalist forces as a strategic reserve.~ 

The forces deemed necessary to accomplish the obJective of de
fending Taiwan were stated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in terms of 
maJor units recommended for MDAP support. In 1951, 1952, and 1953 
they recommended that the United states support a Chinese Nationalist 
army of twenty-one divisions and an armored force command, a navY of 
about eighty-five combat vessels, a small marine force, and an air 
force of twenty-six squadrons.""' 

With some minor changes, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended 
the same mission and forces for Taiwan throughout the years of the 
Korean War, In 1953, however, the Eisenhower Administration came to 
power committed to carrying out new policies in the Far East, These 
new policies, in turn, compelled a re-eXSmination of the mission of 
the Chinese Nationalist forces supported by the United States, 

In his first State of the Union message, President Eisenhower 
announced that the Seventh Fleet would no longer be employed to "shield 
Communist China." In the President's declaration was at least the 

~ implication that Nationalist forces supported by the MDAP were now free 
to take the offensive against the Commun1Bt mainland, Within three 
months, however, the United States, by delaying shipment of Jet air
craft to Taiwan, wrung from Chiang Kai-shek a commitment to ~dertake 
no offensive operations not sanctioned by the United States~ Never
theless, throughout 1953 the NSC was considering a more active role 
for Chinese Nationalist forces. 

Although thinking in perhaps more modest terms than the NSC, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff also favored bUilding Chinese Nationalist 
offensive capabilities. on 8 JUly 1953, they recommended that Chiang's 
forces be adequate, not only to defend Taiwan, but also to conduct 
raids against the mainland and against seaborne commerce with the 
mainland, to offer a constant threat to the mainland, and to add 
significantly to the milita~ strength potentially available to the 
free world in the Far East. These additions to the MDAP obJective 
ware incorporated into an NSC policy statement approved by the Presi
dent on 6 November 1953. This statement of policy also contained the 
declaration that the military potential developed on Taiwan by the MDAP 
would be used in accordance with u.s. national security policies.~7 

Adop.tion of the new policy towards Taiwan prompted the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to re-eXSmine the adequacy of Chiang Kai-shek's forces 
to carry out the additional missions. On 18 January 1954 they in
formed the Secretary of Defense that, to accomplish the missions en
visaged by NSC policy, these forces would have to be augmented. Budget
ary considerations, however, stood in the way of any significant en
largement, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked to reconsider their 
opinion. In reply, they recommended force obJectives substantially 
the same as earlier ones, but made clear that, while these were the 
maximum possible within budgetary limitations, they were the very 
minimum necessary to support u.s. strategy, They still believed larger 
forces to be militarily desirable, in fact, essential, if the missions 
sanctioned by the NSC were to be carried out. But they were unwilling 
to recommend that aid programs in other countries be reduced in/order 
to provide the requisite funds, And despite the disparity between 
force obJectives and missions, the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised that 
it would be "inappropriate" to revise approved NSC policy,.tl 

Throughout 1954 the Nationalists had been engaging in minor 
offensive operations by launching, with u.s. support, occasional raids 
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against the mainland. The CaJIIIIWlj.IJ-e attack en the offshore islands in 
September, however, caused anxiety.in Washington lest the United States 
be drawn into another conflict with COiliiiiUlUst China. The President, 
over the opposition o.f' the Joint Chiefs o.f' Sta.f'.f', directed that, pend
ing review o.f' u.s. policy in the Par East, the provisions o.f' NSC 
policy that applied to Nationalist raids be suspended, Sanction .for 
u.s, support o.f' these raids was omitted from a revision o.f' policy in 
the Par East adopted by the NSC in December 1954, and .from a revision 
o.f' policy towards Taiwan adopted in January 1955. These policy state
ments, however, did include defense of the Nationalist-held offshore 
islands in the objective for Which the MDAP was developing forces on 
Taiwan.•t 

With the offensive missions eliminated by u.s. policy, and con
sequently .from the MDAP objectives recommended by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the emphasis of the MDAP again shifted to bUilding the de
fensive capabilities of Nationalist forces. Prom the beginning of the 
aid program, neither the Joint Chiefs of Statf nor the civilian policy
makers were under any illusion that, unaided, Chinese Nationalist 
.forces coUld defend Taiwan, The Joint Chiefs of Statf recognized 

\ that, it the Chinese Reds launched a determined assaUlt on Taiwan, the 
\1 United States woUld have to furnish substantial air, naval, and 

logistical support to the Nationalists, The conclusion of the Mutual 
Defense Treaty between the United States and the Nationalist Govern
ment in December 1954 bound the United States to provide this support 
in the event of such an invasion attempt."'" 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff made no essential change in the ob
jective of the MDAP on Taiwan atter the offensive missions were elimi
nated early in 1955. The current obJective, recommended on 18· February 
1957, is to assist in organizing, training, and equipping Nationalist 
milit~ forces in order to maintain and to increase their effective
ness ( 1) tor the defense of Taiwan, Penghu (the Pescadores), and the 
Nationalist-held offshore islands, {2) for contributing to the 
collective non-camnunist strength in the Par East, and (3) for such 
other action as may be mutually agreed upon under the tenus o.f' the 
Mutual Defense Treaty.-" 

To attain this objective, the Joint Chiefs o.f' Statf recommended, 
as a basis for programming materiel and schedUling training, an army 
ot twenty-one infantry divisions and nine reserve infantry divisions, 
a navy of eighty-five combat ships, a marine division and LVT battalion, 
and an air force of twenty-four squadrons and twenty-nine AAA · 
battalions. With minor differences, these force objectives also 
represent forces in being at various stages of development.~ 

As of 30 June 1956, Chinese Nationalist forces were judged to be 
capable of performing the missions derived from the MDAP objective. 
In the face of an attempted Communist invasion, Nationalist forces 
were considered capable of defending Taiwan, the Pescadores, and the 
offshore iSlands 1f adequate U,S, air, naval, and logistical support 
were furnished, u.s. observers believed that, for the defensive 
mission, the combat effectiveness of Nationalist forces was good~ 

The MDAP in Indochina 

Like the MDAP on Taiwan, u.s. aid to Indochina had its origins in 
the disintegration of the position of the free world in Asia during 
1950. In both Taiwan and Indochina, the invasion of South Korea was 
the most important factor stimUlating development of the aid program,. 
Although the decision to help the French Union Forces in Indochina 
antedated the Korean invasion by three months, the scope of the MDAP 
was broadened and the pace stepped up atter the outbreak o.f' war made 
it clear that Korea, Taiwan, and Indochina were parts of the same 
problem. 

The French had been waging a costly, indecisive campaign against 
the Viet Minh tor four years when, in late 1949, the collapse of 
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Nationalist resistance in China·tr;ed the Chinese CommUnists to·turnish 
materiel support to the Viet Mirth; and to raise the threat of overt 
intervention in the struggle for Indochina. Thereafter, the French 
position steadily deteriorated. u.s. officials became alarmed lest 
all of Southeast Asia fall to Communism. 

The Joint Chiefs of Starr appreciated both the strategic 1m-
\. portance or Southeast Asia to the United States and the graVity of the 

situation developing in Indochina, and they took the lead in advo
cating strong u.s. efforts to prevent a Communist victory in the area. 
As early as December 1949, they had laid the foundation for an 1JIIIIedi
ate aid program by including Indochina in their definition of the 
"general area of China, • for Which Congress had provided $75 million 
in the MDA Act. In January 1950, they recommended that the program 
for spending this money give first priority to anti-Communist forces 
in Indochina, and that $15 million be promptly allocated for this 
purpose. The NSC in February determined that u.s. security interests 

\.were threatened in Southeast Asia and that the situation called for 
\J "all practicable efforts" to halt the spread or Communism in that area. 

Indochina, decided the NSC, was the key to Southeast Asia and was 
under immediate threat. Therefore, on 10 March 1950 the ~ident 
authorized the inauguration of an aid program in Indochina, 

Although the decision had been made, implementation lagged, and 
during the next two months the Joint Chiefs of Starr continued to 
advise prompt initiation of the program.'"'It was not until the Korean 
war provided the necessary impetus that the MDAP in Indochina was · 
treated as a matter or urgency. In J\.tly a survey mission visited 
Indochina and submitted a report that not only covered materiel re
quirements but also analyzed the problem raced by the French and the 
adequacy of their response to it, Also in Jl.tly, the first elements 
or the u.s. MAAG, whose functions were limited to superintending the 
materiel program, began arriving in. Saigon, 

In the minds of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the MDAP in Indochina 
1 had two objectives, The first was to .help restore and maintain in-
~ ternal security, which involved supporting French and native forces 

adequate to suppress the indigenous Viet Minh movement. The second 
was to discourage Communist aggression, Which involved supporting 
sufficient French and native forces to deter the Chinese Communists 
from overtly entering the war, .From 1950 through the middle of 1952 
these remained the objectives of the MDAP in Indochina, recommended 
by the Joint Chiefs or Staff. A . 

In 1952 the NSC added a third objective--to assist in developing 
indigenous forces that could eventually maintain internal security 
without help from French units, From the beginning of u.s. involve

; ment in Indochina, the Joint Chiefs of Starr ~ad attached great im-
v portance to building Vietnamese, Cambodian, and Laotian national 

armies that would have a measure or autonomy but would still serve 
under French command, They felt that such armies would not only 
provide fresh troops to relieve veteran French and native units from 
static defense, but would also be a means or identifying non-commUnist 
Indochinese more clearly with the war effort. The French reluctantly 
agreed to go along with this proposition, although they steadfastly 
retusad to permit the United States to enlarge the MAAG in order to 
help train the new arm1es.J7 

In practical effect, all three of these objectives were, after 
mid-1953, encompassed in the one over-riding goal of aiding the French 
to carry out a new plan for winning the war. 

Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that this new plan 
offered some hope of victory, they looked with disfavor upon most 
French policies and actions in Indochina. They felt that the large 
MDAP gave the united States some rights in determining the manner or 

\.. prosecuting the war. They therefore advocated the use or the MDAP as 
a lever to induce France to adopt political, economic, and military 
policies more in accord with u.s, views. Although u.s. negotiators 
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did in tact attach conditione of this type to the MDAP throughout 
the war, the French rarely fulfilled the conditions.'' 

During the war years, orderly planning, programming, and end-use 
supervision or aid to Indochina was a difficult and often impossible 
undertak1ng. Materiel requirements naturallY fluctuated with the pace 
and scope of operations and with the fortunes or French anns. Experi
ence taught that the administrative procedures required by the MDAP 
were too cumbersome and time-consuming to provide satisfactory support 
to forces engaged in combat operations. Moreover, the large and fre
quently unpredictable demands of the war often made it necessary to 
reduce the programs in other countries in order to provide funds tor 
emergency requirements in Indochina. The Joint Chiefs of Starr be
lieved that, to overcome these drawbacks, a special fund tor Indochina 
ought to be set up under the direct superv1e1on or the Secretary or 
Defense, but the B.lmistice arranged at Geneva in July 1954 ended 
discussion or the matter."' 

In tenns of maJor units, French and native forces receiving u.s. 
equipment and support varied considerably throughout the war, mainly 
as a result of organizational changes rather than alteration in .the 
strength of forces. Between 1950 and 1954 combined French and in-
digenous forces supported by the MDAP varted between 4501 000 and 
500,000 men of all anna •. However, the magnitude of the program is more 
clearly revealed by the monetary expend! tures than by the units support
ed. The total cost to the United States or the Indochinese war was 
approximately $2.8 billion. A little more than half or this amount 
was spent for econanic aid and tor financial support or the Prench ,... 
budget. The remainder, about $1.3 billion, was spent under the MDAP. 

When the Geneva Conference ended the Indochinese war; the United 
States was providing France with equipment and support tor both French 
Union and Indochinese forces or the following general magnitude. The 
Anny consisted or eighty-seven French battalions, sixty-seven Vietnam
ese battalions, nine Cambodian battalions, and seven Laotian battalions. 
Although these were forces in being, the Joint Chiefs or Start stated 
the force objectives mainly in tenns or French and indigenous d1V1sia111, 
reflecting their preoccupation with the necessity tor divisional organ
ization as the core of the Franco-Indochinese Army. The statement of· 
force objectives also reflected the hope that native divisions would 
assume an increasing share or the burden rrom the French. Naval and air 
torces were principally French. The Air Force operated 272 aircraft in 
thirteen squadrons, while the Navy had titty-seven combat ships, includ
ing a CVL borrowed rrom the United States tor the duration of the war • ., 

Following the Geneva Annistice, conditions of near chaos prevailed 
in all three or the Associated States of Indochina, holding forth d1m 
hope that continued u.s. aid would produce satisfactory results. Never-

\ 

theless, the NSC in August 1954 decided that, working through the French 
only when necessary, the United States would assist VietNam, Cambodia, 
and Laos to develop forces capable or maintaining internal secur1 ty. In 
addition; the NSC decided that the United states, wherever possible, 
should assume responsibility tor training the B.lmies or Southeast 
Asian countries.~ ' 

\ 

The Joint Chiefs or Starr were reluctant to have the United States 
involved in aid programs in countries where conditions made success so 
problematicll. The decision had already been made by the NSC, however, 
and on 22 September 1954 they recommended force obJectives tor Viet Nam 
and Cambodia. At the same time, they cautioned that, because of the 
very great obstacles to success, u.s. aid should be provided at low 
priority and without interfering with the MDAP in other countries. They 
did not recommend forces tor Laos because the Geneva Accords prevented 
the united States from stationing a military mission in that country to 
supervise end-use. In January 1955, however, the Secretary of State 
argued that political considerations made an aid program adVisable in 
Laos also, and the Joint Chiefs of starr acceded. A civilian mission was 
recruited and eventually sent to Laos to perfonn the functions or aMMo!' 
Initial issue equipment for the armies ot all three AssOciated States 
was taksn from stocks already sent to Indoohina, and thus was provided 
at no additional expense to the tJnited States. 
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In addition to materiel progrcs, the Joint Chiefs or starr also 
had to deal With the training progi11Ulls enviSaged by the NSC. Because 
of political instability and the persistence of French influence, 
they were even more reluctant to commit the united States to training 
programs than to materiel programs, and they enuml!rated certain 
conditions that they believed should be met before the United States 
decided to train the armies of the.Associated States,f4 

These conditions could not pouibly be met in Laos, where a French 
training mission operated under the Geneva Accords, and no serious 
consideration was given to stationing a U.S, military misSion in that 
country, .As for Cambodia, the Secretary of Sl;ate contended that the 
conditions defined by the Joint Chiefs or starr had been met. They 
agreed, but asked that in negotiating a bilateral ~ement With . 
Cambodia the united States insist on the eventual Withdrawal or all 
French instructors and advisors, When Cambodian politics and French 
opposition entered the picture, the Joint Chiefs or start, at the be
hest or the Secretary or State, agreed to drop this condition. The 
Cambodian drift towards neutrality prevented the United States tram 
establishing a training mission, although such a mission is still a 
u.s. objective,., · 

' The decision to launch a training venture in Viet Nam was dictated 
\_largely by political factors. The Joint·chiet's of Starr had recommended 

that no training mission be established until political stability had 
been restored. The Secretary of State, however, argued that the united 
States should undertake to train the Vietnamese National Army as a means 
or bringing about political stability, The NSC and the President de
cided in favor of the Secretary or State, and an agreement was negoti
ated With the French to form a joint Franco-American training mission, 
This mission operated until final Withdrawal or French forces tram 
Viet Nam in April 1956, whereupon the Un1ted States assumed sole 
responsibility tor training Vietnamese forces.~ · · 

In addition to materiel programs in Viet Nam, Cambodia, and Laos, 
the united States continued to allocate aid to the French Expeditionary 
Corps. This aid, however, was proportionately reduced as French forces 
phased out or Indochina. 

'v During the two years folloWing the Geneva Conference, a great deal 
:or contusion surrounded the objectives or the MDAP in the Associated 
States, The NSC in Ausust 1954 decreed that the forces or the Associ
ated: states would be assisted for the purpose or maintaining internal 
security, The Joint Chiefs or Starr, however, believed that limited 
defensive capabilities were also necessary. For one thing, the NSC had 
decided that U,s. strategy should rely upon indigenous ground fOrces to 
the maximum extent possible. For another, the withdrawal of French 
forces from Viet Nam was expected to leave a military vacuum unless the 
Vietnamese were able to take over as the French left. Finally, the fact 
that the provisions of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty 
had been extended to protect the Associated States did not, in the 
opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, relieve·those states or the 
obligation to help defend themselves, The Joint Chiefs or Start' there
tore recommended force levels adequate tor both internal secUrity and 
limited defense against armed attack, The NSC and the President, how-

\ ever, ruled otherWise, and the Joint Chiefs or Start' were directed to 
recommend 1'orces"1ldequate for internal secUrity only. In mpl.y they sub
mitted considerably lower force objectives, But they warned that, as 
the French Withdrew, these forces would be able to offer no more than 
"limited initial resistance" to any invasion by the Viet Minh,¥7 

Although for two years the only mission approved by the NSC re- · 
mained one or internal secUrity, the Joint Chiefs of starr in 1955 and 
1956 recommended that the obJective of the MDAP in Indochina be to 
assist as practicable in organizing, training, and equipping the IU'Mt'd 
forces of Laos, Cambodia, and Viet Nam for the purposes of maintair,l.l:g 
internal secUrity and providing "limited initial resistance" to attack 
by the Viet Minh. Moreover, the Vietnamese Army was organized to in
clude divisional combat elements that could eventually be trained for 
the task of delaying an invasion by the Viet Minh.~a 
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Even though the Joint cirk~f !tart included Laos with Cambodia 
and Viet Nam in their statement of ~e over-all MDAP objective in Indo
china, the restrictions of the Geneva Accords made the prospects of 
effective aid to Laos in the near future so d1m that they did not recan
mend force objectives tor that country, But aid to Laos had been deemed 
necessary for political reasons, and they informed the Secretary of 
Defense that, to maintain internal security, one territorial and one 
infantry division would be required. In 1957 the Joint Chiefs of Statt 
dropped their reservations and recommended force objectives for Laos of 
one territorial and one infantry division, to be developed not only tor 
the mission of internal security but also tor that of limited defense 
against armed aggression. 

In September 1956 the NSC finally cleared up the contusion in MDAP 
objectives that had persisted since August 1954. The forces ot Viet Nam 
and Laos were now to be developed for the missions of maintaining in
ternal security and offering "limited initial resistance" to any Viet 
Minh invasion, The Joint Chiefs of Staff at the request of the Presi
dent, defined "limited initial resistanceA as "resistance to Communist· 
aggression by defending or by delaying in such a manner as to preserve 
and maintain the integrity of the government and its armed forces tor 
the period of time required to invoke the U.N. Charter and/or the South
east Asia Collective Defense Treaty or the period or time required tor 
the U.S. Government to determine that considerations of national security 
require unilateral U,S, assistance, and to commit U,S, or collective 
security forces to support or reinforce indigenous forces in defense 
of the country attacked," 

Cambodian forces were to be developed for a mission of internal 
security only, Cambodia had been displaying more and more open friend
ship towards Red China, and the Chief of Staff, U ,S, Army, had already 
recommended a re-examination of the objectives of the MDAP in Cambodia, 
Not only did the NSC take away Cambodia's limited defensive mission, 
but it provided for termination of all U,S, aid if Cambodia ceased .to 
demonstrate a will to resist subversion and maintain its independence, 
CINCPAC, however, recommended that Cambodian forces not be subBtsnt1slly 
altered as a result of the NSC action. He proposed, moreover, that the 
limited defensive mission be restored, The Joint Chiefs ot Staff agreed 
with CINCPAC. In April 1957 they advised the Secretary of Defense to 
request the NSC to reconsider its decision and reinstate the defensive 
mission ,#1 • 

Even before the NSC sanctioned the defensive mission tor Vietnsmese 
and Laotian forces, the Joint Chiefs of starr recommended force objec
tives stated in terms of canbat divisions, For Viet Nem, they proposed 
in 1955 that the Uhited States support three infantry divisions, three 
territorial divisions, sixteen patrol and landing cratt, and five air 
squadrons, Events in Viet Nam, however, soon led them to enlarge the 
force objectivee. The threat to governmental stability posed by the 
politico-religious sects made 1t necessary to integrate more units of 
the private armies or the sects into the National Al1lr,Y than had been 
originally planned. At the same time, elements of the sects tried to 
overthrow the Diem Government,and a civil war broke out that involved 
most of the National Army in· combat operations. Finally,the rapid ldth• 
drawal of the French Expeditionary Corps pranised to create the mUjj;ary 
vacuum at the armistice line that the Joint Chiefs of Statf had foreseen, 
As a result of these developments,the Joint Chiefs of Staff in January · 
1956 added one territorial and one infantry division to the Vietnamese 
force objectives, Further increases were authorized in 1957, when the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed force objectives of six light divisions 
and four field divisions, fourteen combat vessels and two marine 
battalions, and four air squadrons • .II> 

The Uhited States agreed to support a Cambodian forcelevelot3l,COO 
men. In their latest statement of force objectives, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff recommended that this force be organized into one infantry regi
ment, fifteen infantry battalions, one parachute battalion, a tour
vessel navy, and an air force of one canposite squadron, Force ob
jectives for Laos throughout the post war years remained one light di
vision to constitute a batlle corps and one territorial division for 
internal security, A composite air squadron was added in 1957. #"t 

In all three Associated States the emphasis from the beginning has 
been placed on developing forces capable of assisting in the maintenance 
of internal security. once this goal has been reached, emphasis in 
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Viet Nam and Laos is to be placed on developing forces capable also of 
defense against external aggreQ,IIion by defensive delaying action • .n 

In the judgment or the Joint Chiefs or starr, the capability of 
the forces of the Associated States to attain the objectives of the 
MDAP is not yet satisfactory, Although the Vietnamese National ~ 
demonstrated "a fair degree of success" in the war against the sects, 
it was not judged, in 1956, to be capable or retarding or delaying a 
Viet Minh invasion without considerable outside assistance. With
drawal of French forces had left the Vietnamese Navy too small to 
fulfill expected missions, while the Vietnamese Air Force, in its 
first year or operation, had yet to demonstrate combat effectiveness. 
Cambodian forces, because of faulty organization, lack of an adequate 
logistical base, and ineffective unit and individual training under 
French tutelage, were not considered capable of suppressing major 
internal uprisings or of constituting an efficient bulwark against 
external aggression. Laotian forces were judged capable or maintain
ing internal security in all parts of Laos except the two northern 
provinces controlled, since the end of the Indochinese war, by the 
Communist Pathet Lao. They were considered capable of establishing 
control over these two provinces if air supply requirements were met 
from outside sources. A§ainst a Viet Minh attack in force, Laotian 
forces could offer only minor limited delay" to the invaders and, 
thereafter, sustain scattered guerrilla and intelligence activities 
in the enemy's rear.~ 

Aid to Thailand 

The same reasoning that prompted the United States to come to the 
assistance of the French in Indochina in 1950 led to the inauguration 
of the MDAP in Thailand. The Chinese Communist menace to Southeast 
Asia endangered u.s. security in the Far East. If the French position 
in Indochina collapsed, Thailand would probably be the riext item on 
the agenda of Communist conquest. When the Joint Chiefs or starr, 
in January 1950, recommended that Indochina receive $15 million from 
the appropriation for the "general area or China," they also proposed 
a $10 million program for Thailand. The Preside~t approved both the 
Indochinese and Thai programs on 10 March 1950! Following the out
break of the Korean War, the MDAP in Thailand, like the programs in 
other Far Eastern countries, was considerably enlarged, In addition 
to the materiel program, the United states in 1954 established a 
Joint u.s. Military Advisory Group in Thailand to assist in training 
the Thai armed forces ,.sr 

' 
Although the Joint Chiefs or Starr initially considered using. 

the MDAP to strengthen Thai armed forces as a major bulwark against 
Communist aggression in Southeast Asia, they recommended much less 
pretentious programs than in Far Eastern countries more immediately 
threatened. Throughout the period of the Korean and Indochinese wars, 
their goal was to help equip and train Thai forces adequate to main-

> tain internal security and to ·re!l1JI.l;~rme.d egg:l'es•lon. The forces 
that they recommended to attain this objective were nine regimental 
combat teams {2/3 u.s. strength) and three AAA {AW) battalions, a 
small coastal and river navy, and seven air squadrons. 46 

1 After the close of hostilities in Indochina, the NSC, apparently 
, without objection from the Joint Chiefs or Starr, revised the u.s. 
I objectives in Thailand and dropped the provision for developing the 

defensive capabilities of Thai forces. The objectives of the MDAP 
defined by the Joint Chiefs of starr in 1955 accordingly limited the 

~ole of Thai forces to maintaining internal security. However, 
Thailand had signed the Southeast Asia Pact in September 1954 and was 
playing an increasingly prominent part in the activities of the pact. 

!~~!-!~~~e~;;o~~~ ~~~e~~~~~ ~~~a~=~~d:he I~ot~~e=~f~9S~ ~;~r 
advised the Secretary of Defense that the United States, by partici
pating in the Southeast Asia treaty, was obliged to assist the other 
signatories to develop minimum forces necessary to resist external 
aggression. They therefore recommended that the United States, through 
the MDAP, strive to build Thai forces capable not only of maintaining 
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internal security but also of resisting external aggression and con
tributing ·to collective defense efforts under the Southeast Asia 
Pact. In August 1956 the NSC approved this recommendation and, as 
in the decision on Viet Nam and Laos, phrased the defensive mission 
as one of presenting "limited initial resistance" to external 
aggression • ..., 

The force objectives recommended for Thailand by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff have not been fundamentally changed since the MDAP was 
initiated. However, the latest statement of force objectives indicates 
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff envisage organizational changes that 
will emphasize the division as the basic combat element of the Thai 
Army. Current force objectives are three infantry divisions, ·one 
regimental combat team, twenty-three combat ships and six marine 
battalions, and six air squadrons. Estimating the effectiveness of 
Thai forces as of 30 June 1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staff judged 
that, despite weaknesses in logistics, administration, and communi
cations, these forces were capable of maintaining internal security 
and could be considered a deterrent to armed aggression.41 

Aid to Korea 

u.s. aid to Korea had its inception in the military occupation 
responsibilities that the United States assumed at the close of 
world War II. To relieve u.s. troops of civil police functions in 
south Korea, the United States organized and equipped a Korean 
national police force in 1945. Following formation of the Republic 
of Korea (ROK) in 1948, the United States broadened the scope of 
this aid, and agreed to assist in training and eqUipping South Korean 
constabulary forces.~ 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff could find only moral justification 
for. this aid. They agreed that all of Korea was likely to fall to 
the CommUnists after the United States withdrew its occupation 
forces. Therefore, no amount of military assistance would materially 
benefit u.s. national security. Nevertheless, they felt that the 
United States, having equipped the constabulary, was morally obligated 
to maintain and support it. Accordingly, the NSC provided for con
tinued assistance to the ROK, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in· · 

· .. · September 1949, defined the long-range objective of u.s. military 
aid as development of sufficient military strength to enable the ROK 
to maintain internal security. When u.s. troops left Korea in the 
summer of 1949, the United States was supporting ROK Army and police 
forces numbering together about 90,000 men, and a small coast guard. 
On 1 July 1949, the U.S. Korean M1litar:v Advisory Group (KMAG) was 
activated to train South Korean forces.ao 

When the MDA Act was passed three months later, south Korea 
was included among the countries eligible for military assistance. 
However, shipment of MDAP materiel was suspended on 20 July 1950, 
following the North Korean attack. Although the MDAP continued to 
finance u.s. training activities in South Korea, funds appropriated 
for the Department of Defense provided equipment and support for the 
greatly enlarged.ROK forces, which were now fighting under the 
operational control, of the United Nations Command. During the war 
years, the United States furnished about $3 billion in materiel and 
services to the South Korean forces.~ · 

During hostilities the Joint Chiefs of Staff laid plans for 
post war MDAP support of ROK forces. In 1952 they stated that ROK 
forces, properly trained, equipped, and positioned, would be an 
important deterrent to further aggression, and they recommended that 
the United States plan to develop ROK forces capable of materially 
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delaying any advance by North Korean forces. The objective of the 
post war MDAP, they informed the Secretary of Defense, should be to 
assist the South Koreans to develop armed strength sufficient to 
maintain security and to discourage or resist external aggression. 
They advised that, for planning purposes, force objectives coincide 
with forces in being--ten_ infantry divisions, forty-six aircraft, 
and fifty naval vessels. 

Operational requirements and the desire of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff that ROK forces assume increasing responsibility tor the ground 
defense of Korea led during the war to an augmentation of the ROK 
Army to twenty divisions, Which enabled the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
enlarge the objective of the post war MDAP. On the eve of the 
armistice, they stated that, if hostilities ceased, the United States 
should program both MDAP materiel and training adequate to build 
Korean forces strong enough to repel, rather than merely to delay, 
future aggression by North Korean forces alone. p.gain, force. 
objectives would be the same as forces in being.6J 

FolloWing the armistice, the United States, according to plan, 
resumed the MDA materiel program in South Korea. It was not until 
November 1954, however, that the United States and the ROK signed 
an "Agreed Minute" to .govern the operation of the MDAP. This document 
spelled out the size of ROK forces that the United States would equip 
and support and the details of financing and time-phasing. It also 
bound South Korea to keep its forces under u.s. operational control 
while the United Nations Command remained in Korea, and to cooperate 
with the United States in its attempt to secure the reUnification of 
Korea. A month later the NSC made aid to Korea sUbject to continued 
ROK cooperation with the United States.i¥ · 

Each year since 1953, the Joint Chiefs of starr have recommended 
that the United States assist 1n organizing, training, and equipping 
ROK forces capable of maintaining internal security and or repelling 
aggression by any country other than a major power. In addition 
to performing the missions indicated by this objective, ROK forces 
were to assist, under the operational control of~he United Nations 
Command, in maintaining the armistice agreement. · 

The United States has been prevented by the groWing strength 
ot North Korean forces from materially reducing assistance to ROK 
forces. However, in 1955 the NSC called tor developing an effective 
reserve program in order to permit the reduction or regular forces, 
and the Joint Chiefs or Staff recommended MDAP support of ten 
reserve divisions in addition to the twenty regular divisions. Some 
progress has been made 1n converting active divisions to reserve 
status, thus permitting a reduction of regular forces and an enlarge
ment or reserve forces. At the same time, however, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff have been compelled to meet the buildup of North Korean 
airpower by increasing South Korean air force objectives from three 
to nine squadrons. In their latest statement of force objectives, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended u.s. support for a South Korean 
army of sixteen infantry divisions and fourteen reserve divisions, 
a navy of sixty-one combat vessels and a marine division, and an air 
force of nine squadrons."' 

As of 30 June 1956 the Joint Chiefs of Starr considered that 
the over-all effectiveness of ROK forces, in relation to their 
missions, was good. However, since early 1955 the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have specified that emphasis should be placed on building a1r 
defense and mine warfare capabilities in order to bring the ROK 
Navy and Air Force to a state of readiness equal to that already 
attained by the ground forces.'? 
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Summary or"l\id~to the Par East 

With some difference of emphasis, the considerations leading the 
United States to undertake large-scale military aid programs in the 
Par East in 1950 were the same as those that applied in Western Europe 
earlier. The national security of the United States was increasingly 
threatened by expanding Comm:un1sm in Asia. In keeping With their long
standing view that military aid should increase U.S. national security, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed using the MDAP to meet this threat. 
Their persistence finally overcame the reluctance of top civilian 
policy-makers who did not want the United States again to be drawn into 
the Par Eastern morass. Even after the decision had been made, how
ever, it remained for the Korean War to spotlight the danger and under
line the necessity for considerably larger programs than originally 
planned. 

Since 1950, aid to Taiwan, Korea, Thailand, and the states of 
Indochina, has gone through two stages. The first stage spanned the 
years of war in Korea and Indochina. Conceived in emergency, the MDAP 
was executed as an emergency operation from 1950 to 1954. Communist 
aggression, actual and threatened, shaped the MDAP. In Taiwan and · 
Thailand, the forces supported by the United States were confronted 
with the immediate threat of aggression. In Indochina and Korea, the 
forces supported by the United.States were.actively engaged in com• 
batting Col!lllunist armies. Even during the war, however, the other 
face of the coin became apparent. Without internal stability, the 
underdeveloped countries were as likely to fall to subversion as to 
aggression. In the second, or post war, stage of military assistance, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff focused their attention on supporting 
indigenous forces capable of insuring internal security. 

Except on Taiwan, where internal security was not a matter of 
great concern, and in Korea, where aggression has continued to be the 
paramount threat, the Joint Chiefs or Starr considered the develop
ment of defensive capabilities as a task to be accomplished only after 
internal security had been assured. Nevertheless, folloWing the 
Korean and Indochinese conflicts, an orderly regional plan for using 
indigenous rorces to help meet the threat or aggression became feasible, 
and the Joint Chiefs of Starr in April 1954 advanced their concept 
or the form such a plan ought to assume. They visualized using the 

\ MDAP to build in the Par East an "integrated military structure or 
indigenous armed forces." Complemented by the mobile forces or the 
United States and other associated nations, these forces would materi
ally reduce the demands upon u.s. armed strength in the area. To rorm 
the political and economic basis for such a military structure, the 

,,~Joint Chiefs of Staff advocated, as a long-range goal, a regional 
security pact linking at( of the Par Eastern non-Communist countries 
with the United States. 

Although a comprehensive security pact in the Far East was not 
possible in the foreseeable future, principally because or long
standing animosities among the prospective members, the United States 
by the end of 1955 had concluded an extensive network of defensive 
alliances in the area. Bilateral treaties bound the Philippines, Korea, 
the Nationalist Chinese Government, and Japan to the United States, 
while a multilateral pact, the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty, joined the United States, the United Kingdom, and France to 
the Philippines, Thailand, and Pakistan. A special protocol to this 
treaty extended its provisions to protect Viet Nam, Cambodia, and 
Laos, which were barred from military alliances by the Geneva Accords. 

The goals that the United States hopes to attain through this 
bl~t of u.s. sponsored alliances, underwritten by u.s. military 
assistance, are apparent in both JCS and NSC papers. Most important 
is an arc of stable, anti-Conmunist governments, possessing the will ... ~-. 
and ability to resist subversion, bordering the Communist world tram-
Japan to Pakistan. Second is a workable mechanism for employing .. _-· 
indigenous forces, With standardized equipment and common military 
doctrine, in conjunction with complementary u.s. mobile forces to 
deter or, if necessary, to repel Communist aggression.~ 

.,, 
4 

- 16 -

8~!Qf I 



~eentl - .~~-----------
Thus the JCS concept of military aid to underdeveloped countries 

received its first application in the Far East. Experience gained in 
that area affected the thinking of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 
devising aid programs for the Middle East. 

Foundations of Aid to the Middle East 

A regional program of military aid developed more slowly in the 
Middle East than in the Far East, and with less support from the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Although Communist expansion threatened the Middle 
East-Mediterranean area as soon as World War II was over, the danger 
was acute only in Greece, Turkey, and Iran, states bordering the 
Communist empire. Furthermore, the United States deferred to British 
strategic interests in the area. The Middle East did not figure 
prominently in U.S. concepts for conduct of a global war. 

Iran--The Early Problem 

Until 1954, Iran was the only nation in the Middle East other 
than Turkey to receive grant military aid. Militarily impotent, .but 
rich in oil, it was in 1946 an especially attractive and vulnerable 
target for Soviet subversion or aggression. But when the USSR tested 
this vulnerability by delaying withdrawal of its troops from Iranian 
territory, it provoked a strong reaction from the United States in 
the United Nations and, more important, caused U.S. policy-makers to 
begin a peace-time program of assistance to Iran. 

The foundation tor such a program had been laid in World War II, 
when the United States sent Lend-Lease aid to Iran and established 
two military missions, one attached to the army and the other to the 
gendarmerie, an internal security force. In 1946 the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff recomnended that these missions remain in Iran and that the 
United States provide Iran with reasonable amounts or materiel that 
could not be used for aggression. Initiative tor an Iranian aid 
program had come from the State Department, but the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, having in mind the strategic importance of Iran's oil resources 
and its potential use as a base of operations against the USSR, con
cluded that token assistance to the Iranian military establishment 
would probably serve u.s. strategic interests by stabilizing and 
strengthening the Iranian Government.?• 

Until the passage of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act, the 
program or military aid to Iran wss limited to the proviSion or credit 

·for the purchase of equipment. In 1949 this act made Iran eligible 
· for grant assistance, but objectives of the Joint Chiefs or Staff in 

Iran did not change significantly. In their view, aid should be used 
to develop sufficient military power to maintain internal security 
and to prevent Iran from surrendering to C0111111un1sm "during the ideo
logical conflict" (i.e. the period or u.s.-soviet competition short 
of armed warfare.)''The Joint Chiefs of Staff also considered that 
Iran should have the ability to cause some delay to an enemy advance 
in case of global war, but in view of the difficulty Iranian troops 
had experienced in the maintenance of armored cars, light tanks, and 
tank destroyers, they were reluctant to provide heavier and more 
complicated vehicles!~ Development of a defensive capability in the 
Iranian army was, in their view, a long-range objective. 

After Iran nationalized its oil industry in the spring or 1951, 
touching off two years of political turmoil, JCS statements of military 
assistance objectives were restricted even more narrowly than before 
to the maintenance (or restoration) of stability and the improvement 
of internal security. Communist opportunities for subversion multi
plied during the chaotic National Front regime of Premier Mossadegh, 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff ceased even to suggest development of 
an Iranian capability to resist external aggression. This question 
was not to arise again until 1953, after Mossadegh had fallen. 

Meanwhile, under pressure from the State Department, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff had begun to consider a regional program of grant 
military aid to Middle Eastern nations. In November 1951 they had 
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opposed grant aid for countries ot~er than Turkey and Iran, on the 
grounds that development of effective Middle Eastern forces capable 
ot supporting United States strategic concepts would require an effort 
out of all proportion to· the military return!J Within a year, however, 
they were prepared to support such a program, albeit With reluctance. 

The first important step towards a comprehensive Middle Eastern 
aid program came in April 1952, when the NSC adopted a statement 
calling for the United States to take an increased share or responsi
bility for the Middle East and to attempt through various programs, 
including military aid, to influence the process or political·change 
there. Opposing an increase in the scope and pace of milita07 aid 
to the Middle East, the Joint Chiefs or Starr cautioned tr~t the NSC 
proposals should be weighed with due regard to their impact upon other 
military programs that were of greater importance to u.s. national 
security. 7f 

In May 1952, searching tor ways to implement the new ~SC state
ment, the State Department's Policy Planning Staff as~d the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to comment on possible obJectives of aid to the Middle 
East. They replied that, tor one thing, aid could be used to "influ
ence Pakistan, Israel, Egypt, and the other Arab States to increase 
their defense capabilities and to make available desired base facili
ties to the Allies, with the ultimate aim of obtaining 1111l1tary 
commitments to a coordinated defense or the Middle East." But the 
Joint Chiefs of Starr were thinking only ot aid for which the United 
States would be reimbursed, and that only in very limited amounte.7' 

They changed their position in November 1952, when they reluctantly 
Joined the State Department in recommending to the Bureau of the 
Budget a $100 million grant military aid program for the MidcUe East. 
To the State Department, opportunities tor use of aid seemed particu
larly promiSing at that time. In Syria, Egypt, and Lebanon, corrupt 
and inefficient·anti-Western governments had been replaced by new 

, regimes thet gave promise of turning towards the West. Iraqi leaders 
had expressed interest in strengthening their armed torces. Further
more, the United States, following the initiative or the State Depart
ment, was about· to seek the cooperation .or the Arab states in forming 
a Middle East Defense Organization, and the success of this under
taking would probably depend on ,the amount or mili ~ary equipment that 
was forthcoming from the. United States. , 

.. . . 
·After reviewing the situation in the Middle East, the Joint Chiefs 

or Starr felt compelled to agree to the State Department's urgent 
proposals, but they complained to the Secretary or Defense that they 
had not had time to give the program canprehensive study. ·Apparently, 
they had not changed their position or the previous November--that 
aid to the Middle East could not be expected to produce forces capable 
or contributing to the execution or United States global war strategy. 
Nevertheless, they favored some small grant programs in order to 
secure military rights and facilities, to improve internal security 
in Middle Eastern countries, and to provide ultimately for inclusion 
ot indigenous forces in regional defense planning. They emphasized 
that initial shipments or aid would be in token amounts, because the 
Middle East had low-priority claim on scarce United States supplies 
and because Middle Eastern forces would have difficulty in using 
modern equipment." . 

That the primary Justification for grant aid to the Middle East 
was political, rather than military, became perfectly clear when the 
Joint Chiefs or starr, in January 1953, stated their plan tor execut
ing the aid program. In the first phase, they said, aid would be 
designed to maintain in power governments friendly to the West, to 
improve their internal security, and to encourage formation or a 
regional defense organization. Assuming the formation or such an 
organization, aid would later be used to strengthen the ability or 
Middle Eastern states to resist Soviet aggression.77 
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Within five months, however, it became clear that U.S.-U.K. plans 

for a regional defense organizati~n were doomed by Egyptian opposition, 
and the neat sequence of aid objectives defined by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff had to be abandoned even before it had begun to be applied, 
Now the objectives had to be stated 1n more vague terms: to encourage 
participation of individual states in planning for regional defense 
and, later, to improve regional defense by apportioning aid on the 
basis of studies made by an allied military planning organization in 
cooperation with Arab states. 

But if the objectives of the program had become vague, its guiding 
principles were stated specifically for the first time. The Joint 
Chiefs of Starr declared that the United States should, ir. general, 
support existing forces in Middle Eastern countries, With a view to 
their modernization rather than their expansion. Aid should contribute 
initially to the maintenance of internal security and should establish 
a foundation for the eventual formation of a Middle Eastern defense 
force. Finally, it should be consistent with the tec~~cal ability 
of the indigenous personnel.7' T"aese principles still apply to Middle 
Eastern aid programs today. 

The framework for an aid program had thus been established by 
mid-1953, but it was still necessary to designate the recipients. The 
NSC stated 1n July 1953 that the United States should select for as
sistance in the Middle East certain key states--those which were most 
keenly aware of the threat or Soviet Russia and those which were geo
graphically located to stand in the way of Soviet aggression. Turkey, 
Iraq, Syria, Iran, and Pakistan were mentioned for special consider
ation, over the objections of the Joint Chiefs of Starr, who at the 
time felt that these countries should not be placed in a special cate
gory. By November, however, they had changed their views, They con
cluded then that the security of the Middle East was dependent at least 
initially upon an effective arrangement for cooperation among the four 
"northern tier" countries--Turkey, Pald.stan, Iran, and Iraq, The · 
United States should encourage Turlcey, Pakistan, and Iran, and possibly 
Iraq, to initiate efforts to form a planning association for coordi
nated defense of the Middle East. The Joint Chiefs of Staff cautioned, 
however, that in allocating assistance to these countries other u.s. 
military and political requirements in the Middle East should be con
sidered, as well as u.s. military aid commitments world-wide, A 
formal recommendation that Iraq and P~stan be found eligible for 
grant assistance followed 1n December. 

The MDAP 1n Iraq 

In April 1954, the United States concluded an agreement providing 
for military aid to Iraq. The objective of the Joint Chiefs of Starr 
under the program was to provide, consistent with Iraq's ability to 
absorb equipment, such assistance as was required to strengthen inter
nal security and defense capabilities. Further, if Iraq became a 
member of a regional multilateral defense organization, an additional 
objective would be to assist in equipping forces required by the plans 
of such an organization. The Joint Chiefs of Staff set the force 
objective for Iraq at two infantry divisions, based on forces in being 
in 1954. In practice, the MDAP in Iraq was limited by a u.s.-u.K. 
memor~dum of understanding which provided that Iraq would continue to 
look primarily to the British for training and assistance.•• 

Statements of MDAP objectives in Iraq have not changed signifi
cantly since 1954. In 1956 the Joint Chiefs of Staff specified that 
one objective of the MDAP should be to assist Iraq in developing 
forces with the capability to "resist external aggression." They have 
consistently placed primary emphasis, however, on equipping forces for 
internal security. Development of an Iraqi capability to delay a 
Soviet attack through the Zagros Mountains would be of value, they 
observed in 1955, but it would be difficult, time-consUming, and ex
pensive, II 
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In stating their concept for the use of combined u.s. and indige

nous forces to counter local Communist 4ggression, the Joint Chiefs of 
Starr said in 1956 that Iraq should place emphasis on the development 
of a capability for unconventional warfare. They anticipated, however, 
that Iraq would not agree to a reduction of conventional forces. Their 
latest statement of MDAP objectives in Iraq does not mention develop
ment of this capability, but says that Iraq's forces for resistance to 
external aggression should be mobile, lightly equipped, and capable of 
rapid deployment. r.a. , 

Iraq's force objectives have been raised to three infantry divi
sions and one armored brigade. The Joint Chiefs of Staff made the 
change in October 1956, during the Suez crisis, when they felt it 
especially important to bolster Iraq's position in the Arab world. 
Another consideration, they indicated, was the obvious need for addi
tional forces in ihe Baghdad Pact area. Their action did not, however, 
indicate a policy of support for Baghdad Pact forces as such. After 
u.s. hopes tor a regional defense arrangement had been realized with 
the creation of the Pact organization in 1955, the Joint Chiefs of 
Starr went only so far as to say tnat the United States "should con
sider" equipping forces required by Pact plans. Iraq planned to in
crease its forces whether u.s. support was forthcoming or not.D 

In their latest estimate of Iraqi capabilities, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff stated that the army could maintain internal security, but in 
view of personnel and equipment shortages it was not considered capable 
of defending the country against Soviet attack or of contributing 
effective forces to the Baghdad Pact in the near future.~ 

The MDAP in Pakistan 

Like Iraq, Pakistan was a beneficiary of the regional aid program 
developed in 1952 and 1953 primarily to encourage a Middle Eastern 
regional defense organization. Moreover, the NSC decided to accord 
Pakistan special consideration because of its marked pro-Western 
attitude and its key position among the countries of south Asia."' The 
United States concluded a Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement With 
Pakistan in May 1954. 

MDAP objectives 1n Pakistan, as stated by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, were to provide such military assistance as was required to 
maintain internal security and to assist Pakistan 1n equipping .forces 
that might be required by regional multilateral defense plans. As in 
other Middle Eastern countries, the Joint Chiefs of staff specified 
that provision of such aid must be consistent With the indigenous 
ability to absorb equipment. Objectives in Pakistan differed from 
those in Iraq in that they did not include development of forces with 
defense capabilities, other than those required by regional multi
lateral defense plans. However, this distinction was dropped in 1956. 
Since then the Joint Chiefs of Staff have listed as an objective in 
Pakistan the development of forces With the capability to "resist 
external aggresSion," although they continue to place primary emphasis 
on forces for internal security.~ 

In 1954 the Joint Chiefs of Staff set Pakista~ forces objectives 
at four infantry divisions, one and one-half armored divisions, twelve 
naval vessels, and six squadrons. Army and air force objectives have 
not been changed, but the naval objective has been increased to 
seventeen vessels. 1l 

As of 30 June 1956 the Paldstan1 army was considered by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to be adequate for maintenance of internal security. 
It had a good capability of defending itself against attack by 
Afghanistan as well as a good probability of initial success in 
resisting an attack by India against west Pakistan. It was not capable 
of defending Pakistan's borders against an attack by the USSR, nor 
would it be·even if the MDAP-supported forces were brought to full 
strength in men and equipment. Naval equipment was obsolete and 
ineffective, and the air rorce capability was limited to support or 
ground elements against a minor military force.•• 
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The MDAP in lran 

Even_ after development of a regional aid program for the Middle 
East in 1952 and 1953, Iran continued to receive favored consideration 
from U.S. aid planners, including the Joint Chiefs of Starr. It had 
been one or the first countries to receive military assistance because 
its proximity to the USSR made it extremely vulnerable to subversion 
and aggression. This geographic position also made it the keystone 
to defense of the Middle Eastern area and hence to the formation or 
a regional defense organization." 

The United States could not realistically consider in~lusion of 
Iran in plans for a regional defense organization until late 1953. 
By then the Shah had regained a position of strength, and, with a new 
prime minister, was looking to the United states for aid and counsel. 
Immediate effects of these developments could be seen in January 1954, 
in a new NSC statement of policy towards Iran that: 1) stressed the 
use of military aid to strengthen the Shah, whose only real source of 
power was the army; 2) made the amount and rate of aid dependent in 
part on Iran's attitude towards cooperation with Turkey, Pakistan, 
and Iraq; and 3) specified that aid should improve the ability or 
Iranian armed forces to provide some resistance to external aggression. 

The NSC felt that if a pro-western government continued in Iran 
and if the capabilities of the Iranian army were increased, the 
country m.1.ght in a year or two be willing to "move in the direction 
of regional security arrangements." U.S. thinking at this time 
obviously had. been influenced by the Shah's statement that it would 
be useless to discuss multilateral security arrangements until Iran 
had an army capable or putting up some kind of defense. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff did not object to any of the essential aid provisions 
in the NSC paper, but they did caution that the many weaknesses of 
the Iranian army could not be easily overcome. In their opinion, 
considerable time would be needed to obtain any major increase in 
combat effectiveness. It was also evident from their comments that 
they were not very sanguine about the possibilities of achieving 
effective cooperation among the tour northern tier countries.9o 

A year later, the NSC again expanded the objectives of the MDAP 
in Iran, even though the Joint Chiefs of Staff this time entered 
strong reservations. The NSC action followed a visit to Washington 
by the Shah 1n December 1954, during which he told the President that 
Iran was willing to adapt its strategy to Middle Eastern defense if 
it had reason to believe that it would soon be able to do its share 
towards common defense of the area. The u.s. response was reflected 

,, in the NSC paper, which stated that one objective of u.s. policy in 
Iran was the development of Iranian armed forces capable of making 
a useful contribution to Middle Eastern defense through the conduct 
of defensive delay~ng actions. 

When they commented on the draft of the NSC paper in January 
1955, the Joint Chiefs of Staff held that aid to Iran should not be 
expanded significantly until: l) Iran's role in defense plans for the 
Middle East had been determined, and 2) Iran had demonstrated its 
ability to use MDAP materiel effectively. They had first set forth 
this position in September 1954; they restated it not only in January 
but again in April 1955. In practice, the position of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff prevailed, for the NSC paper recognized that development or 
significant defensive delaying capabilities in the Iranian armed forces 
would require "a long-term program involving u.s. expenditures sub
stantially in excess of present levels." It did not indicate that 
such a program would be undertaken.'" 

The Joint Chiefs or Staff did approve a moderate increase in aid 
to Iran later in 1955, hoping to encourage its adherence to the Baghdad 
Pact, which had been signed by Turkey and Iraq in February. This did 
not, however, indicate any change in their opposition to a much larger 
program. They ignored an opportUnity to make such a change in October, 
when they stated an appropriate role and mission for the Iranian army 
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in defense of the Middle East--thus fulfilling one of the two necessary 
conditions that they had laid- d0111Jl for It• significantly larger MDAP. 
Their statement included an estimate or the expenditure required to 
provide the desired Iranian capability, but they told the Secretary 
of Defense that this estimate was "not intended as a basis for 
increasing presently programned MDA support." f:t. 

The role and mission stated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff tor 
the Iranian armed forces was to conduct a six-month defensive delay
ing action in the Zagros Mountains With outside operational and . 
logistical support (including §tomic support). This mission was 
derived from the concept, adopted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 
April 1954, that retention of Turkey, the Zagros Mountain line, and 
the areas to the south and west of that line would satisfy U.S. 
military objectives in the Middle East. (The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have since replaced this concept With a plan for defense .along the 
Elburz Mountain line. Accordingly, the mission of the Iranian army 
is now considered to be conduct of a defensive delaying action 
initially from positions in the Elburz Mountains.)" 

When the Iranian mission was developed by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in 1955 there were no approved force requirements for defense 
of the Middle East, and in determining the size or Iranian forces 
necessary to accomplish the defensive delaying mission, the Joint 
Chiefs of Starr accepted the prevailing MDAP force objectives in Iran. 
These called for an army of eight light infantry divisions, tour 
light armored divisions, and five independent infantry brigades. 

Current force objectives are six infantry divisions, full 
strength; six infantry divisions, reduced strength; five independent 
brigades, reduced strength; eleven naval vessels; and five air 
squadrons. Armw force objectives were changed in September 1956 on 
the recommendation or the MAAO Chief of Iran, who felt that elimi
nation or light armored divisions and incorporation of tanks into 
the infantry divisions would increase Iran's defense capability and 
reduce support costs. The Joint Chiefs of Staff felt in November 
1956 that Iran's pattern or forces should be changed to emphasize a 
capability for guerrilla warfare, but they believed that Iranian 
officials would not agree to a reduction of conventional forces until 
the United States and Iran undertook combined planning.'" 

The extensive consideration given by the NSC, the Joint Chiefs 
or starr, and the MAAO in Iran to a defensive role for the Iranian 
armed forces indicates the special importance that the United States 
has attached to Iran. It is the only underdeveloped country 1n the 
Middle East in which a start has been made towards developing an 
indigenous defense capability. Nevertheless, it is true that in Iran, 
as in Iraq and Pakistan, the Joint Chiefs or Staff have placed primary 
emphasis on forces to insure internal security,tr 

As of 30 June 1956 the Joint Chiefs or Staff considered the 
Iranian Army capable of maintaining internal security and preserving 
the government in power. It could, they thought, execute very 
limited delaying actions against an aggressor with a final defense 
of short duration in the Zagros passes. It was incapable of sustained 
combat. The Iranian Navy had a limited ability to help maintain 
internal security and suppress smuggling, The Air Force could assist 
in the maintenance of internal security but was not capable of 
opposing an aggressor equipped with a modern air force.'' 

Summary of Aid to the Middle East 

In the Middle East, much more than in the Far East, the United 
States has provided grant military assistance with a clearly politi
cal purpose. Even though aid was used to help create a regional 
defense organization, U.S.-policy-makers, including the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, frankly acknowledged that the benefits of such an organi
zation would be primarily political and psychological. It was 
expected to encourage the participating nations to cooperate more 
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closely with each other and with th, West; it was not expected to 
reduce significantly the area's military vulnerability.?7 

Development or a capability to resist external aggression haa · 
been listed by the Joint Chiefs or starr as an MDAP objective in all 
three countries, but it has been considered as a goal for the 
indefinite future. Only in Iran has a beginning been made towards 
its realization, and there, as in Iraq and Pakistan, forces tor the 
maintenance or internal security continue to receive first con
sideration under the MDAP. These forces contribute to the essential 
u.s. aim of maintaining in power western-oriented governments. 

Several factors have made it necessary always to consider develop
ment of defensive capabilities as a secondary goal. Most important 
of these factors, and one constantly emphasized by the Joint Chiefs 
of starr, is the limited ability or the Middle Eastern nations to 
absorb military eqUipment. Another factor is the limitation of united 
States aid funds, which have not been sufficient to finance long, 
costly programs in a low-priority area. A third factor has been the 
lack of regional defense plans agreed upon by both the United States 
and Middle Eastern countries. Such plans are a prereqUisite to the 
development of Middle Eastern forces as a complement to u.s. mobile 
forces, in accordance with the concept evolved by the Joint Chiefs 
of Starr for meeting local communist aggression. 

Recent developments in the Middle East and in U.S. policy towards 
the area may result in the removal of some ot the obstacles to a long
range program for creation of indigenous defense capabilities. 
Whereas the Middle East, in relation to other regions receiving 
military assistance, has otten been regarded by the Joint Chiefs ot 
Staff as a poor investment, it haa gained in importance as the 
Communist threat there haa increased and British influence declined. 
One indication of the new importance that the Joint· chiefs or Staff 
attach to Middle Eastern aid programs was their recommendation to 
the Secretary or Defense, in May 1957, that the united States assume 
primary responsibility for training and eqUipping Iraqi armed forces.•' 

Furthermore, since the completion or the Baghdad Pact organi
zation late in 1955, a start has been made towards the formulation . 
of regional defense plans. During the past year the Joint Chiefs or 
starr have been commenting on Baghdad Pact military studies. Now 
the United States has become s member or the Pact's Military Committee, 
linking it even closer to regional defense planning. 

None of these developments, however, has as yet had any signifi
cant effect on the aid program in the Middle East. Baghdad Pact 
military plans continue to reflect the varying national interests of 
the member states, and while the Joint Chiefs of starr have had under 
consideration their own defense plans tor the region, they have not 
acted upon them. Thus, the United States and its partners in the 
Middle East have not reached an accord on defense plans that might 
form the basis of a significantly altered MDAP. 

Nor has the Eisenhower Doctrine produced any basic changes in 
the aid program. The Joint Chiefs or Staff informed the Secretary of 
Defense on 13 June 1957 that the Doctrine would not have any 1DIIIed1ate 
effect on the amount of military aid for the Middle East. Changes 
would come over a long period of time, they predicted, and artect not 
so much the size of the aid program as its pattern--particularly it 
the Middle East members of the Baghdad Pact could set aside their 
national aims, establish realistic force reqUirements, and plan 
to~ a common defense against a common ene~.ff 
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