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Union seeks is the peace of total conformity to Soviet policy.

The antipathy of slavery to freedom explains the iron curtain, the isolation, the autarchy of the society whose
end is absolute power. The existence and persistence of the idea of freedom is a permanent and continuous
threat to the foundation of the slave society; and it therefore regards as intolerable the long continued
existence of freedom in the world. What is new, what makes the continuing crisis, is the polarization of power
which now inescapably confronts the slave society with the free.

The assault on free institutions is world-wide now, and in the context of the present polarization of power a
defeat of free institutions anywhere is a defeat everywhere. The shock we sustained in the destruction of
Czechoslovakia was not in the measure of Czechoslovakia's material importance to us. In a material sense,
her capabilities were already at Soviet disposal. But when the integrity of Czechoslovak institutions was
destroyed, it was in the intangible scale of values that we registered a loss more damaging than the material
loss we had already suffered.

Thus unwillingly our free society finds itself mortally challenged by the Soviet system. No other value system
is so wholly irreconcilable with ours, so implacable in its purpose to destroy ours, so capable of turning to its
own uses the most dangerous and divisive trends in our own society, no other so skillfully and powerfully
evokes the elements of irrationality in human nature everywhere, and no other has the support of a great and
growing center of military power.

B. OBJECTIVES

The objectives of a free society are determined by its fundamental values and by the necessity for maintaining
the material environment in which they flourish. Logically and in fact, therefore, the Kremlin's challenge to
the United States is directed not only to our values but to our physical capacity to protect their environment.
It is a challenge which encompasses both peace and war and our objectives in peace and war must take
account of it.

1. Thus we must make ourselves strong, both in the way in which we affirm our values in the conduct of
our national life, and in the development of our military and economic strength.

2. We must lead in building a successfully functioning political and economic system in the free world. It
is only by practical affirmation, abroad as well as at home, of our essential values, that we can preserve
our own integrity, in which lies the real frustration of the Kremlin design.

3. But beyond thus affirming our values our policy and actions must be such as to foster a fundamental
change in the nature of the Soviet system, a change toward which the frustration of the design is the
first and perhaps the most important step. Clearly it will not only be less costly but more effective if this
change occurs to a maximum extent as a result of internal forces in Soviet society.

In a shrinking world, which now faces the threat of atomic warfare, it is not an adequate objective merely to
seek to check the Kremlin design, for the absence of order among nations is becoming less and less tolerable.
This fact imposes on us, in our own interests, the responsibility of world leadership. It demands that we make
the attempt, and accept the risks inherent in it, to bring about order and justice by means consistent with the
principles of freedom and democracy. We should limit our requirement of the Soviet Union to its participation
with other nations on the basis of equality and respect for the rights of others. Subject to this requirement, we
must with our allies and the former subject peoples seek to create a world society based on the principle of
consent. Its framework cannot be inflexible. It will consist of many national communities of great and varying
abilities and resources, and hence of war potential. The seeds of conflicts will inevitably exist or will come
into being. To acknowledge this is only to acknowledge the impossibility of a final solution. Not to
acknowledge it can be fatally dangerous in a world in which there are no final solutions.

All these objectives of a free society are equally valid and necessary in peace and war. But every
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consideration of devotion to our fundamental values and to our national security demands that we seek to
achieve them by the strategy of the cold war. It is only by developing the moral and material strength of the
free world that the Soviet regime will become convinced of the falsity of its assumptions and that the
pre-conditions for workable agreements can be created. By practically demonstrating the integrity and vitality
of our system the free world widens the area of possible agreement and thus can hope gradually to bring
about a Soviet acknowledgement of realities which in sum will eventually constitute a frustration of the Soviet
design. Short of this, however, it might be possible to create a situation which will induce the Soviet Union to
accommodate itself, with or without the conscious abandonment of its design, to coexistence on tolerable
terms with the non-Soviet world. Such a development would be a triumph for the idea of freedom and
democracy. It must be an immediate objective of United States policy.

There is no reason, in the event of war, for us to alter our overall objectives. They do not include

unconditional surrender, the subjugation of the Russian peoples or a Russia shorn of its economic potential.

Such a course would irrevocably unite the Russian people behind the regime which enslaves them. Rather

these objectives contemplate Soviet acceptance of the specific and limited conditions requisite to an

international environment in which free institutions can flourish, and in which the Russian peoples will have a

new chance to work out their own destiny. If we can make the Russian people our allies in the enterprise we
vill obviously have made our task easier and victory more certain.

The objectives outlined in NSC 20/4 (November 23, 1948) ... are fully consistent with the objectives stated in
this paper, and they remain valid. The growing intensity of the conflict which has been imposed upon us,
however, requires the changes of emphasis and the additions that are apparent. Coupled with the probable
fission bomb capability and possible thermonuclear bomb capability of the Soviet Union, the intensifying
struggle requires us to face the fact that we can expect no lasting abatement of the crisis unless and until a
change occurs in the nature of the Soviet system.

C. MEANS
The free society is limited in its choice of means to achieve its ends.

Compulsion is the negation of freedom, except when it is used to enforce the rights common to all. The resort
to force, internally or externally, is therefore a last resort for a free society. The act is permissible only when
one individual or groups of individuals within it threaten the basic rights of other individuals or when another
society seeks to impose its will upon it. The free society cherishes and protects as fundamental the rights of
the minority against the will of a majority, because these rights are the inalienable rights of each and every
individual.

The resort to force, to compulsion, to the imposition of its will is therefore a difficult and dangerous act for a
free society, which is warranted only in the face of even greater dangers. The necessity of the act must be
clear and compelling; the act must commend itself to the overwhelming majority as an inescapable exception
to the basic idea of freedom; or the regenerative capacity of free men after the act has been performed will be
endangered.

The Kremlin is able to select whatever means are expedient in seeking to carry out its fundamental design.
Thus it can make the best of several possible worlds, conducting the struggle on those levels where it
considers it profitable and enjoying the benefits of a pseudo-peace on those levels where it is not ready for a
contest. At the ideological or psychological level, in the struggle for men's minds, the conflict is worldwide. At
the political and economic level, within states and in the relations between states, the struggle for power is
being intensified. And at the military level, the Kremlin has thus far been careful not to commit a technical
breach of the peace, although using its vast forces to intimidate its neighbors, and to support an aggressive
foreign policy, and not hesitating through its agents to resort to arms in favorable circumstances. The attempt
to carry out its fundamental design is being pressed, therefore, with all means which are believed expedient in

60f13 2/11/2014 1:22 PM



NSC-68, U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security, April 1950 https://www.mtholyoke.edwacad/intrel/nsc-68/nsc68- 1 htr

the present situation, and the Kremlin has inextricably engaged us in the conflict between its design and our
purpose.

We have no such freedom of choice, and least of all in the use of force. Resort to war is not only a last resort
for a free society, but it is also an act which cannot definitively end the fundamental conflict in the realm of
ideas. The idea of slavery can only be overcome by the timely and persistent demonstration of the superiority
of the idea of freedom. Military victory alone would only partially and perhaps only temporarily affect the
fundamental conflict, for although the ability of the Kremlin to threaten our security might be for a time
destroyed, the resurgence of totalitarian forces and the re-establishment of the Soviet system or its equivalent
would not be long delayed unless great progress were made in the fundamental conflict.

Practical and ideological considerations therefore both impel us to the conclusion that we have no choice but
to demonstrate the superiority of the idea of freedom by its constructive application, and to attempt to change
the world situation by means short of war in such a way as to frustrate the Kremlin design and hasten the
decay of the Soviet system.

For us the role of military power is to serve the national purpose by deterring an attack upon us while we seek
by other means to create an environment in which our free society can flourish, and by fighting, if necessary,
to defend the integrity and vitality of our free society and to defeat any aggressor. The Kremlin uses Soviet
military power to back up and serve the Kremlin design. It does not hesitate to use military force aggressively
if that course is expedient in the achievement of its design. The differences between our fundamental purpose
and the Kremlin design, therefore, are reflected in our respective attitudes toward and use of military force.

Our free society, confronted by a threat to its basic values, naturally will take such action, including the use of
military force, as may be required to protect those values. The integrity of our system will not be jeopardized
by any measures, covert or overt, violent or non-violent, which serve the purposes of frustrating the Kremlin
design, nor does the necessity for conducting ourselves so as to affirm our values in actions as well as words
forbid such measures, provided only they are appropriately calculated to that end and are not so excessive or

misdirected as to make us enemies of the people instead of the evil men who have enslaved them.

But if war comes, what is the role of force? Unless we so use it that the Russian people can perceive that our
effort is directed against the regime and its power for aggression, and not against their own interests, we will
unite the regime and the people in the kind of last ditch fight in which no underlying problems are solved, new
ones are created, and where our basic principles are obscured and compromised. If we do not in the
application of force demonstrate the nature of our objectives we will, in fact, have compromised from the
outset our fundamental purpose. In the words of the Federalist (No. 28) "The means to be employed must be
proportioned to the extent of the mischief." The mischief may be a global war or it may be a Soviet campaign
for limited objectives. In either case we should take no avoidable initiative which would cause it to become a
war of annihilation, and if we have the forces to defeat a Soviet drive for limited objectives it may well be to
our interest not to let it become a global war. Qur aim in applying force must be to compel the acceptance of
terms consistent with our objectives, and our capabilities for the application of force should, therefore, within
the limits of what we can sustain over the long pull, be congruent to the range of tasks which we may
encounter.



