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Foreword

The documents in this volume were produced by the analytical arm of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
and its predecessor, the Central Intelligence Group (CIG), between the latter's founding in 1946 and the end

of 1950. During this formative period of the Cold War, President Harry S. Truman struggled to understand the
menacing behavior of the Soviet Union and his erstwhile ally, Joseph Stalin. The analysts of CIG/CIA contribut-
ed to this process by providing the President with daily, weekly, and monthly summaries and interpretations of
the most significant world events. They also provided ad hoc papers that analyzed specific issues of interest to
the administration. Because more than 450 National Intelligence Estimates dealing with the Soviet Union and
international Communism have been declassified since 1993, this volume features the current intelligence that
went to the President in the Daily and Weekly Summaries. Although some of this material has been available
to scholars at the Harry S. Truman Library or has been previously released through the Freedom of Information
Act, much of it is being made public for the first time. Taken as a whole, this volume provides the first compre-
hensive survey of CIA's early analysis of the Soviet threat.

President Truman's directive establishing CIG on 22 January 1946 created the first civilian, centralized, nonde-
partmental intelligence agency in American history. His purpose was to end the separate cabinet departments'
monopoly over intelligence information, a longstanding phenomenon that he believed had contributed to Ja-
pan's ability to launch the surprise attack against Pearl Harbor. As he stated in his memoirs, "In those days the
military did not know everything the State Department knew, and the diplomats did not have access to all the
Army and Navy knew." Truman also was irked because reports came across his desk "on the same subject at
different times from the various departments, and these reports often conflicted." He intended that CIA, when it
replaced CIG in September 1947, also would address these concerns.

This volume focuses on the difficult yet important task of intelligence analysis. Although less glamorous to
observers than either espionage or covert action, it is the process of analysis that provides the key end product
to the policymaker: "finished" intelligence that can help the US Government craft effective foreign and security
policies. During World War Il, American academics and experts in the Office of Strategic Services had virtually
invented the discipline of intelligence analysis--one of America's few unique contributions to the craft of intel-
ligence. Although it was not a direct descendent of the Research and Analysis branch of OSS, CIA's Office of
Reports and Estimates built upon this legacy in difficult circumstances.

The analysis reaching policymakers in these first years of the Cold War touched on momentous events and
trends. Whether the Cold War was the result of a clash of irreconcilable national interests or of a spiraling
series of misperceptions, an examination of the current intelligence provided to President Truman during this
period--sometimes right, sometimes misleading--opens a fascinating window on what the President was told as
he made his decisions.

Equally interesting is the portrait of the analysts, their problems, and the impact on their work of the bureau-
cratic process, as presented by the editor of this volume, staff historian Woodrow J. Kuhns. Dr. Kuhns makes
clear that the lot of the analysts was a difficult one in these early years. Many had been dumped on CIG by
other departments that no longer required their services. They were subjected to frequent reshuffling and other
forms of bureaucratic turmoil, and they operated under severe time pressure and sometimes with little informa-
tion at their disposal. CIA's first analysts are not to be envied.

We have ended this study in 1950 because by then the lines on both sides of the Cold War had been firmly
drawn. US leaders had reached their conclusions about Soviet intentions; had formed their opinions about Mao
Zedong, Ho Chi Minh, and other revolutionaries; and had formulated their policy of containment in NSC 68. In
addition, a new Director of Central Intelligence, Walter Bedell Smith, implemented a sweeping reorganization
of the Agency's analytical arm in late 1950, breaking the Office of Reports and Estimates into three smaller

but more clearly focused offices. The CIA thus entered a new phase of the Cold War with revitalized analytical
capabilities in a new Directorate of Intelligence that embodied President Truman's intention to ensure that the
US Government was provided with nondepartmental intelligence based on all available sources.

Michael Warner
Acting Chief, CIA History Staff



Preface

During World War I, the United States made one of its few original contributions to the craft of intel-
ligence: the invention of multisource, nondepartmental analysis. The Research and Analysis (R&A)
Branch of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) assembled a talented cadre of analysts and experts
to comb through publications and intelligence reports for clues to the capabilities and intentions of the
Axis powers. R&A’s contributions to the war effort impressed even the harshest critics of the soon-to-
be dismantled OSS. President Truman paid implicit tribute to R&A in late 1945 when he directed that
it be transplanted bodily into the State Department at a time when most of OSS was being demobi-
lized. The transplant failed, however, and the independent analytical capability patiently constructed
during the war had all but vanished when Truman moved to reorganize the nation’s peacetime intel-
ligence establishment at the beginning of 1946.

“Current” Intelligence Versus “National” Intelligence

The Central Reports Staff, home to the analysts in the Central Intelligence Group (CIG), was born
under a cloud of confusion in January 1946.(1) Specifically, no consensus existed on what its mission
was to be, although the President’s concerns in creating CIG were clear enough. In the uncertain af-
termath of the war, he wanted to be sure that all relevant information available to the US Government
on any given issue of national security would be correlated and evaluated centrally so that the country
would never again have to suffer a devastating surprise attack as it had at Pearl Harbor.(2)

How this was to be accomplished, however, was less clear. The President himself wanted a daily
summary that would relieve him of the chore of reading the mounds of cables, reports, and other pa-
pers that constantly cascaded onto his desk. Some of these were important, but many were duplica-
tive and even contradictory.(3) In the jargon of intelligence analysis, Truman wanted CIG to produce a
“current intelligence” daily publication that would contain all information of immediate interest to him.

(4)

Truman’s aides and advisers, however, either did not understand this or disagreed with him, for the
presidential directive of 22 January 1946 authorizing the creation of CIG did not mention current intel-
ligence. The directive ordered CIG to “accomplish the correlation and evaluation of intelligence relat-
ing to the national security, and the appropriate dissemination within the government of the resulting
strategic and national policy intelligence.”(5) Moreover, at the first meeting of the National Intelligence
Authority (NIA) on 5 February, Secretary of State Byrnes objected to the President’s idea of a current
intelligence summary from CIG, claiming that it was his responsibility as Secretary of State to furnish
the President with information on foreign affairs.(6)

Byrnes apparently then went to Truman and asked him to reconsider. Admiral Sidney Souers, the first
Director of Central Intelligence (DCI), told a CIA historian that Byrnes’ argument ran along the line

that such information was not intelligence within the jurisdiction of the Central Intelligence Group and
the Director [of Central Intelligence]. President Truman conceded that it might not be generally con-
sidered intelligence, but it was information which he needed and therefore it was intelligence to him.
The result was agreement that the daily summaries should be ‘factual statements.” The Department of
State prepared its own digest, and so the President had two summaries on his desk.(7)

This uneasy compromise was reflected in the NIA directives that outlined CIG’s duties. Directive No.

1, issued on 8 February 1946, ordered CIG to “furnish strategic and national policy intelligence to the

President and the State, War, and Navy Departments. . . .”(8) National Intelligence Authority Directive
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No. 2, issued the same day, ordered the DCI to give “first priority” to the “production of daily sum-
maries containing factual statements of the significant developments in the field of intelligence and
operations related to the national security and to foreign events for the use of the President. . . .”(9)

In practice, this approach proved unworkable. Without any commentary to place a report in context, or
to make a judgment on its likely veracity, the early Daily Summaries probably did little but confuse the
President. An alarming report one day on Soviet troop movements in Eastern Europe, for example,
would be contradicted the next day by a report from another source. Everyone involved eventually re-
alized the folly of this situation, and analytical commentaries began to appear in the Daily Summaries
in December 1946--episodically at first, and then regularly during 1947. The Weekly Summary, first
published in June 1946 on the initiative of the Central Reports Staff itself, was also supposed to avoid
interpretative commentary, but its format made such a stricture difficult to enforce. From its inception,
the Weekly Summary proved to be more analytical than its Daily Summary counterpart.

The Confusion Surrounding “National” Intelligence

Similar disarray surrounded CIG’s responsibilities in the production of “strategic and national policy
intelligence.” The members of the Intelligence Community simply could not agree on the policies and
procedures that governed the production of this type of intelligence. Most of those involved seemed
to believe that national intelligence should be coordinated among all the members of the Intelligence
Community, that it should be based on all available information, that it should try to estimate the inten-
tions and capabilities of other countries toward the United States, and that it should be of value to the
highest policymaking bodies.

The devil was in the details. High-ranking members of the intelligence and policy communities debat-
ed, without coming to a consensus, most aspects of the estimate production process, including who
should write them, how other agencies should participate in the process if at all, and how dissents
should be handled. Some of this reflected genuine disagreement over the best way to organize and
run the Intelligence Community, but it also involved concerns about bureaucratic power and preroga-
tives, especially those of the Director of Central Intelligence, the newcomer to the Intelligence Com-
munity. Even the definition of “strategic and national intelligence” had implications for the authority of
the DCI and thus was carefully argued over by others in the Community.(10)

DCI Vandenberg eventually got the NIA to agree to a definition in February 1947, but it was so gen-
eral that it did little to solve the problems that abounded at the working level.(11) Ray Cline, a partici-
pant in the process of producing the early estimates, wrote in his memoirs that

It cannot honestly be said that it [ORE] coordinated either intelligence activities or intelligence judg-
ments; these were guarded closely by Army, Navy, Air Force, State, and the FBI. When attempts were
made to prepare agreed national estimates on the basis of intelligence available to all, the coordina-
tion process was interminable, dissents were the rule rather than the exception, and every policymak-
ing official took his own agency’s intelligence appreciations along to the White House to argue his
case. The prewar chaos was largely recreated with only a little more lip service to central coordina-
tion.(12)

In practice, much of the intelligence produced by ORE was not coordinated with the other agencies;
nor was it based on all information available to the US Government. The Daily and Weekly Summa-
ries were not coordinated products, and, like the other publications produced by ORE, they did not
contain information derived from communications intelligence.(13) The Review of the World Situation,
which was distributed each month at meetings of the National Security Council, became a unilateral
publication of ORE after the first two issues.(14) The office’s ad hoc publications, such as the Spe-

4



cial Evaluations and Intelligence Memorandums, were rarely coordinated with the other agencies. By
contrast, the “ORE” series of Special Estimates were coordinated, but critics nonetheless condemned
many of them for containing trivial subjects that fell outside the realm of “strategic and national policy
intelligence.”(15)

Whatever CIG’s written orders, in practice the President’s interest in the Daily Summaries, coupled
with the limited resources of the Central Reports Staff, meant that the production of current intel-
ligence came to dominate the Staff and its culture. National estimative intelligence was reduced to
also-ran status. An internal CIG memo stated frankly that “ORE Special Estimates are produced on
specific subjects as the occasion arises and within the limits of ORE capabilities after current intelli-
gence requirements are met.” It went on to note, “Many significant developments worthy of ORE Spe-
cial Estimates have not been covered . . . because of priority production of current intelligence, insuf-
ficient personnel, or inadequate information.”(16) This remained true even after the Central Reports
Staff evolved into the Office of Reports and Estimates (ORE) in CIA.(17)

If the analysts in CIG, and then CIA, had only to balance the competing demands of current and
national intelligence, their performance might have benefited. As it happened, however, NIA Directive
No. 5 soon gave the analysts the additional responsibility of performing “such research and analy-
sis activities” as might “be more efficiently or effectively accomplished centrally.”(18) In practice, this
meant that the analysts became responsible for performing basic research as well as wide-ranging
political and economic analysis. To accommodate this enhanced mission, functional analysis branch-
es for economics, science, transportation, and map intelligence were established alongside the exist-
ing regional branches.(19)

A high-ranking ORE officer of the period, Ludwell Montague, wrote that

this was a deliberate, but covert, attempt to transform ORE (or CRS, a staff designed expressly

for the production of coordinated national intelligence) into an omnicompetent . . . central research
agency. This attempt failed, leaving ORE neither the one thing nor the other. Since then, much ORE
production has proceeded, not from any clear concept of mission, but from the mere existence of a
nondescript contrivance for the production of nondescript intelligence. All our efforts to secure a clear
definition of our mission have been in vain.(20)

Another veteran of the period, George S. Jackson, agreed with Montague’s assessment: “It would
not be correct . . . to say that the Office . . . had failed utterly to do what it was designed to do; a more
accurate statement would be that it had done not only what was planned for it but much that was not
planned and need not have been done. In consequence, the Office had unnecessarily dissipated its
energies to the detriment of its main function.”(21) He noted that

Requests [for studies] came frequently from many sources, not all of them of equal importance, but
there seemed not to be anyone in authority [in ORE] who would probe beneath any of them to make
sure that they merited a reply. Nor was there anyone who took it upon himself to decline requests--no
matter from what source--when they were clearly for a type of material not called for under the re-
sponsibilities of the Office of Reports and Estimates.(22)

A Mixed Reception

NIA Directive No. 5 opened the door to proliferation of various kinds of publications and, consequent-
ly, to a dilution of analysts’ efforts in the fields of current and national intelligence.(23) Perhaps as a
consequence of the confusion over the analytical mission, these products received mixed reviews.
The President was happy with his Daily Summary, and that fact alone made it sacrosanct. Rear Admi-
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ral James H. Foskett, the President’s Naval Aide, told ORE in 1947 that, “the President considers that
he personally originated the Daily, that it is prepared in accordance with his own specifications, that it
is well done, and that in its present form it satisfies his requirements.”(24) President Truman’s views
on the Weekly Summary were less clear, but lack of criticism was construed as approval by ORE: “It
appears that the Weekly in its present form is acceptable at the White House and is used to an unde-
termined extent without exciting comment indicative of a desire for any particular change.”(25)

Other policymakers were less impressed with the current intelligence publications. Secretary of State
George Marshall stopped reading the Daily Summary after two weeks, and thereafter he had his
aide flag only the most important items for him to read. The aide did this only two or three times a
week, telling a CIG interviewer that “most of the information in the Dailies is taken from State Depart-
ment sources and is furnished the Secretary through State Department channels.”(26) Marshall also
stopped reading the Weekly after the first issue.(27) The Secretary of the Navy, James Forrestal,
considered both Summaries “valuable but not . . . indispensable,” according to one of his advisers.
(28) By contrast, an aide to Secretary of War Robert Patterson reported that the Secretary read both
the Daily and Weekly Summaries “avidly and regularly.”(29)

The analytical office’s work came in for the most severe criticism in the so-called Dulles-Jackson-Cor-
rea Report of January 1949, which assessed both the performance of CIA and its role in the Intelli-
gence Community.(30) This report, commissioned by the National Security Council in early 1948, was
prepared by a trio of prominent intelligence veterans who had left government service after the war:
Allen Dulles, William Jackson, and Mathias Correa.

Their report candidly admitted that “There is confusion as to the proper role of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency in the preparation of intelligence reports and estimates” and that “The principle of
the authoritative national intelligence estimate does not yet have established acceptance in the gov-
ernment.”(31) They nevertheless took ORE to task for failing to perform better in the production of
national intelligence, noting that, although ORE had been given responsibility for production of na-
tional estimates, “It has . . . been concerned with a wide variety of activities and with the production
of miscellaneous reports and summaries which by no stretch of the imagination could be considered
national estimates.”(32)

The trio found unacceptable ORE’s practice of drafting the estimates “on the basis of its own research
and analysis” and then circulating them among the other intelligence agencies to obtain notes of
dissent or concurrence.(33) “Under this procedure, none of the agencies regards itself as a full par-
ticipant contributing to a truly national estimate and accepting a share in the responsibility for it.”(34)
They recommended that a “small group of specialists” be used “in lieu of the present Office of Reports
and Estimates” to “review the intelligence products of other intelligence agencies and of the Central
Intelligence Agency” and to “prepare drafts of national intelligence estimates for consideration by the
Intelligence Advisory Committee.”(35)

The three also were not impressed with ORE’s efforts in field of current intelligence: “Approximately
ninety per cent [sic] of the contents of the Daily Summary is derived from State Department sources.
... There are occasional comments by the Central Intelligence Agency on portions of the Summary,
but these, for the most part, appear gratuitous and lend little weight to the material itself.”(36) They
concluded, “As both Summaries consume an inordinate amount of time and effort and appear to be
outside of the domain of the Central Intelligence Agency, we believe that the Daily, and possibly the
Weekly Summary should be discontinued in their present form.”(37)

The trio concluded disapprovingly that “the Central Intelligence Agency has tended to become just
6



one more intelligence agency producing intelligence in competition with older established agencies of
the government departments.”(38)

The Analysts

The Dulles-Jackson-Correa Report was extremely, perhaps unfairly, critical of ORE’s production
record. Intelligence analysis is not an easy job in the best of times--the available information on any
given analytical problem is invariably incomplete or contradictory or flawed in some other important
way--and these clearly were not the best of times. Signals intelligence, which had proved devastat-
ingly effective against the Axis powers in the war, was less effective against the security-conscious
Soviets, and, as noted above, in any event could not yet be cited directly in CIA publications, even in
those sent to the President.(39) The sophisticated aircraft and satellites that would one day open the
whole interior of the USSR to surveillance were not yet on the drawing board, and the intelligence col-
lection arm of the new CIA was finding it impossibly difficult to penetrate Stalin’s paranoid police state
with agents. In the end, the analysts had little to rely on but diplomatic and military attache reporting,
media accounts, and their own judgment.

The paucity of hard intelligence about the Soviet Union placed a premium on the recruitment of top-
notch analysts. Unfortunately, CIG and CIA had trouble landing the best and the brightest. CIG was in
a particularly difficult situation; it had little authority to hire its own staff employees and thus depended
on the Departments of State, War, and Navy for both its funding and personnel.(40) Ludwell Mon-
tague complained to DCI Vandenberg in September 1946 that these departments were not cooperat-
ing: “From the beginning the crucial problem . . . has been the procurement of key personnel qualified
by aptitude and experience to anticipate intelligence needs, to exercise critical judgment regarding
the material at hand, and to discern emergent trends. Such persons are rare indeed and hard to come
by, [and] the recruitment of them is necessarily slow. . . .”(41) Montague was particularly bitter about
Army intelligence’s (G-2) efforts to fob off on CIG what he termed “low-grade personnel.”(42)

The establishment of CIA in September 1947 ended the Office’s dependence on other departments
for personnel and funds. It permitted the rapid expansion of ORE from 60 employees in June 1946 to
709 staff employees by the end of 1950, 332 of whom were either analysts or managers of analysts.
(43) Although this solved the quantity problem, quality remained an issue.

Hanson W. Baldwin of The New York Times in 1948 noted that “personnel weaknesses undoubtedly
are the clue to the history of frustration and disappointment, of friction and fiasco, which have been,
too largely, the story of our intelligence services since the war. Present personnel, including many of
those in the office of research and estimates [sic] of the Central Intelligence Agency, suffer from in-
experience and inadequacy of background. Some of them do not possess the ‘global’ objective mind
needed to evaluate intelligence, coldly, logically, and definitively.”(44)

A senior ORE officer, R. Jack Smith, shared Baldwin’s view, noting that

We felt obliged to give the White House the best judgment we could command, and we continued to
try as the years passed by. Eventually . . . the cumulative experience of this persistent effort, com-
bined with the recruitment of some genuine specialists and scholars, produced a level of expertise
that had no counterpart elsewhere in the government. But this was a decade or more away.(45)

Ray Cline agreed with Smith’s views. Cline wrote that “the expansion under [DCI] Vandenberg made
the Agency a little bigger than before but not much better. It was filled largely with military men who
did not want to leave the service at the end of the war but were not in great demand in the military
services. The quality was mediocre.”(46)



During the critical year of 1948--which saw, among other crises, the Berlin Blockade--38 analysts
worked in the Soviet and East European branch: 26 men and 12 women. As a group, their strength
was previous exposure to the Soviet Union: nine had lived there, and 12 spoke Russian--both high
figures for an era when knowledge about the USSR was limited, even in academia. Their back-
grounds, however, were less impressive in other respects. Only one had a Ph.D., while six had no
college degree at all. One had a law degree. Of those with college experience, a surprising number
majored in fields far removed from their work with CIG/CIA: civil engineering, agriculture, and library
science, for example. Far from being stereotypical well-heeled graduates of the Ivy League, many
had attended colleges that, at least in that period, were undistinguished. Although military experience
was widespread, only one had served in the OSS.(47)

To be fair, the analysts faced a number of impediments that made it difficult for their work to match ex-
pectations. The information at their disposal was, for the most part, shared by others in the policy and
intelligence communities. Moreover, the pace of the working day was hectic, and the analysts were
under constant pressure. The pressure came from outside--from government officials who demanded
immediate support--and within, from individuals who realized that career advancement rested on
quantity of production. Consequently, analysts had precious little time for reflection. In perhaps the
best known example, Ludwell Montague in July 1946 was given only three days in which to research,
write, and coordinate with the other agencies ORE-1, “Soviet Foreign and Military Policy,” the first
estimate produced by CIG.(48)

Nowhere was the pressure greater than in the production of the Daily Summaries. Each morning, at
nine o’clock, couriers would arrive at CIA headquarters with the previous day’s cable traffic from State
and the Pentagon. Between nine and 10, an editor would read the cables, write comments on those
he thought worthy of using in the Daily Summary, and sort them according to ORE’s branch organiza-
tion. The analysts had on average only one hour, between 10 and 11, to draft their articles. Between
11 and noon the articles were edited, and at noon the branch chiefs, editors, and office leadership
met to decide which articles should be published. “By one o’clock, the Daily was usually dittoed, as-
sembled, enclosed in blue folders, packaged, receipted for, and on its way by couriers to its approxi-
matelyfifteen official recipients.”(49)

Because there were few contacts between the analysts and editors on the one hand and senior
policymakers on the other, choosing which stories to include in the Daily was a shot in the dark. As R.
Jack Smith, then editor of the Daily recalled, “The comic backdrop to this daily turmoil was that in ac-
tuality nobody knew what President Truman wanted to see or not see. . . . How were we supposed to
judge, sitting in a rundown temporary building on the edge of the Potomac, what was fit for the Presi-
dent’s eyes?” After gaining experience on the job, Smith decided that

Intelligence of immediate value to the president falls essentially into two categories: developments im-
pinging directly on the security of the United States; and developments bearing on major U.S. policy
concerns. These cover possible military attacks, fluctuations in relationships among potential adver-
saries, or anything likely to threaten or enhance the success of major U.S. policy programs worldwide.
(50)

The combination of uncertainty over what the President needed to see and the analysts’ need to pub-
lish as much as possible brought editors, analysts, and branch chiefs into frequent conflict. The ana-
lysts and their branch chiefs believed that they, as the substantive experts, should have the final say
on the content of the Summaries, while the editors felt that the experts were too parochial in outlook
to make such decisions.(51) Neither side held command authority, so the disputes had to be settled
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through argument and compromise. The most intractable cases would be bucked up to the office
leadership to decide. This situation remained a source of tension within the office throughout ORE’s
existence.

The Analytical Record

The Threat of War in Europe.. ..

From the beginning, the current intelligence sent to the White House contained numerous alarming
reports about Soviet behavior from nearly all corners of the globe: the Middle East, Eastern Europe,
Western Europe, and Korea in particular. A policymaker reading the Summaries, or the original re-
ports on which the Summaries were based, could easily have concluded that Soviet military aggres-
sion was an imminent possibility.

The most consistent--and perhaps most important--theme of CIG/CIA analysis during this period,
however, was that Soviet moves, no matter how menacing they might appear in isolation, were un-
likely to lead to an attack against the West. This judgment looks even bolder in light of President
Truman’s evident intention that ORE was to warn the US Government of another Pearl Harbor--that
is, a sudden surprise attack on American forces or Allies. Denied the ability to make comments in the
Summaries for most of 1946, CIG’s first opportunity to put these reports into perspective was ORE-
1, “Soviet Foreign and Military Policy,” published on 23 July 1946. It noted that, although “the Soviet
Government anticipates an inevitable conflict with the capitalist world,” Moscow “needs to avoid such
a conflict for an indefinite period.”(52)

Similarly, a Special Study published a month later and sent to the President noted that “during the
past two weeks there has been a series of developments which suggest that some consideration
should be given to the possibility of near-term Soviet military action.”(53) The authors judged, how-
ever, that

The most plausible conclusion would appear to be that, until there is some specific evidence that the
Soviets are making the necessary military preparations and dispositions for offensive operations, the
recent disturbing developments can be interpreted as constituting no more than an intensive war of
nerves. The purpose may be to test US determination to support its objectives at the [Paris] peace
conference and to sustain its commitments in European affairs.(54)

Subsequent crises did not shake this assessment. During the March 1948 “war scare,” touched off
when General Lucius Clay, the US military governor in Germany, sent a message to the Pentagon
warning of the likelihood of a sudden Soviet attack, CIA analysts bluntly rejected the notion.(55)
During the scare, the State Department reported, in separate cables, that senior members of the
Czechoslovak and Turkish Governments also feared the Soviet Union was prepared to risk an immi-
nent attack. In comments on these reports made in the Daily Summary on 16 March 1948, analysts
said “CIA does not believe that the USSR is presently prepared to risk war in the pursuit of its aims in
Europe.” On the following day, they added that “CIA does not believe that the USSR plans a military
venture in the immediate future in either Europe or the Middle East.”(56)

During the Berlin blockade, CIA's position remained the same. “The Soviet action . . . has two pos-
sible objectives: either to force the Western powers to negotiate on Soviet terms regarding Germany
or, failing that, to force a Western power withdrawal from Berlin. The USSR does not seem ready to
force a definite showdown. . . .”(57) The explosion of the Soviet Union’s first atomic bomb, on 29 Au-
gust 1949, similarly failed to change the analysts’ judgment: “No immediate change in Soviet policy or
tactics is expected” was the verdict in the Weekly Summary.(58)
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...and in the Far East
ORE initially deemed the possibility of aggression by the Soviet client regime in North Korea as more
likely.

An armed invasion of South Korea by the North Korean Peoples’ Army is not likely until US troops
have been withdrawn from the area or before the Communists have attempted to ‘unify’ Korea by
some sort of coup. Eventual armed conflict between the North and South Korean Governments ap-
pears probable, however, in the light of such recent events as Soviet withdrawal from North Korea, in-
tensified improvement of North Korean roads leading south, Peoples’ Army troop movements to areas
nearer the 38th parallel and from Manchuria to North Korea, and combined maneuvers.(59)

ORE earlier had predicted that Soviet withdrawal from North Korea would be followed by “renewed
pressure for the withdrawal of all occupation forces. The Soviet aim will be to deprive the US of an op-
portunity to establish a native security force in South Korea adequate to deal with aggression from the
North Korean People’s Army.”(60)

Unfortunately for ORE and the policymakers who read its analysis, this line was revised in early 1950.
“The continuing southward movement of the expanding Korean People’s Army toward the 38th paral-
lel probably constitutes a defensive measure to offset the growing strength of the offensively minded
South Korean Army,” read the Weekly Summary of 13 January. ORE further stated that “an invasion
of South Korea is unlikely unless North Korean forces can develop a clear-cut superiority over the
increasingly efficient South Korean Army.”(61) Although this assessment appears naive in retrospect,
it actually fit in well with the views held by senior American military officers, who believed the South
Korean Army was sufficiently strong and no longer required US military aid. South Korean strongman
Syngman Rhee, moreover, had begun making noises to American officials about reunifying Korea
under his control; the possibility of South Korean provocation thus was not as remote at the time as it
seems now.(62)

The day after the North Korean attack on 25 June 1950, the Daily Summary counseled that “suc-
cessful aggression in Korea will encourage the USSR to launch similar ventures elsewhere in the Far
East. In sponsoring the aggression in Korea, the Kremlin probably calculated that no firm or effec-
tive countermeasures would be taken by the West. However, the Kremlin is not willing to undertake a
global war at this time. . . .”(63)

After initially suggesting that “firm and effective countermeasures by the West would probably lead
the Kremlin to permit a settlement to be negotiated between the North and South Koreans,” the ana-
lysts within days concluded that “It is probable . . . that a concerted attempt will be made to make
the US effort in Korea as difficult and costly as possible.”(64) A week later, the analysts amplified this
theme:

All evidence available leads to the conclusion that the USSR is not ready for war. Nevertheless, the
USSR has substantial capabilities, without directly involving Soviet troops, for prolonging the fight-
ing in Korea, as well as for initiating hostilities elsewhere. Thus, although the USSR would prefer to
confine the conflict to Korea, a reversal there might impel the USSR to take greater risks of starting a
global war either by committing substantial Chinese Communist forces in Korea or by sanctioning ag-
gressive actions by Satellite forces in other areas of the world.(65)

ORE analysts quickly concluded, however, that Chinese intervention was not likely. They reasoned
that, although a North Korean defeat would “have obvious disadvantages” for the Soviet Union, “the
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commitment of Chinese Communist forces would not necessarily prevent such a defeat and a defeat
under these circumstances would be far more disastrous, not only because it would be a greater blow
to Soviet prestige throughout the world, but because it would seriously threaten Soviet control over
the Chinese Communist regime.” Moreover, if the Chinese were to emerge victorious, “the presence
of Chinese Communist troops in Korea would complicate if not jeopardize Soviet direction of Korean
affairs; Chinese Communist prestige, as opposed to that of the USSR, would be enhanced; and
Peiping might be tempted as a result of success in Korea to challenge Soviet leadership in Asia.” Fi-
nally, the analysts believed that Chinese intervention was unlikely because “the use of Chinese Com-
munist forces in Korea would increase the risk of global war, not only because of possible UN or US
reaction but because the USSR itself would be under greater compulsion to assure a victory in Korea,
possibly by committing Soviet troops.”(66)

The Weekly Summary of 15 September 1950 briefly described the evidence that suggested Chinese
intervention was likely but still concluded that Beijing would not risk war with the United States:

Numerous reports of Chinese Communist troop movements in Manchuria, coupled with Peiping’s
recent charges of US aggression and violations of Chinese territory, have increased speculation
concerning both Chinese Communist intervention in Korea and disagreement between the USSR and
China on matters of military policy. It is being argued that victory in Korea can only be achieved by
using Chinese Communist (or Soviet) forces, that the USSR desires to weaken the US by involving

it in a protracted struggle with China, and that the Chinese Communists are blaming the USSR for
initiating the Korean venture and thus postponing the invasion of Taiwan. Despite the apparent logic
of this reasoning, there is no evidence indicating a Chinese-Soviet disagreement, and cogent political
and military considerations make it unlikely that Chinese Communist forces will be directly and openly
committed in Korea.(67)

The first Chinese warnings of intervention in the war if UN forces crossed the 38th parallel were
published in the Daily Summary on 30 September without comment, perhaps because they were
downplayed by the US Ambassador to the Soviet Union, to whom others in the Moscow diplomatic
corps had passed the warnings.(68) On 3 October the analysts drew on a similar report from the US
Embassy in London to state that “CIA estimates . . . that the Chinese Communists would not consider
it in their interests to intervene openly in Korea if, as now seems likely, they anticipate that war with
the UN nations [sic] would result.”(69) In the same article the analysts warned, as they had before
and would again, that “The Chinese Communists have long had the capability for military intervention
in Korea on a scale sufficient to materially affect the course of events. . . .”(70) Nevertheless, in eight
subsequent Daily Summaries, CIA analysts restated their belief that China would, first, not intervene,
and then--as the intervention got under way--that it would not develop into a large-scale attack. The
last Summary containing this judgment came on 17 November, three weeks after the first Chinese
troops, wearing Korean uniforms, entered combat in far northern Korea.(71)

The Danger of Subversion in Europe

Throughout this period, ORE analysts were far more concerned about Soviet use of local Communist
parties to subvert pro-Western governments than they were about the possibility of armed aggression
by the USSR or one of its Communist allies. As ORE expressed it in September 1947, “The USSR

is unlikely to resort to open military aggression in present circumstances. Its policy is to avoid war, to
build up its war potential, and to extend its influence and control by political, economic, and psycho-
logical methods.”(72)

CIG had reached a very similar conclusion about the first serious postwar confrontation with the
Soviet Union--its refusal to withdraw its forces from northern Iran and its subsequent support for the
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breakaway Iranian provinces of Azerbaijan and Kurdistan.(73) After the worst of the Iran crisis had
passed, the first Weekly Summary warned that the Soviets, having recognized that their policy toward
Iran was “heavy-handed and over-hasty” would rely on “gradual penetration.” It declared that “the So-
viets clearly feel that ‘time is on their side’ in Iran and that the general economic backwardness of the
country and the unpopular labor policy of the British oil companies will forward their cause.”(74) “Their
cause” was identified as “gaining control over Iranian oil and blocking closer military ties between Iran
and the West.”(75)

ORE tracked the gradual but inexorable consolidation of Communist power across Eastern Europe,
as brought about through a combination of political manipulation by local Communists and pressure
from the Soviet occupation forces. The political and economic undermining of the prospects for de-
mocracy in Eastern Europe reinforced the analysts’ conclusion that this type of subversion was the
greatest danger from the Soviet Union. The analysts observed that Moscow’s objective in the region
was to “establish permanent safeguards for their strategic, political, and economic interests, including
... Stable and subservient, or at least friendly, regime[s].”(76)

The analysts were most troubled by the consolidation of Communist power in Czechoslovakia in Feb-
ruary 1948, judging that it would diminish

the possibility of a compromise in Europe between the ideologies of the Kremlin and the principles of
Western democracy and individual freedom. Such a compromise had apparently been achieved in
Czechoslovakia. . . . The coup . . . reflects the refusal of the Communists to settle for anything less
than complete control and their conviction that such dominance could never have been achieved un-
der a freely operating parliamentary form of government.(77)

On Germany, ORE anticipated that Stalin would use subversive tactics to try to create a unified Ger-
man state from the occupied ruins of the Third Reich: “A German administration strongly centralized
in Berlin will be much more susceptible than a loose federation to Soviet pressures. . . . Posing thus
as the champions of German nationalism and rehabilitation, the Soviets can attempt to discredit the
policy of the Western powers and to facilitate the Communist penetration of their zones.”(78) The
analysts warned that the removal of zonal barriers would place the Soviets in a “position to launch a
vigorous campaign to communize the Western zone. . . .”(79)

After the Council of Foreign Ministers (CFM) conference in Moscow in the spring of 1947 failed to
reach agreement on Germany'’s future, ORE analysts advised that the Soviets may be trying to (1)
“prolong the unsettled conditions in Europe conducive to Communism; and (2) to encourage the US
to expend its patience and energy in a vain quest for agreement until forced by its internal economic
and political conditions to curtail its foreign commitments and to leave Europe to the USSR by de-
fault.”(80)

ORE noted that Soviet efforts to penetrate the western zones of Germany focused on attempts to
‘extend the SED [Socialist Unity Party, the Communist’s stalking horse in the eastern zone] political
structure to the west, while, simultaneously, efforts are made to establish Communist front organiza-
tions, such as the Freie Deutsche Jugend (FDJ), and to penetrate Western Zone labor unions.”(81)
ORE warned that if “Soviet efforts at the [November 1947] CFM fail to achieve a united Germany on
Soviet terms, the USSR will attempt to blame the Western powers for failure of the conference. At the
same time, the Kremlin may announce the recognition of a ‘German Republic’ east of the Elbe and
attempt to secure the removal of the Western Allies from Berlin.”(82)

Once the first signs of the Berlin blockade emerged in April 1948, ORE analysts advised that Stalin
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wanted “a negotiated settlement . . . on terms which would permit ultimate Soviet control of Berlin and
Communist penetration of western Germany.”(83) After the blockade was lifted in the spring of 1949,
CIA assessed that Soviet objectives in Germany remained unchanged: “Soviet agreement to lift the
Berlin blockade and enter into four-power discussions on Germany does not represent any change in
the Soviet objective to establish a Germany which will eventually fall under Soviet domination.”(84)

The analysts also highlighted the Communist threat in France and Italy. Both countries had emerged
from the war with widespread devastation and strong Communist parties sharing power in coalition
governments. After the French and Italian prime ministers expelled the Communist ministers from
their governments in the spring of 1947, ORE predicted that

The Kremlin apparently proposes for countries such as France and Italy: (1) intensive agitation
against their present governments and against non-Communist liberals; and (2) the development of
highly-disciplined Communist cores which, at the proper moment, could assume control. Such a pro-
gram is well-adapted to the current situation in France where, [now] relieved of governmental respon-
sibility, the Communists are in a position to threaten (by propaganda, subversion, and trade-union
agitation) the stability of the present Government. Where Communism is less powerful, the Kremlin
desires to concentrate on gaining control of trade unions and other liberal organizations.(85)

ORE warned in September 1947 that “the sudden overthrow of the De Gasperi government [in Italy]
by Communist-sponsored armed force, following [the December 1947] withdrawal of Allied troops,”
was “within the realm of possibility” because of the Italian Army’s weakness. But the analysts thought
that outcome was unlikely. They wrote that “the USSR is unwilling to support directly such a step
because it might involve war with the US” and because the potential failure of the much anticipated
European Recovery Program (better known today as the Marshall Plan) could deliver Italy into the
hands of the Communists in the April 1948 elections. ORE worried more that a Communist-inspired
general strike could paralyze the important north Italian industrial area; such an event could “defeat
the operation of the European recovery program and eventually throw not only Italy into the Soviet
orbit, but possibly France as well.”(86)

A Special Evaluation published on 13 October 1947 concluded that Moscow’s establishment of the
Communist Information Bureau in September 1947

suggests strongly that the USSR recognizes that it has reached a point of diminishing returns in the
attempts of the Communist parties of Western Europe to rise to power through parliamentary means
and that, consequently, it intends to revert to subversive activities, such as strikes and sabotage, in an
effort to undermine the stability of Western European governments. This move likewise tends to sub-
stantiate the contention that the USSR considers international subversive and revolutionary action,
rather than military aggression, as the primary instrument for obtaining its worldwide objectives.(87)

ORE concluded that, “In its efforts to sabotage the European recovery program, which is the USSR’s
immediate and primary target, the Kremlin will be willing even to risk the sacrifice of the French and
Italian Communist Parties” by ordering them to use sabotage and violence against the Marshall Plan.
“If these Parties are defeated and driven underground, the USSR will have lost no more than it would
lose by the success of the European recovery program. CIA believes that the unexpectedly rapid
progress of the [proposed] Marshall program has upset the timetable of the Kremlin and forced this
desperate action as the last available countermeasures.”(88)

The unexpectedly severe defeat of the Italian Communists in the April 1948 national election consid-
erably eased the concerns of ORE’s analysts. Noting that the election results had “vastly improved
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the morale and confidence of the anti-Communists in both Italy and France,” the analysts predicted
that “for the immediate future, Communist activities in Western Europe are likely to be directed toward
rebuilding the popular front rather than an early or determined bid for power.” Nevertheless, “the Com-
munists are not expected to relax their efforts to prevent recovery in Europe. . . . Strikes and industrial
sabotage . . . therefore can be expected.”(89)

The civil war in Greece, which had begun in 1946, received relatively little attention in the current
intelligence publications until the British Government announced in early 1947 that it would have to
withdraw its forces from the country and significantly reduce its assistance to Greece’s non-Commu-
nist Government. The Weekly Summary of 28 February, published seven days after the British an-
nouncement, summarized the dire situation facing Greece:

Alone, Greece cannot save itself. Militarily, the country needs aid in the form of equipment and train-
ing. Politically, Greece’s diehard politicians need to be convinced of the necessity of a housecleaning,
and the prostrate Center . . . requires bolstering. Economically, it needs gifts or loans of commodities,
food, foreign exchange, and gold to check inflation. Of these needs, the economic are the most vital.
... Without immediate economic aid . . . there would appear to be imminent danger that the Soviet-
dominated Left will seize control of the country, which would result in the loss of Greece as a democ-
racy. . . .(90)

ORE analysts believed the chain of command for the Communist forces in Greece started in Moscow
and ran through Yugoslav leader Josip Broz-Tito to Bulgaria and Albania before reaching the Greek
Communists.(91) Nevertheless, they rejected the possibility that armies of those countries would as-
sist the Greek guerrillas, despite numerous rumors to the contrary:

CIG considers direct participation by the Albanian, Yugoslav, and Bulgarian armies unlikely. Such ac-
tion would obviously have far-reaching international repercussions and might even involve the USSR
in a world war for which it is unprepared. The likelihood of direct participation by Soviet troops in
Greece or Turkey at this time is so remote that it need not seriously be considered.(92)

In July 1948, ORE advised the President that Tito’s rift with Stalin, which appeared in March, would
considerably lessen the pressure against Greece.(93) It soon followed with a report of slackening Bul-
garian support for the guerrillas, although ORE was unable to specify the cause of the change.(94)

The Threat From Revolution in the Far East

In their coverage of the Chinese civil war in the late 1940s, ORE analysts noted that “the Soviet Union
has scrupulously avoided identifying the Chinese Communist Party with Moscow, and it is highly
improbable that the Soviet leaders would at this time jeopardize the Chinese Communist Party by
acknowledging its connection with the world Communist movement.”(95) They later affirmed that

the USSR had “given renewed indications that it is not ready to abandon its ‘correct’ attitude toward
the Nanking government in favor of open aid to the Communists in China’s civil war.”(96) Moreover,
“Because of the intensely nationalistic spirit of the Chinese people . . . the [Chinese] Communists are
most anxious to protect themselves from the charge of Soviet dominance.”(97)

Not until the end of 1948 did ORE analysts begin to worry about what a Communist victory in China
might mean for the global balance of power: “A tremendously increased Soviet war potential in the
Far East may result eventually from Communist control of Manchuria and north China.”(98) At the
same time, the analysts began warning that “Recent statements from authoritative Chinese Commu-
nist sources emphasize the strong ideological affinity existing between the USSR and the Chinese
Communist party . . . and indicate that Soviet leadership, especially in foreign affairs, will probably be

14



faithfully followed by any Communist-dominated government in China.”(99)

After the Communists’ final victory over Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalist regime in the autumn of 1949,
the analysts doubted that Mao’s protracted stay in Moscow, which began in December 1949 and
lasted for nine weeks, was a sign of potential trouble in the alliance: “Although the length of Mao’s
visit may be the result of difficulties in reaching agreement on a revised Sino-Soviet treaty . . . itis
unlikely that Mao is proving dangerously intractable. Mao is a genuine and orthodox Stalinist, [and] is
in firm control of the Chinese Communist Party.”(100) The analysts believed that “The USSR can be
expected to gradually strengthen its grip on the Chinese Communist Party apparatus, on the armed
forces, on the secret police, and on communications and informational media.”(101)

ORE initially devoted little attention to the French struggle in Indochina against the Viet Minh indepen-
dence movement led by Ho Chi Minh--in fact, the office devoted much more coverage to the prob-
lems the Dutch were having in their colony in Indonesia. Although most of ORE’s information came
from French officials, the analysts were skeptical that Paris would be able to put down the rebellion.
(102) They concluded that “Any Vietnam government which does not include Ho Chi Minh or his more
moderate followers will . . . be limited in scope of authority by the perimeters of French military control
and will be open to widespread popular opposition and sabotage.”(103)

Ho was not at first portrayed by ORE as either a Communist or a Soviet ally. The analysts referred to
him as “President Ho.”(104) The first mention of a tie to Moscow, made in May 1948, was a grudging
one: “Ho Chi Minh . . . is supported by 80 percent of the population and . . . is allegedly loyal to Soviet
foreign policy. . . .”(105) As late as September 1949, analysts wrote that “Ho’s relationship with the
Kremlin and the Chinese Communists remains obscure. . . . Ho has stated his willingness to accept
military equipment from the Chinese Communists. On the other hand, Ho still maintains that neutrality
between the US and the USSR is both possible and desirable. . . .”(106)

Moscow’s recognition of Ho’s government on 31 January 1950 prompted the analysts to change their
stance dramatically, however.(107) They saw the likelihood of a series of regional governments falling
in turn under Soviet influence:

If France is driven from Indochina, the resulting emergence of an indigenous Communist-dominated
regime in Vietnam, together with pressures exerted by Peiping and Moscow, would probably bring
about the orientation of adjacent Thailand and Burma toward the Communist orbit. Under these cir-
cumstances, other Asian states--Malaya and Indonesia, particularly--would become highly vulnerable
to the extension of Communist influence. . . . Meanwhile, by recognizing the Ho regime, the USSR
has revealed its determination to force France completely out of Indochina and to install a Communist
government. Alone, France is incapable of preventing such a development.(108)

The analysts concluded that, although only the United States could help France avoid defeat, the
“Asian nations . . . would tend to interpret such US action as support of continued Western colonial-
ism.”(109)

Soviet Aims in Israel

Like many in the State Department and elsewhere in the US Government, ORE, worried by reports
that the Soviets were funneling arms and money to Zionist guerrillas, suggested that the creation of
Israel could give the USSR a client state in the Middle East.(110)

Formation of a Jewish state in Palestine will enable the USSR to intensify its efforts to expand Soviet
influence in the Near East and to perpetuate a chaotic condition there. . . . In any event, the flow of
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men and munitions to Palestine from the Soviet Bloc can be expected to increase substantially. The
USSR will undoubtedly take advantage of the removal of immigration restrictions to increase the influx
of trained Soviet agents from eastern and central Europe into Palestine where they have already had
considerable success penetrating the Stern Gang, Irgun, and, to a lesser extent, Haganah.(111)

Not until November 1948, six months after Israel declared its independence and defeated a coalition
of Arab opponents, did ORE suggest that events might turn out otherwise: “There is some evidence
that Soviet . . . enthusiasm for the support of Israel is diminishing.”(112) ORE later suggested that
the change in attitude stemmed from a Soviet estimate “that the establishment of Israel as a disrup-
tive force in the Arab world has now been accomplished and that further military aid to a country of
basically pro-Western sympathies would ultimately prove prejudicial to Soviet interests in the Near
East.”(113)

Conclusion

ORE met its end shortly after Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell Smith and William H. Jackson, of the Dulles-
Jackson-Correa survey team, arrived in late 1950 as Director of Central Intelligence and Deputy
Director, respectively. They abolished ORE that November and replaced it with three new units: the
Office of National Estimates, the Office of Research and Reports, and the Office of Current Intelli-
gence. These steps finally ended the confusion over the analytical mission, primarily by splitting the
competing functions of national, current, and basic intelligence into three offices.

Much maligned by insiders and outsiders alike, ORE’s record is perhaps not as bad as its reputation.
Its analysis holds up well when compared to both the views held by other agencies at the time and
our current understanding of events in that period. Of course, ORE, like all intelligence organizations
in all eras, had its failures. Dramatic, sweeping events, such as wars and revolutions, are far too com-
plex to predict or analyze perfectly. Even with the benefit of unprecedented access to Russian and
Chinese sources, for example, contemporary historians are unable to conclusively pinpoint when and
why Mao decided to intervene in the Korean war.(114)

Gaps also exist in our knowledge about what intelligence President Truman saw, understood, be-
lieved, and used. Judging the impact of intelligence on policy is difficult always, and especially so
from a distance of 50 years. On many issues, such as the Communist threat to Italy, ORE’s work
tended to reinforce what many policymakers in the administration and officials in the field already
believed.

It does seem fair to conclude, however, that ORE'’s repeated, correct assurances that a Soviet at-
tack in Europe was unlikely must have had a steadying influence when tensions were high and some
feared a Soviet onslaught. In this, the analysts of ORE served President Truman well, and their ac-
curate assessment ultimately must be considered ORE’s most important contribution in those early,
fearful years of the Cold War.
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Chronology

1945

March

02 Soviet pressure on King Michael of Romania forces him to appoint a Communist-controlled, pro-Soviet
goverment under Petru Groza.

19 The Soviet Union denounces the Turco-Soviet nonaggression treaty of 1925. Moscow begins to place diplomatic
pressure on Turkey over control of the Dardanelles.

April

12 President Roosevelt dies; Harry S. Truman becomes President of the United States.

May

08 Germany surrenders and is divided into four zones of occupation, as is its capital, Berlin. These are administered
by the United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and France.

June

28 A Polish Government of national unity is formed under Socialist Premier Eduard Osobka-Morawski. Although
recognized by the West, it displays a marked pro-Soviet orientation.

July

03 James F. Byrnes becomes Secretary of State.

17 President Truman begins meetings with Prime Minister Attlee and Soviet leader Stalin at Potsdam.

August

06 The United States drops an atomic bomb on Hiroshima.

08 The Soviet Union declares war on Japan.

09 The United States drops an atomic bomb on Nagasaki.

14 Japan surrenders, ending World War |II.

17 The United States and the Soviet Union agree to divide their occupation zones in Korea at the 38th parallel.

September

02 Ho Chi Minh declares Vietnamese independence from France.

20 Executive Order 9621 dissolves the OSS effective 1 October. The Research and Analysis Branch is transferred to
the Department of State, while the espionage and counterintelligence branches are moved to the War
Deparment, where they are renamed the Strategic Services Unit.

27 Robert P. Patterson becomes Secretary of War.

November

03 Hungarians vote the anti-Communist Smallholders' Party into power.

10 The Communist leader Enver Hoxha becomes Premier of Albania.

18 An election with limited choice returns a Communist-controlled government in Bulgaria.

27 General George Marshall begins his efforts to mediate a solution to the Chinese civil war.

December

16 Rebels in Iranian Azerbaijan, acting under Soviet protection, declare independence.

19 Rebel Kurds in western Iranian Azerbaijan, also acting under Soviet protection, declare independence.

1946

January

06 The Government of Poland begins nationalization of industry.

22 President Truman creates the Central Intelligence Group (CIG), appointing Rear Admiral Sidney Souers the first

Director of Central Intelligence.
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31 Yugoslavia adopts a Soviet-style Constitution.

February

09 Stalin raises fears in the West with a speech in which he declares that Communism and capitalism cannot coexist.
15 The first Daily Summary is published for the President by the Central Reports Staff of CIG.

22 US diplomat George F. Kennan sends his influential "Long Telegram" from Moscow analyzing the sources of

Soviet conduct.

March

05 Winston Churchill delivers his "Iron Curtain" speech in Fulton, MO.

25 Moscow announces the withdrawal of its forces from northern Iran.

April

22 The merger of the Communist and Socialist Parties in the Soviet zone of occupation in Germany creates the
Socialist Unity Party.

May

26 Communists emerge as strong political force in Czechoslovakia after an election to a constituent assembly.
Communist Klement Gottwald forms a coalition government with non-Communists.

May: The Greek civil war begins, with Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Albania channeling support to Communist
guerrillas who aim to overthrow the Greek Government.

June

10 Lt. General Hoyt S. Vandenberg, US Army Air Forces, succeeds Admiral Souers as Director of Central
Intelligence.

July

19 The Central Reports Staff is renamed Office of Research and Evaluations to reflect the broader responsibilities
given it by National Intelligence Authority Directive No. 5.

23 CIG produces its first piece of "strategic and national policy" intelligence, ORE-1, which analyzes Soviet foreign
and military policy.

October

20 Strategic Services Unit field personnel are transferred to CIG's new Office of Special Operations.

27 Elections for a constituent assembly in Bulgaria that are manipulated by the Communist-dominated government
result in a Communist majority. The veteran Communist George Dimitrov returns from Moscow to head the
government.

29 The name of the Office of Research and Evaluations is changed to Office of Reports and Estimates out of
deference to the Department of State, which claims that research and evaluation are State responsibilities.

November

19 Voters in Romania return to power a Communist-dominated government after a campaign of violence and
intimidation against the opposition.

December

19 The French war against the Vietminh begins in Indochina.

1947

January

01 The US and British zones of Germany are merged.

08 General Marshall ends his efforts to mediate a solution to the Chinese civil war.

19 Manipulated elections in Poland return a huge Communist majority. The United States and Britain protest.

21 George C. Marshall becomes Secretary of State.

February

21 The British announce that they will cease providing aid to Greece and Turkey.

26



25 Bela Kovacs, a leader of the Hungary's Smallholders' Party, is arrested, beginning a purge of anti-Communists
from that party.

March

12 President Truman, in a message to Congress, articulates the Truman Doctrine of providing aid to countries
threatened by Communism.

May

01 Rear Admiral Roscoe H. Hillenkoetter is sworn in as the third Director of Central Intelligence.

05 Communist ministers in the French and Italian cabinets are dismissed by their premiers.

31 Hungarian Premier Nagy is accused of treason by the Communists and resigns. The disorder in the Smallholders'
Party permits the Communists to win a general election on 31 August.

June

05 Secretary of State George Marshall calls for a European Recovery Program, soon dubbed the Marshall Plan.

06 The leader of Bulgaria's anti-Communist Agrarian Party, Nikola Petkov, is arrested and later executed. His party is
dissolved in August.

July

02 Moscow rejects participation in the Marshall Plan. The other East European Communist Parties soon follow suit.

15 The leader of Romania's anti-Communist National Peasant Party is arrested and sentenced to life in prison. His

party is dissolved later that same month.
26 President Truman signs the National Security Act of 1947, which provides for a National Security Council (NSC),
Secretary of Defense, and a Central Intelligence Agency.

September

17 Secretary of the Navy James V. Forrestal becomes Secretary of Defense.

18 The Central Intelligence Group becomes the Central Intelligence Agency under the provision of the National
Security Act of 1947.

27 The Communist Information Bureau is established, signaling the start of the Stalinization of the East European

Communist parties.

October
24 The anti-Communist leader of the Polish Peasant Party, Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, is forced to flee the country, and
his followers are purged from the party.

1948

January

13 The Dulles-Jackson-Correa Survey Team is formed to assess the performance of CIA and its place in the
Intelligence Community.

February

25 A Communist coup in Czechoslovakia ends democracy in that country.

March

17 Alarmed by events in Czechoslovakia, five West European countries sign the treaty of Brussels, establishing the
West European Union.

18 The Soviet Union recalls its military and technical advisers from Yugoslavia and expels Belgrade from the
Cominform on 28 June.

April

01 The Soviets impose restrictions on road and rail traffic into West Berlin.

18 Italy's Christian Democrats beat a Communist-Socialist bloc by a surprisingly large margin in the country's first
national election under its republican constitution.

May

14 Israel becomes an independent state.
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June

18 The Western powers introduce currency reform in their occupation zones in Germany.

19 Congress reinstates the draft.

24 The blockade of Berlin begins in earnest; Soviet authorities cut electricity and halt all land and water traffic into
West Berlin.

August

15 The Republic of Korea [South Korea] is proclaimed.

September

09 The People's Democratic Republic is officially inaugurated in North Korea under the leadership of Kim Il Sung,

who had been placed in power by Moscow in 1946.

November

02 President Truman wins reelection by defeating Governor Thomas Dewey of New York.

December

25 Soviet forces complete their withdrawal from North Korea.

1949

January

01 The Dulles-Jackson-Correa Report is submitted to the NSC; it criticizes the performance of the Office of Reports
and Estimates.

21 Dean Acheson becomes Secretary of State.

22 Beijing falls to the Communist forces of Mao Zedong.

25 Moscow announces the formation of the Council of Mutual Economic Assistance to counter the Marshall Plan.

28 The UN Security Council orders the Netherlands to end its war against Indonesian rebels and grant independence

to the country.

March

04 V. M. Molotov is replaced as Soviet Foreign Minister by Andrey Vyshinsky.

28 Louis Johnson becomes Secretary of Defense

April

04 Twelve Western countries sign the North Atlantic Treaty.

May

12 The Soviet Union lifts the Berlin blockade.

23 The Federal Republic of Germany is established out of the US, British, and French occupation zones.

June

05 The Emperor Bao Dai is restored to power by France in a ploy to win legitimacy away from the Vietminh rebel
forces seeking to oust the French from Indochina.

29 US occupation forces complete their withdrawal from South Korea.

August

05 The United States halts aid to China's rapidly crumbling Nationalist government.

September

23 President Truman announces that the Soviet Union has successfully tested an atomic bomb.

October

01 The People's Republic of China is proclaimed in Beijing.

07 The German Democratic Republic is established in the Soviet occupation zone.

December

08 The Chinese Nationalist Government is established on Taiwan.
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16 Mao Zedong begins a nine-week visit to the USSR for his first meeting with Stalin.

1950

January

10 The Soviet delegate to the UN Security Council begins boycotting meetings as a protest over the continued seat-

ing of Nationalist China in the UN.

12 Secretary of State Acheson, in a well-publicized speech, leaves South Korea outside the US "defense perimeter"”
in Asia.

31 The Soviet Union recognizes Ho Chi Minh's Democratic Republic of Vietnam.

February

09 Senator Joseph McCarthy attacks the State Department for harboring Communists.

April

25 NSC 68 adopted by the NSC; President Truman approves it on 30 September.

June

25 North Korea invades South Korea.

27 President Truman sends US naval and air forces to assist South Korea and orders the Seventh Fleet to
"neutralize" the Formosa Strait in order to prevent hostilities between the two Chinas.

30 President Truman commits US ground forces to Korea.

August

05 US forces in South Korea are penned within the Pusan perimeter.

September

15 General MacArthur lands behind North Korean lines at Inchon, beginning the rapid disintegration of the North
Korean Army.

October

07 Lt. Gen. Walter B. Smith becomes the fourth Director of Central Intelligence. William H. Jackson becomes Deputy
Director.

26 Wearing Korean uniforms, small numbers of Chinese troops begin fighting in northern Korea.

November

13 The Office of Reports and Estimates is dissolved and replaced by three new offices: the Office of Research and
Reports, the Office Current Intelligence, and the Office National Estimates.

20 UN forces reach the Yalu River border between North Korea and China.

26 Chinese forces attack in strength in North Korea.
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