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INTRODUCTION
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

I would like to again emphasize this Philosophy of the Survey . . .
and that is with an open mind—without prejudice, without any pre-
conceived theories—to simply gather the facts. We are simply to
seek the truth.

franklin d’olier, December 1944

Remember that quote from the chairman of the Strategic Bombing
Survey of World War II: “We wanted to burn into everybody’s soul
the fact that the [USSBS’s] responsibility was . . . to seek truth. . . .”
Nothing, but nothing, is more important than the integrity of our
[Gulf War Air Power Survey] product.

eliot cohen, March 1992

Air power has been one of the
most controversial issues for American defense policy since it first
came into being as a military force in the early part of the twentieth
century. Moreover, a certain component of American air power—
strategic bombing—has been especially controversial. Pundits have
railed against its perceived ineffectiveness, advocates have praised
its apparent effectiveness, and zealots have been seduced by its pro-
fessed cheaper cost in national blood and treasure. Over time strate-
gic bombing’s contested nature has endured. Although not the only
type of American air power, strategic bombing has provided the his-
torical identity for airmen and their air force.

Other major forms of military power have not been so problem-
atic, so contested in American defense policy. Why? Perhaps be-
cause for many people strategic bombing continues to be an am-
biguous and even unproven military force in war and conflict.
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Strategic bombing has evolved over the years. American airmen
like Haywood Hansell and Muir Fairchild laid the conceptual
groundwork for strategic bombing during the 1930s. The first cru-
cible for the airmen and their strategic bombing concept was World
War II, when high-flying bombers were used to attack the war-mak-
ing capacity of Germany and Japan. The experience of strategic
bombing in World War II helped the American Air Force prepare
for “toe-to-toe nuclear combat”1 against the Soviet Union during
the cold war. Strategic bombing was tried in the limited wars of
Korea and Vietnam, but it was a frustrating experience to airmen.
More recently, technological improvements allowed the United
States Air Force to conduct strategic bombing campaigns in the
Gulf War and Kosovo using bombs guided to their targets by lasers.

Throughout its evolution, however, strategic bombing remained
controversial because of the difficulty of proving its effectiveness.
During strategic bombing operations, owing to the short amount of
time over the target and the distance separating the airplane from
the ground, it has been hard to determine success or failure simply
in terms of physical destruction. And evaluating the effects of
strategic bombing on vital enemy targets is especially difficult be-
cause that evaluation requires not merely an assessment of physical
damage but an analysis of the entire enemy system. In short, the
overall effect of strategic bombing on the enemy has not often been
immediately apparent, sometimes taking an extended period of time
to manifest itself. In early 1944, well aware of the problem of prov-
ing the effectiveness of strategic bombing, American airmen came
up with a way to deal with one of their most vexing problems.

Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson officially established the
United States Strategic Bombing Survey (USSBS) in November 1944
to analyze the effects of strategic air power in the European theater.
Later, President Harry S. Truman expanded the Survey’s scope to
study all types of aerial war against Japan, including the effects of
the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In an attempt to
keep the Survey’s findings impartial, prominent civilians were ap-
pointed as directors of most of the Survey’s divisions. The key direc-
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tors of the Survey were Franklin D’Olier (Chairman), Henry Alex-
ander (Vice-Chairman), George Ball, Paul Nitze, John Kenneth Gal-
braith, Admiral Ralph A. Ofstie, and General Orvil Arson Ander-
son. The final studies, completed and published in late 1945
through 1947, numbered over 330 reports and annexes; the amount
of research and statistical data is staggering. In 1991, forty-four
years after the last USSBS reports were published, Secretary of the
Air Force Donald B. Rice commissioned another extensive, civilian-
led evaluation of American Air Force operations in the Persian Gulf
War: the Gulf War Air Power Survey (GWAPS). The chairman for
the GWAPS Review Committee was Paul Nitze.

Two scholarly writings on the combat use of the atomic bomb
against Japan, and the Pacific Survey’s counterfactual conclusion on
Japan’s surrender, sparked my interest in the evaluation of Ameri-
can air power. The argument that President Truman dropped the
bomb on Japan not to end the war (because he knew Japan would
surrender soon) but to intimidate the Soviet Union,2 seemed flawed
to me at an intuitive level. Moreover, the Survey’s counterfactual
conclusion stating that Japan would have surrendered, even with-
out the atomic bomb, “certainly prior to 31 December 1945, and in
all probability prior to 1 November 1945,”3 also seemed incorrect.
Such a sweeping conclusion—the atomic bomb was unnecessary in
forcing Japan to surrender—struck me as missing the critical role
the threat of a land invasion may have played in Japan’s uncondi-
tional surrender. The other writing, arguing that the United States
dropped the bomb on Japan primarily to end the war quickly and
save American lives, and, as a secondary purpose, to intimidate the
Soviet Union,4 was a more reasonable explanation to me of Amer-
ica’s combat use of the atomic bomb.

I then began to look at many of the other published Survey re-
ports from Europe and the Pacific to see if they lent support to the
counterfactual conclusion concerning Japan’s surrender. I discov-
ered that the Survey reports were not a single set of unified analyses
and arguments, systematically grounded in data, but, rather, a loose
amalgam of studies, sometimes prepared more to shape the future
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than to assess the past. I also came to realize that the conclusions
brought out in Survey reports were informed by a common concep-
tion of strategic air power. That common conception became espe-
cially clear to me after reading through the American plans for war
against the Soviet Union written from 1945 to 1950.

The World War II United States Strategic Bombing Survey con-
tains conclusions that have influenced scholars, strategists, and
journalists since its reports were first published in the two years fol-
lowing the end of World War II. Analysts like Bernard Brodie and P.
M. S. Blackett used the Survey’s conclusions and evidence to sup-
port their ideas on nuclear strategy and postwar defense policy and
organization. The Survey’s findings also played a role in the post-
war debate over President Truman’s decision to drop the atomic
bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Beginning with Karl Compton,
Henry L. Stimson, Hanson Baldwin, and continuing up through at
least Herbert Feis and Gar Alperovitz and beyond, writers have
used portions of the Survey to support their position in the debate
over the 1945 combat use of the bomb. Further, USSBS reports have
supported various positions over President Richard Nixon’s bomb-
ing of North Vietnam, and, much more recently, the application of
American air power in the Gulf War and Kosovo.

Because a presidential directive established the Survey and gave it
an official status, and because the Survey was headed by civilians, os-
tensibly making it impartial, the Survey reports have taken on the
aura of a document that contains the truth about strategic bombing in
World War II. In fact, the Survey is a secondary source that interprets
the past: yet analysts and pundits who have used the Survey in their
postwar writings have instead tended to treat it as a primary source.
In criticizing such views, retired Air Force General Haywood Hansell
once cynically compared the Strategic Bombing Survey to the
“Bible.”5 Yet as Clarence Darrow forced William Jennings Bryan to
acknowledge in the famous 1925 Scopes trial, the Bible was only one
of many truths that purported to explain the origins of man. And the
Survey contains the truth about the effects of strategic bombing
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against Germany and Japan as the writers of its reports discerned that
truth through their own attitudes and biases. Writing on the use of air
power in the Persian Gulf War almost fifty years later, the analysts of
the Gulf War Air Power Survey told the truth about air power, as they
perceived it, but with a more subtle understanding of the policy im-
plications of their published volumes.6

The first, and only, book-length study of the USSBS, David
MacIsaac’s Strategic Bombing in World War II: The Story of the
United States Strategic Bombing Survey, did not appear until 1976.7

It is ironic that such a study was so long in coming, considering the in-
fluence the Survey was having on postwar scholarship and journalism.
MacIsaac accepted the official premise that the Survey conducted an
objective and impartial study of strategic bombing because civilians
headed it. Many analysts in postwar writings, therefore, have used
MacIsaac’s book as a scholarly confirmation of the Survey’s purported
impartiality, thereby reinforcing the aura of “biblical truth” sur-
rounding the Survey’s conclusions concerning strategic air power in
World War II.

As a collection of documents, as an establishment organization,
and through the ideas of its civilian and military analysts, the
United States Strategic Bombing Survey reflected the American con-
ceptual approach to strategic bombing. Two fundamental tenets
formed the American conception: strategic air power should be
used not to attack ground forces in battle directly but instead to at-
tack the vital elements of the enemy’s war-making capacity; and the
air force must be independent of and coequal with the army and the
navy. My study seeks to show how that conception informed and
shaped the Strategic Bombing Survey’s evaluation of American air
power in World War II. Since the Survey accepted the American
conceptual approach to strategic bombing and made it a framework
for analysis, a truly impartial evaluation was never really a possibil-
ity. My study also explores the subtle interplay of advocacy and as-
sessment throughout the Survey’s formal evaluation from January
1945 to June 1946 and the use of the Survey’s published reports in
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the postwar years. To bring into relief my analysis of the USSBS, I
end with a chapter that compares the World War II USSBS and the
1993 Gulf War Air Power Survey.

By 1939, Major Muir Fairchild, an instructor at the Army Air
Forces’ (AAF) influential Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS), had re-
fined a conception of air power that sought to use strategic bombers
against the “vital elements” of the enemy’s war-making capacity.
Once strategic bombers had destroyed these “vital elements,” Fair-
child and other airmen believed that the enemy’s will to resist would
subsequently collapse. Air power theorist Guilio Douhet noted al-
most twenty years before Fairchild taught classes at ACTS that de-
termining which “vital elements” to bomb would become the
essence of air power strategy. But it was the civilian industrialists
and economists, not the airmen, who were really the experts at air
power strategy because the civilians better understood the workings
of a modern industrialized economy. The American conceptual ap-
proach to strategic bombing, therefore, created a need to have civil-
ian experts conduct target selection and evaluation—the essence of
air power strategy. The United States Strategic Bombing Survey was
an outgrowth of this requirement.

During World War II, when the AAF was using strategic air
power over the present battlefield, they were also preparing for a
future fight. But that future fight would not involve airplanes drop-
ping bombs on targets in enemy cities. Instead, it would be a post-
war crusade for an independent air force. The airmen knew that a
civilian-led evaluation of the effects of strategic bombing against
Germany could be very helpful in their upcoming postwar fight for
independence.8 Such an evaluation could provide the evidentiary
base for proving the effectiveness of American strategic air power in
World War II. As a result, the airmen took deliberate steps to shape
the questions that the Survey would ask concerning the effectiveness
of American air power against Germany.

The evaluation methodology that Survey directors like John Ken-
neth Galbraith devised, and the published reports produced by the
European portion of the Survey, reflected the American emphasis on
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using strategic bombers to destroy the “vital elements” of the
enemy’s war-making capacity. For example, Survey analysts be-
lieved that the effects of strategic bombing on the morale of the
German people were important only insofar as lowered morale may
have reduced the productive capacity of the German industrial
labor force. Moreover, many of the European Survey’s published re-
ports argued that American air power was “decisive” against Ger-
many because it destroyed transportation facilities, which were
“vital elements” that linked together many important industries in
Germany’s wartime economy.

Generals Carl A. Spaatz and Orvil Anderson believed that the
European Survey’s published reports confirmed the correctness of
the American conceptual approach to strategic bombing. Those
published reports would help them fight the future battle of air
force independence.

Within the American conception, though, disagreements did occur
over the most effective methods for strategic bombers to use when at-
tacking the enemy’s war-making capacity. Recommending a strategic
bombing plan for the air campaign against Japan, Survey Director
Paul Nitze concluded, based on his studies in Europe, that the best
method would be precise attacks against Japanese transportation and
electrical power facilities (precision bombing). Other AAF targeting
agencies, however, believed that a more effective method would be to
bomb large areas of Japanese cities using incendiary weapons (area
bombing). The objectives of both these bombing methods could have
been either to lower morale by killing Japanese civilians or to destroy
Japanese war-making capacity. But in the minds of Survey analysts
and targeting planners, morale as an objective did not necessarily have
to be synonymous with area bombing.

When conducting its evaluation of air power in the Pacific, in ad-
dition to studying the effects of area bombing against Japanese
cities, the Survey also assessed the navy’s use of air power against
Japan and the effects of the atomic bomb. The Pacific Survey had to
wrestle with the fact that, unlike Germany, Japan was forced to sur-
render without a land invasion. But if it was not a ground invasion
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that ended the war, then what did force Japan to surrender? The air-
men believed that Japan’s surrender confirmed the decisiveness of
the AAF’s conventional bombing campaign and the war-winning
potential of air power for the future. The Pacific Survey Summary
Report supported the airmen’s belief by calling for an independent
“third establishment” that would be responsible for strategic air
operations in postwar American security.

Airmen and navy officers used the published reports from the
European and Pacific portions of the Survey during the postwar
congressional hearings over unification of the armed services and
the independence of the air force. The Survey’s numerous pub-
lished studies turned out to be very malleable sources, especially
for airmen and navy officers arguing their respective cases before
congressional committees. But the disagreements between the air
force and the navy during the hearings were not over the sound-
ness of the American conceptual approach to strategic bombing.
Rather, the navy and the air force disagreed over the most effective
methods for carrying out a strategic bombing campaign in a po-
tential war against the Soviet Union. Because the Strategic Bomb-
ing Survey had its evaluation shaped by the American conception,
and because both the navy and the air force believed in the cor-
rectness of that conception, the Strategic Bombing Survey proved
to be a source of truth for both services when advocating their
postwar parochial interests.

The clear perception of the soundness of strategic bombing in
World War II, as manifested in the USSBS reports, became muddled
in the limited wars of Korea and Vietnam. American airmen in
those wars chafed at the restrictions placed on them by their politi-
cal leaders. If the correct approach to strategic air power was to at-
tack the war-making capacity of the enemy, in Korea and Vietnam
that approach proved difficult to carry out. Since the use of air
power in Korea and Vietnam did not fit the airmen’s conception of
strategic bombing, an extensive evaluation along the lines of the
World War II USSBS was not conducted. It was not until the Ameri-
can Air Force perceived great success after the Persian Gulf War in
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1991 that a USSBS-like assessment of air power was commissioned
and carried out.

As efforts in history, the reports of the United States Strategic
Bombing Survey (and the Gulf War Air Power Survey) are useful in
providing data and interpretation about the value, problems, and
ambiguities of strategic bombing in war and conflict. But are they
unimpeachable authorities, closed to rigorous scrutiny and thought-
ful analysis? To what extent was the Survey “objective” in its analy-
sis of strategic bombing in World War II? To answer these questions
by exploring the interpretive framework that USSBS analysts
brought to their work is to open up for historical view the very ob-
ject of their study: the effectiveness of strategic bombing.
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chapter 1
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

The Origins of the American
Conceptual Approach to Strategic
Bombing and the United States
Strategic Bombing Survey

All this sounds very simple; but as a matter of fact the selection of
objectives, the grouping of zones, and determining the order in which
they are to be destroyed is the most difficult and delicate task in aer-
ial warfare, constituting what may be defined as aerial strategy.

guilio douhet, 1921

There is that whole question of what is morale. . . . I confess I don’t
know what morale is.

carl becker, 1943

In his 1921 book The Command
of the Air, Italian air power theorist Guilio Douhet argued that once
strategic bombers had achieved command of the air, they could
quickly force an enemy into submission by dropping bombs on key
targets in its cities.1 But he only loosely defined those targets, and
he never explained how to select them. Indeed, Douhet went on to
state that it would be impossible to determine enemy targets in aer-
ial warfare systematically because the choice would “depend on a
number of circumstances, material, moral, and psychological, the
importance of which, though real, is not easily estimated. It is just
here, in grasping these imponderables, in choosing enemy targets,
that future commanders of Independent Air Forces will show their
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ability.”2 Considering the overwhelming confidence that Douhet
had in the ability of a fleet of bombers to destroy enemy cities and
break the will of the civilian population, one would think that tar-
get selection would have played a more important role in the Ital-
ian’s theory of air warfare.3 Douhet’s reluctance to deal with target
choice anticipated the problems that air commanders would have
with target selection and evaluation during World War II.

Douhet challenged conventional military thought on warfare in
the 1920s by claiming that the nation that owned an air force pre-
dominantly of strategic bombers could avoid costly naval and
ground engagements by attacking the “vital centers” of enemy
cities, thereby creating terror among the civilian population. The re-
sult, according to Douhet, would be a quick, decisive victory for the
nation equipped with an independent strategic air force. A casual
glance at the title of Douhet’s book, The Command of the Air, leads
one to think that gaining superiority in the air—the ability to fly at
will over enemy territory—was the most important objective. But
for the Italian, this was only the first, albeit essential, part of a the-
ory of air warfare that ultimately envisioned using airplanes to
bomb enemy cities.4 Within those cities, Douhet argued, were pri-
marily two types of objectives to bomb: the morale of the people
and their material resistance. Munitions factories, transportation
networks, and electric power plants, for example, made up material
resistance—what commonly became know as the enemy’s war-mak-
ing capacity. But Douhet made clear that while it might be impor-
tant to attack the enemy’s industrial capacity to resist, the enemy’s
morale would ultimately have to be attacked. The way to break the
morale—the will to resist—of the enemy was to bomb cities, killing
large numbers of civilians.5

American airmen were aware of Douhet’s theory. As early as 1923
a translation of The Command of the Air was being circulated at the
Air Service Headquarters. In 1933 the Air Corps Tactical School
(ACTS) at Maxwell Field, Alabama, maintained copies of Douhet’s
work.6 Historians have debated how much direct influence Douhet
had on the development of American air power strategy in the 1930s.

the origins of the american conceptual approach 11



Some analysts argue that air power proponents like William Mitchell
had greater influence on American thinking on strategic bombing than
Douhet. Others argue that Douhet’s prolific writings played an im-
portant role in shaping American views on air power.7 Most scholars,
however, would agree that Douhet’s collective works gave a literary
comprehensiveness to the ideas that shaped the American conceptual
approach to strategic bombing.8

By 1939 American airmen had developed a conception of air
power that envisioned using strategic bombers to attack the “vital
links” of the enemy’s war-making capacity, thereby breaking the
enemy’s will to resist.9 But what were the “vital links” in the
enemy’s industrial structure essential to the capacity to resist?
American airmen were soldiers, not experts in industrial economies.
They were trained to fly aircraft and to drop bombs on critical tar-
gets. However, the targets to attack under the American conception
were economic in nature. To assess how the destruction of any
given target would affect the overall war capacity of the enemy na-
tion required a level of analysis that airmen, by their training, were
unable to provide.

Naval and ground commanders of the same period did not have
the same problem. For an army officer commanding an infantry di-
vision, for example, the target or objective to attack was generally
similar in nature to his own command. It would probably be an-
other infantry division or smaller-sized unit trying to block his ad-
vance. To analyze the target and its importance, therefore, was
something that the ground officer was trained to do. The ground
commander could determine success or failure by the amount of
ground gained and the level of destruction of the enemy and his
own forces.

For American airmen, target selection and evaluation were a
much more complicated and ambiguous task. Unlike the ground of-
ficer, airmen were generally not attacking targets similar to their
own men and equipment.10 Hence the uncertainties of target selec-
tion and evaluation, which were embedded in the American concep-
tual approach to strategic bombing, created a need for civilian ex-
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perts to change “imponderables” to ponderables. Organizations
like the Committee of Operations Analysts, the Committee of His-
torians, and the United States Strategic Bombing Survey were an
outgrowth of this need.

I

The biggest problem for American air officers during the years fol-
lowing the end of World War I, however, was not so much target se-
lection (that problem would present itself more fully in the 1930s
when they began to develop a strategic bombing concept) as achiev-
ing a coequal status with the army and navy. The leading proponent
in the 1920s for an independent air arm was Army General William
Mitchell.11 Conventional thinking concerning air power during that
decade saw it mainly as an adjunct, or supporting arm, of ground
and naval operations. Since air power, according to this line of
thinking, could not win a war, it did not require independent status.
Mitchell, conversely, argued that an independent air force could
win by itself. He also posited that the United States should rely on
an independent air force, not the navy, for its first line of defense.12

For publicly criticizing his superiors and their respective services,
Mitchell was court-martialed in 1925 and convicted of “conduct
prejudicial to good order and military discipline.”13 After the con-
viction Mitchell resigned from the service but continued his air
power crusade with greater zeal.

Throughout the court-martial ordeal Mitchell had the strong sup-
port of his fellow air officers. For example, Lieutenant Orvil Ander-
son, who later became a major general and served as a director on the
Strategic Bombing Survey, testified on behalf of Mitchell’s ideas for an
independent air arm. One year prior to Mitchell’s court-martial, the
House of Representatives created a committee led by Representative
Florian Lampert to determine air power’s role in the national defense.
The committee received testimony from many air officers who argued
that the air corps should have an independent role in defending the
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continental United States from naval and air attack. The navy also
presented its case to the committee. Lieutenant Ralph A. Ofstie testi-
fied that the nation’s defense was in good hands with the navy and
therefore an independent air force was not needed.14 Ofstie, like Orvil
Anderson, became a director of the Strategic Bombing Survey at the
end of World War II. His testimony in 1924 anticipated the bitter in-
terservice rivalry between himself and Anderson over air power issues
in the post–World War II unification debates.

During the Depression years of the 1930s, airmen had to show
caution when advocating their conceptual approach to strategic
bombing. Mitchell and other American airmen believed that strate-
gic bombers were fundamentally offensive weapons designed to
strike quickly, violently, and preferably with surprise at key targets
in enemy territory.15 In the logic of air power theory that Douhet,
Mitchell, and other airmen of the time understood, there was a need
to strike first at the enemy’s homeland to destroy its aircraft and
production facilities before they could be brought to bear against
the United States. Defense of the continental United States, how-
ever, was the ostensible justification that airmen used when calling
for an independent air force. Continental defense fit comfortably
with isolationist American attitudes. It would have been unpalat-
able for air officers to advocate air power in an offensive role after
the American experience with German aggression in the Great War
and the nominal support for the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1929 that
purportedly outlawed war. The Depression years focused American
attention on internal domestic problems. Arguing for a fleet of
long-range strategic bombers designed to attack the homeland of a
foreign nation obviously smacked of direct American military in-
volvement in foreign affairs. Air officers, therefore, had to couch
their crusade for an independent air force (an air force that they un-
derstood fundamentally as an offensive weapon) in the rhetoric of
defensive military policy that coincided with the isolationist temper
of the American public.16

In 1937, Major General Frank M. Andrews, commanding gen-
eral of the Army Air Forces, supported a congressional bill to make
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the air arm independent from the army. The general stated in a
memorandum to the army adjutant general that the rapid evolution
of bombardment aviation in other threatening nations throughout
the world had convinced him “that a safer state of national security
and peace can be insured more positively and sooner, through the
development of air defense and the Air Forces which make possible
such defense . . . on a basis coequal in authority with the Army.”
The implication of General Andrews’s statement was that the pro-
posed independent air force would use its airplanes in a defensive
role: to engage and destroy enemy aircraft in the air as they at-
tempted to bomb American cities. This was not primarily the way
General Andrews and other airmen intended to use an independent
air force. The general went on to acknowledge in the same memo-
randum that the modern bombardment airplane existed to attack
the enemy nation’s “vital organs.” To keep a potential enemy from
attacking the “vital centers” of the United States, General Andrews
argued that

the airplane is an engine of war which has brought into being a new
and entirely different mode of warfare—the application of Air Power.
. . . It is another means, operating in another element, for the same
basic purpose as ground and sea power, the destruction of the
enemy’s will to fight. It is a vital agency, to insure in peace, the con-
tinuation of our nation’s policies and existence, or in war, the de-
struction of the enemy’s will to invade our defensive jurisdiction.17

According to the American conceptual approach to strategic bombing
that by 1937 was reaching maturity at the influential Air Corps Tac-
tical School, the way to break the enemy’s will to resist was first to de-
stroy its war-making capacity by bombing key economic-industrial
targets.18 Once those key targets had been selected and bombed, the
will of the enemy would most likely collapse.19 General Andrews’s
rhetorical allusion to the defensive use of airpower nevertheless was
grounded in an offensive conception for an independent air force. To
destroy the enemy’s “will to invade,” as the general suggested, the
United States would have to launch a strategic bombing offensive that
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would prevent the enemy nation from using its war-making capacity
first to attack American soil with strategic bombers.20

The Munich conference of 1938 and Hitler’s subsequent march
into Czechoslovakia created a more conducive atmosphere for air
officers forthrightly to advocate their conceptual approach to
strategic bombing.21 Air Corps Tactical School officer Lieutenant
Colonel Donald Wilson pointed out to other members of the school
that the United States needed to develop a long-range bombardment
force that could threaten an enemy nation’s “home territory.” Al-
though he did not explicitly mention Germany as the “home terri-
tory” that the United States should be able to threaten, the thrust of
his argument made clear that Germany was the nation he had in
mind. Wilson asked what would be the result if this “upstart dicta-
tor” (presumably Adolph Hitler) could threaten America’s home
territory with strategic bombardment. According to Wilson the
United States had the greatest “ability to secure, manufacture, and
organize the men and materials required for war.” Why then, in-
quired Wilson, should the United States itself be “vulnerable to
such a new theory as air attack?” He answered: “Simply because an
industrial nation is composed of interrelated and entirely interde-
pendent elements. The normal every day life of the great mass of the
population is basically dependent upon the continuous flow and un-
interrupted organization of services, materials, and food.” Wilson
then brought out a clear example of why American air officers
thought that attacking “vital links” in the enemy’s industrial struc-
ture with strategic bombers would destroy their capacity to resist:

The industrial nation has grown and prospered in proportion to the
excellence of its industrial system, but, and here is the irony of the
situation, the better this industrial organization for peacetime effi-
ciency the more vulnerable it is to wartime collapse caused by the
cutting of one or more of its essential arteries. How this is accom-
plished is the essence of air strategy in modern warfare.22

Since the individual was so closely linked to the industrialized
state, airmen believed that by attacking the key components of that
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industrial state, the enemy’s will to resist would almost certainly
collapse. This became axiomatic among American airmen. But air-
men offered only a loose explanation of the link between strategic
bombing attacks on industrial capacity and the purported break-
down of the enemy’s will to resist. Instead they focused more clearly
on objectives, or targets, that were tangible and easy to quantify:
the “vital links” of the enemy’s war-making capacity. Determining
these “vital links” became the “essence” of air strategy. Wilson,
quoting Douhet, stated: “The art of air strategy consists mainly in
choosing the objectives.”23

ACTS instructor Major Muir Fairchild, who later became the
chief of plans for the Army Air Forces (AAF) in World War II, had
refined the American conception of air power in classes to officers
at the Air Corps Tactical School. In a 1939 lecture to ACTS stu-
dents titled “National Economic Structure,” Fairchild argued that
there were two types of objectives to attack with strategic airpower:
the morale of the people and the “national economic structure.”
Fairchild acknowledged at the beginning of the lecture that “it may
well be possible for air attack directly on the civilian populace to
destroy morale—provided of course that the air force can strike
soon enough and hard enough.” But, Fairchild asked, “how hard, is
hard enough?” Whether it was possible to break the will, or morale,
of an enemy nation, based on the limited experience with Japanese
attacks on Chinese cities, was in the realm of an imponderable, as-
serted Fairchild. In fact attacking morale directly by killing people,
as he put it, might have the effect of increasing “the morale of the
nation as a whole.” Fairchild thus concluded that “for all of these
reasons the School advocates an entirely different method of attack.
This method, is the attack of the National Economic Structure.”24

According to Fairchild, a nation had to possess “a highly organ-
ized and smoothly functioning economic system, to carry on war in
the modern way. The capacity to wage modern war is definitely
fixed by the capacity of the national economic structure to provide
the raw materials and to connect these materials into the sinews of
war.” Although efficient in peacetime, the economic structure in
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war would be highly susceptible to the application of strategic
bombing. Air power could apply, as he put it, “the additional pres-
sure necessary to cause a breakdown—a collapse—of this industrial
machine by the destruction of some vital link or links in the chain
that ties it together, constitut[ing] one of the primary, basic objec-
tives of an air force—in fact, it is the opinion of the School that this
is the maximum contribution of which an air force is capable to-
wards the attainment of the ultimate aim in war.”25 The dominant
theme of the American theory of air power was not to attack civil-
ians directly but to separate the enemy population from the sources
of production by attacking their war-making capacity.26

Based on a study of the American industrial system, ACTS in-
structor Major Haywood Hansell, who a few years later would as-
sist in writing the plan for the American air war against Germany,
determined that the “vital links” common to the United States and
most other industrialized nations were, “in order of importance,”
electric power, rail transportation, fuel, steel, and armament and
munitions factories. Muir Fairchild concluded that if an enemy
equipped with strategic bombers were to attack electrical power fa-
cilities in major American cities, for example, the will to resist of
the Americans living in those cities would almost assuredly be bro-
ken because their links to the sources of goods and production
would have been severed.27

But once this set of general objectives was established, determining
target priority, their location in enemy countries, their protection, and
assessment of the damage inflicted required a level of expertise that
airmen did not posses. Hansell stated that these problems “were be-
yond the competence of the Tactical School. Strategic air intelligence
on major world powers would demand an intelligence organization
and analytical competence of considerable scope and complexity.”28

Muir Fairchild realized that his own analysis of the American indus-
trial system was somewhat “amateurish” and that target selection and
assessment of “vital links” in the enemy’s industrial structure called
for analysis by “the economist—the statistician—the technical ex-
pert—rather than a strictly military study or war plan.”29
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II

Since according to Douhet and Wilson the essence of air strategy
was target selection, and since according to Hansell and Fairchild
target selection for strategic bombing must rely heavily on civilian
experts, the logical conclusion then was that civilians—economists,
industrialists, and technicians—were the most qualified to plan and
evaluate strategic air warfare. As air officers became immersed in
organizing and operating the Army Air Forces to fight Germany
and later Japan, there was a growing reliance on civilian experts for
target selection and evaluation within the Army Air Forces.

Air officers also realized that evaluations would become the evi-
dentiary base establishing the efficacy of strategic bombing and,
they hoped, an independent postwar air force. General Henry H.
Arnold, air power pioneer during the interwar years and AAF com-
manding general during World War II, noted that the Strategic
Bombing Survey’s evaluation of American air power in the Euro-
pean theater would “prove to be the foundation of our future na-
tional policy on the employment of air power.”30 Civilian experts
would come to play a crucial role in formulating air strategy, and
their evaluations would assist the airmen in their postwar crusade
for an independent air force.

The fledgling Air Intelligence Section of the AAF was one of the
first agencies that brought in civilian experts to work on strategic
target selection and evaluation. After leaving the Tactical School in
1940, Haywood Hansell joined the section and was placed in
charge of determining the critical links in the German and Japanese
industrial systems. With the growing threat of Nazi Germany and
the availability of a more robust AAF budget, Hansell was able to
bring a number of prominent civilian experts into the Air Intelli-
gence Section. One was Malcolm Moss, who held a Ph.D. in indus-
trial engineering. Moss produced an analysis of Germany’s electri-
cal power system that, according to Hansell, provided the informa-
tion needed to put together an extensive target plan for attacking
German electrical power.31 Hansell and other air force officers
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would draw heavily on analyses like Moss’s as war with Germany
became a reality.

A year later in 1941, responding to a request from President Roo-
sevelt to the service secretaries, General Arnold directed Hansell along
with Lieutenant Colonels Harold George, Kenneth Walker, and Lau-
rence Kuter to write the AAF’s portion of “the overall production re-
quirements required to defeat our potential enemies.” 32 In order to
determine production requirements the AAF needed to develop an air
strategic concept. The result after nine days of intense, demanding
work by the four men was Air War Plans Division/1.33

AWPD/1, as it became known, posited that a massive strategic air
offensive attacking German war-making capacity might make an in-
vasion of the European continent unnecessary by forcing Germany to
surrender early. At a minimum, argued the planners, the air offensive
would weaken German war-making capacity to a point that would
allow for a successful land invasion, if that became necessary.34

The plan called for a massive strategic bombing offensive against
“German military power” that would attack what it determined to
be an already weakened social and economic structure:

[Destruction] of that structure will virtually break down the capacity
of the German nation to wage war. The basic conception on which
this plan is based lies in the application of air power for the break-
down of the industrial and economic structure of Germany. This con-
ception involves the selection of a system of objectives vital to contin-
ued German war effort, and to the means of livelihood of the Ger-
man people, and tenaciously concentrating all bombing toward
destruction of those objectives.

The specific target systems to attack within the German indus-
trial and economic structure would be, in order of priority: electri-
cal power; transportation; oil and petroleum production; and the
undermining of morale by air attack.35 Just as enemy morale in the
ACTS lectures of the late 1930s was seen as a potential target to at-
tack, so too was it a potential target in AWPD/1. Yet after the plan-
ners acknowledged it in the plan as a possible target, morale re-
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ceived very little attention. Indeed, AWPD/1 bore striking similarity
to Muir Fairchild’s ACTS lecture on the “National Economic Struc-
ture,” with the emphasis on attacking “vital links” in the war-mak-
ing capacity of the enemy. Once under way in 1945, the Strategic
Bombing Survey would continue to emphasize, through its evalua-
tion, the use of strategic bombers to attack war-making capacity
while downplaying its effect on morale.

The authors of AWPD/1 acknowledged that the strategic concept
brought out in the plan and the estimates derived from that concept
required “continuing study” and refinement.36 They pointed out to
Army Chief of Staff General George C. Marshall that even though
target selection might need adjustment based on further evaluation,
the overall conceptual approach would not “result in any apprecia-
ble change.”37 In August 1942, one year after the submission of
AWPD/1, air planners produced AWPD/42, “Requirements for Air
Ascendancy.” AWPD/42 added to the older list of objectives the de-
struction of German submarine construction and the depletion of
the German air force, but maintained the same conceptual base as
the earlier plan. As Haywood Hansell later noted about AWPD/42,
the primary strategic purpose was still to use strategic bombing to
destroy “the capability and will of Germany to wage war.” This
would be accomplished, according to Hansell, by “destroying the
war-supporting industries and economic systems upon which the
war-sustaining and political economy depended.”38

III

From late 1942 to the end of 1943 the AAF put into practice its the-
ory of strategic bombing in the skies over France and Germany. The
AAF’s Eighth Air Force began bombing operations out of bases in
Britain in August 1942 by attacking German submarine pens in the
coastal waters of France. While conducting these early operations,
American airmen realized that their prewar idea of having large
bombers fly over enemy territory without fighter aircraft protection
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was wrong. In August and October 1943, respectively, the Eighth
Air Force conducted two large-scale bombing missions against ball-
bearing factories in Schweinfurt, Germany. But without their own
fighter protection the bombers suffered prohibitive losses to Ger-
man fighters. With the arrival of substantial numbers of new Amer-
ican fighters, the P51 Mustang, the airmen were able to resume
their full-scale attack on the German war economy in February
1944. As the airmen of the Eighth Air Force worked through the
tactical and operational procedures of strategic bombing, they gave
more attention to strategic target selection and evaluation.39

But the selection of targets produced by the AAF’s military and
civilian intelligence sections created a good deal of controversy.
Some airmen believed that the analyses were too pessimistic in their
appraisal of the effect that target destruction would have on Ger-
man industry. Others argued that much more analysis was required
of German industry if the AAF wanted to attack the most vital tar-
gets contributing to the German war effort.40

Realizing the importance of target selection for the AAF, General
Arnold in December 1942 established the Committee of Operations
Analysts (COA). The general wanted an organization that could
streamline the process of target selection and somewhat separate it-
self from the existing disputes over intelligence within the AAF.41

The group was made up predominantly of civilian personnel, most
of whom were industrial experts. For example, Elihu Root, Jr. was a
senior member of a New York financial firm, Edward Mead Earle
was a Princeton scholar of history and economics, Edward S.
Mason was an economics professor at Harvard, and Guido R. Per-
era was a lawyer with an elite Boston law firm and would later oc-
cupy influential positions in the Strategic Bombing Survey. The
heavy reliance on civilian experts reflected the AAF belief that its
staff officers did not have the professional training or ability to con-
duct sophisticated economic analysis that could produce strategic
target recommendations.42

In his first directive, General Arnold asked the “group of opera-
tional analysts” to
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Prepare and submit to me a report analyzing the rate of progressive
deterioration that should be anticipated in the German war effort as
a result of the increasing air operations we are prepared to employ
against its sustaining sources. This study should result in as accurate
an estimate as can be arrived at as to the date when this deterioration
will have progressed to a point to permit a successful invasion of
Western Europe.43

Contained in this directive was the explicit desire on the part of
General Arnold to have the committee come up with a prediction as
to when the progressive destruction of the “German war effort” due
to strategic bombardment would allow for a successful land inva-
sion of the European continent. In order to predict when this future
event might occur, the committee would necessarily have to under-
take a detailed, systematic evaluation of German war-making ca-
pacity. Predicting decisive events brought about by strategic bomb-
ing would come to be part of most AAF directives for analyses and
evaluations of the German and Japanese war efforts during World
War II. The imperative for predicting decisive events would also set
the precedent for the Strategic Bombing Survey’s historical counter-
factual speculation about events that did not occur in the past.

COA members never questioned the American conceptual ap-
proach to strategic bombing. Their evaluation of the effects of AAF
strategic bombing attacks on Germany, their target recommenda-
tions, and their predictions were grounded in the American concep-
tion. The committee’s preliminary report argued that it was better
to use strategic bombers to attack a “few really essential industries
or services” rather than cause a minor amount of destruction to
many industries. According to this early report, critical targets,
once selected, should be attacked with “relentless determination,”
which would probably cause “grave injury” to German war-making
capacity.44

The COA did not consider German morale a target. Their analy-
sis was directed at evaluating the effects of strategic bombing on
Germany’s “economic system.” Likewise, when they later studied
the potential effectiveness of “urban area attacks” against Japan, it
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was in the context of overall war production, not morale.45 The
committee analyzed the impact of British area attacks on German
cities, but only insofar as those area attacks related to the industrial
targets that American strategic bombers were attacking.46 The
COA’s dismissal of German morale as a target reflected the Ameri-
can emphasis on attacking industrial targets, and it demonstrated a
continuing desire on the part of airmen to separate themselves from
British morale attacks on German cities.47

General Arnold’s request for a prediction as to when strategic
bombing attacks would reduce German war-making capacity to a
point where a land invasion would be possible drew an ambiguous
response from the committee. Perera’s group stated that they could
not give a “precise answer to this question.” But they went on to
say that the destruction of a number of key targets “would gravely
impair and might paralyze the Western Axis war effort. . . . In view
of the ability of adequate and properly utilized air power to impair
the industrial sources of the enemy’s military strength, only the
most vital considerations should be permitted to delay or divert the
application of an adequate air striking force to this task.”48 On the
one hand, the committee would not offer General Arnold a firm
date for a land invasion made possible by strategic bombing. Yet on
the other hand, the committee concluded strongly that at some
point in the future, with relentless determination and dedication of
resources, American strategic bombers “might” produce the result
the general desired.

IV

Various agencies working for and within the AAF would produce
more studies evaluating the effects of strategic bombing on the abil-
ity of Germany and Japan to continue fighting. Indeed the Commit-
tee of Operations Analysts recommended to General Arnold that
“there should be a continuing evaluation of the effectiveness of air
attack on enemy industrial and economic objectives in all theatres
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for the information of the appropriate authorities charged with the
allocation of air strength.”49

Mirroring the work of the Committee of Operations Analysts
was the Economic Objectives Unit (EOU) of the Office of Special
Services (OSS) in Europe. In late 1942, during the early days of the
American strategic bombing campaign against Germany, the EOU
began to develop detailed intelligence on critical elements of the
enemy’s war economy. As the bombing campaign progressed, so did
the work of the EOU in assisting the Eighth Air Force, and later, the
United States Strategic Air Forces (USSTAF) in target selection for
operations over France and Germany.50

The EOU also took part in the debate over the best employment
of air power to support the upcoming D-Day landings in Nor-
mandy. USSTAF Commander General Carl Spaatz believed that the
optimal approach would be to use his strategic air forces to bomb
oil facilities in Germany, which, as he believed, would provide air
superiority over the Normandy beach landings by grounding the
German air force. Others, however, wanted Spaatz’s bombers to at-
tack German tactical targets that could quickly interdict the Allied
landings. General Dwight D. Eisenhower decided in favor of using
USSTAF bombers to hit tactical targets; this decision went against
the recommendation of EOU members, who argued that the role of
the strategic bomber was to attack the vital centers of “German mil-
itary strength.”51

EOU analysts were thus in line with the AAF’s approach to
strategic bombing. One such analyst, Major Walt W. Rostow, ar-
gued that “in strategic bombing the enemy consists of the vast
structure of economic and civil life which supports the military ef-
fort.” The way to attack the “enemy structure” was to hit small seg-
ments of the “vital elements” in great detail. Indeed, Rostow noted
that the “weighing of alternative target systems was the essence of
the problem of air planning.” Rostow and other EOU personnel
would later help the AAF organize and train the USSBS.52

Another study group brought together by the AAF back in Wash-
ington, D.C., was the Committee of Historians (COH). In late 1943,
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General Arnold asked the committee to evaluate the effects of allied
bombings on German war potential and morale and to determine
whether or not Germany “could be bombed out of the war during the
first three months of 1944.” General Arnold desired the committee’s
report to be a “completely objective study, from a civilian and not a
military point of view.”53 What made this study significant was not so
much the instructions, which followed along the same lines as those
given to the COA for its evaluations, as the historians who made up
the committee and the conclusions that they produced. They included
some of America’s leading historians in the fields of American and Eu-
ropean history: Carl L. Becker, professor of European history at Cor-
nell University; Henry S. Commager, professor of American and Eu-
ropean history at Columbia University; Edward Mead Earle, member
of the COA, special AAF advisor, and scholar at the Institute for Ad-
vanced Studies at Princeton University; Louis Gottschalk and
Bernadotte Schmitt, professors of history at the University of Chicago;
and Dumas Malone of Harvard University.54

Their report, “Germany’s War Potential, December 1943: An
Appraisal,” was different in its analytical approach and assump-
tions from those written by groups like the COA that preceded it
and the Strategic Bombing Survey that would follow. In his directive
to the committee, General Arnold wanted the historians to examine
secret and confidential intelligence material to evaluate the “effect
of Allied bombings . . . on Germany and German morale and at-
tempt to appraise future developments under continuation of Allied
military and economic pressure.”55 But in the transmittal letter that
accompanied the historians’ completed report to General Arnold,
they stated forthrightly that

their conclusions were based primarily upon the information and
opinions to which they had access. The committee was acutely aware
of various inadequacies and gaps in the information the members
would greatly like to have had. The members recognize that there are
intangibles and imponderables in war which cannot be assessed but
which may be more nearly decisive than any of the purely military,
economic, or psychological factors now apparent. Not all the truth
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can be discerned in even the best intelligence reports, since we always
operate through the “fog of war.”56

Here the historians were distinguishing themselves from the indus-
trial experts that predominantly made up the other target selection
and evaluation agencies. Historians, by nature, usually allow for
complexity and uncertainty in their analysis: When can the histo-
rian ever collect “all” the evidence on a given historical problem?
Physical scientists, conversely, operate differently in that “all” the
facts—or at least all the necessary representative facts—pertaining
to a given line of inquiry can usually be gathered and systematic
conclusions can thus follow based on those facts.57

In a series of meetings held between the committee and members
of the Office of Special Services (OSS) and the Office of War Infor-
mation (OWI) from October to November 1943, the historians
wrestled with problems of evidence. In one such session a represen-
tative from the OSS, Hajo Holborn, presented his agency’s findings
on the effects of bombing on German morale. But Louis Gottschalk
was concerned about the evidence that Holborn was presenting to
the committee. The historian argued that if his committee was
going to try and evaluate the effects of bombing on the enemy, then
they needed “some notion of what it is that creates a fact and some
notion of how you measure that fact.”58 And the committee mem-
bers realized that once they determined what exactly the facts were,
they still would be unable to collect and analyze “all of the facts.”
Since General Arnold had given them only about two months to
complete their report, there simply was not enough time.59

Not only did the historians chafe under the deadline imposed on
them, they also had to deal with security restrictions on classified
evidence. The chairman of the committee, Major Frank Monaghan,
told the historians that there was no question concerning the “loy-
alty, integrity or the discretion of any member.” But Monaghan
pointed out to them that their evidence was still of a classified na-
ture. He then went on to remind them that “professors have a habit
of speaking (and more or less widely) their opinions.”60
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In their final study of 18 January 1944, the Committee of Histo-
rians expressed their opinion to General Arnold that by its nature
modern war using strategic bombers was filled with imponderables
that could “not be assessed.” The historians acknowledged that
they could evaluate the effects of strategic bombing on certain Ger-
man economic, military, and political factors. Yet they also realized
that the relationship between cause and effect in war (in their report
the cause being strategic bombing attacks on Germany and the ef-
fect being Germany’s possible surrender) was filled with complexity
and nuance, and in its essence impossible to determine.

The historians also differed from other AAF agencies in their
methodological approach to evaluating the effects of strategic
bombing. The COA, for example, broke its members down into an-
alytical subsections that reflected the American emphasis on attack-
ing “vital links” in the enemy’s industrial structure.61 The Commit-
tee of Historians not only studied strategic bombing’s impact on
German military and economic factors (like the COA), but also in-
cluded a systematic analysis of its effect on the German political sit-
uation and on German morale, areas that the COA did not address.

Analyzing the German economy, the historians stated that it was
“suffering from critical shortages and qualitative deterioration of
consumer goods—the result both of a rigid war economy and of
devastating air attacks.” Even though Allied air attacks had greatly
damaged the German consumer economy, the report argued that
the deterioration did not “extend to essential war materials; at no
point has direct war production suffered a crippling blow.” Even so,
the German military and civilian economy had “reached and passed
its peak.” But because “the German people are totally mobilized for
total war and therefore possess an element of strength which has
not yet been achieved,” as they put it, strategic bombing attacks
had yet to produce conditions in Germany that would allow for an
early termination of the war.62

When considering the impact of strategic bombing on Nazi polit-
ical control over the German people, the historians asked whether
or not the Nazi government was “likely to collapse from internal
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weakness.” The committee members acknowledged two relevant
facts. The first was that there was “no widespread desire in Ger-
many to get rid of the Nazi Government.” Second, argued the histo-
rians, even if such a desire existed, “no organized power except the
Army could get rid of it.” They thus concluded that “there is no
conclusive evidence that British and American bombings of German
cities have effectively weakened the general hold of the Nazi Gov-
ernment on the German people.”63

If the committee downplayed the decisive effects of strategic
bombing on the German economy and political situation, it viewed
attacks on morale with much greater optimism. During the sessions
on evidence with the OSS and the OWI, discussion was almost al-
ways centered on the effects of bombing on the individual and col-
lective morale of the German people. In their final report to General
Arnold, when considering the impact of the British area attack on
Hamburg in July 1943, the historians admitted that its psychologi-
cal effects could not yet “be fully measured, but bombing of this
scope and intensity is already producing a situation in which fear of
the consequences of continuing the war is becoming greater than
fear of the consequences of defeat.” The report argued that even
though the limits of endurance of the German people had not been
reached, “the German will to resist, already subjected to the cumu-
lative effect of years of strain, is almost certain to be broken as the
result of intensified mass bombing, and further defeats on land, at
sea, and in the air.”64

It was the committee’s focus on the effects of bombing on morale
that infuriated airmen like General Laurence Kuter, the assistant
chief of staff for plans. In a memorandum to General Arnold, Kuter
recommended that the historians’ report be returned “for filing,” to
keep it from getting to President Roosevelt’s desk. In a shrill com-
ment General Kuter told General Arnold that what he received was
a “cold, unimaginative report by professional historians.” Kuter
then drove straight to the crux of the difference between the air-
men’s conceptual approach to strategic bombing and the conclu-
sions drawn by the Committee of Historians in their final report:
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[The historians’] approach, one of housing, morale, and manpower,
makes operations by the RAF Bomber Command their principal in-
terest, considers only specific factories known to be smashed. Very
little consideration is given to the intricate industrial and economic
machine behind the German effort and dislocation that must have
been caused when obscure ex-sewing machine factories, etc., have
been hit. Had the full utilization of the bombardment offensive been
directed against vital targets such as aircraft, ball-bearing, rubber
and oil production, the German position today would have been ex-
tremely critical.65

With the airmen’s focus on the use of strategic bombers to attack
“industrial systems” and the historians’ emphasis on enemy morale
and political decision making, they were both, in a sense, talking
past each other.

But even more troubling to Kuter than the focus on morale and the
British area bombings of cities was the central thesis to the historians’
forty-two page report: even though morale attacks held the greatest
possibility for strategic bombing, there was still “no substantial evi-
dence that Germany [could] be bombed out of the war during the
early months of 1944. The final collapse of Germany requires large-
scale invasion operations against the continent of Europe.” Germany
would then “be unable to maintain a prolonged resistance to Anglo-
American ground operations or to prevent the complete destruction of
her industries, her cities and her communications by aerial bombard-
ment.” But the decisive event that would create the conditions inside
of Germany to compel surrender would be the land invasion of the
European continent, argued the historians.66

This was not the conclusion that either General Kuter or General
Arnold wanted to hear, because it placed air power fundamentally
as an adjunct, or supporting arm, to ground power. In fact Edward
Mead Earle, who had been overseeing the historians’ work, com-
plained that the historians had been “one big headache” to him.
Their final report, lamented Earle, was “highly unsatisfactory” to
him and also to General Arnold.67 Although General Arnold agreed
with the overall Allied strategy that called for an invasion of the Eu-
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ropean continent, he along with the senior ground commanders
maintained the lingering hope that air power alone could force Ger-
many to surrender.68 General Arnold also asked the Committee of
Historians to compare the condition of Germany in 1943 with that
of Germany in 1918 on the eve of its surrender in World War I. Per-
haps he was trying to find a historical precedent for the surrender of
a major power in war before its home territory was invaded.69 The
historians, however, concluded rather bluntly that the German sur-
render of 1918 afforded “no real analogy with the present military
situation” of Germany.70

In his cover memorandum to President Roosevelt that went along
with the historians’ report, General Arnold made a subtle but im-
portant change to their conclusion. General Arnold in fact tried to
salvage from the report the notion that there was still a possibility
of forcing German surrender without a land invasion, a possibility
that the historians thoroughly argued against. General Arnold
agreed with the committee’s conclusion that Germany could “not
be bombed out of the war in the next three months” but added that

surrender will come when, through lack of adequate air defense, Ger-
many finds herself unable to maintain resistance to ground opera-
tions or prevent destruction by aerial bombardment of her industries,
cities, and communications. . . . I believe the report tends to confirm
our essential theses of the use and effect of air power and our own
findings as to the results of operations to date.71

By stating that surrender would come about either when Germany
was unable to resist ground operations (a land invasion of Ger-
many) or when it could no longer stop destruction of its “cities, in-
dustry, and communications” by strategic bombardment, General
Arnold subtly, but profoundly, changed the conclusion of the histo-
rians. They argued conversely that the land invasion was a neces-
sary condition for Germany’s surrender. Strategic bombing, accord-
ing to the historians, had to be coupled with a land invasion of the
European continent to force German capitulation. Strategic bomb-
ing was not, therefore, a discrete option along with a land invasion,
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either of which might force Germany to surrender, as General
Arnold contended in his letter to the president.72

Historian David MacIsaac, author of the only book-length study
of the Strategic Bombing Survey (1976), praised the Survey for
doing “a good job” in its evaluation of strategic bombing in World
War II, but its analysis, according to MacIsaac, would have bene-
fited “from the presence in their councils” of a historian like Carl
Becker.73 There is subtle irony here. When writing his book
MacIsaac apparently was not aware that in January 1944, just a
few months before the bureaucratic wheels would start to turn es-
tablishing the Survey, General Arnold received an analysis by Carl
Becker and other distinguished historians that examined the same
problems the Survey would later address. Yet the report by the
Committee of Historians was brushed into the dustbin of the past
because it contained just what MacIsaac later argued the Survey
needed: “The presence of a questioning and persuasive historian
[who would] have had the effect of bringing into better balance the
collection and interpretation of evidence . . . [who was] never very
sure that he [could] discern the complicated relationships between
cause and effect. . . .”74 In short, the historian would have recog-
nized the existence of imponderables in evidence and analysis, as
did Carl Becker and his fellow members on the committee.

The AAF, however, wanted its civilian experts to produce target
recommendations, predictions, and evaluations of strategic bomb-
ing that used scientific “calipers” instead of historical analysis.75

“Calipers” grasped the imponderables of strategic bombing, took
them apart, and discerned from them cause and effect. Historical
analysis, like the one produced by the Committee of Historians, ac-
knowledged the existence of imponderables but allowed them to re-
main intact. The civilian experts who would come to fill the analyt-
ical positions in the United States Strategic Bombing Survey, being
fully in line with the American conceptual approach to strategic
bombing, adopted the “caliper” framework of analysis for their
evaluation of American strategic bombing in World War II.
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chapter 2
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

The United States Strategic
Bombing Survey and the
Future of the Air Force

We can be sure that this concept will not be accepted by the nations of
the world unless air power proves itself during the course of this war.

frank m. andrews, March 1943

Our entire future air policy might well be determined from the [Sur-
vey’s] report.

laurence kuter, April 1944

Establishing the facts that proved
the effectiveness of American air power in World War II would lay the
foundation for a postwar independent air force. Senior AAF leaders
like Major General Laurence Kuter, the assistant chief of staff for
plans, therefore, committed themselves to proving the efficacy of air
power through a civilian-led, scientific evaluation of the American
strategic bombing effort against Germany. Civilian experts would be
able to tackle the complex problems of strategic target analysis that
the airmen were unable to grasp while at the same time providing an
aura of objectivity in their evaluation. But the conclusions of an eval-
uation of such importance would have to vindicate, not discredit, the
use of American strategic air power in World War II, if the airmen
were to use it to justify a postwar policy that embraced an independ-
ent air force.

In November 1944, Secretary of War Henry Stimson made an
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official request to Franklin D’Olier, the president of Prudential Life
Insurance, to become the chairman of the United States Strategic
Bombing Survey, a large organization that would conduct a “scien-
tific investigation of all the evidence” of strategic bombing in the
European theater and help to evaluate “the importance and poten-
tialities of air power as an instrument of military strategy, for plan-
ning the future development of the U.S. Air Forces, and for deter-
mining future economic policies with respect to the national de-
fense.”1 Secretary Stimson, in his letter to D’Olier, wanted the
Survey to evaluate the fundamental relevance of strategic bombing
in warfare and national defense policy. But during the course of its
lengthy evaluation of American strategic bombing in Europe, the
Survey did not question the relevance of air power but only assessed
the degree of strategic bombing’s effectiveness.2

From March to November 1944, AAF officers shaped the ques-
tions that the Survey would answer and constructed an organiza-
tional framework that reflected the American strategic bombing
emphasis on attacking national economic structures. By the time
Survey directors like lawyer George Ball, financier Paul Nitze, and
economist John Kenneth Galbraith began their evaluation in early
1945, the AAF had already established the parameters for an evalu-
ation of strategic bombing. Those parameters would fundamentally
shape the conclusions that the Strategic Bombing Survey would
reach in its evaluation of the effectiveness of strategic bombing
against Germany (and later, Japan). A truly impartial and unbiased
report, therefore, was never really a possibility.

I

In May 1944, Edward Mead Earle, special consultant to General
Arnold and the AAF, toured the European theater of operations dis-
cussing operational and strategic problems with AAF commanders.
Earle had been a member of the Committee of Operations Analysts
and the Committee of Historians and by mid-1944 was an influen-
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tial civilian analyst within the AAF.3 During the tour, Earle met with
Major General F. L. Anderson and Colonel Robert Hughes of the
United States Strategic Air Forces (USSTAF). Hughes, a senior intel-
ligence officer for the command, told Earle that target selection was
a continuing challenge and he was convinced that military people
were not properly qualified to conduct that kind of analysis; it was
a job for civilian experts.

USSTAF’s deputy commander for operations, General Anderson,
also pointed out to Earle that he was very eager to establish a civil-
ian-led group that would evaluate the effects of strategic bombing.
Such a study, according to Anderson, was “important for a variety
of reasons: for the historical record [and] for the guidance of the air
staff in the formulation of overall policies during the rest of the war
and during the post war period.”4

Anderson in fact had been part of the early planning for the Sur-
vey that began back in March and April within AAF headquarters
in Washington, D.C., and England. Lieutenant Colonel James B.
Ames, assistant to General Anderson, proposed on 28 March that
once hostilities in Europe had ceased there should be an “intensive
survey in Germany and occupied countries of the results achieved
by the Combined Bomber Offensive.”5 In Washington, D.C., a sim-
ilar proposal appeared on the desk of the assistant chief of air staff
for intelligence, Brigadier General Thomas D. White. One of
White’s intelligence assistants, Major Ralph A. Colbert, recom-
mended to the general on 27 March that plans should be drawn up
for a commission of experts to “conduct an investigation inside
Germany which will disclose the true facts concerning the Strategic
Aerial Bombardment of Europe and, on the basis of such facts, to
prepare a report analyzing the accomplishments and potentialities
of Air Power as an independent instrument of military policy.”6

These two memorandums initiated a series of letters, more memo-
randums, and proposals between senior AAF leaders and the Joint
Chiefs for a scientific evaluation of the effects of strategic bombing
against Germany that would culminate in the official establishment
in November 1944 of the United States Strategic Bombing Survey.
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The documentary record of the roots of the Survey can be traced
back to the memos of Ames and Colbert, but its intellectual origins
go back much further. The Survey’s chronicler, Major James Bev-
eridge, argued (most likely based on contemporaneous interviews
with air force officers) that discussions had been occurring infor-
mally at AAF headquarters in England and on the European conti-
nent prior to the first two memorandums.7 The notion of an expert
evaluation of strategic bombing was nothing new for the AAF. It
was not a radical departure and it did not surprise anyone. Airmen
had been using civilian experts to make strategic target recommen-
dations and evaluate AAF operations prior to and during the war.
The Strategic Bombing Survey was a logical and natural continua-
tion of this concept.8

Airmen like Hap Arnold and Carl Spaatz put forward the idea
that having a civilian in charge would insure that the Survey’s re-
port would “be received as an unbiased and completely impartial
study based solely on fact and not on opinion.” Because of its great
importance, Spaatz argued, “careful consideration should be given
to the selection of the head of this committee.” According to
Spaatz, the AAF should try to find “a well-known American pub-
lisher, jurist, or university president” for the post.9 A civilian-led,
impartial study became the leitmotif of the AAF because its conclu-
sions would ostensibly have an air of objectivity that could be used
to support the postwar crusade for an independent air force.

In the main, the Survey would accomplish three goals for the
AAF: first, it would serve as the AAF’s primary historical record
that would help it establish postwar independence and lay the foun-
dations for future air policy and theory; second, it would determine
the effects of strategic bombing on Germany’s war-making capacity;
and last, it would yield lessons that could be applied to the strategic
air campaign against Japan.

General Arnold proposed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the Sur-
vey ought to determine the facts and lessons learned from German ex-
perience so that they “may be applied without delay to the strategic
bombardment of Japan. . . .”10 Because the air campaign against the
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Japanese home islands was still in its early stages in mid-1944, any rel-
evant lessons learned from the European theater could prove helpful
in the war against Japan.11 But the AAF had other evaluation agencies
like the COA to conduct those types of studies, many of which
demonstrated that there were differences between the industrial struc-
tures of Germany and Japan. There would be limits, therefore, to the
usefulness of the German experience for fighting Japan.12

But the need for applying the lessons learned in Germany against
Japan did, however, give the Survey a sense of wartime urgency. Gen-
eral Spaatz agreed with General Arnold in June that the airmen should
“stress the time factor and the operational requirements of the war
against Japan, leaving until later the detailed evaluations and sifting
of evidence that will be necessary for the formulation of future Air
Force doctrine.” In this way, General Kuter noted to Spaatz, the air-
men could avoid “lengthy debate along abstract lines.”13

By setting aside the “issue” of postwar air force doctrine, and the
desire to avoid debate along “abstract lines,” Kuter, Arnold, and
Spaatz implicitly recognized the potential for controversy over the
application of Survey results. They knew that if the AAF presented
the Survey primarily as a way to establish the need for postwar in-
dependence, it could lose its urgency. The Army, and especially the
navy, would criticize the AAF for being more concerned with the fu-
ture of the air force than with victory.

Other airmen also understood that the controlling reason for cre-
ating the Survey would be to use its results for the future of the air
force. General Anderson told General Spaatz that the Survey’s re-
sults “might well prove to be the foundation of our future doctrine
on the employment of air power.” Spaatz, using the same language
as Anderson, told Arnold that the Survey would have a profound
influence on the “future employment of air power.” Arnold agreed
with Spaatz, and by June had recognized the “ever increasing im-
portance” of the Survey.14 Airmen below Spaatz and Arnold appre-
ciated the Survey’s potential for establishing the theoretical base for
a future independent air force. The assistant chief of staff for per-
sonnel, Colonel John H. McCormick, pointed out to General Kuter:
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Although a survey of results of the Combined Bomber Offensive ap-
pears highly desirable with respect to post war air policy, this office
questions its advisability with respect to future offensives in the
Japanese theater for several reasons: The full weight of the Air Force
will be thrown against Japan regardless of the relative value of strate-
gical bombing [against Germany].

McCormick’s report went on to lament how the Survey would draw
away manpower from other AAF missions.15 Yet the thrust of his
argument to Kuter was emblematic of the desire of senior AAF offi-
cers to use the Survey’s results as a tool for creating a postwar inde-
pendent air force.

II

The Americans, however, would have to conduct their survey sepa-
rately from the British, who were also creating an organization to
evaluate the effects of strategic bombing against Germany. The
British wanted the Americans to conduct a joint investigation of the
Combined Bomber Offensive carried out by the RAF and AAF.16

But differences with the British over bombing doctrines and the de-
sire by the American airmen to use the Survey’s results for postwar
defense policy kept both countries from conducting a joint evalua-
tion. For the Americans, a joint U.S./British survey would end up as
a “mark of self-justification” for Britain’s own bombing methods
and target selection.17

The notion of comparing the effects of RAF area bombing and
American precision bombing permeated the early correspondence
between air officers considering the objectives for the Survey. Gen-
eral Thomas D. White, the assistant chief of staff for intelligence,
put it rather bluntly when he recommended to Kuter that the Survey
should determine “the respective contributions of the USAAF preci-
sion bombing and the RAF area bombing to the result[s]
achieved.”18 General Spaatz was beginning to sense in May growing
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pressure from the British to establish a joint survey rather than sep-
arate endeavors. Spaatz told Arnold:

In the last few days, there have been growing indications that the
British may press for a combined U.S.-British post-hostilities investi-
gation of the bombing results. My view is that we should resist any
such pressure, whether brought to bear over here, or in Washington
through the Combined Chiefs of Staff or otherwise. In my opinion,
the investigation we propose should be set up as a completely inde-
pendent American survey, staffed from American personnel from top
to bottom.

By the end of May, Spaatz had come to an agreement with the
British that would allow the British and the Americans to share data
but conduct independent evaluations. The reason, according to
General Spaatz, was obvious: “The whole purpose of the American
survey is to arrive at the plain facts upon which our future air force
doctrines, both tactical and strategic, can be based. These doctrines
will be an essential ingredient of our national defense policy. A
complete community of interest in the survey and its results cannot
be assured to exist between ourselves and any other country.”19

American airmen perceived a fundamental difference between the
AAF’s precision bombing and the RAF’s area bombing. The AAF
used its strategic bombers in Europe for the precise destruction of
specific industrial targets.20 The RAF, conversely, had developed a
different doctrine of strategic bombing. By 1942, the RAF was com-
mitted to using strategic bombers to attack German morale directly
by bombing large areas of German cities.21 A reporter asked Gen-
eral Ira Eaker, commanding general of the Eighth Bomber Com-
mand in Europe, about the apparent opposite approaches to bomb-
ing practiced by the RAF and AAF. The general responded by argu-
ing that both RAF and AAF bombing doctrines were in harmony,
because as he put it: “There are two ways to win a war. One is to
break the enemy’s will to fight and the other is to remove his means
of waging war. Either way wins a war. Use both and you do it much
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quicker.” Implicit in Eaker’s response was that British area bombing
directly attacked the will to resist while American precision bomb-
ing attacked the means of making war. Although the RAF and AAF
were working together to attack Germany by air, they were carrying
out two fundamentally different doctrines of air power, according
to Eaker.22

As the war progressed in Europe, the AAF conducted limited area
attacks against the German war economy (and later, on a much larger
scale, against Japan). The RAF, beginning in 1942, also used area
bombing to attack the enemy’s war economy, but its primary purpose
was to undermine the morale of the German population, specifically
the industrial workers.23 When American airmen themselves con-
ducted area raids, they understood those raids to be a method of using
strategic bombers to attack the war-making capacity of the enemy,
which was the objective of the attacks. In the American conception,
area or precision attacks would ideally also lower the morale of the
enemy population, but morale was not the primary objective for pre-
cision or area bombing, according to American airmen.24 Strategic
Bombing Survey analysts would carry out this conception in their an-
alytical approach and published reports.

III

In the earliest correspondence within the AAF over the primary
questions that the Survey should answer, senior airmen posited that
the Survey ought to determine the overall relevance of air power as
a means of modern war. The Survey would provide the country with
an evaluation of the “potentialities of Air Power as an independent
instrument of military strategy.”25 But once the airmen began to
think through the questions that the Survey would address, the rele-
vance of air power to military strategy was never really challenged.
Instead, they began to construct an organization designed to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of strategic bombing against German war-mak-
ing capacity. The airmen were confident that the level of destruction
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visited on Germany by American bombers would provide ample
grounds for a positive evaluation of the AAF’s performance during
the war.

A few months prior to the Normandy landings, General Kuter di-
rected the Deputy Air Chiefs of Staff to submit questions concern-
ing strategic bombing that the Survey should try to answer.26 The
agencies responding to the request emphasized in their proposed
questions that the Survey should direct its evaluation toward study-
ing the effects of strategic bombing on the economic structure of
Germany.

The Economic Objectives Unit (EOU) pointed out that an impor-
tant objective for the Survey would be to determine “repair times
for damaged processes [and] the ability of German producers to
pool output in to damaged ‘complexes’ and continue production at
a reduced level. . . .” It also addressed directly the fundamental
question about the relevance of air power to national defense pol-
icy. The Survey might, according to the EOU, “eventually lead to
the formulation of answers to the wider question: has the allocation
of resources by the United States to air power been justified. . . .”
But the EOU concluded that this “more ambitious undertaking,”
which could lead to “broad historical and even sociological specu-
lation, should, in our view, be subsidiary to the initial more limited
and definitive task.”27 That limited task would be to evaluate the
degree of strategic bombing’s effectiveness against the German war
economy.

The airmen certainly recognized the possibility that a Survey
evaluation could be very critical of the AAF’s strategic bombing ef-
forts against Germany. To the airmen, the prize that the Survey
would produce for them would be justification, in the form of Sur-
vey evidence, for a postwar independent air force. The airmen,
therefore, did not want the Survey to answer the question of
whether or not there should be an independent air force. As a re-
sult, they left alone the “more ambitious undertaking” of question-
ing the relevance of air power to national strategy and focused in-
stead on strategic bombing’s effectiveness. Moreover, the airmen
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were confident that a group of civilian industrialists and economists
serving as Survey analysts would undoubtedly find plenty of posi-
tive evidence of the effectiveness of the AAF strategic bombing cam-
paign against German war-making capacity. That is why in so many
of the letters, memorandums, and directives establishing the Survey,
the airmen often noted that the Survey would bring out “the accom-
plishments and potentialities of Air Power as an independent instru-
ment of military strategy.”28 The Survey would do this by evaluat-
ing the effects of strategic bombing on the German war economy.

Once the Joints Chiefs of Staff had formed the Joint Target
Group (JTG) in the fall of 1944, it too provided Survey planners
with a set of questions that it desired to have answered concerning
the effectiveness of strategic bombing. Since the JTG’s purpose was
to provide centralized strategic target planning for the AAF in the
Far East, it appreciated the opportunity for a “scientific evaluation
of the effectiveness of air attack under battle conditions against
strategic targets” that could be applied to “target selection and
damage assessment in the Far Eastern Theater.” The JTG was most
interested in a comparative study of American precision attacks and
RAF area attacks against German cities. The JTG wanted the Sur-
vey to determine the “loss of production in plants and industries
from precision attacks by U.S. Strategic Air Forces [and the] loss of
production from RAF area attacks.”29

Although the JTG did not ask the Survey to study strategic bomb-
ing effects on German morale, other AAF agencies did. But interest-
ingly, they wanted the Survey to study morale not in terms of the col-
lective will to resist of the German people, or the political will of the
Nazis to continue fighting under strategic bombing attacks. Instead
they thought the Survey should determine how lowered morale
among individual German workers affected Germany’s war economy.
The AAF’s air inspector, for example, wanted to know “what effect
strategic and tactical bombing had upon morale as it affected war pro-
duction.” When recommending the types of civilian experts that
should man the Survey, the air inspector called for a number of soci-
ologists “to study the effect of bombing on the capacity of families to
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productively work in industry.”30 Although AAF agencies would
often include more general questions about the effects of strategic
bombing on the German will to resist, when it came to the details of
the proposed analysis, the effects of strategic bombing on morale were
usually understood in terms of war production.31

Throughout the summer months and into the fall of 1944 the ap-
pointed executive director of the Survey, Colonel Theodore J.
Koenig (assigned by General Kuter in July to do the preliminary or-
ganizational planning), took the questions from the various agen-
cies, along with the recommendations from General Spaatz, and de-
signed the core of what would become the organizational structure
of the Strategic Bombing Survey. By September, Koenig envisioned
the Survey as consisting of five evaluation divisions: physical dam-
age, strategic operations, economics, political and morale, and mili-
tary analysis.32 Although this organizational structure would un-
dergo a few more modifications as the Survey began its work in
early 1945, the basic structure would remain as Koenig had
planned it.33

IV

Koenig and his assistant, Major Thomas D. Upton, had wrestled
with the many objectives and questions circulating within AAF
headquarters since April 1944, trying to bring together the most im-
portant ones that supported the organizational structure they de-
vised. Upton had prepared an extensive review of the proposed
questions and objectives for Koenig. According to Upton, the pri-
mary purpose of the Survey would be to study the “overall effects of
strategic bombing in the industrial, economic, political, and mili-
tary fields, with a view towards evaluating the relative importance
of strategic bombing in the sphere of military operations as a
whole.” Secondary objectives would include the more detailed eval-
uations of the effectiveness of precision versus area bombing in de-
stroying the German capacity to wage war and the correctness of
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target selection and damage assessment methodology. But without
the aim of evaluating the relevance of strategic bombing to military
strategy, it would be unrealistic, according to Upton, to get the pres-
ident to appoint “a well known, impartial, public figure to head the
survey committee and write the report. Any lesser objective than
this would fail to give proper weight to both the historical impor-
tance of such a survey and its importance in the long term formula-
tion of Air Force policy.”34

Downplaying Upton’s emphasis on the Survey’s overarching goal
and demonstrating a shrewd understanding of what his AAF leaders
wanted, Koenig argued that the Survey, once it began its evaluation,
should not pursue the broader question of the relevance of air
power to military strategy. Instead, the Survey should confine itself
to “an intensive survey of bombing effects,” and not a “lengthy
study of the war, and the part of the AAF in it.”35

A formal, written request to authorize the Strategic Bombing Sur-
vey may have reached President Roosevelt in the form of a memo-
randum, written by General Spaatz, for General Arnold’s signature
on 20 April 1944, recommending “an intensive survey, in Germany
and German occupied countries, of the results achieved by the
Combined Bomber Offensive.”36 General Arnold on one hand ad-
mitted that the “air forces will be dependent on the results of the
proposed study.” But on the other hand he proclaimed:

I do not propose in any way to attempt to influence the conclusions
of the [Survey] and I believe they should be strong enough to resist
any partisan influence, that may be brought to bear upon them.
What I want is to get at the facts, and if mistakes have been made in
the past, I want to know about them, so that we can be even more ef-
fective in the future. . . . In order to guarantee that the report of the
[Survey] will be received as an unbiased and completely impartial
study based solely on fact and not opinion, I am most anxious to
have as the head of the [Survey] some outstanding American civilian,
whose reputation for impartiality and good judgment is beyond
question.37
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General Arnold’s proposed memorandum encapsulates the dilemma
that senior airmen faced when they were establishing the Survey:
How do you create a truly impartial study of strategic bombing
when you are taking deliberate steps to shape the conclusions that
the Survey would reach?

Framing the questions that the Survey would answer and then
setting up an organizational structure designed to answer those
questions would indeed influence its conclusions. (Consider the
markedly different approach that General Arnold took when he al-
lowed the Committee of Historians to evaluate the effects of strate-
gic bombing without an established organization for its analysis.)
But as General Arnold acknowledged in his memorandum to the
president, the future of the AAF was bound up in the Survey’s re-
sults, and therefore it had to have a strong aura of impartiality. An
aura was enough, however: the airmen never wanted the Survey to
question the relevance of strategic bombing to military strategy.

Survey director George Ball, in his memoirs, confirmed that the
Survey’s “frame of reference” was limited to studying the effect of
the American “air offensive on the Germany economy.”38 Paul
Nitze would later point out that his and the Survey’s task in regard
to strategic bombing “was to measure precisely the physical effects
and other effects as well, to put calipers on it. . . . I was trying to put
quantitative numbers on something that was considered immeasur-
able.”39 The Survey would be able to make imponderables ponder-
able by limiting its analysis to the effectiveness of strategic bombing
against German war-making capacity, exactly what the airmen
wanted.

President Roosevelt sent a letter to Secretary Stimson on 9 Sep-
tember 1944 formally requesting that he organize a study of the
Combined Bomber Offensive; its value, according to the president,
“depends on the quality and impartiality of the group selected to
make the study. . . .”40 About two months later, on 3 November,
Stimson in turn sent a formal request to Franklin D’Olier asking
him, “pursuant to the President’s letter [of 9 September],” to head
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“an impartial and expert study of the effects of our aerial attack on
Germany and report thereon.” D’Olier agreed, and the Survey was
officially under way.41

V

Franklin D’Olier, president of Prudential Life Insurance and first
national commander of the American Legion, however, was not the
first choice for chairman of the Survey. Arnold and Spaatz had ini-
tially tried to get Harvard University president and National De-
fense Research Committee member James B. Conant to take the
post.42 Conant declined because Vannevar Bush, director of the Of-
fice of Scientific Research and Development, would not approve his
release.43 Other prominent civilians considered by Arnold and
Spaatz were New York Times publisher Arthur Sulzberger; Donald
David, dean of the Harvard Business School; Robert Sproul, presi-
dent of the University of California; and Karl T. Compton of MIT.44

They all declined for various reasons. Some may have turned down
the job out of doubts about the very impartiality the senior airmen
were claiming. John Kenneth Galbraith, who would become head
of the Economic Division of the Survey in February 1945, explained
after the war that a certain Harvard professor who was working for
the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) in England advised against
taking the post because he thought the air force would make a
“heavy-handed” attempt to influence the results of the Survey.45

Some of the civilians who were offered the position of chairman
may have declined owing to these reasons; others probably did so
because they had more pressing concerns at the time. By late Octo-
ber, the AAF ended up with Franklin D’Olier, number 15 on their
list of prospects.46

Although appointed as chairman of the Survey, D’Olier would
remain, as George Ball described him, only its “nominal leader.”
Galbraith politely referred to D’Olier as an “amiable figurehead.”47

For the day-to-day running of the Survey once it began operations,
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D’Olier would come to rely heavily on his vice-chairman (and de
facto head), New York banker and lawyer Henry Alexander.
D’Olier would not make any meaningful intellectual contributions
to the Survey’s work. That would be done by key Survey directors
like Ball, Galbraith, Alexander, and Nitze, and the many civilian
and military experts who would fill the Survey’s ranks and carry out
the evaluation of strategic bombing.48

For its civilian experts, the AAF wanted individuals who had a
strong scientific or industrial background. After the experience that
General Arnold and Edward Mead Earle had had with the Commit-
tee of Historians in late 1943, it was no wonder that historians
were not considered for positions on the Survey’s staff (except for
the Survey’s chronicler, Major James Beveridge). Instead, the Survey
sought experts who had experience “in economic research and
analysis, and with either a college background indicating work in
this field and/or research experience with an organization like the
National Bureau of Economic Research . . . or other groups occu-
pied with the collection and analysis of data in the economic and in-
dustrial field.”49 Civilian experts with a strong background in eco-
nomics and industry would fit comfortably into the organizational
structure that the airmen had constructed for the Survey’s analysis.
They could be counted on to provide a “scientific evaluation of all
the facts” without the “headaches” that the Committee of Histori-
ans had given to General Arnold when they conducted their evalua-
tion of strategic bombing a year earlier.

Colonel Guido R. Perera, an original COA member and an elite
Boston lawyer before the war, would be instrumental in influencing
Chairman D’Olier in selecting the division directors and in making
modifications to the organizational structure that Koenig had set
up. Perera first met D’Olier in late October in Washington, D.C.
Perera, along with another COA analyst, Major W. Barton Leach
(formerly a professor of law at Harvard University), recommended
to D’Olier that the Survey be divided into eight to ten analytical di-
visions that closely paralleled those of the COA. Perera also made
suggestions to D’Olier for the division heads. Most of the men that
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Perera recommended he had known before the war or during his
time with the COA.50

George Ball had worked with Perera on certain COA reports,
and in September 1944 the AAF had assigned him to help Major
General Jacob E. Fickel’s Air Evaluation Board study the opera-
tional and tactical aspects of the AAF’s strategic bombing campaign
against Germany.51 Prior to his work with the AAF, Ball had served
as a legal advisor to Lend-Lease administrator Edward R. Stet-
tinius. From that position Ball moved into the newly formed For-
eign Economic Administration and acted as the chief economic ad-
visor for a negotiating mission to Cuba in 1944. With Ball’s back-
ground in foreign national economies and experience with AAF
evaluation projects, Perera and D’Olier considered him an ideal
candidate to head the Survey’s Transportation Division.52 Ball ac-
cepted and joined the Survey in early November. Duty with the Sur-
vey, like his assignment with the Lend-Lease program, provided Ball
with a sense of national service and, as he later confided, put him
“where the action was.”53

Another friend of Perera that he and D’Olier wanted as a Survey
director was Paul Nitze. Educated at Hotchkiss and then Harvard
in economics and sociology, Nitze was part of the elite East Coast
patrician class that would eventually supply many of the Survey’s
directors. Before the war Nitze had been a member of the New York
investment firm of Dillon, Read and Company, responsible for
some of the company’s investments in American electrical power in-
dustries. Prior to joining that company, Nitze had worked as an
economist for an investment firm in Chicago. Anticipating the work
he would later do for the Survey, Nitze in 1929 wrote a report for
the firm analyzing the problems with the German economy. By
1944, Nitze had served in various governmental agencies that ad-
dressed economic problems created by the war. In October, he ac-
cepted the post as director of the Survey’s Equipment and Utilities
Division.54

Perera and D’Olier wanted a talented economist to head the divi-
sion that would assess the overall effects of strategic bombing on
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the German economy. After considering a number of names during
November and December, on a recommendation from Paul Nitze
they decided on economist John Kenneth Galbraith.55 Prior to join-
ing the Survey in February 1945, Galbraith had served as an eco-
nomic advisor to the National Defense Advisory Commission and
as a director for the Price Division of the Office of Price Adminis-
tration. Like his fellow directors, Galbraith would bring to his work
with the Survey in Europe a “sense of discovery and excitement.”56

Serving as the Survey’s Military Analysis Division director, Major
General Orvil Arson Anderson of the AAF saw in the Survey more
than just discovery and excitement. Anderson appreciated the op-
portunity that the Survey provided for laying the groundwork for
“the proper development of the future of the Army Air Force,” in
which he had an “abiding faith” and for which he felt a “consum-
ing ambition.”57 Perera and D’Olier had determined that a high-
ranking military officer would be able not only to evaluate the oper-
ational aspects of the AAF but to provide instruction to Survey
members on the theory and practice of strategic bombing.58 Ander-
son had set an altitude record in a balloon in the 1930s, served on
the air planning staff with Haywood Hansell in 1941, and flown
combat missions as a command pilot over Germany in 1943. Ap-
pointed a Survey director in November 1944, Anderson would
make a name for himself not so much for his division’s published re-
port as for the strong and at times “heavy-handed” influence he
would exert on Survey conclusions. The Survey, declared Anderson,
should produce not a bunch of “historical examples,” but rather
conclusions based on an “impartial” study of the facts and looking
toward the future of the air force rather than the past.59

For the other Survey divisions, Perera and D’Olier selected promi-
nent American industrialists and specialists. Professor Harry F. Bow-
man of the Drexel Institute of Philadelphia would lead the Physical
Damage Division. Psychologist Rensis Likert of the Department of
Agriculture would head the Morale Division. An active participant in
civil defense issues, Colonel Frank McNamee, Jr., was selected to head
the Civil Defense Division. The director of the Aircraft Division
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would be Theodore P. Wright, vice-president of the Curtiss Wright
Aircraft Corporation. The position of Survey secretariat would go to
Charles C. Cabot, justice of the Superior Court of Massachusetts.60

By mid-November 1944, Perera and D’Olier had brought to-
gether an extremely talented group of civilian experts that Orvil
Anderson remembered as a “good echelon of men,” with a “low
order of prejudice,” but more important for the general, without
“Army ego.”61 The challenge that lay ahead during the remaining
two months of 1944 would be to refine the organizational frame-
work that the AAF had established and teach the Survey’s hundreds
of experts the American way of strategic bombing.

VI

Paul Nitze commented in his memoirs that when he joined the Sur-
vey in October 1944, “it was still little more than an organization
on paper.”62 Implicit in Nitze’s remembrance was that he and the
other civilian directors built the Survey from scratch and carried out
the purported “impartial” and “unbiased” evaluation of strategic
bombing. But the record demonstrates that the Survey was anything
but a “paper” organization in October 1944. Senior air officers had
spent the preceding seven months establishing the Survey’s scope,
framing its questions, and building an organizational framework
that reflected the AAF’s conceptual approach to strategic bombing.
Arguing that the Survey was simply an organization on paper trivi-
alizes the extensive effort put forth by the AAF to shape the Survey’s
evaluation.

During the months of November and December 1944, Alexan-
der, Nitze, D’Olier, and Perera met with senior AAF officers to dis-
cuss the scope and direction of the Survey’s evaluation and learn
firsthand the approach that the AAF was taking toward strategic
bombing. These meetings produced no radical change from the so-
called paper organization that the AAF had already established. In
fact, the meetings reinforced the overall approach that the Survey
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would take toward evaluating the effects of strategic bombing on
Germany.

Perera and D’Olier met with General Muir Fairchild on 28 Octo-
ber to discuss the Survey. Since his days teaching strategic bombing
courses at ACTS, General Fairchild had become the head of the
Joint Strategic Survey Committee, a very respected agency that
made broad planning and policy recommendations to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. General Fairchild lectured Perera and D’Olier on the
general theory of air power, the evolution of American strategic
bombing, and the differences between RAF area attacks and AAF
precision bombing. Fairchild declared that the Survey would have
to address the effects of strategic bombing on “vital and essential
industries; the enemy economy generally; enemy morale; [and] the
decision of the German High Command.” The Survey’s results
“might” be of use for the AAF’s bombardment of Japan, but its
conclusions certainly “would furnish a direct guide to the post-war
military organization of the United States,” which for Fairchild em-
braced an independent air force.63

About a month after talking with Perera and D’Olier, Fairchild
met with Alexander and Nitze. Fairchild explained that he agreed
with the two men’s plan for the conduct of the Survey. He consid-
ered their plan to be “excellent” because it demonstrated a lot of
careful thought on their part toward solving the problems that were
confronting the Survey. In fact, the general was so pleased with
Nitze and Alexander’s plan for the Survey that he had “very little in
the way of constructive suggestions to offer.” Fairchild found little
to criticize because Nitze and Alexander had built on the plan the
AAF had established prior to November 1944 when the civilian
heads joined the Survey. Like the organization “on paper,” Nitze
and Alexander’s Survey would consist of a number of divisions that
would analyze the effects of strategic bombing on certain war-time
industries and the overall economy and morale, and would deter-
mine the value of area versus precision bombing. General Fairchild
confirmed that the critical objective of the Survey would be to eval-
uate the effects of strategic bombing on “industrial structures in
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general,” with the end result being an assessment of “how good”
the overall strategic bombing offensive worked against Germany.64

It was within this conceptual framework that sought to evaluate the
relative effectiveness of strategic bombing that Nitze, Alexander,
and the others would conduct their evaluation.

While shuttling between Washington, D.C., and London trying
to get the Survey under way, Paul Nitze spent a week with Colonel
Fred Castle, a wing commander in the Eighth Air Force, learning
the concept of strategic bombing as the Americans were practicing
it. Nitze had great respect for this combat leader who would even-
tually lose his life on a bombing mission over Germany. Nitze re-
membered that Castle enjoyed “educating me on all the manifold
problems of his command and also speculating on those of the post-
war world, and how the United States might best go about dealing
with them.” Castle provided Nitze with an essay that he had writ-
ten, “Airpower in This War and the Following Peace.” In the essay,
Castle argued that during World War II American air power was
being used for “economic-strategic warfare against the heart of the
Nazi military system.” Castle warned that the United States must
not wait too long in drawing conclusions about air power’s use in
war because it would prove to be “the most important implement
of national policy of the future.” Castle deeply impressed Nitze
with his courage and intellectual capacity.65 Nitze would take Cas-
tle’s recommendation to heart; his work with the Survey would be
guided by the belief that it would lay the theoretical groundwork
for American air power in the future. Nitze later noted in a letter to
John Kenneth Galbraith that “almost all discussion on the concepts
of the role of air power in general and strategic bombing in particu-
lar . . . takes off from the Survey’s reports as the one body of au-
thoritative and impartial data and analysis on the subject.”66

Lectures given to Survey members in London in December 1944
expressed the same notion that the Survey would lay the theoretical
groundwork for postwar air power. Hamilton Dearborn, who was a
member of the Economic Division’s training branch, told new Sur-
vey analysts that
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the fundamental, and the most interesting, task of the Strategic
Bombing Survey is to lay the foundations for a broad theory of air
strategy—to produce the equivalent of Clausewitz on ground war-
fare, or Mahan on naval warfare. No such theory exists today, and
none could be built up without the material which it is the function
of the Survey to gather.67

Other lectures stressed the importance of understanding the effects
of strategic bombing on the industrial capacity of Germany. Major
Walter W. Rostow, a Rhodes Scholar and a member of the EOU
who would later rise to prominence in various government posi-
tions, discussed the history of the AAF in Europe, emphasizing the
nature of selecting critical economic target systems for attack.68

During these training lectures, Survey instructors emphasized that
the Survey would analyze urban area attacks in terms of their effects
on the war-making capacity of Germany. Rostow, in the same lecture,
posited that an area raid was “a raid in which you set yourself to do
a maximum of physical damage of all sorts . . . an area raid is designed
to destroy general enemy resources to the maximum extent, and it is
for this reason that the center part [of the city] chosen is somewhere
where fire will take hold and burn of itself.” Another lecturer argued
that “the main physical effect of area bombing is the destruction of
dwellings, but there is also an economic effect because the workers in
these dwellings will be kept away from work in factories because they
have to settle somewhere else.”69

Believing in the American approach toward strategic bombing
and prepared to carry out their evaluation within that conceptual
framework, Survey analysts were ready to begin the work that
would lay the theoretical groundwork for air power. From March
to November 1944, the AAF had played an important part in estab-
lishing the parameters within which the Survey would conduct its
evaluation. The AAF had taken great steps to insure that the Sur-
vey’s conclusions would be “sound and substantiated” and support
the future independence of the air service.70
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chapter 3
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

The Evaluation of Strategic
Bombing against Germany

Hamburg had put the fear of God in me.
albert speer, 1970

That is why I stress and will continue to stress in this Survey that you
have got to know what you are looking for, then seek to confirm it.

orvil arson anderson, 1945

At a Survey directors’ meeting
on 1 April 1945, Franklin D’Olier expressed his amazement that the
“Air Corps should have given us this job with no qualifications . . .
at no time has there been the slightest inclination to interfere with
us. They want us to find out what the facts are from an absolutely
impartial civilian point of view.”1 D’Olier was naively correct. The
Survey did conduct an “impartial” civilian-led evaluation of strate-
gic bombing, but that evaluation was shaped by the AAF during the
year prior to D’Olier’s conference with his civilian directors.

Between January and March 1945, the Survey had grown into an
organization of approximately three hundred civilian and eight
hundred military analysts and support personnel. When Germany
surrendered in May 1945, Survey field teams were inspecting
bombed targets in France and Germany and gathering extensive
data on the German wartime economy. Survey analysts came to re-
alize, though, that statistical data told only part of the story. They
turned to interrogations of important German officials to fill in the
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gaps. By August 1945, John Kenneth Galbraith, George Ball, Paul
Nitze, and the other directors had moved back to Washington,
D.C., to craft their final division reports. Some of them were also
preparing to continue their work in the Pacific.2

To write those final reports they had to develop an evaluation
methodology to gauge the impact of strategic bombing on German
war-making capacity. If the Survey’s mandate had been only to as-
sess the amount of physical destruction caused by strategic bomb-
ing, the task would have been straightforward and relatively easy.3

But they needed a method that would enable them to explore the re-
lationship between discrete industries and the entire war economy,
and the effects of strategic bombing thereon. If the selection of
strategic bombing targets was a complex affair, the evaluation of
strategic bombing would be equally as demanding.

The more than two hundred published reports and studies from
the European Survey, completed by late 1945, attest to the stagger-
ing amount of research and statistical data that Survey members
collected and analyzed.4 The published reports seem to contain col-
lectively, and at times individually, competing conclusions and con-
tradictions. Yet the discursive nature of the Survey’s published re-
ports conforms to a logical pattern when understood within the
framework of the American conceptual approach to strategic
bombing.

For example, The European Survey’s Morale Division and Area
Studies Division concluded that strategic bombing did not lower
German morale enough to force Germany to surrender, and that
RAF area attacks against German cities were largely ineffective in
reducing German war production.5 But the chairman’s Over-all Re-
port, which summarized the findings of the division studies, argued
that air power, when applied against appropriate target systems,
was “decisive in the war in Western Europe.”6 How could strategic
bombing on one hand be indecisive against German morale and
German cities, yet on the other still claim to be decisive in the war
against Germany? Considering the American strategic bombing
concept, the most effective way to break the enemy’s will to resist
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was not to attack morale directly by killing people but instead to
break the enemy’s capacity to resist by damaging the “basic indus-
tries” of its war economy. The Survey’s analysis flowed from the
logic of that conception. The apparent contradictions and compet-
ing conclusions of the Survey’s published reports thus fade away
when framed by the American concept.

Strong disagreements between members of the European Survey
did occur concerning the degree of effectiveness with which certain
target systems were bombed. But those disagreements never chal-
lenged the relevance of American air power.

I

The first task that Survey analysts faced when they began their eval-
uation was to collect the evidence on the effects of strategic bomb-
ing. Small Survey “field teams” inspected locations in the European
theater that had been subjected to Allied bombing. At the inspec-
tion site, the teams assessed the level of physical destruction of the
target, collected production records and other related data, and in-
terrogated, when possible, plant managers, workers, and other indi-
viduals with knowledge about the bombed target. After each in-
spection, the teams wrote up a standardized “form and content
plant report” that consolidated the information they had gathered.7

The division directors took their field teams’ data, analyzed
them, and wrote reports that attempted to answer the questions
given to them by the AAF. The Equipment Division, for example,
conducted “a study of the total production loss to the enemy” in
certain manufacturing industries and the “effects of that loss on the
output of finished munitions.” Galbraith’s Economic Division made
“a study of the total economic effects of strategic bombing on Ger-
many.” The Area Studies Division, under the directorship of George
Ball, wrote a final report that evaluated the “specific economic con-
sequences of area bombing in Germany.”8 Concerned about the po-
tential for disparities among the division studies, Henry Alexander
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issued a standard outline for the divisions to follow when they
crafted their final reports.9

The divisions submitted their completed studies to the Survey
chairman.10 The chairman based his Over-all Report on the analysis
provided by the individual divisions. One of the primary objectives
for the chairman’s office was to synthesize the division studies into
a concise and literate report that could be understood, as D’Olier
emphasized, by “the man in the street,” with some clearly “defined
principles to adopt in respect to the use of bombers.”11

But the most significant challenge faced by Survey directors was
to devise a method of evaluation that enabled them to understand
the huge mass of data that the field teams collected. In simple terms
their methodology was to take the data collected by the field teams
on selected targets—for example, the ball-bearing plants at Schwe-
infurt, Germany, that the AAF bombed heavily in 1943—and deter-
mine what impact strategic bombing had on those plants. They
would then use the discrete findings from the Schweinfurt plants to
evaluate the effects of strategic bombing on the entire German ball-
bearing industry and then on the whole war economy. It was impor-
tant for all Survey analysts to understand how their own discrete
field of study related to the general work of the Survey. According
to an Economic Division analyst, it made little sense “to study in-
dustries one by one without considering their relations to each
other and the total war economy.” Survey analysts needed to appre-
ciate, therefore, “the interdependence of industry” so that they did
not overlook “important data” in the course of their work.12

Because of the complexity of their economic-based evaluation,
counterfactual speculation became an important part of Survey an-
alysts’ methodology. To determine the effects of strategic bombing
on a given industry, or the overall economy for that matter, they es-
timated what the production level of that industry would have been
if strategic bombing attacks had not taken place.13 The difference
between estimated production and actual production would give
them a good idea of the effectiveness of strategic bombing.

The chairman’s office made this point clearly in late January
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1945 as the early work of the field teams began to produce data for
division analysis: “To estimate the total economic effect, we have to
compare Germany’s total output and available manpower with
what they would have been in the absence of our bomber offen-
sive.” As a guide to the field teams conducting data collection, the
chairman’s office emphasized that “to determine what production
would have been in the absence of bombing, we must start out by
examining the German plans for production.” It cautioned, how-
ever, that “subtracting actual from planned output . . . will by no
means yield the loss due to bombing.” Realizing the German pen-
chant for meticulous record keeping, the chairman’s office admitted
that “the production plans of the Germans still remain the most
practical starting point for determining what production would
have been if bombardment had not interfered with their production
programs.”14 The Pacific phase of the Survey also featured counter-
factual arguments over the AAF’s role in ending the war against
Japan.15 Speculations on events that might have happened in the
past, and predictions of future events, were embedded in the Ameri-
can conceptual approach to strategic bombing, and the United
States Strategic Bombing Survey had its evaluation methodology
and conclusions shaped by that conception.

Germany’s surrender in May allowed Survey field teams to move
freely within the Allied occupation zone.16 Consequently, more and
more evidence piled up on the desks of the division directors, who
started to feel pressure from the chairman’s office to produce tenta-
tive conclusions on the effects of strategic bombing.17 The directors
had come to realize that to analyze the data and produce conclu-
sions the Survey could not only rely on statistical evidence.18 Inter-
rogations of key German officials, therefore, became a crucial ele-
ment in the European Survey’s methodology.

Undoubtedly, the most important German official interrogated
during the European Survey was Albert Speer, Hitler’s wartime eco-
nomic minister. The Survey questioned him at Flensburg, Germany,
at the end of May, shortly after the collapse of the Doenitz govern-
ment. George Ball recalled that Speer gave the Survey “detailed in-
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formation for which our field teams had been searching and which
our analysts had been painfully trying to piece together out of bits
and pieces of fact, gossip, and rumor.” After the Survey had spent
months sifting through production records and other related docu-
ments, Speer’s testimony, according to Ball, “was like stumbling on
the page of answers after one had worked on a puzzle for
months.”19 Following the six-day interrogation of Speer in late
May, Galbraith drafted a précis of his Economic Division’s findings.
The evidence that Galbraith drew on for his conclusions relied
heavily, as he put it, “on the judgment of German officials” like Al-
bert Speer.20 Paul Nitze also emphasized the crucial role that Speer’s
testimony played in the formulation of Survey conclusions. Nitze
reasoned that without Speer’s “help it never would have been possi-
ble to secure the complete and well documented picture which we
have now obtained.”21

One historian has argued that there was a fundamental difference
in methodology between the European and Pacific portions of the
Survey. Because there was a dearth of production records in Japan
(as compared with Germany), Survey analysts in the Pacific had to
rely heavily on interrogations of Japanese officials for their evi-
dence, according to this historian.22 Yet the record shows that inter-
rogations of important government officials were nearly as impor-
tant for the European Survey. Relying on interrogations and con-
structing counterfactuals, therefore, were a part of Survey
methodology in Europe and would remain so once the Survey began
its evaluation in the Pacific.

II

Albert Speer, during his weeklong interrogation with the Survey,
told Directors Ball, Galbraith, and Nitze that the RAF’s area raids
on the German city of Hamburg in the summer of 1943 had a pow-
erful effect on the morale of the city’s population. According to
Ball’s translation of Speer’s remarks, “the losses in Hamburg were
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great, the greatest we had suffered in any raid, particularly from
burning houses. And the depression among the population was ex-
traordinary.” Speer stated to Ball that shortly after the raid he in-
formed Hitler that if Germany “underwent 6–8 more such raids on
big cities,” they would produce “a huge shock” on armament pro-
duction and, more important, on the morale of the German peo-
ple.23 According to Ball, Speer said that if the Allies had “continued
those attacks, knocking Hamburg completely out of the war, Ger-
man morale . . . would have suffered a critical blow.”24 Ruminating
years later on the interrogation, Ball considered Speer’s “insights”
on the potential decisiveness of area attacks on morale to be “curi-
ous [and] fascinating.”25

The implications of Speer’s testimony about Hamburg were in
fact quite profound. Military strategist Bernard Brodie argued in a
postwar analysis of strategic bombing that “the terrible shock given
to the entire German state by the series of extremely heavy attacks
directed at Hamburg at the end of July and the beginning of August
1943 suggests what might have happened if attacks of comparable
intensity could have been directed also against a substantial number
of other German cities at about the same time and in rapid succes-
sion.”26 But George Ball did not grasp the potential decisiveness of
area raids that Speer’s testimony suggested and Brodie’s analysis
stated forthrightly. Instead, Speer’s testimony on the Hamburg raids
seemed “curious” to Ball. The testimony seemed curious because
Ball and his fellow Survey analysts directed their analysis toward
the effects of area raids on German war production, not morale.

It was also possible that Ball and other Survey analysts did not
explore the potential effect of area attacks on morale (suggested by
the Speer testimony) because of their moral uneasiness over killing
large numbers of enemy civilians. The Survey knew that their find-
ings would have some effect on the conduct of the AAF’s aerial war
against Japanese cities.27 Perhaps Ball and some of the others felt
that a strong emphasis on the potential decisiveness of area raids—
with morale as the objective—might increase the AAF’s area raids
on Japanese cities. Paul Baran, a friend of Ball and an important an-
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alyst in the Economic Division, told Galbraith that he (Baran) was
an “outspoken enemy of area bombardment,” and implicitly its im-
morality.28 Galbraith expressed a loathing in his memoirs for the
fire raids against Japanese cities and referred to them as “an ap-
palling business.”29 One can assume that he felt the same way about
the RAF’s area raids against German cities.

The Survey, in its formal evaluation in Europe and the Pacific,
never addressed the morality of strategic bombing in general, and
more specifically the morality of the area bombing of German and
Japanese cities.30 However, the postwar accounts by Survey direc-
tors, a few snippets of contemporaneous documents, and the dis-
missal of Speer’s testimony concerning the Hamburg raids suggest
that ethical considerations were on the minds of at least some Sur-
vey members.

The purpose of psychologist Rensis Likert’s Morale Division was
certainly not to explore the morality and ethics of strategic bombing
but to “submit a report [that] evaluated the effects of bombing upon
enemy morale.”31 Paul Nitze told Likert and other Survey directors
that it would be “necessary for the Economic and the Morale Divi-
sions to work together, as closely as possible.”32 Nitze’s guidance to
the Survey directors revealed the importance the Survey placed on the
link between morale and the entire war economy. For Survey analysts,
morale was an important factor to study mainly as it affected the Ger-
man worker’s willingness and ability to support war production. The
Morale Division stated: “The crucial spot in which to examine the ef-
fects of lowered morale upon the German war effort lies in war pro-
duction.” The division then followed this statement with a question
that got at their fundamental reason for studying the effects of strate-
gic bombing on enemy morale: “Did depression in general, and de-
featism and disaffection from the Nazi regime in particular, show
themselves in lowered industrial production?”33

The Morale Division’s methodology for evaluation was some-
what different from that of the rest of the Survey. Because the focus
of the division’s study was on the morale of the German civilian, the
data they collected were made up of interviews, German wartime
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documents concerning morale, and civilian mail captured during
the war.34 Still, in evaluating these sources, the Morale Division re-
flected the Survey’s reliance on statistical evidence and its quantita-
tive approach toward studying the effects of strategic bombing. In
the captured mail and interviews, division analysts would look for
key words or phrases that demonstrated direct or indirect “sponta-
neous expression[s] of lowered morale.” For example, if a civilian
explicitly mentioned the word “bombing” with regard to lowered
morale, that would weigh more heavily in their assessment than an
implicit statement. It was significant, according to the division, that
14 percent of captured German civilian mail contained “direct ex-
pressions of lowered morale.”35 Being able to quantify strategic
bombing’s effect on German morale fit comfortably with the notion
that the Survey was a “scientific” study.

The Morale Division’s field teams followed closely behind the ad-
vancing Allied armies into Germany, interviewing civilians who had
experienced firsthand the effects of strategic bombing. In order to
draw out as much information as possible, division analysts used
drugs to relax their interviewees. By 1944, it had become common
practice in the army’s medical service to treat soldiers with “battle
fatigue” or “exhaustion” with sedatives like pentathol or morphine
to dampen their painful combat memories, thereby allowing them
to talk about their experiences with a psychiatrist.36 Some of the
Morale Division’s medical officers were naturally drawn from the
army medical service. According to one Survey medical officer, the
division initially used “morphine” to “render people comatose,”
but the morphine had the disadvantage of being insoluble in “cock-
tails.” Apparently desiring a drug that the civilian interviewees
would not notice in the “cocktails,” the division made a request to
a physician in the United States to send them a “a quick acting seda-
tive which [was] readily soluble in alcohol.”37

One reason for focusing their analysis on the morale of the indi-
vidual German rather than on the collective will to resist of the Ger-
man people was the belief of Survey analysts and the AAF that the
Nazi “police state” maintained unbreakable control over the na-
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tion.38 The Morale Division’s published report, The Effects of
Strategic Bombing on German Morale, argued that “German con-
trols, particularly terror and propaganda, helped to prevent de-
pressed morale from being translated into subversive activity seri-
ously detrimental to the war effort.”39 Many AAF leaders also had
strong reservations about morale as the primary objective for
strategic bombers because of what they believed to be the power
and influence of the Nazis over the civilian population. An after-ac-
tion review of Operation Clarion (a late-February 1945 operation
conducted by the AAF to disrupt German transportation facilities
and oil supplies and possibly precipitate a “crisis” among railway
workers) cautioned that there was no evidence “that the attacks
broke the morale and economy. The German people are too strin-
gently regimented for an operation of this type to have such far
reaching consequences.”40

The Morale Division’s report stated forthrightly that strategic
bombing attacks (like Clarion) “seriously depressed the morale of
German civilians.” And bombing did not, according to the report,
“stiffen morale.” But, more important, the division report argued,
strategic bombing did not decisively affect the behavior—or the ca-
pacity—of the German people to support the war effort: “Lowered
civilian morale expressed itself in somewhat diminished industrial
productivity [but] German controls were fairly successful in keeping
traditionally obedient and industrious workers at a routine level of
performance. . . .”41 For lowered morale to be decisive, therefore, it
needed to affect individual German behavior to a point where the
workers were kept from “performing” their part in war production.
The division report concluded that strategic bombing did not ac-
complish this objective and was therefore not decisive against Ger-
man morale. “Discouraged workers,” argued the division, were
“not necessarily unproductive workers, and German production
kept up amazingly.”42

The AAF did its part to ensure that Survey members understood
the primary purpose of American strategic bombing to be the de-
struction of the enemy’s war-making capacity, not morale. A May
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1945 memorandum prepared by the intelligence officer of the
Eighth Air Force for the Strategic Bombing Survey explained the
AAF’s conceptual approach to strategic bombing. Quoting from the
Casablanca directive of 1943, which stated the Allied grand strat-
egy for the defeat of Germany, the report argued: “In the historic
words of the ‘Casablanca’ directive, it was the progressive destruc-
tion and dislocation of the German military, industrial and eco-
nomic system . . . to a point where . . . capacity for armed resistance
is fatally weakened.” This, according to the report, was “the under-
lying concept on which all strategic operations of this Air Force
have been carried out.”43 But the report omitted an important
clause from the Casablanca directive, according to which the ulti-
mate objective for the Combined Bomber Offensive was “The pro-
gressive destruction and dislocation of the German military, indus-
trial and economic system, and the undermining of the morale of
the German people to a point where their capacity for armed resist-
ance is fatally weakened.”44 The Eighth Air Force memorandum
omitted the clause that made morale an objective probably because
it wanted to confirm in the minds of Survey analysts who read the
report the AAF’s approach to strategic bombing, which was subtly
different from that stated in the Casablanca directive.45 Survey ana-
lysts, however, fully accepted the notion that the purpose of Ameri-
can strategic bombing was to attack the war-making capacity of
the enemy, and they conducted their evaluation with that concep-
tion in mind.

III

A troubling tendency in post-1945 writings on strategic bombing in
World War II has been the conflation of the term area bombing (or
area attacks, area raids, fire bombing, fire raids) with the term
morale bombing (or terror bombing, terror attacks, morale at-
tacks). According to this line of thinking, when American bombers
conducted an area raid against a German or Japanese city, it was
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necessarily morale bombing—with the morale of the enemy being
the objective of the attack. The two terms are treated synonymously
because the results of area bombing apparently confirmed the no-
tion that the enemy’s morale was the objective: Area bombing did
cause indiscriminate destruction within a designated aiming area in
German and Japanese cities, and area bombing did cause massive
terror and suffering to the enemy population. Hence, in this formu-
lation, when the AAF carried out limited area bombing against Ger-
man cities and extensive area bombing against Japanese cities, the
objective of those attacks automatically became morale.

Historian Ronald Schaffer, in his important 1985 book Wings of
Judgment, treats area and morale bombing as one and the same.
Shaffer argues that the AAF was able to conduct Operation Clarion
in February 1945 “because the people who strongly opposed
morale and area bombing lacked the power to impose their views.”
Or in another passage, Schaffer notes that the great number of
American bombers and crews “toward the end of the war also con-
tributed to U.S. terror and area attacks.”46 It is arguable whether
the AAF, especially by the closing months of the Pacific war and the
torching of Japanese cities, considered morale to be the primary ob-
jective for area bombing.47 But it is certain that AAF planners, oper-
ators, and evaluators thought of area bombing as a method of drop-
ping bombs on strategic targets in enemy cities. It was completely
possible, in their minds, to conduct an area attack against the
enemy’s war-making capacity. Area bombing, therefore, was not al-
ways synonymous with attacking morale.

George Ball’s Area Studies Division noted that there was a “mode”
(method) and “objective” for area attacks on cities. The difference be-
tween the methods of area and precision bombing, according to the
Area Studies Division, was “in the size and character of the bomb pat-
tern.” The objective of precision raids was the systematic attack on
“selected classes of installations” (e.g., oil plants, aircraft plants, mar-
shaling yards, etc.). In contrast, the objective of area raids was “urban
centers containing various classes of installation, civilian, military,
and industrial.”48 Area raids meant the general destruction of the
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city’s war industry, while precision bombing attacked specific indus-
tries. The overall objective of both area and precision bombing,
though, was still the enemy’s war-making capacity.

There were a number of key factors that the Area Studies Divi-
sion believed led to a reduced capacity to produce war materiel:
“absenteeism; direct damage to plants; destruction of inventories;
disruption of facilities; disruption of transportation; diversion of re-
sources to repair and replacement; casualties; dispersal of indus-
tries; [and] evacuation of [the] civilian population.” By using these
factors, the analysts could then “compare variances between
planned and actual production of plants in raided areas with like
variances of undamaged plants in non-raided areas,” thus providing
a reasonable indication of the overall “production loss caused by
the area raid.”49

Note that analysts took account of worker absenteeism from fac-
tories and casualties, suggesting that they were interested in the ef-
fects of area raids on the morale of workers. But the Area Division
used worker absenteeism and casualties as analytical categories to
determine how area raids affected the ability of workers to con-
tribute to war production. Damage caused to workers’ homes from
area attacks would usually force those workers to be absent from
the factories to repair their homes or move to new ones, thus lower-
ing the output of factories. The term “casualties” to the Area Divi-
sion meant the number of civilian workers killed or wounded by
area attacks. Like worker absenteeism, casualties caused by area
raids would affect the war-making capacity of the city by prevent-
ing people from going to work in the factories.50

The Survey, because of its focus on Germany’s war-making ca-
pacity, never addressed the large issues of mass killing and mass ca-
sualties from bombing. The focus was always far more narrow: Did
the casualties and death disrupt and cut production? Thus, the
killing or injuring of children or those too old to work, or workers’
unemployed spouses, was important only for its indirect effect on
production.51
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The Area Division investigated a number of German cities sub-
jected to area attacks to “determine the economic effects of the area
raids.” The division’s Hamburg study argued that “concentrated at-
tacks [precision bombing] on limited targets were more effective in
disrupting vital production than were the area raids on workers’ quar-
ters throughout the city.”52 The study went on to conclude that al-
though area attacks on Hamburg did lower the overall war produc-
tion of the city, they were not “as effective in disrupting the enemy’s
ability to wage war as the destruction of transportation facilities in
general throughout the industrial regions of the country.”53

Building on the findings of the Hamburg study, the published
Area Studies Division Report was more direct in pointing out the
indecisive nature of area attacks on German war-making capacity.
Because area raids generally damaged “sectors of the German econ-
omy not essential to war production,” the raids, according to the
report, “did not have a decisive effect upon the ability of the Ger-
man nation to produce war material.”54 According to the report, a
city attacked by an area raid would experience an immediate de-
cline in the labor force due to the deaths of workers or absenteeism,
but the city would be able to quickly recover most of its industrial
labor force within two to three months following the raid.55

IV

In the summer of 1940, when he helped write AWPD/1, Haywood
Hansell believed that the AAF should use its strategic bombers to
attack critical target systems that linked together the enemy’s war
economy.56 AWPD/1 ended up selecting German transportation and
electric power as two high-priority targets for the AAF to bomb.57

In his 1986 memoirs, Hansell used Survey conclusions to argue that
the AAF’s strategic bombing campaign against Germany had vindi-
cated AWPD/1’s choice of target systems.58 The European Survey’s
Summary Report, which Hansell cited in his memoirs, argued that
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attacks against German transportation (inland waterways, railroad
tracks, and marshaling yards) “was the decisive blow that com-
pletely disorganized the German economy.”59 The Summary Report
went on to state, counterfactually, that if “electric generating plants
and substations had been made primary targets . . . the evidence in-
dicates that their destruction would have had serious effects on Ger-
many’s war production.”60

It is interesting to note that neither AWPD/1 nor Hansell’s memoirs
addressed the physical damage to targets caused by strategic bombing.
Instead, they both focused on the impact that strategic bombing
would make, or had made, on the critical target systems of the Ger-
man war economy. Like AWPD/1 and Hansell’s memoirs, the Survey,
by the spring of 1945, placed little importance on studying the way
strategic bombing damaged buildings and structures. John Kenneth
Galbraith noted that examining physical damage to industrial plants
“became little more than an exercise in viewing rubble.”61

Paul Nitze agreed with Galbraith about the decreased impor-
tance of studying the amount of physical damage caused by strate-
gic bombing. He recommended to D’Olier that the Survey reduce
the size of the Physical Damage Division and direct its energy in-
stead toward evaluating the effects of strategic bombing on the Ger-
man war economy. As a result the Survey transferred most of the
analysts from the Physical Damage Division, under the directorship
of Harry Bowman, to other divisions. These transfers apparently
upset one of Bowman’s assistants, Lieutenant Colonel John Bereta.
Bereta sent a long letter to Bowman (who was in Washington, D.C.,
at the time) complaining about Nitze’s desire to discredit the work
of the division and remove most of its personnel. Bereta fumed that
because Nitze was a trained economist, he seemed to believe “that
weapons effectiveness can in some manner be ascertained from sta-
tistical, economic and industrial data.” He noticed that Nitze was
becoming impatient and annoyed with the division’s persistence in
studying the physical destructiveness of strategic bombing. Bereta
was sure that this was due to Nitze’s “not being a technical man . . .
his life work has been economic in nature, beginning with a Har-
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vard education.” In the closing remarks of the letter, Bereta com-
plained that he was “at a loss to express an opinion as to why the
economic, industrial, and statistical phases of the Survey [were]
being accented more than the physical damage phase.”62

Part of the problem that Bereta and his division faced was the
growing influence Nitze wielded among Survey members, especially
Franklin D’Olier. When the Survey conducted its field operations in
France and Germany from January to July 1945, Vice-Chairman
Alexander and Chairman D’Olier worked out of the Survey’s Lon-
don headquarters and made frequent trips back to the United
States. In their absence, Nitze acted as Survey chairman. Not sur-
prisingly, D’Olier had come to rely “very heavily on him” because
of his ability and expertise. Bereta noted that “many of the policies
of the Survey are definitely set by Mr. Nitze due to the confidence
that higher authority has in him.”63

By June 1945, Nitze, Ball, and Galbraith were beginning to for-
mulate initial conclusions about the effects of strategic bombing.
They believed that the AAF had been most effective when it directed
its bombers against basic industries such as electric power, trans-
portation, and oil production.64 Based on the evidence that their di-
visions had collected and analyzed, especially Albert Speer’s testi-
mony, Nitze recalled that unlike factories producing finished prod-
ucts such as ball bearings or airframes, the basic industries “once
severely damaged, could not be quickly restored to full production
nor could stocks be readily replaced.” It was the basic industries
linking together the entire German war economy that proved to be
the most valuable target systems for American strategic bombers to
attack, argued Nitze.65

With the war in Germany over, the United States concentrated its
effort on the Pacific. Wanting to explore the lessons learned from
the European theater for possible use against Japan, the AAF asked
Survey directors to summarize their findings. Survey analysts had
honed in on two basic industries or target systems that, according
to them, either would have been decisive or were decisive in the war
against Germany.
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The Combined Bomber Offensive had removed electric power as
a priority target for strategic bombers. The airmen believed that the
German electric power system was too decentralized and could eas-
ily recover from strategic bombing attacks.66 Yet analysts from the
Survey’s Utilities Division argued that based on their interrogations
of “German power plant and systems operators . . . the bombing of
power plants and primary sub-stations would have been the quick-
est and most effective way to have destroyed Germany’s war econ-
omy.”67 Even though German electric power was not directly tar-
geted by the AAF, the cumulative effect of ground operations and
strategic bombing attacks on other basic industries placed a serious
strain on electric power. The division’s published study, German
Electric Utilities Industry Report, argued that had the AAF made
power plants “primary targets as soon as they could have been
brought within the range of Allied strategic bombing attacks, all ev-
idence indicates that the destruction of such installations would
have had a catastrophic effect on Germany’s war economy.”68

If the AAF did not direct its strategic bombing campaign against
German electric power, it did, by the closing months of the war in
Europe, heavily attack German transportation and oil production.
General Spaatz, on orders from Supreme Allied Commander Gen-
eral Dwight D. Eisenhower, reluctantly diverted his bombers from
strategic attacks on the German war economy to tactical bombing
against local railroad facilities in France to support the Normandy
landings. Once the Allied forces had established themselves on the
continent, the AAF again concentrated its strategic bombers against
Germany. But having seen the value of using its bombers to attack
railroads in France as a part of the Normandy invasion, the AAF
decided to make similar strategic attacks against transportation tar-
gets inside of Germany.69

Survey analysts accepted the notion that strategic bombers
should attack basic industries that linked together the enemy’s war
economy. Moreover, it was logical for them to conclude that the
AAF’s attacks on German transportation and oil production
“brought about a total disintegration of the German economy.”70
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Nitze, working together with Ball and other key directors, had de-
termined that there was no doubt about “the vulnerability of the
German [war production] system to air attack.” It was simply a
matter of selecting the right “vital factor” for destruction, and then
keeping it destroyed by continuous air attack: “The German experi-
ence strongly supports the position that one objective be selected as
the basic target system. . . .” Transportation, according to Nitze,
was one of those “vital factors.” He posited that the “lateness” of
the AAF’s attack on transportation “prevented a clear-cut demon-
stration of its effectiveness as a means of attacking the enemy’s
basic economy.” But even though the attacks on German trans-
portation began later in the war, as he put it, they “preceded the
final collapse of the enemy . . . in a most significant way.”71

The Transportation Division, which was under the directorship
of George Ball, published its final report, The Effects of Strategic
Bombing on German Transportation, in September 1945. That re-
port reiterated the conclusions that Nitze and Ball had presented to
AAF leaders in June and July. The report lamented the fact that the
AAF did not apply the full weight of strategic bombers against Ger-
man transportation until after the Normandy invasion, but it had
still “so paralyzed the German industrial economy as to render all
further heavy war production virtually impossible.”72 Looking
around from the inside at the effects of strategic bombing on Ger-
many, Survey analysts comfortably accepted the conclusion that
transportation, oil production, and electric power were critical in-
dustries for the German war economy.

V

The analytical divisions of the Survey had completed their final re-
ports by August 1945 and forwarded them to the chairman’s office
to write the important Over-all Report.73 When John Kenneth Gal-
braith and the other directors arrived back in Washington, D.C., in
September they discovered, according to Galbraith, that the Survey
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secretariat, Judge Charles Cabot, had prepared an “unsatisfactory”
draft of the chairman’s Over-all Report that gave unwarranted
praise to the AAF’s wartime accomplishments while dismissing its
failures.74 The directors had understood from the beginning that the
chairman’s office would produce a final report that summarized the
findings of their respective divisions.75 Since Cabot’s draft would be
published as the chairman’s Over-all Report, Galbraith decided that
it must represent accurately the Survey’s findings. He and Ball rec-
ommended to Alexander that Cabot’s draft report be rewritten. A
heated debate followed over the draft report, with Galbraith and
Ball on one side and Cabot, Colonel Guido Perera, and General
Orvil Anderson on the other.76

Lurking beneath the dispute over Cabot’s draft were the conclu-
sions that Galbraith’s influential Economic Division had reached on
the overall effects of strategic bombing on the German war econ-
omy.77 The division’s findings demonstrated that the German war
economy was not stretched to the limit, as was popularly believed,
but in fact had a “substantial cushion of potential production, so
that in the later stages of the war the economy was able to be ex-
panded substantially.”78 Drawing on the findings from the other di-
visions, Galbraith argued that the most effective strategic bombing
attacks were those directed against transportation and electric
power. The AAF’s attacks on airframe and ball-bearing production,
argued Galbraith’s division, proved to be “disappointing.”79

The division’s published report, The Effects of Strategic Bombing
on the German War Economy, made the same basic arguments as
the earlier précis. Galbraith, in his memoirs, incorrectly implied
that his division’s published report spelled out “the disastrous fail-
ure of strategic bombing.”80 Although Galbraith’s Survey report did
emphasize the failures of certain strategic bombing targets and poli-
cies, it never came close to stating what his later memoirs termed a
“disastrous failure.” Still, his published report focused on the in-
ability of the AAF, especially prior to the fall of 1944, to substan-
tially affect Germany’s war production. Not until late in the war,
according to the Economic Division’s report, when the AAF began
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to concentrate heavily on oil and transportation, did Germany
begin to feel the full weight of the air attack.81

The most disturbing conclusion brought out in Galbraith’s pub-
lished report was that strategic bombing, during 1943 and into
early 1944, might have helped streamline, rather than injure, the
German war economy. When discussing the measures that Albert
Speer took to increase production, the Economic Division’s report
argued:

[Speer’s] effort was also helped by the air attacks. The stress of the
air raids permitted him to mobilize the energies of the population just
as the growing seriousness of the war permitted him to break the in-
ertia of Germany’s governmental and industrial bureaucracy and to
induce it to accept procedures which hitherto were sternly rejected.82

This passage does not claim that strategic bombing assisted Ger-
many after the full weight of the air campaign began in the months
leading to D-Day. Nor does it suggest that bombing improved the
morale of the German civilian population. But, certainly, the con-
tention that the AAF’s limited bombing campaign indirectly helped,
rather than weakened, the German economy was difficult for Per-
era, Cabot, and Anderson to accept.83

Guido Perera’s concern was clearly with the emphasis that Gal-
braith’s report placed on the effective use of American strategic
bombers to attack German transportation and electric power.84

Equally troubling to Perera was the conclusion that strategic bomb-
ing attacks against German airframe and ball-bearing production
were ineffective in seriously damaging the German war economy.85

As an original member of the COA, Perera was heavily involved
with the selection of strategic targets for the AAF’s air campaign
against Germany. Although AWPD/1 had placed German trans-
portation as a primary target for American bombers, Perera and his
fellow COA analysts removed it in early 1944 from their primary
target list. Instead, the COA recommended to the AAF that German
airframe and ball-bearing production be the primary targets for
strategic bombers.86 The AAF bombed airframe and ball-bearing
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factories until shortly after the Normandy invasion and then made
German transportation and oil production their primary strategic
targets. Galbraith’s analysis (based on other division findings) im-
plicitly emphasized that the AAF had the most success attacking
targets that Perera and the COA did not recommend.87

Ironically, Galbraith’s Economic Division report vindicated the
airmen’s theory of air power. Even though Galbraith argued that
AAF attacks against targets like capital equipment and ball-bearing
plants were largely ineffective, his report noted that aerial attacks
against German transportation were decisive. By early 1945, “in co-
operation with other causes,” they led to the complete breakdown
of the German war economy, Galbraith’s report argued.88 Back in
1939 at ACTS, Muir Fairchild believed that for strategic bombing
to be decisive, air leaders would have to determine the correct
“vital” targets to bomb in the enemy’s war economy. By acknowl-
edging that there were “vital” target systems in Germany, and that
those “vitals” were vulnerable to strategic air attack, Galbraith sub-
tly, but profoundly, vindicated the American conceptual approach
to strategic bombing. This subtle endorsement was no salve to
Guido Perera, however.

In his memoirs, Perera repeatedly argued that the failures and suc-
cesses of strategic bombing during World War II should be interpreted
in light of the AAF’s objective in the European theater: to prepare the
way for a ground invasion of the continent, and not to destroy Ger-
man industry. With this premise, Perera then discredited Galbraith’s
conclusions and resurrected the validity of his COA targeting recom-
mendations for the AAF. Since, according to Perera, German frontline
military strength—not the destruction of German industry—was the
objective for the AAF, the attacks on ball-bearing and airframe pro-
duction were effective because they reduced the capacity of the Ger-
man army to resist invasion.89 But Perera’s memoirs allowed the pres-
ent to cloud the reality of the past. In December 1944, as the Survey
was preparing to conduct its evaluation, Perera lectured new Survey
analysts on the purpose of American strategic bombing. According to
Perera, American air power intended to strike a blow “directly against
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the industrial heart of the enemy [Germany], the mainsprings upon
which its armies depend.”90 The “mainspring” Perera referred to was,
naturally, German war-making capacity.

Judge Cabot’s interest in the chairman’s final report rested on his
desire, as George Ball recalled in a letter to Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,
“to advocate drafting the survey report as a public relations effort
for the birdmen.” Cabot, as the Survey’s Secretariat, Ball charged,
“rarely stirred out of London, and read little of the material turned
up by the Survey. . . . [He] was indubitably a barnacle on the rear
end of objectivity.”91 Ball asserted that Cabot’s draft report proved
to be “wholly inadequate. It was confused, diffuse and technically
unacceptable. Its conclusions repeated the conclusions of individu-
als attached to the Survey who, because of their previous work with
the Air Force, had a vested interest in the vindication of certain as-
pects of the air offensive.”92 The “individuals” with “vested” inter-
ests, according to Ball, were, among others, Guido Perera who was
defending his work with the COA.

Air power champion General Orvil Arson Anderson wanted the
Survey chairman’s report to endorse the future of air power as an
independent military force.93 In an interview conducted by the
United States Strategic Air Forces (USSTAF) historical section on 22
August 1945, just a few weeks before the controversy over the
chairman’s report, General Anderson emphasized the Survey’s role
in shaping the future of the air force. When asked by the inter-
viewer about using Survey studies to determine whether or not the
AAF should have switched from day to night attacks in the Euro-
pean war, and the implications for the future, Anderson responded:
“You can never solve a war by past historic examples.” The general
believed that the traditional use of “historical examples” by the
army and navy to plan and fight present and future wars had kept
air power from achieving its full, independent potential. The Survey
should prevent the other services from pulling air power as a “three
dimensional force back into a two-dimensional employment, . . .
making it an ancillary weapon to surface forces, restricting its free-
dom to fight a three-dimensional war.” Such an arrangement was
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“hinged to our past thinking.” The Survey should write its reports,
believed Anderson, with a clear eye to the future, not the past.94

Anderson was much less worried than Perera about certain Sur-
vey conclusions concerning AAF targeting choices that would make
their way into the chairman’s final report. In fact Anderson side-
stepped the Survey’s critique of the bombing of airframe production
by arguing that the AAF still achieved its objective of gaining com-
mand of the air by defeating the German Luftwaffe in aerial battle.
This, according to Anderson in classic Douhet fashion, allowed the
AAF “to exploit that air freedom for further attacks against the
over-all enemy war machine.”95

Anderson confirmed that destroying Germany’s war-making ca-
pacity was the primary objective of the AAF. That “war machine,”
argued Anderson,

represents the entire enemy nation, its overall economy. It is rather
fallacious for us to reason that the economy divides itself into a war
economy and a sustaining civil economy, because in a three-dimen-
sional war that is not sound. It is all war economy. . . . Therefore you
attack the enemy war machine when you attack any of its structure,
because it is all military.

The general’s interviewer then posited that certain attacks were more
effective than others in damaging Germany’s war economy and asked
what conclusions the Survey had reached in that regard. Anderson ex-
plained that when attacking a “worthy” opponent’s war-making ca-
pacity, “you go as far back toward his basic industries as your capa-
bilities will carry you to get to the big heavy, meaty, war targets.” Cau-
tioning against relying on historical examples too much, Anderson
said that there was no set pattern to follow when attacking the
enemy’s basic industries. But the Survey had concluded correctly, ac-
cording to the general, “that the attack of basic industries against a
worthy foe would appear to be the quickest and most effective way
generally of defeating an enemy nation.”96

Although it critiqued certain target choices that the AAF had
made during the war, the Survey still concluded that the use of air
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power to attack basic industries like transportation proved to be a
critical factor in defeating the German war economy.97 This was ex-
actly the kind of conclusion that General Anderson wanted from
the Survey because it confirmed the soundness of the American con-
ceptual approach to strategic bombing.

The chairman’s Summary Report and Over-all Report that
emerged out of the early September controversy largely from the
pen of Galbraith, did not change this confirmation.98 In fact, the
three studies that the chairman’s office came to publish, the Sum-
mary Report, the Over-all Report, and Galbraith’s The Effects of
Strategic Bombing on the German War Economy, were strikingly
similar in their major conclusions about the effectiveness of strate-
gic bombing in the European theater (although the tone of Gal-
braith’s report tended to be more critical).99 First, all three reports
argued that the German economy was not efficiently run; it never
achieved its full war potential, mostly because of poor strategic
planning and inept economic management by Adolph Hitler and his
staff. Second, attacks on urban areas were not effective in seriously
reducing or breaking German war production. Finally, the AAF
achieved its most decisive results by attacking German transporta-
tion, and should have devoted a greater effort to bombing German
electric power.100

The real difference between Galbraith’s Economic Division report
and the other two had identical concluding sections commenting on
“some signposts” for “the future.” In a frequently quoted passage, the
Over-all Report and Summary Report state in identical words:

The foregoing pages tell of the results achieved by Allied air power, in
each of its several roles in the war in Europe. It remains to look at the
results as a whole and to seek such signposts as may be of guidance to
the future. . . . Allied air power was decisive in the war in Western Eu-
rope. Hindsight inevitably suggests that it might have been employed
differently or better in some respects. Nevertheless, it was decisive.101

Evidently General Anderson’s “controversialist” stance during the
debate over Cabot’s draft ensured that the Summary Report and
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Over-all Report would include favorable remarks on the “decisive-
ness” of strategic bombing in the European war and some com-
ments on the future of air power.102 His desire was fulfilled, at least
for the time being.

Although other senior AAF leaders did not make official com-
ments on the European Survey reports that were published in the
fall of 1945, many of those leaders did rely heavily on the them in
the postwar debates over the unification of the armed services and
the independent status of the air force.103 General Spaatz’s biogra-
pher, historian David Mets, tells us that Spaatz claimed to have
never read the Survey and “displayed limited enthusiasm” for it.
But Mets acknowledges in his biography what the general most
likely believed:

the Survey’s evaluation of [Spaatz’s] work was in the main favorable.
. . . It explicitly favored precision bombing. . . . It claimed that air-
power had been a decisive factor in the war against Hitler. . . . The
conclusions of the USSBS on the correctness of precision bombing
theory matched those of Spaatz. . . .104

The Survey in its evaluation of Allied air power against Germany
confirmed the soundness of the American concept of strategic
bombing, just what the airmen had intended it to do.
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chapter 4
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

The Survey Presents Its Findings
from Europe and Develops an
Alternate Strategic Bombing
Plan for Japan

General Norstad: Under the Circumstances that existed in Germany,
the enemy’s capacity to resist would have been weakened by oil
alone or transportation or by the combination of both to a
point where he had to quit?

Mr. Alexander: Of course when you say “have to quit[,]” decisive
doesn’t mean that completely. There were still men standing in
bushes with rifles that had to be disposed of. . . . It does not
necessarily mean that every soldier would have to put down his
gun and go home.

Conference between Members of
the Joint Target Group (JTG) and
the Strategic Bombing Survey,
9 June 1945

Following the publication of the
chairman’s European Summary Report and Overall Report, Henry
Alexander held a press conference at the Pentagon on 24 October
1945 to pass out copies of both studies and to answer questions
from newspaper reporters about the Survey. During the conference
Alexander fielded a question on the “relative effectiveness of satu-
ration; i.e. area bombing as against more accurate [precision]
bombing.” Alexander, restating the Survey’s conclusions concerning
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area attacks against German cities, responded that the most effec-
tive method for destroying the productive capacity of Germany was
the effort directed “toward the industry rather than toward the
community.” Most of the industry, as he put it, was located on the
perimeter of German cities. Area attacks, argued Alexander, which
had as their aiming point the center of the city, were ineffective in
damaging the city’s war economy.1

In June 1945, four months prior to his press conference in Octo-
ber, Alexander was involved in another conference on the effects of
strategic bombing against Germany, but this time with members of
the Joint Target Group (JTG), the agency formed by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to provide centralized target planning for the Pacific bomb-
ing campaign. In fact during the month of June, Alexander, along
with D’Olier, Ball, Nitze, and other Survey directors, held a series of
meetings in Washington, D.C., with key political and military lead-
ers.2 Planning for the land invasion of Japan fostered an interest
among American leaders and agencies like the JTG in hearing the
Survey’s findings for possible application in the Pacific.

The JTG, and its predecessor, the Committee of Operations Ana-
lysts (COA), had been analyzing the vulnerability of Japanese cities
to strategic bombing as early as the fall of 1943. Both agencies had
refined their thinking on the most effective bombing methods and
objectives for the AAF in its strategic air campaign against Japan.
Survey directors, too, based on their findings from Europe, believed
that they had determined the proper methods and objectives for
strategic bombers. There were competing beliefs, therefore, about
the best methods for using air power against Japan. The question of
whether or not American strategic bombing combined with a naval
blockade could force Japan to surrender without a land invasion
shaped these competing visions.

During their visit to Washington, D.C., in June, the Survey direc-
tors demonstrated to senior military and political leaders a sophisti-
cated understanding of the effects of strategic bombing on Ger-
many, and, in general, of air power theory and practice. As a result,
the Survey was directed to write its own alternate bombardment
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plan for the defeat of Japan. Paul Nitze completed the plan in July
1945. General Spaatz, the newly designated commander of the
United States Army Strategic Air Forces and a devout advocate of
precision bombing, took that plan to the Pacific with him in late
July. He intended to implement it.

I

The COA had submitted an initial report back in the fall of 1943 on
the most effective method for American strategic bombers to dam-
age Japanese war production.3 That preliminary study recom-
mended that the AAF bomb Japanese merchant shipping and coke
production. Because the Japanese economy was different from Ger-
many’s in that Japan’s represented “an island industrial core which
derive[d] its material largely from overseas,” an attack against ship-
ping and coke for steel production would have a powerful effect on
“the entire structure of Japanese industry.”4 This early COA report
did not recommend using incendiary attacks against Japanese cities
to destroy war industry.

But the vulnerability of Japanese cities, constructed largely out of
wood, to fire was widely understood. As early as 1939, the Air Corps
Tactical School had informed its students about the combustible na-
ture of Japan’s major industrial cities. In February 1942, General
Arnold had his staff prepare target analyses that highlighted the vul-
nerability of Japanese cities to fire. Always looking for new ways to
use strategic bombers, General Arnold considered the possibility of
fire raids to destroy Japanese industry.5 As a result of the general’s in-
terest, the military chairman of the COA, Brigadier General Byron
Gates, asked the head of the Office of Scientific Research and Devel-
opment (OSRD), Vannevar Bush, to provide the COA with personnel
to form a subcommittee to analyze “the susceptibility to area attack
of Japanese cities and industries located therein.” Gates recom-
mended that one of Bush’s OSRD experts on incendiary weapons, Dr.
Raymond H. Ewell, be involved in the study.6
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The COA submitted its study in November 1943 to General
Arnold. The study noted that area attacks on Japanese cities would
cause production loss from “direct damage to industrial facilities
and housing [and] the diversion of Japanese industry from its nor-
mal activities to the repair and replacement of this damage.” The
study cautioned that the potential effectiveness of incendiary raids
required further analysis. It did conclude forthrightly that “incendi-
ary attacks on urban areas will produce great economic loss . . . but
because of the wide diffusion of this loss over many industries it is
unlikely that output in any one important category” would substan-
tially reduce the Japanese military’s frontline strength. The COA’s
subcommittee concluded that precision attacks, rather than incendi-
ary raids, would be more effective in reducing Japan’s critical war
industries than incendiary raids.7

But other COA studies emphasized the potential of incendiary
raids on Japanese cities. The COA analyzed the effects of the RAF’s
area raids against German cities to use in their planning for Japan.
One such study, “The Economic Effect of Attacks in Force on Ger-
man Urban Areas,” admitted that “a straight incendiary attack
against congested residential areas in Japanese cities is the method
most frequently considered for the Far East.” But for the attacks to
be successful, according to the committee, they would ultimately
have to “demoralize war production.” According to the COA, in-
cendiary attacks needed to do more than just attack civilian morale
“to be successful,” they had to ultimately affect war production to
be of value as a method of strategic bombing.8

The great fire caused by the Tokyo earthquake of 1923 provided
the COA with information on the flammable nature of Japanese
cities. The COA noted that the “frame-built cities of Japan are
highly combustible and can be more readily destroyed than the mas-
sive-built cities of Germany.” The committee’s only question was
“how much more readily” they could be destroyed. Their answer
was to choose the most effective bombs and “modes” of delivering
those bombs.9 Another analysis by the committee provided further
information on the potential of fire raids by emphasizing that the
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“sustaining sources of Japanese military strength” could best be
damaged by strategic bombing operations against aircraft produc-
tion, coke factories, petroleum, radios and radar, ball bearings, and
“urban industrial areas.” The report argued that “urban industrial
areas” as an objective were vulnerable to the area bombing “tech-
nique” and night attack.10

The COA often drew on the expertise of individuals outside the
War Department. For example, upon request, Horatio Bond, the
chief engineer of the National Fire Protection Association (Interna-
tional), enthusiastically offered technical assistance to Guido Perera
and other members of the COA. Bond sent a letter to Perera in
March 1944 explaining his analysis of the susceptibility of certain
American industries to fire, with possible application to Japan. The
letter presents a fascinating glimpse at the contradictions of a total
war that brought together civilian experts and the military. Bond’s
letter is written on the National Fire Protection Association’s offi-
cial stationary. At the very top of the letter appears the association’s
statement of purpose:

To promote the science and improve the methods of fire protection
and prevention: to obtain and circulate information on those subjects
and to secure the co-operation of its members in establishing proper
safeguards against loss of life and property by fire.11

In the ensuing text of the letter, Bond, the civilian expert on fire
protection, was of course recommending to the COA not methods
to save lives and property in Japan, but methods to destroy build-
ings and kill people. It is doubtful whether Bond, Perera, or other
members of the COA ever noticed this striking juxtaposition in
what was judged a just war against a hated enemy.

In one of their final reports to General Arnold, the COA submit-
ted in October 1944 an air plan to defeat Japan by “aerial and
naval blockade and bombardment from present and future bases.”
The COA based its recommendations on the assumption that Japan
could be defeated without a land invasion. The plan listed aircraft
production, urban industrial areas, and Japanese shipping as the
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most promising targets. Japanese “urban areas,” argued the com-
mittee, should be bombed for “overall economic results.” A sup-
porting study to the committee’s report pointed out that “area in-
cendiary raids” would “produce great economic loss, measured in
man months of industrial labor. . . . The direct loss they impose on
war production is not inconsiderable.” Once the attacks on urban
industrial areas had been completed, the committee suggested that
the AAF consider “comprehensive attacks designed to reduce food
supplies” as a means “of weakening the Japanese will to resist.”12

The COA ended its work as a target selection and evaluation
agency in October 1944. The AAF had established operations ana-
lyst sections in the major American bomber commands in Europe,
and the final air strategy for Europe had been set, which meant that
the services of the COA were no longer required.13 But the Joint
Chiefs of Staff determined that they needed another target agency
for the air campaign in the Pacific. The problem for the Chiefs was
that were at least six agencies that made contributions to target
analysis, with no centralized control. The result was a lack of coor-
dination between these agencies over Far Eastern target selection.

The Joint Target Group (JTG) was established by the Joint Chiefs
in the fall of 1944. The JTG relieved other agencies like the COA “of
target analysis functions as it absorbe[d] personnel from them.” The
JTG would be responsible for target analysis in the Pacific theater and
would also provide information to the operating commands. The
Chiefs instructed the JTG to use the “European experience” in strate-
gic bombing to revise the bombing strategy for the Pacific, emphasiz-
ing “the development of new techniques of air attack.”14

As a target analysis agency directly responsible to the Joint
Chiefs, it was natural for the JTG to support the Chiefs’ plan for
American air power to attack the war-making capacity of Japan in
order to make possible a successful land invasion.15 In their first es-
timate on air power in the Pacific war, the JTG pointed out that
“the strategic air mission can only be the rapid elimination of
Japanese capacity to defend the homeland against invasion.” Writ-
ten by the group’s director, Brigadier General John A. Samford, the
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estimate considered it essential that the AAF use strategic bombing
operations to limit “replacements in certain weapons and materials
of war essential to the defense of the Japanese homeland.” General
Samford noted that the “dispersal of small industry throughout
congested urban industrial areas [was] of such a high order that this
dispersed industry alone, if undeterred, could provide an increas-
ingly significant volume of defense material.” These industrial areas
were “highly vulnerable to incendiary attacks.” The estimate also
recommended that the AAF use precision attacks to destroy aircraft
engine factories, weapons and ammunition arsenals, electronic
plants, and thermal electric power facilities on Kyushu. The in-
tended purpose for these different methods of attack was to lessen
the Japanese ability to defend the home islands against an American
land invasion.16

A February 1945 general analysis by the JTG stated its “concept
of area attacks”:

Area attacks, interpreted as attacks directed at concentrations of di-
versified industrial/military facilities and/or housing, are effective pri-
marily in terms of the relatively large amount of physical damage and
production loss which they impose. Maximum loss will result from
\successful attacks against target areas which combine high physical
vulnerability and important industrial facilities.17

The objective for area attacks, according to the group, was “industrial
concentration[s] in principal urban areas.” Within those “urban
areas” were specific war industries like aircraft production, steel fac-
tories, and ammunition plants. The targets contained in the “indus-
trial concentrations” could be attacked with incendiary or precision
bombing, depending on operational and target factors. Area attacks,
therefore, were a method, like precision bombing, to destroy the war
industry in Japan’s largest cities. The JTG realized that area attacks
would kill “workers.” But causing terror was not the primary purpose
of area attacks, according to the JTG. Instead area attacks would pro-
duce industrial loss consisting “of direct damage to factories and their
equipment . . . and of time lost by workers through the disorganizing
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effects of de-housing, casualties, disruption of utilities services, and
general administrative disorganization.”18

A major recipient of the JTG’s analyses was Brigadier General
Haywood Hansell’s XXI Bomber Command. The Twenty-first had
been flying bombing missions against Japan out of Tinian Island, in
the Mariana chain, since November 1944. Hansell’s command con-
ducted mostly precision bombing missions against specific Japanese
industrial targets. As a former instructor at the Air Corps Tactical
School and an architect of precision bombing doctrine, Hansell felt
that he could effectively attack Japanese war-making capacity using
precision bombing methods.19

Owing to numerous operational problems and difficult flying
weather over Japan, Hansell was never able to achieve much success
with precision methods. As a result, General Arnold replaced Han-
sell on 20 January 1945 with Major General Curtis E. LeMay. His-
torian Conrad Crane notes that LeMay was probably “the most in-
novative air commander of World War II.” It was LeMay’s opera-
tional boldness that led to his decision in March 1945 to switch
from precision attacks on specific Japanese industries to firebomb-
ing Japanese cities. This shift was not a result of pressure placed on
LeMay from Arnold in Washington, D.C. Instead, LeMay made the
change on his own owing to a number of factors that made it diffi-
cult to fly high-altitude precision bombing during the day against
the fortress of Japan, as Hansell had unsuccessfully tried to do.20

LeMay’s first major area attack using incendiary bombs occurred
on the night of 9 March 1945 against Tokyo. The attack killed at
least seventy thousand civilians and burned major portions of
Tokyo’s industrial and residential sectors.

Using the results of LeMay’s fire raids and intelligence on Japan-
ese industry, the JTG put together “target information sheets” that
contained data on concentrated industrial areas located in the
largest Japanese cities. A late-March JTG summary listing the major
Japanese industrial cities noted that the city of Nagasaki contained
“industry including both plants of the Mitsubishi Steel and Arms
Works, the Akunoura Engine Works, Mitsubishi Electric, several
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other small factories and most of the ports storage and trans-ship-
ment facilities.”21 The Nagasaki target sheet pointed out that a
“successful area attack against Nagasaki will damage or destroy
factories and a large proportion of the housing in the city.”22 Nei-
ther the city summary nor the Nagasaki target sheet listed the
morale of the civilian population as an objective for strategic
bombers. The JTG knew that the AAF would kill large numbers of
civilians with their fire raids, but the objective was to reduce the
productive level of the city. Killing and injuring civilian “workers”
would help lower the output of factories due to “losses in labor.”23

The JTG prepared an air bombardment plan in June 1945 to sup-
port Operation Olympic (the code name for the planned ground in-
vasion of Kyushu). There were two phases to the plan. The first
phase would attack “production and storage capacities,” while
phase 2 attacked “transportation and other targets in direct support
of an invasion.” Both phases were designed to “reduce the present
industrial output of all military products by more than 50%, to de-
stroy 70% of central ammunition stocks in Japan proper, to reduce
production capacity of ground forces ordnance and munitions by
75%, and to interdict rail and coast-wide shipping during any se-
lected period.”24 Clearly the JTG wanted the AAF to bomb the
Japanese home islands with the intent of taking war material like
ammunition, rifles, aircraft, etc., out of the hands of the Japanese
soldiers who would defend their country against the American inva-
sion. The JTG’s emphasis on reducing the “end products” of Japan-
ese war industry was markedly different from the Strategic Bomb-
ing Survey’s belief that the most successful strategic bombing at-
tacks in the European theater were against “basic industries” like
electric power, oil, and transportation.

Because of the perceived Japanese ability to shift their war indus-
tries to different areas within a given “urban concentration,” the JTG
argued that “strong air forces can be exploited better against broad
objectives than against narrow ones regardless of their calculated sig-
nificance.” For the JTG “broad objectives” meant “urban concentra-
tions” of factories that produced war material. And by June of 1945,
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based on the results of the XXI Bomber Command’s fire raids against
Japanese cities, the JTG believed that an effective method against
“urban concentrations” of industry was area attacks. The group
noted that certain targets were “nominated for high level attack; oth-
ers for low level attack.”25 In the vernacular of the AAF in the closing
months of World War II in the Pacific, low-level attacks came to mean
area or fire raids against “urban concentrations” of industries, while
high-level attacks meant precision bombing of specific industries. But
both were methods, according to the JTG, to attack the ability of
Japan to resist an American land invasion.

II

The directors of the Strategic Bombing Survey agreed that both area
and precision attacks were methods to destroy the enemy’s war-
making capacity. But based on their findings in Europe, Survey di-
rectors concluded that the decisive targets were basic industries like
oil, electric power, and transportation. The JTG, however, believed
that the final goods produced by the war-making capacity—ammu-
nition, aircraft, naval ships, etc.—should be the primary targets for
the AAF.

Survey directors and JTG members had an opportunity to discuss
their differences during a series of meetings in June 1945. On a trip
back to Washington, D.C., in late May, Franklin D’Olier was sum-
moned by General Arnold to report on the Survey’s findings. Imme-
diately following the meeting with Arnold on 6 June, D’Olier got on
the phone with his directors in Europe. He informed Henry Alexan-
der that General Arnold wanted the Survey to present its findings to
the JTG and other military leaders in Washington and ultimately to
use the Survey’s findings “to make a very important contribution to
the situation in Japan.” D’Olier instructed Alexander, Nitze, Ball,
and General Anderson to leave as soon as possible, and he guaran-
teed them that once they arrived in Washington they would “have a
very, very interesting time.”26
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On 9 June, they held their first meeting with members of the
Joint Target Group. Representing the JTG was its director, Briga-
dier General Samford. Also attending the conference was Major
General Lauris Norstad, the assistant chief of air staff, and Colonel
George Brownell, who was Robert A. Lovett’s (the assistant secre-
tary of war for air) military executive. The purpose of the meeting,
stated Norstad at the beginning of the conference, was “to find out
in general terms what [the Survey had] found in Europe” and to
provide General Arnold (who had just departed for a visit with the
operating commands in the Pacific) with “some broad statements
and conclusions that you people have reached.” Setting the tone of
the conference, D’Olier noted that he “was already impressed with
what bombing had done to the economy of Germany in completely
breaking their capacity to resist.” The conference began in the
morning and did not conclude until late in the afternoon.27

The Joint Target Group had prepared a list of questions for the
Survey to answer and for discussion among the conference atten-
dees. The questions reflected the emphasis that the JTG placed on
the need for the AAF to destroy the end products of Japanese war
industry. The first question to the Survey was whether “the produc-
tive capacity of a modern enemy is the factor which is most likely to
be decisive in avoiding defeat.” General Samford of the JTG quali-
fied the question further: “We do refer in this question to the ex-
ploitation, that is the productive capacity that is being exploited,
and then we treat with sustained war action rather than to bring us
back to a specific battle.”28 Here Samford was cryptically hinting at
the JTG’s belief that the most effective way to prepare for a land in-
vasion of Japan was to destroy its finished war products and not to
attack the basic industries of its war economy. General Anderson of
the Survey countered by arguing that their findings in Europe had
showed that “cutting the pipeline or productive resources is the most
effective way of insuring defeat of that nation or that force. . . .”29

Anticipating the same remarks he would make to an AAF inter-
viewer in August, Anderson’s “pipeline or productive resources”
were the basic industries like electric power and transportation.
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Alexander followed by succinctly summing up the Survey’s posi-
tion: “The indications are that the bombing of a number of end-
products was far less effective than the bombing of the more basic
items or basic services.”30

Disagreement between Survey directors and JTG members during
the conference over strategic bombing objectives produced differ-
ences over the most effective bombing methods. General Norstad
read a question posed by the JTG: “What aspects of the [European]
bombing program had little, if any, military consequences, and
what was their other value, if any?”31 Drawing on the testimony of
Albert Speer, Alexander pointed out that “Speer and his colleagues
expressed the view that the area bombing had no military effect.”32

Norstad asked whether or not it was better for strategic bombers
to attack “narrow” or “broad” segments of the enemy’s “produc-
tive capabilities.” General Samford insisted that it was the JTG’s be-
lief that if the AAF used precision attacks against a “narrow seg-
ment” like ball bearings, the enemy “could probably escape and
survive. . . .” But using strategic bombers to attack a wide area of
the enemy’s war capacity like “ball-bearings, transportation, oil,
end-products, basic equipment, basic processing industries, and raw
materials” would give the enemy “no possibility of escape.” Nitze
then restated the Survey’s position by pointing out to Samford that
the testimony of Speer and the other German officials was in “direct
opposition” to the JTG’s “principle.”33 For Nitze and his fellow
Survey directors, the decisive method and objective for strategic
bombers were precision attacks against the “basic segments” of the
enemy’s war-making capacity.

Paul Nitze, during the 9 June conference with the JTG, displayed
his penchant for counterfactual speculation when evaluating the ef-
fects of strategic bombing. Trying to understand the relationship be-
tween discrete industries in the overall German war economy, the
JTG asked if the “rates of recovery of particular industries [were]
importantly affected by attack[s] on other target categories.” The
question allowed Nitze to demonstrate, counterfactually, the Sur-
vey’s belief that a strategic bombing attack on the German electric
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power system would have had a crippling effect on the overall Ger-
man war economy. Nitze stated that “if there was a target system
which we had not attacked on a concentrated systematic basis
which might have been decisive, the Germans . . . come out with the
answer that power would have done it.” Germany, argued Nitze,
would not have been able to prevent “a complete breakdown of
their distribution system” if the AAF had knocked out twenty key
power plants in the German system. Nitze emphasized to Samford:
“If you had gone after heavy generating equipment with big bombs
they couldn’t have rebuilt in less than two or three years the equip-
ment necessary to put them back into operation.”34

If one could remove the titles of rank of conference participants
like General Anderson and General Samford, and if one could re-
move the explicit references to strategic bombing in the discourse,
the discussions between the JTG and the Survey would seem like
an economic conference about Germany’s gross national output.
Guilio Douhet emphasized in 1921 that the essence of air strategy
was selecting the appropriate targets for strategic bombers. And as
the American conceptual approach to strategic bombing developed
in the 1930s, those targets became essentially economic in nature.
Therefore, the most qualified individuals to formulate air power
strategy (as opposed to tactics and operations) were civilian indus-
trial and economic experts, not airmen.35

But General Anderson, during the conference, tried to place what
was essentially an economic analysis by the JTG and Survey direc-
tors into a military context, with Anderson himself being the fore-
most expert. At one point George Ball, Paul Nitze, and Robert Rus-
sell (Survey director of the Oil Division) were explaining to General
Norstad the importance of oil for Germany’s war economy. Nitze
stated that the AAF was most successful when it went after critical
industries “like oil.” Ball agreed and told Nitze that he was “ab-
solutely right.” Anderson then referred to the AAF’s early attacks
on oil and other targets in 1942 and 1943. He posited that “they
were largely a mistake, and from a point of view of the economic
system the dividends were quite low.”36 From a military standpoint,
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though, where he saw himself as the expert, the mistakes in fact had
a positive aspect. Anderson boasted:

we certainly created the impression that we lacked a system and the
ability to think. They thought we were vicious piece-mealers and it
made our air war much simpler. We didn’t show system. We grabbed
a marshaling yard and we grabbed a [submarine] pen. I think they
never gave us credit for a system, and Speer said he didn’t sense that
we were going after his economic system until late in 1943. If we had
shown our system it would probably have been three or four times
harder to destroy it.37

In the above passage Anderson was not talking about air power
strategy or target selection but emphasizing instead the operational
ability of the AAF to deceive Speer and the Germans as to which
“target system” they were attacking. When he said the AAF
“grabbed” a railroad marshaling yard or submarine pen, he was re-
ferring to their operational ability to bomb those targets. The differ-
ence is subtle but important. While Anderson was an expert at the
operational aspects of air war, such as deception and putting bombs
on target, he was not the expert at determining which industries,
both basic and productive, were the most critical for an enemy’s
war economy. Nitze the Wall Street industrialist, Russell the execu-
tive vice-president of Standard Oil, and Ball the corporate lawyer
were the experts in the field of air power strategy.

And those civilian experts were most comfortable with evaluat-
ing the economic effects of strategic bombing on Germany during
the war. General Anderson brought up again the effectiveness of the
RAF’s area raids against German cities. George Ball, referring to
Speer’s testimony, pointed out that “the Hamburg raid in 1943
scared them to death.” Colonel Brownell, who had been quiet up to
then, perceptively noted that Ball’s statement placed “some doubt
on what [Ball] said earlier about the effectiveness of area raids.”
Ball retorted: “What Speer said was that he was terribly worried at
the time. He thought if those raids were continued that the war was
lost, but he later realized he had been wrong, as other people in
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Germany realized.” Anderson told Brownell that Germany could
materially “recover faster than they expected,” hence the lack of ef-
fectiveness of area raids against German cities. But General Norstad
probed at the profound implications of Speer’s testimony: the po-
tential effects of area bombing on German morale. Norstad sug-
gested to Anderson and Ball that “there was probably a certain
amount of hysteria connected with [the area raids].”38 “Hysteria”
for Norstad clearly meant the ability of the RAF’s area raids on
cities like Hamburg to cause terror among the civilian population.
But because Ball framed his analysis of area attacks in terms of Ger-
man war-making capacity and not morale, he easily moved the dis-
cussion back to the economic effects of area bombing and Ham-
burg’s “surprisingly fast recuperation.”39

Although morale as an objective had been a key topic of discussion
for the Committee of Historians back in 1943, it was simply not an
important topic for discussion during the daylong conference between
the JTG and Survey directors in June 1945. Some historians have ei-
ther misread the entire transcript for the 9 June conference or failed
to read it at all. The conference has been portrayed, incorrectly, as a
debate between the JTG’s purported emphasis on using the XXI
Bomber Command’s fire raids to attack Japanese morale and the Sur-
vey’s purported attempt to have the AAF halt the fire raids, stop at-
tacking morale, and bomb “basic industries” like electric power and
transportation.40 But if the central issue of the debate between the
JTG and Survey members was over the effects of strategic bombing on
morale, then one would have expected it to take up much more time
at the conference. The conferees spent the entire day on 9 June dis-
cussing the effects of strategic bombing, resulting in a seventy-five-
page typed transcript of the meeting. Out of those seventy-five pages
only about one page reflected discussions over morale.41 George Ball
insisted that he did not “think that the question of morale in and of
itself [was] important. It doesn’t mean anything unless it is translated
into political action or a decrease in production.”42 The Survey’s
Morale Division director, Rensis Likert, was left back in Germany and
did not attend the conference.
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The European Survey did not evaluate the effects of strategic
bombing on Germany’s political decisions during the war. Instead,
Survey members directed their analysis toward the effects of strate-
gic bombing on the German war economy. They believed that a
strategic bombing campaign directed against the “basic industries”
of the enemy’s war-making capacity could be decisive, but only in
terms of that war-making capacity, not the civilian population’s
morale or the political will to resist.

The European Survey’s Summary Report argued that “Allied air
power was decisive in the war in Western Europe. Hindsight in-
evitably suggests that it might have been employed differently or
better in some respects. Nevertheless, it was decisive.”43 But that
published report never defined the word decisive. Implicit in the
Survey’s use of the word decisive, of course, was the notion that
something was decided. But who were the agents of that decision?
The European Summary Report did not argue that strategic bomb-
ing forced Adolph Hitler to “decide” to end the war. What the re-
port did argue was that Allied strategic bombing broke Germany’s
capacity to resist, and in this sense, according to the Survey, it “was
decisive.”

Survey members themselves disagreed on how and why strategic
bombing was “decisive” and indeed often on what they meant.
During the 9 June meeting with the Joint Target Group, Henry
Alexander told Norstad he thought that “the oil system was deci-
sive. I think the decisiveness was aided and speeded by the attack on
transportation as well.” Then Ball interjected: “I think the trans-
portation would have been decisive without the oil.” Seeking clari-
fication, General Norstad inquired if “the enemy’s capacity to resist
would have been weakened by oil alone or transportation or by the
combination of both to a point where he had to quit?” Shrewdly,
Alexander hedged his response to the general:

Of course when you say “have to quit[,]” decisive doesn’t mean that
completely. There were still men standing in bushes with rifles that had
to be disposed of. Of course, he couldn’t make any effective defense or
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any appreciable defense for any length of time with those two factors
as they were reduced. [Decisive] does not necessarily mean that every
soldier would have to put down his gun and go home.

General Samford of the JTG wondered whether “it could be said
that in this condition, that had there been just the attack on trans-
portation and oil, even had they been implemented further, that all
of the rest which was done was unnecessary.”44 Here Samford was
asking the Survey directors to state forthrightly that strategic bomb-
ing against two “basic industries” like transportation and oil was
crucial, and that “all of the rest” had been a mistake.

Orvil Anderson said “no, but it can be stated that it was almost
unnecessary.” He went on to admit that strategic bombing could re-
duce a given target “system” to a point where the law of “diminish-
ing returns” dictated that there was “something of more immediate
value and greater value, whether that be 5% of [Germany’s] re-
maining production or 7% would have to be determined, but we all
approach a law of diminishing returns that drives us from a target.
The last 10% might be vital.”45 Anderson’s rambling language,
laden with economic jargon, hid a deeper ambivalence about the de-
cisiveness of strategic air power. Like Alexander, Anderson could
comfortably state that a properly planned and executed strategic
bombing campaign directed at basic industries would break an
enemy’s capacity to resist, and in this sense, be decisive. But to take
the next step and argue, in the case of Germany, that it made “all of
the rest” unnecessary was more than he or Alexander was willing to
claim. Such a step would have required a counterfactual argument
stating that the land invasion of Europe was unnecessary to defeat
Germany.

III

The JTG considered the information that the Survey had presented
to them, yet because the JTG was committed to planning for the use
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of air power to support a successful ground invasion of Japan, they
did not place top priority on attacking “basic industries” like trans-
portation with precision bombing methods, as the Survey’s Euro-
pean analysis suggested. Instead the JTG recommended the XXI
Bomber Command continue its fire raids on Japanese urban areas,
with some modifications, to destroy large quantities of war material
that the Japanese would use to resist the American ground invasion
of the home islands.46

In one of its final air estimates of the Pacific war, “Principles for the
Selection of Air Target,” the Joint Target Group developed a sophisti-
cated theory of air power that manifested their belief in the necessity
of invading Japan with ground troops. The estimate stated that a fun-
damental of modern war was to use as early as possible “long range
weapons of war [strategic bombers] to create conditions under which
engagements of enemy armed forces in being can be brief, decisive,
and preponderantly favorable.” The use of strategic bombers, argued
the JTG, “can best be described as preparatory.” The group’s estimate
cautioned, though, that “long chance objectives,” like the basic in-
dustries of a war economy, have a “high probability of achieving no
significant success whatsoever” in preparing for the decisive engage-
ment of the “armed forces.” The most promising objectives, therefore,
would be the enemy’s “reserve position,” which consisted primarily of
war material that the enemy’s armed forces could use to fight the “de-
cisive engagement.”47

Brigadier General A. W. Kissner, chief of staff of Curtis LeMay’s
XXI Bomber Command, disagreed. In fact he stated emphatically to
General Kuter that the JTG’s program for the XXI Bomber Com-
mand’s strategic air campaign against the Japanese home islands
failed “to recognize the potency of strategic air bombardment as a de-
cisive force by itself.” Kissner did not want to split up his command’s
strategic bombing campaign into “‘preparatory’ and ‘participating’
phases with respect to plans for invasion by surface forces,” as the
JTG suggested. Instead he recommended to Kuter that the XXI
Bomber Command should “proceed according to its own time table”
and not be made “contingent upon, land invasion plans. It is consid-
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ered that the strategic bombing effort should be planned as an end
within itself rather than as a means to an end, namely, invasion.”48

The differences between the JTG, the key leaders of the XXI
Bomber Command, and Survey directors over the necessity of the
ground invasion of the Japanese home islands shaped their views
over strategic bombing methods and objectives. The JTG, in fact,
during the “preparatory phase” of their bombardment plan,
wanted Curtis LeMay’s command to curtail the number of fire raids
against “urban concentrations” and increase the precision raids
against specific industrial targets. Area attacks should resume in full
force, argued the JTG, once the preparatory phase had been com-
pleted and the ground invasion date drew nearer.49 LeMay and
Kissner, however, owing to operational considerations, wanted to
continue with the firebombings of Japanese cities, which they be-
lieved would eventually force Japan to surrender without a ground
invasion.50 Survey directors like Paul Nitze agreed that a properly
directed strategic bombing program could bring about a decision,
and in this sense they were in line with LeMay and Kissner. But
since the Survey argued that the best objectives for strategic
bombers to attack were basic industries such as electric power and
transportation, they therefore recommended that the AAF use, pri-
marily, precision attacks instead of area raids.51

IV

The Survey directors had impressed senior AAF leaders and mem-
bers of the War Department with their knowledge of air power the-
ory and practice. After the series of meetings with the JTG, they met
on 19 June with Secretary of War Henry Stimson, Assistant Secre-
tary of War for Air Robert Lovett, and Army Chief of Staff General
George C. Marshall.52 Stimson noted in his diary that the Survey’s
“report was of great interest both because of the damage that it
showed and the failures that it indicated. . . .” Based on the Survey’s
findings on the “differences between the German and Japanese
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industrial setup,” Stimson asked them to “advise us as to any differ-
ences of method to be used in Japan.”53 Stimson had previously ex-
pressed his concern to General Arnold over the AAF’s fire raids on
Japanese cities where at least a few hundred thousand Japanese
civilians were killed. Stimson may have been troubled by the moral
implications of killing civilians. He was also worried the United
States might be tagged with “the reputation of outdoing Hitler in
atrocities.”54 The Survey’s emphasis on attacking basic industries
like transportation and electric power with precision bombing
“methods” may have provided Stimson with a comfortable alterna-
tive to the firebombing of Japanese cities.

Paul Nitze was given the mission of fulfilling Stimson’s desire for
an “alternate strategy for the air attack on Japan.”55 It is unclear
why Nitze got the job over the other Survey directors. Nitze’s
demonstrated analytical acumen in the June meetings with the JTG
must have helped. Certainly Alexander and Ball, and for that mat-
ter Galbraith, were all qualified, based on their European experi-
ence, to write an alternate plan for the strategic bombardment of
Japan. Galbraith did not mention in his memoirs the Survey’s alter-
nate bombardment plan. But he did provide a glimpse of the per-
sonality of Paul Nitze and a possible explanation as to why Nitze
was given the job. Galbraith recalled that Nitze was a “self pos-
sessed man, [who] devoted the rest of his life to studying the theory
and practice of aerial destruction, emerging in the end as a devout
practitioner of the art.”56

Nitze recalled in his memoirs that he wrote the alternate plan
over the Fourth of July weekend while vacationing at a Long Island
beach with family and friends. He claimed that since Japan was iso-
lated owing to the American naval blockade around the home is-
lands, “the only means of transportation were the rail network and
intercoastal shipping. . . .” Nitze reasoned, therefore, that a “con-
centrated air attack on the essential lines of transportation and . . .
the Kammon tunnels would isolate the Japanese home islands from
one another and fragment the enemy’s base of operations.” Nitze
said that he believed the “interdiction of the lines of transportation
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would be sufficiently effective so that additional bombing of urban
industrial areas would not be necessary.”57

The actual plan that Nitze wrote for the Survey in July 1945 called
for top priority to be given to precision bombing attacks on Japanese
transportation and “an increased emphasis on the [naval] blockade of
the Japanese home islands.” Next in priority would be a “concen-
trated attack in a short period of time” on Japanese central ammuni-
tion reserves. But the AAF should attack ammunition reserves, ac-
cording to the plan, only if it had confirmed intelligence that these re-
serves were centralized at a few locations and that “a significant
portion of them” could be destroyed. Following the attack on ammu-
nition, the plan called for the AAF to bomb electric power and nitro-
gen production plants that they had not already destroyed by either
“precision bombing attacks or by urban industrial concentration at-
tacks.” Nitze also recommended in 1945 that the AAF bomb rice pro-
duction in Japan with chemicals, thereby starving the people and elim-
inating any “hope of long term resistance.”58

Nitze gave a low priority to area attacks on industries in Japan-
ese cities. The plan did not, however, omit this method of bombing,
as Nitze implicitly suggested in his memoirs. Instead the plan rec-
ommended that the AAF bomb

urban industrial concentrations only insofar as operating considera-
tions make it probable that there is a relatively small chance of hit-
ting any of the precision targets listed above, selected as priority tar-
gets, or make it probable that the most efficient method of destroying
such precision targets is by area rather than precision attack.59

The above passage from the Survey’s plan clearly demonstrates
Nitze’s view that area and precision attacks were different methods
for the AAF to bomb Japanese war-making capacity. According to
Nitze’s plan, the most effective way to destroy Japanese “end prod-
ucts” (the JTG’s primary concern) was by precision attacks against
Japanese transportation that linked together the factories that pro-
duced war material. However, Nitze cautioned that for the recom-
mended bombing program to be decisive, it would “take time.”60
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The JTG disagreed with certain parts of Nitze’s plan. They
placed greater emphasis on continuing the XXI Bomber Com-
mand’s area attacks against Japanese cities to destroy “identified
concentrations of end product industries and stores, including am-
munition storage.” The group believed that the targets contained in
these “concentrations” were “highly vulnerable to incendiary at-
tacks.” The purpose of the raids, argued the JTG, was “to destroy
by fire large quantities of war material produced and being pro-
duced . . . thereby creating expenditures over which the Japanese
cannot exercise control.”61 The JTG’s reliance on area raids to de-
stroy Japanese end products reflected their belief that strategic
bombing should be directed at ultimately preparing the way for a
successful American land invasion of fortress Japan.

The JTG did agree, though, with the high priority the Survey
plan placed on attacking Japanese transportation. In fact the group
called for an “overwhelming attack upon rail transportation and
coastwise shipping to disintegrate the Japanese home islands indus-
trially; as an economic entity; and as a final defense line.”62 The
Survey’s alternate plan asserted that, given time, a properly de-
signed strategic bombing campaign eliminating Japanese trans-
portation could be “decisive on enemy military capabilities.”63 Im-
plicit in the Survey’s plan was that somehow, once the decisive at-
tacks against transportation had broken Japan’s capacity to resist,
the war would end without a land invasion. Yet Nitze’s alternate
strategic bombing plan never explicitly promised that Japan would
surrender unconditionally.

It is also worthwhile to note that neither the Survey’s alternate
strategic bombardment plan nor the conferences held between the
Survey and the JTG in June 1945 ever mentioned specific numbers
of casualties for the planned invasion of Japan. Nitze recalled in a
1994 interview that he “thought the 500,000 U.S. casualties”
grossly underestimated the number of troops that would have been
killed or injured in the planned invasion of the Japanese home is-
lands.64 However, prior to Hiroshima, Nitze never addressed the

the survey presents its findings100



issue of American casualties in any of his work with the Survey con-
cerning the strategic bombardment of Japan.65

General Spaatz had the strategic bombardment plans of the Sur-
vey and the JTG presented to him on 18 and 19 July.66 The Survey
directors who had spent the first half of the summer in Washington,
D.C., sensed that the JTG had not given their ideas on strategic
bombing an impartial hearing. Henry Alexander was relieved that
the “judge” who would listen to “both sides of the case” that he
and the other directors felt was lacking in their earlier discussions
seemed “to have been found” in General Spaatz.67 The meeting
with the general went very well for the Survey and their alternate
bombardment plan for the defeat of Japan. D’Olier spoke with An-
derson on the phone shortly after the meeting on the eighteenth and
crowed: “everything has wound up very, very satisfactorily.”
D’Olier claimed that they had convinced General Spaatz (and AAF
Deputy Chief of Staff General Eaker, who was also at the meeting)
that transportation was “absolutely the prime target.” The AAF
was “going at it just as soon” as possible, boasted the chairman.68

General Eaker noted that Spaatz “was inclined to concur with the
D’Olier Committee’s recommendation. . . . [The] disruption of
Japanese transportation is of such significant importance that an
overwhelming attack on transportation may well have a direct and
early effect on the other priorities.”69

Spaatz and other airmen thought that American air power proba-
bly could end the war against Japan, thereby eliminating the need
for an “other” priority—the land invasion.70 As the newly assigned
commander of the U.S. Army Strategic Air Forces in the Pacific,
Spaatz, in accordance with a directive from General Arnold, in-
tended to implement the plan.71 As a devoted advocate of precision
bombing doctrine, Spaatz certainly must have appreciated the Sur-
vey’s emphasis on the precise destruction of Japanese transporta-
tion. The Survey’s plan would reduce the XXI Bomber Command’s
fire raids that had already killed hundreds of thousands of Japanese
civilians, probably easing Spaatz’s moral concerns.72 The Survey’s
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plan also held out the possibility that air power would be an inde-
pendent force in Japan’s capitulation. Anything that might avoid
the land invasion of the Japanese home islands and prove the deci-
siveness of air power must have appealed to the general.

V

But the American Joint Chiefs of Staff and President Harry S. Tru-
man had decided at a high-level meeting on 18 June 1945 to go
ahead with the plans for a massive ground invasion of Kyushu
(Operation Olympic), requiring about 767,000 American troops.
Olympic was set to begin on 1 November 1945. The JCS had con-
sidered the possibility that strategic bombardment, coupled with a
naval blockade, against Japan might end the war. Yet as General
Marshall explained to the president at the 18 June meeting, the
ground invasion of Kyushu was essential, “both to tightening our
stranglehold of blockade and bombardment on Japan, and to forc-
ing capitulation by invasion of the Tokyo Plain.”73

General Spaatz did not arrive in the Pacific until late July 1945 with
the Survey’s alternate strategic bombing plan. The momentum of the
XXI Bomber Command’s fire raids kept Spaatz from implementing
his late-July directive to shift targeting priorities to precision attacks
against Japanese transportation.74 The atomic bombings of Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki on 6 and 9 August 1945 and the subsequent
Japanese decision to surrender on 15 August made whatever inten-
tions Spaatz had on targeting moot. The war had ended without a
land invasion. But what ended the war? Was it the AAF’s conventional
strategic bombing campaign against Japanese cities that persuaded
the Japanese leadership to surrender? Or was the threat of an Ameri-
can land invasion enough to convince Japanese policy makers to end
the war? Did the combat use of the two atomic bombs force Japan to
surrender unconditionally? If the atomic bombs had not been
dropped, could the Survey’s alternate bombing plan (providing Spaatz
had implemented it) have ended the war without a land invasion?
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After submitting their plan to General Spaatz, Franklin D’Olier
and Paul Nitze returned to London in late July to complete their
work on the European portion of the Survey. On 7 August, the day
after Hiroshima, D’Olier telephoned Fred Searls in Washington,
D.C., and commented on their excitement “about this new bomb.”
D’Olier then queried: “What effect, if any, do you think it is going
to have on the Bombing Survey?” Searls gave no answer to
D’Olier.75 But the chairman and his directors were aware, even be-
fore President Truman issued a formal request on 15 August for the
Survey to continue its work in the Pacific, that they would be evalu-
ating the effects of strategic bombing on Japan.76

Paul Nitze implicitly claimed in his 1987 memoirs that he knew
beforehand the answers to so many of the perplexing questions sur-
rounding the end of the war in the Pacific. Nitze recalled that after
Fred Searls had informed him about the atomic bomb in July 1945,
they both “concluded that even without the atomic bomb, Japan
was likely to surrender in a matter of months. My own view was
that Japan would capitulate by November 1945.”77 Nitze’s thinking
in July 1945 undoubtedly shaped the counterfactual statement he
would write in the Pacific Survey’s Summary Report about seven
months later concerning the end of the war with Japan. That report
stated: “certainly prior to 31 December 1945, and in all probability
prior to 1 November 1945, Japan would have surrendered even if
the atomic bombs had not been dropped, even if Russia had not en-
tered the war, and even if no invasion had been planned or contem-
plated.”78 Counterfactual speculation, though, was nothing new for
Paul Nitze or his fellow Survey analysts.
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chapter 5
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

The Evaluation of Strategic
Bombing against Japan

We have the facts and there just can’t be much argument about that.
It is when we get to the conclusions that the trouble arises.

paul nitze, April 1946

After spending three months in
Japan from October to December 1945 evaluating the effects of
strategic bombing on Japan’s wartime economy and its political de-
cision to surrender, Paul Nitze briefed members of the Senate Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy about the Survey’s findings from the Pa-
cific. He told the senators that by the closing months of the Pacific
war, “Japan was already defeated by air power, and that the major
influence of the atomic bomb was that it made an invasion unneces-
sary.” But this was not the conclusion that Nitze would publish six
months later in the Pacific Survey’s Summary Report. Anticipating
what would become the Pacific Survey’s early-surrender counterfac-
tual, Nitze revised the conclusion he had presented to the senators.
Japan, argued Nitze, “would have surrendered prior to November 1
in any case; the atomic bomb merely accelerated the date at which
Japan surrendered.”1 This striking remark made by Nitze, positing
that the combat use of the atomic bomb was unnecessary in forcing
Japan to surrender unconditionally, raised no questions or re-
sponses from the members of the committee.

The Pacific phase of the Strategic Bombing Survey was more
complicated than its European phase. When conducting their evalu-
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ation in Europe, Survey analysts followed closely behind the ad-
vancing Allied armies into Germany. Many European Survey con-
clusions about the effects of strategic bombing were shaped while
the war was still being fought. In the Pacific, in contrast, the Sur-
vey’s entire evaluation was conducted after the war had ended. And
in the Pacific, unlike Europe, surrender occurred without a land in-
vasion. Therefore, in many of the Pacific Survey’s published reports,
analysts like Paul Nitze felt compelled to explain the role of strate-
gic bombing in bringing this about.

President Truman further complicated matters for the Survey
when he instructed them to evaluate “all types of air attack” against
Japan and to submit the reports directly to the secretary of war and
the secretary of the navy.2 In Europe the Survey was fundamentally
an AAF-inspired evaluation, with the published reports going only
to the secretary of war. By requiring the Survey to evaluate not only
the Army Air Forces’ use of air power against Japan, but also the
navy’s, President Truman opened the door for an intense interser-
vice rivalry between the AAF’s representative on the Survey, General
Orvil Anderson, and the navy’s Rear Admiral Ralph Ofstie.3 It was
a rivalry fueled by postwar budgets and defense policy, and it men-
tally tired out the Survey’s vice-chairman, Paul Nitze, when he
wrote the Pacific Survey’s Summary Report.

I

Many of the key directors from the European Survey decided not to
go to the Pacific to evaluate the effects of strategic bombing against
Japan. Shortly after explaining to the press in October 1945 the Sur-
vey’s results from Europe, Henry Alexander returned to his previous
position with J. P. Morgan and Company. Although Alexander would
continue to advise the Survey during the Pacific phase, the de facto
vice-chairman for the Pacific Survey became Paul Nitze.4 George Ball
took on a new job with the government as the general counsel of the
French Supply Council. John Kenneth Galbraith spent the month of
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October with the Survey in Japan and attended a number of impor-
tant interrogations of Japanese officials. But in early November he re-
turned to the United States to work for the State Department, and,
like Alexander, was more of an advisor than division director.5 Milton
Gilbert, chief of the National Income Unit of the Department of
Commerce, took over as director of the Overall Economic Effects Di-
vision.6 Paul Nitze lamented to his mother that the “best men” like
Alexander and Galbraith “had to leave” the Survey, making his work
as vice-chairman more difficult.7 As in Europe, Franklin D’Olier re-
mained the titular chairman of the Survey.

Drawing on the European experience, the Survey relied mostly
on interrogations of key Japanese military and government offi-
cials.8 Unlike the Germans, the Japanese leadership kept very few
industrial records (many were destroyed by the Japanese prior to
the American occupation of the home islands). The Urban Areas Di-
vision, for example, had to rely on the responses to questions dis-
tributed to over eight thousand Japanese industrial and civic leaders
between October and November 1945. The division’s experts used
the statements on the completed questionnaires as their primary
source of evidence for their conclusions concerning the effects of
strategic bombing on the economies of Japanese cities.9 Emphasiz-
ing the importance of the interrogations of Japanese leaders, Gal-
braith lectured Survey analysts in October to show more patience
“with each interrogation to be sure that complete information is se-
cured on any important points. . . .”10

The data collection portion of the Pacific Survey went much
faster than in Europe. While it took almost eight months to collect
information on the effects of strategic bombing in Germany, the Pa-
cific Survey did it in about three months. The intensive data collec-
tion began in early October and ended when most of the Survey de-
parted Japan on the navy ship USS Ancon in mid-December 1945.11

There were three primary reasons for the speed of data collection:
(1) the experience gained in Europe made Survey analysts in the Pa-
cific much more efficient in collecting and processing information;
(2) since the preponderance of data in the Pacific Survey was made
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up of interrogations and questionnaires, analysts did not have to
spend as much time interpreting voluminous production and statis-
tical records; (3) Pacific Survey analysts could move about freely
from the very start of their evaluation owing to the American occu-
pation of the Japanese home islands. Nitze was so impressed with
the Survey’s work in Japan that he called it “the fastest moving,
hardest-hitting post-war organization on record.”12

Franklin D’Olier was delighted, and perhaps smug, over the way
the press and senior military leaders had praised the Survey’s re-
ports from the European theater. He listened to Survey Director
Frank McNamee, who had just arrived in Tokyo from Washington,
D.C., boast about how well the American press had received the
Survey’s European reports. McNamee told D’Olier and the other
Survey directors that the reception of the Survey’s reports had
“been so tremendous that 8000 additional copies of the summary
[report] and 3500 additional copies of the overall report have been
published.”13 D’Olier and Nitze were certainly hoping that the pub-
lished reports produced by the Pacific Survey would draw the same
kind of favorable response.

By late November 1945, most of the division analysts believed
they had accumulated enough evidence to begin writing preliminary
reports. Vice-Chairman Nitze wanted the divisions to have the pre-
liminary drafts completed prior to departing for the United States
on 1 December.14 He probably wanted the drafts in early so that he
could get a head start on reviewing them for the writing of his own
chairman’s summary report.15

II

Since the collection of data had gone so much faster in the Pacific
phase of the Survey, one would also have expected the writing of
the Pacific Survey’s published reports to take less time than for Eu-
rope. During the European phase, Survey directors like John Ken-
neth Galbraith began writing their final reports in July 1945 and for
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the most part had them completed and ready for publication by Oc-
tober 1945. But instead of taking four months or less, Pacific Sur-
vey analysts spent on the average of eight to nine months to com-
plete their final reports. They began drafting the reports in late No-
vember on the eve of their departure from Tokyo and did not send
the final versions to the publisher until roughly July 1946 (and in
one extreme case, June 1947). Nitze complained that after estab-
lishing Survey headquarters in Washington, D.C., upon their return
from the Pacific in December, many of his analysts were more con-
cerned about returning to civilian life than doing their job. Nitze
lamented in a letter to his mother: “Trying to run this Survey job in
peace time, largely with Army personnel who want to get out imme-
diately and don’t propose to do much work in the meantime is
enough of a struggle, particularly as many of the best men have just
had to leave.”16

Yet the fundamental cause of Nitze’s distress and of the lengthy
time that it took to publish many of the Pacific Survey reports was
the bitter interservice rivalry between the AAF and the navy over
who had played the greatest role in ending the war against Japan.
Nitze said that his Summary Report had “assumed the nature of a
‘cause celebre’ with neither the Army [AAF] nor the Navy liking the
present version, and a good deal of fur flying in all directions.”17

The principal “fur” flingers that Nitze referred to were Orvil An-
derson and Admiral Ralph A. Ofstie, the director of the Pacific Sur-
vey’s Naval Analysis Division.

Back in November 1925, about one month before the American
senior military leadership court-martialed General William Mitchell
for behavior that they believed violated good order and discipline
(Mitchell’s public advocacy of an independent air force and his
statements that the navy was irrelevant for national defense), Lieu-
tenant Ralph Ofstie told a presidential board that “air power does
not exist absolutely; that it exists only in conjunction with other
forces which can cooperate with or which can transport it.”18 Army
Lieutenant Orvil Anderson, then a flier, had disagreed. In fact he
testified in December 1925, during the Mitchell court-martial,19
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that Mitchell’s call for an independent air force was correct. The
navy, according to young Orvil Anderson, because it viewed air
power as a supporting arm of the fleet, had a flawed conception of
air power for the national defense.

The interwar years and the combat experience of World War II
only reaffirmed for Anderson and Ofstie their ideas on the proper
role of air power. To Anderson, World War II had demonstrated
that air power “played such an outstanding role in this war that it
will never again be thought of as subsidiary to ground or naval war-
fare. . . .”20 Admiral Ofstie, however, held a different view. In Sep-
tember 1945, he stressed to members of his Naval Analysis Division
that their mission was to provide a thorough study of all air opera-
tions in the Pacific that brought the United States within “striking
range of the Japanese homeland, and without which there would
have been no successful conclusion of the war. . . .” In Ofstie’s con-
ception, the crucial events that led to the defeat of Japan were the
navy’s campaigns in the Pacific that relied heavily on carrier-based
air power. Anticipating the influence that the Pacific Survey’s pub-
lished reports would have on future defense organization and pol-
icy, Ofstie stated that the “Survey’s effort . . . may well be the basis
for the major decisions respecting our post-war national security.”21

In the months immediately following the end of World War II in
the Pacific, American military leaders did their best to point out
that victory over Japan was a team effort and that no single service
had “won the war.” Lieutenant General James A. Doolittle, who
had commanded the Eighth Air Force in Europe and during the
closing weeks of the war in the Pacific, told members of his com-
mand that World War II in the Pacific was “won by teamwork be-
tween Land, Sea and Air. . . . No single individual, arm, [or] service
won the war. It was won by the greatest civil and military team that
history has ever known.”22 Yet that was the past, and the future
meant something different to the general. Looking ahead, he envi-
sioned the defense organization of the United States consisting of a
“modern air-arm composed of long range bombers, long range
fighters, and long range air transports backed by an adequate Navy
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and Ground Force. . . .”23 Naval officers, however, did not want to
take a “backseat” to the airmen and their concept for the American
postwar military establishment.24

Paul Nitze, after he arrived in Washington, D.C., from Japan in
December 1945 to begin writing the Pacific Survey’s Summary Re-
port, was, in a sense, caught in the middle of the postwar rivalry be-
tween the navy and the AAF over the role of air power in the na-
tional defense, and more important whether or not the AAF should
be granted independence. General Anderson and Admiral Ofstie
both knew that the Survey’s explanation of the role the AAF and the
navy played in “winning” the war in the Pacific would have a sub-
stantial impact on future defense organization and strategy.25 Both
officers, therefore, did their very best to shape the arguments the
Survey would produce.

Ofstie and Anderson sought to shape the central arguments in the
chairman’s Summary Report. From December 1945 to June 1946 at
Langley Field, Virginia (the Washington, D.C., headquarters of the
Pacific Survey), Nitze complained that he “had to write every word of
the damn document, and [he got] the full brunt of the pressure from
all sides.”26 Yet as hard as Nitze may have tried to maintain a balance
between the two services, the interests of the AAF won out over the
navy in the Pacific Survey’s Summary Report.

Nitze appears to have written his first preliminary draft of the
Summary Report on 12 March 1946. There were probably five sub-
sequent drafts written between 12 March and 1 July when the final
Summary Report was published.27 Some of the changes contained
in these drafts were striking in their emphasis on the AAF’s role in
the war against Japan and in their advocacy of an independent air
arm. Nitze’s 12 March preliminary draft pointed out that high-level
bombing conducted by the AAF against Japanese shipping was not
productive. The draft argued that “the accuracy of high level bomb-
ing against maneuvering ships was so low as to give disappointing
results with the limited forces available.” Although acknowledging
that the AAF was able to apply only “limited forces,” the draft still
emphasized that high-level bombing was ineffective.28 The 1 July
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published version of the Summary Report omitted this criticism of
the AAF.

The published Summary Report also deleted some favorable
statements made in earlier drafts about the importance of American
carrier-based aircraft. A March outline of the report argued that the
United States had “underestimated the ability of carrier-based air to
neutralize Japanese land based air.”29 The published Summary Re-
port acknowledged that the loss of the “antiquated battleships at
Pearl Harbor had little effect on the [American] Navy’s combat ca-
pabilities,” but it did not give credit to the navy for destroying
Japan’s land-based air force, as the earlier draft had done.30

Another draft written in March emphasized that prompt passage
of a bill by Congress to reorganize and unify America’s military es-
tablishment was in the “national interest.” According to the draft,
the lessons from World War II highlighted the need for better “coor-
dination in planning, intelligence, research and development, and
operations.” But it was more important, argued the report, that
America’s “entire military establishment be designed to meet the
new strategic and tactical problems arising from the atomic bomb
and increas[ed] power and range of modern weapons than that
there be an independent and coordinated role for the air forces.”31

This was not the kind of conclusion concerning the future organiza-
tion of the American military that the airmen wanted to hear be-
cause it made the independence of the AAF secondary to the prob-
lems that the atomic bomb and modern weapons presented to the
United States.

Wanting to reshape the conclusions in the Summary Report,
Orvil Anderson submitted to Nitze a “Suggested Draft on Conclu-
sions.” Anderson’s draft described the application of strategic air
power during the Pacific war as “spectacular.” The Pacific war had
proved, according to Anderson, that no longer was it “necessary to
defeat armies to win a war. It can be won by defeating an econ-
omy.” Anderson stated that one of the most important questions
that the United States faced was “whether airpower can be used as a
primary weapon, with ground and sea forces in ancillary roles. . . .”
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His answer to this question was clear: “Since airpower is the only
force capable of being launched directly against the enemy econ-
omy, it has become the primary weapon and must dictate the future
structure of our armed forces and the overall strategy of another
war.” Anderson’s draft charged that if the nation did not heed the
Survey’s “recommendations” for an independent air service, the fu-
ture would be “fraught with grave warning. . . .”32

Admiral Ralph A. Ofstie, director of the Pacific Survey’s Naval
Analysis Division, recalled that the Survey’s secretariat, Walter
Wilds (who replaced Judge Cabot in the Pacific), believed that all of
the Survey directors were “convinced of the desirability of setting
up a separate air establishment.” Yet for his part, Ofstie “expressed
difficulty in understanding how the Survey had arrived at its [im-
partial] conclusions relative to a separate air department particu-
larly when it so exactly coincided with Air Force proposals.”33 Of-
stie did everything he could to move Nitze and other Survey direc-
tors away from what he called the air force’s “party line” and
toward the postwar interests of the navy.34 Those interests did not
embrace an independent air force, because an independent air force
could possibly subsume the navy’s carrier-based aircraft.

Ofstie was unhappy with some of the conclusions and recom-
mendations of an April draft of the Summary Report that Nitze had
written. The draft pointed out in a section on “the impact of the
atomic bombs on the role of airpower” that the bombs “raised the
destructive power of a single bomber or guided missile” by a huge
factor. Ofstie commented on the draft’s margin that he had “never
heard” of employing atomic bombs on “guided missiles.”35 He later
recalled that exploring the potential use of “guided missiles” was
not within “the purview of the Survey.”36 Ofstie made his most lac-
erating comments on the draft’s “recommendations” for the future.
The draft noted that the “Survey had been impressed with the need
. . . to unify and reorganize our military establishment. . . .” But Of-
stie questioned whether “all the Directors” agreed with the pur-
ported need to reorganize and unify the military establishment.
Nitze’s draft lamented that the “lack of complete integration” of
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the Pacific Command during World War II was traceable “to the
basic structure of our prewar military organization.” Ofstie called
this “nonsense.” It was obvious to him that the draft was advocat-
ing an independent air force. So “why not say so,” asked the admi-
ral. The final paragraph of the draft argued that the United States
“should unify and reorganize” its military establishment, implicitly
recommending an independent air service. In Ofstie’s mind, how-
ever, the Summary Report draft had arrived at a conclusion that
was “totally unsupported by the work of the Survey, and certainly
not related to the [presidential] directive.”37

Ofstie’s biting marginal comments on Nitze’s draft were largely
unsuccessful in changing the published (1 July 1946) Summary Re-
port’s recommendations and conclusions. The published report
began its concluding remarks by stating that “the role of air power
should be given thorough consideration by those working out the
solutions to new problems arising under [future] conditions.”38

Nitze’s Summary Report did not explicitly call for an independent
air force, but he left little doubt that that was what he had in mind.
The lessons learned from the war in the Pacific, according to the re-
port, “strongly support that form of organization which . . . pro-
vides unity of command and is itself oriented toward air and new
weapons[. The] Survey believes that, in addition to the Army and
the Navy, there should be an equal and coordinate position for a
third establishment.” This “third establishment” would have to
conduct not only strategic bombing but also the air defense of the
United States, and have the responsibility for “guided missiles.”
The report emphasized that “the mission of such a new establish-
ment would differ considerably from that of an autonomous air
force . . . which would conduct strategic bombing along the lines of
World War II. The “new establishment” needed to have “additional
and broader experience than has heretofore been required by the
Army Air Forces alone.”39

In July 1946, shortly after the publication of the Summary Re-
port, Orvil Anderson felt that he needed to clarify for the secretary
of war and the commanding general of the Army Air Forces some of
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the Summary Report’s conclusions. In a lengthy memorandum An-
derson considered the Summary Report to be “an instrument which
perceives the truth but has not pointedly developed the fundamental
issues as a working thesis.” Regarding the report’s conclusion on
the need for reorganization and unification, Anderson believed that
the Survey had taken an appropriate stand on that issue. Yet the
Summary Report did not go far enough, argued the general, in
spelling out the need for an independent air force that would sub-
sume all types of air power, both naval and land based: “Within this
new Department of Air, it is important that we concentrate our air
strength and centralize the responsibility for development of our fu-
ture air weapons.”40 General Anderson wanted to be sure that no-
body misunderstood the Survey’s implicit call for an independent
air force.

III

But how would the atomic bomb fit into such an independent air
force? Anderson was pleased by the Summary Report’s counterfac-
tual conclusion concerning the end of the war with Japan, which
stated that “certainly prior to 31 December 1945, and in all proba-
bility prior to 1 November 1945, Japan would have surrendered
even if the atomic bombs had not been dropped, even if Russia had
not entered the war, and even if no invasion had been planned or
contemplated.” But he was troubled that the Summary Report did
not immediately follow up the counterfactual conclusion with a
statement on the potential of atomic power.41

Anderson was obliquely pointing to a fundamental conflict in
Nitze’s Summary Report. While the report’s concluding remarks did
suggest that atomic weapons would be a decisive factor in Amer-
ica’s postwar defense establishment, the report also argued that the
atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were indecisive in
forcing Japan to surrender.42 Nitze, according to his biographer
Strobe Talbott, wanted to demystify the power of the bomb and
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force America to view it not as the “absolute weapon” but as a sim-
ply more powerful weapon of war.43

Paul Nitze recalled in his memoirs that he believed in July 1945 that
Japan would surrender “even without the atomic bomb.”44 While in
Japan, Nitze and his Survey analysts conducted hundreds of interro-
gations of Japanese military and civilian officials, which made up the
preponderance of evidence for the early-surrender counterfactual.
However, the bulk of those interrogations provided only very tenuous
support to the counterfactual conclusion that Japan “certainly”
would have surrendered before 31 December 1945, “and in all prob-
ability prior to 1 November 1945,” without the atomic bombs or
Russian war declaration. It was natural for Nitze to begin his analy-
sis with a hypothesis concerning the effects of the atomic bombs on
ending the war with Japan.45 Yet Nitze remained committed to that
notion even when the evidence—the interrogations of Japanese offi-
cials—did not reasonably support his conclusions. And Nitze’s bold
statement that his conclusions on why Japan surrendered were based
on “all the facts,” after a mere three months of evidence gathering,
stretches the limits of believability.46

It is important to remember that Nitze and his fellow Survey ana-
lysts were part of a much larger American occupation of the Japan-
ese home islands that began immediately after the Japanese surren-
der on 3 September 1945. The Americans who made up that occu-
pation force brought with them certain cultural and racial
attitudes—powerfully shaped by the long, brutal Pacific war—to-
ward the Japanese. Such attitudes undoubtedly affected the way
Nitze, D’Olier, Galbraith (until the end of October), and the rest
thought about the Japanese wartime leaders whom they relied
upon, through interrogations, for most of their evidence.47

Juxtapose the formal, authoritative atmosphere of the interroga-
tions of Japanese officials with the collegiate-like atmosphere (even
if sometimes strained) during the interrogation of Albert Speer in
Germany four months earlier. George Ball remembered Speer to be
“like us.”48 Speer himself felt toward Galbraith, Nitze, and Ball “a
great sense of affinity.”49 However, there did not seem to be any
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sense of “affinity” between USSBS analysts and defeated Japanese
wartime leaders in late October 1945, only a desire to draw out “all
the facts” from the erstwhile hated enemy.

Consider for example the Survey’s interrogation of Prince Fumi-
maro Konoye, former Japanese premier and influential advisor to
the emperor and to other key leaders, on 9 November 1945. The
principal interrogators were Nitze, D’Olier, Galbraith, and Paul
Baran. When questioned by Nitze50 about how much longer the war
would have continued if the atom bomb had not been dropped,
Konoye responded: “Probably it [the war] would have lasted all this
year.” Nitze then became more specific and asked if the war would
have been terminated prior to 1 November; Konoye’s response was
“Probably would have lasted beyond that.”51

Franklin D’Olier followed Nitze in the interrogation of Konoye
and parroted Nitze’s counterfactual line of questioning. D’Olier
asked the former premier whether the Japanese leadership would
“have been forced to surrender even if Russia had not come in or
even though we had not dropped the atomic bomb?” Konoye
replied that the “Army had dug themselves caves in the mountains
and their idea of fighting on was fighting from every little hole or
rock in the mountains.” D’Olier then asked if the emperor would
have allowed the army to do that. Konoye replied that the emperor
“would not have let them go that far. He would have done some-
thing to stop them.”52 Although Konoye’s testimony to Nitze and
D’Olier provided some support for the early-surrender counterfac-
tual, his testimony leaned heavily toward a more prolonged war,
one that could have continued beyond 1 November, and perhaps
even after 31 December 1945, without the atom bomb and Soviet
declaration of war. But testimony by key Japanese leaders like
Konoye that challenged the Survey’s conclusions never made it into
the pages of the published final reports.

It was noteworthy that during the Konoye interrogation only
Nitze and D’Olier pursued the counterfactual questioning about
ending the war with Japan. Galbraith confined his questions of
Konoye to Japan’s decisions in 1941 to go to war against the United
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States. Paul Baran, who had become a senior member of the Pacific
Survey’s Economic Division, was concerned with Japan’s wartime
economy, and the “greater Asia co-prosperity sphere.” Captain T. J.
Hedding, a member of Ofstie’s Naval Analysis Division, asked
Konoye questions about the military’s role in Japan’s political and
economic structure during the war.53

Nitze’s 12 March “Very Preliminary Draft” of the Summary Re-
port contained the early-surrender counterfactual as it would ap-
pear (except for some slight grammatical modifications) in the 1
July published report. The only important change was the location
of the counterfactual within the overall report. The March drafts of
the Summary Report placed the early-surrender counterfactual at
the end of the report in the concluding remarks. But in April, a sub-
sequent draft placed it at the end of a short narrative on “Japan’s
Struggle to End the War,” which preceded the report’s conclusions
and recommendations.54 Nitze most likely moved the counterfac-
tual because it fit better with the narrative on Japan’s attempts to
end the war than with the report’s future-looking conclusions and
recommendations.55

Nitze’s use of the counterfactual in the Summary Report drew no
criticism from other Survey analysts. The Survey’s chronicler, Major
James Beveridge, noted that there was “serious controversy” among
Survey analysts over some of the Survey’s conclusions. But these bit-
ter disagreements were caused by the “Military Analysis and Naval
Analysis Divisions . . . over the respective contributions of the Navy
and the Air Forces to the ending of the war against Japan,” and not
the early-surrender counterfactual. Beveridge went on to note that the
Survey’s recommendations concerning the postwar defense establish-
ment brought about the fiercest debates among Survey analysts.56

In fact, Survey members seemed to have formed a consensus
around Nitze’s early-surrender counterfactual. As early as October
1945, when Survey members were still collecting evidence (but be-
fore Nitze had drafted his counterfactual), a special envoy to Presi-
dent Truman, Edwin Locke, noted that some Americans in Japan
had already decided the atomic bombs “speeded surrender by only
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a few days.”57 Americans like Admiral Ofstie could accept the
early-surrender counterfactual because it allowed them to claim
that the decisive factor in producing victory in the Pacific was the
navy’s blockade around the Japanese home islands. The AAF, con-
versely, by citing the counterfactual, could claim that LeMay’s fire-
bombing of Japanese cities ultimately brought about unconditional
surrender, not the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, or
the Russian declaration of war. For the hundreds of other Survey
analysts, both civilian and military, Nitze’s counterfactual fit neatly
into their conceptual understanding of strategic bombing. They be-
lieved that the purpose of strategic bombing was to destroy the
enemy’s war-making capacity.58 Since their analysis of the Pacific
war showed them that the conventional bombing of the Japanese
home islands coupled with the naval blockade had decisively dam-
aged Japan’s war-making capacity, the atomic bomb, for them,
played only a minor role in ending the war.

But a June 1946 analysis produced under the direction of Gen-
eral Leslie Groves, military commander of the Manhattan Engineer
District which built the bomb, disagreed. General Groves’s report,
“The Atomic Bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki,” argued that
“the atomic bomb did not alone win the war against Japan, but it
most certainly ended it, saving the thousands of Allied lives that
would have been lost in any combat invasion of Japan.”59 The Sur-
vey’s secretariat, Walter Wilds, told presidential assistant Edwin
Locke (who had recently arrived back from Japan as a special envoy
to the president) that the Survey believed the Groves report “should
not be made public at this time.” Wilds informed Locke of attempts
on the Survey’s part to “reduce conflicts” between the two reports
by providing General Groves with Survey “data.” Wilds believed
that the simultaneous release of the Survey’s Summary Report and
the Groves report would “promote public confusion.”60 The poten-
tial “public confusion” that concerned Wilds was most likely tied to
the contradiction between the two reports over the role of the
atomic bomb in “ending” the war against Japan.

Assistant Secretary of State Dean Acheson, who was heading the
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American negotiations with the Soviet Union in Paris, raised a ques-
tion about the Summary Report’s early-surrender counterfactual. In
a letter to Locke, Wilds reminded him that Acheson had read the
Survey’s analysis on Japan’s surrender decision and held “certain
reservations with respect to making public at this time the sections
dealing with Russia’s role in the Pacific war.”61 Acheson was proba-
bly worried about the Soviet response to the counterfactual conclu-
sion that Japan would have surrendered “even if Russia had not en-
tered the war.”

Locke himself was concerned about the Survey’s early-surrender
counterfactual. Wilds noted that Locke had discussed with him
“certain points,” “especially the language in the surrender report
which describes the role of the atom bombs in terminating the
war.”62 On several drafts of the Summary Report in Locke’s
“Strategic Bombing Survey” folder there are handwritten question
marks in the margins next to the early-surrender counterfactual.63 It
is unclear who placed those question marks on the drafts. Probably
it was Locke himself and not the president. Locke told the president
that he had been following the Survey reports closely and had gone
over “the preliminary drafts” and had advised the president “to the
best of [his] ability.”64

President Truman met with D’Olier and Nitze on 29 March 1946
to discuss their conclusions.65 No transcript exists for this meeting.
It is possible, though, that they talked about the necessity of using
the atomic bombs to force Japan to surrender. In a May letter to the
president, D’Olier asked him to recall from their recent 29 March
meeting that “one of the Survey’s important studies reconstruct[ed]
the discussions and negotiations in Japan which led to its uncondi-
tional surrender. . . .” D’Olier then requested that the president
grant him permission to have access to “ultra information” (the se-
cret Japanese diplomatic messages that American intelligence had
intercepted during the war) so that the Survey could “establish
more factually and clearly the factors affecting” the Japanese deci-
sion to surrender, “especially the period from April through August
1945. . . .”66 It is possible that President Truman questioned the
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early-surrender counterfactual in the late-March meeting with
Nitze and D’Olier, which may have pushed them into asking for
“ultra information” to provide implicit support for the Summary
Report’s claim that Japan would have surrendered even if the
United States had not dropped the atomic bomb. A few days later
the president granted D’Olier permission to use Ultra intelligence
“to complete the Survey’s important study of the factors surround-
ing the unconditional surrender decision of the Japanese.”67 But in
the 1 July published version of the Summary Report, the early-sur-
render counterfactual, stating the atomic bomb was unnecessary in
forcing Japan to surrender, remained unchanged.

IV

There is no question that Japan was a defeated nation by very early
August 1945. But would Japan have surrendered “certainly prior to
31 December 1945, and in all probability prior to 1 November
1945,” without the atomic bomb or Soviet war declaration, as the
Summary Report argued? President Truman told the American peo-
ple shortly after the atomic bombing of Hiroshima, “We have used
[the bomb] . . . in order to shorten the agony of war, in order to save
the lives of thousands and thousands of young Americans.” The
Summary Report’s conclusion challenged President Truman’s re-
marks that Japan would not have surrendered soon if the United
States had not used the bomb.68

Not only did the Summary Report’s early-surrender counterfac-
tual contradict official explanations of the use of the atomic bomb,
it implicitly contradicted some of the other conclusions brought out
in the Summary Report itself and other published reports from the
Pacific Survey.

The Summary Report, though acknowledging that the war
against Japanese shipping was an important factor in destroying
Japan’s war economy, argued that the decisive factor in persuading
the Japanese leaders to surrender was the conventional strategic
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bombing of the home islands.69 But two reports—the Economic Di-
vision’s The Effects of Strategic Bombing on Japan’s War Economy
and the Transportation Division’s The War against Japanese Trans-
portation—subtly differed from the Summary Report’s argument.
In the view of these two division studies, the antishipping campaign
had virtually destroyed Japan’s economy prior to the main weight
of the AAF’s bombing campaign, and therefore these two publica-
tions, unlike the Summary Report, stress the decisive role of anti-
shipping in Japan’s ultimate defeat.70

The fact that Japan’s economy was for the most part destroyed
prior to the AAF’s heavy bombing attacks led the authors of these
two reports to conclusions that were different in degree from those
of the Summary Report. The differences concern the relative impor-
tance of conventional bombing of the Japanese home islands and
the antishipping campaign in Japan’s decision to surrender. These
two applications of military power were equally important in the
Economic Division’s judgment: “While the outcome of the war was
decided in the waters of the Pacific . . . well in advance of the strate-
gic bomber offensive against Japan’s home islands, the air offensive
against Japan proper was the major factor determining the timing
of Japan’s surrender.”71 In this conclusion, the naval war against
Japanese merchant shipping and the resulting loss of raw material
were not merely one of the cumulative causes that defeated Japan
but actually “decided” the outcome of the war in the Pacific.

The Pacific Survey’s analysis of urban area attacks had to wrestle
with the fact that in the Pacific, unlike the European theater, area
attacks constituted 70 percent of the AAF’s campaign. The Effects
of Air Attack on Japanese Urban Economy credited the AAF’s area
attacks for causing great damage to the urban workforce and social
structure. According to the report, absenteeism of workers, directly
caused by air raids, turned an already critical situation into one of
complete desperation. The air raids also caused widespread destruc-
tion and deprivation not only in the cities but throughout the
Japanese homeland.72 But when it came to assessing the effective-
ness of the area attacks on Japanese war production, this report

strategic bombing against japan 121



became less favorable to area bombing. Indeed, the report’s recur-
ring theme was that the Japanese economy was already defeated be-
fore the AAF began its air campaign: “As in Germany, the air at-
tacks against Japanese cities were not the cause of the enemy’s de-
feat. The defeat of Japan was assured before the urban attacks were
launched. . . . The insufficiency of Japan’s war economy was the un-
derlying cause of her defeat.”73 This conclusion, which downplayed
the effectiveness of urban area attacks on Japan’s war production,
was often followed, strangely, by statements giving much weight to
the importance of area attacks in lowering Japan’s morale and will
to resist: “The raids brought home to the people the realization that
there was no defense against the Allied aircraft; that nothing could
prevent the wholesale destruction of every inhabited area in Japan
and that further resistance was futile.”74 The implicit argument here
was that urban area attacks had a more decisive impact on morale
than on Japan’s war economy.

But the Pacific Survey report The Effects of Strategic Bombing on
Japanese Morale argued that lowered morale, resulting from con-
ventional strategic bombing, was not the decisive factor that forced
the political leadership to accept surrender. According to the report,
low morale and apathy on the part of the civilian population to-
ward continuing the war were not the decisive factors that defeated
Japan: “Throughout the small nation the effects of Allied bombings
were general more than specific and were not confined to the target
areas. The drop in morale which took place throughout the country
was not the factor that defeated Japan.” The report acknowledged
that regardless of the low level of morale, the Japanese people
would still have continued fighting and working to support the war
effort had the emperor so desired.75

The Survey’s morale report did acknowledge that the morale of
the Japanese people influenced, to varying degrees, the political
leadership in its decision over whether to continue fighting or termi-
nate the war. Members of the ruling elite, usually the militarists,
might have had some concern about public morale, but they also
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believed that the Japanese people, regardless of their demoralized
state, would have complied with the decisions made by the political
and military leadership. The report concluded that morale (either
political or public) was not decisive; rather, it was only “one impor-
tant factor among several” in the defeat of Japan.76

Three conflicting conclusions emerge from the pages of various
reports of the Pacific Survey: (1) approximately 70 percent of AAF
attacks against the Japanese home islands were against urban areas;
(2) area attacks against Japan’s morale and urban economy were
not decisive factors in Japan’s decision to surrender; and (3) con-
ventional strategic bombing was the decisive factor in forcing the
Japanese to surrender “unconditionally.” The Survey’s first two
findings, taken together, suggest that a major portion of the AAF’s
air campaign against the Japanese home islands was not decisive,
and was perhaps unnecessary. The third finding—the Summary Re-
port’s conclusion—therefore, requires an explanation of how the re-
maining 30 percent of the AAF’s campaign, which consisted of pre-
cision attacks against specific military and economic targets, de-
feated Japan and forced a surrender. Granted the Summary Report
argued that the main weight of the AAF’s campaign against Japan-
ese cities lowered the morale and will to resist of the Japanese lead-
ership, thereby forcing them to accept surrender, but the Pacific Sur-
vey report on morale suggested that both factors were not critical
for Japan’s capitulation.

This is the dilemma that emerges from the pages of the Pacific Sur-
vey reports: How to claim the decisiveness of conventional air power
when there was evidence pointing to the conclusion that a large part
of the AAF’s campaign, while important, was not the crucial factor in
Japan’s defeat? The devastating effects of the antishipping campaign
and of conventional strategic bombing certainly forced the Japanese
leadership to realize that defeat was inevitable. But there is a differ-
ence between the realization of defeat and the political acceptance of
surrender. Here is where the atom bomb enters into the equation. If
read as a collective whole, the Pacific Survey reports implicitly suggest
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that the atom bomb was the sufficient cause that transformed the re-
alization of defeat into surrender, thus contradicting the early-surren-
der counterfactual.

Tucked away in an often-ignored appendix of The Effects of Air
Attack on Japanese Urban Economy is a postwar analysis of strate-
gic bombing, produced by scholars from Japan’s Imperial Univer-
sity. Their analysis agreed with most of the Survey’s main themes,
except for this striking remark about the conventional air attack,
the atom bomb, and the end of the war: “Though there were many
different views [over whether to continue the war], the majority of
leaders entirely lost heart to continue hostilities. Particularly, the
debut of the atomic bombs in the Pacific war theater was deci-
sive.”77 It is unclear how this statement made its way into the final
report. Paul Nitze himself was one of four Survey directors whose
personal approval was necessary before any reports could be re-
leased for publication.78 Somehow those responsible for revising or
rewriting “contradictory” material overlooked the Japanese schol-
ars’ findings as well as other evidence challenging the Survey’s inter-
pretation of Japan’s decision to surrender.

V

Not tucked away in the midst of published Survey reports was the
July 1947 study produced by Orvil Anderson’s Military Analysis
Division, Air Campaigns of the Pacific War. Making the same points
that he made in his July 1946 memorandum to the secretary of war
on the Summary Report, Anderson’s Air Campaigns sought to
bludgeon the “American Public” into accepting the idea that the na-
tional defense establishment had to be “oriented toward airpower”
and that the future of air power must “not be restricted, as in
pre–World War II years, by the inertia of established organizations
or personalities.” Anderson’s report argued that the experience of
World War II proved that:
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Airpower dominated its own element.
Airpower dominated naval warfare.
Airpower dominated ground warfare.
Airpower was capable of forcing the capitulation of an enemy nation

without surface invasion.79

Anderson’s pamphletlike report, with its blatant air force parochial-
ism, was certainly different in style and reasonableness of tone from
the other Pacific Survey published reports. Yet it nevertheless re-
flected accurately the overall partiality of the Strategic Bombing
Survey toward air power and an independent air force.

In stark contrast to Anderson’s report was Ofstie’s Naval Analy-
sis Division’s published study, Campaigns of the Pacific War. The
navy’s report was a calm, methodical narrative of the major naval
battles of the Pacific war. There were no grandiose claims about the
decisiveness of the navy’s antishipping campaign or of its carrier-
based aircraft. The most sweeping conclusion, if one can call it that,
was the following:

By January 1945, Japan was in fact a defeated nation. . . . All hope of
future resistance had depended upon oil and now the tankers were
sunk and the oil cut off. . . . At home the bad news began to be
known and mutterings of negotiated conditional peace arose even in
the armed forces. Japan was defeated: it remained only necessary to
persuade her of the fact.80

This statement does not differ from observations found in other Pa-
cific Survey reports: Japan’s economy had been broken before the
main AAF attacks; the antishipping campaign had been decisive in
Japan’s defeat; conventional strategic bombing had persuaded the po-
litical leadership to realize defeat and accept unconditional surrender.

The process of getting Anderson’s Air Campaigns of the Pacific
War and Ofstie’s Campaigns of the Pacific War to the Government
Printing Office for publication in late 1946 and 1947 demonstrates
the powerful postwar interests of both the Army Air Forces and the
navy that operated within the Pacific Survey. The process also
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shows that the services’ representatives on the Survey, General An-
derson and Admiral Ofstie, were not “evenly matched.”81 Instead,
the AAF clearly had the upper hand because of the conceptual ap-
proach of directors like Nitze and, more important, the partiality of
Franklin D’Olier.

Historian David MacIsaac, in his 1976 book on the Survey, Strate-
gic Bombing in World War Two: The Story of the United States Strate-
gic Bombing Survey, called the bitter disagreement between Ofstie
and Anderson “The Great Anderson Navy War.” MacIsaac’s mistake
was to portray the Survey, and especially Franklin D’Olier, as the
impartial mediator between Ofstie and Anderson. D’Olier, according
to MacIsaac, did his best to be “fair.”82 But the record strongly sug-
gests that D’Olier deliberately sided with Anderson and allowed Air
Campaigns to be published in the face of objections by Ofstie and
Paul Nitze.

In early 1946, Ofstie’s division wrote a report, “The Air Effort
against Japan” (a different study from Campaigns of the Pacific
War discussed above), that described and evaluated the part played
by air power in the Pacific war. Yet when Ofstie submitted the gal-
leys of this report for review, Nitze considered it not to be “an im-
partial or accurate account of the air effort against Japan.” The Sur-
vey, said Nitze, “would not approve of its publication in its present
form which incorrectly associates the Survey with it.”83 Ofstie’s re-
port argued that U.S. naval action in World War II in the Pacific
“played the principal as well as the deciding part.” The report con-
cluded that “too much has been said of late of the peculiar and dis-
tinctive nature of airpower, and too little of its necessary interrela-
tion with land and sea forces for whose benefit it exists.”84 Major
General Lauris Norstad, who had probably been briefed about the
Naval Analysis Division’s report by Anderson, was worried that the
report claimed to be an analysis of the overall air effort against
Japan, but was really a highly biased description of the navy’s car-
rier-based air effort.85 As a result of these expressed concerns, and
Nitze’s desire to maintain “impartiality,” the Survey did not publish
the report.
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But Ofstie did get legitimate approval from the Survey to publish
Campaigns of the Pacific War. Ofstie remembered that “in line with
the procedure for approval,” his division’s report was sent to the
chairman’s office and to Anderson’s Military Analysis Division for
review.86 The report was subsequently “approved by the Survey for
publication.”87 More important, a representative from Anderson’s
division met with Ofstie and Survey Secretariat Wilds in late sum-
mer 1946 and “agreed to the final changes” of Campaigns of the
Pacific War.88

Anderson’s Military Analysis Division had prepared several sup-
porting reports on different AAF units that had fought in the Pa-
cific, e.g., The Fifth Air Force in the War against Japan and The Air
Transport Command in the War against Japan. Anderson’s division,
however, had not prepared a division overall report by the time the
Survey had completed its work with the publication of the chair-
man’s reports in July 1946. Ofstie remembered asking Anderson on
numerous occasions if his division would have a general summary
of Army Air Forces activities in the Pacific. According to Ofstie, An-
derson often replied that he would have such a report to Ofstie “at
the next meeting,” or “in a few weeks.”89

It was not until late 1946 (about four months after the Survey
had officially finished its work, but when it still maintained a small
staff under Lieutenant Colonel G. L. McMurrin to oversee remain-
ing administrative matters) that Orvil Anderson submitted a report,
“Over-All Air Effort in the War against Japan,” to Nitze, who had
recently taken a position in the State Department.90 On Christmas
Eve Nitze fired off a brisk reply to McMurrin telling him not to
publish Anderson’s report. The Survey, according to Nitze, had
promised the Naval Analysis Division that it would not publish the
Military Analysis Division’s overall report because it had denied the
navy’s request to publish their overall report.91 D’Olier, who had re-
cently returned to the position of president of Prudential Life Insur-
ance, agreed “100%” with Nitze’s decision.92

Anderson’s eagerness for the Survey to publish a report that
would laud the accomplishments of the AAF in the Pacific war and
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state explicitly air power’s role in the postwar defense establishment
produced another report, The Air Campaigns of the Pacific War, in
early 1947. Once Ofstie read Anderson’s draft of Air Campaigns, he
immediately told Nitze that the report was anything but “an objec-
tive study of the war.” Ofstie found Air Campaigns “to be in major
part a vicious and deliberate attempt to discredit the entire naval
service.” Ofstie forcefully reminded Nitze that Anderson’s proposed
report had not been approved by the key Survey directors as was his
own Campaigns of the Pacific War. He considered the potential
publication of Air Campaigns “to be directly contrary to the princi-
ples under which the Survey operated and decidedly inimical to the
best interests of the armed services and the government. . . .”93

Nitze suggested to Ofstie that he meet with Anderson’s staff “to
see if an understanding could be reached on material objected to in
the manuscript.” But Nitze reassured Ofstie that if an agreement
between the “Army and Navy representatives” could not be
reached over Air Campaigns, “the U.S. Strategic Bombing Survey
would not publish this document. . . .” Ofstie met with two of An-
derson’s assistants on 14 March at the Burlington Hotel in Wash-
ington, D.C., to discuss Air Campaigns. After that meeting Ofstie
informed Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal, Nitze, and D’Olier
by memorandum that no agreement had been reached. Ofstie “as-
sumed that publication of subject manuscript” was a “closed issue”
as far as the Survey was concerned.94

Ofstie was wrong. In July 1947, the Government Printing Office
published under the auspices of the Strategic Bombing Survey, Air
Campaigns of the Pacific War. Naval officers were furious. After
reading Air Campaigns of the Pacific War, Ofstie’s assistant, Cap-
tain G. W. Anderson, roared that the report would be better titled
“Everyone’s Out of Step but Orville [sic].” Captain Anderson then
recommended to Ofstie, because the report was of the most “perni-
cious” nature, that it be “withdrawn from circulation and discipli-
nary action taken. . . .”95

Secretary of the Navy Forrestal was equally upset. In early Sep-
tember 1947, he sent a letter (prepared for him by Ofstie) to
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D’Olier with copies furnished to Secretary of War Kenneth Royall
and Paul Nitze. Forrestal stressed to D’Olier the crucial objection to
the publication of Air Campaigns: it was “published by the Govern-
ment Printing Office without prior reference to any representative
of the Navy Department,” thus violating the Survey’s established
procedures for approving reports for publication. Forrestal believed
the report to be “highly objectionable” and “replete with malicious
implication and biased opinion.” He found it “decidedly deroga-
tory to the wartime leadership of the Naval high command.” He
closed the letter with a strong request that D’Olier take immediate
action not only “to suppress the publication but to disavow it due
to errors of fact, interpretation, and conclusion.”96

Paul Nitze soon learned how Air Campaigns came to be pub-
lished as an official Survey report. Nitze told the deputy chief of
naval operations, Admiral Forrest Sherman, that he had had no
idea that Air Campaigns was being published under the auspices of
the Survey until it had been released by the Government Printing
Office and subsequently brought to his attention. Nitze, at that
point, telephoned D’Olier for an explanation. D’Olier informed
Nitze that he himself had reversed Nitze’s decision in the spring not
to publish Air Campaigns. D’Olier said he had informed Nitze of
his decision to allow the publication of Air Campaigns, because of
D’Olier’s “desire to save [Nitze] embarrassment.”97

VI

Franklin D’Olier was an advocate for building the postwar defense
establishment around air power and an independent air force. As a
former national commander of the American Legion, D’Olier sent
copies of the European and Pacific Summary Reports to all of the
forty-eight state commanders of the Legion. He agreed with Har-
vard law professor and erstwhile COA member W. Barton Leach
that the Survey was the most “persuasive” argument made yet “of
the national requirement for air power” and that it should be given

strategic bombing against japan 129



the widest distribution possible.98 He also understood the influence
the Survey was having, and would continue to have, on the reorgan-
ization of the defense establishment. In late July 1947, as the Gov-
ernment Printing Office was releasing copies of Air Campaigns,
D’Olier boasted to Nitze how Secretary of War Robert Patterson
had told him of the important role the Survey reports had played in
the unification of the armed services. “He [Patterson] said that re-
peatedly after many hearings our Report had been mentioned, with
particular reference to our insistence upon unification.”99

The Survey’s call for unification of the armed services included a
call for a separate “third establishment” that became, as a result of
the National Security Act of 1947, the United States Air Force. The
airmen’s dreams had been fulfilled.
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chapter 6
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

A-Bombs, Budgets, and the Dilemma
of Defense

Symington—
Do you realize that in accepting our new jobs and in the event of

war with Russia, we will be hanged as war criminals if we lose?
There had better be some real honest to God thinking about what

we need to avoid being on the losing side.
The U.S. has already set the pace for the atomic bomb, strategic

bombing, and hanging war criminals.
This is no time to temporize very long with old established prerog-

atives of the Services, nor to tolerate inter-Service rivalry, friction,
jealousy. Whoever does not cooperate should be obliterated.

general carl spaatz, 1947

Anticipating his “new job” as
chief of staff of the United States Air Force, General Carl A. Spaatz
forcefully emphasized to the about-to-be-named secretary of the air
force, W. Stuart Symington, that they must “obliterate” any opposi-
tion to the air force’s plans for the postwar defense establishment.1

The opposition that Spaatz was referring to was neither the Soviet
Union nor any other external enemy to the United States. Instead, it
was the United States Navy in its resistance to the unification of the
armed services (that would allow for an independent air force) and
its challenge to the air force’s approach to strategic bombing. Re-
tired Army General Hugh Drum summed up the problem best when
he told Ferdinand Eberstadt, who was heading a navy commission
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to study the unification of the armed services, that the “crux of the
whole controversy” was the “Air.”2

The published reports produced by the United States Strategic
Bombing Survey helped the air force and the navy explain their con-
ception of the “air” for the national defense establishment. Both
services used the Survey during the armed services unification hear-
ings, held at various times in 1946 and 1947, to argue either for or
against an independent air force. In 1948, President Truman re-
duced the defense budget (for fiscal year 1950) to $13.7 billion, re-
sulting in the cancellation of production of the navy’s cherished su-
percarrier, the USS United States. A series of congressional hearings
followed in 1949 that probed deeply into the navy and air force’s vi-
sions for the postwar defense establishment. During these hearings,
the air force and the navy again relied on the Strategic Bombing
Survey to support their position on controversial issues such as the
air force’s procurement of the B-36 strategic bomber, the roles and
missions of both services, methods of strategic bombing, and the
atomic bomb.

I

The first postwar congressional hearings on unification of the
armed services began on 17 October 1945 when the Senate Military
Affairs Committee began to explore two bills that committee mem-
bers had introduced. Key issues that emerged from these early hear-
ings were the push for a single defense department and the inde-
pendent status of the air force. Since the days of Billy Mitchell, the
air force had desired coequal status with the army and navy: unifi-
cation was a means to achieve that end. The navy, on the other
hand, opposed unification because an independent air force dis-
rupted the traditional balance between the Navy and War Depart-
ments over budgets. An independent air force would mean that
three services would be competing for funds instead of just two.3

Lurking underneath this concern over budgets was also the emerg-
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ing fear among naval officers that many Americans believed strate-
gic air power, delivered by the air force, to be the decisive factor in
future warfare.4 Naval leaders saw in this belief the potential de-
mise of carrier aviation and a decline in the status of their service.

During the October 1945 congressional hearings many top civilian
and military leaders appeared before the committee to explain their
positions on unification. Even though the Pacific portion of the Strate-
gic Bombing Survey was still ongoing, some of its draft reports had
made their way back to Washington along with the many completed
reports from the European Survey. When arguing either in favor of or
against unification, military leaders would often use reports from the
Survey as proof of their services’ accomplishments during the war.
Proving which service played the decisive role in victory was closely
linked to arguments over the future structure of the defense establish-
ment. Vice-Admiral Dewitt C. Ramsey, deputy commander in chief
for the Pacific fleet, told the Senate Military Affairs Committee that he
vehemently disagreed with the AAF claim that carrier-based aviation
had become obsolete by the closing months of the war owing to the
ability of the AAF to bomb the Japanese home islands. According to
Admiral Ramsey, carrier aviation played a critical role in forcing
Japan to surrender unconditionally, and if a land invasion of Kyushu
had been necessary, carrier aviation would have played a decisive role
in that operation as well.5 He used evidence from the Strategic Bomb-
ing Survey to support his description of the war and the navy’s role in
winning it. The Survey, argued Admiral Ramsey, would “set forth in
the record . . . that the Navy has measured up to the confidence re-
posed in it by the American people in spelling doom for the Japanese
dreams of conquest long before the first atomic bomb descended on
Hiroshima.”6

General Spaatz also appeared before the committee to provide his
opinions on unification. In his testimony he used key passages from
the Survey as justification for the air force’s postwar plans for air
power. An often-used passage from the European Survey’s Summary
Report states that “Allied air power was decisive in the war in west-
ern Europe.”7 General Spaatz quoted this passage to committee
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members when explaining the crucial role the AAF played in produc-
ing victory in the war in Europe. But unlike Admiral Ramsey, who
dwelled extensively on wartime accomplishments, General Spaatz
quickly moved the discussion toward the future role of air power:

The plain fact is that coasts and seas no longer have their old signifi-
cance for defense. Distance has been telescoped. . . . In the air power
age the Air Force is vitally concerned with the development of jet
propulsion, supersonic speeds, guided missiles; not to speak of the
potentials of harnessed atomic energy. The Air Force should be free
from control by interests which may be influenced more by things of
the past or present than by ideas for, and of, the future.8

General James H. Doolittle echoed these same air force senti-
ments when appearing before the committee. He referenced an un-
named “study” by the Survey that analyzed the effects of strategic
bombing on Japanese cities (perhaps the findings from the Pacific
Survey’s Urban Areas Division). General Doolittle stressed the level
of destruction in over forty Japanese cities wrought by B-29 attacks
and the strategic bomber’s decisive role in the war with Japan: “The
Navy had the transport to make the invasion of Japan possible; the
Ground Forces had the power to make it successful and the B-29
made it unnecessary.” The essence of General Doolittle’s argument
was that strategic air power had changed the face of warfare by ob-
viating the need for a ground invasion of the Japanese home islands.
The past, argued General Doolittle, proved that “Air, due to the fa-
cility and speed with which we move through it and the inherent
limitations of land and sea, is the medium through which the
weapons of the future will travel.”9

Throughout 1946 and into 1947, the battle lines hardened be-
tween the air force and the army on one side, and the navy on the
other, over the unification of the armed services and the independ-
ent status of the air force. The festering issue of naval air power was
at the center of debate between the air force and the navy.

In a November 1946 speech to the Air Force Association, Gen-
eral Doolittle wondered why the United States needed “two air
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forces any more than we need two armies or two navies.” He fur-
ther stated: “All land based planes must be under one command in
order to achieve not only the most economical air power possible,
but the most effective air power possible.” That “command,” noted
Doolittle, would be an independent American air force.10 General
Spaatz insisted to the Joint Chiefs that the air force should subsume
all naval land-based aviation.11 The navy’s budget for 1947 con-
cerned Secretary Symington because of the navy’s demand for “land
based planes to protect their ships. . . .” Symington reminded Presi-
dent Truman that the navy’s request was “millions of dollars more
than the Air Force’s [for] the purchase of airplanes.” Land-based
air, according to Symington, was the responsibility of the air
force.12 Many airmen came to believe that the navy’s effort to main-
tain its land-based airplanes indicated a desire on the navy’s part to
take away the strategic bombing mission from the air force. General
Ira Eaker noted to Symington in April 1946 that the navy was offer-
ing air force B-29 pilots regular commissions in the navy, proving to
Eaker “the Navy’s intention to build up strategic bombing.”13

In the summer of 1946, President Truman caused great concern
among navy officers by sending to the secretaries of war and navy a
memorandum arguing that naval reconnaissance and antisubmarine
warfare should be performed by airmen. They sensed that the presi-
dent’s memorandum was an indication of “just the initial step in a
continuing campaign by the Army Air Force people to absorb all
Naval aviation.”14 Navy officers believed that the navy had to main-
tain its land-based airplanes to accomplish part of their wartime mis-
sion of naval reconnaissance and antisubmarine warfare.

About a year later, in June 1947, the House Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Department heard closing arguments by
service leaders on the unification of the armed services. The navy
maintained its position that there should not be an independent air
force, and naturally air officers argued the opposite. Echoing the
same statements that Generals Spaatz and Doolittle had made at
earlier hearings, Major General Lauris Norstad told the committee
that owing to the decisive results produced by strategic bombing in
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World War II, the Army Air Forces should be granted independent
status within a unified defense establishment because it was the
service best suited to carry out the revolutionary methods of strate-
gic air warfare. To support his position, General Norstad used the
concluding passage from the Pacific Survey Summary Report that
called for, “in addition to the Army and Navy . . . an equal and co-
ordinate position for a third establishment.”15

Yet a naval officer who testified to the committee shortly after
General Norstad raised some troubling questions about pressure
put on some Survey authors to reach conclusions claiming the deci-
siveness of strategic bombing in World War II and the need for a
postwar independent air force. The Pacific Survey’s Naval Analysis
Division director, Admiral Ofstie, told the committee about his
frustrating experience with the writing of the Pacific Survey Sum-
mary Report. He provided draft versions of the Pacific Survey Sum-
mary Report that showed the gradual shift from concluding that an
independent air force was not desirable to the published report’s
implicit call for a coequal air arm.16 The draft versions disclosed by
Admiral Ofstie demonstrated to the committee the partial, not im-
partial, nature of Survey conclusions.

Military officers were not the only ones relying on Survey reports
to support their positions in the unification debates. Representative
W. J. Dorn of the House Committee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Department obtained a number of unpublished Survey interro-
gations of key Japanese and German military and political leaders.
The congressman provided a litany of statements made by these in-
dividuals attesting to the importance of strategic bombing in defeat-
ing Germany and Japan. The excerpts that Congressman Dorn used
also expressed the notion that both Germany and Japan would have
done better in the war if they had had an independent strategic air
force. He included in the hearing record the conclusion from the Pa-
cific Survey Summary Report about the need for a “third establish-
ment” that would be responsible for strategic air power. The Sum-
mary Report’s conclusion supported Dorn’s desire for an air arm of
coequal status with the army and navy.17
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Although President Truman signed the unification of the armed
services into law in July 1947, there remained strong disagreements
between the services over roles and missions. In the summer and fall
of 1948, service leaders met with Secretary of Defense James Forre-
stal at Key West, Florida, and Newport, Rhode Island, to iron out
some of these problems. Although the meetings did reduce tensions,
important questions remained unanswered over which service
would control the atomic bomb and the method for dropping it in a
potential war against the Soviet Union.

II

The atomic bomb posed a dilemma for the airmen’s vision for the
postwar defense establishment. On the one hand, the airmen com-
mitted themselves to a strong public speaking and writing cam-
paign, professing that the atomic bomb had revolutionized warfare
and that the nation’s defense should be centered on the air force’s
ability to deliver the bomb against the Soviet Union. But on the
other, senior airmen knew that too much emphasis on the atomic
bomb as the central part of the national defense establishment
would raise troubling questions in Congress about their proposed
seventy-group air force that was based largely on a conventional
nonatomic strategic bombing mission.18

In the spring of 1947, Major General Frederick Anderson, the air
force assistant chief of staff for personnel and public relations, and
a number of senior airmen helped a journalist write an article for
the popular magazine Readers Digest. The purpose of the article
was to strike fear into the hearts of many Americans and convince
them of the need for the air force to have the capability of delivering
an atomic attack against the Soviet Union. The draft of the article
started off by warning the American people of the great potential
danger that atomic bombs posed to the United States. Although the
Soviet Union did not possess the bomb, the article argued that the
United States would “shortly be exposed” to a devastating atomic
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attack. The solution, according to the article, was for the American
people to form “atomic councils” and demand that their govern-
ment authorize an “immediate activation of an Air Striking Force
adequate to blow out any aggressor” with atomic bombs.19

General Spaatz told the editors of the Washington, D.C., newspa-
per Evening Star that their ongoing writing on the importance of air
power reflected “in large measure the interest of the American people
in their security in this Atomic Air Age.” General Spaatz noted that
the effects of the atomic bomb would have “far reaching” conse-
quences on the American defense establishment. He closed the letter
by suggesting to the editors that much of the “misdirection of thought
and effort [concerning defense issues] could be eliminated if the Naval
Air Force became a part of the United States Air Force. . . .”20

Air force advisor W. Barton Leach recommended to Spaatz and
Symington that they emphasize, when speaking in public, that the
air force in peacetime must have a “long range striking force, capa-
ble of delivering atomic weapons.” Leach pointed out that aggres-
sors could “be deterred, not by defensive measures but by a force in
being which can strike them hard and hurt them badly if they start a
fight.”21 General Spaatz’s successor as chief of staff of the air force,
General Hoyt Vandenberg, told a “civilian seminar” in 1948 that
the air force’s primary wartime mission was to launch an “air
counter-offensive” at the “earliest possible moment” with Amer-
ica’s “most powerful weapons.”22

Both generals, though, along with Secretary of the Air Force Stuart
Symington, downplayed the importance of the atomic bomb in na-
tional strategy when they briefed the Congressional Air Policy Board
in early 1948 on the air force’s proposed seventy-group program.
Since the end of World War II, the seventy-group air force had come
to define what the airmen believed to be adequate air power for the
national defense. The core of the seventy-group program was twenty-
five very heavy bomber groups that could deliver a conventional,
strategic bombing attack against the Soviet Union, and possibly an
atomic attack as well.23 General Vandenberg told the congressmen of
the Air Policy Board that the seventy-group program that he was rec-

a-bombs, budgets, and the dilemma of defense138



ommending dealt solely with “conventional types of bombs, and [did]
not include atomic weapons, which should be regarded as a comple-
ment to conventional bombs, rather than as a basis on which an en-
tire plan should be built.” That seventy-group program, which would
cost $7.5 billion, was the “minimum force” that the United States
should maintain in peacetime, argued General Vandenberg.24

During the discussion period that followed General Vandenberg’s
presentation, the first remark made by Congressman John Hinshaw,
the board’s head, pointed out that the general’s presentation “omit-
ted any mention of the use of atomic weapons.” This was perplex-
ing to the congressman because of all the published statements he
had read touting the exceptional power of atomic weapons as com-
pared with conventional bombs. Congressman Hinshaw noted that
some of the figures that he had in mind placed one atomic bomb as
having “270 times the capacity of one B29” that would drop only
conventional bombs. Since General Vandenberg had not mentioned
the great power of atomic bombs during his briefing, Congressman
Hinshaw wondered “how the use of that weapon affects the plan.”
General Spaatz responded by emphasizing the secrecy surrounding
the bomb and the airmen’s inability, due to security requirements,
to discuss it with the congressmen: “When you talk about the
atomic weapon, you get right into the atomic security act and the
question is rather difficult to answer right off.”25

Without getting into actual numbers and technical information
relating to the bomb, Vandenberg was still able to explain to the
congressmen the airmen’s (nonpublic) belief that the atomic bomb
should be an ancillary weapon to the seventy-group air force’s mis-
sion of carrying out a conventional bombing attack against the So-
viet Union. Even after five or six years of further development and
production of atomic weapons, according to Vandenberg, there was
“only the bare possibility of winning the war [against the Soviets]
by forcing capitulation” if the United States relied heavily on
atomic weapons. The airmen therefore looked at the atomic bomb
“from the standpoint of an additional weapon” to support a con-
ventional bombing campaign against the Soviet Union.26
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Simply put, conventional strategic bombing required many, many
very heavy bombers that justified the air force’s seventy-group pro-
gram. Heavy reliance on the atomic bomb would have logically
called into question the great number of airplanes that the airmen
were asking Congress to buy. General Spaatz acknowledged that
“200 plane loads” of conventional bombs would “accomplish the
same result” as one atomic bomb attack.27 For the airmen and their
seventy-group program, the nemesis was in the arithmetic.

A second nemesis was the conception put forward by military
strategist Bernard Brodie that the atomic bomb had become the “ab-
solute weapon.” The air force’s seventy-group program was based
largely on the World War II experience of the Army Air Forces. Yet
Brodie argued that the atomic bomb seemed to have erased the World
War II pattern of strategic bombing because of the new weapon’s huge
destructive capacity. Brodie believed that World War II had proven the
decisiveness of strategic bombing, but the atomic bomb had changed
the way strategic bombing would be conducted in a future war. Prob-
ably Brodie’s most challenging argument was this: “Thus far the chief
purpose of our military establishment has been to win wars. From
now on its chief purpose must be to avert them. It can have no other
useful purpose.”28 Yet the seventy-group program that Generals
Spaatz and Vandenberg presented to the Air Policy Board was not a
program fundamentally based on the ability of the air force to deter a
war with the Soviets. Instead, the mission of the proposed seventy-
group air force would ultimately be to fight and win a war against the
Soviet Union by relying heavily on conventional strategic bombing.
Symington told the congressmen of the Air Policy Board: “The more
air you can get us, the happier we are.”29

III

The atomic bomb posed a different challenge to the navy and its
postwar interests. If the air force had to tread cautiously in dealing
with the atomic bomb, the navy struggled to demonstrate that it too
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could include atomic weapons in its vision for the national defense.
Naval officers did this by conducting their own public relations
campaign showing that the navy’s carrier-based airplanes had a role
to play in strategic bombing.

Navy officers did not accept the airmen’s argument that strategic
bombers like the B-29 and the air force’s newest bomber, the B-36,
had so radically altered “time and space” as to make the geographi-
cal barrier created by the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans irrelevant for
the nation’s defense. One navy officer argued that naval aviation
was “the frontier defense of the United States.” In this line of think-
ing, because the oceans still provided the United States with geo-
graphical protection from enemy attack, the navy and its carrier-
based airplanes would be able to operate on the edge of that “fron-
tier” and protect the United States “from surprise attack.”30

Admiral Ofstie told a 1948 Navy Day audience that he did not be-
lieve the Soviet Union could launch a long-range conventional
bombing attack against the United States. The great oceans that
separated Russia and the United States were still America’s best
lines of defense, and the navy’s wartime mission was to control that
defensive area.31

Navy officers also argued that carrier-based aviation would be
more capable of carrying “the war to the enemy.” Admiral Chester
Nimitz noted in his 1947 valedictory address that for “several years
to come,” the air force’s bombers would not be able to make “two
way trips between the continents.”32 The navy’s carrier-based air-
craft would be the most logical choice, according to Nimitz, to con-
duct strategic bombing operations against the Soviet Union. Re-
sponding to Nimitz’s remarks, General Spaatz lamented to Syming-
ton that an article in a New York newspaper covering the Nimitz
valedictory highlighted the admiral’s position that aircraft carriers
and their planes could “deal shattering blows to an enemy’s indus-
trial potential far inland in the event of war. . . .” Spaatz was upset
because in his mind the navy was going far beyond the notion that
naval aviation would be used only to support “fleet operations.”
Spaatz interpreted the navy’s public statements as an attempt to
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convince the public that the navy should be allowed to take part in
strategic bombing operations.33

Spaatz’s concern was justified. The navy’s assistant secretary for
air, John Nicholas Brown, was reported to have testified to the
Eberstadt committee on defense unification: “In any future war, the
Navy, through its carrier task forces, will carry the war to the
enemy. . . . In the early stages of any future war, long range bombers
of the U.S. Air Force will not be able to reach the industrial heart of
the enemy.”34

Carrier-based aircraft, argued navy officers, would be most effec-
tive in dropping atomic bombs on targets inside of the Soviet
Union. Since the air force’s long-range bombers would have to fly
great distances to reach critical targets within the Soviet Union,
navy officers believed that their accuracy and the probability of
their delivering the bombs would be quite low. The atomic bomb,
claimed Admiral Ofstie in a speech to the Aviation Writers Associa-
tion in 1948, was “of no use unless it [could] be delivered to the
right spot. To my mind this, the delivery of the ‘A’ bomb, should be
and probably is a major consideration today in the war plans of the
Air Force and of Naval aviation.”35

The navy did not disagree in principle with what I have called the
American conceptual approach to strategic bombing—the use of
strategic air power to attack the war-making capacity of the enemy.
But the navy did want to be able to participate in strategic bombing
operations in a potential war with the Soviet Union. Claiming a role
to play in strategic bombing operations would give the navy lever-
age in the interservice “war” with the air force over defense dollars.

IV

The post–World War II plans for war against the Soviet Union, pro-
duced by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, called for “a prompt strategic air
offensive” that would “destroy the Soviet war-making capacity.” In
the war plans written between 1945 and 1950, the atomic bomb
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was a critical component of that air offensive because the United
States held sole ownership (until the Soviets exploded their first
atomic bomb in August 1949) of atomic weapons. According to the
planners, that produced a “distinct advantage” over the Soviet
Union.36 War with the USSR, according to the plans, would be
“total” and would involve the industrial power of both nations. In
order for the United States to destroy the Soviet will to resist, it
would first have to destroy the “effectiveness of her [the Soviet
Union’s] war-machine.”37

The first plans written in early 1946 for a potential war against
the Soviet Union—the pincher plans—placed a heavy reliance on
attacking Soviet industrial systems such as transportation, petro-
leum production, tank factories, ball-bearing plants, and other war
industry. The pincher plans noted that most of these Soviet indus-
tries were located in major urban areas, therefore requiring a strate-
gic bombing campaign that would attack Soviet cities. Urban areas,
according to pincher, “would remain highly important for very
long range air operations. The industrial structure . . . together with
the known industrial dispositions abatable to the Soviets in western
Europe, constitutes a sound premise on which to select [targets] for
strategic air operations.”38

The pincher plans and supporting intelligence estimates as-
sumed that the Soviet Union did not pose an immediate military
threat to Western Europe. According to these early postwar studies,
the Soviet Union had a considerable conventional advantage over
American, British, and French forces in Europe. But the studies also
contended that the Soviets, for several years, would try to avoid a
major conflict with the United States. Only a “miscalculation” of
“the risks involved” on the part of the Soviets would lead to a “war
between the USSR on one side and the United States and the British
Empire on the other.” The plans and intelligence estimates posited
that once war began it would be “total” and fought to the fullest
ability of America’s industrial might.39

In November 1947 the Joint Chiefs approved war plan broiler.
In certain ways broiler was similar to pincher. Both plans relied
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heavily on an early strategic air campaign against the Soviet Union
employing atomic bombs. Both saw the need for advanced bases to
launch this air offensive. But whereas the pincher series assumed
that the massive American force requirements to carry out the plan
would be met, broiler was premised on the current American
forces available for war in 1948.40

broiler did acknowledge that atomic attacks directed at Soviet
industry located in major urban areas would at the same time kill
large numbers of civilians and destroy political control centers. Tar-
get areas, as the plan pointed out, “should be selected so that the
maximum effect, both of physical destruction of war-making poten-
tial and destruction of the will to continue to resist, is attained.”41

Yet the actual target lists for broiler still emphasized a strategic air
campaign using atomic bombs to attack industrial systems like
transportation, petroleum, and armament and munitions factories.
Although the Soviet population in these proposed attacks would
suffer greatly, this was seen as a bonus effect, the primary mission
still being the destruction of the Soviet war-making capacity.42

As war planning evolved during the first five years following the
end of World War II, a number of factors helped to shape the plans’
overall approach to fighting a war with the Soviet Union. There was
a political need to maintain unity among friendly European nations
against perceived Soviet aggression. War planners, therefore, moved
away from the earlier concept in the pincher series of withdrawing
completely from Europe and adopted a new approach by 1948, one
that saw American and British forces conducting a fighting retreat
in Europe that would hold the Soviets at the Rhine River. The mas-
sive American ground invasion of the Soviet Union envisioned in
the pincher series became an unrealistic concept based on the
force structure of the American army in the late 1940s. Finally, the
Soviet explosion of its first atomic device in 1949 had an impact on
war planning. In their plans, the Joint Chiefs became increasingly
concerned with “retarding” and “blunting” Russia’s ability to oc-
cupy Western Europe and attack the United States with atomic
weapons.43
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Yet the core concept in almost every war plan and study during
these years was a quick and devastating strategic air attack, relying
heavily on atomic bombs, to destroy the industrial structure of the
Soviet Union. No external threat, international event, domestic
issue, or interservice wrangling over budgets would change this
conceptual approach to fighting modern wars.

Consider the May 1948 war plan crankshaft that followed
broiler. Although in crankshaft the Chiefs made some impor-
tant modifications from earlier plans concerning America’s desire to
defend Western Europe, the war-fighting approach in crankshaft
showed remarkable continuity with that of both the broiler and
pincher series. crankshaft’s mission statement read: “To impose
the National War Objectives of the United States on the USSR.”44 In
order to force the Soviet Union to accept American objectives,
crankshaft called for creating “conditions within the USSR which
will insure the abandonment of Soviet political and military aggres-
sion.” The way to do this, as crankshaft pointed out, was to “ini-
tiate an air-offensive against vital strategic elements of the Soviet
war-making capacity.”45

The targeting approach in crankshaft focused on using strategic
bombers to attack eight critical war-making elements of the Soviet
Union: key government and control facilities; urban industrial areas;
the petroleum industry; submarine bases; construction and repair fa-
cilities; transportation systems; the aircraft industry; the coke, iron,
and steel industry; and the electric power system.46 crankshaft rec-
ognized that most of the above war-making elements were located in
large Soviet urban areas. Thus the preponderance of American attacks
would be directed against Soviet cities. Like war plan broiler,
crankshaft considered the possibility of directly attacking morale by
killing people in Soviet urban areas. Interestingly, at one point,
crankshaft acknowledged that “it may become advisable to aban-
don the concept of destruction of the enemy’s physical means to wage
war in favor of a concept involving destruction of his will through [a]
massive attack [against the Soviet] people.” But the planners with-
drew from this divergent concept by stating that a more thorough
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understanding was needed of the link between directly attacking the
Soviet people and the possible breakdown of Soviet will to resist.47

The planners realized that strategic bombing against Soviet cities
would kill millions of Soviet noncombatants. Their conception of
modern warfare, tied to a deep-rooted understanding of a modern
industrialized society, however, caused them to view the application
of strategic air power in a war with the Soviets as a method of de-
stroying the Soviet Union’s war-making capacity. The planners
themselves summed this concept up best in crankshaft when ex-
plaining the probable effects of strategic air attacks against Soviet
industrial areas: crankshaft pointed out that such attacks would
critically impair the Soviet ability to make war by decimating “the
major portion of the skilled labor, technicians, and scientific work-
ers available to the Soviets, the loss of which would reduce their in-
dustrial capabilities greatly.”48

There was a marked similarity between crankshaft’s treatment
of killing “skilled labor” and the Strategic Bombing Survey’s Euro-
pean and Pacific reports on the effects of strategic bombing on the
morale of the industrial labor force. The crankshaft planners and
the Survey analysts who wrote the reports on morale shared the
same conception of strategic bombing: to view the killing and injur-
ing of civilians by strategic bombing in terms primarily of war pro-
duction, not morale. An industrial labor force that was killed or
maimed by strategic bombers could not go to the factories and pro-
duce industrial goods that fueled the enemy’s “war machine.”

In May 1949, the Joint Chiefs released the Harmon Report,
which analyzed the probable effects of a strategic air campaign that
used atomic bombs against seventy Soviet cities. The report was
named after its head, Lieutenant General Hubert Harmon, and was
staffed by a number of army, navy, and air force officers. The report
concluded that the United States could launch a successful strategic
air offensive against Soviet cities (General Harmon’s committee as-
sumed that all the planes would get through to their targets). But
the report also pointed out that while it would destroy 30 to 40 per-
cent of Soviet industrial capacity, the air offensive would not affect
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appreciably the Soviet people’s will to resist. In fact the Harmon Re-
port argued that the atomic offensive, for the majority of Soviet cit-
izens, “would validate Soviet propaganda against the United States,
unify these people and increase their will to fight.” The report con-
cluded that the most effective and tangible results of the atomic of-
fensive would be to quickly attack the Soviet Union and “[inflict]
shock and serious damage to vital elements of the Soviet war-mak-
ing capacity.”49

In many ways the Harmon Report read like so many of the
Strategic Bombing Survey’s European and Pacific analyses. There
were points where the enemy’s will was considered a possible target
for strategic air power. But the postwar plans for a war against the
Soviet Union, the Harmon Report, and the Strategic Bombing Sur-
vey reports shared a common conception of using strategic air
power to attack the enemy’s war-making capacity. In the American
conception, therefore, the enemy’s will to resist would be a target
that was too ambiguous to plan for and evaluate.

V

The Joint Chiefs of Staff seemed to have formed a consensus over
the approach to war fighting that was manifested in the series of
war plans produced between 1945 and 1950. With regard to air
power, the Chiefs considered the concept of strategic bombing
brought out in the plans to be correct. General Omar Bradley, the
army chief of staff, and Admiral Louis Denfield, the chief of naval
operations, for example, told Representative Carl Vinson, the chair-
man of the House Armed Services Committee that was preparing to
investigate allegations surrounding the air force’s B-36 bomber, that
the Chiefs’ concept of strategic bombing was a “fundamental part
of our concept of war, and that its presently planned extent is con-
sidered the best for our nation. . . .”50

The disagreement between especially the navy and the air force was
not over the American conceptual approach to strategic bombing,
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which both considered “sound,” but over the methods the military
would use to carry out strategic bombing operations in case of war
with the Soviet Union. The navy, for example, placed much impor-
tance on the need to acquire advanced overseas bases for the air force
to launch its bombing operations against the Soviets. In order to ac-
quire and support those bases, especially in the Mediterranean, the
navy would have to command the sea lines of communications. The
navy also believed that its carrier-based aircraft could successfully
launch strategic bombing operations against Russia’s “military ma-
chine.”51 The air force, conversely, argued that the B-36 strategic
bomber, based in the United States, was the most effective weapon
system for carrying out a strategic bombing campaign against the “in-
dustrial heart” of the Soviet Union. Control over sea lanes, which was
so important for the navy, became less important for the air force.52

Two critical events crystallized the debate between the navy and
the air force that resulted in the B-36 investigation by Representa-
tive Carl Vinson’s House Armed Services Committee. In March
1949, the newly appointed secretary of defense, Louis Johnson,
canceled production of the navy’s cherished supercarrier, the USS
United States. The navy responded with a deliberate attack on the
strategic vision and performance capability of the air force’s newest
bomber, the B-36. In the midst of this service battle over future
weapon systems, President Truman announced in August 1949 the
reduction of the 1951 fiscal year defense budget to $13 billion,
about $2 billion less than the services had originally planned.53

With Carl Vinson as chairman, the House Armed Services Com-
mittee opened the B-36 hearings in August 1949. The air officers
who testified naturally wished to disprove the charges that the B-36
was not the most economical bomber for the defense dollar and fur-
ther to establish the efficacy of their method of strategic bombing in
the postwar world. The atomic bomb and the air force’s ability to
deliver it were an important part of the air force’s case to Congress.
General Curtis LeMay, who at the time of the hearings was com-
manding the Strategic Air Command (SAC), provided expert testi-
mony and convinced most committee members that the B-36 was a
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sound bomber capable of delivering the atomic bomb with decisive
results. Ruminating over the proper course for the defense estab-
lishment to take, committee member Dewey Short wondered why
“this government . . . should be spending billions of dollars in arm-
ing the countries of western Europe? Should we not, perhaps, put
more emphasis on building and improving the B-36s here, because
we can get them out and get them back without relying on anyone
else?”54 General LeMay’s response to the congressman was shrewd
and bureaucratically astute. By agreeing with Short, General LeMay
would have confirmed the allegations of many naval officers that
the air force was relying too heavily on atomic weapons for the na-
tion’s defense. Instead, General LeMay argued that the bombers
would get through, but would not necessarily “win the war.” For
that would require, according to the general, a balanced mix of
forces. Yet LeMay’s testimony, coupled with that of other air force
officers, confirmed in the minds of many congressman, and many
Americans, that the atomic bomb, delivered by air force bombers,
was the decisive weapon in modern combat.55

Curiously, the reports of the Strategic Bombing Survey provided
little help to air force officers during the B-36 hearings. The most
significant use of Survey reports was in a negative way by Air Force
Chief of Staff General Hoyt S. Vandenberg. He told committee
members that there “had been many attempts to discredit the value
of strategic bombing by quoting [out of context] excerpts from the
Strategic Bombing Survey.” 56 This type of critique would become
quite common with air force proponents when attacking the credi-
bility of Survey “abusers.” According to air proponents, the “con-
sensus” conclusions of the Survey were to be found in the chair-
man’s Summary Reports, not in the many other division studies. In-
deed, when air force officers referred to the Survey during
unification hearings, it was usually to either the Pacific or the Euro-
pean Summary Report proclaiming the decisiveness of air power in
World War II. When detractors of air power deviated from those re-
ports into the murkiness of the other supporting studies, air propo-
nents would often claim Survey “abuse.”57
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There were extreme cases, however, when detractors of the air
force’s method of strategic bombing clearly made outlandish argu-
ments based on Survey reports. The B-36 hearings ended in late Au-
gust 1949, but Committee Chairman Carl Vinson, responding to
complaints from naval officers that they did not get a chance to
present their side of the story, reopened the hearings on 5 October
to hear navy testimony on strategic air power and naval aviation.58

One of the more junior naval officers to testify was Commander
Eugene Tatom, head of the navy’s aviation ordnance branch. On 10
October, Commander Tatom made an unbelievable assertion about
the destructive qualities of the atom bomb. Tatom told the commit-
tee that an individual “could stand in the open at one end of the
north-south runway at the Washington National Airport, with no
more protection than the clothes you now have on, and have an
atom bomb explode at the other end of the runway without serious
injury to you.”59 Committee Chairman Vinson pressed Tatom for
substantiation of this remarkable assertion. Tatom then read ex-
cerpts from the Pacific Survey report, The Effects of Atomic Bombs
on Health and Medical Services in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. He
pointed to data collected by the Survey showing how the effects of
radiation and flash burns greatly diminished beyond 6,500 feet
from ground zero.60 But quoting this statistic from the above report
downplays the destructive power of the atomic bombs that another
report from the Pacific Survey, Effects of the Atomic Bombs on Hi-
roshima and Nagasaki, makes abundantly clear.61

Appearing shortly after Commander Tatom, Stuart Symington
echoed General Vandenberg’s earlier concern that certain individu-
als were using excerpts from the Survey to discredit strategic bomb-
ing. Symington criticized an “anonymous” article, “The Strategic
Bombing Myth,” that was appearing in various forms in many
newspapers across the country and that had made it into the hands
of key congressmen of the House Armed Services Committee. The
document was written to thoroughly discredit the capabilities of the
B-36 bomber and the air force’s method of strategic bombing.62

The anonymous author of “The Strategic Bombing Myth” used
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selected passages from Survey reports to show how the AAF’s meth-
ods of strategic bombing in World War II had been a “total failure.”
According to “The Strategic Bombing Myth,” the AAF’s reliance on
area bombing in World War II was immoral because it killed inno-
cent civilians and ineffective because it did not destroy the war-
making capacity of either Germany or Japan. But the article con-
cluded that certain methods of bombing during World War II were
quite effective. Bombing German transportation during World War
II, according to “The Strategic Bombing Myth,” proved to be a “de-
cisive factor in the collapse of the Germany Army.”63

Symington correctly pointed out in his testimony to the congress-
men that “The Strategic Bombing Myth” rested in large part on
highly selected portions of the Strategic Bombing Survey. He pre-
sented to the committee a letter written by former Survey chairman
Franklin D’Olier that argued that “The Strategic Bombing Myth”
grossly misstated the major conclusions of the Survey.64 Explicitly,
the secretary sought to attack the credibility of the article, but he
had ulterior motives as well. The naval officers who appeared prior
to Secretary Symington had relied largely on the Survey to attack air
force methods of strategic air warfare. By attacking the use of the
Survey in extreme form (“The Strategic Bombing Myth” and the
Tatom testimony), Secretary Symington hoped to place doubt in the
minds of committee members about the navy’s use of the Survey in
preceding and subsequent testimony.

But navy officers, during the hearings, were able to make shrewd
use of the Survey to discredit what they saw as the air force’s flawed
method of strategic bombing. Admiral Arthur W. Radford, Com-
mander in Chief, Pacific Fleet, was called back to Washington by
Admiral Denfield to organize and present the navy’s case to the con-
gressional committee.65 He testified that the B-36 was not a preci-
sion bomber and the atomic bomb was not a precision weapon. The
air force, according to Admiral Radford, would therefore have to
use the B-36 to conduct mass area bombings of Soviet cities using
atomic bombs. Based on his reading of the Strategic Bombing Sur-
vey, area bombings of cities had not worked in World War II, nor
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would this type of strategic bombing prove decisive in a potential
war with the Soviet Union. The admiral was in favor of strategic
bombing and using the atom bomb, but only on military targets,
not “the indiscriminate bombing of cities.”66

The heart of the navy’s critique was that the air force’s method of
strategic warfare was based on a flawed understanding of the past.
In Admiral Radford’s mind, the popular belief that strategic bomb-
ing had revolutionized warfare by making armies and navies less
important was wrong; in future wars sea lanes would still have to
be secured and the navy would still play an integral role in the na-
tion’s defense. Other naval officers who appeared after Admiral
Radford argued this same point. When proclaiming the relevance of
tactical aviation in a potential war with the Soviet Union, Brigadier
General Vernon E. Megee, a Marine Corps aviator, based his argu-
ment on Survey findings on the role that tactical aviation played in
destroying transportation networks in Germany and Japan during
World War II.67 Admiral W. H. P. Blandy, commander in chief of the
Atlantic Fleet, embellished a point that Admiral Radford had made
a few days earlier that an all-out atomic attack on Soviet cities
would not break the Soviet people’s will to resist. Admiral Blandy’s
reading of the Survey showed that strategic bombing “in the latter
part of the war, had a very great effect on Germany’s oil and steel
industries and her transportation, plus a marked effect upon her
general economy, and the morale of her people.” But Blandy added
that strategic bombing operations in World War II that killed large
numbers of civilians did not lead to “an actual breakdown of the
will of the people to resist.” The lessons from the past that should
be applied to present and future defense strategy was that there was
no such thing as an “atomic Blitz.” Instead, wars would continue to
be fought with the army and navy destroying the enemy’s capacity
to resist, stated Blandy.68

Erstwhile USSBS director Admiral Ralph A. Ofstie, appearing
again before the committee, pointed out what naval officers saw as
the air force’s misconception of the past and its flawed vision for fu-
ture defense strategy. He began his testimony, like other naval and
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marine officers before him, by citing Survey findings that demon-
strated the impact strategic bombing had had on German and
Japanese “military targets,” such as oil and transportation. With
this historical foundation laid, Admiral Ofstie then explained the
navy’s method for using strategic bombing in a potential war with
the Soviets. Since, as Ofstie believed, atomic attacks on Soviet cities
would be ineffective based on World War II experience, the first So-
viet targets that should be hit in the initial stages of a war were the
ones that had proved most decisive in World War II, oil and trans-
portation. The navy, according to Admiral Ofstie, because of its
unique ability to control sea lanes and project air power, would
have the primary role “in such offensive actions.” For Ofstie, les-
sons from the past only proved the incorrectness of the air force’s
methods and the correctness of the navy’s. He asked:

Must the Italian Douhet continue as our prophet because certain
zealots grasped the false doctrines many years ago and refuse to re-
linquish this discredited theory in the face of vast costly experience?
Must we translate the historical mistake of World War II into a per-
manent concept merely to avoid clouding the prestige of those who
led us down the wrong road in the past? . . . [We must] build the
armed forces of this country on the basis of experience rather than
hope, hard fact rather than wishful prophecy, balanced power rather
than the single-shot philosophy.69

Note the resemblance in this passage to Orvil Anderson’s Survey re-
port, Air Campaigns of the Pacific War. In that report, it was the
“established organizations” (like the navy) who were preventing the
air force from realizing its future vision for the security of the
United States. Admiral Ofstie, however, turned this argument on its
head and labeled air proponents “zealots” for pulling the nation’s
defense into the future with a flawed understanding of the past.

But attacking the air force’s method of strategic bombing on the
grounds of military ineffectiveness was only part of the navy’s overall
critique. Building on their argument (based on Survey reports) that
strategic bombing in World War II was deeply flawed for military
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reasons, naval officers argued that it was also immoral. Admiral Of-
stie told committee members that the United States was morally
wrong for bombing civilians during World War II and Americans
would be equally immoral if they had to kill civilians in a war with the
Soviet Union. According to the admiral, the American people were in
“strong opposition to military methods [area bombings of cities] so
contrary to our fundamental ideals.”70

What was striking about the moral tack of the navy’s critique
was that the majority of senior naval officers followed it. Admiral
Radford “condemned” the potential area bombing of Soviet cities
and did not “believe in [the] mass killing of noncombatants” based
on what he had learned since the war. Admiral Thomas Kinkaid re-
ferred to the strategic bombing of Germany and Japan as “terroriz-
ing bombardments” that violated established laws of war. When
discussing with committee members the appropriate targets if the
United States had to fight the Soviet Union, Admiral Blandy stated
that “no sane man would derive any satisfaction from killing
women and children” because it constituted the “slaughter of inno-
cent people.”71

Yet some troubling contradictions emerge out of these 1949
hearings that are worth considering. If the issue of morality was so
important to naval officers, why did it not emerge before the 1949
supercarrier cancellation and defense budget reductions? By the late
1950s, the navy was developing a strategic nuclear-tipped missile
launched from submarines that would be predominantly used as an
area weapon against enemy cities. What happened to the morality
issue? Taking the longer view strongly suggests that the navy’s 1949
moral critique of the air force was only a tactic in the navy’s inter-
service “war” to claim a larger share of the defense budget.72

VI

Admiral Ofstie, for example, about a year prior to the 1949 hear-
ings, had no problem with “knock[ing] hell out of Moscow with
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atomic bombs.” The United States should also use atomic bombs,
according to the admiral, on the other “major urban and industrial
areas” in the Soviet Union. In a classified memorandum to the
navy’s General Board (a group of high-ranking naval officers who
advised the secretary of the navy), Ofstie noted that the United
States would “hesitate to use bacteriological warfare involving the
mass destruction of persons until after the enemy had shown good
evidence they had intended to use it.” But Ofstie did believe the
United States should attack Soviet “grain crops” as soon as “we
had the advantage and knew that the Soviets could not retaliate ef-
fectively against us. This would then be merely a quicker way of
bringing the enemy to submission.” Ofstie also hinted at a willing-
ness to launch a surprise bacteriological attack against the Soviets
providing there was “evidence” that the Soviets were intending to
attack the United States with biological weapons. Killing civilians,
therefore, with weapons of mass destruction did not pose a moral
dilemma for Ofstie in 1948.73

In this same classified memorandum, Ofstie strongly advocated a
heavily nuclear preventive war against the Soviets. According to Of-
stie’s “personal view,” the United States

should go to war at that time when Russia is approaching industrial
self sufficiency in that part of Europe which is outside Russia. . . .
The obvious advantage would be that this would make it possible for
us to win the war. The alternative would be a stalemate and subse-
quent decreased relative potential between the U.S. and the Soviet.
Such a course of action (preventive war) would be possible in this
country if the public were educated up to fully understanding the
true position. . . . It would be very difficult to make full preparations
for a “planned war” without publicly revealing that intent. However,
the ace up our sleeve here would be our ability to prepare fully for
atomic warfare since the weapons themselves are already in existence
and the aircraft (land and carrier based) are needed in only small
numbers of inauspicious types, and necessary installations afloat and
ashore can be prepared without any particular show. . . . It would ap-
pear to me that the selection of ‘D’ Day would, in some measure at
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least, be guided by casting a balance between our atomic readiness
(stockpile of bombs, planes able to penetrate, and bases within
range) and the growing war capability of the USSR.74

This passage demonstrates Ofstie’s belief in the soundness of a
strategic bombing campaign against the Soviets, as long as the
methods used in that strategic bombing campaign involved the
navy’s carrier-based aircraft. It also shows that a senior, influential
military officer like Ofstie was willing to call for, in a classified
memorandum, a surprise atomic attack against the Soviet Union in
order to prevent the Soviets from attacking the United States first.
And Ofstie’s memorandum referred to “educating the public” to ac-
cept the “true position,” which meant America needed to have the
political will to launch a “preventive war” against the Soviet Union.

Ofstie made the same argument to the Joint Chiefs of Staff when he
served as a board member for the evaluation of the July 1946 Bikini
Island atomic tests. The “Operation Crossroads” evaluation team
was headed by Massachusetts Institute of Technology President Karl
T. Compton and also included General J. W. Stilwell, General Albert
Wedemeyer, and Admiral D. S. Parsons as special advisors.75 The eval-
uation team that Ofstie served on released its final report to the Joint
Chiefs on 29 December 1947. The report concluded that atomic
bombs, used in conjunction with other weapons of mass destruction
such as biological and chemical weapons, would “depopulate vast
areas of the earth’s surface, leaving only vestigial remnants of man’s
material works.” Since an enemy nation in the possession of such
weapons could launch a surprise attack on the United States, the re-
port stated that America needed to revise its

traditional attitudes toward what constitutes acts of aggression so that
our armed forces may plan and operate in accordance with the realities
of atomic warfare. Our attitude of national defense must provide for
the employment of every practical means to prevent surprise attack. Of-
fensive measures will be the only generally effective means of defense,
and the United States must be prepared to employ them before a po-
tential enemy can inflict significant damage upon us.76
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When reviewing the report’s findings, the respective members of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff disagreed over a number of its conclu-
sions.77 The issue of which service would have primary control over
atomic weapon development brought about sharp debate. But there
was no disagreement among the service chiefs over the recommen-
dation that the president should consider reorienting national mili-
tary policy to allow for an offensive strike against the Soviet Union.

Indeed, when the Chiefs forwarded the Crossroads report to the
White House they bracketed the paragraphs concerning preventive
war so that President Truman could carefully consider this pro-
posed crucial shift in policy. The Chiefs acknowledged in a cover
memorandum to the president that a substantial shift in policy to-
ward preventive war was a political decision that the commander in
chief would have to make.78 Secretary of Defense Forrestal attached
a cover letter to the Chiefs’ memorandum pointing out to the presi-
dent that the bracketed portions related to “the enactment of legis-
lation which would establish new definitions of acts of aggression
and incipient attack. Such legislation would make it the duty of the
President of the United States, as Commander in Chief of its Armed
Forces, and after consultation with the Cabinet, to order atomic
bomb retaliation when such retaliation was necessary to prevent or
frustrate an atomic energy attack upon us.”79 By using the term “re-
taliation” the secretary hedged on fully advocating to the president
a shift in policy toward preventive war. Yet Forrestal’s implicit sug-
gestion was that America was already at war with the Soviets, albeit
a cold one, and in this context retaliation became synonymous with
prevention, or launching a surprise attack on the Soviets to “frus-
trate an atomic energy attack” on the United States.

Not hedging whatsoever in advocating preventive war with a po-
tential “enemy” was Orvil Anderson’s Strategic Bombing Survey
Report, Air Campaigns of the Pacific War. Anderson’s report stated
that the American public must be kept “informed with respect to
the dangers of accepting the first blow in a future war.” Air Cam-
paigns argued further that the American people “must recognize
that an overt act of war has been committed by an enemy when that
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enemy builds a military force intended for our eventual destruction,
and that destruction of that force before it can be launched or em-
ployed is defensive action and not aggression.”80 Interestingly,
when Admiral Ofstie read the published version of Air Campaigns
he made lacerating marginal comments at many points in the re-
port, but he made no comments on the margins where Anderson ad-
vocated preventive war.81

The notion of preventive war was not a new concept for Orvil An-
derson. As early as 1943 he told an interviewer that if America
wanted to “prevent getting hit” by a potential aggressor, it should
“hit” first. On 6 August 1945, the same day the United States dropped
an atomic bomb on Hiroshima, Anderson told another interviewer
that America had to “accept a national policy of prevention. If neces-
sary we have to shoot to do it, but we will shoot quick. Nip it in the
bud; don’t let him become a big bear or he will roll all over you; take
him while he is a cub or before he is a cub.” Anderson added that if
the United States saw an enemy nation starting to develop a weapon
“such as the bursting of the atom,” it should “just say no” to that
enemy nation. But if the enemy refused to listen to the United States,
argued the general, then “we will hit them.”82

In 1947, as commandant of the Air War College, Anderson per-
ceptively understood the dilemma that strategic air power posed for
the concepts of defense and offense. Anderson argued in a lecture to
students that an enemy’s strategic bombing attack against the
United States would mostly “get through to their targets.” Even
though the United States would try to defend against such an attack
by trying to shoot down the enemy’s aircraft, “a well planned mass
attack, well might be decisive” against the United States. Anderson
then posited that the only way to “defend” successfully against such
an attack would be to take the “offensive” by destroying the
enemy’s war-making capacity that produced its strategic air
power.83 Thus, in Anderson’s conception, what appeared to be an
offensive attack against an enemy nation was in fact defensive be-
cause it prevented that enemy from attacking the United States first.

This line of thinking allowed Anderson in September 1950 to
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recommend publicly a preventive war against the Soviets. Anderson
stated in an interview to an Alabama newspaper reporter:

Give me the order to do it, and I can break up Russia’s five A-bomb
nests in a week! And when I went to Christ, I think I could explain to
Him why I wanted to do it now before it’s too late. I think I could ex-
plain to Him that I had saved civilization. . . . This doctrine of waiting
until you’re hit first—even when you know the first blow will kill you,
is queer. . . . Right now, today, this nation is committing the greatest sin
in history—the sin of not providing for the assurance and security of
our own posterity. Damn it! We are obligated to them. . . . There’s no
realism here! . . . We’re at war, damn it! We want to call it a police ac-
tion [the Korean War], but American lives and dollars and time are
being lost in that action. It has all the features of war except the defini-
tion! . . . With it [the A-bomb], used in time, we can immobilize a foe,
reduce his crime before it has happened. . . . If you take the heart out
of the enemy’s body, you don’t have to cut his fingers off. . . . Realism,
oh, for a little realism in America before it is too late!84

Anderson’s frightening remarks anticipated the deranged movie char-
acter of “General Jack D. Ripper,” who on his own volition initiates
a preventive war against the Soviet Union, in Stanley Kubrick’s 1964
satire of American nuclear strategy, Dr. Strangelove.85

The Anderson interview was in fact a very accurate representa-
tion of the general’s view of air power strategy and his deeply felt
belief that the United States should launch a surprise attack on the
Soviet Union to prevent it from attacking the United States first. But
for stating those beliefs on strategy and preventive war in a public
forum, Air Force Chief of Staff General Hoyt Vandenberg relieved
Orvil Arson Anderson of his post as commandant of the Air War
College. Even though a good number of other military officers
would have agreed with Anderson in private, stating those thoughts
in a public forum challenged the official policy of containing (not
rolling back) the Soviet Union and terrified the majority of the
American people.86 Simply put, Anderson crossed the line by stating
in public what he and many others believed about strategic air
power and the Soviet Union.
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VII

Anderson’s Survey report, Air Campaigns, and his outspoken rhetoric
on preventive war contradicted Paul Nitze’s conclusions concerning
air power and national security in the Pacific Survey Summary Report.
Nitze admitted in the Summary Report that it would be impossible to
completely protect the United States from an enemy’s strategic
bombers and guided missiles. It therefore behooved the United States,
according to Nitze, “to accept the possibility that at least a small num-
ber of enemy planes or guided missiles may be able to evade all our
defenses and to attack any objective within range.” The defense of the
United States would come from “the threat of immediate retaliation
with a striking force of our own,” which “should deter any aggressor
from attacking.”87 For Nitze, America’s defense should come from the
threat of immediate retaliation. For Orvil Anderson, America’s de-
fense should come from offensive action that would destroy the
enemy’s war-making capability before it could be brought to bear
against the United States.

The contradiction between the Survey reports of Anderson and
Nitze over retaliation versus preventive war manifested the
dilemma that strategic air power posed for the military’s defense of
the United States. In the logic of air power theory, if the enemy’s
forces could be destroyed in a first strike, the surest way to defend
the United States was through offensive, not defensive, action. In a
very troubling but truthful way, Orvil Anderson was one of the few
military officers who understood the dilemma, explained it publicly,
and advocated a strident solution. The contradiction also demon-
strates how the Survey, by its published reports and the ideas of its
analysts, reflected the American conceptual approach to strategic
bombing and the dilemma that conception posed for American se-
curity in the postwar world.

Strategist Bernard Brodie wrote a personal note to Orvil Ander-
son shortly after the general’s relief from his post as commandant of
the Air War College. Brodie told Anderson that the relief had pre-
sented the general’s view on preventive war to the nation “in a
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much more forceful and commanding way . . . than would other-
wise have been possible.”88 When Brodie wrote this letter to Ander-
son, the strategist was preparing to leave Yale University to become
a special advisor to the chief of staff of the air force, General Hoyt
Vandenberg, on air power doctrine and military strategy.89 General
Anderson maintained a file containing the correspondence he re-
ceived after his relief from the Air War College, and the only letter
there from an influential military establishment member, either
civilian or military, was from Bernard Brodie.

Perhaps Brodie understood better than anyone else the dilemma
that atomic weapons posed for American security and the logic of
General Anderson’s public statements on preventive war. In a lec-
ture to the Air War College two years after Anderson’s relief, Brodie
referred to “preventive war” as an “alternative strategy to be con-
sidered,” and he blamed his “social science colleagues for the fact
that they have turned their faces away from any consideration of
this problem.”90

VIII

Bernard Brodie and other postwar analysts used the reports of the
USSBS to help them think through the problems that nuclear
weapons and air power posed for American national security. In his
1946 book The Absolute Weapon, Brodie argued that atomic
bombs had revolutionized warfare. Brodie contended that any fu-
ture war with the Soviets would not be similar to the great land bat-
tles of World War II. Instead, Brodie saw the next major war being
fought primarily, and decisively, with atomic bombs.91 Partly be-
cause Brodie believed that atomic weapons had changed the way
wars in the future would be fought, he was judicious and cautious
in using the Survey to support his theories. For Brodie, if there was
any meaningful continuity between strategic bombing in World War
II and future atomic war, it had to be analyzed rigorously for the de-
velopment of atomic strategy.
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The Survey’s numerous reports on the successes and failures of
bombing various targets in World War II did, however, emphasize
to Brodie the crucial importance of choosing the right targets before
an atomic war began with the Soviet Union.92 The main lesson
Brodie drew from strategic bombing in World War II was that
proper target selection depended on an analysis of the enemy na-
tion’s political economy and social structure. Brodie stressed that
planning for a potential nuclear war had to be based on a thorough,
contemporary analysis of all relevant factors for a particular enemy.
In 1952, while serving as a special air force advisor, Brodie criti-
cized the Air Targets Division for basing postwar target selection in
the Soviet Union on a USSBS conclusion that German electrical
power facilities were vulnerable to bombing and that if they had
been attacked, it would have had a crippling effect on the
economy.93 While electrical facilities might have been the right tar-
gets in the war against Germany, he questioned whether they were
necessarily the correct targets for a nuclear war with the Soviets.94

Perhaps the antithesis of Brodie when it came to defining and ap-
plying the lessons of World War II was P. M. S. Blackett, a Nobel
Prize-winning physicist, a creator of operations research, and a
member of Britain’s Advisory Committee on Atomic Energy. Black-
ett’s 1948 book Military and Political Consequences of Atomic En-
ergy Weapons critiqued postwar American perceptions about the
absolute nature of atomic weapons. According to Blackett, the
American people had concluded, incorrectly, that the atomic bomb-
ings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki had militarily defeated Japan. This
led them to the erroneous belief that a future war with the Soviet
Union could be decided quickly and decisively with atomic
weapons.95 To deny the absolute nature of atomic weapons, to de-
mystify them, and to assign them a proper military role, Blackett
analyzed strategic bombing in World War II to establish his theories
on military strategy.

In arguing for the indecisiveness of atomic weapons and strategic
air power, Blackett relied heavily on many of the Survey’s conclu-
sions, including especially the European Economic Division’s re-
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port, The Effects of Strategic Bombing on the German War Econ-
omy. It argued that most German war production increased up to
mid-1944 in the face of Allied bombing attacks. After the June
1944 Normandy invasion, according to the Survey, strategic bomb-
ing did cause considerable damage to German industry, but it was
the cumulative effect of the ground offensive that moved rapidly
into the heart of Germany as well as strategic bombing that pro-
duced Germany’s collapse.96 In light of this Survey conclusion,
Blackett argued that even after acknowledging “the great develop-
ments of air power, it is clear that Germany’s defeat in the second
world war, as in the first, was brought about primarily by her huge
loss in man-power and material incurred in the land battles. . . . Air
power played, of course, a decisively important role in all the great
land battles.”97 In Blackett’s judgment, strategic bombing had pro-
duced decisive results only in conjunction with the “great land bat-
tles” of World War II, and military strategy based solely on the pur-
ported decisiveness of atomic weapons did not take into account
this “lesson” of history.

Blackett also argued that atomic bombs, because of their widely
destructive capabilities, could be used only against large cities. Ac-
cording to Blackett, the relative inaccuracy of contemporary deliv-
ery systems and the bomb’s overwhelming destructive power made
atomic weapons inappropriate for destroying smaller “precision”
targets such as industrial factories or transportation centers. He
therefore concluded that the most efficient use of atomic weapons
would be against large, highly populated cities. The United States,
consequently, would have to target large urban areas in a major war
with the Soviet Union. Using the Survey’s conclusion that urban
area attacks did not substantially reduce Germany’s war production
in World War II, Blackett contended that nuclear attacks on large
Soviet urban areas would have the same negative result.98

The New York Times military correspondent, Hanson Baldwin,
an Annapolis graduate, relied on the Pacific Survey Summary Re-
port to support his argument that the combat use of the bomb was
unnecessary. In his 1949 book The Great Mistakes of the War,
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Baldwin used the often-cited conclusion from the Summary Report
that, owing primarily to conventional strategic bombing, Japan
would have surrendered very probably by 1 November and cer-
tainly by 31 December 1945 even if the United States had not
dropped the atomic bomb. He cited this conclusion together with
another from a Pacific Survey report, The Effects of Strategic
Bombing on Japan’s War Economy, to demonstrate that the anti-
shipping campaign had effectively undermined the Japanese war
economy before the atomic bombings of 6 and 9 August 1945.99

Among the first to use the Survey’s findings to defend Truman’s
decision to drop the bomb was former secretary of war Henry L.
Stimson. In a widely read 1947 article in Harper’s Magazine (actu-
ally authored by his young aide, McGeorge Bundy, whose role was
not revealed at the time), Stimson cited the Survey report Japan’s
Struggle to End the War and concluded: “All the evidence I have
seen indicates that the controlling factor in the final Japanese deci-
sion to accept our terms of surrender was the atomic bomb.”100

Stimson’s statement is an early example of how conclusions
drawn from the narrative portion of Japan’s Struggle to End the
War could be much different from the ending portion of the report,
which stated verbatim (from the Summary Report) Nitze’s early-
surrender counterfactual. But for Stimson, the narrative in Japan’s
Struggle to End the War, by itself, indicated that the Japanese cabi-
net was deadlocked over whether to accept the Potsdam terms or
continue the war in August 1945, and thus the atom bomb made
the decisive difference. Unlike the Survey, Stimson concluded from
the narrative that the United States had to drop the bomb to end the
war quickly and save American lives.

Stimson, though, did not explicitly seek to rebut the Survey’s “of-
ficial” explanation for Japan’s surrender (even though Stimson’s ex-
planation contradicted Nitze’s counterfactual conclusion). He
sought to avoid controversy and formal argumentation in an inten-
tional rhetorical strategy urged by close advisors.101 Stimson’s im-
plicit critique, though, was still potent because it suggested that
Nitze had incorrectly interpreted his evidence.
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Franklin D’Olier knew that Nitze’s Pacific Survey’s counterfac-
tual conclusion raised troubling questions about the end of World
War II in the Pacific. Shortly after Harper’s Magazine published
Henry Stimson’s article on President Truman’s decision to use the
bomb, University of Chicago theologian Fred Eastman told D’Olier
that he was “struck by the difference between “the two explana-
tions for Japan’s surrender.” Eastman wondered if Stimson had read
the Pacific Survey report (that argued the bomb was unnecessary)
“before [Stimson] wrote his article.” D’Olier informed Eastman
that he had never read Stimson’s article.102 D’Olier chose not to
confront the two contradictory statements concerning Japan’s sur-
render and the necessity of the atomic bomb. Instead, he simply
provided Eastman with a restatement of the presidential directives
that established the Survey. It is unclear why D’Olier did not try to
resolve the apparent contradiction between Stimson’s and the Sur-
vey’s explanation for Japan’s surrender.

Back in December 1944 Franklin D’Olier gave a welcome speech
to many of the Survey’s newly arrived analysts. He used a metaphor
to explain to them his concept of strategic bombing. According to
D’Olier, tactical bombing took off the arms and legs of the “cow,”
but strategic bombing destroyed the whole “cow,” arms and legs
and all.103 D’Olier’s Bombing Survey did its part to demonstrate
that American strategic air power had slain the “cow” of German
and Japanese war-making capacity during World War II. But in the
Pacific, the United States did it, according to the Survey, without the
atomic bomb. In 1946–47, that conclusion did not seem threatening
to air power, to the sense of U.S. history, or to the military services.

The Strategic Bombing Survey would continue to influence think-
ing about strategic bombing and military strategy beyond the imme-
diate post–World War II years. For example, Gar Alperovitz, in his
1964 book Atomic Diplomacy, challenged Stimson’s official expla-
nation of the A-bomb. Using Paul Nitze’s Pacific Survey counterfac-
tual as evidence, Alperovitz argued that President Truman used the
bomb not to end the war, because he knew that Japan would soon
surrender, but to intimidate the Soviet Union.104 In the early 1970s,
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journalists like David Halberstam and I. F. Stone used selected por-
tions of the Survey to support their criticisms of President Richard
Nixon’s bombing campaign against North Vietnam.105 More re-
cently, the Survey has been used by analysts writing on the use of air
power in Kosovo and Yugoslavia. In an April 1999 editorial that
heavily criticized NATO’s air campaign in the Balkans, the Nation,
citing USSBS conclusions as proof, argued that the use of air strikes
would not break Serbia’s will.106

The conclusions contained in the published reports of the United
States Strategic Bombing Survey have tended to be perceived as
facts, rather than interpretations, of strategic bombing in World
War II. The Survey’s published reports, unfortunately, have taken
on the mystique of “biblical” truth. Trying to tell the truth about
air power in the Persian Gulf War almost a half century after the
USSBS completed its work, the analysts of the Gulf War Air Power
Survey (GWAPS) understood that their conclusions were interpreta-
tions, based on facts, about air power in Southwest Asia.
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chapter 7
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

A Comparison of the United States
Strategic Bombing Survey with the
Gulf War Air Power Survey

[According to Pentagon gossip] it appears we are in the grip of historians.
eliot cohen, 1992

After World War II, Bernard Bro-
die and other defense analysts read, and often used, many of the
United States Strategic Bombing Survey (USSBS) conclusions in
their postwar writings on military strategy and defense policy and
organization. The Survey’s published studies provided postwar ana-
lysts with a wealth of evidence to support their wide-ranging argu-
ments. The reports of the USSBS also helped the air force in its post-
war fight for independence, and provided support to both the air
force and the navy in the fierce interservice battles over defense
funding in 1949.

The “internal war” between the military services over defense
dollars and organization turned to actual war in late June 1950
when North Korea attacked South Korea across the 38th parallel.
The Korean War was indeed a very different type of war to the
American military, especially the United States Air Force.1 If the po-
litical objectives of World War II that airmen helped to achieve were
the unconditional surrenders of Germany and Japan, the political
objectives of the Truman Administration in Korea were much more
limited. Instead of attacking what most airmen believed to be the
root cause of the war in Korea—the Soviet Union and later China—
President Truman restricted the use of American air power to the
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Korean Peninsula.2 The airmen were thus limited to bombing a
small number of strategic targets in North Korea and to supporting
the ground operations of the army.3

When it came to evaluating the effects of air power in the Korean
War, members of the Air Staff thought that another study like the
World War II USSBS was unnecessary since the preponderance of
air power used in Korea was “tactical interdiction.”4 The Korean
War did not fit airmen’s conceptual understanding of the primary
use of strategic air power and therefore did not warrant a civilian-
led evaluation on the scale of the USSBS. Neither would the next
limited war fought by the United States after Korea.

In 1965, as the United States was beginning its large-scale mili-
tary involvement in the Vietnam War, erstwhile air force chief of
staff General Curtis E. LeMay boasted that in order for the United
States to win in South East Asia it should use strategic air power to
bomb North Vietnam “back into the Stone Age.”5 LeMay ignored
the relative fact that, compared with the industrial might of the
United States, North Vietnam was already in the “Stone Age.”

The World War II USSBS informed the airmen that the way to use
strategic air power in Vietnam was to bomb the enemy’s war-mak-
ing capacity. The American air chiefs believed that the air force’s
approach to fighting a strategic air war—shaped by the World War
II experience much more than by Korea—was adaptable to any type
of conflict, including a limited war in Vietnam.6

As the war progressed, however, airmen were unhappy with the
gradual, limited approach to bombing North Vietnam forced upon
them by their civilian masters. Rolling Thunder, the air campaign
from 1965 to 1968 designed to apply incremental pressure on the
North Vietnamese leadership, seemed wrong to air officers because
it placed what they saw as artificial limits and restrictions on the
use of air power. According to airmen, Rolling Thunder did not
allow the air force to apply overwhelming air power on a strategic
level quickly and decisively against North Vietnam.7

In 1972 American airmen began to use strategic air power the
way they believed it should be used. The Linebacker I air campaign
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(May–October 1972) halted North Vietnamese conventional at-
tacks into South Vietnam by air interdiction and close air support.
In December 1972 (the so-called Christmas Bombings), President
Nixon ordered the air force to conduct Linebacker II: a large-scale
air power attack against strategic targets centered in Hanoi and
Haiphong to compel the North Vietnamese leadership to accept a
cease-fire and thus allow American forces to withdraw from South
Vietnam. Since the North Vietnamese government accepted cease-
fire terms shortly after Linebacker II, many airmen believed that it
was American strategic air power that finally got the United States
out of the Vietnam War. Former president Richard Nixon com-
mented on the television show Meet the Press sixteen years later
that had the United States bombed North Vietnam in 1969 as it did
during the Linebacker campaigns, “we would have ended the war in
1969 rather than in 1973.”8

Within the air force since the end of the Vietnam War, an “un-
healthy” myth has emerged that posits that the Linebacker cam-
paigns “won” the war for the United States.9 While the Linebacker I
and II campaigns stopped the North Vietnamese conventional at-
tack and brought them back to the diplomatic bargaining table, it is
wrong to suggest that a similar approach would have ended the war
in 1969 or even in 1965, as some airmen have suggested. The Line-
backer campaigns were relatively successful because they attacked
certain North Vietnamese capabilities in 1972 that were vulnerable
to air power. During the years of Rolling Thunder, conversely, since
the communist forces in the South did not rely substantially on the
war-making capability of the North, air power’s effectiveness was
limited.10 However, these realities often went unnoticed by airmen
in the years following Vietnam. Thus with the myth of the Line-
backer campaigns firmly placed in their minds, the airmen moved
on to prepare again to fight the Soviet Union in a nuclear air war,
just as they did after Korea. And as with Korea, since their experi-
ence in Vietnam was inconclusive and not adaptable to textbook
explanations,11 an extensive civilian-led evaluation of air power
after the Vietnam War was not conducted.

a comparison of surveys 169



I

Uncertainties about the use of American air power in the Korean
and Vietnam Wars changed to certainty within the Air Force about
the effectiveness of air power in the Persian Gulf War. Indeed, in
early January 1991, shortly before the United States initiated its
aerial assault on Iraq and Kuwait, Colonel John A. Warden III, air
force deputy director for war-fighting concepts in the Pentagon, be-
lieved that another World War II-type survey was needed if the
United States carried out its planned air campaign. Colonel Warden
subsequently sent a memorandum to the air force vice-chief of staff,
General John M. Loh, pointing out that a “bombing survey would
be extremely valuable” and should be performed by an “independ-
ent commission.” Colonel Warden later pursued the idea of what
became known as the Gulf War Air Power Survey (GWAPS) with
former USSBS director Paul Nitze. In fact Colonel Warden prepared
a special briefing for Nitze and made a strong “pitch for an inde-
pendent bombing survey.”12 Undoubtedly, Colonel Warden and
other airmen saw great success in their efforts against Iraq; an “in-
dependent study” would assuredly confirm the decisiveness of
American air power in the Gulf War just as airmen intended the
USSBS to do after World War II.

In a certain way, however, the GWAPS was unlike the USSBS.
American airmen played a strong role in establishing the USSBS’s
organizational structure and in shaping the questions that it an-
swered, and airmen influenced the conclusions reached by the
USSBS about strategic bombing in World War II. The USSBS thus fit
neatly within the AAF’s conceptual approach to air power, and
served its postwar interests in establishing an independent air arm.
The GWAPS was different. Powerful air force interests did try to in-
fluence the conclusions reached by the GWAPS. However, those in-
terests did not substantially affect the GWAPS ability to conduct an
independent study of the use of air power in the Gulf War.

Analyzing this shift from the USSBS to the GWAPS is important
because it sheds light on the subtle interplay of advocacy and as-
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sessment between the air force and its civilian-led studies of major
bombing operations. Exploring the shift also illuminates the culture
of military institutions and how they arrive at “lessons learned”
from military operations and apply them to future defense policy,
organization, and operations.

II

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on 1 August 1990 surprised many Ameri-
cans. Once President George Bush authorized an American military
deployment to the Gulf to help defend Saudi Arabia against a possi-
ble Iraqi attack, F-15s and other aircraft assigned to the command
of Lieutenant General Charles Horner, commander of Central Air
Force (CENTAF), arrived in Saudi Arabia on 9 August 1990. The
arrival of General Horner’s aircraft and airmen was the start of a
large buildup of American military forces that eventually reached
over five hundred thousand personnel. Desert Shield, as the buildup
became known, changed to Desert Storm on 16 January when the
United States and other coalition forces launched an air campaign
against a wide array of Iraqi targets in Iraq and Kuwait. Many air-
men, including Colonel Warden (the conceptual “founding father”
of the air campaign against Iraq called Instant Thunder),13 hoped
that air power alone could eject Iraqi forces from Kuwait, a key po-
litical goal for the United States.14 Yet on 24 February, after more
than a month of continuous bombing, the United States and coali-
tion forces launched a ground campaign to achieve the goals that
air power may or may not have been able to accomplish if left on its
own.15 Relying heavily on the conditions created by the air cam-
paign, the ground offensive took a mere four days to defeat the
Iraqi forces in Kuwait and compelled the Iraqi leadership to accept
a cease-fire on coalition terms.

Like the airmen at the end of World War II, air officers after the
Gulf War perceived great success in their application of air power to
achieve American objectives.16 And there was a similar desire
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among at least a few airmen to prove success through a civilian-led,
independent survey of air power’s effectiveness in the Gulf War.

On 25 July 1991, Secretary of the Air Force Donald B. Rice made
a phone call to Eliot A. Cohen, a professor of strategic studies at the
Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns
Hopkins University, inviting him to serve as the editor-in-chief (or
director) of what became known as the Gulf War Air Power Survey.
Secretary Rice, in a follow-up memorandum, pointed out to Cohen
that the GWAPS would “form conclusions on the implications for
future Air Force organization, training and force structure.” How-
ever, for the GWAPS to be accepted as a credible source of analysis
on air power in the Gulf, it needed to “conduct its study according
to the highest standards of professional and intellectual integrity
and objectivity.” Cohen accepted the secretary’s invitation to head
the GWAPS, agreeing wholeheartedly that the air force should “es-
tablish the most accurate possible record of desert shield and
storm and learn from it.”17 Cohen also apparently received a
promise from Rice that the GWAPS reports would not be “staffed,”
or reviewed, by air force agencies.18

Secretary Rice’s memorandum to Eliot Cohen established the
GWAPS by providing it with “terms of reference” for the conduct
of its study.19 The GWAPS mandate was “to review all aspects of air
warfare in the Persian Gulf,” but focusing its analysis on the opera-
tional aspects of the American air campaign against Iraq.20 The
GWAPS was civilian-led and included more than one hundred civil-
ian and military analysts. It also included a review committee of
prominent American statesmen, retired military officers, and schol-
ars to provide advice and criticism on the GWAPS analytical ap-
proach and published studies. The review committee’s chairman
was Paul Nitze.

From August 1991 to January 1993 (and slightly beyond),
GWAPS members conducted extensive research and wrote a five-
volume study (to include an executive Summary Report) on air
power in the Gulf War. The GWAPS was organized into “task
forces,” all but one being civilian-led. Each task force focused its
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analysis on thematic aspects of the Gulf War such as operations and
effects, logistics, and command and control, to name a few.21 The
GWAPS conducted most of its work out of Crystal City in the
Washington, D.C., area.

Arguably, the GWAPS is comparable in stature and magnitude to
the World War II USSBS. The fact that the USSBS had over one
thousand civilian and military analysts, while the GWAPS had just
slightly over one hundred, suggests that the former conducted a
much greater amount of research and analysis simply in terms of
raw numbers of personnel. It is important to note, though, that the
GWAPS did not have to man numerous field teams to collect evi-
dence inside Iraq, simply because Iraq, unlike Germany and Japan,
was not occupied by American forces after the war. Moreover, re-
garding the collection of evidence, modern technologies and infor-
mation systems provided the GWAPS access to large amounts of
data, thereby reducing the need for substantial numbers of analysts
to conduct research. One could also point out that the USSBS pro-
duced over three hundred reports and studies, while the GWAPS
wrote “only” five volumes. Such a comparison can be misleading
because many of the USSBS’s published studies were supporting
documents (field team reports on specific bombed targets) for each
of its divisions’ overall reports. Writing to the director of the joint
staff in January 1992, Colonel L. E. Trapp, Jr., military assistant to
the secretary of the air force, anticipated the importance of the
GWAPS by noting that it would be “equivalent in depth and impact
to the landmark Strategic Bombing Survey of World War II.”22

III

The intellectual beginnings of the USSBS and the GWAPS came not
from outside the air force but from the airmen themselves. After the
negative experience General Arnold had with the report produced by
the Committee of Historians in early 1944, he determined that an-
other civilian-led evaluation of air power’s effects against Germany
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would be necessary, although not manned by historians. Likewise,
even before the United States started bombing Iraq in January 1991,
air officers like Colonel John Warden began exploring the idea of a
civilian-run evaluation of air power in the Gulf War.

Yet while there was general consensus among airmen to conduct
a civilian-led evaluation after World War II, after the Gulf War
many senior airmen sought to keep air force-sponsored evaluations
under their own institutional control. From January to July 1991,
the recommended approach by senior airmen would be to have
three different types of evaluations, or “lessons learned,” managed
by the vice-chief of staff of the air force. The Office of Air Force
History, according to this line of thinking, would document “objec-
tively the results of all deployment and combat operations much
like the historical analyses performed following WWII, Korea, and
Vietnam.”23 Another study would be contracted out to various
“think tanks” such as RAND. Tactical Air Command (TAC) would
write the third evaluation providing a “combat Lessons Learned”
analysis from an “operational perspective.”24

Major General Robert M. Alexander, air force director of plans,
presented the air force’s approach to Secretary Rice in a briefing on
24 July 1991. It appeared, however, that the air force’s “owner-
ship” of the evaluations being written on air power in the Gulf wor-
ried Secretary Rice because of the potential for bias. The secretary
commented during the briefing about the possibility of getting
“pabulum,” thus creating a negative view from the “outside” about
the “product and process” of the proposed evaluation. Secretary
Rice noted that “if there [was] even a hint that we cooked the
books, the value of the product will be destroyed.”25 Historian
Wayne Thompson (who later became the historical advisor to the
GWAPS) sensed after speaking to Rice that the secretary “was not
satisfied” with the proposed “approach to studying the war.” Echo-
ing Secretary Rice’s concerns, Colonel David A. Tretler, the acting
air force historian, cautioned that “no one should exercise coordi-
nation, management, or approval authority over the historical stud-
ies” written by his agency. Colonel Tretler pointed out that even
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back in World War II General Hap Arnold understood the need for
an “objective” record of the air force’s wartime accomplishments.26

“Objectivity” was the sine qua non of the USSBS and the
GWAPS. Indeed, when one reviews the many memorandums, let-
ters, and directives that surrounded the beginnings of both surveys,
the purported desire to produce “objective” and “truthful” evalua-
tions of air power permeates the dialogue. In early 1944, when they
were forming the USSBS, Generals Arnold and Spaatz recognized
that the USSBS must produce reports that would be perceived as
“unbiased and completely impartial” if they were to be received fa-
vorably. General Arnold himself understood how a report written
by civilian experts could provide the “objective” historical record
needed by the airmen in their future fight for independence.27 Al-
though by 1991 the independence of the American air force was no
longer in doubt as it was for General Arnold in 1944, the “future”
was still dependent on an “objective” and “truthful” rendering of
the air force’s performance in the Gulf War. Secretary Rice evidently
understood this imperative and thus formed the civilian-led Gulf
War Air Power Survey.

When the GWAPS began its work in August 1991, director Eliot
Cohen provided his team of analysts with a set of “guiding con-
cepts” for their studies. The approach outlined by Cohen was “at
all costs” to maintain a strong sense of “objectivity, honesty, [and]
integrity.” Cohen drew on the “lineage” of the USSBS by emphasiz-
ing what he saw as its “integrity” and presentation of work in
“clear English.” Early on Cohen recognized the “symbolic ties” of
the USSBS to the GWAPS.28

Making the rhetorical connection from the GWAPS to the USSBS
was much more than just symbolism. Throughout the early days of
the GWAPS, and up through the writing of its final reports, refer-
ences were often made to the need to be like the USSBS, especially
in terms of “objectivity.” In April 1992, as the task forces were
heavily engaged with the writing of their final reports, Eliot Cohen
told Secretary Rice that he was using the USSBS as a model “in
terms of precision, pungency, and clarity.”29 In the foreword of each
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published GWAPS volume and in the Summary Report is an intro-
ductory comment stating that “in the spirit of impartiality and
scholarly rigor . . . [GWAPS] members had as their standard the ob-
servation of Mr. Franklin D’Olier, chairman of the United States
Strategic Bombing Survey . . . [which was to] ‘burn into everybody’s
souls the fact that the survey’s responsibility was to ascertain facts
and to seek truth, eliminating completely any preconceived theories
or dogmas.’”30

As Survey director, however, there were few similarities between
Franklin D’Olier and Eliot Cohen. D’Olier was a corporate man-
ager and Cohen a scholar. Aside from his limited military experi-
ence as a staff officer in World War I, D’Olier had little understand-
ing of the strategic and operational levels of war. Cohen, conversely,
after graduating from Harvard with a Ph.D. in political science,
spent four years at the Naval War College teaching strategy and
also served on the Policy Planning Staff for the secretary of de-
fense.31 While D’Olier was “the amiable figurehead”32 of the USSBS
and made no intellectual contributions to the Survey’s work, Cohen
was closely involved with the daily running of the GWAPS, and,
more important, was the intellectual leader during the research and
writing of GWAPS volumes. Like D’Olier, who relied on Henry
Alexander for managerial and intellectual leadership, Cohen came
to rely greatly on historian Thomas Keaney, especially for the writ-
ing of the important GWAPS Summary Report.33 Barry Watts noted
that Keaney’s role in crafting the Summary Report made him “the
single most important participant after Cohen.”34

Probably the most important difference between Cohen and
D’Olier was in the degree of impartiality. Although D’Olier often
proclaimed the need to get at the facts, to tell the truth, and to elim-
inate any predetermined “dogmas,” his actions proved otherwise.
Actually, D’Olier was quite dogmatic in his desire to help the air-
men gain independence from the army.

True, there was strong bias among certain members of the
GWAPS toward shaping GWAPS conclusions that would look fa-
vorably on air force parochial interests. But Eliot Cohen and other
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senior leaders of the GWAPS took strong steps to avoid an air force-
centered, doctrinaire approach to the GWAPS’s evaluation of air
power in the Gulf War.

In the spring of 1992, as GWAPS analysts were writing early
drafts of their findings and critiquing each other’s work, Cohen re-
jected a rather hyperbolic phrase concerning the final events in the
ground war to drive the Iraqi army from Kuwait. The phrase
boasted that for the retreating Iraqis, “the incredible destruction on
the misnamed Highway of Death, [was] where at least some of
these poltroons received their just desserts at the hand of coalition
air forces.” Cohen responded that this type of “overblown rheto-
ric” was “unacceptable for the Survey,” and was not in line with
what he considered to be the GWAPS “analytical and level-headed”
approach.35

A few months later at another review session one of the serving
military officers on the GWAPS argued that the American air force’s
focus on strategic attacks during the Gulf War was reminiscent of
Douhet’s idea of using air power to “obviate the use of ground
forces.” According to this officer Desert Storm was a “return to de-
cisive battle,” but unlike past wars it was the “air rather than
ground” that produced victory for the coalition. Cohen and Barry
Watts seemed concerned with the parochial nature of the officer’s
comments. Watts pointed out that it was important for the GWAPS
not to fixate on American air operations in the Gulf but rather to
consider the other American services and the Allied contributions as
well. Eliot Cohen got more to the point of the problem when he
told the group that he sensed in the officer’s response the “smell” of
doctrine.36

By late 1992 the GWAPS task forces were completing the final
drafts of their volumes. Cohen wanted to ensure that their work not
be made public—to the press or to interested airmen and civilian an-
alysts outside of the GWAPS—until all the revisions had been made
and the volumes reviewed by the review committee and Secretary
Rice. He noted to GWAPS members that they owed it to Secretary
Rice to share their “conclusions with him first.” Cohen forcefully told
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GWAPS analysts that “no one, but no one, gets access to all or part”
of the draft reports. There were GWAPS members who disregarded
his directive and leaked draft reports to interested airmen and civilian
analysts, who later sought to suppress the publication of GWAPS vol-
umes.37 Generally speaking, however, most GWAPS analysts under-
stood the need for impartiality, intellectual honesty, and independence
from air force interests during the conduct of their study.

IV

It is useful to compare the professional backgrounds of the USSBS
analysts with those of the GWAPS. Paul Nitze perceptively pointed
out to GWAPS leaders at a review board meeting that the USSBS,
“in its attempt to be independent, selected people who had no ex-
pertise in the areas they were to study.”38 Nitze may have been get-
ting at the lack of professional military experience of most of the
USSBS personnel, including himself.

Of course one must acknowledge the historical context in which
the USSBS conducted its evaluation. The reason why the USSBS had
virtually no analysts with professional military backgrounds (save
for the professional military officers like Orvil Anderson and Ralph
Ofstie) was that a defense establishment simply did not exist during
the years leading up to World War II. Very few Americans served in
the armed services during the 1930s, so very few USSBS members
would have had professional military service in their records. More
important, the link between the military and academic institutions
for research and development was only in its infancy during World
War II.

When the GWAPS conducted its study in the early 1990s, a close
institutional relationship between the military and civilian experts
had developed within the American defense establishment. As a re-
sult, most of the GWAPS analysts were drawn from the defense es-
tablishment and had been involved in defense issues (and actions).

For example, Alexander S. Cochran, chief of the Strategy and
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Plans Task Force, had been a combat infantryman in Vietnam and
later served as a branch chief at the army’s Center for Military His-
tory. The chief of the Operations and Effects Task Force, Barry
Watts, was a former career air force officer. During his service with
the air force, Watts flew 158 combat missions in Southeast Asia in
F-4s, of which 100 were over Vietnam. He had also taught philoso-
phy at the Air Force Academy. Like other senior GWAPS members,
Watts had written numerous published works on military history
and defense issues. In addition to Watts, John F. Guilmartin, chief
of the Weapons, Tactics, and Training Task Force, was a former ca-
reer military officer. He too had flown combat missions in Vietnam.
Guilmartin took a leave of absence from his position as an associate
professor of history at Ohio State University to serve on the
GWAPS. Although Thomas C. Hone, head of the Task Force on
Command, Control, and Organization, did not have professional
military experience like Watts and Guilmartin, he did teach strategy
at the Naval War College and served as a contract historian for the
Office of Air Force History. The executive director of the GWAPS,
Colonel Emery M. Kiraly, was a serving air force officer and had
been Colonel John Warden’s deputy during the development of the
Instant Thunder air campaign plan against Iraq. Thomas A. Keaney,
chief of the Summary Report, a retired air force officer and a B-52
pilot, had flown combat missions over Vietnam. Keaney, like Watts,
had taught at the Air Force Academy, and had taught at the Na-
tional War College before coming to the GWAPS.39

The professional experiences of GWAPS and USSBS personnel
shaped the analytical framework that they brought to their evalua-
tion of air power in the Gulf War and World War II, respectively.
USSBS members were for the most part industrialists, financiers,
economists, and engineers, with a small number of lawyers and be-
havioral scientists. Their professional experience fit comfortably
with the American conceptual approach toward strategic bombing
of attacking “national economic structures.” Moreover, the strident
effort on the part of the airmen to shape the organizational struc-
ture of the USSBS and the questions that it would answer caused
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USSBS analysts to accept the American conceptual approach to
strategic bombing as their framework for analysis. Certainly,
GWAPS analysts shared a common framework for analysis, but it
was very different from that of the USSBS.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, after the American military’s
traumatic experience in Vietnam, there was a renewed interest
among defense intellectuals (both military and civilian) in the oper-
ational level of war, the level between strategy and tactics. Harry G.
Summers in his well-known book On Strategy: A Critical Analysis
of the Vietnam War created a kind of populist movement within the
American military that partly blamed America’s loss in Vietnam on
a lack of operational vision.40 A more deep-rooted and sophisti-
cated understanding of the operational level of war—informed by
the Prussian military theorist Carl von Clausewitz—began to take
hold in the defense establishment. Many civilian and military de-
fense intellectuals especially embraced the notion of operational
art—the creative part of war that links political objectives to the
tactical application of military force—as a way of rejuvenating an
intellectual approach to warfare in American defense circles. This
way of thinking about warfare manifested itself in the late 1980s
with the army’s Airland Battle doctrine and Colonel John Warden’s
book The Air Campaign; both were profoundly shaped by the con-
cept of operational art.41 Even in the late 1990s Clausewitz still
shaped the thinking of many defense analysts. A professor of strate-
gic studies at the Marine War College noted that “the Clausewitzian
theory of war remains huge within the American DOD/National Se-
curity community—among academics and practitioners alike.”42

At least some of the primary contributors to the GWAPS volumes,
including the task force chiefs, were influenced by Clausewitzian the-
ory. For example, Mark Clodfelter, a contributing author to the
GWAPS Planning volume, wrote an important book in 1989, The
Limits of Air Power: The American Bombing of North Vietnam. In
the book, Clodfelter argued that Clausewitz’s famous dictum that war
was “a continuation of political activity by other means” was the only
“true measure for evaluating air power’s effectiveness” against North
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Vietnam. Barry Watts authored a short study that analyzed future war
using the Clausewitzian construct of “friction.”43 Moreover, the fore-
word of each GWAPS volume pointed out that its analysis concen-
trated on the “operational level of war in the belief that this level of
warfare is at once one of the most difficult to characterize and one of
the most important to understand.”44

It would be wrong, however, to think that being connected to the
defense establishment and focusing their analysis of air power in the
Gulf War at the operational level forced GWAPS members into a
doctrinaire approach to their work. Political scientist John Mer-
sheimer has argued that the best tool available for lessening the pos-
sibility that flawed ideas will affect defense policy and strategy is
“intellectual pluralism. A healthy national policy depends on inde-
pendent-minded defense intellectuals challenging the government
and one another.”45 Comparing the intellectual environment of the
USSBS with that of the GWAPS can bring Mersheimer’s point out
more clearly.

David MacIsaac lamented in his 1976 book Strategic Bombing in
World War Two that the USSBS needed historians to provide a bal-
anced interpretation of evidence. MacIsaac acknowledged that de-
bate over findings did occur among USSBS analysts, but the USSBS
was “ruled” by “an insurance man (D’Olier) and two investment
bankers (Alexander and Nitze),” who firmly held “the reins of au-
thority.”46 The majority of GWAPS task force chiefs, including the
director, had Ph.D.’s in either political science or history and had
spent many collective years in academe. This is not to say that an
academic background necessarily guarantees objectivity. Yet a
“scholarly” approach did instill in the GWAPS greater intellectual
rigor and independence. Cohen noted that the GWAPS, “unlike
many studies, [was] leaving an audit trail, in the form of footnotes,
bibliographic essays, and open statements of where large uncertain-
ties remain.”47 The USSBS members certainly challenged each other
over evidence and conclusions. They were probably less effective,
though, than the GWAPS in establishing an intellectual climate that
would lead to a more independent and impartial study.
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V

One thing that the GWAPS had to help it ensure impartiality and in-
dependence that the USSBS did not was the GWAPS review commit-
tee.48 The purpose of the review committee was to bring together a
group of distinguished scholars, statesmen, and senior military lead-
ers to act as a corporate body to review the GWAPS work, provid-
ing it with the “credibility and prestige necessary to support the
final product.” The review committee was not, however, intended
“to serve as ornaments” for GWAPS credibility. Instead the com-
mittee played a “key role in both the study process and the final”
GWAPS volumes by recommending analytical methods and by
“identifying gaps in the overall project.”49

The committee met formally in March 1992 and in January 1993
to review the work of the GWAPS. Bernard Lewis, a professor of
political science at Princeton University, cautioned Eliot Cohen and
his task force leaders to maintain balance in their analysis by keep-
ing “in mind that losers tend to study what went wrong while win-
ners study what went right.” Another one of the review committee’s
civilian scholars, Richard Kohn of the University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill, advised the group that they needed to be very care-
ful in the use of counterfactual speculation. Aware of the contro-
versy over the USSBS’s counterfactual about Japan’s surrender at
the end of World War II, Kohn noted that it would be very difficult
for the GWAPS “to answer what if questions.” He doubted they
could assess events that did not happen.50

There were retired senior military officers on the GWAPS review
committee like General Michael J. Dugan of the air force, Admiral
Huntington Hardisty of the navy, and General Maxwell Thurman
of the army. These retired officers certainly had strong vested inter-
ests in their respective services. One might have expected interser-
vice wrangling over GWAPS conclusions similar to the fierce
parochial debates between Admiral Ralph Ofstie and General Orvil
Anderson of the Pacific USSBS. Yet in comparison to the USSBS, the
GWAPS review committee seems remarkable in its desire to avoid
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service parochialism and bias. Instead, their overall goal was to ad-
vise the GWAPS analysts on the best ways to produce a balanced as-
sessment of air power in the Gulf War. Secretary of the Air Force
Donald Rice and Cohen agreed that there were “ferocious battles
during the writing of the USSBS” over service interests. Both men
also acknowledged that even though there would be “creative ten-
sion” within the GWAPS and the review committee over “differ-
ences of opinion,” it would be nothing along the lines of the
USSBS.51

Paul Nitze (who of course was caught in the middle of the battle
between Ofstie and Anderson over certain USSBS conclusions) told
the review committee that he believed the job GWAPS analysts had
done on their respective volumes to be “superb.” Yet in an informal
discussion with Eliot Cohen, Nitze thought that the most critical
issue for the GWAPS to address was the effectiveness of “the strate-
gic air campaign against Iraq.”52 Nitze may have sensed an underly-
ing problem with evidence that Cohen and other GWAPS analysts
were confronting as they conducted their research and analysis.

VI

If the USSBS’s focus was on the effects of strategic bombing on Ger-
many’s and Japan’s war-making capacity, the GWAPS directed most
of its analysis toward the operational aspects of American air
power in the Persian Gulf War. The GWAPS did produce a volume
on the effects of the air campaign against Iraq; however, unlike the
World War II USSBS, which had access to evidence in Germany and
Japan, the GWAPS could not enter Iraq once the war ended. Access
to Germany and Japan was important for the USSBS because its an-
alysts could collect evidence on the effects of strategic bombing and
interview key enemy wartime leaders.

Air power was used in the Persian Gulf War not as an end in it-
self but to bring about specific effects upon the enemy. Arguably,
then, the GWAPS volume, Effects and Effectiveness, was crucial
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because it would explore the raison d’être for the air campaign
against Iraq: to produce effects on the enemy in support of Ameri-
can and coalition objectives. Cohen and other GWAPS analysts
were aware of their problems with evidence, especially regarding
the effects of the bombing. Cohen did not want the GWAPS to come
to definitive conclusions if it did not have the requisite evidence.
And he knew well of the problems that the USSBS had had with the
interpretation of evidence. At a meeting in late August 1991 with
the faculty of the Air University at Maxwell Air Force Base, Cohen
discussed with Mark Clodfelter the issue of evidence. Clodfelter
told him that the biggest issue for the GWAPS was the lack of “ac-
cess to Iraq.” Cohen agreed and noted that the GWAPS needed “to
be more forthright than [the] USSBS on holes in our data.”53

The primary authors of the GWAPS volume Effects and Effec-
tiveness, Thomas Keaney and Barry Watts, argued that their own
study, “because of its focus on operational-strategic effectiveness,
ended up being closer in content and intent to USSBS volumes . . .
than any other GWAPS reports.” Watts and Keaney also admitted
that there were some important differences “between the two, par-
ticularly regarding data and sources.” They pointed out that the
most critical “hole” in evidence was the fact that without access to
Iraqi leaders and prewar plans, their volume was limited in its abil-
ity to discern Iraqi “intentions, before and during the Gulf War.”
However, the Effects volume argued that since the aim of the air
campaign was not to overwhelmingly attack the Iraqi economic in-
frastructure, extensive evidence of the Iraqi war effort was not nec-
essary. Moreover, modern technologies such as satellite imagery of
bomb damage used during the Gulf War provided GWAPS analysts
with a good deal of evidence on effects.54 Too, reports from inside
Iraq after the war by groups like United Nations inspections teams
investigating Iraqi nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons pro-
duction facilities provided Effects volume analysts with helpful in-
formation. Still, the authors of the volume understood the problem
they had with evidence. As a result, they used the USSBS as a “base-
line” to “mitigate” the problem.
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In a June 1992 GWAPS review session on the Effects and Effec-
tiveness volume, Alexander S. Cochran (task force leader for Strat-
egy and Plans) recommended that since the air force rejected the les-
sons they should have learned from Vietnam and Korea, the Effects
volume should “refer back to World War II.” Colonel Emery M. Ki-
raly followed Cochran by suggesting that in order to “validate” the
“findings” of the volume, the authors should make a comparison of
the GWAPS and the USSBS. Making such a comparison would, ac-
cording to Thomas Keaney, provide a “baseline” for the GWAPS.
Establishing a “baseline” was critical for the authors of the Effects
and Effectiveness study because of their inability to gain access to
Iraq to collect evidence.55

The “baseline” discerned from the USSBS allowed the volume’s
authors to deemphasize the problems that they had with access to
Iraq by showing how their volume would go beyond the more nar-
row approach taken by John Kenneth Galbraith’s USSBS Economic
Division report. The Effects volume noted that if one used only
physical damage as a measure of strategic bombing’s effectiveness,
then bombing attacks on a given target could be considered success-
ful simply if they did physical damage to the target. However, phys-
ical destruction of structures did not always produce the effects de-
sired on an enemy political, economic, or military system. Accord-
ing to the authors of the Effects volume, Galbraith’s report, The
Effects of Strategic Bombing on the German War Economy, was
unable to make nuanced distinctions between effects and effective-
ness. In light of the “neglect of such effects in parts of the World
War II survey,” the authors believed that they should try to move
beyond these shortcomings in their evaluation of the effects of the
air campaign against Iraq.56

Thus the GWAPS Effects volume drew attention away from its
existing problem of lack of evidence by creating a pejorative distinc-
tion between itself and Galbraith’s USSBS report. But in so doing
the GWAPS volume overly emphasized Galbraith’s reliance on sta-
tistics and “indices” and downplayed the economists’ sophisticated
understanding of the German war economy as a “system” and the
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effects of strategic bombing thereon. Watts and Keaney also tended
to conflate some of Galbraith’s post-USSBS writings on air power—
which were decidedly hypercritical of air power and American mili-
tary policy in general—with the economist’s USSBS report.

The GWAPS Effects volume argued that Galbraith’s USSBS re-
port, The Effects of Strategic Bombing on the German War Econ-
omy, narrowly focused its analysis on economic statistics rather
than trying to determine the second- and third-order effects—or ef-
fectiveness—of strategic bombing on the German war economy.57

This was a narrow rendering of Galbraith’s USSBS argument. In
fact a close reading of Galbraith’s USSBS report shows that it did
acknowledge the decisive effects of strategic bombing on the Ger-
man war economy precisely because of its appreciation for the sec-
ond- and third-order effects of bombing on enemy economic “sys-
tems.”58 The discussions between Galbraith and his Economic Ef-
fects Division further demonstrated that they were not solely
fixated on economic statistics and “indices” in their evaluation of
the overall effectiveness of strategic bombing.59

To be fair to Watts and Keaney, they both believed that Galbraith
focused his USSBS analysis exclusively on the effects of strategic
bombing on the German war economy to the detriment of “the ac-
tual goals of the air commanders at specific points in time.”60 Un-
derstanding operational objectives of air leaders was understand-
ably important to Watts and Keaney because that was going to be a
crucial factor in their study of air power in the Gulf War. But to be
equally fair to Galbraith, the USSBS intentionally focused its analy-
sis on the effects of strategic bombing on the German and Japanese
war economies and not on the tactical and operational problems of
the AAF.

Watts and Keaney also rolled together some of Galbraith’s very
critical post-USSBS writings on air power with his USSBS report. 61

Galbraith claimed in his memoirs that the data he and other Survey
members had collected proved the “disastrous failures” of strategic
bombing in World War II.62 Neither his report nor any of the other
published USSBS studies ever used such language or made such
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bombastic generalizations.63 Still, many analysts who have read the
economists’ post-Survey writings have tended to allow them to neg-
atively color Galbraith’s USSBS report.64 It should be remembered,
however, that in 1945, when Galbraith was a USSBS director, he
was highly respected for his judgment, balanced approach, and ana-
lytical acumen. Air power champion and USSBS director General
Orvil Anderson thought Galbraith to be “one of the most valuable
men on the Survey, if not the most valuable.”65

Yet in comparison with what Paul Nitze did when he drew con-
clusions about why Japan had surrendered at the end of World War
II, the use of Galbraith’s economic report by the GWAPS Effects
volume was only a minor foible. Indeed, for the analysts of the Pa-
cific portion of the USSBS there was clearly competing evidence
(based largely on interviews with Japanese leaders) as to why the
war ended. Yet Nitze seems to have been less concerned with ac-
knowledging contradictions than with proving his argument about
the decisiveness of conventional strategic air power and the indeci-
siveness of the Soviet war declaration and atomic bomb. The result
was the well-known counterfactual stating that Japan would have
surrendered “certainly prior to 31 December 1945, and in all prob-
ability prior to 1 November 1945 . . . even if the atomic bombs had
not been dropped, even if Russia had not entered the war, and even
if no invasion had been planned or contemplated.” Prudence called
for such a bold statement to be followed with a discussion on evi-
dence, but none was forthcoming. GWAPS analysts writing on air
power’s effects almost forty years later would be more forthright
than the USSBS about problems with evidence.

Understanding the limits of evidence kept GWAPS authors from
taking the same step toward bold counterfactual speculation that
Nitze had taken many years earlier. The Effects volume argued that
even after accepting the fact that the air campaign had destroyed
“large amounts of Iraqi equipment . . . whether or for how long the
Iraqi troops could have held on even without a ground attack can
be no more than matters of speculation.”66 One can clearly see the
authors’ desire to avoid a counterfactual statement arguing that
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Iraq would have surrendered soon owing to crippling air attacks
even if coalition forces had never conducted a ground invasion.

The Effects volume, therefore, did not make exorbitant claims
about the effectiveness of air power against Iraq. In fact the princi-
pal authors, Watts and Keaney, concluded the volume by cautioning
against the view held by many airmen that the application of Amer-
ican air power in the Gulf War indicated a revolutionary change in
the nature of war, especially regarding the use of radar-evading
stealth bombers and precision guided bombs. The two authors ar-
gued that instead of demonstrating inconsistency with past wars,
the Gulf War demonstrated the “limits to strategic air attack en-
countered at least as far back as World War II.”67

There are, however, still those willing to go the distance and
champion the cause of air power in future debates over defense
policy and organization. The United States Air Force historian,
Richard P. Hallion, argued in his 1992 book Storm over Iraq: Air
Power in the Gulf War that the ground war against Iraq “could not
be decisive in the way that earlier ground wars had been.” Hallion
then professed that the Gulf War had proven that “Air power can
hold territory by denying an enemy the ability to seize it, and by
denying an enemy the use of his forces. And it [air power] can seize
territory by controlling access to that territory and movement
across it.”68

Hallion wrote Storm over Iraq around the same time that GWAPS
analysts were reaching their conclusions about air power in the Gulf
War. Hallion was not at all happy with the GWAPS reports because he
believed they would produce a negative reaction among the public to-
ward the American air force’s performance against Iraq.69

Like Hallion, the air force was very uncomfortable with the
GWAPS conclusions, which did not provide the expected glowing
endorsement for the dominance of air power in the Gulf War. Some
members of the GWAPS felt they were pressured to mute their criti-
cism, and Hallion warned the administrative assistant to the secre-
tary of the air force that there should be a forceful reconsideration
of “the implications of releasing” the GWAPS reports. Hallion went
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on to caution that whatever “positive statements” the GWAPS vol-
umes made would “be gradually lost in much the same way that
those of the USSBS” were lost after World War II.70

It is interesting to note that like the USSBS European and Pacific
Summary Reports, but unlike any of the GWAPS volumes, Hallion’s
book finished with a section titled “Toward the Future.” Like the
two USSBS reports, Hallion called for a future defense policy to be
based on air power. Using a favorite word of General Orvil Arson
Anderson, Hallion boasted that “today, air power is the dominant
form of military power.”71

Ironically it was an air force historian who tried to suppress the
GWAPS reports, reduce the number of GWAPS published copies,
and ultimately champion the air force cause in a book about air
power in the Gulf. When we remember the “headache” that the
Committee of Historians gave Edward Mead Earle and General
Arnold over their report in 1943 and the intentional exclusion of
historians from the USSBS, historian Richard Hallion’s pitched bat-
tle against the GWAPS is indeed ironic. Furthermore, about a year
before the release of the GWAPS volumes, Eliot Cohen had been
told that “gossip” from the Pentagon had it that they were in the
“grip of historians.”72 The implication of this statement was that
since many historians made up the ranks of the GWAPS, their con-
clusions about air power against Iraq would not be favorable to the
air force’s performance. Yet it was a historian who would try to
mend the perceived damage to the future interests of the air force
from the release of the GWAPS reports.

The GWAPS was simply not willing to make defense policy rec-
ommendations, as did the two USSBS Summary Reports and Hal-
lion’s book, Storm over Iraq. Eliot Cohen noted in a letter to the re-
view committee in August 1992 that the GWAPS volumes were
written “with an awareness of the policy issues” that the Gulf War
raised. The volumes were not, however, crafted to “make specific
recommendations for future policy.”73

The GWAPS volumes certainly acknowledged the achievements
of air power in the war against Iraq, but they also pointed out the
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shortcomings. The Command and Control volume, for example,
concluded that the American air force “did win an overwhelming
victory” in Desert Storm. But the primary authors of the volume
(Thomas C. Hone, Mark D. Mandeles, and Lieutenant Colonel San-
ford S. Terry) cautioned that the advanced technology used in the
Gulf War by the air force to “solve old command and control prob-
lems” had in fact “created new problems” in managing air power
assets in combat.74 Williamson Murray, the principal author for the
Operations volume, agreed that the air campaign was decisive and
“destroyed whatever willingness” the Iraqis might have had to fight
a ground war against the American-led coalition. But like the au-
thors of the other GWAPS volumes, Murray warned against claim-
ing too much for the air campaign: “In the end, the campaign was
relatively successful, but only because the time and air assets that
were available to attack those enemy forces were almost limit-
less. . . .”75 The GWAPS volumes thus brought out both the good
and the bad of the American-led air campaign against Iraq.76

So too did the USSBS’s evaluation of strategic bombing in World
War II. Yet the conclusions drawn by the USSBS were shaped and
influenced by the powerful postwar interests of the AAF. For the
GWAPS in the early 1990s there were clearly similar air force inter-
ests at work trying to affect the outcome of the GWAPS reports.
The GWAPS, however, based on the available documentary evi-
dence, was able to keep those interests at bay, allowing for an inde-
pendent study of air power in the Gulf War.
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AFTERWORD
✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦ ✦

Six years after the GWAPS com-
pleted its study of air power in the Gulf War, the United States led a
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air campaign in the
Balkans against Yugoslavia. The apparent aim of the campaign was
to force the Yugoslavian president, Slobodan Milosevic, to stop the
ethnic cleansing of Albanians in Kosovo and to pull his military
forces out of Kosovo. Air power was expected to help achieve those
objectives.

The American-dominated NATO air campaign over Yugoslavia
demonstrates that problems still exist with the use of strategic
bombing in war and conflict. First, the type of targets bombed in
Yugoslavia and the attitudes of certain senior airmen toward the air
campaign show that the traditional American concept of strategic
bombing continues to shape Air Force thinking. Second, as in previ-
ous conflicts involving the application of air power—World War II,
Korea, Vietnam, and the Gulf War—efforts to prove the effective-
ness of strategic bombing remain clouded with ambiguity. Third,
because it is difficult to assess the effectiveness of strategic bomb-
ing, a need remains for experts—civilian experts—to conduct evalu-
ations along the lines of the USSBS and GWAPS. Finally, appreciat-
ing the importance of such studies, advocates of air power will try
to shape conclusions about the effectiveness of air power; depend-
ing on the independence of the evaluation, objectivity may be the
victim.

Consider the continuity between the concept of strategic bombing
developed by Haywood Hansell and his fellow ACTS theorists in the
late 1930s and the conceptual underpinnings to the Yugoslavia air
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campaign. In World War II, American airmen sought to destroy the
war-making capacity of Germany and Japan by bombing critical eco-
nomic systems such as transportation and electrical power. By the
closing days of air operations over Yugoslavia and Kosovo, American
airmen were bombing electrical power and transportation facilities
with the intent of destroying, or at least reducing, Serbian capacity to
conduct military operations.1 And like American airmen in World
War II who believed that strategic air power should not be used
against military forces in the field, airmen in 1999 wanted to concen-
trate on strategic targets in Serbia rather than “plinking” tactical tar-
gets like tanks and artillery pieces in Kosovo.

Also, airmen during the Yugoslavia air campaign firmly believed
that if the United States used air power correctly—with overwhelm-
ing force and applied quickly throughout the depth of the enemy
homeland—it would force a decision and end the war sooner on
NATO’s terms. Too, airmen at the start of World War II believed
that if left unrestricted and unfettered by other requirements, strate-
gic bombing might very well end the war without the use of ground
forces. Following World War II and into the cold war, the lament of
many airmen looking back on Korea and Vietnam was that air
power never got its proper chance to “win” both wars. Testifying to
Congress in October 1999, just four months after the end of the Yu-
goslavia air campaign, Lieutenant General Michael C. Short, com-
mander of NATO air forces flying in the campaign, argued that if it
had been left up to him he would have severed “the head of the
snake on the first night” by bombing strategic targets in Belgrade.
Such an approach, according to General Short, would have stopped
Serbian ethnic cleansing in Kosovo by putting “a dagger in the
heart” of the Serbian leadership.2

However, General Short and other contemporary airmen have
the same problem that General H. H. Arnold had in World War II
and even Colonel John A. Warden had in the Gulf War: the problem
of proving strategic bombing’s effectiveness. One can make bom-
bastic, metaphor-laden claims that inflate the expectations of what
air power could have accomplished. But the fundamental problem
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of determining the effects of strategic bombing has not gone away.
Indeed, the Yugoslavia air campaign shows that when an enemy
leader remains in power and is unlikely to tell the world what made
him act, the effectiveness of strategic bombing is even more difficult
to know.

There are some questions to think of regarding the American-led
air campaign in the Balkans: Was it the impact of air power on Ser-
bian infrastructure that caused Milosevic to withdraw his forces
from Kosovo? Or did the bombing of targets in Serbian cities like
Belgrade create hardships and terror among the civilian population
that in turn somehow influenced Milosevic’s actions? Did the threat
of a ground invasion by NATO armies ultimately persuade the Ser-
bian leader that he had to accept NATO and U.N. demands? Fi-
nally, what effect did Russia’s removal of support for Serbia have on
Milosevic’s decision? If modifications are made to the language and
context of these questions, they appear strikingly similar to the
questions that Paul Nitze and his fellow USSBS analysts asked
about the role of strategic bombing in the unconditional surrender
of Japan in 1945.

Back in the fall of 1945, General Orvil Arson Anderson stri-
dently believed that he knew the answer to why Japan surrendered
unconditionally: American strategic bombing. He subsequently ap-
plied a heavy parochial hand to the writing of Pacific Survey reports
to shape conclusions that were favorable to the interests of the air-
men and their institution. The civilian analysts of the USSBS ac-
cepted the American conceptual approach to strategic bombing of
General Anderson and other airmen, made it the analytical frame-
work for their evaluation, and wrote conclusions about air power
in World War II that vindicated that conception.

Shortly after the Yugoslavia air campaign ended in 1999, American
airmen proclaimed in a manner similar to that of General Anderson
in 1945 that air power “prevailed.”3 Yet understanding whether
or not, or to what degree, air power “prevailed” along with other
factors in Kosovo will require an independent evaluation by analysts
who strive for objectivity. Since proving the effectiveness of a critical
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component of air power—strategic bombing—brings out such strong
feelings in proponents, opponents, and even zealots, a thoughtful and
independent study is essential. Once analysts produce evaluations of
American air power like the USSBS and the GWAPS, the challenge is
then to use them wisely, not slavishly, in order to help understand a
crucial part of the past and to recognize how a partial view of that
past may have shaped later policies, perceptions, and polemics.
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