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PREFACE

This document reports on how a bright and innovative group of people at the young
RAND Corporation came to learn about military strategy and to make important
contributions to that field in the first 15 years of the Corporation. It draws on memories,
documents, discussions, and interviews. The account is organized loosely according to
certain main ideas that came out of those fruitful years, with emphasis on the new field of
nuclear strategy.

The work on which this Note is based was supported by The RAND Corporation
using its own funds. Part of that work took the form of seven tape-recorded interviews,
which were lightly edited and annotated. Six of these are available for scholarly use in the
RAND archives: with Albert Latter, Andrew Marshall, Bruno Augenstein, Henry Rowen,
E. J. Barlow, and the writer. The seventh, with Albert Wohlstetter, is awaiting his review
and release. (Several other key figures were approached, but declined to be interviewed for

various good reasons.)






SUMMARY

The organizers of The RAND Corporation gathered together an intellectually lively
group of scientists and analysts after World War II, most quite youthful. During the decade
of the 1950s many made important and enduring contributions both to the field of military
strategy and to the way military systems were designed. This Note describes and discusses
certain key ideas developed at RAND. Observations are made on which ideas have had a
lasting effect in deterring or being able to control war, and in how people think about
strategy.
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. THE IDEAS

In the years just following World War II, although most of the youthful RAND staff
of the period did not realize it, there was no useful strategic framework. It was a new,
different, and foreboding era for military affairs, and the traditional strategists had not
produced much to guide the young planners at RAND, who were largely engineers,
mathematicians, and physicists. But they were an inquiring lot, and soon began to read
Clausewitz and Sun Tzu and to play Kriegspiel in the tradition of the German General Staff.

There were some very bright people gathered at RAND in 1948, 1949, and after.
They were there to give the U.S. Air Force advice on future weapons and methods, using the
scientific knowledge that had been so useful in World War II. Most were individualists, but
they looked up to several very able leaders, men like John Williams, Charles Hitch, Edwin
Paxson, Edward Barlow, and Emst Plesset. The Director, Frank Collbohm, and his
Associate Director, Richard Goldstein, both Douglas engineers, tolerated a great deal of
diversity in behavior and, with the Washington Associate Director, Lawrence J. Henderson,
Jr., were able to present the RAND output in terms that made sense to Air Force generals
like LeMay, Norstad, and Twining. This was a brew with a great potential for explosion,
but it made RAND a place with a productive intellectual ferment.

This article will set forth how some very important ideas were developed in the
period 1948 to 1963, it will pursue certain consequences into later years, and, most
important, it will raise questions about the validity of these views for the coming years.
These ideas, swirling about at RAND, were vigorously debated and, when fully formed, can

be summarized as follows:

e The most important thing about nuclear strategy is to deter nuclear war. And
deterrence must derive from credible threats; threats of mutual suicide lack
credibility.

e  Offensive forces contribute in an essential way to that deterrence, but only if
they can survive an enemy’s first strike. Therefore, the protection of offensive
forces so they can strike back is of paramount importance.

e Active defense, passive defense, and counterforce strikes are functionally
equivalent; all serve to blunt an enemy’s attack. Even an imperfect active
defense is valuable. (A point of relevance to later debates about strategic

defenses.)
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e Itisnot necessary to bomb enemy cities to deter (or prevail in) a war; instead
one should be able to reduce the enemy’s forces with counterforce strikes, a
time-urgent job, while holding his cities hostage.

e Nuclear capability can serve to deter an opponent from nonnuclear adventures.
(This has been called extended deterrence, or Type II deterrence, and is one of
the foundations of the current NATO strategy of flexible response, MC 14/3.)

e War, even nuclear war, might be controllable, or consist of steps taken in a
series of actions in which rational choices are made. (But no one knows for
sure.) For this reason, and for ethical reasons, it is important to aim weapons
precisely, so as to damage what is an intended target and not damage
unintended targets, thus blurring one’s intent. (In the 1970s Albert Wohlstetter
developed these ideas as “the dual criterion.”)

e  The nuclear way may not be the best way. Moreover, the United States may be
worse off if more countries, even allies, develop nuclear capabilities. (In recent
years this line of thought has led both to nonproliferation policies and to
inquiries into the use of precisely guided nonnuclear weapons to do most

military jobs.)

While some other lines of thought could be singled out, perhaps the last idea above,
with its relevance to the future, is a good place to stop. Many current analysts who have
been influenced by the pragmatic RAND approach are generally skeptical about such
politically appealing ideas as a nuclear freeze or a nuclear-free zone. Instead they would
prefer to preserve a capability for active and passive defense and for carrying out
counterforce operations, and would be pleased to find practical ways to do all this without
using nuclear weapons. Many of these same pragmatists—though there is clearly no
monolithic group—are also skeptical about a policy of mutual assured destruction and its
corollary prohibition of active defense, a view admired by some as a way of cutting
expenditures for military systems and perhaps by some who consider any detailed
consideration of war distasteful. But these RAND ideas of the 1950s lead to a view that war
can best be deterred by an ability to act with rationality and precise control at each level—and
the means required for this may be expensive.

Thus there is still an urgency to thinking perceptively about these matters. In the
early 1990s there are still closely related pressing questions: Can nuclear weapons be

replaced and made less relevant? Can the major powers bring great force to bear in
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peripheral areas without precipitating war among themselves? What priority should be

given to active defense, and especially to the Strategic Defense Initiative? How useful is it if
its performance is both imperfect and unknowable? Should the United States upgrade its
efforts to slow nuclear proliferation? This account of how the related issues were treated at
RAND from 1948 to 1963—although they are not presented in the order just given—should be

useful to those now considering military security.
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il. THE ORIGINS

AVOID WAR OR DO WELL AT WAR?

Although it was not its assigned mission, RAND’s first big contribution to nuclear
strategy was to spell out the value of avoiding war. Most of the original RAND staff had
served in the wartime services or other military activities, and the notion of avoiding war
was remote; instead, the questions the staff generally expected to address were those of how
to wage war effectively. The decisions about having a war or not having a war were
considered to be the province of such giant figures as Churchill, Hitler, Roosevelt, or Stalin.
RAND’s charter, set forth by General Curtis E. LeMay (then Deputy Chief of Staff for

Research and Development), and often quoted in the early days, said:

Project RAND is a continuing program of scientific study and research on the
broad subject of air warfare with the object of recommending to the Air Force
preferred methods, techniques, and instrumentalities for this purpose.

Nonetheless, in a 1948 report, some thoughtful RANDites, confronted with the
unlikely prospect of perfecting air defenses to the point of avoiding grave damage to U.S.

cities in a nuclear attack, voiced the need to avoid war:

A central purpose of our external political policy must be to prevent major
war. Prevention of war is only one facet of a basic policy of maintaining the
defense, liberty and welfare of the U.S. populace. Yet the effectiveness of
modern technical weapons has become so great that it is now (or shortly will
be) within the power of at least the major nations to render large parts of the
globe literally uninhabitable, and profoundly to change the nature of life on the
earth, by measures taken to fight another large-scale war. The toll in waste,
death, and misery would be tremendous. In a protracted war, it is conceivable
that civilization itself would be seriously endangered.!

Note that this was prior to the arrival at RAND of Bernard Brodie, who had made
similar observations in a collection of essays he edited in 1946, a book of 214 pages

containing a great diversity of advice.? Some at RAND had seen Brodie’s book, but, by and

IFrom an unpublished paper dated 5 February 1948.
2Bernard Brodie, ed., The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World Order,
Harcourt, Brace & Co., New York, 1946.
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and large, they worked out the need for deterrence on their own. It is interesting to note that
the term “deterrence” was not always used in those days. The present writer, who had been
working on defense against air attack, wrote a long—and rather passionate—memorandum in
1952 (after a discussion with his visiting father) that used the terms “obviate” and

“obviation.” An excerpt:

What are the chances of obviating the air war? When we contemplate the
consequences of air attack upon the U.S. in a general or qualitative way we
are at first shocked, but our minds soon take refuge in the uncertainties of our
prediction, and our native optimism soon prevails. To the extent that we can
believe our RAND estimates of defense effectiveness, however, we are forced
to adopt a less sanguine view. It is entirely possible that the situation may be
something like this: We can go along about as we have been going, with
periodic budget cuts and periodic increases, and suffer about 40 million
casualties if attacked. We can work much harder at defense, to meet goals
like those in our recent report, and suffer about 20 million casualties. Or we
can strain every muscle and build the defense envisaged in our high-attrition
study. This might cut our casualties to 15 million; our study will help us to
guess this lower limit. Is this, in itself, an attractive goal? The idea of
obviating this attack is one which appears to offer so much more payoff that
we are made to wonder if there is any way in which we at RAND can
significantly influence the probability of the event, as well as the expected
attrition rate if it occurs. Perhaps we can. After all, one of the principal
sources of world stability today is our Strategic Air Command, backed up with
an ample stockpile of bombs. Both the bomber force and bomb stockpile are
tools which RAND has helped to shape.?

The theme was further developed in a RAND air defense study in 1953:

It is possible that the air defense forces in being are now acting, or soon will
act, as one of the principal deterrents to an atomic strike by Soviet Russia,
perhaps postponing or avoiding a war; they may prevent the Soviets from
using strategic atomic bombing as part of their war plan; or they may blunt the
effectiveness of a strike once launched, because of the deterrent effect on
enemy crews.*

But it remained for Albert Wohlstetter’s offense studies of the early 1950s to discuss
quite explicitly how offensive forces contributed to deterrence and how a protected force
that could assuredly strike back led to stability, while a vulnerable force attracted attack.
This will be discussed later.

3Memorandum from James F. Digby to L. A. Young, 29 May 1952.
4E. J. Barlow, Active Defense of the United States 1954-1960, The RAND
Corporation, R-250 (abridged), December 1, 1953, p. 1.
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Then, at the end of the decade, the arguments against relying on threats of mutual
suicide were well put in a paper by Henry Rowen, Wohlstetter’s deputy in several studies.
Rowen, after noting that the mutual-suicide view did not allow for active defenses which
would limit damage, and that much in U.S. attitudes and posture suggested a beliefin a

deterrence-only doctrine, raised several objections, concluding with:

Finally, there is the deepest objection to this position and to the entire mutual-
suicide set of views. They are essentially based on the idea that both sides will
inevitably direct a great weight of attack against civil targets in a general war,
that if the United States is attacked, our cities will be destroyed, and we in tum
will retaliate heavily against enemy cities. The minimum-deterrence
advocates go further and insist that we should try to design our forces for use
only against cities. But what would the execution of this threat accomplish?
What U.S. national objective would be advanced? It might serve as a lesson
to future aggressors or provide a horrible example to shock the world into total
disarmament. But the chance of this hardly seems worth enough to warrant
the sacrificing of much of the United States and possibly all of it. The
dilemma of a policy of large-scale retaliation against enemy cities is that what
it makes sense to threaten is not necessarily the best policy actually to
execute.’

Echoes of this debate were to go on for many years.

ORGANIZING TO DEAL WITH BIG NEW PROBLEMS:
OFFENSE DESIGN AND AIR DEFENSE

Edwin Paxson was a brilliant and rather acerbic mathematician. A Caltech Ph.D., he
had been brought to RAND by Goldstein. Early on he realized that RAND needed to
develop methods for dealing with some problems of great complexity. For the very early air
defense studies he developed the notion of “military worth” and sketched three-dimensional
maps of the United States with the vertical representing military worth and discussed—using
mathematical jargon—maximizing an integral of that quantity as defense methods changed. In
1949 he put together RAND’s first systems analysis (a name he chose) to lead to optimum
designs for strategic bombing forces.

In 1949-53 the large-team systems analysis method was carried even further by
Edward Barlow in the course of two major air defense studies. Barlow was an electrical

engineer who had worked at Sperry Gyroscope developing a large radar (called the “Step

SHenry Rowen, National Security and the American Economy in the 1960’s, Joint
Economic Committee, GPO, January 30, 1960, pp. 35-36.
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Scan™) that was to use electronic steering of its beams to see incoming ballistic missiles at
long ranges. He was a practical person, and designed the air defense studies to come out
with recommendations of a most concrete sort: how many 2.75-inch rockets to put on a
fighter, where to locate radar stations, how many Nike missiles to buy. But he also stepped
up to the very big questions: How many people will be killed or made homeless for various
levels of air defense budget? What fraction of steel-making capacity will remain as the
threat varies and the level of defense changes?

Barlow organized the 1951 study into over 30 project teams, parceling out
responsibilities. Some senior team members were responsible for five or six projects, others
for only one. There were occasional team meetings, but the RAND of those days was so
close-knit that less formal coordination was the rule, though each leader was given a written
set of questions to answer, prepared by Barlow and his deputies (one of whom was the
writer). These question sets were carefully designed to lead to answers that were needed to
make the whole scheme work. There were iterations after numerous visits to Air Force
bases and radar stations. Barlow and his deputies worked particularly on integrating the
information from all the project teams. In all, some 20 professionals had the air defense
study as their principal activity, and another 20 contributed part time. For some of the
findings, see Table 1.9

From 1949 to 1953, these studies were the high point of large, tightly organized
systems analysis at RAND. Barlow became a Division Chief in 1952 and, while there were
major integrative efforts in 1956-57 and 1959, these later efforts were not as structured as
the earlier ones.”

The offense studies also continued to move into new ground during the early 1950s,
often with Paxson as an advisor or participant. Edward S. Quade, also a mathematician,
worked to eliminate a deficiency of the early analysis with a “Multiple Strike Study.”
George Clement led a “Missiles vs. Aircraft Study” that, for the first time, brought in
strategic subsonic and supersonic cruise missiles and ballistic missiles as prospective nuclear

weapon delivery vehicles.

6E. J. Barlow and J. F. Digby, eds., Air Defense Study, The RAND Corporation,
R-227, October 15, 1951.

"The interest in attacking large problems was not unique to RAND. Shortly after
World War II the scientist Vannevar Bush had described a national memory and learning
machine he called the “Memex,” and the mathematician Warren Weaver wrote of “the study
of problems of organized complexity.”
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Table 1

FORMAL RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE FIRST AIR DEFENSE STUDY

- Low Altitude Local Defense Weapons
Vulnerability and Warhead Research
Semi-Active Homing-All-The-Way Local Defense Missile
Interceptor Armament Characteristics in the 1953 and 1957 Time Periods
Interceptor Operational Suitability Tests for Low Altitude
Fundamental MTI and AMTI Program
AEW Aircraft and Picket Ships
Aircraft Identification Methods
Quick-Fix Improvements of Data Handling in the AC&W Network
Air Defense Exercise with High Density Raids
Data Handling in the AC&W Network (1956 Era)
Future Radar Development for Low-Altitude Coverage in the AC&W Network

" Quick-Fix Low Altitude Radar Coverage (1953-55)

MTI=moving-target indicator; AMTI=airborne moving-target indicator;
AEW=airborne early waming; AC& W=aircraft control and warning.

Note: These recommendations were bound in gray covers and were sent by
Frank Collbohm to the Air Staff. The first two were dated 5 November
and the remainder 15 October 1951.

Both the analytic technology and ideas about weapon design were developed and
applied as RAND worked on strategic defense, offense, and air transport studies. The
technique developed at RAND for generalized air vehicle (and missile) design (discussed in
the next section) made the large-scale systems analyses possible. Moreover, the adaptation
of the early IBM card-programmed calculators both made these large-scale analyses
practical and led to advances in computing technology. Regrettably, much of the detailed
information on the offense studies is still classified because of the rule that Restricted Data

(under the Atomic Energy Act) is not automatically declassified.
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Besides the detailed suggestions about systems and the overall estimates of
effectiveness that came out of the air offense and air defense studies, the major findings
were more general ideas. One was that it was unlikely that enough resources could be put
into air defenses to keep damage to the United States to any assured low level. On the other
hand, it was concluded that there was great value in even imperfect air defenses. Another
idea that emerged was that, because the United States wished to deter the Soviets, it was
relevant to think about intentions and whether we could generate uncertainty in the enemy’s
mind. It was felt that uncertainty could provide more deterrence than a defense that was

easy to size up (or no defense).

IDEAS ABOUT WEAPONS AND POSTURES

The RAND staff of the 1950s had a somewhat ambivalent feeling about inventions.
They were fun to develop, and the ideas came to bright people as a natural consequence of
thinking about solutions to difficult problems, but they were in some sense evasions of the
main RAND responsibility.

One of the earliest proposals, one of the most fascinating, and one which—with other
forces—bore fruit, was the 1946 Douglas Report No.SM-11827, Preliminary Design of an
Experimental World-Circling Spaceship.

Another kind of activity, brought to RAND by several of the aircraft designers, was
to devise generalized airplanes or missiles whose wings or weight or powerplant could be
varied in equations until an optimum was found.® This was a useful device in Barlow’s air
defense studies, although it once led to an optimum airplane that had no wings. An
elaboration of this technique was applied by a young engineer named Thomas V. Jones.
Jones’s report on the optimum design of transport aircraft was so well received that he was
lured away by Northrop, becoming its chief of preliminary design before going on to
prominence as Northrop’s chief executive and chairman.

The Barlow team took the approach of inventing the best device they could think of
for each part of a system as one case in a comparative analysis. This led to the group
espousing (Barlow thinks that “inventing” is the wrong word) such devices as the semi-

active homing-all-the-way air defense missile (which may have influenced the design of

8This section draws on a comment by John W. Ellis, Jr., a participant in these early
studies.

9This generalized design work was led by L. Eugene Root, head of the Aircraft
Division, his deputy, Robert Schairer, James E. Lipp, head of Missiles, and Richard
Murrow.
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Hawk), the atomic air defense rocket (which became Genie), and several versions of decoys
that could fool radars into miscounting incoming bombers (which are fairly direct
antecedents of Multiple Independently-Targeted Reentry Vehicles or MIRVs). The
innovation of linking radars into networks for air defense, proposed by the writer just before
coming to RAND, and called MULDAR, was described in the first air defense study; but
RAND’s attempt to put together the actual hardware was a notable flop.

Albert Wohlstetter and his team (see below) conceived a bomb alarm system to let
authorities know that bombs had hit even if other communications were disabled by the
effects. This system led to the recommendation of electronic locks under high-level control
(“Permissive Action Links™) in a briefing by Fred C. Ikle, a young political scientist who
was to become a high official in the Nixon, Ford, and Reagan administrations. The team
had a number of ideas about maintaining strategically needed communications, and sounded
the alarm about nuclear blackout effects. And they were probably first with the idea of
putting ICBMs into protected underground silos.

This Note will not go into the substantial number of RAND methodological
innovations, but a few are worth at least a brief mention. It is clear that the comparison of
major systems required a kind of cost estimation never undertaken before. Beginning with
simple cost estimation (such as Barlow asking Rowen to estimate the cost of a telephone
network for ground observers), David Novick, who headed the Cost Analysis Department,
gradually developed an important way of getting insights into recurring costs. Ed Paxson led
RAND into some very useful variations of wargaming and simulation. And the
Mathematics Division developed a number of methodologies in game theory, linear
programming, dynamic programming, and computer programming. These were of great
importance but not necessarily used directly in the large systems analyses.

One of RAND’s most consequential ideas was the set of design suggestions that led
to the modern ICBM. Beginning in 1952, Bruno Augenstein of the Missiles Division came
up with the idea that the new nuclear warheads could weigh as little as 1500 pounds and yet
miss their targets by up to 3 miles and still be effective. (The original Atlas missile
specification had allowed an error of only 1500 feet!) He also decided that reentry need not
be as fast as the specified Mach 6.

At about this time the Air Force had set up a very prestigious group, the Tea Pot
Committee, to look into such matters. It was chaired by John von Neumann and its secretary
was Simon Ramo. This committee had the same general ideas about relaxing the old Atlas

specifications, so they listened with interest when Augenstein briefed them in December



211 -

1953, and adopted most of his ideas in their final report to Air Force Assistant Secretary
Trevor Gardner. At Frank Collbohm’s urging, Augenstein got his views into a very secret
written report; after weeding out some of the most sensitive nuclear design material, it was
given to Gardner as RAND Special Memorandum SM-21 just before Ramo made his report.
(See Table 2.)10

Others at RAND, including William B. Graham, immediately accepted the idea of
the new ICBM (originally called the IBM but changed because that acronym had already
been taken) and began designing defenses against it and decoys for it. Graham'’s colleague

Irwin Blumenthal proposed the “One-Eyed Goalie”—a device shot into the predicted trajectory

Table 2

PROPOSALS FOR ICBM DEVELOPMENT

A preliminary study has been made of practical improvements in the Air
Force’s Atlas ballistic missile program that would yield an early
operational capability.

By relaxing some of the present very severe performance specifications
in ways which do not compromise the ability of the long-range ballistic
missile to perform its intercontinental strategic mission successfully,
solutions of the development problems by present technology are
foreseen. In particular, the missile specification can be changed as
follows:

Design for a warhead of reduced weight, say 1500 Ibs, and for
diameters of 30” or less.

Relax the CEP to about 3 miles (from about 1500 ft), in anticipation
of warheads of one-half megaton (500 KT) or greater yield.

Relax the speed-over-target values to about Mach 1 (from Mach 6)
to ease the skin-cooling problem.

If these steps are taken, and if an increased funding and priority are
accorded the program, an operational missile system of great value
should be attainable before 1960—at least five years earlier than the
present Atlas program can materialize.

10Table excerpted from B. W. Augenstein, Revised Development Program for
Ballistic Missiles of Intercontinental Range, The RAND Corporation, Special Memorandum
No. 21, 8 February 1954.
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of an incoming warhead; its final corrections would be made in a single plane by firing little
jets around its edge.

Albert Latter, the physicist who for a time headed RAND’s Physics Department (and
even later, with his brother Richard, founded R&D Associates), was responsible for a
number of inventive proposals.!! Back in the early days of ICBM design he had beenin a
certain amount of hot water after saying in a briefing that nuclear explosions would emit
X-rays, and that this might be used in a defensive system. He was later proved right, and
made friends with Los Alamos’s Hans Bethe in the process. In 1958 he was invited to
participate in an international meeting on a comprehensive nuclear test ban and came up
with the idea of decoupling a nuclear test from the earth. And in the early 1960s Latter
developed the ideas that led to the MIRV. It was also Albert Latter who had many of the
ideas for, and led the small group that suggested, the basic design for the antiballistic missile
system that became Nike Zeus. He proposed using the atmosphere to filter out lightweight
decoys and to compensate for a late decision about which entering objects to destroy by

using a very fast defense missile, later named the Sprint.

FROM TARGETING STRATEGY TO AIR STRATEGY

Both Paxson’s offense study and Barlow’s air defense studies began with the
assumption that the targets of air attack would be very much like those of World War II:
some combination of attacks on production, population, and military targets. Thus the
detailed work was turned over to members of Charles Hitch’s Economics Division, a
fortunate choice since Hitch was both very thoughtful and had worked on target selection in
an elite group at Princes Risborough in England during the war. Hitch and his people
compared the efficacy of going after selected Achilles’ heels (like tetraethyl lead) versus
attacks on industry more generally. For the air defense studies they pointed out the great
uncertainty of estimating casualties in a city where people might flee or take shelter, and
came up with the measure “people made homeless.” It was also found to be difficult to
assess the effects of attacking bomber bases, so these were simply added in to larger attacks
on other targets in the early studies, before Albert Wohlstetter’s more specific treatment.

Then in 1952, Victor Hunt, the political scientist who headed the Santa Monica
section of RAND’s Social Science Division (its head, Hans Speier, was then based in

Washington), wrote a six-page memorandum (printed by the purple Ditto reproduction

HR&D Associates is now employer of over 700 people; it became a subsidiary of
Logicon, Inc. in 1983.
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method) that convincingly showed the logic of first going after the other side’s forces and
sparing his cities. The forces were clearly time-urgent targets: you had to hit them or they
would escape, and they could hurt you if they were not eliminated. But the cities would
remain and could be struck later. More importantly, the threat of hitting his cities could be
used to coerce the enemy.!2

At about the same time there was another thread of thought at RAND that now seems
rather perverse. Many people thought war with the Soviet Union was inevitable, we just did
not know when. So, a few concluded, it would be better to strike when we were ready and
avoid having them surprise us—and this led to some well-meaning people seriously
considering preemption. John Williams wrote an internal document in March 1954 making
this case; he called it Hunting the Tiger (and Other Aspects of the Active Life). He drew an
immediate riposte from the Social Scientists, notably Bemard Brodie, who had come to
RAND from Yale in 1951 after a short consultancy in the Pentagon.

Someone, probably Hitch, suggested that discussions of this sort should be broadened
and regularized, and RAND’s Management Committee (the officers and Division Chiefs)
established a group that met periodically to discuss both planned and unplanned topics. At
first it was called the 1960 Committee, but when it was decided that a longer time horizon
was appropriate, the name was changed to the Strategic Objectives Committee (SOC)—an
indication that its members were consciously debating strategy, not just force improvements.
The committee was chaired by Hitch, and included Brodie, Williams, Hunt, Lipp, Andrew
Marshall (an economist), sometimes Alexander Mood (a mathematician), sometimes Amold
Kramish (a physicist who had correctly forecast the advent of the Soviet A-weapon), and the
writer, who as junior member was the rapporteur.

Its input stimuli included the offense and defense studies, the Hunt memorandum, the
Williams-Brodie debate, and a remarkable set of highly classified briefings and essays on
the implications of large-yield thermonuclear weapons. Increasingly, the group pondered
the results of Wohlstetter’s base study and its successors. '3

Not only did SOC consider the priorities and sequencing of nuclear attacks, it
deliberated on the nature of the Soviets and of alliances, drawing on experiences like

Mood’s series of cold war games (COW) and Nathan Leites’s brilliant Operational Code of

12The Social Science Division had conducted a major study in 1949 on coercion, the
WARBO study (for “Warning and Bombing”).

13See the next section. The base study was reported in A. J. Wohlstetter, F. S.
Hoffman, R. J. Lutz, and H. S. Rowen, Selection And Use of Strategic Air Bases, The
RAND Corporation, R-266, April 1954.



- 14 -

the Politburo,'* which went part way in moving the perception of the Soviets as being a
mystery wrapped in an enigma to being somewhat predictable, rational, and prudent.

Marshall, in addition to having carefully studied Leites’s work, made some
suggestions of his own. The standard Air Force view of the time was to assume that an
enemy would behave in a certain manner—the predicted manner being based on intelligence
gathered prior to the action (though, undoubtedly, good generals had long assumed a
responsive, not a fixed, enemy.) Marshall, on a trip to Germany that the writer made with
him in 1952, came up with an entirely new approach to indicator intelligence. (The existing
indicator intelligence system would, for example, report cancelled leaves, changes in train
traffic, and changes in signal intercepts and might cause a declaration that alert had gone
from *“Condition Green” to “Condition Yellow.”) Marshall pointed out that Western
responses should not only be designed for self-protection, but to affect the behavior of the
enemy. He also proposed considering the cost of an alert measure and the expected value of
its effect. Marshall continued to develop his ideas about responsive adversaries and the need
to look at intelligence questions in a two-sided way. His concept of “net assessment” caught
on rapidly throughout the national security establishment after he became a government
official in the late 1960s.

However, the main thrust of the SOC discussions was to suggest the value—specifically
including the deterrent value—of a capability to execute carefully controlled and limited
attacks, especially on those enemy forces that could hurt you. This view was briefed to the
Air Force by Hitch and others, and it particularly impressed two bright and energetic
colonels, Theodore Walkowicz and Richard Leghormn, who wrote about and briefed on the
topic on their own. One result of Leghomn’s activities was a major article in U.S. News and
World Report, with large red headlines on the cover saying “NO NEED TO BOMB CITIES
TO WIN WAR.” The RAND people, who had received little publicity, felt rather good
about that.

One follow-on to SOC was a counterforce study led by the writer in 1955-57.
Counterforce—which refers to attacks on the opponent’s military forces—was seen by the
RAND strategists as working in much the same way as active defense and passive defense
to blunt an enemy attack. A major problem for RAND, though, was the extreme secrecy of
the intelligence on Soviet bomber bases. However, the team was assisted in subtle ways by

Marshall and his friend Joseph Loftus, who had come to RAND from Air Force

14New York, McGraw Hill, 1951.
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Intelligence; both of them had special clearances. Various factors, including competition for
staff with Wohlstetter, led to the counterforce study being somewhat truncated. It was,
however, briefed to the then Commander of SAC, General Curtis LeMay, who listened quite
sympathetically.

The two threads from SOC of counterforce and careful control of nuclear force
continued to influence RAND work for many years. Their aspects were codified by
Herman Kahn, developed further by William Kaufmann, and in due course folded into the
“McNamara Strategy.” They were an integral part of, and greatly enlarged upon by, Albert

Wohlstetter’s important series of studies.

PROTECTING THE FORCE THAT COULD STRIKE BACK

One of RAND’s most important series of studies began with a question that appeared
to have little to do with strategy: What is the best way to base the U.S. strategic bombing
force? Charlie Hitch proposed work on that topic to Albert Wohlstetter, who had originally
come to RAND as a consultant in 1951. The question appealed to Wohlstetter because he
saw a chance to learn about and investigate a variety of interconnected military systems. He
soon gathered a small but dedicated project team, including a young chemical engineer who
had been estimating costs, Henry Rowen.

Wohlstetter had been trained as a mathematical logician and had married Roberta
Morgan, daughter of a prominent Harvard law professor, while in graduate school. He had
worked at several jobs during the war and had headed a prefabricated house-building firm
that was somewhat too far ahead of its time. Roberta Wohlstetter had come to RAND first;
she had shared an office with the philosopher Abraham Kaplan and worked for the Social
Science Division writing reviews of significant books.!?

As noted, the basing study began with a rather simple question. As its final report put
1t

This study of strategic airbase systems has two main objectives. First, itis an
analysis of how to look at bases—an examination of the critical factors in
strategic base selection. Second, it is an application of this analysis to the
basing of the 1956-61 bombing force.!6

I5After several periods away from her RAND consulting, Roberta Wohlstetter
returned in the mid-1950s to work on her book Pearl Harbor: Warning and Decision,
Stanford University Press, Stanford, California, 1962. This book won a Bancroft Prize for
history in 1962.
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But Wohlstetter’s energy and the devotion of his close coworkers led from one
important finding to another. Most notably he enunciated the “Second Strike Theory of
Deterrence”: The force that deters is the force that remains and is able to strike back after
absorbing a clever enemy aitack. Where prior studies had generally considered attacks on
SAC only in the context of large attacks on a variety of targets, Wohlstetter hypothesized
Soviet attacks that minimized warning to SAC, maximizing the damage to U.S. ability to
strike back. The team not only proposed a solution to the basing question—suggesting the use
of overseas bases only for quick refueling of bombers—but its work led to recommendations
on a host of interacting factors relating to the protection of nuclear forces. It suggested ways
of sheltering bombers, guarding against sneak attacks, and providing for continuity of
control after an attack.

Wohlstetter, discussing the matter recently, pointed out that he had recognized the
importance of analyzing what he called “opposing systems”—as the bases moved closer to the
Soviet Union some factors got worse from a U.S. viewpoint and others got better. He also
noted the value, during the study, of learning about the relevant systems in detail. The team
absorbed such facts as the radar gaps at 1000 feet above sea level around Travis Air Force
Base, and where the communications antennas were located at Turner Air Force Base. If
one SAC division parked bombers differently from another, the team knew about it, and
thought about the consequences.

One of the central findings was that the United States would get an hour or less of
warning of an attack on SAC bases about half the time; the team estimated that 60 percent to
75 percent of the bombers would still be on the ground and vulnerable to destruction. That
was one of the more shocking findings of Wohlstetter’s study, and his energetic round of
briefings made it a message that could not be ignored.

As the 1950s went by, the Wohlstetter team continued to produce important insights,
gradually moving from straight problem solving and engineering fixes to statements of
strategic principles. Harry Rowen had gone off to get an economics degree at Oxford in
1953 and was replaced by Fred Hoffman during the second base study. Robert Lutz, an
aeronautical engineer, was put on the team by RAND management (o assuage worries that
the team needed the benefits of an “engineering viewpoint”; he became a fully integrated
partner. Throughout, the guidance and wisdom of Charlie Hitch (who headed the
Economics Division, to which Wohlstetter, Rowen, and Hoffman were assigned) was most

helpful, especially in shaping output messages.

16Wohlstetter et al., op. cit., p. v.
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By the late 1950s Wohlstetter’s fame had spread; he had been invited to work with
important White House and Defense Department commissions, and he had developed a
number of ideas about nuclear policies in international affairs. He ended the decade by
publishing a much-cited paper in Foreign Affairs, “The Delicate Balance of Terror,” about

which this article will say more.

CODIFYING AND PROMULGATING THE RAND VIEWS

The RAND strategists were never particularly reticent, but opportunities to spread
their views—which, when they dealt with specific systems, were highly classified—were limited
in the early 1950s. Of course Ed Paxson, Bill Graham, and Albert Wohlstetter were at no
loss for words to convey their opinions, and most of the RAND people had great self-
confidence, having won fellowships and scholastic honors of various kinds. But it was
Herman Kahn who was the most vigorous and voluble in both codifying existing RAND
views, adding ingenious twists of his own—and reaching the public.

Herman (almost everyone used only his first name) had only an M.S. degree from
Caltech when he was hired by RAND as a physicist.!” Almost immediately he made some
important contributions to Monte Carlo techniques for calculations, subsequently used to
check Edward Teller’s ideas for a thermonuclear weapon. In the summer of 1952 he
worked closely with Teller’s principal assistant (and filterer of ideas) Frederic de Hoffman,
and undoubtedly acquired a new sophistication and new interests in broad policy at about
that time—avidly seeking arguments and soaking up a wide range of information to
complement his voracious reading. His lavish professional creativity was maiched only by
his equally lavish appetite, especially large in troubled times; Herman sometimes exceeded
300 pounds.

One of Herman’s first forays onto the lecture stage was to prepare a talk and
workshop (which took an afternoon) for a one-week course “An Appreciation of Systems
Analysis” organized by Ed Quade.!8

Herman then moved into a major policy-choice project on the neglected topic of civil
defense, and both his iconoclasm and his view that rationality should dominate emotions

came into full play. He ran at full force into the aspect of human nature whereby a citizen

7In the late 1940s, a Ph.D. was considered more necessary for a physicist; Hitch,
Williams, Wohlstetter, and Barlow, all formidable scholars, did not have doctorates.

18See H. Kahn and 1. Mann, Techniques of Systems Analysis, The RAND
Corporation, RM-1829-1-PR, June 1957. See, especially, the Foreword and
Acknowledgments; the latter lists the lectures in the course.
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would not object to building a relay that armed an ICBM warhead, but recoiled from putting
a portable toilet, water, and dried food in a basement shelter. Seeing these traits in his
audiences only made Herman try harder to find graphic anecdotes and to grab attention by
shock.

Soon the lectures expanded to include a broader look at defense policy. He adapted
portions of Wohlstetter’s message—but in ways that disturbed Wohlstetter. Nonetheless,
Herman began to have a RAND-wide influence, and, with Wohlstetter and the author,
became a “triumvir’ of RAND’s Strategic Airpower Project, which had the goal of
stimulating and coordinating work on offense, active defense, and passive defense in 1957
and 1958. And Herman'’s lectures, which had become a three-day series, were set down
during a stay at Princeton in the first half of 1959 and published the next year.!?

The lectures and book offered many recommendations. Two that stood out were the
advocacy of a civil defense program and the proposal that nuclear war could remain under
control. (Characteristically, Herman said that there was no sense in planning only for a
“wargasm.”) But the main impact of the book may have been in its punchy labels—which
derived from the charts of the briefings—and definitions of concepts. See, for example, its
Tables 39, 47, and 50, reproduced here as Table 3: these are from Chapter VI, “Additional
Remarks on the Military Problems.” Earlier, in Chapter IV, “Conflicting Objectives,”
Herman had defined Types 1, 11, and III deterrence (respectively, the deterrence of direct
attack, deterrence of provocative actions, and graduated deterrence).

While much that Herman Kahn put into his lectures and book derived from
Wohlstetter’s work and from his association with the Wohlstetter team, Wohlstetter himself
was concemed about Herman’s hastily assembled collection of ideas and horrified by the
way some of them were expressed. The two men, who had worked together with
enthusiasm during the mid-1950s, saw much less of each other after Herman’s book was
drafted.

Albert Wohlstetter, who was as cautious with his written works as Kahn was brash,
had been broadening his interests well beyond the questions of SAC basing and
vulnerability. He had been invited to participate in several high-level reviews of defense
policy, most notably the Gaither Committee of 1957. His briefing to that group of high-
ranking industrialists and academics was undoubtedly the key stimulus to their report to

President Eisenhower that a major revamping and buildup of U.S. strategic capabilities was

9Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear War, Princeton University Press, Princeton,
New Jersey, 1960.
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Table 3

KAHN’S LABELS

TABLE 39
TO PROTECT STRATEGIC ALERT FORCES

1. Mixture of warning and reaction, shelter, concealment,
dispersal, and active defense

Protected “go ahead” order

Reliable safety measures

Some command and control

Protection against peacetime attacks

Capability to limit peacetime attacks

SN

TABLE 47
MILITARY DETERRENTS

Some temporizing military measures—alert, mobilization, etc.
Direct military support for the threatened area

A small Controlled Reprisal

A small Controlled War

A large Controlled Reprisal

A large Controlled War

A Spasm War

A Countervalue War

PN NDB W -

TABLE 50
OTHER IMPORTANT CONCEPTS

Finite Deterrence
Counterforce as Insurance
Preattack Mobilization Base
Credible First Strike Capability
Three Kinds of Deterrence
Postattack Environment

A and B Country
Declaratory Policy

. Action Policy

10. Rationality of Irrationality
11. Calculated Win

12. Spasm Theory of War

13. Precedent and Custom

WO NN AL =
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urgent. Rowan Gaither?® and Robert Sprague, who had taken over as co-chairman when
Gaither became ill with cancer, pressed vigorously for a larger and more rational defense
posture; when the conservative Eisenhower rejected most of the proposals that involved
spending, the stage was set for the inclusion of a strong defense platform in the Kennedy
campaign of 1960.

Wohlstetter was then invited to participate in the Geneva negotiations on reducing the
dangers of surprise attack in 1958, served as deputy chief scientist there, and formed lasting
professional friendships with several analysts from the Atlantic seaboard, notably with the
Harvard professor of economics Thomas Schelling. And it was about this time that he
began crafting his article for Foreign Affairs, “The Delicate Balance of Terror.”?!

Here Wohlstetter carefully made the case for being concerned about the vulnerability
of SAC and explained how SAC would have to surmount six different “barriers” if it was to
respond effectively to an attack. Not only was this article immediately influential with
experts, but it was also used by Theodore Sorenson to prepare Kennedy’s “missile gap”
speeches. Wohlstetter was pleased to help in the Kennedy campaign, but was dismayed
about the way the missile gap accusations were formulated, and made a futile attempt to
have the rhetoric changed. All the while, the national reputation of Wohlstetter and his close
associates was spreading, especially after he had led a study group at the Council on Foreign
Relations. This set the stage for Wohlstetter and his friends to be highly influential in the
Kennedy administration.

However, Wohlstetter continued to be very sparing in putting his written ideas before
the public. His second Foreign Affairs piece, “Nuclear Sharing: NATO and the N+1
Country” did appear in April 1961, but his most important work remained available only to a
few people in the classified RAND reports of the early 1950s. It fell to Harry Rowen to
make the first overall unclassified summary of the Wohlstetter team’s views on strategic
force design, in his report for Senator Paul Douglas’s Joint Economic Committee, National
Security and The American Economy in the 1960s.22 This important pamphlet, which

received only limited attention, codified many of the views that were to be fundamental to

20Rowan Gaither was chairman of RAND’s Board of Trustees through much of the
1950s.

211n May 1958 Wohistetter had made his first visit to the Council on Foreign
Relations in New York to give a talk, and Hamilton Fish Armstrong, editor of Foreign
Affairs, had proposed writing up this talk as an article. It appeared in Vol. 37, no. 2, January
1959, pp. 211-234.

22Henry Rowen, Study Paper No. 18, Joint Committee Print, 86th Congress, 2d
Session, January 30, 1960. ‘
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Kennedy administration security policy. Notably, it dissected the military objectives of the
United States in a deft and highly quotable fashion:

The major military objectives of the United States as they have evolved
over the past decade or more can be summarized as follows:

1. To deter direct nuclear attack on the United States which might occur
deliberately or as the result of miscalculation or accident.
If deterrence fails, to limit damage to the United States and obtain
the best war outcome that could be obtained.

To deter aggression against our major allies, and if deterrence fails
to help to defend them.

4. To aid in the defense of other allies and of the free world.

2.

3.

These objectives cannot be easily translated by planning staffs into
military requirements for the development, production, and operation of
weapon systems. On the contrary, they interact with each other and

partially conflict; even the simplest are plagued by major technical and
strategic changes and uncertainties.??

Words like these were to be repeated often in later years by Defense Secretary
McNamara. Rowen also called into question some popular ideas about depending on
nuclear forces to deter a Soviet attack on NATO and pointing out the need for some

flexibility in Western capability to respond. He concludes one section by saying

It is clear that the case for building up the nonnuclear defense of the threatened

countries, as well as increasing our own mobile forces for deployment to
threatened areas, is strong.2*

This view clearly presages Rowen'’s influential role in the Kennedy administration,
where he worked to bring about the change in NATO’s military policy from automatic
nuclear response to flexible response.

Four other publications that codified the RAND ideas of the 1950s will be noted here:
the books of Bernard Brodie, Thomas Schelling, Edward S. Quade, and Charles J. Hitch and
Roland McKean.

Brodie was an excellent writer, and one of the few generalists at RAND to produce a

steady flow of articles on nuclear strategy during the 1950s. He once told the writer that he

BIbid., p. 8.
24]bid., p. 53.



229 -

had found it hard to produce completed papers until he had gone into psychoanalysis, but
that this had released his power to produce. As a young scholar at Yale he had edited The
Absolute Weapon in 1946, and in his own chapter had set forth his often-quoted proposal to
“avert” wars through guaranteeing “retaliation in kind.”

Not long after he joined RAND in 1951, Brodie began work on a major book on
strategy. He tried out chapters in the form of RAND internal documents; until he published
The Heritage of Douhet in this fashion, most of the RAND engineers and physicists had
never heard of Douhet, much less known his influence on U.S. air strategy. Brodie became
an interesting and affable conversation partner, particularly at the sandwich lunches in the
RAND patios. On a typical day in 1954 the writer might have joined Brodie, Hitch (then
head of the Economics Division), Joseph Kershaw (Hitch’s deputy), Herman Kahn, and
James Lipp. Since the entire building, except for a preclearance wing known as “Purgatory”
was a restricted area, the conversation ranged from bomb damage calculations, to critiquing
recent analyses, to politics. Brodie’s knowledge of history and politics made him an
interesting companion.

But Brodie was not easily used as a team member in RAND’s main activity of
systems analysis. His insights were imbedded in papers discussing many other ideas that
seemed to most of his colleagues not very pointed or analytic, and his influence was
probably greater outside of RAND than inside. During the 1950s he wrote many articles on
nuclear matters and completed his Strategy in the Missile Age.?> He was the most cited
author in the bibliography of Henry Kissinger’s 1957 book.?¢ So while Bernard Brodie
contributed many well-written articles to the discussion of nuclear strategy, he was less a
creator of a “RAND” strategy or a reporter of its essence than Wohlstetter, Rowen, or Hitch.

Thomas Schelling was only at RAND for a year, on sabbatical from Harvard, but
quickly became assimilated into the activities of the Economics Division. Thus some of the
chapters of his 1960 book, The Strategy of Conflict, were greatly influenced by the

discussions at RAND—with Hitch, Rowen, Wohlstetter, Marshall, and with his student, Daniel

Ellsberg, who had just joined RAND. In later years RAND people liked to quote from
Schelling’s preface:

Z5Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age, Princeton University Press, Princeton,
New Jersey, 1959.

ZHenry A. Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, Harper & Brothers,
New York, 1957.
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During the year before this book went to press I was uniquely located to
receive stimulation, provocation, advice, comment, disagreement,
encouragement, and education. I spent the year with The RAND Corporation,
in Santa Monica. As a collection of people, RAND is superb, and I have
mentioned above only the few whose intellectual impact on me was powerful
and persistent; many others, truly too numerous to list here, have as individuals
affected the final shape of this book. But RAND is more than a collection of
people; it is a social organism characterized by intellect, imagination, and

good humor.?’

One of the earliest codifications of RAND’s corporate product was first, the
presentation, and second, the publication, of a survey of what had been learned about the
systematic examination of complex future systems. The organization of the *“course™ had
been entrusted by the Management Committee in 1956 to Ed Quade, deputy head of John
Williams’s Mathematics Division. A dozen members of the RAND staff were tapped to
prepare lectures for an audience of colleagues, Air Force officers, and civilian analysts from
outside RAND. Because many of the lectures were classified it was some years before a
book based on them could be published.?8 Nonetheless, the way was prepared for systems
analysis (and quantitative, rational selection among alternatives) to become institutionalized
in the Defense Department during the Kennedy administration.

Charles Hitch had been a leading shaper of the RAND style and of RAND’s methods
since its earliest days. As head of the Economics Division, he had instituted studies of target
selection, of logistics, and of the Soviet economy. In February 1950 he had set up RAND’s
Cost Analysis Department with David Novick as its head.?® Not only did this facilitate
weapons systems analysis, but led to the differentiation between one-time outlays and
recurring costs, codified in 1951 and 1952 as Novick developed Program Budgeting.

During much of 1958 and 1959 Charlie Hitch stayed at home momings writing a
book (with Rol McKean as a solid junior partner) that set forth what RAND had leamned
about the economics of national defense.3? The book dealt with how much could be spent
for defense, how to allocate the spending, and how to be efficient. But it also discussed

strategy, alliances, logistics, and civil defense. It reprinted an adaptation of Wohlstetter’s

2IThomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1960.

28Edward S. Quade, Analysis for Military Decisions, Rand McNally, Chicago, 1964.

David Novick, “Beginning of Military Cost Analysis 1952-1961,” Talk presented
at Science Applications, Inc., Los Angeles, January 9, 1979.

30Charles J. Hitch and Roland N. McKean, The Economics of Defense in the Nuclear
Age, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1960.
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“Delicate Balance” under the title “Choosing Policies for Deterrence.” And it had a
technical appendix “The Simple Mathematics of Minimization” by Alain Enthoven, a rising
young star of the Economics Division.

Of all the codifications of 1959-1960, Charlie Hitch’s book—far from the most exciting,
because it was largely about method—undoubtedly had the greatest influence. It was read by
Robert McNamara before he assumed office in 1961 and led to the invitations to Hitch,
Rowen, and Enthoven to become defense officials. Much of the RAND style fitted the
McNamara style, and for a time even the RAND views on military strategy—especially those
of Albert Wohistetter and his associates—became the McNamara strategy.

MORE IS LESS: DOUBTS ABOUT NUCLEAR SPASM

The assertion by Mies van der Rohe that “less is more” was not widely quoted in the
mid-1950s, but Albert Wohlstetter cited it frequently.3! Wohlstetter and a number of his
RAND colleagues had frequently spoken out against the blunderbuss or shotgun approach to
nuclear bombing that was simply assumed by many Air Force leaders of the 1950s.
Moreover, these RAND analysts were not convinced that U.S. allies arming themselves with
nuclear weapons was in our interest, or theirs.

RAND analysts had been concerned from the late 1940s about the necessity for the
command authorities to be thoughtful and rational when contemplating the potential use of
nuclear weapons, and had implied the value of careful control in the 1949 WARBO study.
Herbert Goldhamer codified some of these views in a paper hastily prepared in 1951 before
he left for Korea (where he became an advisor at the armistice negotiations), and may have
partially inspired Brodie’s Must We Shoot from the Hip?3?

Brodie noted that in Goldhamer’s view it was the threat of calamity—of impending
disaster—that affected political behavior. Moreover, it was important for the threat to continue
long enough for knowledge of past attacks to spread and for anxiety levels to rise, as well as
to permit the opponent to consider and accept cease-fire conditions. This might require, for
example, two weeks.

Brodie himself adopted this point of view and rejected the goal of large-scale

slaughter of civilian populations. He advocated instead the use of threats of destruction to

31Mies was actually popularizing (among a new elite) an aphorism from Browning’s
“Andrea del Sarto,” 1855.

32This paper has been cited by, for example, Fred Kaplan in Wizards of Armageddon,
Simon and Schuster, New York, 1983. However, it is not yet publicly released.
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persuade our Soviet opponents to cease resistance, noting certain properties of the Soviets
that made them vulnerable to psychological exploitation.

Brodie’s document, while it mentioned attacks on bomb production facilities,
generally assumed that bombing attacks would be against industry or against population. It
was left to Victor Hunt’s 1952 memorandum, already discussed above, to call out the values
of a counterforce attack and to trigger the series of discussions and studies previously
described.

At about this time Albert Wohlstetter pointed out, in a rather lonely campaign, the
dangers to SAC of a Soviet minimum warning attack by dozens, not hundreds, of bombers.
More importantly, though, Wohlstetter was developing an intellectual kernel of people who
thought through and debated the major strategic issues, and the notion of control versus
mutual suicide was a major topic. At the center of this group were Roberta Wohlstetter,
Harry Rowen, Fred Hoffman, Alain Enthoven, and Andy Marshall. Many others had less
constant connections, including Herman Kahn (before he went public), Bill Kaufmann,3
Fred Ikle, Tom Schelling, Daniel Ellsberg, and the writer. Charlie Hitch, as head of the
Economics Division, had a general sympathetic oversight of the debate.

Participation in the Gaither Committee activities, the Surprise Attack Conference,
and the 1959 Strategic Offensive Force Study (SOFS)?* had sharpened the views about the
folly of a blunderbuss approach to nuclear war. In fact, the group had been sharpening its
skills more generally by contributing to or critiquing the codifications discussed in the
previous section.

Thus, when the Kennedy administration came to office in January 1961 there was a
substantial set of RAND analysts who were up to speed on a broad range of defense
problems, and had a rational, orderly approach to solving them that appealed to Robert
McNamara, the new Secretary of Defense. He had used similar techniques as a wartime
member of the Army Air Force’s Statistical Control Office. And a central view of most of
these people was that the all-out nuclear way of war might not be the best way and that, if

forced into nuclear war, certain controls and constraints would be in the nation’s interest.

33William W. Kaufmann, a political scientist, had come to RAND from Princeton in
the mid-1950s.

34Ed Barlow was the leader of SOFS and Wohlstetter the deputy leader. However,
relations between the two were poor and Barlow recently noted that he “never was able to
even talk to him about it.” However, Rowen and Kaufmann had active roles; it was as part
of SOFS that Kaufmann developed his counterforce briefing that became so influential in
1960 and 1961. The writer served as Barlow’s assistant during the study.
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McNamara brought into his Defense Department Charlie Hitch as Assistant
Secretary, Comptroller, Alain Enthoven first as Assistant Comptroller, later as Assistant
Secretary, Systems Analysis, and Harry Rowen, as Deputy Assistant Secretary, International
Security Affairs (ISA). After a convincing briefing of his Counterforce Study, Bill
Kaufmann, by now an M.LT. professor, became a close advisor and speechwriter. Dan
Ellsberg became a very active assistant in ISA, Bruno Augenstein became Assistant Director
of Defense Research and Engineering for Intelligence, and Frank Trinkl, who had worked
on casualty-limitation strategies for Wohlstetter and Kaufmann, became an assistant to
Enthoven.

Albert Wohlstetter had been a senior associate of all but Augenstein, and exerted
great influence as their advisor, in part through a RAND contract with ISA that he arranged
through Assistant Secretary William Bundy. Andy Marshall, Fred Hoffman, and Nathan
Leites were frequent advisors. David Novick and several of his cost analysis colleagues
helped set up McNamara’s Program Planning Budgeting System. And the writer took over
management of RAND’s ISA contract in 1963 when Wohlstetter left RAND after a dispute
with Collbohm.

McNamara hit the Defense Department already running; he put out a list of questions
to the three services and to his staff covering 96 crucial areas, some of them enshrined in
service parochial traditions. Ellsberg was put to work drafting a response to one of these,
covering the need to control the instruments of nuclear war and to see that the means for
command and control would endure.

Developing policies with respect to U.S. allies was a more difficult task for
McNamara’s new staff. Rowen, in charge of NATO and NSC Affairs, had a leading role.
He had written a thoughtful section on the defense of U.S. allies for his Joint Economics
Committee report and had coined the term “extended deterrence” for “deterring aggression
against the United States and vital areas abroad through the threat of general war.” Like
Wohlstetter, he had grave doubts about the wisdom of placing Thors and Jupiters (medium-
range ballistic missiles) close to the Soviet Union. He was even more concerned that
smaller nations like France have a reliable second strike force when “Russian ballistic
missiles at these short ranges will be highly accurate and will be able to carry high payloads

effective against even blast-sheltered forces.35

35Rowen, op. cit., p. 49.
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But perhaps the most protracted and difficult struggle of those years was the one 10
make NATO planning more rational and to move its nuclear strategy from the automatic
nuclear response of the policy identified as MC 14/2 to a flexible response that would not
invoke the threat of mutual suicide if a Soviet battalion crossed the West German border.

As a part of this campaign, Rowen, to the dismay of several U.S. military leaders in
Europe, but with the hearty concurrence of U.S. Ambassador to NATO Thomas Finletter,
sponsored work and a briefing tour by a RAND team consisting of Sorrel Wildhorn, David
McGarvey, and Harvey Averch to detail the devastating collateral damage that would likely
occur if existing war plans were carried out.

To combat the inefficient NATO practice of basing weapons purchases on the
“requirements lists” provided by the military, which typically included the services’ favorite
systems but led to imbalance as funds ran out, McNamara and NATO Secretary General
Dirk U. Stikker set up a “NATO Force Planning Exercise” with a cadre of RAND analysts.
Its first leader was the head of the Economics Department, Burton Klein, a man earthy
enough to be effective with the military and so intent on his message that he would burn his
fingers lighting his pipe. Klein was followed in this job by Gustave Shubert, later a RAND
vice president.

Besides improving NATO’s technical capacity for force planning, this activity
promoted several of McNamara’s and Rowen’s ideas: it organized NATO’s first studies of
crisis handling (which was consistent with the proposed new strategy), it promoted effective
nonnuclear forces, and it led to the establishment of the Nuclear Planning Group (where the
more secret and subtle aspects of a controlled response could be discussed). Finally, it set up
a planning cycle (first drafted by the writer) under which the civilian authorities in due
course directed the military authorities to set up a new strategy. Flexible response, called
MC 14/3, thus came into official being in 1967.

The high point of RAND influence can undoubtedly be set in the spring and summer
of 1962, when McNamara asked Bill Kaufmann to prepare a major secret speech for him to
deliver to the “Spring Ministerial” of NATO at Athens. McNamara’s staff saw several birds
to kill with this one stone: it was a good opportunity to “explain things” to the allies; Rowen
was concerned about the French plans to go nuclear (without thinking enough about the
vulnerability of the resulting forces); and it was a chance to blunt State Department
enthusiasm for a multilateral nuclear force (which the RAND people saw as unneeded and
misguidedly catering to nuclear appetites). Kaufmann drew on his counterforce briefing to

produce a very forceful talk, which Rowen edited.
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When McNamara, a few weeks later, decided to go public with the same theme at a
commencement address at his old home, Ann Arbor, the RAND group felt a very warm

glow of being appreciated. His talk, on June 16, 1962, outlined the policy:

The U.S. has come to the conclusion that to the extent feasible, basic military
strategy in a possible general nuclear war should be approached in much the
same way that the more conventional military operations have been regarded
in the past. That is to say, principal military objectives in the event of a
nuclear war stemming from a major attack on the Alliance, should be the
destruction of the enemy’s military forces, not of his civilian population. The
very strength and nature of the Alliance forces make it possible for us to
retain, even in the face of a massive surprise attack, sufficient reserve striking
power to destroy an enemy society if driven to it. In other words, we are
giving a possible opponent the strongest imaginable incentive to refrain from
striking our own cities.36

The blunderbuss style of nuclear warfare was officially no longer U.S. policy.
Careful control and measured response were in.

But this victory soon faded as McNamara realized that a counterforce strategy would
be an open-ended invitation to the services to ask for money for more weapons and more
delivery systems. Also, in Rowen’s view, “The experience of the Cuban missile crisis
convinced him that we had to get on a different track with the Soviets; that nuclear arms

control was the prime need.”’

36As quoted in Desmond Ball, Deja Vu: The Return to Counterforce in the Nixon
Administration, California Seminar on Arms Control and Foreign Policy, Santa Monica,
California, December 1974. For an account of preceding and subsequent events see ibid.,
pp. 10-17. Ball takes the quote from William W. Kaufmann, The McNamara Strategy,
Harper & Row, New York, 1964, pp. 74-75. The latter was compiled by Kaufmann largely
from McNamara speeches and statements, many of which Kaufmann had drafted.
Kaufmann had to agree that a certain (high) percentage of the book would come from these
reviewed sources.

3Tnterview with Henry Rowen, August 23, 1985.
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lli. THE FATES

How have the RAND ideas of the 1950s and early 1960s fared in the quarter century
since the Ann Arbor speech? (This article will not treat the equally fascinating question of
how the main actors have fared.) The answer—by and large—is that most of them have
flourished, been sustained, and served as a basis for action. Few now claim that
understanding the process of nuclear war has made such a war more likely. On the contrary,
a good case can be made that the probability of nuclear war—at least between the United
States and the Soviet Union—has diminished. But let us examine the ideas listed at the outset
of this article, one by one.

Deterrence as a central feature of nuclear strategy continues to flourish. When a New
York Times article reported that a leaked version of the Pentagon’s classified Defense
Guidance advocated winning a nuclear war as opposed to deterring it, Fred Ikle, by then
Under Secretary of Defense, responded with an eloquent statement that deterrence was the
primary goal of security policy and saw to it that the next defense posture statement included
a statement to that effect.!

Mutual suicide views continued to hang on, even after Donald Brennan, an associate
of Kahn’s, called them by the acronym MAD (for mutual assured destruction). Antimilitary
groups liked MAD because it meant spending less, and even the Catholic bishops came out
with a version, saying that it was conceivably moral to threaten nuclear war, but not to carry
out the threat. Wohlstetter attacked their logic in a 1983 article,? citing with approval an
important change in U.S. posture, President Reagan’s position in favor of active defense
against ballistic missiles.

Survival of U.S. offensive forces continues to be stressed; it moved from the purview
of specialists into the general political consciousness as the basing of the MX missile was
debated.

1See Caspar W. Weinberger, Report of the Secretary of Defense to the Congress,
February 1, 1983, p. 16. For an elegant statement of Ikle’s concerns see his Can Nuclear
Deterrence Last Out the Century, California Seminar on Arms Control and Foreign Policy,
Santa Monica, California, January 1973. This paper is still frequently requested.

ZAlbert Wohlstetter, “Bishops, Statesmen, and other Strategists on the Bombing of
Innocents,” Commentary, vol. 75, no. 6, June 1983.
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The functional equivalence of active defense, passive defense, and counterforce
strikes remains to a large extent a specialist’s concem. A flurry of interest in civil defense in
the early 1960s never resulted in an accepted program in the United States; the Soviets
clearly have done more in this area. But the value of even an imperfect active defense has
received new attention (notably from Fred Hoffman, who chaired a White House study on
SDI policy in 1983).

Counterforce plans and the deliberate withholding of attacks on cities received new
official status in the 1970s, especially under the administration of Secretary of Defense
James Schlesinger, who had been at RAND in the late 1960s.

Extended deterrence continues to be a mainstay of United States relations with
NATO. MC 14/3 has been questioned, but no one has seriously proposed anything as being
better. On the other hand, the conventional arming of NATO has hardly been a story of
unmitigated progress, even before the events of 1989-1990. However, the institutional
improvements that Harry Rowen sponsored in NATO survive and flourish: the planning
process, the attention to crisis management, and the Nuclear Planning Group.

The means to enable the control of war continue to get official support. The Reagan
and Bush administrations have put substantial funding into making the command and control
system survivable. A strong official signal was given when the White House announced in
December 1986 that Fred Ikle and Albert Wohlstetter would be co-chairmen of a
Commission on Integrated Long-Term Strategy. The Commission’s report stresses the
importance of being able to control offensive forces with precision, hit what is intended, and
avoid damaging what is not an intended target.*

But here it should be noted that the RAND penchant for getting to the heart of
nuclear policies by looking very carefully at all the grim possibilities was not uniformly
admired. Early on, the blunt views of Herman Kahn (who was not guileless) elicited a
vituperative reaction from James R. Newman, who asked, in the Scientific American, “Is
There Really a Herman Kahn?”3 Other, more recent critics in Santa Monica (including
some on the city council) advocated a “nuclear-free zone” initiative in the city, one of whose

aims would be to ban RAND work on nuclear policies. (The initiative failed.)

3This is the subject of Ball’s previously cited study.

4Discriminate Deterrence, Report of the Commission on Integrated Long-Term
Strategy, January 1988.

SMarch 1961. Newman was the editor. His article was excerpted in the Washington
Post, 26 February 1961, under the heading “A Moral Tract on Mass Murder.”
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The belief that the nuclear way may not be the best way has had a spotty record over
the quarter century. U.S. officials hardly came close to dissuading the French, whose
attraction to nuclear forces—generally poorly protected—seemed thoughtless to the RAND
group. Schlesinger had better luck with the South Koreans, though, on at least one occasion.
U.S. policy has fluctuated on the discouragement of nuclear proliferation. After much work
by Wohlstetter and others in the 1970s, Congress passed the Nonproliferation Act of 1978.,6
but many statements by later administration officials show a more relaxed approach.
Secretary Caspar Weinberger seemed to accede to most service requests for weapon
fundings, and the services generally, even in 1990, give nuclear weapons high priority. On
the other hand, there is now a quite lively advocacy of precision nonnuclear weapons,
including those for “strategic” uses, by the writer, by Carl Builder of RAND, and by
Stephen Lukasik of Northrop, among others.”

Thus this account can end with the prospect, however faint, that nuclear war, which
so many worked so hard to understand and to avoid, may in due course be relegated to a
dangerous, overhanging—but remote—contingency, no longer an instrument so central to the

aclive political processes of nations.

For the arguments see Albert Wohlstetter, Victor Gilinsky, Robert Gillette, and
Roberta Wohlstetter, Nuclear Policies: Fuel Without the Bomb, Ballinger, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1978. Gilinsky, a physicist, was at RAND in the 1960s and early 1970s
before joining the staff of the Atomic Energy Commission and later being appointed to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. He was a major proponent of the Nonproliferation Act.

7See James Digby, “Alternatives to Nuclear Weapons,” Wall Street Journal, October
13, 1982, p. 28, and Carl Builder, The Prospects and Implications of Non-nuclear Means for
Strategic Conflict, Adelphi Paper No. 200, International Institute for Strategic Studies,
London, Summer 1985.
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