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There is one aspect of The RAND problem which has been bothering my subconscious
for some tims., I have been aware of a gemersl feeling in RAND, ﬁ.nungubtm

Mwmm&m,tmwmwmmuau poor and
undeserving cousin of the air offensive. Emotionally I nwaaltinmm
this views I know by heart from early childhood all the military cliches about attack
being the best defense., I am aware that most gdvocates of diverting resources to de~
fmwmattmkmmuammmygmmmmmum—w
temptible motives,

Nevertheless, RAND of all places should try to free itself of emotiocnal bias and
find better Justification for recommending action than traditional ®“principles® of
military strategy. I am pretty mich convinced that our R & D program should give
highest priority to defense sgainst air attack, and will divert myself for the balance
of thie memo by swimming against the tide of prejudice.

Mmdavelopnvthgaisinaaeﬂ.es of propo=itionm

l. The Mussians have not been willing to risk a major war with the
West up to the present because of our greatly superior atomic capsbilities.
(This is not original with me., Chlurchill, who gave it a good deal of
, publicity, has a record of being right in judgments of this kind.)

2, Within an uncertain (but cefinitely finite) time the Russians will
have atomic capabilities comparable to those which we have now. Of course,
ab this uncertain time we will have even greater capabllities in mmbers
(or power) of bombs., These greater capabilities, however, will no longer
mmmm.umummmme,mrtum
cogqtmaons:

{ N Tbeﬂlital'j'orthofddiﬂmﬂwm, after the first

be If the Russians had bombs enough to prevent the U.S. from
mobilising anything 2ike our full industrial potential, they oould
oocupy Burope and the Middle East with their forces in being and malke
themselves impregnabls on the Euresian continent — no matter how much
wcmaedwitm.nmada. Benause Russia has
oroes stock pile can be decisive in a
mmmmmmmww.

e 2460 ~SECRET-. [H-m-65

tetpaith incoming No.




LY

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL —SEGRH\

Authority: EO 13526 ..
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS . Papn 2
Dete: 00T 28 2014

3« In order to prevent the catastrophe of par. 2 b there seems to me
to be only two courses open to us:

ae Ve could try to maintain forces in being in the West which
ocould defeat the Russisn forces in bedng — after the industrial base
of both countries had been destigyed. If anyone is attracted by this
alternative, have Kershaw and Novick prepare some estimates of the
UeSe and Allied Military budgets which would be required. They would
differ from current rearmsment plans by an order of msgnmitude. The
difference betwesn our minitions production potentisl and our peacetime
production of mnitions is glmost too great to be believed.

be The second alterngtive would require by our uncertain times

(1) As desirable, but possibly not essential, a strong
ground (and TactIoal air) force in being in Burope to hold a
Soviet attack until reinforcements could be supplied from a
rapid U.S, mobilisation.:

(2) As essential, some mesns of protecting our greatest
asset, and t5s only Gne which can ultimstely win a war against the
SelUe == our industrisl mohilization potential, Whether even this
could win without & securely held base on the Buropean continent
is an open question in nmy mind =~ one which RAND might well ex-
plore. (I note that the 1008 Group has made & beginning.)

The chief moral of the Barlow Defenss Systems Analysis, in xy opinion,

b
is that we- will probably not be able to protect our industrial potential during
the next five years bty conventisnal mothods of active defense — even

ifwe
spend billiong per year on the defensive wespons which, in the normal course of
R & D svents, will ba available. Very large scale procuremsnt of these weapons
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8. Mcmmfomatrmdmmby. sing the tiss
ormmeﬁm"wmwmnmwmmmww
ture on Research and Development. I dom't know whether Manhattan District ia
an appropriate analogy or note I suspect that soms sort of concerted or pooled
program for all services would be desirable. We oould not assume in advance
that the optimm range for a surface~to-air missile made it a substitute for
anti-aircraft or interceptors.

9. I don't kmow whother the terms of reference of this project should be
narrow =- the development of surface~to-esy and/or alr-to-air guided
for defense ~ or broad — the development of weepons for defemss. I should
think we could recamend the narrow terms on the strength of Barlow's pre-
limiary analysis that very low level attack need not be taken seriocusly.
If very low level are feasible, and if there is no reasonable hope
that missiles can be designed to counter them, some doubt attaches to my ocon-
clusions.

10, The development of some effective means of protecting our wmobilisation
base scems to me to be mich more important thans

s8¢ Margingl improvements in the characteristice of B-36's ar B=i7's.

Ce The developnent of the A-Bomb 4in World Wer II.

11. A successful project to develop defensive missiles would have valushle
by=product values

8. It would, of oourse, provide protection to the urban centers of
Western Europs, and thereby prevent effective Hussian blacinmall tactios.

be It could facilitate ths defense of Western Europe by providing
offective defense against Ruszials massive tactical air force.

Cs It should advance U.S. missile tectmology generelly.

12, If we can deviss an effective defense against subsonio aircreft,we will
have restored the deterrent effect of our bond stock nile for a few more years,
which will give us anocther opportunity to build effective ground defenses in
Burope and to win the Cold ¥ar, Doubtless in time the Russians will have sscurste,
relighle supersonic long range missiles against which our Mark I defensive missile
will be ineffective, We carnot planm R & D in detail too far aheed, But if we
can shift the armaments race to the field of missiles technology the U.S. ocught
to be on its strongest ground vis-o~vis the 8.U.

13. There are at least three respectable argumsnts which might be made
against the course I am recommendings

8e Defense is impossible in any event. (The low level attaock
- possibility mentioned in par 9 is cne version of this,)

|
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@ be ::&ad:naﬁnt:tgomfwstrateuc
wonld like to have muityofthou.s-thpendontlﬂ.o
assunption,)

cs The amount of damage which a "moderste® mmber of A~Boubs
can do to mobilization potemtial is being exaggerated. There are
sharp differences of opinion here within the Economics Divisiom,
which I hope cur research will narrow during the next tmo or three yeers.
Here I will merely note thet, whatever current capabilitiss may be,
fission-fusion bomb technology is not likely to remain static edther
here or in the S.U.

. I want to emphasize that my main purposs is not to recommend sny
putialuprojm,bubtoureuﬂnvw inporbanoaofwm
air attack, even within a strictly military oontext. There is prejudice
enough sgainst defense already in the minds of cur collective customers.

The pay~off here may be greater than anywhere else.

15. DNothing above is to be construed as a vote against Jim Lippts

research and development project we can devise, I hope that these would
be, in the main, non-competitive,
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