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On 3 November 1998, representatives
from the Navy Staff, invited defense
analysts, and Naval War College war
gamers and faculty members assembled in
Sims Hall to begin a strategic-concepts war
game. Sponsored by the Deputy Chief of
Naval Operations (Plans, Policy, and
Operations), the three-day game would
explore “Network-Centric Warfare and
C2 Implications.” The President of the
Naval War College, Vice Admiral Arthur
K. Cebrowski, delivered the opening
remarks, from which the following has been
adapted.

President’s Notes

WOULD LIKE YOU TO CONSIDER the honeybee. Take it from the hive,
place it in a matchbox, dove a mile, and open the matchbox. The bee comes

Vice Admiral Cebrowsk: has commanded Fighter Squadron 41 and Carrier Air
Wing Eight, both embarked in USS Nimitz (CVN 68). He later commanded the assault
ship USS Cuam (LPH 9) and, during Operauon Dssert STorm, the aircraft carrier USS
Midway (CV 41). Following promotion to flag rank he became Commander, Carrier
Group Six, and Commander, USS America Battle Group. In addition to combat deploy-
ments to Vietnam and the Persian Gulf, he has deployed in support of United Nations
operations in Iraq, Somalia, and Bosmua and has served with the U.S. Air Force, the staff
of Commander in Chief, Adantic Fleet, the staff of the Chief of Naval Operations on
four occasions, with the Joint Staff (as J6), and as Director, Navy Space, Information
Warfare, and Command and Control (N6). Vice Admiral Cebrowski became the forty-
seventh President of the Naval War College in July 1998,
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out, flies up, turns toward the hive, and makes a straight line back home. How
does it do that? The brain in that bee is smaller than the head of a pin. Just think
how we struggle to get the Tomahawk missile to do what the honeybee does!

There are limits to what we know and understand, what we can design in
spite of what we know, and what we can build. Most important, there are limits
to the way that we conceive things, When we smash into these limits, we be-
come frustrated and risk doing things we later regret. Another limit is cultural:*
all here in this room are successful people, brought up in a certain system, in
which the power is located in a certain place. We're comfortable with that sys-
tem, because we know it—and to some degree we understand it.

When we talk about command and control in warfare, we run into our own
conceptual and cultural limits. We have a certain conception, which is inher-
ently limiting; we hit those limits, and then we have big argnments. Qur discus-
sions are very worthwhile, very important, if they help us analyze where these
limits come from. Are they valid? What is the price of these limits? Are we will-
ing to keep paying such costs? Are there alternative approaches that are perhaps
somewhat less limiting? I hope you can keep these questions in mind through-
out this three day game.

Many in this meeting are saying, “We have done very well in command and
control. We know how to do this.” But do we do as well as we can do? Do we
know all we can or should about it? Certainly not. Does the age that we are in,
or are moving into, offer something not now in our body of knowledge? Cer-
tainly yes.

But first, let’s make clear what we are talking about. First, command—which,
according to the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) definition, is what a2 commander
: “lawfully exercises over subordinates by virtue of rank, or assignment”—in-
cludes “the authority and responsibility for effectively using available resources .
. . for the accomplishment of assigned missions.” Command and control is subtly
but significantly different: “The exercise of authority and direction by a prop-
etly designated commander over assigned and attached forces in the accom-
plishment of the mission.”

Finally, let’s take a look at the key component of “C2"—control, which is de-
fined in part as “authoriry which may be less than full command exercised by a
commander over part of the activities of subordinate or other organizations.”
There is an important item missing in the joint definition of control. If we were
talking about management instead of the military, “control” would include feed-
back loops. A thermostat, for example, is a closed-circuit control loop: it collects

* For military culture and the new sciences, see James R.. FitzSimonds [Capt., USN],
“The Culwral Challenge of Information Technology,” Naval War College Review,
Summer 1998, pp. 9-21 (http://www.nwc.navy mil/press/Review/1998/summer/
art1Su98.htm).
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feedback regularly and makes adjustments. But there is no mention of feedback
in the official definition of control. Is the presumption that we can have effec-
tive control without feedback, which is simply not true? Why did our col-
leagues who crafted or approved this definition not include feedback? What
barriers kept such an obvious thing, which is taught in every management
coutse, from appearng in our definition? What is it about our culture that disal-
lowed its explicit inclusion?

Consider another term, one for which there is no JCS definition: what is
“battle management”? When you go into battle, do you want to be led, or do
you want to be managed? What’s going on, when we find ourselves talking
about “battle management”? Is it just a way to insert some kind of feedback
loop, so we can have true control? Or perhaps people think they can reach
down onto the battlefield and manipulate soldiers and Mannes from afar, Is that
what we want it to mean? What is “battle management” trying to get us to do
that we are not now doing? Do we like that? I think not.

Do you expect that in three days you will reach conclusions that the Joint
Staff can pour concrete around? Then you think that we here in this room can
predict the future, and the people who follow us will be burdened with the bag-
gage of your decision for the next fifteen years. If you do, I want this war game
shut down—I will not tolerate it. We would be doing a great disservice to the
men and women who will follow us. Or are we going to do this in a way that
will allow the solution to move with the circumstances and the advances in
knowledge that will certainly come? I think that is what we want; we have to
work in a way that will tolerate change. It took years to get to those definitions
we discussed, and all that they imply; now we are saddled with them.

One of the reasons we want to be led instead of managed is that in our heart
we know that we lead people and manage things. That brings us to the question,
what wins wars—people or things? My answer is that human factors dominate
in outcomes. How well do we model this? Poorly. In the course of a discussion
this morning I raised the matter of the bombing of Dresden in February 1945:
135,000 casualties in essentially a single day, almost all civilians. Of course, the
reply was that the raid had been an effort to get at the human factor. Readiness is
a function of cohesion, morale, will, cognition, courage, leadership, training,
and many other such things before one comes to the first piece of hardware.
The idea had been that perhaps killing 135,000 civilians would break the
enemy’s will, suppress his morale, destroy his cohesion. Will it? Did it? We have
in existence proof that it did not. Yet that kind of approach continues to find its
way into our strategic thinking.

The pointis that we have not invested in research that will allow us to couple
military action with the factors that determine the outcome of warfare. Perhaps
that is why the feedback loop does not show up in the Joint definition of the
word “control”: we do not know what it would look like. If you are going to

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1
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have proper control, you must have a feedback loop, so you are able to measure
effectiveness, and—most fundamentally—you have to know what to measure.

Sadly, many in the defense science and technology communicy do not think
that such a difficult and truly huge issue merits technical study. If you feel other-
wise, that might be another useful finding as to what we need for command and
control in the future. Why have people been conditioned always to expect a
technological solution? Is it because network-centric warfare* emerged from
the Joint Staff J-6? I served there, as Director for Command, Control, Commu-
nications, and Computer Systems—consequently many said, “This must be a
technical solution.” We must talk about the human factors, not the things—
certainly not just the things. The human factors interrelate with the things, and
that interrelation needs to be explored as well.

In the business world and in some areas of the public sector, people have
thought of new ideas, new ways of putting things together, and have achieved
profound improvements. My favorite case study is the New York City Police
Department. It had done the same thing for decades and considered itself good
at what it did. But it realized that if it changed its command and control struc-
ture, plus other important factors, its performance could improve dramatically.
And it did. If instead its leadets had said, *“Wait a minute, we’re the NYPD: we
know how to do this, we're not interested in learning anything more about
command and control,” they would have gotten nowhere. In this area, which is
both critical and complex, we must admit there is much we don’t know.

Let's take a different perspective. Every process or system has an element or
point of complexity—the point where the key things come together, where the
underlying rule set is placed into effect. Almost everything we do in the military
is very complex; a multiplicity of systems interact, forming what is frequently
called a system of systems. The interesting area in these systems of systems is
where those complexities intersect, how they come together, are linked, or in-
terrelate. If you cannot find the complexicy, it 1s very difficult to study a process
or a system, Consider two concepts about where system complexity should be
located.

One is a centralized approach, where the complexities are focused in a single
area or point. This leads to the notion of integration, a very difficult and often ex-
pensive approach, but one that Americans probably do better than anyone else.
In the integrated approach one tries to achieve an optimzed result—the very
best that one can do. Integrated systems become very finely tuned, and because
they are finely tuned they can perform very well, do truly extraordinary things.
But they are characterized by systems risk. Such a system also tends to give

* For network-centric warfare, see Arthur K. Cebrowski [VAdm, USN] and John
Garstka, “Network-Centric Warfare: Its Origin and Future,” U.S. Naval Institute Pro-
ceedings, January 1998, pp. 28-35.
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decreasing return on investment as one seeks to optimize it, putting in more
resources for smaller improvements—the famous S-curve, Also, of course, it is
largely command directed, from the top down,

The alternative approach can be described by the locus of complexity rather
than the focus of complexity. That is a more decentralized approach. Rather
than being integrated, the points of complexity are netted. There is normally lit-
tle effort at optimization of the total system. Rather, the objective is to achieve
dynamic fitness in a changing and adaptive environment, There are risks, but
the risks tend to be localized. This kind of arrangement has the possibility—not
the guarantee—of increasing returns on investment, and it tends to work from
the bottom up.

I asked a very bright computer scientist, Captain {select) Melinda Moran,
U.S. Navy, what the difference was between “netted” and “integrated,” and I
received this very interesting reply:

[ guess my answer would be that [ don't think the question is centralized, decen-
tralized, or integrated versus networked so much as it is the nght mix of both
properties in the same complex, adaptive system. If you look at most biological
models, they're a hybrid of both types of organization, The brain in the human
body is obviously the centralized intersection point of excitement of the human
system, but the immune system is clearly a networked, decentralized system.,
What I think would be fascinating is to discover the right mix of parameters re-
quited to be effective in myriad situations. Time, or responsiveness, is obviously
one of them. In an immediate and extreme danger situation, the human response
is limbic, that is, not one of considered, integrated, centralized decision by the
conscious brain. The longer-term projects, however, such as creating a new
widget, 1s where you cleatly want the integrative power of a system such as the
brain, where the whole is greater than the sum of the parts. Consistency is another
parameter. The more you distabute, the more inconsistency you nisk. But with
that diversity, the greater your survivability,

From this I conclude the issue is not necessarily an either-or phenomenon
but cne of how to choose the mix, To make the choice, we must discover the
basis for choice. Much of network-centric warfare talks to the netted, self-
synchronizing, bottom-up phenomenology, because of the conviction that the
big payoffs ate in speed of response. Many of the powerful information-age
effects we see are based on this kind of speed.

Now, [ don’t mean speed of decision, which is just an element of total system
response. For example, think for a moment about a patrol in Somalia. At one
level, its rule set was decided upon in a centralized way, slowly and carefully; it
considercd all the factors of culture and the like. On the other hand, the patrol
necds to respond instantly—or it’s dead. Also, I think there are times when you
want things to go slowly; some things go very slowly but achieve a profound

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1 10
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effect, and it is the effect that you want. For example, if you see a weapon com-
ing and you know it's going to hit you, your response is going to be different,
and probably worse, from what it would be if you hadn’t had time to worry
about it. So that weapon can be slow but still have a profound and high-speed
effect. The outcome may be determined less by the speed of some input factors
than by the speed and extent to which they break down unit cohesion, will to
resist, trained responses, and so on—which we’d like to do at very high speed.

Speed is important. For instance, it allows one to coalesce the levels of war,
In some situations, dealing with tactical problems at very high speed can achicve
strategic effect, removing the critical time element, and allowing us to fight on
more favorable terms.

Also, one wants to tighten up combat time lines to get kills. Some people
have mistakenly concluded that *high-speed, automated assignment of re-
sources to nced” means that network-centric warfare will take people out of the
loop. That could not be further from the truth. Actually, a great deal of auto-
mated resource-to-need is currently done today; it works. Do you want that all
the time? Well, for heating and air conditioning, yes. Do you want that in com-
bat? Maybe—it depends. After all, a human being creates the rule set that un-
derlies the automated allocation of resources; a human being decides whether to
allow the process to proceed, or to alter it. So we have certainly not advocated
the removal of people from the combat environment; the reason we want to
automate the resource-to-need process is that speed counts.

A corollary of speed of response is precision. Three clements of weapon pre-
cision are worth talking about here. One has to do with hicting with high reli-
ability the target that we intend to hit. A second concerns not missing the right
target by much if one nusses it at all; most smart weapons today don’t miss often,
but when they do, they miss by a lot. The third form of precision speaks to caus--
ing predictable effects, or conscquences, by hitting the target. Counterintui-
tively, information warfare may be one of the least precise forms of warfare. In
I'W we have no idea what the secondary and tertiary consequences are, no indi-
cators of effectiveness, no way of measunng them—so we can’t have a feedback
loop. How can we have precision?

In an open, network-centric conunand structure®*—which is different from
platform-centric command structures and has a different underlying rule
set—onc of the cnabling clements is a highly webbed information service.
“Webbed,” as opposed to just “netted,” implies a neework architecture with in-
herent robustness, or survivability. Another element is access to all appropriate
information sources. Notice, [ do not say that each node in the network has all

* For netted structures, see John W. Bodnar and Rebecca Dengler, “The Emergence
of a Command Network,” Naval War College Review, Autumn 1996, pp. 93107
(heep://www.nwe.navy.nil/ press/ Review /1996 /autumn/ comm-a%6 . hemy),
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available information, which is different. You can have a networked environ-
ment with very small communications “pipes.” That’s already happening, in
what are called “embedded computers”—powerful but small compurters with
quite narrow bandwidth, relatively small rule sets criggered by often minute
amounts of information, and with feedback loops just as small, in some cases a
single bit. Millions of embedded computers are running in America today.
Consequently, we do not need enormous information “pipes” all over the bat-
tlefield, every soldier carrying a supercomputer on his back.

An importane military case study is one of close air support. It represents a
form of attack against moving targets, which I think is one of the most difficult
things we have to confront on the battlefield. Although it is very important and
we train hard at it, the results are mixed. In this system of systems, the complex-
ity is centralized inside the pilot, who has to fly the airplane, select the weapons,
avoid defenses, navigate, adopt an appropriate weapons profile, and do very-
high-speed pattern matching—for which there is somewhere between six and
nine seconds. If the pilot cannot do all these things, we get failure. In my opin-
ion, we are currently doing close air support today the best way we can with the
equipment we were provided yesterday. A relatively small change can make a
big difference; people are already making such changes, and as they do, close air
support improves tremendously. The key to all such improvements is shifting
the systems complexity from the pilot to the netting of complexities.

Command and control might be pivotal, but nothing says it won’t be done
badly. It frequently is, and it can kill you. Probably the second-greatest problem
after the mislocation of key activities or processes is that of C2 time delays.

In one recently proposed weapon system, information had to be dissemi-
nated in less than five minutes; in the proposal, it was going to take twelve.
What this says is that we cannot buy certain weapons unless we change our
command and control structure; if we do not, we can’t get the kills. Even with
no delay at all in getting data from sensors to shooters, there is physics to deal
with: an aerodynamic or ballistic weapon has a certain speed and a certain time
of flight, so against moving targets its performance is subject to decay. Still, stud-
ies show that performance decay is caused far more by command-and-control
delay than by range. That means I can tolerate slower, and cheaper, weapons if [
improve my command and control. People say they want more rounds on tar-
get, and [ agree, but they are not going to do that by buying more bullets if they
have large delays for command and control. The soldier or Marine is still going
to die, and the weapons will still be in the magazine.

There 15 yet another way command and control can kill you. Efforts to
achieve centralized coordination of fires can result in both firepower and
force-level decrements sufficient to alter outcomes. While coordination of fires
is laudable, it is difhicult to do, especially from a centralized location, and the
potential downside can far exceed any benefit. Until recently, the means to
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achieve coordination of fires through a more decentralized and lower-risk
approach was not generally available. Now it is.

What I have tried to provide you are alternative perspectives on command
and control. [ have identified some of the larger errors and pitfalls in C2 and
pointed you toward ways of getting at solutions.

Now I've stated the problem. All you have to do is solve it.

oot

AR_THUR K.CEBROWSKI
Vice Admirl, U.S. Navy
President, Naval War College
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“. .. From the Sea” and Back Again

Naval Power in the
Second American Century

Edward 13 hodes

The necessity of a navy . . . springs . . . from the existence of peaceful shipping,
and disappears with it, except in the case of a nation which has aggressive tenden-
cies, and keeps up a navy merely as a branch of the mulitary establishment.

Captain A. T. Mahan,
The Influence of Sea Power on History, 16601783, 1890

The primary purpose of forward-deployed naval forces is to project American
power from the sea to influence events ashore in the littoral regions of the world
across the operational spectrum of peace, crisis and war. This 15 what we do.

Admiral Jay L. Johnson,
“Forward . . . from the Sea: The Navy Operational Concept,” March 1997

‘ x 7 HY DOES A LIBERAL DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC of nearly conti-
nental size require a navy? How does naval power contribute to
national security and the achievement of national objectives? What does this
imply about the kinds of naval forces that a liberal democratic republic requires
and about the peacetime and wartime naval strategies it must pursue?
In the 1990s, as at critical junctures in the past, long-standing answers to these
questions about what necessitates the maintenance of naval power and what it is
that a navy doces that justifies the expenditure of national wealth on it have been

Dr. Rhodes is associate professor of international relations and director of the Center
for Global Security and Democracy at Rutgers University. A former International
Affairs Fellow of the Council on Foreign Relations, he has served in the Strategy and
Concepts Branch of the Navy Staff. He is the author of Power and MADuess: The Logic of
Nudear Coerdon (1989) and the coeditor (with Peter Trubowitz and Emily Goldman) of
The Politics of Strategic Adjustment: Ideas, Institutions, and Interests (1998).

An earlier version of this article appeared in Strategic Transformation and Naval Power in
the 21st Century, ed. Pelham G. Boyer and Robert S. Wood (Newport, R.I.: Naval
War College Press, 1998).

Naval War College Review, Spring 1999, Vol. LI, No. 2

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1999

15



Naval War College Review, Vol. 52 [1999], No. 2, Art. 1

14 Naval War College Review

called into question. This essay explores the efforts of the U.S. Navy to design a
naval force posture and strategy consistent with the images of national purpose
and international conflict that dominate fin de siécle American political discus-~
sion. Central to the Navy’s efforts to link naval power to national security in the
new century has been the rejection of Mahanian notions of naval power, with
their emphasis on the control of the international commons, and the embrace of
the assumption that to be relevant to American security objectives, naval power
must be applied “from the sea” against sovereign transoceanic actors, Under-
standing the forces that led the Navy to this conclusion offers insight both into
the difficulties the Navy is presently encountering in operationalizing its vision
of naval power and into the range of alternatives available to the service as the
nation moves into its second century of global politico-military preeminence.

Naval Power in National Strategy

Postwar military planning is notoriously difhicult, and the synchronization of
Navy strategy with national grand strategy has historically been problematic for
the U.S. Navy. How to make naval power relevant to the concerns of national
decision makers, given their particular conception of world politics, American
national interest, and international violence has resurfaced as a critical issue with
remarkable regularity: in the early 1890s, the early 1920s, the late 1940s, the late
1960s, and again today.

In the aftermath of World War I, for example, Navy and national leadetship
operated from sufficiently different assumptions that for roughly a decade the
liberal isolationist Reepublicans who controlled the White House found it expe-
dient essentially to exclude the Navy from the nation’s naval planning. The
“new order of sea power” that emerged from the Washington Treaties of 1922
was negotiated without significant input from the Navy; the resulting American
fleet lacked capabilities that Navy leaders, operating within a very different in-
tellectual framework for undetstanding national security, regarded as necessary
for the effective protection of American national interests. After World War II,
the disjuncture between Navy planning and national strategy reached such a
magnitude that in 1949 the Navy’s top leadetship lined up to testify in Congress
against the administration’s policies, in the so-called “revolt of the admirals,”
and paid the predictable price. Two decades later, as the nation wrestled with
the lessons of Vietnam, the Navy's force-posture and strategic accommodation
to the national political currents was perhaps more successful, but the costs to
the Navy as an institution, measured in morale and a protracted period of “hol-
low” forces, were enormously high,

By comparson, adaptation to post—Cold War structural and political realities
appears to have proceeded remarkably smoothly: the Navy’s difficulties in
remaking its strategic concepts and force structure to adjust to post—Cold War
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foreign and national security strategy appear to have been remarkably modest.
Virtually overmght, the Navy redefined how it proposed to contribute to the
national weal, shifting its justification for American naval power from a “Mari-
time Strategy” that emphasized the value of destroying the enemy’s fleet and
controlling the high seas to a littoral strategy that stressed employing Navy
forces to project military power ashore. This shift was not simply thetorical: it
involved a substantial refocusing of naval capabilities and efforts, from forces
designed and trained to seek out aggressively and give battle to an advanced and
highly capable opponent, to forces designed and trained to exercise gunboat
diplomacy across a spectrum of violence from peace to major war. Within the
naval family, it also involved a redefinition of the always-sensitive relationship
between the Navy and Marine Corps.

The apparent ease with which the Navy achieved internal consensus about
the direction in which it needed to move and the dispatch with which it has
proceeded should not obscure the magnitude of this achievement. Redefining
the meaning of naval power and the Navy’s central tasks was an enormous un-
dertaking, both intellectually and bureaucratically. Intellectually, the new litto-
ral strategy required writing off the substantial human investment that had gone
into developing, elaborating, and institutionalizing the Maritime Strategy in the
early and mid 1980s. The emotional, cognitive, and organizational costs associ-
ated with abandoning the monumental edifice of the Maritime Strategy and
adopting a vision of naval warfare that had never, in the Navy’s two-hundred-
year history, dominated thinking or shaped actions should not be underesti-
mated simply because they were paid. Nor were the bureaucratic obstacles small
or painless: abandoning the high-seas focus of the post-Vietnam Navy and
adopting a littoral one necessitated a significant shift in resources within the
Navy itself, from the submariners (who had increasingly come to dominate the
Navy in the 1980s) to aviators and surface sailors. This was a strategic shift with
real human consequences, demanding that individuals make and endorse deci-
sions that would put their own futures in the Navy, and the futures of their
junior officers, in jeopardy.

For scholars who have speculated that absent intervention by political
authorities, military services are extremely limited in their capacity to engage in
nonevolutionary strategic adjustment, the Navy’s development of its littoral
strategy offers extraordinarily interesting disconfirming evidence.' Avoiding the
errors of 1922 and 1949, the Navy recognized that new postwar conditions
(domestic as well as international) would mean not only a change in the nation’s
grand strategy but a wider, more sweeping transformation of the national lead-
ership’s underlying assumptions about the nature of American foreign policy
and international conflict—and that the Navy would have to adapt its vision of
national security and war to match that of the political leadership if it was to
remain relevant. Simultaneously avoiding the errors of 1968—1974, the Navy
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recognized that a broad reeducation process within the service, designed to cre-
ate an institutionalized consensus on the purpose of naval power, was nccessary
if strategic adjustment was to occur without destroying the Navy as a function-
ing institution. Tailoring Navy force posture and strategy to new grand strategic
concepts was by itself insufficient: a broadly shared understanding of the new
role and missions of the Navy would be necessary if the process was to be suc-
cessful. {Indeed, the Navy has actively sought not only to build an intellectual
consensus within itself but to educate the other services and create a joint con-
sensus on the meaning and uses of naval power.) The Navy’s approach to devel-
oping and institutionalizing its new strategic conception was thus a deliberately
self-conscious one.”

The problem of strategic adjustment has not simply been one of overcoming
intellectual and bureaucratic inertia, however. Uncertainty made—and contin-
ues to make—the process of developing a Navy strategy consistent with na-
tional grand strategy a difficult one. The environment of the early 1990s was
ambiguous in two critical regards. First, the international strategic climate was
unclear. The kind of threat the Navy would face—the kind of war it would next
be called upon to fight, or the kinds of peacetitne policies it would be called upon
to support—was, and indeed still remains, uncertain at best. Second, the internal
cognitive-political environment in which the Navy found iwself was equally un-
clear. In the early 1990s the nation’s vision of national security and of the nature
of international conflict was in transition, its ultimate content undetermined.
Thus both what the Navy would be called upon to do and the terms or intellec-
tual framework within which the service would have to justify itself to the
nation’s political establishtnent were indeterminate.

To be sure, that the end of the Cold War logically demanded a change in
Navy strategy was abundantly clear, DeserT STORM brought this lesson home to
the Navy. As Admiral William Owens observes:

Unlike our Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps comrades in arms, we left the firse
of the post—Cold War conflicts without the sense that our doctrine had been vin-
dicated. Quite the contrary. We left knowing not only that the world had
changed dramatically, but that our doctrine had failed to keep pace. Little in
Desert Storm supported the Maritime Strategy’s assumptions and implications.
No opposing naval forces challenged vs. No waves of enemy aircraft ever at-
tacked the cartiers. No submarines threatened the flow of men and materiel across
the oceans, The fleet was never fotced to fight the open-ocean battles the Navy
had been prepating for during the preceding twenty years. Instead, the deadly
skirmishing of littoral warfare dominated. . . . For the Navy, more than any other
service, Desert Storm was the midwife of change.’

But what change would prove acceptable to the nation'’s political leadership
and would harmonize with national strategy was less clear, The end of the Cold
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War and the cultural tensions associated with movement to a postinduserial
economy and an expheitly multicultural socicty meant that the elite's concep-
tion of botb Amencan national security policy and naval power was malleable at
best and fluid at worse,

National Security in the National Imagination

For roughly lorty-five years, Navy strategry could safely be predicated on
the assumption that the dominant national vision of national sccurity was a
Realist-internationalist one. By 1946 or 1947 a consensus had developed
within the American political elite that the world was an inherently conflic-
tual place—that security could not be guaranteed by cooperative international
mnstitutions but required active mnlitary measures to guarantee some sort of fa-
vorable international balance of power—that the American state’s political ¢s-
sence and America's national interests demanded tnilitary engagement in
world affairs—and that ultimately American political life was not purely an
internal macter but rather derived its meaning and purpose through its interac-
tion with the outside world. The American republic could not, in this con-
ception, survive indefinitely as an island of liberal democracy in a hostile
world, and the hostility of that world could neither be climinated nor held in
check through international institutions. Together the Reealist vision of a vio-
lent world and the internationalist vision of a globally engaged Anwerica im-
plied a national security policy aimed at vigorous maintenance of an
international balance of power or, better, at a preponderance of power that
would roll back forces inherently and unalterably hostile to the continued
survival of the American republic.

For the Navy, this Realist-internationalist national vision, and the national
security policy consensus in favor of global containment that derived from it,
justified a major national investment in forward-deployed naval power. The
familiarity and “normality” of this naval posture and strategy to the two genera-
tions of Americans who matured during the Cold War should not obscure its
striking oddity: a liberal, democratic republic, basically self-suflicient in cco-
nomic resources, possessing a competitive induserial base, and lacking any impe-
rial pretensions or objectives, buile and tramned naval forces to exercise nothing
less than global naval hegemony—and paid for this capability a price roughly
equal to 2 percent of gross national product, This naval strategy made sense only
in the context of a vision of national security that assumed the external world
was populated by forces implacably hostile to America and that even ifiesccured
its own bordets, the Ametican republic could not survive in a world dominated
by such forces.

By the late 19805, however, both of the underlying clements of this Realist-
internationalist vision were in question. On the one hand, a mellowing image
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of communism (followed by the collapse of communism as a viable ideological
alternative), in conjunction with a domestic social transformation that under-
scored the potential for tolerance and cooperation among disparate groups,
challenged the conflictual foundation of the Realist perspective. Increasingly,
liberal ideas, stressing the potential for such institutions as the market and law to
provide satisfactory mechanisms for resolving conflicts-—ideas redolent with the
tradition of Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt—reentered political dis-
course, suggesting the possibility that American security policy ought to be
based on liberal institutions, not military power. Beginning with Nixonian dé-
tente, the notion that security might be achieved through institutions like anms
control and trade began to burrow its way into American political conscious-
ness, like a liberal worm in the comfortably solid reality of the Realist apple.
Though the post-Afghanistan Cold War reprise froze such heretical ideas, push-
ing unconumitted thinkers such as Jinuny Carter back into Reealist patterns of
thought (and pushing such liberal heretics as Cyrus Vance out of government
circles entirely}, and though the Reagan administration’s view of an inherently
dangerous “evil empire” led it to doubt the efficacy of even such limited secu-
rity institutions as Mutual Assured Destruction, Realism’s hiold on the Ameri-
can imagination was loosening for a variety of reasons, including long-
postponed generational change in leadership circles. By the early 1990s even
George Bush would speak openly of the potential for a new world order.

At the same time that Realist presumptions of an inevitably disordered and
conflictual international system were being challenged, the internationalist vi-
sion of America—of an America whose essence was defined, or at least proved,
by its active, positive tole in the world—was also being called into question,
though admittedly to a lesser degree. The integration of American society and
economy into the larger world and the existence of improved means of mass

communication (able to convey world events to American households with a
heightened immediacy) worked strongly against a return of isolationism, Nonge-
theless, the sociat dislocations associated with movement to a postindustrial
cconomy, coupled with the absence of any cleatly identifiable external adver-
sary to blame for internal distresses, resulted in increasing cognitive tensions in
maintaining the old internationalist image and in a growing presumption that
the principal focus of the American state’s attentions ought to be internal, not
external.’

The end of the Cold War thus coincided with and exacerbated an cmerging
cultural struggle over how to visnalize national security. This struggle between
four competing visions—R ealist-internationalist, liberal-internationalist, R ealist~
solationist, and liberal-isolationist—logically has an enormous impact on the type
of naval power the United States requires.

In the twenty-first century no less than during the Cold War, a Realist-
internationalist vision of American security policy implies the need for a large,

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1 20



Naval War College: Full Spring 1999 Issue
Rhodes 19

forward military capability backed up by substantial mobilization potential.
Given the Realist-internationalist framework for conceptualizing American se-
curity requirements, the U.S. military must be able to act unilaterally to contain
or defeat the hostile powers—China, Russia, an Islamic world—that inevitably
will emerge to challenge the United States and the balance of power that pro-
teets its interests. Clearly, this sort of Realist-internationalist vision of sccurity
policy, which drove the American pursuit of naval power from 1890 to 1922
and from 1946 to the end of the Cold War, has deep roots in the political cul-
ture of industrial America. 'The continued attractiveness of this model of world
politics is reflected both in the popular appeal of “clash of cultures” theses and in
the strenuous intellectual efforts in the Pentagon and clsewhere to envision
China as a looming and inevitable adversary, demanding vigorous balancing

. 5
action.

By comparison, an America with a liberal-internationalist vision of its world
might require marginally smaller forces. These forces, however, would still have
to be substantial and quite possibly would require increased flexibility, (Indeed,
the substantial scale of military capabilitics implied by this vision is suggested by
an examination of the programs of Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt.)
While in the Realist-internationalist model forward engagement is necessary to
maintain the balance of power and to contain aggressors bent on world domina-
tion—that is, to prevent dominos from falling—in the liberal-internationalist
conception forward engagement is needed to reassure more timid members of
the international community of the sccurity provided by emerging liberal,
democratic institutions; to support the nation and state building that will pro-
vide the institutional building blocks of international order; and to deter atavis-
uc “rogue” states, like Irag, Iran, and North Korea, from lashing out before they
finally succumb to the dialectic social and economic forces of liberal democracy.
Where in the Realist-internationalist view military forces can be tailored for
fighting war, possibly even for fighting the general war that represents the ulti-
mate danger, in the liberal-internationalise understanding military forces need to
be capable of a wider varicty of activities and need to be able to act in concert
with allics or within a coalition fraimework, even when such cooperation is not
militarily necessary.

By contrast, a R calist-isoladionist vision of America and its world would dic-
tate military forces capable of shielding fortress America from the dangers out-
stde—missiles, terronsts, refugees, and drugs—and of punishing aggressors who
attemipt to interfere in American affairs. If Reealist internationalism represented
the worldview of Teddy Roosevelt, Harry Truman, and John Kennedy, and if
liberal internationalism reflected the vision of Woodrow Wilson and Franklin
Rooscvelt, the American exemplars of a Realist-isolationist vision migli be
George Washington and Jehn Adams. Essentially an updating and translation
into modern, high-tech fonm of the kinds of military forces this nation possessed
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in its first century, a navy for a Realist-isolationist Ametica would resemble a
super—Coast Guard, enhanced with ballistic and cruise-missile defenses and an
effective arca-demial capacity, married to a specialized force able to conduct
purely punitive operations against aggressors. While, depending on the magni-
tude of foreign military threats, Realist-isolationists may see the need for sub-
stantial American military efforts, they are unlikely to support efforts that would
involve America overseas or provide the United States with the means of trans-
forming other societies. Apart from immediate threats to American shores, they
are unlikely to be concerned cither about the maintenance of some sort of
global balance of power (since developments clsewhere in the world are not
viewed as matters appropriate for American intervention) or about the impact
that American defense efforts might have on the behavior of others (since the
hostility of others is assumed).

A liberal-isolationist vision of America, like that embraced by the Republi-
cans of the 19203, underscores the need to avoid military forces that would trig-
ger security dilemmas, that would interfere with the organic growth of liberal
democratic societies abroad, or that would enhance the power of militarist and
antidemocratic ideologies and interest groups at home. Wherce R calist isolation-
ists see the world as a dangerous place and attempt to protect American security
by establishing a barrier against it, liberal isolationists see it as a potentially
friendly place but find no reason to become deeply involved, at least militarily,
in its affairs. lnternational order is quite possible and highly desirable, but it de-
velops naturally out of the interaction between liberal democratic societies. The
contrast with liberal internationalism is revealing: where Wilsonians assumed
that liberal democratic institutions might at least sometimes grow out of the bar-
rel of a gun and that the emergence of liberal national politics could be helped
along through timely outside intervention, and where FIDRs liberal interna-
tionalisim emphasized the need for policemen even in well ordered socicties, the
liberal-isolationist vision stresses that a peaceful international system requires
that cach national society focus on its own perfection, and concludes that exter-
nal military interference is more likely to be a hindrance than a help.” While
American forces might be called upon to participate in overseas humanitarian
ventures, for liberal isolationists the central problem in designing forces is a
negative one: how to avoid stimulating undesirable reactions abroad or a milita-
rist culture at home. The difference between the internationalist and isolationist
versions of liberalism thus hinges principally on the assumption of where the
principal danger te liberal democratic polities lies: externally, from aggressive
neighbors, or internally, from illiberal or undemocraric social forces.

Part of the problem facing the U.S. Navy in the early 1990s was thus to an-
ticipate the framework within which national leadership would wvisualize
American national security. It is unclear whether awareness of the lesson of the
1920s was widespread within the Navy, but that lesson was certainly there to be
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learned: in the 19205 when Navy leadership tred to justify naval power in the
Reealist-internationalist terms that had shaped national thinking from 1890 to
1912 to a political clite that had come to view the world in liberal-isolationist
terms, the result was disastrous. Because they made no sense in the intellectual
framework employed by national leaders, Navy efforts to explain the national
need for naval power were dismissed as parochial special pleading, This was
clearly a danger again in the 1990s.

War in the National Imagination

At the same time, however, Navy leadership also had to pay close attention
to a second set of competing visions, more specifically about the nature of war
and the role of naval power in war. Across the nation’s history, American think-
ing has shifted between two fundamentally opposed views of warfare, Oue,
with roots in the colonial expenience and linked to a construction of national
identity that is largely independent of the state, has scen war as a struggle
hetween competing national societies or ways of life—English versus Indian,
American versus English, American versus Mexican, Northern versus South-
ern, democratic versus fascist/militarise, free/democratic versus enslaved/com-
munist—that ultimately pits an entire people against another. The other has its
roots in the European state tradition and is linked, in American history, first to
Hamiltonian cfforts at state building and, a century later, to the Progressive
movement'’s efforts to transform the American state into an institution capable
of dealing with such national social problems as industrialization and Recon-
struction, This second vision has interpreted war as a clash between rival seates
and their professional military establishments.

These comnpeting countersocictal and countermilitary visions of war obvi-
ously have very different implications with respect to the appropriate uses and
targets of violence. In its extreme form, the first secks the extirpation or trans-
formation of an opposing socicty, and in its moderate form is willing to imposc
pain directly on an opposing society in order to gain political concessions; the
sccond views war as a chivalrous clash between watriors, a competition be-
tween champions, to adjudicate a dispute between rival states. In the first, war is
Hiroshima, the Lusitania, Sherman through Georgia, and the destruction of In-
dian villages’ winter grain stocks; in the other it is Jutland, Ypres, or the charge
up San Juan Hill, In one, the deliberate reduction of the Soviet Union to radio-
active rubble is acceptable; in the other, the accidental death of a few hundred
civilians in a Baghdad shelter is unacceptable.

In the same way that it has shifted between countersocietal and countermili-
tary visions of war, American political culture has also shifted between oceanic
and cis- or transoceanic visions. Oceanic visions assume that the political objec-
tives of war can be accomplished by controlling the international commons ancd
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thereby dominating participation in international society: while invasion may
follow, control of the ocean is by itself determinative of outcome. The eco-
nomic, military, political, and social value of using the cominons or engaging in
international interaction is regarded as sufficiently high to decidc the fate of
states and nations. Control of the oceans implies control not simply of the world
cconony but, through the capability to support coalitions and alliances, of the
global balance of power.

Cis- and transoceanic visions, by contrast, assume that war requires the
destruction or occupation of the adversary’s territory to achieve its purpose.
Protection of one’s own homeland (the cisoceanic vision) assures political stale-
miate; successful assault on the adversary’s sovereign domain (the transoceanic
vision) is necessary for decisive political victory. In this view, actions on the in-
ternational commons merely facilitate action in this decisive theater of terrestrial
sovercignty.,

[n the period from 1949 to 1968, the Navy harmonized its strategy with na-
tional strategy by accepting the political leadership’s view of war as essentially a
transoceanic countersocietal exercise. That is, the dominant view in political
circles, which (after the revolt of the admirals) the Navy under Admiral Forrest
Sherman and his successors accepted, was that to achicve its political effect war
would need to be brought to the sovereign territory of the adversary to scize
control over that territory, and that the appropriate target of military action was
the adversary’s society, not simply his military forces. For the Navy this meant
that the principal justification for naval power was its ability to bring strategic
war to the adversary’s homeland and to facilitate a war of occupation that would
bring the adversary’s society under American military control. The Navy’s
19461949 efforts to justify its program in alternative, more traditional terms—
in terms of the Navy’s ability to defeat an opposing fleet and control the
occans—had met with increasing incomprehension and, in 1949, with the pub-
lic rejection of the Navy program in favor of the Air Force’s plans for strategic
bombardment. In the post-1949 period, therefore, the Navy pursued a “bal-
anced fleet” whose mission in general war was to seize and support forward
bases for strategic bombing and, ultimately, for the invasion of the Soviet Un-
ion. In more limited conflicts, this “balanced fleet” would supportt force projec-
tion into the Third World. Consistent with this vision of warfare, as the Cold
War progressed the Navy vigorously sought a capability to conduct carrier-
based and later ballistic missile attacks on the Soviet Union, to control sca lanes
of communication o critical theaters, and to project strike air and significant
Marine power into the Third World,

For a varety of reasons, the American elite and attentive public abandoned
this vision of war in the late 1960s, and by the early 1970s a new vision, an oce~
anic countermilitary one, was firmly fixed.” Americans would fight war by con-
trolling the conunens and by using this systemic dotmnance to shift the military
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balance of power in favor of allies and proxics. The Navy, or at least its top
cchelons, moved lockstep with national leadership in this transition. Between
1968 and 1974 the Navy dramatically reconfigured iwself, slashing forces for
amphibious warfare and for maintaining the defensive sea control needed o
protect the convoys required for transoceanic operations. Initially, this transfor-
mation required no justification, since it meshed with national thinking {most
clearly expressed in the Nixon Doctrine, regarding the potential for winning
wars at a distance by using control of the commons to empower proxies) and
with popular disillusionment with any image of war that suggested the necessicy
of actually occupying or transforming a hostile socicty. The post-1968 Navy
was thus reoptimized for aggressive operations against enemy fleets aimed at
seizing contro] of the oceanic commons. As a practical matter, this meant redes-
igning the fleet to take the war into Soviet home waters and destroying Soviet
naval power, root and branch,

During the Carter administration, Navy policy moved too far in the direc-
tion of an oceanic countermilitary strategy for the comfort of some political
leaders. Figures in the Carter administration, most notably Robert Komer, who
clung to a transoceanic countersocietal image of war, were openly critical of the
Navy, arguing that the key pillar of American security was prorecting Western
society along the central front in Europe and that the essential Navy contribu-
tion to national sccurity was the protection of sea lanes of communication to
this terrestrial front.” In response, the Navy began to develop and articulate its
oceanic countermilitary vision and to explicate the ways in which the reopti-
mized Navy could be used to generate the desired political outcomes. In the
19805, these cfforts came to fruition in the Maritime Strategy.”

As with alternative visions of national security, alternative visions of war
imply the need for different types of naval power as well as suggese different
frameworks for justifying the acquisition of the tools of naval power. As noted,
transoceanic countersocictal images of war imply a navy designed to launch
strategic blows and to support the Marine Corps, Army, and Air Force as they
bring war to the homes and workplaces of an enemy society. The enemy’s mili-
tary establishment represents a target only to the extent that it possesses a capac-
ity to interpose itself between American military power and the target society;
the cnemy’s navy needs to be neutralized if it threatens to interfere with forward
operations, but its destruction has no value in 1tself; while sea lanes of communi-
cation must be protected, a task requiring broadly dispersed forces and sustained
effort, cnemy bastions necd not be invaded. Unless the war can be won quickly
with strategic bombardment, victory will require the occupation of the adver-
sary's homeland and the subjugation of his society, and this implies the need for
a substantial mobilization base for a protracted war. While the Navy plays a gen-
crally supporting, rather than independently decisive, role in this conception
of war, the requirements for naval power may still be enormous, as Forrest
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Sherman and his successors as Chict of Naval Operations (CNOY) in the 19505
and 1960s were able to argue. In addition to ballistic missile submarines and
nuclear-armed carrier aviation, the Navy could make the case for substantial
anmphibious lift, extensive antisubmarine warfare capability to protect the flow
of forces to the transoceanic theater and raw materials to the homeland, and
sufficient batde fleet superiority to deter a concentrated sortie by cnemy units,

Though on first blush a transoceanic countermilitary image of war would
seem to have many of the same implications for the Navy as a transoceanic
countersocictal one, this proves not to be correct. Most obviously, strategic
bombardment recedes in importance. More broadly, since victory is seen as re-
quiring the destruction of the adversary’s military capacity rather than control
over his society, a transoceanic countermilicary image of war keeps open the
door for an independently decisive navy: by projecting precise, focused power
into the livtoral, destroying the military establishment of an adversary with air
strikes or Marine operations, an optimally designed navy can defeat small adver-
saries or create conditions for victory by regional allies, In larger conflicts, the
Navy would play a key role in joinc efforts, taking timely actions to shape the
battlespace, protect allies from politically or militarily devastating initial blows,
and hold or open beachheads and lanes of communication for intervention by
U.S. Army and Air Force units. More than any other vision of war, this one im-
plies the importance of a navy designed and trained for routine forward pres-
ence and precision strike. The four obvious force elements suggested by chis
vision are carricrs able both to strike and provide air superiority; cruise missile—
armed warships; advanced air and ballistic missile defenses able, at a minimum,
to protect fleet units and preferably to protect critical political and military tar-
gets ashore; and highly capable, highly mobile Marine units, able o carry out
high-value precision ateacks.

By contrast, oceanic countermilitary images of war like those popularized by
Mahan in the 1890s and which gained currency in the post-Victnam period
imply a navy optimized to destroy an adversary’s fleet. This activity is, in itself,
expected to convey decisive political advantage by isolating the adversary, cut-
ting his contact with clients and allics, and eliminacing his abilicy to use the
oceans for military purposes, such as deploying ballistic missiles. In this vision of
war, a rational adversary will seck political terms when the destruction of his
fleet deprives him of the ability to control or use the oceanic commons. The
Navy for this kind of war would have to be prepared to go deep into harnt’s way
to impose a Trafalgar or Copenhagen on an unwilling adversary, While such a
force would need to be extraordinarily capable, it would not have to deploy for-
ward routinely in peacetime, nor would it have to be capable of broadly dis-
persed, protracted sea-control activities. Nuclear-powered attack submiarines,
armed wich strike as well as antiship and antisubmarine weapons, would play
a key role in this vision of war, distupting enemy defenses and opening an

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1 26



Naval War College: Full Spring 1999 Issue
Rhodes 25

opportunity for the batte fleet to advance; the main naval force, presumably
organized around carriers, would require extremely capable air-defense and
missile-defense escorts.

While sharing the view of the occan as the decisive theater, oceanic counter-
societal visions of war assume that the cnitical target of both one’s own and the
enemy's action is commerce, not mlitary forces, and that decisive pressure can
be applied without destroying the adversary’s naval forces. Such a vision implies
the kind of naval capabilitics endorsed by the French jeune école or embodied in
the German U-boat fleets, While American political culture never fully em-
braced this “raider” vision of war, the countersocietal elements of this thinking
were clearly present in the naval strategy of the early republic. Prior to 1890,
commerce raiding by privateers and cruisers occupied an important place in
American strategy: while their activities were not expected to be decisive, they
were expected to make the stalemate created by the effective nulitia-based de-
fense of American society ultimately unacceptable to an imperial aggressor. The
tmiplications of this image for a twenty-first-century fleet are intriguing, For
affensive action, improved intelligence and reconnaissance, presumably space
based, would be a high priority, as would be the ability to protect such systems,
Long-range aviation and nussiles might provide the means of destroying com-
merce once detected, reducing the need for more traditional surface and subsur-
face raiders. Altermmatively, the Navy could seck to close down oceanic
commerce at its end points, through aggressive mining of harbors or forward
submarine patrols, or through the destruction of critical port facilitics. To de-
fend one’s own maritime comnieree, a substantial investinent in convoy escorts
would likely be required; aggressive action to negate the opponent’s intelli-
gence and detection systems would also be highly attractive. In any case, an
American fleet prepared to engage in war thus conceived would be highly
specialized.

. ..From the Sea"

Obviously, given this range of possible visions and naval forces, the question
facing the Navy in the carly 19905 was how to think about national security and
war, What was an appropriate vision an which to base Navy post—Cold War
planning? What was it that the Navy would do in the post—=Cold War world?

The Disent Storm experience provided some indication about how the
nation and its leaders viewed these questions. That George Bush ultimately
found it useful to justify action in terms of international norms and princi-
ples
and world order—rather than in terms of national interest—the price af

for example, the vielation of Kuwaiti sovercignty, human rights abuses,

oil—spoke tellingly about the emerging liberal consensus in America. Sumilarly,
that the American people concluded thae their nanon’s obligations extended to
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Kuwait spoke to the continuing power of an internationalist vision of America.
That, after debate, Congress and the administration fnled to buy the argument
in favor of a long-run, oceanic approach to dealing with the sicuation—to wait
for sanctions and [raq’s isolation to bite—and instead concluded that satisfactory
resolution of the crisis would require action on the ground provided evidence
that transoceanic images of war, culturally problematic since Victnam, were
again not only conceivable but conceived, And that the American public re-
coiled so violently from civilian casualties suggested the strength of a counter-
military image of war: even if Americans were willing to conceive of war as an
invasion of a foreign country, they were still unwilling to view that invasion as
being aitmed against a forcign people.

Clearly, however, the collapse of the Soviet Union, the experience of the
Gulf War, and perhaps most importantly the obvious budgetary implications of
a peace dividend suggested the need for more careful examination of the future.
Between October 1991 and April 1992 the Navy and Marine Corps undertook
what they titled the “Naval Forces Capabilities Planning Effort” (NFCPE),"
The NFCPE was explicitly aimed at developing a new strategic concept for the
Navy and Marine Corps, assessing the naval capabilitics the nation required and
the appropriate roles and missions for U.S. naval forces. The NFCPE concluded
that the collapse of the Soviet Union meant that deterrence of regional erisis and
conflict would move to the forefront of the political-military agenda and that
U.8. security would increasingly be based on informal cealitions, which would
requite greater peacetime presence and partnership building, rather than on
formal alliances. Turther, expanding economic interdependence underscored,
on the one hand, the need for a continuous global peaccetime presence to ensure
stability and, on the other hand, the potentially growing role of naval actions to
enforce trade sancuions. Finally, the NFCPE worried about the accelerating pace
of technological change and the impact of real-time nass media coverage of
military actions. Though this analysis of the changing realities of world politics
logically suggested strategic movement in potentially conflicting directions (the
emphasis on trade sanctions, for example, logically suggested an accanic vision
of war), the NFCPE analysis emphasized the role of the Navy in creating stabil-
ity, supporting mternational “law enforcement,” and preventing and control-
ling crises. 'F'o accomplish these aims, dhe NFCPE concluded, it was necessary to
exploit the freedom provided by American control over the international com-
mons to project power and influence ashore—to threaten or undertake actions
against the sovereign territory of adversaries to shape their behavior. More
broadly, the Navy appears to have emerged from the NFCPE process canvinced
that it needed tw think about naval strategy within the framework of a liberal-
internationalist vision of national security and within the framework of a transo-
ceanic counternulitary unage of war,
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The Navy’s new strategic vision was spelled out in . . . From the Sea,” a
white paper signed jointly by the Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of Naval
Operations, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps in September 1992,
... From the Sea” envisioned naval power being used to help create a stable
global environment, deterring dissatisfied regional powers from challenging the
emerging international order. “While the prospect of global war has receded,”
the authors observed, “we are entering a period of enormous uncertainty in re-
gions critical to our national interests. Our forces can help to shape the future in
ways favorable to our interests by underpinning our alliances, precluding
threats, and helping to preserve the strategic position we won with the end of
tbe Cold War.”"

Backing away from the centrality of warfighting as the justification for naval
power, “. . . From the Sea” established the line that naval power was uniquely
valuable in the nation’s political-nulitary tool kit for what it could contribute to
peacctime stahility, deterrence, and crisis control. Naval power could be used
flexibly and precisely across a range of missions, “from port visits and humani-
tarian relief to major operations.” Implicitly endorsing fully the liberal-
internationalist view of world politics and the notion that American military
power, forward deployed, could play an important role in the construction and
maintenance of institutions of cooperation, the authors of . . . From the Sea”
argued that

the Navy and Marine Corps operate forward to project a positive American im-
age, build foundations for viable caalitions, enhance diplomatic contacts, reassure
friends, and demonstrate U.S. power and resolve. Naval Forces will be prepared
to fight promptly and effectively, but they will serve in an equally valuable way by
engaging day-to-day as peacekeepers in the defense of Amenican interests. Naval
Forces are umique in offering this fanm of international cooperation.”

The shift in emphasis here is important to note. “Presence” had lon cen
P b
identified as a N:lvy mission. Admiral Elmo Zumwalt’s widely cited fourfold ¢las-

sification of Navy dutics—sea control, power projection, deterrence, and pres-
ence—for example, explicitly noted the value of presence. But in the post-World
War II Amierican navy, “presence” was always the last and least justification of
naval power, the residual category. “. .. Trom the Sca” reversed that prioritiza-
tion: “presence” was the Navy’s unique contribution. This shift was not of simply
rhetorical significance. It meant that while the other services, in making their
cases for the minimum force size required, would base their chims on what

would be required to fight and win a war, the Navy would base its claim on what

was required to shape the peacetime environment and control crises—and, given
the Navy’s widely dispersed areas of operation and the multiplier required to keep
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rotational forces forward, this was significantly more than would be required to
win any of the anticipated conflicts.

In addition to centering the Navy’s responsibilities on presence, “. . . From
the Sea” unequivocally endorsed a littoral approach:

Our ability to command the seas in areas where we anticipate future operations
allows us to resize our Naval Forces and to concentrate more on capabilities re-
quired in the complex operating environment of the “littoral” or coastlines of the
carth. . . . This strategic direction, derived froimn the National Security Strategy,
represents a fundamental shift away from open-ocean warfighting on the sea—
toward joint operations conducted from the sea. The Navy and Marine Corps
will now respond to crises and can provide the initial, “enabling” capability for
Joint (ﬁperations in conflict—as well as continued participation in any sustained
effort.”

The strategic conception of “. . . From the Sea” centered on four principles.
First, naval forces would operate in an expeditionary role. “Expeditionary” was
taken to mean that naval forces would be able to respond swiftly and on short
notice, undertake a wide range of actions across the full spectrum of conflict
while forward deployed, operate forward for protracted periods and uncon-
strained by foreign governments, and thus be able to act to shape the environ-
ment “in ambiguous situations before a crisis erupts.”

Sccond, the Navy would be designed for joint operations with the Marine
Corps: “The Navy and Marine Corps are full partners in joint operations.” In
one sense this is simply a logical corollary of the basic conception of a littoral
strategy: if the point of naval power is to project force ashore, Marines arc a
critical element. It is, however, remarkable in two regards. In the first place, this
marriage gave unprecedented prestige and power to the Marine Corps; the
Navy was acknowledging the Corps as at least an equal partner, and possibly as
the critical partner, in naval operations. The Marines represented the point of
the Navy’s spear. In the second place, this conception of “joint™ operations ig-
nored the Army and Air Force. The Navy was thus essentially making the claim
that the Navy—-Marine Corps team, without any involvement of the other serv-
ices, was capable of undertaking the joint operations, or at least the joint opera-
tions in the world’s littoral, that would be demanded by national decision
makers. Thus while the Navy conceded a remarkable degree of its autonomy, it
conceded it only to the Corps.

Third, “. . . From the Sea"” reiterated the Navy's position that the Navy must
operate forward. Forward operation was seen as necessary to deinonstrate Ameri-
can commitment, to deter regional conflict, and to manage crises. Stressing the
diplomatic side of naval power rather than its military character, . . . From the
Sea” underscored the importance of naval power in peacetime and erisis.”
Ironically, however, the argument that the United States needed to operate its

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1 30



Naval War College: Full Spring 1999 Issue
Rhodes 29

navy forward in peacetime represented a strong argument for increased invest-
ment in high-technology naval warfare systems. Essentially, by linking its future
to the littoral the Navy was laying the groundwork for an “all-high mix" of
naval combatants. While with the demisc of the Sovict Navy the United States
faced only limited challenges to its operations on the high seas, the coastal
environment was highly threatening: “Mastery of the littoral should not be
presumed.”

Finally, abandoning a one-size-fits-all approach to operations, “. . . From the
Sea” concluded that naval forces would have to be precisely tailored to meet na-
tianal tasking. Enhanced responsiveness of the Navy to the political-military
needs of national leadership during crisis was seen as critical: “Responding to
crises in the future will require great flexibility and new ways to employ our
forces. . . . The answer to every situation may not be a carrier battle group.”

“. .. From the Sea” also highlighted several qualities of naval power that it
regarded as particularly valuable, given its understanding of the nation's grand
strategy. First, the mancuverability of naval power meant that naval forces
would be able to *“mass forces rapidly and generate high-intensity, precise offen-
sive power at the time and location of their choasing under any weather condi-
tions, day or night.” In other words, naval power would permit American
leadets to gain the political and military advantage of seizing the strategic or tac-
tical Initiative. Second, naval power would permit national leaders to take
forceful action without obtaining consent from friends or allies and without
putting American servicemen at risk: “Our carrier and cruise missile firepower
can also operate independently to provide quick, retaliatory strike capabilicy
short of putting forces ashore.” Third, naval power would permit the United
States to sustain its pressure and influence indefinitely: “The military options
available can be extended indefinitely because sea-based forces can remain on
station as long as required.””

“Forward . . . from the Sea”

“, .. From the Sea” thus cleatly outlined the Navy’s new conception of itself
and of its contribution to national security. The principal impact of a follow-up
white paper issued in 1994, “Forward . . | from the Sea,” was not to revise this
conception in any significant way but to underscore and clarify certain clements
of it and to edge away tactfully from one position that was controversial in joint
arenas and from onc that was controversial within the Navy.

Even more plainly than “. . . From the Sea,” “Forward . . . from the Sea” em-
phasized the liberal-internationalist, transoccanic-countermilitary vision en-
dorsed by the Navy. Far from stressing the inevitability of conflict, “Forward . ..
from the Sea” argued that the essential contribution of naval power to national
security was the support it provided to global regional stability, reassuring
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liberal-democratic friends, assisting the emergence of democratic societies, and
supporting international institutions.

Most fundamentally, our naval forces are designed to fight and win wars. Our
most recent experiences, however, underscore the premise that the most impor-
tant role of naval forces in situations short of war 1s to be engaged in forward areas,
with the objectives of preventing conflicts and controlling crises.”

Underscoring the globality of American interests, and by implication attack-
ing any notion of isolationisin, “Forward . . . from the Sca” reiterated the posi-
tion that the Navy was the handmaiden of American diplotnacy:

Naval forces are an indispensable and exceptional instrument of American foreign
policy. From conducting routine port visits to natious and regions that arc of
special interest, to sustaining larger demonstrations of support to long-standing
regional security interests, such as with UNITAS exercises in South America,
U.S. naval forces underscore U.S. diplomatic initiatives overseas.”

Though reaffirming the partnership between the Navy and the Marine
Corps, “Forward . . . from the Sea” edged back from the narrow definition of
“jointness” suggested by the earlier document. While still maintaining that “the
enhanced combat power produced by the integration of all supporting arms,
which we seek to attain through joint operations, is inherent in naval expedi-
tionary forces,” the white paper conceded that “no single military service em-
bodies all of the capabilities needed to respond to every situation and threat”
and that “just as the complementary capabilities of Navy and Marine Corps
forces add to our overall strength, combining the capabilities and resources of
other services and those of our allies will yield decisive military power.”" The
new formulation, making the case that naval power was necessary though not
sufficient to win transoceanic engagements, was that

focusing on the littoral area, Navy and Marine Corps forces can seize and defend
advanced bases—ports and airfields—to enable the flow of land-based air and
ground forces, while providing the necessary command and control for joint and
allied forces. The power-projection capabilities of specifically tailored naval expe-
ditionary forces can contribute to blunting an initial attack and, ultimately, assur-
ing victory. The keys to our enabling mission are effective means in place to
dotninate and exploit littoral battlespace during the earliest phases of hostilities.”

Similarly, while still arguing that naval forces could be deployed in flexible,
tailored packages, “Forward . . . from the Sea” moved away from a position that
might be interpreted as suggesting that something less than aircraft carriers and
fully-capable Marine Expeditionary Units might be satisfactory for peacetime
presence:
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Our basic presence “building blocks” remnain Aircraft Carrier Battle Groups—
with versatile, multipurpose, naval tactical aviation wings—and Aniphibious
Ready Groups—with special operations—capable Marine Expeditionary Units.
These highly flexible naval formations are valued by theater commanders pre-
cisely because they provide the necessary capabilities forward. They are ready and
positioned to respond to the wide range of contingencies and are available to par-
ticipate in allied exercises, which are the bedrock of interoperability ™

Although the Navy remains committed to the littoral strategy articulated in
*. .. From the Sca” and “Forward . . . from the Sea,” pressure to redefine or re-
fine this conception of naval power has come from the joint arcna as well as
from within the Navy. Budgetary realities, of course, have served as the imme-
diate stimulus for debate. But it would be wrong to dismiss the resulting discus-
sion as mere bureaucratic politics or budgetary gamesmanship. Rather, what has
cmerged has been a profoundly interesting analysis of what a liberal-
internationalist transoceanic-countermilicary navy looks like, whether this
makes any sense in today’s world, and whether the nation is likely to support
this kind of force for very long.

Forward . . . into the Future?

Forward . .. from the Sea,” and the
littoral strategy they articulated represent a highly successful effort o adapt to
the end of the Cold War and to chart a Navy course through the dangerous cur-
rents of strategic adjustment in the eatly 1990s. In remarkable contrast to carlier
postwar experiences, the Navy successfully developed, explicated, and institu-
tionalized a strategy that accommodated to the national leadership's liberal-
internationalist vision of security and transoccanic-countermilitary image of
war, linking naval power to national grand strategy and offering a convincing
justification for Navy budgets and programs.

This success, however, should not obscure the problems looming for the
Navy as 1t attempts to move into the coming century. As the 1990s draw to a
close, the Navy nceds to carefully consider whether a strategy of employing na-
val power “from the sea” represents an appropriate basis and vision for long-run
policy or whether another abrupt change of course is demanded. Events of the
last several years have already made clear that at least three dangers lie ahead if
the Navy continues to steer by its littoral strategy.

The first and most immediate danger is from competitors to the littoral strat-
egy: there are, as Army and Air Force voices have noted, a variety of ways
besides projecting power “from the sea” to support a liberal-internationalist for-
eign policy and to fight a transoceanic-countermilitary war. While budgetary
realities have stimulated this strategic competition between the services and
are likely to continue to serve as the spur, it would be wrong to dismiss this

By any measure, . ., From the Sea,
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challenge to the littoral strategy as mere interservice rivalry or budgetary ganes-
manship. Rather, what has developed is a serious, if admittedly parochially
grounded, intellectual debate over alternative national military strategies—over
alternative ways to use America’s military potential in support of “engagement
and enlargement.” While a littoral naval strategy is consistent with a liberal-
internationalist vision of national security and a transoceanic-countermilitary
image of war, it is not the only inilitary strategy of which that can be said, and
the Army and Air Force have successfully articulated alternative military strate-
gies that call into question the nced for significant naval effort in the littorals.

The second danger, linked to the first, is that the Navy may be unable to de-
velop a workable operational concept for putting the littoral serategy into effect.
Indeed, the Navy has found it remarkably difficule to script a convincing story
about precisely how a littoral strategy works—that is, the Navy has had a hard
time identifying what ic is about naval operadons in the littorals that yiclds
political-military leverage and what forces and activities are therefore required.
The failure of “Forward . . . from the Sea™ to address the issue of alternative
force packages is illustrative in this regard: continued insistence that carrier bat-
tle groups and amphibious ready groups are needed at all times in all theaters
reflects the conceptual and burcaucratic difficulty of determining the actual re-
quirements of a littoral strategy. Any decision to change deployment patterns,
mixes, or timetables would at least implicitly require a prioritization of peace-
time, crisis, and wartime duties; it would also represent a reallocation of re-
sources within the service. But without a clear nnderstanding of the process by
which littoral operations generate the peacetime, crisis, and wartime outcomes
sought, the Navy will find it impossible to make the difficult tradeotls de-
manded by budgetary pressures. Indeed, as budgetary pressures, the need to
moderate personnel and operational tempos, and the need to modernize be-
come greater, the imperative for a clearer understanding of the relative value of
(for example) forward peacetime presence, forward peacctime presence by car-
riers and amphibious forces, rapid crisis response, and massive wartime strike ca-
pacity will increase. Ultimately the danger is that a lictoral strategy will become
unworkable through an inability of the Navy to make the required tradeofls, in
which case it will find itself with forces that are too small, too overstretched, too
poorly maintained, too poorly trained or manned, o obsolescent, or simply
improperly confignred to meet what prove to be the essential demands of a lit-
toral strategy.

The third danger, more basic and more beyond the control of the Navy than
the first two, is that the vision of warfare underlying the littoral strategy will be
abandoned by the nation. The Dusert STorM image of war as a transoceanic
countermilitary encounter is increasingly vulnerable, and as the elite and public
begin to imagine war in other, more traditional terms, the attractiveness and im-
portance of projecting power “from the sea” will become less apparent. To stay
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in harmeony with naticnal leadership and national strategy, the Navy will be
called upon to offer a revised account of the utility of naval power.

As the Navy tnes to plan for the next century, it needs to take all three of
these dangers into account. At the same time, it also needs to explore the under-
lying question of what it is that naval power can actually accomplish given the
political, economic, and military realities of the twenty-first century. Across the
spectrum of violence, from peace through crisis to war, how vulnerable or sen-
sitive arc opponents and friends to the various actions that navies can undertake?

Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force Views

By the mid-1990s the other military services, like the Navy, had come to
view the nation’s national security problem in primarily liberal-internationalist
terins and to envision war in basically transoceanic countermilitary ones. Even
operating within this generally shared intellectual framework, however, the
four services reached strikingly different conclusions about the necessary direc-
tion of U.S. military policies and about how to employ military force to reach
American aims. Not surprisingly, each service’s conclusion underscored the
value of its own contribution. But this predictable parochialism does not in any
way negate the fact that cach service’s strategic conception was highly devel-
oped, sophisticated, intellectually nuanced, clearly articulated, and in at least
three of the four cases, remarkably consistent internally.

While cach service produced a variety of vision statements during the 1990s,
perhaps the clearest opportunity for comparison of the services” alternative con-
ceptions of American strategy cane as part of the Joint Strategy Review process
in 1996 and 1997. While the final output of the Joint Strategy Review was a
consensus document, cach service provided its own individual input, cutlining
the threat and the appropriate American response as it saw it. Comparison of
these inputs offers a useful insight into the range of strategy and force posture
alternatives conceivable, even given a broadly shared view of the world and
war.

Fully endorsing the liberal-internationatist vision of American responsibili-
ties (“As a responsible member of the international community and a prominent
member of the world’s most important intergovernmental insticutions, the
United States will continue to be bound to support international initiatives that
establish or maintain stability in key areas of the world, to minimize human suf-
fering, and to foster conditions that favor the growth of representative govern-
ment and open economies”), the Army viewed the rele of American military
power in the construction of order as a broad one,” Like the Navy, the Army
saw a critical peacetime and crisis role for American forces, stabilizing interna-
tional politics and supporting peaceful solutions to or resolutions of interna-
tional disagreements,
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The U.S. Armed Forces will be required to engage across the range of military
operations, and increasingly in military operations other than war. . . . Increas-
ingly . . . conflict prevention, conflict resolution, and peacetime engagement will
asstune greater importance as the United States secks to shape the future security
environmient. . . . There is a growing emphasis on the role that military force plays
in facilitating diplomatic and political solutions to conflicts. The intcrconnected-
ness of the emerging secutity system will lend greater weight to solving conflicts
rather than simply defeating enemies.”

Similarly, the Army fully embraced and vigorously advanced the transoce-
anic conception of conflict. The Army's position was that overseas presence
represented the sine qua non of U.S. defense policy, necessary for deterrence of
aggression and reassurance of allies and to implement the National Security
Serategy of democratic “engagement and enlargement.”

The Army’s understanding of the transoceanic character of war, however,
led it to reach two further conclusions about this overseas presence—one that
placed it at odds with the Air Force and the other with the Navy and Marine
Corps. First, the Army argued against the notion of a “virtual” overseas pres-
ence, claiming that

historical exainple indicates that authoritarian regimes are less frequently deterred
or compelled by the threat of punishment from afar; thus a physical presence will
be required for the most effective deterrent. . . . Given anticipated trends, a physi-
eal and highly visible presence (vice some fonu of virtual, transicut, or distant
presence) will be required to deter or defeat aggression.”

Second, the Army reasoned that to be effective, overseas presence needed to
be ashore rather than offshore: “Because deterrence is based on perception and
because most potential U.S. adversaries are primarily land powers, a U.S. land
power presence may be the most effective deterrent,”™

While, consistent with the liberal transoceanic character of its vision, the
Army emphasized the importance of coalitions—*"coalition partners provide
political legitimacy, which is sometimes critical to facilitating access and support
for U.S. operations {and denying those ta our adversarics)”—it cautioned
against overreliance on partners.” This caution derived from several concerns.
First, U.S. interest in maintaining the system as a whole might transcend the
particular interests of local partners, and the United States might therefore sce
the need to act even when partners did not. Second, partners would be unwill-
ing to act if the United States provided only “high technology or unique capa-
bilities”—that is, if’ the United States slipped toward an oceanic vision of
conflict or relied too heavily on sea or air power. Finally, dependence on coali-
tion partners would have political costs:
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If the United States continues to reduce its armed forces and instead relics on coa-

lition forces to provide a sizable portion of fighting forces, the United States may

be compelled to make substantial concessions to gain the cooperation of future

partners. . .. This may . . . require the United States to alter its objectives to con-

form to the desires of its partners, and whiclh may led [sfe] to unappealing compro-
+ 6

miscs,

In other words, if the United States desired to retain control over the agenda
for creating a liberal international order, it would have to pay the price of sup-
porting an army. Liberal leadesship could not be had at a bargain price, in cither
blood or treasure. It would require not only a transoceanic capability but that
this capability be provided on the land, not from the sea, and that it not be de-
pendent on allied contributions,

In an attack directed principally at the Air Force, the Army also rejected the
notion that technology would offer some sort of panacea for the problems of pro-
tecting American interests, particularly if those interests continued to be defined
in liberal-internationalist terms. On this, the Armyy was blunt in its appraisal:

While the nisk of a high technology peer competitor cannot be discounted, trends
indicate an increasing frequency of ULS. involvernent in lesser regional conflicts and
operations other than war (e.g., peace support operations, secunity assistance, hu-
manitanan relicf, combating terromsm). Retention of engagement and enlargement
{or an evolutionary successor) as a national secunty strategy will increase the fre-
quency of such operations. While technology can assist in the conduct of such op-
crations, rarcly can precise, highly lethal weapons delivered from a distance redress
the strategic conditions that created the challenges to U.S. interests, Nor may those
high technology solutions apply to the increasing likelihood of irregular and non-
conventional warfare or operations conducted in urban arcas,”

In other words, the Army wanted to be on record that it doubted that more
effective means of killing people and destroying things would solve the problem
of creating liberal democratic societies.

The Navy agreed with the Army on many of these issues. The Navy posi-
tion, drafted by the Strategy and Concepts Branch of the Navy Staff (N513, in
Pentagon parlance—the successor to the old OP-603, the shop that had prided
itself on having provided the critical intellectual impetus in developing the
Maritime Strategy), followed the lines suggested by “. . . From the Sea” and
“Forward . . . from the Sca.”

Though couching its concerns in more Realist, less liberal phraseology than
the Army, the Navy too saw the United States as having a fundamental nationat
interest in protecting and expanding international order, and it concluded that
this would mean the United States would need to be involved, even militarily,
in cvents on the farther shores of the world’s oceans.
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The United States will have vital interests overseas ansing from its alliance com-
mitments and historic ties with several nations, its broad strategic interest in pre-
venting the rise of regional hegemons, its responsibility to protect U. 8. citizens
abroad, and its international cconomic interests, including trade, investment and
access to resources, ULS. security strategy will continue to be transoceanic in or-
der to protect and promote those interests.”

Again like the Army, the Navy argued that overseas presence was the key to
stabilizing the international order, deterring aggression, and preventing conflice.
“Posturing with forces in the continental United States, such as by increasing
their readiness for deployment, can be used to strengthen the message conveyed
by forward deployed forces, but cannot be a substitute for on-scene combat
credible forces.””

Where the Navy departed from the Army was on the issue of whether over-
seas presence ashore would be possible or necessarily desirable,

Nationalism and ethnic politics will cause declining access to overseas bases, in-
creasing operational restrictions on the use of remaining bases, and growing re-
luctance to enter in status of forces agreements that grant U.S. personnel special
status in their countries. Lack of clear and present danger will lead to less willing-
ness on the part of other nations to allow cither permanent or temporary basing of
U.S. forces in their countries. It will also lead to less willingness to grant over-
flight nghis through their aitspace to U.S. military aircraft not directly supporting
their immediate defensive needs.”

This skepticism that shared interests in liberal order would be sufficient to
support continued U.S. military presence within the sovereign boundarics of
other states was heightened by concern that “future adversaries will actempt to
use intimidation and coercion to prevent U.S.-led coalitions from forming and
to prevent potential coalition partners from granting base access to U.S.
forces.”" In the Navy’s view, bases and land power were unlikely to be available
for unconstrained use at the oght time and in the right place. Worse yet, be-
cause of their fixed, sovereignty-challenging nature, such bases and forces
would serve as vulnerable lightning rods,

Orverseas bases in unstable, trouble-prone regions will be vulnerable to a variety of
threags, including terrorisin, special operations forces, and WMD [weapons of mass
destruction)| delivered hy ballistic missiles, tactical aircraft or unconventional means.
Thus, in some countties routine peacetiime overseas shore basing may not be desir-
able even when it is available.”

The implications of this were clear; overseas presence would have to be pro-
vided by naval forces.
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By providing a laghly visible expression of U.S. resolve and capabilitics, naval
forces will shape the strategac environment, enhance the U.S, leadership role
abroad, reassure friends and allies, enhance regional stability, and deter potential
agpressors, Operating with strategic mobility on the high seas, free of the political
constraings that can deny U.S. forees direct routes through foreign airspace or ac-
cess to forward bases ashore, naval forces will remain the force of choice for pre-
venting troublesome sitnations at the low end of the conflict spectrum from
escalating to war. . . . Their mulrifaceted ability w ke decisive, catly acrion
ashore 1s essenrial to containing crises and deterring conflicts. . . . T'be flexibiliry
and mobility of naval forces make them particularly valuable for deterring the
potential aggressor who unght exploit U.S. involvement in a najor conflict else-
where as an opportuniry for strategic advantage. Finally, the deterrenc value of na-
val forces is gready cnhanced by their ability to extend full-dimensional
protection over allies and critical infrastructure ashore.™

The Marine Corps shared the Army’s and Navy’s belicef in the importance of
overseas presence and the Navy’s skepticisnt that land-basing would be possible:
“In the future, overseas sovereignty issues will limit our access to forward land
bases and geo-prepositioning.”™ The solution, in the Corps’ view, was to main-
tain forward-deployed, at-sea forces able not only “to conduct operations other
than war (OOTW) and other expeditionary operations” but most importantly,
to engage in forcible entry—the Corps’ core competency.”

Like the Army, however, the Corps was explicitly skeptical about technal-
ogy as a solution to the nation’s strategic problems. The Corps’ skepticism,
however, was more pragmatic than the Army’s: the problem with technology
was not that finding more effective ways of killing the enemy would fail to pro-
vide effective political leverage but thar technelogy was unlikely to work.

While we must capitalize on technology as a force multiplier, bistory repeatedly
teaches that technology promises more than it ultimately delivers. U.S. military
strategy must retam the flexibility w accommodate a fatlure of technology. Such
failures, whether enemy induced, mechanical malfunctions, or deficiencies in
design, must not prevent accomplishment of the mission.™

The Corps’ major countribution to the intellectual debate was its introduction
of the concept of “chaos” and its skepticism that liberal democracy would take
suceessful raot in the Third World, The Corps’ embrace of liberal international-
isim was thus weaker than the Navy’s and far weaker than the Army's. Thinking in
the more traditional Realist-internationalist terms of the Cold War, the Corps
tended to assume the inevitability of conflict and the improbability that interna-
tional institutions would restrain humanity’s violent tendencies. Foreseeing failed
cconomies, failed states, internal upheaval, shortages of and competition for
natural resources, surging populations, undereducation and overurbanization,
mass migration, awareness of income dispantes, proliferating military technology
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including weapons of mass destruction, and fertile conditions for terrorism, the
Corps painted a bleak picture.

The cpicenter of instability will be in the world’s littorals where 70 percent of
[the] world's population now lives. By 2010, that percentage will increase, Coun-
tering these threats will not be easy. As overscas bases close, America will rely
more and mote upon the most flexible and adaptable crisis response force. These
forces must be capable of loitering in close proximity, near enough to influence
events, but far enough away to avoid agitating potentially explosive situations.”

The Air Force, by contrast, offered a strikingly different, if not entirely inter-
nally consistent, solution. While providing a threat assessment not dissimilar
from the Marine Corps’ and acknowledging the continued importance of mili-
tary OOTW, the Air Force concluded that engagement and environment
shaping could be handled from a distancc—from bases in the continental
United States or in space. This move away from forward operations would be
dictated by the fact that “forward deployed forces (i.e., staging areas, patrol ar-
cas, airbases, maritime task forces, ctc.) will face increased risk.”” The Air Force
vision called for coupling improved information technology with longer-range
strike capability to enhance American capacity to target and destroy objects and
people precisely and with impunity, How exactly these improvements in mili-
tary technology would translate into political influence or the capacity to shape
political outcomes in a chaotic world was never specified. The Air Force did,
however, assert that “nuclear weapons will continue to be relevant to ULS, na-
tional security for the foreseeable future,” though it warned that “U.S. nuclear
strategy must be updated. Nuclear proliferation and a decrease in U.S, conven-
tional strength requires a coherent plan about the long-term role and utility of
nuclear weapons in achieving U.S. strategic objectives.”™ In sum, the Air Force
suggested, technology and not forward engagement would represent the key to
stabilizing a turbulent world.

“2020 Vision” and the NOC

Outside the Navy, then, very different visions of how to accomplish the goals
of U.S, national security policy were circulating, challenging the Navy's pre-
ferred strategy. Even inside the Navy, however, important questions remained,

*“. .. From the Sea” and “Forward . . . From the Sca” offered some explicit
prescriptions for shifting resources within the Navy, away from forces for
open-ocean and sea-control missions and toward forces for littoral force projec-
tion. Beyond this, however, these white papers did not offer much specific ad-
vice. Given the enormous budgetary pressures on the Navy in the late 1990s,
some clearer appreciation of exactly how a littoral strategy would work was
highly desirable, For example, could lesser force packages be substituted for
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carriers and amphibious ready groups? Could forward operating tempos be
lightened? Could forces be shifted between deployment hubs to get a more op-
timal distribution of resources? Could modernization in some technical areas be
slowed? Answers to these questions, of course, hinged on a clear and shared un-
derstanding of what it is about forward operation in the lictorals that is valu-
able—that is, about how to “operationalize” the littoral strategy.

In the 1995-1997 ume frame, two distinct answers were developed within
the Navy. At one level, the struggle was a classic burcaucratic one between two
competing offices—the CNO's Exceutive Panel (the CEP, or in Pentagon no-
menclature, NOOK) and the Strategy and Concepts Branch of the Navy Staff in
the Pentagon (N513). At another level, however, what emerged was a real intel-

lectual debate, in which two clearly articulated visions of naval power were
presented and carefully considered.

Because of 1ts close ties to Admiral Jeremy Boorda, the principal action was
initially in NOOK’s hands. Throughout 1996 NOOK bricfed and gamed repeated
revisions of “2020 Vision,” a draft white paper intended for the CNO’s signa-
ture. Under the principal authorship of Captain Edward A. Smith, Jr., “2020
Vision” attempted to uncover the unplicit logic of *, . . From the Sea” and
“Forward . . . from the Sea.”

The essential argument of *2020 Vision™ was that precision engagement, or
massed precision engagement, would permit naval forces to have a decisive im-
pact, obviating the need for a lengthy war of attrition. Drawing on superior in-
formation about the location of targets and about how the adversary’s political
and military authonty and command was structured—what the key nodes, or
“targets that mattered,” were—naval forces would be able to direct precise fires
of sufhicient magnitude to stun an adversary, destroying his capacity to wage war
effectively and potentially compelling a political settlement. Operating forward
and 1naneuvering freely, naval forces would be able to deliver this knockout
blow immediately and at will.

The heart of “2020 Vision™ was its notion of three tiers, or “axes,” of target-
ing: national political, military infrastructure, and battleficld forces. While
“2020 Vision” maintained that any of'these tiers might be attractive, the implicit
message was that cithber of the first two tiers offered a critical vulnerability that
the Navy would be able to exploit, avoiding the necessity of going against the
adversary’s probable strength, the sheer mass of his battlefield force.

There were several interesting implications in *2020 Vision.” In the first
place, it moved warfighting capability back to center stage, NOOK reasoned that
the peacetime and crisis influence of U.S. naval forces depended entirely on the
meaningful wartime options at their disposal, “Presence” might be valuable, but
it had an impact only to the degree that those forces could affect wartime
outcomes, Peacetime and crisis-ecnvironment shaping ought thercfore to be
regarded as a positive externality, not a central focus for Navy planning.
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Deterrence—the major peacetime mission, in the view of “2020 Vision”—
would hinge on a visible capacity to identify and strikc swiftly, massively, and
repeatedly critical targets without running significant risk of enemy counterat-
tack. Forward operation might be necessary to remind an adversary of this capa-
bility and to cnsure that such blows could be executed in a timely fashion, but it
was the capability for massed precision attack that lay at the core of deterrence.

Second, “2020 Vision"” put air power—Dboth manned aiteraft and cruise mis-
siles—at the core of its account. Where *, . . From the Sea™ and “Forward . . .
from the Sea” had madc the Navy—Marine Corps marriage the linchpin of a lit-
toral strategy, “2020 Vision” was principally a vision of unilateral Navy impact.
To be sure, it suggested that massed precision strike would also enable ground
operations ashore, both by disrupting the adversary’s capacity for organized
resistance and by providing supporting fires. But even in this regard, #2020
Vision” moved away from the close partnership with the Marine Corps and to-
ward a broader conception of jointness that embraced the Army, Air Force, and
coalition partners.

Third, “2020 Vision” emphasized the interaction of mass and precision in
firepower. Precision alone would fail to have the desired eftect. If the purpose of
the blow was to induce shock and paralysis, a handful of missiles or air strikes
would not be enough. Further, gradual attnicion of key targets was unlikely to
have the necessary impact: what was needed was the ability to take down an en-
tire political system or an entire military infrastructure in a sbort period of
time—with the clear capacity to do it again if the opponent attempted to recon-
struct its control. *2020 Vision™ assumed that with proper intelligence and care-
ful modeling of the opponent’s systems, the mass necessary to achieve these
blows could be kept to achicevable levels; #2020 Vision™ also assumed that the
cost of precision weapons would fall.

The upshot of “2020 Vision” was clear: effective presence requires concen-
trating on real warfighting plans. These would center on forward naval air and
missile power, 2020 Vision” thus made a strong implicit case for the proposed
arsenal ship—essentially a large, inexpensive floating missile magazine, with a
small crew, deployed for very extended periods of timne in critical theaters. The
arsenal ship would be able to “pickle off” large numbers of cruise missiles in a
relatively short period of time, delivering the kind of initial massed precision
attack cnvisioned.

A secondary theme in both “2020 Vision” and in the arsenal sbip design, but
one that grew in importance as war games explored the concepts, was theater
ballistic missile defense (TBMD). The potential importance of TBMD in both
the political equation (preventing potendal coalition partners or targets of coer-
cion from being pressured into concessions early on) and in the military cqua-
tion (keeping critical ports and airfields open, particularly given the danger of
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chemical and biological attacks) became clear. Forward naval forces and a
TBMD-armed arsenal ship might be critical in this role.

Perhaps not surprisingly, “2020 Vision” faced considerable opposition. The
Marine Corps was openly hostile, of course. Within the Navy, many officers
viewed it as a burcaucratic misstep, for two reasons. First, by stressing air and
missile strikes as the Navy’s critical contribution to national security, “2020
Vision” left the Navy vulnerable to (correct or incorrect) claims from the Air
Force that it could perform the Navy’s functions more cheaply. Second, by
tying the presence mission so closely to warfighting requirements at a time
when the Navy was larger than the warfighting requirements established by the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, it left the Navy vulnerable to pressures for
downsizing. Sub rosa, the linkage to the arsenal ship probably also gencrated
hostility: the arsenal ship was seen by aviators as a threat to the carrier in a
capital ship role, and it was seen by surface sailors as a threat to more capable
high-technology missile shooters. Finally, war gaming failed to resolve doubts
among skeptics about the decisiveness of the actions envisioned by “2020
Vision.”

At a deeper level, however, the problem with “2020 Vision” was its funda-
mentally Realist flavor. Apart from recognizing that coalition partners might be
more likely to cooperate if the Navy could provide TBMD, “2020 Vision” was a
strategy for dealing with conflict, for engaging in coercion, not a strategy for
creating cooperation. Its concerns were with how to threaten credibly to take
down an opponent’s infrastructure and how to overcome his area-denial efforts.

Opposition to “2020 Vision™ was most actively centered in N513, NOOK's
natural rival in strategic planning. To be fair, N513’s opposition was less bureau-
cratic than intellectual. N513 and its head dunng this period, Comimander
Joseph Bouchard, felt that “2020 Vision” failed to give sufficient attention to
the real strengths of naval power—the enormous mancuverability of naval
forces, their freedom from foreign political constraints, their sustainability, and
their contribution to shaping the peacetime diplomatic environment and to
responding to a range of humanitarian, political, and military crises—and that 1t
overstated the likely impact of massed precision attacks. Initially, N513%s alterna-
tive vision was expressed in the form of critiques of *2020 Vision.” Ultimately,
though, as support for “2020 Vision” waned, N513 was commissioned to pro-
duce its own documient. [ts mandate, however, was not to produce a “vision”
statement {which might give the impression that the Navy was moving away
from “Forward . . . fromn the Sea”™) but to generate an “operational concept.”

The “Navy Operational Concept” (NOC) produced by N513 1n early 1997
stressed that

operations in peacetime ad crisis to maintain regional economic and political sta-
bility are traditional roles of the Navy—Marine Corps team. . . . Our hallmark s
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forward-deployed forces with the highest possible readiness and capability to
transition instantly from peace to crisis to conflict. This flexibility positions us to
fight and win early, or to contain coniflict, More importantly, our presence may
prevent conflict altogether. By any standard or measure, peace is cheaper than

40
war.

The NOC returned to the concept of “expeditionary operations” first sug-
gested in ', . . From the Sea” as the intellectual centetpiece for understanding
how the Navy would execute its littoral strategy.

Y BY

Expeditionary operations . . . are a potent and cost-effective alternative to power
projection from the continental United States and are suited ideally for the many
contingencies that can be deterred or quickly handled by forward-deployed
forces. Expeditionary operations complement, cnable and dramatically enhance

the effectiveness of continental power-projection forces when a larger response is
41
needed.

Where “2020 Vision” had focused on what naval power might accomplish in
wartime, the NOC focused on the stabilizing value of “being there” in peace-
time. Bouchard was explicit about the liberal-internationalist ideology inherent
in his account of the role played by sustained forward naval presence.

The Navy’s role in peacetime engagement is to project American influence and
power abroad in support of U.S. efforts to shape the security environment in ways
that promote regional economic and political stability. Stability fosters a sense of
security in which national economies, free trade practices, and democracies can
flourish. Democratic states, especially those with growing economies and strong
trade ties, are less likely to threaten our interests and more likely to cooperate with
the United States. This stability and cooperation, which our peacetime engage-
Inent prormotes, assists in meecting security threats and promoting free trade and
sustainable development.”

Where “2020 Vision” focused on tiers of tarpets, the NOC offered a vision of
cnhanced cooperation and strengthened international regimes.

Our global presence ensures freedom of navigation on international trade routes
and supports U.S. efforts to bring excessive maritime claims into compliance with
the international law of the sea. When disaster strikes, we provide humnanitarian
assistance, showing American compassion in action. Our forward deployments
always include a wide range of diplomatic activities, such as: sending Sailors and
Marines ashore as representatives of the American people; bringing foreign visi-
tors onto sovereign .S, naval vessels; and carrying out a wide range of commu-
nity relations activities. These efforts promote American democratic icleals
abroad, enlance mutual respect and understanding with the peoples of other
countries, and demonstrate U.S. support for friendly governments. Qur forces
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support U.S. diplomatic efforts aimed at shaping the sccudity environmeut, such

as improving relations with former adversaries or reducing tensions with potential
. 41

adversaries.

Obviously, the NOC could not ignore the more violent side of the Navy's
dutics. But, the NOC argued, the deterrent impact of naval forward presence
derived not so much from the particular capabilities resident in the forward
force but from the implicit threat of the full might of America. “We deter by
putting potent combat power where it cannot be ignored, and by scrving as a
lhighly visible symbol of the overwhelming force the United States can deploy
to defeat aggression.” The unique contribution of naval power to national strat-
egy was its political and military flexibility, not its firepower. Politically,

operating in international waters, our forces are sovereigh extensions of our na-
tion, free of the political constraints that can hamper land-based forces. We put
the right capability in the right place at the right time. We possess the unique
capability of responding to ambiguous warning that cither would not justify
costly deployments from the continental United States, or might be insufficient to
persuade nations in the region to host U.S. forces on their soil. When a visible
presence might be provocative or foreclose U.S. military options, we can position
submarines covertly to provide on-scene surveillance capabilities and firepower.
Rotational deployments allow us to maintain our forward posture indefinitely.”

Militarily, the range of options provided by forward naval forces was their
strength dunng crises—the same forces could send Marines ashore, evacuate
noncombatarnts, enforce no-~fly or no-sail zones, escort shipping, or launch air
or missile strikes. In combination with the mancuverability of naval forces, this
flexibility provided the capacity to frustrate a potential aggressor:

We make it exceedingly difficult for an adversary to target us and deny him the
option of pre-emption by keeping our forces dispersed and moving, by operating
unpredictably or covertly, and by employing deception. The wide range of op-
tions we provide for immediate response to aggression leaves a potential aggressor
uncertain of the intended course of action. This uncertainty keeps him oft bal-
ance, disrupting his ability to formulate a coherent campaign plan and croding
confidence in his ability to effectively exccute operation plans.”

In wartime, forward presence meant that naval forces could disrupt an
aggressor's plans and frustrate his efforts to achieve a fait accompli. In addition,
naval forces would be *critical for enabling the joint campaign. We ensure ac-
cess to the theater for forces surging from the United States by supporting coali-
tion forces to keep them in the fight, by scizing or defending shore bases for
land-based forces, and by extending our defensive systems over eatly-arriving
U.S. joint forces ashore.”™
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In deliberate contrast to “2020 Vision,” the NOC was also careful to stress
that “in some tactical situations, such as operations an urban terrain, a SEAL or
Marine with a sniper rifle may be the optimum precision weapon,” and that the
Navy

will be a full partner in developing new amphibious warfare concepts and capa-
bilities for implementing the Marine Corps concept Operational Maneuver From
the Sea (OMFTS). . . . We will provide enhanced naval fires, force protection,
command and control, surveillance and reconnaissance, and logistics support for
Marines ashore—enabling the high-tempo operations envisioned by OMFTS.”

Interestingly, while the NOC was bricfed to and approved by the Navy’s top
leadership, and unlike “2020 Vision” was signed ont by the CNO, its release was
handled without any fanfare: distribution was on the Internet, and no “glossy™
was prepared. Far from reflecting doubes about the content of the NOC, how-
cvet, this low-key approach was meant to underscore the consistency of Navy
policy and to dispel any concerns that the NOC represented a change in direc-
tion or new intellectual departure.

“Forward . . . from the Sea: Anytime, Anywhere”

In the wake of the Quadrennial Defense Review, the Navy again reaffirmed
its commitment to its littoral strategy and to the liberal-internationalist vision of
foreign policy and to the transoceanmic-countermilitary image of war on which
that strategy rested. Underscoring and publicly confirming the continuity in
Navy thinking, the Department of the Navy’s 1998 Posture Statement—issued
Jointly by Secretary of the Navy John Daleon, the CNO (Admiral Jay Johnson),
and the Commandant of the Marine Corps (General Charles Krulak)—was
titled “Forward . . . from the Sea: Anytime, Anywbere.”

Like the NOC and earlicr white papers, “Forward . . . from the Sea: Any-
time, Anywhere” was premised on the assumption that the role of the U.S.
military would be to support the spread of liberal institutions, such as democ-
racy and the free market, around the globe. At the same time, however, it ac-
cepted the Marine Corps’ concept of “chaos” and at lease some of the Corps’
pessimism about building a peaceful world order:

We live in a complex and ever-changing wortld. The growth during this decade
of democracies and free market economics is most encouraging. Yet nationalisin,
cconomic inequities, and ethnic tensions remain a fact of life and challenge us
with disorder—and sometimes chaos. As both positive and negative changes take
shape, the United States has become what some call the “indispensible nation”—
the only nation with the technological capability and acknowledged benevolent
objectives to ensure regional stabilivy, ™
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This chaos and disorder, and the threat posed to the spread of democracy and
Iiberal values, represented the principal challenge to American security, not
some peer competitor. The Posture Statement went on to reiterate both the
American national interest in supporting a liberal international order and the
role of American naval power in this mission: “Naval forces project U.S. influ-
ence and power abroad in ways that promote regional economic and political
stability, which in turn serves as a foundation for prosperity.”" Now explicitly
linking the littoral strategy to the new National Military Strategy of “Shape,
Respond, Prepare,” the 1998 Posture Statement reprised five familiar themes
about the role of naval power in supporting a liberal-internationalist foreign
policy.

First, “Forward . . . from the Sca: Anytime, Anywbere” reasserted the cen-
trality of forward presence across the spectrum of conflict—in shaping the
peacetime environment, responding to crises, and preparing to counter aggres-
ston. Second, it equated forward presence with naval forward presence, suggest-
ing that constraints on the deployment or use of American forces on the
sovereign territory of allies would mean that forward deployments would, in
general, necessarily be sea based. It reasoned that

shaping and responding require  presence—maintaining  forward-deployed
combat-ready naval forces. Being “on scene” macters! [t is and will remain a dis-
tinctly naval contribution to peacetime engagement. As sovereign extensions of
our nation, naval forces can move freely across the mternational seas and be
brought to bear quickly when needed. . .. Operating in intemational waters and
unfettered by the constraints of sovereignty, naval forces are typically on scene or
the first to arrive in response to a crisis. The inherent flexibility of naval forces al-
lows a minor crisis or conflict to be resolved quickly by on-scene forces. During
more complex scenarios, naval forces provide the joint force commander with
the full range of options tailored for the specific situation. From these strategic lo-
cations, naval forces shape the battlespace for future opcrations,”'

Third, while noting the role of naval power in warfighting, the Posture
Statement emphasized that the unique Navy contribution to U.S. security of-
forts was the ability of naval forces to shape the peacetime environment and re-
spond to crises short of, or prior to, war. The document detailed the wide range
of peacetime and crisis “shape” and “respond” missions conducted by naval
forees.

Our forees . . . participate in a complete range of shaping activities—from deter-
rence to coalition building—establisbing new friendships and strengthening cx-
isting ones during port visits around the world. These visits promote stability,
build confidence, and establish important military-to-military relationships. In
addition, port visits provide an opportunity to demonstrate good will toward lo-
cal communities, further promoting demaocratic ideals. . . . Each exercise, large or
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small, directly contributes to successful coalition building. Credible coalitions
play a key role in deterring aggression and controlling crises. . . . lloutine naval
deployments signal both friend and foe of our commitment to peace and stability
in the region. This demonstrated ability to respond rapidly to crises—and to figlt
and win should deterrence fail-—offers a clear warning that aggression cannot
succeed. Moreover, the ability of the forward-deployed forces to protect local al-
lics and secure access ashore provide [sic] a guarantee that the full onght of our
joint forces can be brought to bear.™

Fourth, even while stressing the Navy's unique capability to shape the peace
and respond to challenges short of war, the Posture Statement was careful to un-
derscore Navy's endorsement of jointness in warfighting. Without backing
away from the position that Navy—Marine Corps activities were inherently
joint, the Posture Statement emphasized that “the Navy and Marine Corps also
can integrate forces into any joint task force or allied coalition quickly.” Joint-
ness would not relegate the Navy to subordinate roles, however, In the first
place, even while recognizing that “in those cases where aggression 1s not con-
tained immediately . . . by swiftly responding naval forces” the Army and Air
Force would be involved, the Posture Statement sought to dispel any imipres-
sion that the Navy’s role in a land battle would be limited to providing logis
tics.” The document emphasized the Navy’s participation in actual combat and
its ability to provide key command and control for joint operations.

Naval operations arc critical elements of the joint campaign. We deliver precision
naval fire support—strike, force interdiction, close air support, and shore bom-
bardment. We scize the advantage of being able to operate on and froni the sea.
Using high-tech information-processing equipiment, we achicve supetior specd
of command by rapdly collecting information, assessing the situation, developing
a course of action, and executing the most advantageous option to overwhelm an
adversary.”

[n the second place, i addition to playing a critical role while missiles, bombs,
and bullets were flying, the Navy would (presumably unlike the Army or Air
Force) be in harin's way both in the critical days and hours before the shooting
started and in the weeks, months, and years after it stopped: “When the joint
campaign is over, naval forces can remmain on scene for long periods to enforce
sanctions and guarantee the continuation of regional stability.”"

Finally, the Posture Statement also repeatedly underscored the remarkable
flexibility of naval forces, likening them to a rheostat permitting the National
Command Authoritics to send carefully calibrated messages and respond in a
carefully calibrated fashion—and to leave force levels at a particular setting for
indefinite periods of time. The extraordinary range of political and military
options inherent in forward-deployed naval forces was also highlighted.
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Even while extolling flexibility, howevert, the Posture Statement reaffirmed
the Navy’s commitnent to traditional force packages—carrier battle groups and
amphibious ready groups—and its unwillingness to address the possibility that
less capable forces or other force packages might be sufficient to carry out the
Navy’s forward tasks in peacetime or crisis, let alone wartime,

The balanced, concentrated striking power of aircrafi carrier battle groups and
amphibious ready groups lies at the heart of our nation’s ability to execute its
strategy of peacetime engagement. Their power reassures allies and deters
would-be aggressors, even as it demonstrates a unique ability to respond to a full
range of crises, . ., The combined capabilities of a carrier battle group and an am-
phibious ready group offer air, sea, and land power that can be applied across the
full spectrum of conflict. . . . This balance and flexibility provides the National
Conunand Authorities (NCA) a range of rnilitary options that is truly unique.™

Indeed, in the same paragraph it cited a commitment to “innovative thinking
[in] preparing us . . . for an uncertain future,” the Posture Statement was explicit
and emphatic about what would not change—that “we will maintain carrier
battle groups and amphibicus ready groups forward, shaping the international
environment and creating conditions favorable to U.S. interests and global

. 57
security,”

Back to the Sea? Unresolved Difficulties

Despite the Navy's confidence that it 1s on track and that “the Navy's course
for the 21st century set by Forward . . . I'rom the Sea has proven to be the right
one for executing our critical roles in all three components of the National Mili-
tary Strategy [peacetime engagement, deterrence and conflict prevention, and
fight and win] and for conducting the future joint operations envisioned in Joint
Vision 2010, there arc reasons for concern about the Navy's littoral strategy.™
Two arc obvious.

Barring dranmatic developments in the external environment or unantici-
pated and profound shifts in domestic political culture, the liberal-
internationalist construction of national security secms likely to domace
American thinking well into the new century.” The notion that a stable, peace-
ful international order is achievable is an attractive one, and at the moment
Americans seem unlikely to conclude cither that their own well-being can be
separated from that of the rest of the world or that they are powetless to cffect
change.

The transocecanic-countermilitary image of war, however, appears far less ro-
bust. Experiences in places like Somalia and Bosnia have two impacts. In the
first place, they underscore the ugliness and wearisome unpleasantness of actu-
ally trying to control another nation’s sovereign territory. In the second place,
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they make the idea of countermilitary warfare appear ridiculous: when the “en-
emy” is a mobilized society, not distinctively unifornied and highly disciplined
soldiers, it is increasingly difficalt to maintain an image of warfare as a clean, sur-
gical interaction between opposing states and their professional soldiers, sailors,
and airmen,

Indced, the tension between liberal internationalism and a transoceanic-
countermilitary image of war should be obvious. If American political leaders
hold to a liberal-internationalise vision of national security, it is logically neces-
sary for them also to believe that war is an acceptable, albeit unpreferred, tool:
the liberal-internationalist vision implies a willingness to intervene, with force if
necessary, to protect liberal democratic states and liberal international norms.
Given recent experiences, however, if war 15 conceptualized in transoccanic-
countermilitary tenns (that is, if it is seen as requiring an intervention in the
sovereign affairs of an adversary, and the defeat of his military forces, to achieve
political victory), it will probably cease to be regarded as a usable option. The
American public’s stomach for Somalias and Bosnias appears quite limited. Ulti-
mately, a liberal-internationalist image of national security is thus likely to com-
pel Americans leaders to find some new, niore attractive image of war. When
they do—wlien, as in the past, they start assuming that war can be won simply
by controlling the high seas or that war is a struggle between centire nations in
which direct attacks on society are permitted
a liability for the Navy.

the littoral strategy will become

The second and more important reason for beginning to cxplore alternatives
to the littoral strategy, however, is skepticism about its abilicy to yicld the
peacetinie, crisis, and wartime leverage claimed. The old Scottish verdict “not
proven” scems amply earned in this case. It is useful to cousider ecach of these
cnvironments—peacetime, crisis, and warame—-and what littoral naval power
can reasonably be expected to produce.

In peacetime, the littoral strategy reasons, forward naval presence will en-
courage societies to take the nisk of investing in liberal deinocrtic institutions
both at home and internationally, This ability of a forward-operating Amierican
navy to project power ashore is assuined to support regional politics by support-
ing general deterrence—that is, by deterring dissatisfied states from even think-
ing about changing the status quo through violent means. And it is expected to
reassurc cxisting liberal democracies, convincing them that neither accomnio-
dation with antidemocratic forces nor unilateral security measures that nnght
trigger a spiral of hostility are necessary. This 1s an appealing image,

Beliefin the peacetime impact of power projected “from the sea,” however,
is based on faith rather than evidence or analysis. There is no actual evidence
that cither routine peacetime presence by naval forces or expeditionary naval
operations affect the evolution of societies, their support for international law,
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their general propensity to resort to force to resolve disputes, or their fears that
others will.

The lack of evidence in support of a proposition s, of course, not evidence
against that proposition; it is simply an absence of evidence. A priori, however,
there is substantial reason to doubt the efficacy of littoral projection of naval
power in shaping the peacetime environment. What 1s known, principally from
studies of crses {about which more will be said below), regarding decisions to
engage in aggression and states’ ability to understand or focus on power pro-
jected “from the sea” suggests a real danger that states will ignore or underesti-
mate the capabilities inherent in American naval power. Morcover, even if it
were shown to be the case that applying naval power “from the sea™ has a sig-
nificant positive impact on the peacetime environment, it would still reimain to
be demonstrated that it 15 a cost-effective means of creating that impace—that
naval power is less expensive than alternative military means, such as subsidizing
regional proxies, or than nenmilitary means, such as fostering trade and devel-
opment or developing a specialized capacity for humanitanian relief.

In crisis, the forward-deployed capacity to project power “from the sea” is
touted as having an imunediate deterrent effect—that is, dissuading an adversary
who is tentatively considering going to war from following through on that
idea, Here we do have some evidence; at very best, however, it must be re-
garded as offering mixed support for the Navy’s advocacy of a littoral approach.
A varicty of studics of conventional deterrence have been undertaken.” While
the rescarch questions, underlying theoretical assumiptions, and rescarch meth-
ods have varied, several general findings emerge.

The principal one 15 that immediate extended deterrence with conventional
means—that is, using threats of conventional response to deter an adversary
who is considering aggression against a third party—regularly fails, even in cases
where commitments are “cleatly defined, repeatedly publicized and defensible,
and the commiteed [gives] every indication of its intentions to defend them by

force if neccssary.”"' Unlike nuclear deterrence, conventional deterrence does
not appear to result in a robust, stable stalemate but in a fluid and competitive
strategic interaction that, at best, buys time during which underlying disputes or
antagonisms can be resolved. The possession of decisive conventional military
superiority and the visible demonstration of a resolve will not necessarily permit
the United States to deter attacks on friends and interests.

There are three reasons why immediate extended conveutional deterrence is
so problematic. First, potential aggressors are sometimes so strongly motivated
to challenge the status quo that they are willing to run a high risk, or even the
certainty, of paying the less-than-total costs of losing a war. Second, potential
aggressors frequently conclude, correctly or incorrectly, that they have devel-
oped a military option that has politically or militarily “designed around” the
deterrent threat. Third, there is considerable evidence that, particularly when
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they are under severe domestic stress, potential aggressors are unable to under-
stand or respond rationally to deterrent threats. “Wishful thinking” by leaders
who find themselves caught in a difficult situation appears to be an all-too-
common pathology.

Further, and more germane to the issue of naval forward presence as a crisis
deterrent tool, there is some evidence that because of the general insensitivity of
potential aggressors to information, efforts to “signal” resolve through measures
such as reinforcing or redeploying forces have limited effectiveness. If force
movements are large enough to foreclose particular military options, they may
forestall aggression. But as a means of indicating resolve and convincing an
aggressor of the credibility of deterrent commitments, they do not generally
appear to have an impact,

All of this would seem to provide a reasonable argument against bothering to
invest too heavily in forward muilitary forces—or at least against believing that
they offer much assurance of guaranteeing regional crisis stability. Ultimately,
the key to preventing conflicts seems to be resolution of the underlying issues.
At best, conventional deterrent efforts buy time.

On the other hand, there is also some evidence that in some circumstances it
1s in fact possible to buy time. In particular, having forces in place that can deny
potential aggressors a quick victory seems to tend to reinforce deterrence, The
historical record suggests that the prospect of quick victory may be an important
element in at least some aggressors’ calculations: the potential aggressor’s belief
that he can either score a quick knockout or achieve a limited fait accompli ap-
pears to make aggression significantly more attractive.

This offers some grounds for supporting forward naval presence. On the
other hand, it also suggests the possibility that the Army is right and that if for-
ward presence is to matter it needs to be on the ground, that an offshore
presence of a potent but limited force, with only the implicit threat of surged
ground forces, is less likely to have an impact, at least if the potential aggressor
has limited goals. It also suggests the possibility that the symbolism of naval for-
ward presence, serving as a reminder of the full weight and power the United
States could ultimately bring to bear, may not be that important.

I[n war, the argument that forward naval forces operating with a lictoral strat-
egy can have an important impact in the initial phases of the conflict, thereby
preparing the ground for later ULS. successes, is doubtless true. While true,
however, it may well be relevant in only a limited range of cases. Most potential
conflicts or contingencies involve adversaries who are too small for this effect to
matter much. Short of a major regional conflict (MRC), the superiority of U.S.
military forces is sufficiently overwhelniing that initial setbacks are not likely to
be critically important. At the other extreme, in the case of a tegional near-peer
competitor—a Russia or a China—it is hard to imagine a littoral strategy having
much of an impact: the amount of (nonnuclear) power that can be projected
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from the sea is trivial compared to the size of the adversary’s society or military
establishment. What is left is a handful of admitedly very important cases:
MR.Cs against such rogue states as Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. What is interest-
ing about these cases, however, is that there are not very many of them; their
identity is known; and plans can be made in advance to move large amounts of
land power and land-based air power to the theater at relatively short notice.
The unique flexibility of naval power 1, in these cases, relatively less valuable.

Critics of the lirroral strategy are, then, likely to argue tharir is difficult to find
cases in which a major investnient in the capacity to project power from the sea
makes sense. A stall investment would be sufficient for most Third World con-
tingencies, particularly if the United States does not demand real-time response.
Even a large investment would be insufficient to deal with the great powers.
And in the case of the medium-sized conflicrs, the MRCs, paying for the extra
flexibility of naval power may not be cost-effective.

[fthere is reason for some cautious skepticism about the wisdom of building a
navy for its capacity to project power from the sea, then perhaps it is worth
thinking about sonic of the other rhings that the U.S. Navy does. In particular,
it may be worthwhile to rethink the old Mahanian notion of sea power—not
because Mahan was some sort of prophet and his ideas have eternal validiey but
because in the particular circumstances of the carly twenty-first century his ob-
servations about the imporrance of the international commons per se may be
relevant.

The globalization of energy and food markers, as well as cross-industry trade
in industrial goods, makes the sea remarkably important for national well-being,
not simply for the well-being of the American nation but for that of most
nations. By the middle of the next century, even China will be critically de-
pendent on its access to the ocean. Global naval hegemony—that is, the capac-
ity to exercisc control over the world’s high seas—thus offers a powerful reason
ro invest in naval power. At best, control of the world’s oceanic highways may
convey the power to shape the genceral evolution of international society, Ar
minimum, it is likely to provide a veto power over many changes in interna-
tional norms and regimes that the United States dislikes.

Obviously, global naval hegemony docs not convey an ability to dictate na-
tional policies or to control the social and political development or activities of
other states. It is unlikely to offer much useful leverage if the Chinese choose to
repeat Tienanmen Square, if there is a coup in Russia, or if Hutus and Tutsis
resume killing each other. But then again, no approach to naval power is likely
to offer much vseful leverage in these cases.

The point is that there are realistic limits to what naval power is likely to pro-
vide to a twenty-first-century America, and these may be well short of the goals
encompassed within a liberal-internationalist vision of national security. These
limits do not mean the United States should cease investing in naval power.
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They do, however, suggest that U, S. leaders and the ULS. Navy should not mis-
tead themscelves into believing that investing in the capacity for littoral warfare
will necessarily yield an ability to control social and political developments
around the world. Liberal internationalism can generate a dangerous hubris, A
naval strategy that panders to the hubris is unlikely in the long run to serve the
interests of either the nation or the Navy.

Back to the Future:
Sea Power and the American Navy

The Navy's success in navigating the dangerous waters of post—Cold War
strategic adjustment should not blind it to the challenges that tie in the immedi-
ate future. As the military services struggle to design strategices to support the na-
tional one of “engagement and enlargement,” as the Navy continues to wrestle
with the problem of operationalizing a littoral strategy, and as both the vision of
war on which the littoral strategy is based and that stratcgy’s capacity to deliver
what it promiscs are called into question, it may be wise to begin to think about
moving Navy strategy back to the sea. A more recalistic understanding of what
naval power can actually accomplish—what navies do and what necessitates
their construction—may well lead the United States to scale back its efforts and
to set itself the historically daunting, but under present circumstances modest,
goal of oceanic hegemony. Controlling the world common and the global
commerce that moves across it may not in itself prevent challenges to peace and
liberal democracy, but it offers the potential for considerable influence and
leverage, and this, at the present juncture, may be all that can reasonably be ex-
pected of naval power.

Moving naval strategy back to the sea implies a way of employing naval
power to further the liberal international goals the nation has set itself that is
very difterent from the one envisioned in “ .., From the Sea.” With America’s en-
try into the second Ametican century, however, the time scems ripe for another
Mahan to explore what this alternative strategic conception would mean for the
U. 8. Navy.
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Failed States
Warlordism and “Tribal” Warfare

Susan L. Woodward

THE PROBLEM OF FAILED OR FAILING STATES in our current interna-
tional system is like the uninvited guest at a party: the overwhelming
impulse is to ignore it, to treat it as insignificant, and to hope it will go away.
The horrifying image on global television in October 1993 of the corpses of
American soldiers being dragged through the streets of Mogadishu led directly
to the withdrawal of American forces from Somalia.' It also strengthened
convictions within the American military that it should stay out of Bosnia and
that it had been right to resist from the beginning intervention into a sure
“quagmire.” For all the later lamentation about not sending bombers over
Vukovar or Dubrovnik in Croatia mm 1991 and not intervening in Bosnia in
1992, or the consequences of not intervening in Rwanda in 1994, those who
made the decisions still believe they were correct. Similarly, planning for
the defense budget pays little attention to funding and preparation for such
operations, still labeled distssively as “humanitarian intervention,” “military
operations other than war,” and “political-military operations.”

While many civilian defense officials and military leaders prefer to focus their
efforts on force-versus-force combat, few would challenge the thesis that the
phenomenon of failed states has become a serious source of global instability and
conflict, or even that it accounts for an increasing proportion of the threats to
international order. Nonetheless, few—even among the wider group of policy
makers and analysts—will extend that thesis very far. It has become a kind of
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conventional wisdom, without imuch consensus on why the problem exists or
what to do about it. The very fact that we have such a concept—"the failed
state”—and use it with ease shows how different the new international cra is
from that before the fall of the Berlin Wall; the lack of agreement on policy,
within both civilian and military leaderships, shows how far we have yet to go
to accommodate those differences. There has been no better illustration than
the dichotomy between the views of the Commandant of the Marine Corps,
General Charles C. Krulak, shared by the Assistant Commandant, General
Richard [. Neal, who give these threats star billing, and those of other senior
military officers who warn us “not to connect the dots of 'wanda, Somalia,
Bosnia, and Haiti into the twenty-first century.”

The reason for these contradictions is that the phenomenon of failed states
challenges a key operating assumption of the current international order. That
order is organized around what is called the Westphalian state system, in which
the basic elemnents are autonomous states, actors whose behavior is governed by
the norm of severeignty—nonintervention in cach other’s internal affairs. Failed
states represent a collapse of sovereign capacity. Today’s international order is
also characterized, however, by increasing globalization, which is said to crode
sovereignty, making states less important. Yet the consequences of their failure
reveal clearly how crucial states remain. Globalization requires states that func-
tion—governments capable of giving sovereign guarantees, exercising sovereign
power and responsibility, and controlling their sovereign borders.”

In addition, the end of the Cold War was said to make the contest over the
domestic order of individual countries—we used to ask, is it a “pro-Soviet” or
“pro-Western” regime?—less relevant to the exercise of global power, whether
by the United States as the sole remaining superpower or by other major powers
of the global economy. Instead, national interest and geostrategic criteria of
international significance have reasserted themselves. A large number of states
whose internal orders and very existences were shaped by Cold War rivalry and
superpower competition have lost strategic significance and superpower pa-
tronage since 1989-1991. But the withdrawal of interest and resources from
countres as different as Somalia, Liberia, Yugoslavia, and Afghanistan was the
primary cause—at the least the tripgering catalyst—of their collapses. Thereisa
powerful association between internal disintegration, fragmentation, massive
civil violence, and the rise of warlordism, on the onc hand, and states’ lack of
strategic significance for major powers and the uncontrolled proliferation of
conventional arms since the end of the Cold War, on the other.

At the same time, a new ideclogy—reminiscent of a colonialist discourse—
has emerged that talks of a resurgence of trbalism and unresolved historical
(even prehistorical) conflicts and hatreds, as if to remnove any sense of external
obligation in these conflicts. Failed states are said to be the result of ethnic con-
flict as opposed to the “old” ideological conflict and thus dearly of internal
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genesis—having nothing to do with international change and everything to do
with cultural particularities about which outsiders can do little.*

These paradoxes arise from the way we currently organize the international
system and the foreign policy and defense establishments that operate in it. Al-
though reorientation to challenges of the future is a global task, the challenge 1s
greatest for the United States, as the sole superpower in an international system
still organized around the power of a hegemon to manage a world organized
around national interests,

No future challenge demonstrates this problem more clearly than that of
failed states and the polarized debate over whether to intervene militarily in
such situations. A threat to global order in general, and in particular (through
global communications) to the thin moral fabric that underlies order at any
level, failed and failing states posc a general danger but not (with the partial ex-
ception of an associated outflow of refugees) the kind of specific threat to other
nations that appears to be necessary before they will act. The issue poses the
classic problem of collective action: how doces it occur?

Thus, calls for American intervention, in the role of global guardian, are
more frequent than should be necessary, because calls for “someonc” to “do
something” generally fall on deaf ears. American refusals undermine its global
authority far more than the specific instances would scem to warrant, for they
reveal that the most powerful nation is indifferent. The system scems to lack the
leader it requires. And, while knowledge is available that would support a
change, it is ignored; explanations for failed states are by now quite developed,
but policy makers appear to consider them largely irrelevant. The threat to in-
ternational stability and the likelihood that this problem will continue or
worsen in the future, if current explanations are correct, ought to create a
booming concern for prevention. In fact, however, the substantial early warn-
ing and local knowledge now available do not lead to early action. Understand-
ing this disconnect, between our current thinking and where we need to be to
address the problem posed by state failure, is the essential first step to policy
change.

Identifying the Problem Correctly

The problem of failed states is not the failed states themselves but our lack of
preparation for them. To borrow a saying from the old comic strip Pogo, “The
enemy is us.” This lack of preparation can be seen in three “disproportions.”
The first is between the threat posed by failed states and our perceived interest in
the problem. As a result, secondly, there is a disproportion between the re-
sources we commit and are willing to spend on these threats and the responsc
that is needed. Third, there is a sharp disparity between the charactenstics of the
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threat, the conflict, the context, and the combatants, on the one hand, and what
we are prepared—and are preparing—to deal with, on the other.

Disproportion 1: threat versus perceived interests. Many dispute the claim that the
problem of failed states is increasing. They contend that levels of civil violence
and internal conflict have been steady for decades. Others question only the idea
that failed states represent an increasing proportion of conflicts seeming to
require international response; they point out that the conflicts in Northern
Ireland, Cyprus, or between Isracl and the Palestinians present no greater
external threat than they ever have, But this confuses civil conflict with state
failure (although a collapse of governance is likely to provoke civil conflict),
Morcover, the focus on the conflict, or failed state, itself prevents us from
understanding why failed states are a problem. The problem lies in the change in
the international environment: the ability of states to govern is much more
important to the operation of a globalized order, but we imagine it matters less.
Conscquently, the danger to international stability is rising even as our interest is
declining.

The end of the nuclear stalemate and superpower competition has lifted the
restraining mechanisms that kept general equilibrium during the Cold War, but
it has left nothing to take their place. At the same time, increasing globalization,
interdependence, and transnationalism make international order and stability,
and even our national well-being and way of life, increasingly dependent on the
capacity of governments to function and of rulers to exercise sovereignty effec~
tively and responsibly. The needs of nonstate actors, such as businesses and
banks, as well as the affairs of state and the interests of citizens, depend upon the
ability of states to give sovercign guarantees, provide conditions for trade and
foreign investment, control borders, prevent proliferation, keep populations
sufficiently satisfied to remain at home, and provide such protection of human
rights and welfare that humanitarian crises or human rights violations do not
provoke citizens in powerful states to demand intervention.

The end of bipolar competition has also reduced dramatically the motivation
to use aid and trade as political instruments to obtain allies and keep them in
power. One consequence has been that superpower or major-power patrons
have withdrawn the foreign financial and military support on which some gov-
ernments had come to rely for their power and capacity to govern. Dependent
more on foreign resources than on a domestic tax base, and more on skills in ob-
taining foreign resources than on those of winning allegiance at home, control-
ling factional fights, and generating and collecting tax revenues, such regimes
collapse rapidly when external resources disappear. Verbal support has replaced
the funds, arms, and bases of legitimacy that had been used to neutralize or co-
opt other contenders for power, buy domestic support, and distribute the mini-
mal welfare necessary to social equity and to the peaceful resolution of conflicts
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provoked by inequalitics. One need mention only the former Yugoslavia,
Afghanistan, Somalia, Liberia, and Zaire/Congo.“

There has been a radical shift in international resource allocation, from buy-
ing friends in an ideological and strategic contest to conditioning domestic re-
form in return for credits in a globalizing economy. But this reform process is
guided by an economic neoliberalism that is intentionally reducing the author-
ity and resources of states through paolicies of liberalization, privatization, budg-
etary cuts and devolution, and overall fiscal conservatism, The consequences,
however, have included increasing regional inequalities and grievances, social
polarization and abandonment, and a power vacuum that opens the door to
movements for regional autonomy or secession, to alternative elites who aspire
to total power through ethnic and nationalist appeals, and to vicious cycles of
public protests, police repression by weak governments, communal violence,
and local insurgencies. In some cases, the predatory character of rulers who
were once protected by Cold War patrons comes home to roost; in others, the
delicate balance of social comity and welfare is disturbed, and the speed and
thoroughness demanded of reforn allows no time to work out new political ac-
commmodations. To the countries cited above, one might add Rwanda, Algeria,
those of western Africa, and possibly many countries in Asia in the wake of their
recent financial crises,

Thus, while some of the causes of state failure may be only transient—with-
drawal symptoms of a change in patterns of international resource alloca-
tion—others are related to the new order of things and thus foreshadow more
occasions for concern. Because the global decline in aid and the changed terms
for external resources have been accompanied by an inclination to view foreign
state failure as solely a domestic problem, in which outsiders cannot help, and by
a disinclination to act early with the aim of prevention, the neglect is reinforced,
and one can predict that its frequency will rise.

Disproportion 2: resource commitments versus need. What seems to matter about
failed states are the consequences: mass violence and atrocities transmitted
instantaneously and worldwide on television screens; reports by nongovern-
mental organizations of famine, starvation, and gross violations of human rights;
refugees flooding onto the shores of rich countries or threatening to destabilize
surrounding poor ones. It is these external consequences that attract our atten-
tion, not the domestic turmoil in failing states alone. They begin to affect us
directly only as violations of our moral conscience, refutations of international
law and conventions, rejections of the social order needed for trade and invest-
ment, or risks to the stability of countries that fall within our strategic purview.
Thus we begin to contemplate action only when a state has already failed and
internal violence cannot be managed. That is, we consider intervention in a
context wherein (1) there plainly is no sovereign authority, or a contest is raging
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over who is sovereign, and (2) the state’s legitimate monopoly over the use of
force and its ability to enforce its authority and laws are gone, challenged by or
abandoned to rival anmies, paramilitaries, criminal networks, bandits, or armed
street gangs. Social chaos reigns, and dramatic suffering ensues.

Hence we respond in humanitarian rather than political terms, treating the
matter as an cmergency to be ended quickly, not a political collapse to be re-
versed, let alone prevented—as a problen: to be contined, not solved. Our lack
of perceived strategic interest reinforces the inclination to think in terms of dis-
aster relief and of the rules governing such relief—yielding to public pressure to
provide charity and save lives protected by international norms, such as hu-
manitarian law, that legitimate intervention.

The disinclination o intervene eatly thus extends into the intervention itself
(when there is one), as a reluctance to violate norms of sovereignty or to exer-
cise political autherity, This caution often means further delay, because the
obligatory request to intervence, addressed to nominal rulers who do not want to
undermine their own authority further by acknowledging their need for assis-
tance, 15 often rejected, perhaps several times. If intervention finally occurs, it is
structured as much as possible in terms of consens, so as to reduce the risk of casu-
alties, ensure ease of access, and identfy legal responsibility for costs and dam-
ages. Even when the Sceurity Council invokes Chapter VII of the United
Nations Charter,* thereby affirming that the interests of global security must
override sovercignty, intervening powets seek minimal intrusion, doing their
best to work with persons they recognize as sovercign authonties and to operate
under rules developed for peacekeeping operations.

In contrast to peacckeeping operations or disaster relief, however, the imme-
diate cause of the crisis requiring intervention 1s a contest among rival factions in
which none is likely to prevail. Rules of intervention aimed at protecting sover-
cignty have the opposite effect, making the interveners participants in that
political contest but without the resources, mandate, or intention to influence
the outcome. Its peacekeeping rules inappropriate, the intervention tends to re-
sort to improvisation and experimentation, Becaunse such interventions come
late in the process of a state’s disintegration, they occur only after local factors
that might have allowed outsiders to leave after a brief intervention no lenger
exist. Bven when the mission is disaster relief—the short-term provision of
food and shelter—or when the mission can be performed by nongovernmental
organizations, soldiers are needed, because the failed state can no longer provide
security, control the proliferation of weapons, or limit people ready to use them
for their own ¢nds.

* From Chapter VII, Article 42: the “Security Council . . . may take such action by air,
sca, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and
security.”
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The problems of a nonfunctioning state, for both citizens and interveners, are
first and foremost the absence of physical security and the collapse of law and or-
der. In the absence of a standing United Nations force or of rapid-reaction
forces available to regional organizations, the need for soldiers and their logistics
and communications sends the crisis directly to the doors of the very states—the
major powers, and above all the United States—who had earlier declined to act
on the grounds that troops should be sent only for a vital national interest.

Disproportion 3: characteristics of fafled states versus current preparation. There is a
great disparity between the characteristics of failed states and what potential
interveners are organized and prepared (or even preparing) to do. As noted,
states, diplomats, international organizations, and militaries need counterparts
te deal with—people who are organized as they are, as sovereign powers, with
authonty and capacity to implement agreements made, operating within a
law-bound state apparatus. We look for them by habit, by burcaucratic and
statutory rules, and by the wish to preserve consent and minimize the need for
cocrcion. Without such accountable counterparts, intervention risks becoming
occupation, assistance gives way to donunation, and relief becomes nation
building.

The disparity between threat and interest thus translates into a serious opera-
tional problem. The counterparts we seek are scarce or nonexistent, while the
reluctance to be interventionists remains. The implementation of the Dayton
Accords in Bosnia in 1996 and 1997 is an excellent example. The struggle in the
first two years focused on getting the partics to “cooperate” on the basis of the
agreements they had signed; U.S. officials accused them of “lack of political
will” when they did otherwise. Many local politicians had no intention of in-
plementing those parts of the accords with which they did not agree (Bosnian
Setb leaders had not even been permitted to sign the accords and chus fele freer
to ignore provisions they contested). The longer local politicians delayed n
mecting deadlines, the more willing the outsiders mmanaging the implementa-
tion became to take on the authority they had originally refused—to dictate,
even to impose as legislation, emergency meastires to get the process moving. In
somie cases this was necessary because the state structures and staft needed simply
did not exist.

Whether in Bosnia, Somalia, or elsewhere, instead of a hicrarchy and some
degree of organized command and control, participants find armed men acting
for local interests, or for personal vengeance or gain, only partially under the
control of people claiming to be leaders, and often shifting alliances for tactical
reasons. Those who claim authority may not be able to exercise it, and they
may not want to make that inability obvious by attempting to implement com-

mitments they have made. Most problematic for the interveners is that
“warlords"— persons whose power derives from the gun—nay be secking to
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work with outsiders only in order to legitimate their fragile power—to gain ex-
ternal recognition as the source of domestic authority and as leverage with sup-
porters and against rivals.

This condition is not “tribalism,” which as a system of power, according to
Max Weber’s classic analysis of authority types, is actually based on military or-
ganization and success in battle. Truly “tribal” warlords would be easier to deal
with than the wide variety of informal, fragile, competitive, and personal rela-
tions that in fact abound. Tribal warlords earn leadership, within an elaborate
normative code of honor and social obligation, through the test of battle or by
inheritance; they do not seek it as a conduit to international resources, or earn
loyalty in a nationalistic reaction to international condemnation. The contrast
with the conditions of state collapse can even be viewed in those elements that
remain of a disintegrating army that still retains its professional identity and
codes of behavior, and that can be reconstituted into a professional army if
intervention comes quickly.

Too often, in contrast, instead of the hierarchy and carned personal loyalty
characteristic of tribal authority, the vacuum of legal authority is filled by claim-
ants to some patch of territory or cache of arms. These figures seek popular alle-
giance on the basis of the fear and insccurity generated by the absence of reliable
authorities, or by appealing to informal bonds of obligation and solidarity in
society that are more analogous to kinship groupings. In Somalia, a northern
insurgency led to breakdown along regional lines and revival of the reciprocal
obligations of scgmentary lineages. In the Balkans, after the original breakaway
from Yugoslavia of Slovenia and Croatia, competition for territorially based
power forced people to choosc loyalties and dependence according to individ-
ual ethno-national identities. In the Great Lakes region of eastern Africa, con-
flict on the Zairian-Rowanda border allowed a leader to take advantage of ethnic
differences and a regional insurgency to challenge and eventually collapse the
Zairtan autocracy. In Afghanistan, the vacuum of state power was filled by terri-
torial clans identified by linguistic or religious associations.

Such loose bonds between leader and follower, however, are based funda-
mentally on reciprocity. They require those who claim power to provide serv-
ices directly, controlling and channeling such resources as they can obtain from
outsiders, or to give permission to loot—a mutual understanding that promotes
not the clean lines of command demanded by outsiders but criminal gangs, pro-
tection rackets, and local defiance. This reciprocity tends to make power even
more personalized and nonaccountable and to deepen anarchy, because for any
actor to honor formal regulation over resources would give less scrupulous ri-
vals all the more access to them.

A resort to groupings and older forms of solidarity—in what outsiders call
ethnic conflict—also reflects a prior breakdown, or increasing marginalization,
of legal norms and of industrial or service-oriented class structures. These

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1 64



Naval War College: Full Spring 1999 Issue
Woodward 63

socictics arc not premodern, as analysts who cite historical hatreds would have
it, but the result of rapid urbanization, growing urban unemployment, and a
collapse of the middle class under austerity policics aimed at reducing high for-
cign debt, trade deficits, and inflation—policies that force people to cope
through informal and houschold sectors outside the formal economy. Family-
based and local networks of support and loyalty, evoked often through emotive
cultural symbols, religious identities, and proselytizing by churches that provide
charity, become substitutes for formal welfare and employment. But these iden-
tities can become sources of exclusion and conflict when the distribution of
resources is at stake; if violence results, the distinctions between soldiers and ci-
vilians, and berween the battlefield and home front, on which international
conventions and norms are based, no longer exist. Intervening forces find them-
selves immersed in warfare against the population, using attrition tactics, not the
soldier-on-soldier battles they know how to assess.

Morcover, 1t is casy to sece such ethnic, religious, linpuistic, or clan differ-
ences as causcs of a conflict when in fact they are only results {and for quite some
time a reversible result) of the collapse of formal structures of governance and
cconomic activity. When groups seek outside assistance, as some eventunally do,
on the basis of those shared loyalties—ethno-national identity, religion, cultural
values, memberships in the same “cavilization”—tensions and competition can
be made much worse. Qusiders, convinced that the violence is being caused by
ethnic hatred, begin to treat such differences and presumed hatreds as essences
rather than as contingencics produccd by alterable conditions. This is especially
the case if interveners organize in terms of “enemies” and “victims” and thus
take sides; by doing so they harden lines of confhict rather than reinforce in-
stances of cooperation and the capacity for it.

The loss of a state’s monopoly on authority to legislate, tax, enforce, and
restrict the right to bear arms creates a situation of relative balance in resources,
especially arms, and 1n access to finances for war. Examples are regional control
over trade routes and customs posts, as can be scen in Bosnia, and over mineral
resources, as in Angola today. {The Angolan casc shows that where there are
such resources, lucrative financial offers are likely to appear from international
businesses who have no scruples about dealing with warlords and who do not
condition their payments on certain behavior and reforms, as do the United
States and international organizations.) Contrary to the stabilizing effects of
balance-of-power interstate relations, the most likely result of this anarchic
balance of resources {particularly military ones) domestically is unending war of
attrition.” The equilibrium result—a negative equilibrinm, in economists’
terms—is “stable anarchy,” in which “all resources would be spent in fighting
rather than production.” There may be temporary cessations of fighting, but
only as battlefield stalemates; internal actors cannot on their own end the fight.
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This relative balance also creates layer upon layer of security dilemmas. A spi-
raling dynamic of mutual fear continues to feed such wars once they begin." To
understand the disintegration of Yugoslavia or the Bosnian war, for example,
onc must recognize that once the federal state lost its authority, cach group
pressed for its own national rights and claimed to be at risk of exploitation and
even extirpation by other groups in the same dissolving state; it became critical
that each group was a numerical minonty and perceived itself as acting only in
defensive ways. Interventions that attempt to remain impartial, delivering food
and shelter to all civilians but not intervening politically to stop the spiraling
dynamiic, thus are likely to perpetuate these perceptions and the stalemate; those
that do intervene politically, taking one side but not going to war in support of
that side (and thereby resolving the battefield situation) also perpetuate the
conflict, by demonstrating to the other sides that they are indeed endangered
and that they cannot safely disarin, psychologically or physically.

Finally, the search for sovereign actors in interventions prevents interveners
from taking the fact of “regional security complexes” into account.’ Three sets
of cases illustrate this: Rwanda, Burundi, and Zaire/Congo; Afghanistan, Paki-
stan, and Central Asia; and the former Yugoslavia, where events in Slovenia led
directly to Croatia, then to Bosnia, and with new developments now likely in
Yugoslavia, Kosovo, Macedonia, and Albania, The domestic conflicts can be
cxacerbated by neighboring states with transborder minorities they feel com-
pelled to support (as in the military and political involvement of Croatia and
Serbia in Bosnia-Herzegovina), or that obstruct the restoration of central gov-
ernmental capacity because they perceive it as a potential threat to their own
sovereignty (as has Pakistan with respect to Afghanistan). The warfare, refugees,
and cross-border flows of arms and armies that result from state failure can desta-
bilize an entire region (recall the effect of Rwanda on Burundi, Zaire/Congo,
and much of central Africa). Conversely, efforts to restore peace and stability in
one state can be hindered by neighboring instability. Intervention in internal
conflicts cannot ighore the fact that failing states are likely to be surrounded by
insecure or even other failing states, and that power shifts in one state reverber-
ate rapidly in the others. Thus the construction of one stable political order
requires a regional strategy.

Therc arc obvious mismatches between all these characteristics and the cur-
rent training, equipment, and doctrine of the armed forces. Military interven-
tions in such circumstances are not traditional warfare, but they are far more
than police actions. The enemies are chaos (meaning a lack of the kind of order
we know) and violence—guerrilla warfare, urban violence, small arms, snipers,
and terrorism, senictimes involving technologically soplusticated, deadly arse-
nals, even biological and chemical warfare agents, aircraft, shoulder-launched
weapons, and antiaircraft artillery.
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External interventions usually seek to protect civilians and aid workers, ne-
gotiate cease-fires, and support civilian relief efforts, not to do batde or run a
country. Often the best endowed and organized of the agencies in such an ef-
fort, the military must nonctheless play a supporting role and accept the inefhi-
ciencies, delays, and lack of coordination of the civilian side.

The mandate of soldiers in such conflicts is to be impartial with locals, use
minimal force, and give prionty to their own protection and at the same time to
political relations that will maintain or improve support for their mission at
home. They may enter with robust rules of engagement and powerful weapons,
but they quickly learn that it is psychological robustness that matters, because tra-
ditional weapons are not suited to the situation and the home nation demands
zero casualeies. These rules of intervention, however, risk frustration and accu-
sations of inaction (Madeleine Albright, then the U.S. ambassador to the United
Nations, once asked General Colin Powell, “What’s the point of having this su-
perb military that you're always talking about if we can’t use it?”") or worse, of
immorality in being “impartial.”" In their effort o end hostilities or to prevent
them from resuming, intervening forces talk to any and all factional leaders,
risking charges of strengthening villains. Their mission is to do only what a mili-
tary can doj; in fact, however, the primary tasks on the ground are political. Even
the criteria for a force’s success are highly political, and they are defined by
others, The most likely outcome is a stalemate, in which ceasefires last but the
political capacity and singular authority necessary to achieve independently sus-
tainable peace are not restored. This micans having to stay fr longer than in-
tended, which is fraught with dangers of misunderstandings, fatal ineidents,
charges of {or actual) partiality, the breakdown of resolve, and the appearance of
colonialism,

When military forces are sent to help implement a negotiated agreement to
end the violence, their mandate is likely to be a vague political compromise,
Abhorrence of wars of attrition encourages foreign intervention to stop the kill-
ing long before local leaders are ready to concede and reach a genuine agree-
ment. That political reunification of warring factions and local leaders will be
possible is not a given, and to mowve in that direction the military often must do
the local work of rebuilding mutual confidence, trust, and command structures.
While tactical agreements may make the separation of forces, cantonment of
heavy weapous, and initial demobilization relatively simiple matters, and while
the imbalance of conventional power may strongly favor the intervening mili-
tary forces, the long-terin problem of restoring govermuent is one of internal
security. One of the first agencies to collapse in failed states is the police.

Much of the afier-action literature on such operations so far emphasizes the
crucial role of intelligence and of political savvy. Yet by their very nature such
interventions are crisis responsces in a locale otherwise considered unimportant.
Adequate prior intelligence preparation is unlikely, not because these conflicts
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cannot be predicted—they can be—but because of the low priority attached to
such states. The skills needed are available only by luck, or only in the reserves,
or not at all. Some even argue that the fascination with “revolutions in military
affairs” and techinologically driven change produces bias against the skills and
equipment needed to succeed in these culturally and politically complex condi-
tions.

In contrast to the autonomy, at least at the operational level, of conventional
military engagements, these operations require close and clear political direc-
tion. Yet these immensely public and politicized operations most often receive
political direction that is indecisive, erratic, and contradictory. Political leaders,
sending military forces for humanitarian or containment motives, are unpre-~
pared for the local political issues in play or the expenditure of resources that is
necessary.

To complicate matters even more, the lessons learned from recent operations
tic success directly to the flexibility that only delegated leadership on the ground
can achieve, A contest between ficld and capital appears to be an inevitable in-
gredient, alongside the coordination between military and civilian organizations
that still serves as a substitute for combined political and military strategy. The
absence of clear political direction at the level of objectives and mission is rein-
forced by the obligation, for reasons of legitimacy in the post—Cold War envi-
ronment, to intervene multilaterally. Multinational operations create their own
issues of unity of command, interoperability, political direction, and author-
ity—a result in part of the anarchy that also characterizes international relations.

The Challenge to the United States

The effect of these disproportions is particularly acute for the United States.
Reluctance to get involved in a preventive mode, including the use of force if
necessary, is often a contributing factor to these disasters. The longer one waits
as a state fails, the more likely conditions are to deteriorate to the point where
military force is required. The United States government emphasizes the need
to enhance its capacity for “forward presence” and rapid deployment, but the
political considerations necessary to connect that posture and capability to
“military operations other than war” are not being addressed. Further, the secu-
rity problem in a state that has failed tends to entail a long presence. In these sce-
narios the United States is also emphasizing a greater role for regional powers
and organizations, rather than the United Nations, but the United States is the
only global power that is a member of most regional organizations. It wants to
retreat from global policing, yet most such operations require logistical, com-
munications, and intelligence capabilities that only the United States has.

There is no doubt that the problem of failing and failed states will be a major
threat to international security and American leadership in the coming decades.
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There also scems no doubt at the moment that the response will be ad hoc and
late in the game, plagued by political indecisiveness, confusion, or contention at
home and by conflict with allics over the interests at stake. The public, outraged
at what is apparent on the television screen, will demand a military response, but
without much information or debate about the military’s proper role or the
place of military asscts in this problem.

For the armed forces, this prospect appears to leave only two choices: for the
military to adapt doctrine, train for these contingencies directly, and be pre-
pared to move catly; or for the nation to push harder for prevention. We must
understand that the problems presented by failed states can only be stopped by
reversing the failure: to seat a sovereign and rebuild state capacity. Once a state
has “failed,” the United States military may find itself assisting, at public demand
but against congressional resistance, in state building as well as providing mili-
tary governors and occupiers. [t will certainly do well to think harder about
strategy for such operations, including the integration of military and civilian
capacitics—an integration that thus far the United States military has resisted. As
Barnett Rubin concludes from the case of Afghanistan, “The main lesson is that
resolution of conflicts in states that have been failed by the internarional com-
munity requires a sustained cooperative effort by that community.”" Given the
demands for warfighting readiness, nearly wotldwide operational presence, and
force modernization, the United States military should have great interest in

whatever economiic, social, and political measures can prevent state failures.
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Qualified Engagement
U.S. China Policy and Security Concerns

A. James Gregor

THERE ISLITTLE DOUBT THAT the People’s Republic of China (PRC)
has become, and will remain for many years, a major preoccupation for
policy planners in Washington, 12.C., and pundits everywhere. To date the dis-
cussion has turned mostly on the generic China policy alternatives—*‘contain-
ment” or “engagement.”’ Publications advancing the rationale for one or the
other are legion.*

While the bulk of professional judgment is that “engagement” recommends
itself, it is not clear precisely how “decp” or “constructive” such engagement
should be, how it might be implemented, or how it might be qualified.’ Some
have suggested that not only has the modernization of Beijing’s armed forces
“heightened regional anxiety” but that “Chinese actions” (as distinct from Bei-
jing’s declaratory posturing) have done nothing to allay that anxiety.” It has been
said that the People’s Riepublic of China has been pursuing an “assertive mari-
time regional policy” in Southeast Asia, and there are those who fear as a
consequence not only a potential “threat to Western interest in the free move-
ment of shipping™ in the region that could generate the “strong possibility” of
“limited war,” but real conflict with the United States as well,”

The issues involved are far too important to be accorded cavalier treatment.”
They require at least a review of Beijing's strategic and military doctrines, of the
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current and projected inventory of its armed forces, and of the disposition of the
Chinese to pursuc their interests with organized violence, as well as an assess-
ment of the environment in which the PRC will operate for the foreseeable fu-
ture.’

This article concludes that however “constructively” and “deeply” engaged
the United States may be with the PRC, prudence recommends that engage-
ment be qualified by a clear recognition that Beijing may soon be in a position
to destabilize the security of East Asia and threaten the interests of the industrial~
ized democracics in general, and those of the United States in particular.’ Since
that conclusion plainly bounds how far “engagement” should be pursued, let us
examine the evidence that necessitates such a cautionary assessment,

Strategic and Regional Doctrine

As early as 1985, Chinese strategic and defense thinking significantly
changed. The conviction arose, for a variety of reasons that need not detain us,
that armed conflict between the major military powers, involving early, large-
scale engagements and a nuclear exchange, was very unlikely.” Rather, the po-
litical and mulitary leaders of the PRC anticipated that armed conflict for the
foresecable future would involve conventional weapons, would be of short
duration, and would probably be a response to immediate territorial or mari~
time disputes.

Chinese military theorists argued that technological developments afforded
major enhancements of conventional military capabilitics. Modern research had
significantly increased the range, target-acquisition capacity, precision, lethality,
and stealth properties of weapon systems, allowing military engagements to be,
more likely than not, brief and decisive.”

As a consequence, Chinese strategists argued, the armed forces of the PRC
would have to develop capabilitics suited to rapid-response, joint-force, small-
scale conflicts. Such conflicts might grow out of Beijing's disputed territorial
and maritime claims—particularly those in the South China Sea, where today
significant seabed, subsoil, natural gas, and oil resources are contested and fish
harvests are of considerable importance."

Since its unsuccessful “punitive” war with Vietnam in 1979, in which the
armed forces of the PR C suftered heavy casualties and losses in inventory to very
little purpose, Beijing has both transformed its military doctrines and sought to
enhance its force capabilitics. The Enlarged Meeting of the Party Central Mili-
tary Commission of 1985, in which Deng Xiaoping announced his new mili-
tary doctrine of limited warfare on China's periphery, anticipated major
changes in the inventory, character, and missions of the Chinese armed forces.
Not only was the military to be modernized and made more mobile, but the
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naval forces of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) were relieved of planning
for conflict with the Soviet Union.

China’s new strategic doctrine changed the responsibilities of the PLA Navy
(PLAN) from the support of land opcrations to the conduct of war at sea.”
Those responsible for naval planning could anticipate a different set of potential
missions, some involving relatively brief conflicts in local environments, for
which the major military powers would not have the warning required to
mount credible responses.” Such missions were constituents of a general strat-
egy (originally termed “People’s War under Modern Conditions”) designed to
offer China “comprehensive national security” in a post—Cold War world con-
ceived by Beijing as “a dangerous nco-Darwinian jungle.”"

The PLAN, under the new dispensation, prepared a war-fighting doctrine
calculated to complement Beijing’s notions of comprehensive strategic national
security. The PLAN was charged with providing mainland China the strategic
depth necessary to survive in the cvent, however improbable, that a major mili-
tary power in fact attempted to defeat the PRC." More important for present
purposes was the fact that to meet its new responsibilities the leadership of the
PLAN now put together a policy of “offshore active defense.”

Admiral Liv Huaqing, vice chairman of the Central Military Commission
and former commander of Chinese naval operations in the Spratly Islands, was
identified as the architect of the PLAN's blue-water ambitions and its new inter-
pretation of “defensive” offshore operations. Liu’s conception of an “offshore
active defense” is part of a larger stratepic concept that involves an in-depth
maritime defense of the Chinese mainland should there be a conflict involving a
major military power. Such a defense would require effective military control
over the chain of islands {which Liu identifics as the “first 1sland chain™) com-
mencing in the Yellow and East China seas in the north, through the South
China Sea, to territorial waters as far south as the Greater Sunda Islands. Centrol
over those maritime territories would deny an enemy secure access to base
facilitics, launch sites, and staging areas in proximity to the mainland. It would
render ¢nemy operations within the boundaries of the “first i1sland chain”
extremely hazardous. "

As an intrinsic part of the comprehensive security strategy, the notion of an
“active defense” offshore has threatening implications. The preconditions for
eftective control over the waters bordered by Liu's “first island chain’ include
resolution of a number of irredentist issues. For Beijing to control the waters of
the East and South China seas in any contingency means a deliberate and prior
effort to press territorial and maritime claims. That entails dealing with the con-
flicting claims of the Reepublic of Korea, Japan, the Republic of China on Tai-
wan, Indonesia, the Socialist Reepublic of Vietnam, Malaysia, Thailand, Brunei,
Singapore, and the Republic of the Philippines.
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In this context China’s promulgation of its February 1992 domestic “Law on
the Territorial Waters and Contiguous Areas of the People’s Republic of
China” takes on particular significance. Article 2 of that legislation identifies
Taiwan, the Pescadores, the Diaoyu Islands (Senkaku Shoto), the Pratas, the
Paraccls, the Macclesfield Bank, and the Spratly archipelago as components of
the sovereign and inalienable teritory of the PRC.

Such affirmations not only lay the foundation for Chinese claims to eco-
nomic exclusion zones in the region but suggest that Beijing might restrict pas-
sage along the sea routes under unspecified conditions, or use military force to
prevent other claimants from occupying contested maritime territories,'” It is
not implausible to construe Chinese domestic law as establishing the legal basis
for the naval doctrine of “offshore active defense.”

In 1993 the PRC government published a book entitled Can China Win the
Next War? In it analysts, probably naval officers, discussed in considerable vech-
nical detail strategies to seize and maintain control over the waters within the
“first island chain.”" That boundary’s physical acquisition and defense would be
the responsibility of the naval forces of the PLA.

Recently, Zhang Liangzhong, commander of the PLAN, affirmed that “to
defend China truly and eftectively from raids and attacks from the sea, we must
serengthen the defense in depth at sea and possess naval forces that have the ca-
pability to intercept and wipe out the enemy.”” If it were assigned those re-
spousibilities, the PLAN would have to possess substantial power-projection
capabilities. It would have to become able to contest control over island territo-
ries and waters in extended maritime space. That would entail surface combat-
ants capable of operating a substantial distance from shore. Given its present
deficiencies, the PLAN would have to acquire combatants with antiaircraft and
antiship systems that would allow them to defend themselves with only inter-
mittent air cover. Surface vessels of the PLAN would need command, control,
communications, signals intelligence, target acquisition, and fire-control capa-
bilities now largely absent. The PLAN would have to supplement its present
fleet of small coastal defense craft, obsolescent attack submarines, and surface
combatants with modern vessels capable of surviving combat in the open sea. It
would require vessels for replenishment afloat and general logistics, vessels that
are only now under construction,”

Faced with these procurement requirements, the Chinese navy has sought an
increasing share of China’s defense budget—which itself has escalated at
double-digit rates since the late 1980s, Estimates of the PRC's annual defense-
related outlay range widely, from as little as an official $7.48 billion to $140
billion—with perhaps the most responsible estimate $48.5 billion.”

The inability to estimate the tilitary budget of the PRC turns not only on
the difficultics inherent in erying to fix with any precision the purchasing-power
parity of a nonconvertible currency but also on the fact that so much of China’s
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military spending is made obscure. It is reasonably clear that the PRC is spend-
ing proportionately more in expanding the capabilities of its naval forces than
almost any other modern nation;” however, analysts will probably never be able
to provide a precise figure for Beijing’s spending on national security.™

Rather, we may find it more instructive to catalog some of the PLA's most
recent weapon systems procurements, That allows some judgment as to how
closely those acquisitions satisfy the immediate requirements of Beijing's post-
Mao naval doctrine of “offshore active defense.”™ In fact, we find a gratifying
transparency in the acquisition of large weapons platforms. The growing inven-
tory of the PLA can be construed as a reflection of Beijing’s intentions.

Weapon Systems Procurement

Since Deng Xiaoping's announcement of a policy of “Four Moderniza-
tions,” the upgrading of the armed forces of the PRC has proceeded apace.
Since the mid-1980s Beijing has sought and purchased advanced military sys-
tems from a number of industrialized nations. During the past few years, post-
Soviet Russia has supplied China with its most significant new capabilities. In
that time Beijing and Moscow have entered into about a hundred bilateral
agreements; some of them have matured into the purchase and transfer of
state-of-the-art weapons platforms, such as the Sukhoi Su-27 Flanker single-
seat, all-weather counterair and ground-attack aircraft.™

Acquisition of the multirole, air-superiority Su-27 constitutes a quantum
leap for the large but obsolescent PLA Air Force (PLAAF). In its perhaps fifty
Flankers, now being integrated into PLAAF regiments (at Suixi air base in south-
eastern China), Beijing has aircraft with a combat radius sufficient to provide
cover for its surface combatants almost anywhere in the South China Sea.” The
estimates are that the PRC plans to deploy about two hundred such aircraft by
the first decade of the twenty-first century.™

Together with these aircraft, the PRC has negotiated the purchase of Sovre-
menny-class guided missile destroyers (DDGs) from Russia, Beijing will appar-
ently soon acquire four of the Sovremenny DDGs, and unconfirmed reports
suggest it will obtain a total of eight by the turn of the century.” The integration
of the Sovremenny destroyers into the PLAN will provide Beijing a balanced ar-
mament of antiship and antiaircraft nussiles, long-range weapons, and antisub-
marine capabilities in a single hull. Moreover, if onboard technology is not
degraded by its vendors, the Sovremennys could provide the PLAN some of the
wotld's most advanced military systens.

In 1995, Beijing negotiated the purchase of four conventionally powered
Kilo submarines from Russia, at least two of which were delivered the same
year.” Some specialists judge Kilo submarines to be about as quict as some of the
most modern U.S, boats—a major factor in underwater combat. It is argued
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that the technology delivered to the PLAN with the Kilo submarines also can be
used to upgrade the present capabilities of the thirty-three or so older diesel-
powered submarines that remain in service.”

Further, some Western commentators maintain that the PLAN will acquire
the Russian fifty-six-mile slant-range SA-10 surface-to-air missile and that it is
negotiating an acquisition of the 150-mile-range Raduga KH-65SE air-
launched cruise imissile, which might be modified and adapted for ship-to-
surface launch, from submarines as well as surface vessels.”

Upgrades in target acquisition and fire control, probably provided by Israeli
weapons specialists, have enhanced the capabilities of the older guided missile
destroyers and frigates in the PLAN inventory.” Also, reported air-refueling ca-
pabilities and the construction of vessels wo replenish warships at sea contribute
to a program of PLAN enhancement designed to discharge the responsibilities of
China’s “offshore active defense” up to and including its “first island chain.”

Authorities in Beijing have continued to show interest in the acquisition of
an aircraft carrier. Most recently, Spain’s Empresa Nacional Bazan has offered
the PRC two designs for a low-cost, medium-sized conventional carrier that
would measurably increase the power-projection reach of the PLAN.™ There
seems little doubt that China will acquire such a capability early in the next cen-

tury.j'r'

Regional Behavior and “Offshore Active Defense”

Ever since the founding of the People’s Republic, Beijing has insisted that
the islands, cays, banks, sandbars, and lagoons in the East and South China seas
are sovereigh national territories.™ In that time, however, the Chinese have
never been prepared to define authoritatively and with any geographic preci-
sion the full extent of their claims. Moreover, it has not been at all clear what
Bejjing's actual policies with respect to these claims might be.

Notwithstanding the domestic law stipulating the extent of Beijing’s claims
over the territories and maritime reaches of the South China Sea, China's de-
claratory policy in the ASEAN Regional Forum has been that it “does not rec-
ognize that the South China Sea is her sea” and is prepared to respect the rights
of free navigation through the waters it has claimed. Nonetheless, the assertion
in domestic law that the PRC has the legal right both to claim resources and to
control transit throughout the South China Sea is potentially destabilizing.
When pressured, Beijing has stated unofficially that it will not press its claims
but rather intends, for the time being, to set aside the question of sovereigney in
favor of bilateral negotiations concerning joint exploration and development.
In these circumstances, as in many others, the Chinese have pursued what
certain State Department officials have identified as a policy of “calculated am-
biguity to mask its ambitions.”” For the time being, what China has succeeded
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i doing is to convince its regional littoral, msular, and archipelagic neighbors
that no exploration or exploitation of resources is to be undertaken in the East
or South China seas without the active participation of Beijing.™

The PLAN has engaged in armed conflice with Vietnam over Hanoi's
attempt to extract oil from contested regions in the Gulf of Tonkin and the
South China Sca. In 1988 the Chinese armed forces seized islets in the Spratlys;
three Vietnamese vessels were sunk and about eighty Vietnamese nationals
killed. That incident was followed in 1992 by further seizures of territory in the
Spratlys.

Also in 1992, however, Beijing consented to a nonbinding code of conduct
concerning contested claimis in the South China Sea. Based on the ASEAN
Manila Declaration, the agreement repudiated unilateral action or the use of
force in resolving maritime territorial disputes. When in 1994 the Philippines
contracted with a U.S. company, Alcorn, for a scisniic survey in waters west of
Palawan Island, well within Manila’s own two-hundred-mile exclusive eco-
nomic zone {as recognized by the 1982 United Nations Convention on the
Law of the Sea) Beijing responded, early in 1995, by marking islands in the
region as Chinese sovereign territory and erecting structures on Mischief Icef,
130 wmiles west of Philippine territory.”

The United States became involved in the events when Philippine spokes-
men made reference to clauses in the U.S.-Philippine Mutual Defense Treaty
calling for bilateral consultation in the event of attack upon the Filipino armed
forces. The U.S. secretary of state, Warren Christopher, reminded the Chinese
foreign minister that the United States had treaty obligations with the Philip-
pines and urged “in the strongest possible terms that . . . [the territorial disputes
in the South China Sea] should not be settled by force.”* Military confrontation
seemus to have been avoided on that occasion by the intervention of the United
States and the objections of the ASEAN community; nonctheless, Beijing has
proceeded, with proprietary deliberation, to dredge the access to Mischief Reef
50 as to accommodate larger Chinese vessels.”

At almost the same time, Jakarta discovered that the PRC has a claim on a
section of the continental shelf off the Indonesian coast, within Indonesia’s
two-hundred-mile exclusive economic zone, where natural gas reserves esti-
mated at over fifty-five emllion cubic feet have been found. Jakarta’s atccempts to
resolve the disagreement bilaterally with Beijing have not been successful.”
Conflict has been avoided, but Beijing has insisted that exploitation of resources
in the region can continue only if pursued jointly.™

1n March 1996 the armed forces of the PRC conducted joint air and naval
exercises north and south of the Republic of China on Taiwan, launching nus-
siles whose impact areas were in close proximity to Taiwan’s two largest ports.
Washington considered it “prudent” and “precautionary” to deploy two carrier
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battle groups to the waters off Taiwan, bringing overwhelming firepower into
the zone of tension created by Beijing’s live-fire exercises.

Thus Beijing has not avoided provocative behavior. It has behaved as though
the waters off its coast as far out as the “first island chain” constitute part of its
defense perimeter.

More than that, Chinese behavior gives expression to Beijing’s conviction
that the entire region is within China’s “vital living space” (shengoun kong-
Jian)—necessary if the Chinese pecople are to survive and prosper in the
twenty-first century.” That the PRC is already a net importer of food grains and
oil prompts its concern for the protection of fish harvests and offshore oil re-
serves in the East and South China scas. Feeding its growing population—con-
stituting 22 percent of the world's people, confined to about 7 percent of the
world’s land surface (of which only 10 percent is arable)—has always been a
critical preoccupation of the government in Beijing.”

In addition, and given China’s current rate of real industrial growth, the
availability of encrgy reserves will become increasingly important after the turn
of the century. If Beijing is to achicve a real measure of “sclf-sufficiency,” it is
evident that China must jealously guard any actual or possible offshore resource
reserves. If Beijing cannot deal effectively with its growing shortages, domestic
political pressures may precipitate military action in contested waters of East and
Southeast Asia to secure resources,

Such concerns have given rise to, and sustain, a conviction throughout East
Asia that “naval power is essential for self-reliance.”™ China has given cvery evi-
dence of being prepared to defend apgressively its claims in the East and South
China seas, and its neighbors have correspondingly devoted more attention to
maritime defenses. For the People’s Republic of China, “offshore active de-
fense” is a major element of its comprehensive national security strategy. In the
eyes of the leadership of Communist China, naval operations at some distance
from the mainland are dictated not only by immediate self-intercst and prevail-
ing military doctrine but by long-term economic sccurity as well.

Such considerations go some way to explain Chinese behavior in the East
and South China seas region. Only such concerns could cxplain the series of
provocations that have troubled all the nations along the “first island chain.” In
behaviors adjunct to its major moves in the region, China has been involved in
the interdiction of innocent passage through the waters of the East and South
China seas.” In the first half of this decade there were numerous incidents of
armed Chinese vessels intercepting and boarding merchant ships along the sea
lincs of communication. According to the International Maritime Board in
Kuala Lumpur, there has becn a disturbing increase in incidents since 1991,

Maritime authorities in Tokyo reported that between 1991 and 1993 there
were seventy-eight incidents in the international waters of the East China Sea in
which Japancse and foreign vessels were boarded or fired upon by Chinese
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vessels. In July 1993 the Ruussian merchant trawler Soyuz 4 was stopped by Chi-
nese navy vessels in international waters and escorted to the naval base at
Ningbo, where its crew was detained. When Moscow protested, Chinese
authorities dismissed the entire incident as a “misunderstanding.”

In 1993 alone there were thirty-three incidents of Chinese vessels interfering
with the innocent passage of merchant vessels in the waters of the South China
Sea, apparently part of an effort to establish de facto PRC control over waters it
identifies as sovereign mantime territory. The interdiction of the Panamanian-
flagged Alicia Star in January 1994 was typical of incidents, which continued
into 1996, wherein Chinese naval vessels fired on merchant ships or stopped
and inspected fishing vessels in the South China Sea.”

In October 1994, a Chinese Han-class nuclear submarine and two fighter
aircraft shadowed the U.S. aircraft carrier Kitty Hawk while it was conducting
routine operations in the waters of the Yellow Sea. The carrier responded with
defensive countermeasures. Whatever had precipitated the incident, Beijing
informed the U.S. attaché in Beijing that Washington could expect Chinese
armed forces in the future to “take appropriate defensive reactions” if the
United States insisted on violating “their airspace and territorial waters.”™

All of this implies the possibility of armed conflict in the waters of the
Yellow, East, and South China seas. One can hardly take comfort in the sugges-
tion that the “unilaterally assertive actions” of the PLAN in the region are the
result of the “fragmented foreign policy decision-making process” in Beijing
that allows the armed forces of the PRC to act without central control.”

The fact 15 that whatever Beijing's declarative policies, and however
frequently its spokesmen participate in regional conferences, there remains the
possibility, for whatever reason, of armed confrontation in Southeast Asia.”
Whether as a consequence of accident or the recklessness of its armed forces,
China’s commitment to an “offshore active defense” has implications that
remain both obscure and threatening.”

Regional and International Implications

There is no doubt that the United States considers free passage along the sea
lines of communication (SLOCs) in Southecast Asia *“‘essential” to its short and
long-term security and economic interests.” [n 1993, over half the world’s
merchant shipping capacity sailed through the straits of Malacca, Sunda, and
Lombok—or along the route adjacent to the Spratly Islands.™ Of the half-
billion tons of the shipborne liquid and dry-bulk cargoes, crude oil constitutes
the largest single element in volumetric terms. Over 1,100 supertankers annu-
ally pass eastbound through the Malacca Straits, then through the South China
Sca, to supply the Republic of China on Taiwan, Japan, and the Republic of
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Korca the oil necessary to sustain economic activity.” None of those nations,
allied to the United States, has domestic petroleum resources.

Obstruction of sea lanes would immediately affect the economic well-being
of two of the security partners of the United States, and on the survival potential
of a third with whom we share security concerns.™ Any interruption of the free
flow of traffic in the region would have almost immediate impact on those na-
tions as well as on the entire global economic community. Experience with the
closure of the Sucz Canal suggests than any such disruption could increase mer-
cantile freight rates by as much as 500 percent.” An actual or threatened armed
conflict in the South China Sea would probably induce maritime insurers to in-
crease rates vastly or deny coverage to vessels traversing the region. That in itself
could easily result in a dramatic escalation in freight rates wotldwide. Beyond
that, the probable rerouting of ship traffic to longer and less cost-efficient but
safer routes would force vessels to remain at sea longer, preducing a correlative
increase in demand for vessel capacity. Also, holding costs—deterioration of
cargo, container rental where applicable, and the storage of cargoes at sca—all
increase with shipping time. Depending on the assumptions, the conscquences
of closure, or virtual closure, of the SLOCs in Southeast Asia range from bad to
worse to catastrophic. A localized disruption of shipping in the South China Sea
might well translate into a global economic dislocation, impacting primarily on
the strategic and major trading partners of the United States in East Asia.”™

There are a vanety of possible threats to the free passage of vessels through
the Southeast Asian sea lanes. Local armed conflict is clearly ene of them, but
there are a number of others. One that cannot be excluded is a decision by Bei-
jing to enforce sclective controls over the free passage of vessels. An assertive
China might use the pretext of policing maritime smuggling, enhancing safety,
managing risk, or relieving traffic congestion at the choke points to implement a
control regime over the waterways. In the recent past, for example, Indonesia,
arguing similar concerns, has attempted to increase its control over the traffic
through the Malacca and Lombok straits.

The nations of the region have resisted such efforts, supporting instead the
authority of the International Maritime Organization, an agency of the United
Nations, to regulate traffic and tax carriers.” It is not certain, however, that an
insistent Beijing, invoking its domestic law on *territorial waters,” could be so
casily dissuaded from such a purpose. PLAN vessels have in the past stopped,
boarded, and in some notable instances scarched Japanese, Russian, and Tai-
wanese vessels in the East and Soutb China seas for “contraband,” or because
they constituted a “threat to navigation.” Chinese naval vessels have been
known to stop very large liquid-cargo carriers bound for Japan for such “inspec-
tions”; most analysts in ASEAN sce these incidents as affinmations of Beijing’s
conviction that all the waters beeween the mainland Chinese coast and the “first
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islaind chain” are “sovereign territorial waters” of the People’s Republic of
China.

If Betjing undertook to establish longer-term control over the SLOCs, the
shape such an attempt would take can be foreseen in China's past behaviors.
The PRC would not actually close the SLOCs but control the flow of traffic
along them. That would make the economic futures of Japan, the Republic of
Korea, and Taiwan subject in some mecasure to the political decisions of Beijing.

A determined effort to establish territorial and maritime claims in the South
China Sea, together with a program of sea lane traffic control, would have im-
plications not only for the economies and the security of nations in the region
but for the international community as well. Certainly, the Chinese authorities
would have to anticipate the resistance of nations in the region and the threat of
retaliation by the major international trading nations, Such considerations
would be major disincentives;” it is difficult, however, to have absolute confi-
dence in their deterrent value.

Before the Tienanmen massacre in 1989 most analysts were convinced that
the Beying authoritics would not use violence against the unarmed civilian
population to suppress political dissidence—it would threaten China’s eco-
nomic program. The leaders of the Chinese Communist Party were well aware,
it was argued, that the predictable internationat response would threaten con-
tinued modernization, reduce access to foreign markets, and outrage investors,
whose capital China desperately needed. None of that dissuaded the leadership
from its purpose—and it is not certain that such considerations could now stop
Beijing if it determined to exercise “benign” and “legitimate” control over the
15 percent of the world’s ship traffic that passes through the East and South
China scas.

Beijing would argue that without suitable regulation the velunie of traffic,
expanding at an esumated rate of 10 to 15 percent per annum, would increas-

ingly risk life and property in, as well as increasingly pollute, China's “territorial
waters.”" Similarly, Beijing might seck to impose an “environmental” control
reginie over activity in the East and South China seas to “defend” threatened
fish and material resources.

To establish and maintain such a control regime would probably require the
occupation of major islands in the Spratly chain currently garrisoned by Taiwan,
the Philippines, or Vietnam. China would need not only forces to accomplish
such missions but sufficicnt assets affoat to monitor the regime after it was estab-
lished. It would have to be able to sustain the military presence and surge larger
forces in response to challenges.

Beyond that, there is always the possibility of a Chinese assault on Taiwan,
Beijing has never surrendered what it considers its “sovereign right” to employ
force in “bringing Taiwan back to the bosom of the Motherland.” It seems
reasonably certain that Washington feared jusr such an cventuality when the

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1999 81



Naval War College Review, Vol. 52 [1999], No. 2, Art. 1
80 Naval War College Review

PLA massed forces for joint operations and live-fire exercises in the Taiwan
Strait in the late winter of 1996, What Beijing chooses to do in the waters
between the Chinese littoral and the “first island chain” will depend on its mili-
tary capabilitics. The capabilities required would depend on who China
thought its opponent would be.

The Chinese Communist regime would consider anything it did along these
lines as fundamentally defensive in character and fully compatible with its
declarative doctrine of nonaggression. Nonetheless, any success would not only
impede traffic on some of the most important sca lanes in the world but
conceivably impair the credibility of the United States as a stabilizing force in
East Asia. It might be perceived as evidence of an inability of the United States
military to discharge at least two of the three functions traditionally identified
with armied forces—to deter, reassure, or compel. U.S. forces might no longer
be seen as deterring misadventure in the region, and they might no longer
reassure allies that Washington can provide security and stability.”

The United States has expressed its determination to ensure freedom of navi-
gation in the South China Sea.”’ The question is whether Beijing might decide
that political or security imperatives override the risks of aggressive action in the
region. The test could then be military, and if so it would be measured in capa-
bilities. It is not necessary to put together a plausible scenario for confrontation;
crises may result from the totally unanticipated intersection of entirely unfore-
seen circumstances.

[tis clear that the People’s Riepublic of China will remain an assertive and in-
creasingly well armed actor in East Asia, particularly in the South China Sea.

That, together with the general conviction that the PRC is **a growing regional
military power—and a major non—status quo power—with extensive irreden-
tist claims,” suggests that there 15 a real possibility of armed confrontation in the
Western Pacific.”

Beijing’s Intentions

It is 2 commonplace among military writers and senior commanders that a
“threat” requires a combination of capabilities and intentions." The opacity of
Beijing’s intentions has left commentators unable to decide whether the armed
forces of the PRC really constitute a threat to the interests of the United States
and its allies in East Asia. In fact, however, China’s present conception of
comprehensive national security, which has transformed the strategic orienta-
tion of the PLAN from the support of land operations to the conduct of war at
sca, should be a mauter of concern. The present posture of the PLAN is one of
forward defense and readiness for rapid combined-force operations and local
conflicts,
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Only within the regime’s own constructs can such choices be considered
“reasonable.” That worldview measures the rationality of actions against a
“patriotism” that requires for the survival of China a strong state, an equally
strong inilitary, and an emphatic nationalism.” The Chinese Communist Party’s
“Program for Education in Patriotism,” to serve as the “spiritual foundation for
a strong and prosperous country and a rising nation,” has features of the aggres-
sive nationalism with which the twentieth century is all too familiar.

The Chinese people are taught that the industrial democracies are not only
“decadent,” the source of “spiritual pollution,” but the active agents of an arro-
gant “imperialism” against which only “patriotism” offers a defense.” The hu-
miliations that China suffered for a century and a half at the hands of
“imperialism” are regularly rehearsed. Party stalwarts insist that China needs a
“great leader” and a “strong government” to inspire the people with the “patri-
otism” that will serve as a bulwark against mounting threats.”

China’s hew nationalism is a serious matter. In a recent poll, about 90 percent
of Chinese youth identified the United States as an “impenalist” power at-
tempting to “dominate” China. The mainland Chinese authors of the best-
selling China Can Say No: Political and Emotional Choices in the Post—Cold War Iira
did not conceal their appreciation of Viadimir Zhirinovsky, the radical Russian
nationalist who has called upon his countrymen to embark on an adventure in
irredentism that would bring them to the shores of Alaska." More recently,
there appeared a collection of enormously popular essays entitled The Demoni-
zation of China, in which the United States is charged with a determined policy
of vilification—the ultimate purpose of which is the total subjugation of China.
The United States is typified as inherently racist, anti-Chinese, inhumane, ag-
gresstvely militaristic, and a threat to the survival of China.”

How much China’s new nationalism influences its present behavior is difti-
cult to determine with any confidence. Even less can once predict its influence in
the immediate future, The experience of the twentieth century, however, can-
not leave us sanguine. Nationalism has inspired palitical conununities to em-
bark on harrowing aggressive misadventures. The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and
the Argentine invasion of the Falklands are notable recent cases,

The rise of dissidence at home, the accumulation of unmanageable social
problems, economic dislocations, and political factionalism might recommend
nationalist adventures to China’s leaders. Even when China declared iself to be
animated by “proletarian internationalism,” it came perilously close to war with
the former Soviet Union over territorial disputes. Under Deng Xiaoping,
China was similarly prepared to embark on a seemingly unegual “punitive war”
with Vietnan.

There is some cvidence to suggest that the authorities in Beijing have been in
the past, and might remain, disposed to choose military violence from among all
the conflict-coping and crisis-managing techniques available. That clearly
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would increase the probability of hostilities.” The transparent inadequacies of its
armed forces notwithstanding, the leadership of Comumunist China might gam-
ble on targets of opportunity in the South China Sea in the hope that “facts on
the ground” would ultimately make the PRC dominant in the region.” With
steady improvements in Chinese military capabilities the threat environment in
Last Asia could become increasingly ominous.

In a region that 1s characterized by antipiracy, drug interdiction, antismug-
gling, and search and rescue operations as well as military exercises, the chances
of unintended violence and cscalating threat cannot be easily dismissed. For the
foreseeable future, China’s new naval strategy, its improving naval inventory,
and its increasingly demanding nationalistn will contribute in no small part to
the danger.

Qualified Engagement

The authorities in Beijing face any number of problems. For all the talk of
“Marxism-Leninisin Mao-Zedong Thought™ as one of the “pillars” of the re-
gime, it is clear that Communist Party rule is now legitimated by sustained eco-
nomic growth and a steady improvement in the general standard of living,
together with a frank appeal to nationalism—the nationalism born of resent-
ments and an irremediable sense of wounded pride and humiliation.™ But per-
haps this foundation is composed of incompatible materials. Increased export
earnings, easy access to externial markets, the acquisition of foreign techinology,
and the inflow of direct foreign investments all flourish in an international envi-
romment of stability and securnity. Touchy nationalism, on the other hand, feeds
on demonstrations of strength—calculated to provoke tension and generate ob-
structions to free trade, the transfer of technology, and the inflow of capital.

To sustain the remarkable real cconomic growth of the past years, China
must foster confidence; it must create for itself, and abide by, regularitics of
business and civic law; it must enter into, and act responsibly in, international
organizations. China has in fact done much of that. It has joined Asian-Pacific
multilateral  organizations, participated in regional fora, engaged in
confidence-building measures, and issued pronouncements that are entirely un-
objectionable.

It has been less unobjectionable when issues touch directly on nationalist sen-
sitivities. It has, and will have, difficulty in opening its markets to foreign com-
modities at the expense of its own infant industries. It has, and will have,
difficulty in reducing government subsidies to state-owned enterprises thought
necessary for national “self~sufficiency.”” It has, and will have, difficulty in
meeting international standards of human rights as long as it understands dissi-
dence as “anti-patriotic” and a threat to the nation’s survival,
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More than that, we can expect China’s behavior with respect to its immedi-
ate neighbors, particularly those with whom it has present or potential territorial
disagrecments, to be tense, sometimes threatening, and on occasion provoca-
tive, Where Beijing feels that China’s honor, territorial integrity, future re-
sources, and “comprehensive national security” are in jeopardy, it will fight.”

These concerns secem to influence U.S. policy toward China. The United
States has made clear its mnterest in a stable and prosperous China. No one
wishes a repeat of the dissolution of the Soviet Union. A collapse of the People’s
Republic of China would destabilize all of East Asia.” The entire region would
be i turmoil for years, to the detriment of the nations of East and Southeast Asia
and the international trading community as well.

However much the United States 1s committed to China’s continued stabil-
ity and prosperity, China’s future 1s uncertain. The People’s Republic of China
has massive internal problems that not only make its present rate of economic
growth problematic but may threaten its very survival.”” At best, a democratic
government would replace the Conununist regime. At worst, domestic diffi-
culties, thwarted expectations, and a sense of collective insecurity could fuel na-
tionalist military adventure, leading to war and calamicy.

A U.S, policy of engagement with China is predicated on the conviction that
economic growth, improvement in life circumstances, and increased options
for individuals contribute to the growth of a civil society, from which palitical
pluralism results, finding ultimate expression in the liberalization of a political
regime and a lessening disposition to solve demestic or international problenis
through violence. All of that reconmmends igself. It is the rationale behind Wash-
ington’s policy of engagement with the People’s Republic of China. Butin this
case that engagement is being undertaken with a nation that has demonstraced
through its behavior, its military doctrines, and its weapon acquisitions that it is
a potential danger to its neighbors and to the international community.

In the late winter of 1996 Beijing was prepared to launch between twenty
and thirty DF-15/M-9 short-range mussiles against points at sea near the densely
populated cities of Kaohsiung and Keelung, the two largest ports on the island
of Taiwan. Beijing has invested heavily 1n its short and intermediate-range mis--
siles, The Chinese military is presently enhancing the accuracy of its nissiles
with satellite global-positioning technology and radar-based terminal guidance
systems.” That creates a sense of threat among the nations of the region. The
U.S. response was cvidence of how serious it conceived the situation to be.”
The kind of provocation that drove the United States to deploy two aircraft car-
rier battle groups near the Taiwan Strait can be expected to continue along the
entire arc of what Beijing variously calls its “sovereign territory” and its defen-
sive “first island chain.” It would be itmprudent for U.S. policy planners not to
acknowledge that prospect.
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Lqually evident is the consideration that prudence recommends a continued
United States presence all along the arc of the “first island chain.” That presence
wounld deter any miscalculation on the part of Beijing. To keep that presence
credible, it must be armed with weapon systems that can survive the kinds of
air-to-air, air-to-surtace, and surface-to-surface missile capabilities that are now
being assimilated into the PLA navy and air force. Combined operations, com-
munications and command and control systems, and missile defenses fostering
the interoperability of the navies of other East and Southeast Asia nations would
be prudent investments. Notwithstanding the plain requirement for such
American presence, the lack of political will in Washington and of the necessary
defense dollars make full accomplishinent of that problematic at best. As a con-
scquence, the East and South China seas will probably continue to remain
“dangerous ground” into the next century.

The United States—in order to reassure its treaty partners, avoid the possibil-
ity of an arms race, protect its own economic interests, and dissuade Beijing
from adventure—must maintain a flexible, modern, and e¢minently survivable
military presence in East Asia, The only conceivable opponent of those forward
deployed military forces 1s the People’s Republic of China. In that sense, the
U.S. engagement with China will be neither adversarial nor trusting. However
much American academics and the political leadership speak of “constructive”
and “deep” engagement, the deployment of U.S. carrier battle groups to the
Taiwan Strait in March 1996 unquestionably signals that Washington’s engage-
ment with the Chinese Communist governiment is in fact qualified. So it must
remain until Beijing no longer threatens—by word or deed—peaceful interna-
tional relations.
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of its goals, and for the first time in many years the growth of the fleet became
politically feasible.’

Still, there were problems not so easily fixed by the changing winds of poli-
tics. The steam technology that powered modern war vessels was in a constant
state of flux, Even the professional engineers of the Navy Department found it
difficult to keep up with each new advance, and they preferred to make recom-
mendations about equipment only after careful study and comparison, No uni-
versally acknowledged design for steam power plants yet existed; each ship's
engine was a unique piece of machinery, attuned to the peculiarities of that
particular vessel. A team of engineers might agree on the basic components, but
each vessel had its own idiosyncrasics. Such an approach almost guarantecd mis-
takes and miscalculations, as was the case with well publicized failures of USS
Allegheny, Princefon, and San Jacinto.

The Navy completed the Affegheny in 1847 as an experimental vessel mount-
ing the Hunter wheel, an internal horizontal paddle wheel that proved a re-
markable failure. The ship was rebuilt in 1851-52 as a conventional screw
steainer and rejoined the fleet, but it never performed satisfactorily, one journal
reporting it “completely disabled . . . in her first engagement with the cnemy
(wind and tide and fair weather).” Repairs made during active service and the
alterations made in 1851-52 added over $150,000 of work to a vessel that origi-
nally cost $242,595.92,

The Prnceton was a rebuilt version of a vessel originally designed by John
Ericsson. Constructed at the Boston Navy Yard, it faced delay after delay as the
engine builders and the Navy argued about the installation of the machinery.
Part of the problem stemmed from the Secretary of the Navy at the time,
William A. Graham, who never fully understood the implications of stearm war-
ships and exercised insufficient leadership when strong direction was sorely
needed. When the ship was finally launched in November of 1852, its stcam
plant proved such a disappointment that the ship was taken back to port and
“put in the hands of the doctors; but this time a change has been made in the
practice, and there is some hope for the better, although but little can be ex-
pected where the patient has suffered so badly from malpractice.” The Princeton
retired soon after from active service and ended its carcer as a receiving ship.

The construction of the San Jacinto, launched at New York in April 1850, ru-
ined several naval careers. The Navy’s conscious cffort to avoid royalty pay-
ments on existing patents saddled the vessel with flawed engines, an off-center
shaft, and an obsolete propeller. The nation’s engineering establishment almost
universally damned the San Jacinto’s machinery before it ever built up a head of
steam. Unfortunately, the power plant lived up to their low expectations.
When Secretary of the Navy James C. Dobbin ordered new engines from a dif-
ferent builder and demanded guarantees for their performance, one leading
technical journal observed that “in departing from the usage of the Department,
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the Secretary has made a bold stand for the right,” hardly a ringing endorsement
of the Navy's past practices.’

Despite these recent failures, there was substantial political support for ex-
pansion. Secretary Dobbin made his case in December 1853 in his annual re-
port. Although controversial in some of its aspects, Dobbin’s program was
presented without the vitriol usually associated with such appeals, and it
proved politically acceptable to enough senators and representatives to receive
the required support. Dobbin devoted much of his report to expansion of the
fleet, painting a bleak portrmit of the Navy's current condition and pointing
out that the fleet could not hope to contend with America’s European rivals.
The geography of the United States only made matters worse; with two thou-
sand miles of Atlantic and Gulf coastline and California recently added on the
Pacific side, the nation was susceptible to seaborne aggression. Add to that the
impressive tonnage of the vulnerable American merchant marine, and the
country’s shortage of adequate naval protection verged on the embarrassing.
Stll, Dobbin knew where to start—with the immediate construction of six
steam, propeller warships. These frigates would mount fifty guns each, mak-
ing them the equals of any steam warship afloat. In light of the materials
on hand and those readily available from suppliers, Dobbin thought that
these ships could be built and launched within twenty months of their
authorization. On 6 April 1854, after a bitter but brief floor fight, Congress
appropriated three million dollars for construction of the Merrimack, Wabash,
Minnesota, Reanoke, Colorado, and Nf'agam."

Despite apparent political success in the authorizing of the six steam frigates,
the Navy still faced serions obstacles. A congressional mandate for “cconomy
and efficiency” meant that the ships had to be built around previously stocked
hull frames never intended for vessels of this size. Design difficulties were not
the only problem; the department had to overcome its own recent history of
technological failures and mismanaged contracts for steam machinery. The
frigates were to be constructed in government yards, but inadequate facilities
throughout the Navy meant that the power plants would have to be built by
independent contractors. Secretary Dobbin would have preferred that the Navy
build the engines itself, and he declared himself embarrassed “on account of the
Governments [sic] being so entirely dependent upon private establishments” for
their construction. The only naval facility capable of manufacturing marine
engines—and only in limited quantities—was the Washington Navy Yard. The
secretary found himself with no alternative but to turn to the network of private
companies along the East Coast that traditionally supplied the Navy’s machin-
ery needs.'

Dobbin placed an advertisement for steam machinery in the National Daily
Intelligencer in early July. The secretary used the opportunity to make recent
changes in contract guarantees a matter of policy. Machinery contracts awarded
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to private engine builders in the 1830s and 18405 had been relatively unsophisti-
cated, and they had favored the contractor. For example, in the case of the Mis-
souri and Mississippi, the Navy issued the contract, assigned an engineer to
supervise construction, inspected the finished product, took possession, and
paid the contractor in full. Possession terminated the engine builder’s responsi-
bility, much to the Navy’s chagrin in some instances. In 1853, Debbin began
addressing the problem of substandard power plants by attaching a performance
guarantee to a contract for a new set of engines for the San Jacinto, He expanded
on this precedent in advertising for the new frigates’ steam engines, making
clear the following terms of paynmient:

When one-third of the work provided for by the contract shall have been com-
pleted to the satisfaction of the Department, there shall be a payment of one-fifth of
the whole amount of the contract; when two-thirds of the work shall, in like man-
ner, be completed, there shall be a further payment of ene-fifth; when the ship shall
have made a trial trip, satisfactory to the Department, of not less than one week at
sea, there shall be a further payment of one-fifth; and when the ship shall have been
in the possession of the Department, and performed satisfactorily for six months,
the remaining sum shall be paid; the repairs necessary durning this period, from
defective workmanship and material, being at the expense of the contractor.”

Ag if that were not cnough, 1Jobbin required that bidders awarded contracts by
the Navy post a secured bond equal in value to three-fourths of the amount of
the contract. A bidder that could not meet the terms of the contract forfeited the
Long.

Clearly, the Navy's relationship with private contractors was changing. As
building programs went from the occasional seeamship, often experimental, to
entire classes, it was to change even niore, most notably in that procedures be-
came¢ more formalized and contractors became more accountable for their
craftsmanship. The uncertainty of experimentation still exerted some influence,
but the sheer size of the building programs and their funding, coupled with the
notable failures of the preceding decade, led to closer supervision of contracts.
Of course, mistakes were still niade, but by 1854 the Navy had recognized the
scope of the problem and had taken realistic steps to correct it

Subcontracting power plants to private cstablishments proved to be good for
the Navy in both cost and efficiency. The Washington Navy Yard constructed
one sct of engines for the new class, for a total cost of $170,445, The remaining
five plants, manufactured by private firms, cost an average of $169,647. Al-
though all of the engines “require[d] some repairs within three years,” the Sec-
retaty of the Navy noted in 1860, “the duration of the machinery built ac
private establishments has been the same as that built at the Washington yard.”*
These engines were far from perfect, but it seems that the mechanical problems
and difficulties with contractors experienced by the Navy during the late 1840s
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and carly 1850s had been at least partially alleviated by the rigid controls and
requirements enforced by Secretary Dobbin during the frigates’ construction.
The Navy thought so; the performance guarantees became standard policy for
all subsequent engine and hull contracts.”

The outbreak of civil war in the spring of 1861 found the Union wocfully
short of ships of all kinds. With the Navy’s limited shipbuilding capabilitics
quickly overwhelmed, the overtaxed burcaus turned of necessity to private in-

dustry for the construction of entire warships. The Navy quickly found ieself

once again confronted by a new technology clearly beyond its capabilitics.
Caught up in the chaos of wartiime expansion but recognizing that it needed
some way of monitoring private contractors, the Navy turned to the adminis-
trative mechanisms that had recently worked in peacetime.

In no case were private contractors more important than in the construction
of the first ironclads. Sceretary of the Navy Gideon Welles decided early on that
the already overworked government yards—Ncew York, Philadelphia, Wash-
mgton, Boston, and Kittery, Maine—would not be responsible for construction
of the first ironclads, On 7 August 1861 he published an advertisement soliciting
“offers from partics who are able to execute work of this kind, and who are en-
gaged in jt, of which they will furmish evidence with their offer, for the con-
struction of one or more iron-clad stecam vessels of war, either of iron or of
wood and iron combined, for sea or river service.” Building on the Navy’s pre-
war experience, he demanded that cach offer “be accompanied by a guarantee
for the proper execution of the contract, if awarded.” A naval board of three
ofhicers reviewed all plans submitted and recommended that three be built: the
Monitor, a true, shallow-draft ironclad; the New Ironsides, an oceangoing cruiser;
and the Galena, a hybrid gunboat traditional in appearance
remarkable failure.”

The Galena's contrace, similar to those awarded for construction of the Mowi-
tor and New Ironsides, llustrates how the Navy applied its prewar expericnce
with new technology. On 27 September 1861 the United States, represented by
Gideon Welles, entered into a contract with Cornelius S, Bushnell & Com-
pany. The agreement contained safeguards designed to protect the govern-
ment’s interests. Tt allowed the Navy to assign to the project a superintendent,

and in the event a

who had “the right to reject any of the materials and work which shall not be of
the best quality.” More importantly, the contract dictated that as the contractors
submitted approved bills (in increments of at least twenty thousand dollars), the
Departinent of the Navy would disburse three-quarters of the sums, the re-
maining 25 percent to be paid “after completion and delivery and satisfactory
trial.” Based on the Navy’s experience with similar conditions during the con-
struction of engines and hulls, the trial requirement seemed logical, and the
clause was inserted as a matter of course,
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Design modifications and delays marred the Galena’s construction. The pri-
mary points of contention concerned the implementation of the new ironclad
technology, as the contractor and the government’s representatives debated the
ship’s design during the winter of 1861-1862. The deck plan was modified to
accomnodate revisions in the armor and ordnance required by the Navy. This
was followed by changes in the steering mechanism and iron underlay, and
finally by a complete redesign of the armor plating. The Navy's old nemesis, the
steam power plant, also suffered from delays. Hampered by all the other changes
being made to the vessel, the contractors could not get the engines installed on
schedule,”

The deadline for launching, 27 January 1862, came and went. Tired of the
delays and excuses, Commodore Joseph Sinith, the bureau chief who oversaw
construction of the first ironclads, finally took action. Invoking the provisions of
the contract, he told the supervising naval constructor that “the Department has
decided to make no further payments to the contractors until the vessel shall
have been completed and accepted.” Smith later partly relented in his threat to
cut oft payments, ordering funds released on 15 February to pay for the armor
installed to date. However, the government still withheld a substantial portion
of the contract price, pending successful completion and testing of the vessel,”

Finally, after further delays and more broken promises, Bushnell delivered
the neatly finished vessel—on 15 April 1862, a critical time for the Union. Al-
though the USS Monitor had turned back the CSS Virginia in Hampton Roads in
eatly March, the Confederate ironclad still lurked up the James River, threaten-
ing to come down and complete the destruction of the wooden blockading
squadron that was denying vital supplies to the Confederacy. No one knew if
the Monitor could repeat its earlier fear, and all officers concerned cagerly
awaited the new ironclad, With the Galena in its hands, the Navy rushed to fin-
ish construction, outfit the ship, and get it into combat. The work continued
unabated for the next week as laborers and officers attended to the final details.
On 21 Apnl the Navy formally commissioned the Galena. Delivery and com-
missioning led to the release of more funds to the contractors, but the govern-
ment still retained over fifty-six thousand dollars pending a successful trial, as
called for in the contract. The following day, the Galena left New York for
Hampton Roads."”

Shortly after the Galena’s arrival at Fortress Monroe on 24 April, and while
the officers at the scene assessed the ironclad’s combat readiness, Cornelius
Bushnell began haggling with Commodore Smith over the final payment for
the vessel. Bushnell himself journeyed to Hampton Roads on behalf of his part-
ners, who hoped “you will get the money for the ‘Galena’ & bring it back with
you.” Bushnell thought he could sway the commodore on some minor issues,
but his visit proved less than successful. The resolute naval officer refused to
budge, and Bushnell left for New York on 2 May. Having refused to bow to
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pressure from the contractor, Smith, using the precedent set in the stecam frigate
contracts back in 1854, suspended further payinents and waited for “the report
of the test of the Galena,” after which “the Burcan will present its claim for
damage in not complying with your contract” with respect to the comipletion
date."

Even as Smith considered the tests mentioned in Bushnell’s contract, the
gunboat steamed up the James River for its first test of another kind—combat,
Confederate gunners emplaced atop Drewry's Bluff guarding the approaches to
Richmond clearly got the best of the Galena in a prolonged engagement on 15
May, hitting the ironclad forty-three times. No area of the ship escaped the
Confederates’ attention. The Galena's executive officer catalogued broken ar-
mor, gaping holes in the deck, broken timbers, shattered planking, damaged
bulkheads, and a number of rounds still lodged in the hull. In short, the ironclad
had suffered extensive damage.”

Despite the urgent need for major repairs, the Galena remained on station,
The Navy made what on-site repairs it could, but the vessel was never again the
sanie. It spent the snmmer of 1862 supporting General George McClellan’s
laborious movement up the Peninsula, providing fire support, covering troop
movements, and harassing the eneiny whenever possible, Although battered, its
psychological impact as an ironclad made it worth more than any other ship in
the James River Flotilla. Blinded by the almost mystical term “ironclad,” the
Confederates could not accurately assess its capabilitics, which justified the
reluctance to send the vessel to a navy yard for proper repairs.”

Its military and psychological impact aside, the Galena was an item purchased
by the Navy from Bushnell & Company, and the status of the final payment on
the ironclad’s contract remained in doubt during the early summer months of
1862. Less than one week after the Galena's return from Drewry’s Bluff, Smith
sent a note to the ship’s captain asking him to arrange for a series of trials “for
twelve consecutive hours in smooth water” to determine whether or not the
terms of the contract had been met. The distance involved implied an ocean
test, for which the Galena was clearly not suited at the time. Smith did not know
the cxtent of the damage at the time of his request, but when he found out, he
was, he assured Bushnell, *mortified.” Although uncertain about what course
of action to pursue in light of the ship’s combat failure, he told the contractor,
he was sure that the government would find “it necessary to withhold all further
payments on account of that vessel.”"”

Unfortunately, Sinith found himselfin a race with time. Because of the dam-
age inflicted at Drewry’s Bluft, the Navy could be tripped up by its own con-
tract conditions. The agreement with Bushnell & Company stipulated that the
government had ninety days from the time of delivery to conduct a series of sea
trials for the ship and power plant. Smith was confident that a report “will no
doubt be received, and acted upon before the ninety days provided for the trial
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of the vesscl expires”; when it was, he would follow through on the terms of the
contract—and deny funds to Bushnell, for having delayed construction and de-
livery. Still, he wrote Rear Admiral Louis Goldsborough, commander of the
North Atlantic Blockading Squadron, and asked him to push along the trials.
Recognizing the extent of the damage inflicted on the Galena at Drewry’s Bluff,
Smith gave up the idea of an ocean test, asking instead that the ironclad make a
day’s run down the James River."

For a variety of reasons, Smith's request could not be accomimodated. The
deadline passed, and the Navy, ironically, fell victim to the terms of the con-
tract, terins that had seemed to work so well during the peacetime construction
of the steam frigates. Reluctantly, Smith infornied Bushnell that “the time hav-
ing expired within which tests of her performance should have been made, the
Sccretary of the Navy will not, under all the circumstances, enforce a claim for
damage for non-compliance of contract in repard to time of completion.”
Smith was forced ro relinquish the moncy that had heen held back pending suc-
cessful completion of trials, and he authorized the payment of thirty thousand
dollars to the contractor in late July. On 6 August 1862, Cornelius S. Bush-
nell & Company received the final installment of $26,134.74. Clearly, the con-
tract guarantees that were supposed to help manage the introduction of ironclad
technology into the fleet had failed.”

The prewar administrative mechanism had given the Navy an effective
measurc of control over the huilding of frigate engines by private contractors
hecause engines were what it had been designed for. Although a major compo-
nent whose complexity exceeded that of the hull itself, the power plant was
only one part among many. Other components under the direct control of the
various bureaus, such as the hull, stores, and rigging, were addressed by different
mechanisms, usually through the bureau chains of command. 1n peacetime the
Navy also had tme on its side; despite occasional political pressure, the Secre-
tary of the Navy could always stall for a few weeks with no adverse effects.

The war had changed everything. In applying to the construction of cntire
ships

lct alone to state-of-the-art ironclads—an adiinistrative device that had
been designed, however successfully, for a particular component system, the
Navy lost the kind of day-to-day control it had enjoyed in its own shipyards,
pegging its hopes instcad on a comprehensive examination of the finished prod-
uct. The government assigned on-site inspectors to these projects, but they had
limited power over the contractors, The sheer magnitude and speed of con-
struction overwhelmed the administrative mechanism. The pressures of war
destroyed any remaining flexibility, because the Navy no longer had the luxury
of cxtra time. The necd to bring ironclad warships into combat was very real;
excessive delays might prove disastrous. As a result, the prewar contract mecha-
nism hurt the Navy as much as it helped. However, valuahle lessons had been
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learned, especially the need for greater oversight and more stringent contract
requirements when working with private contractors.

Even as the Navy experimented with the ironclad contracts, it introduced in
the fall of 1861 standard, preprinted contract forms for both stcam machinery
and hulls that reflected its antebellum experience. These forms were regularly
modificd over the course of the war, but their basic requirements stayed the
same. Like the antebellum agreements, they called for a superintending engi-
neer “who shall have the power to inspect [the machinery] at all times, and to
peremptorily reject in any stage of its progress any materals, or articles, or any
piece or part, which he may consider defective.” Similarly, they released the
United States from any financial obligations incurred for the use of patented
mechanisms; prohibited members of Congress, naval officers, or government
employees from profiting by the contract; and allowed the United States to
seize the machinery or hull if the contractor could not deliver it as promised.™

Severnal refinements reflected antebellum experience. As before, the forms set
up a payment schedule that allowed the government to withhold a portion of
the contract price pending a successful sea trial. However, echoing the Galena
contract, they called for a percentage of the final price to be withheld rather
than a specific dollar amount. This gave the Navy more flexibility, allowing the
government to make design changes and price adjustments without sacrificing
control over a given project. The amount of time a contractor had to build and
deliver the machinery would be determined on a case basis, but the contracts
left blanks for specific delivery dates, to be filled in when a contract was signcd.m

Reflecting the Navy's experience with the Galena, contracts printed in 1862
established strict procedures for the trial and acceptance of the contracted items.
A power-plant contract offers a typical example of the tougher standards. First,
after delivery the plant would undergo “one hundred and forty-four consecu-
tive hours under steam of the maximum pressure that the boilers can be made to
furnish.” Second, for the three months following this marathon trial, “there
shall be no deterioration or depreciation of the materials of which any of the
machinery and its appurtenances are composed beyond that of ordinary fric-
tion.” In addition, *there shall be no fracture of any of the parts from imperfec-
tion in design of detail, or from faulty workmanship.” Finally, the machinery
had to miaintain at least a minimum condenser vacoum throughout the trial—a
difficulty corminon in early steam propulsion plants. Of course, the Navy took
on obligations during the trial period: it had thirty days from the time of deliv-
ery to prepare the vessel for sea and get the 144-hour tnial under way; any addi-
tional time wasted would be deducted from the three-inonth follow-up, after
which time the contractor would receive the withheld funds,”

The new contract fonins represented mote than just wishful thinking by the
Navy Department; they were broadly applied to all kinds of naval construc-
tion throughout the war, For example, historian and naval engineer Frank M,
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Bennett hists seventy-six ships contracted for by the Navy in 1862; the power
plants for at least thirty-eight of them were built under the new terms. The
Navy used similar contracts for entire classes of warships, including the nine
Canenicus-class monitors ordered in September 1862 as well as steam-powercd
wooden gunboats that soon seemed to be everywhere.

The relationship between government and private industry was slowly
changing. Contracts devised in the 1840s and carly 1850s had been for individ-
ual ships or power plants and had met the limited needs of a particular situation.
Things changed slightly in the mid-1850s, when a contract might be duplicated
to cover all of the ships or machinery for a particular class, as in the case of the
Merrimack-class frigates or the Hartford-class sloops. The complexity and uncer-
tainty of the first wartitne ironclads caused a regression to individual contracts.
However, by the end of 1861 the Navy had found itsclf almost overwhelmed by
the sheer number of vessels required for the successful prosecution of the war.
Drawing upon its experience, the Navy scttled on a seties of conditions and
obligations that could be applied in a variety of situations. Still, throughout this
contractual evolution one theme remained constant: the Navy intended to re-
tain as much control as possible over the shipbuilding process.”

The increasing number of contracts, with firms located all along the eastern
seaboard, led to the creation of an office in New York City to oversee ship
machinery contracts with private companies. Although the “monitor bureau”
was nominally headed by Rear Admiral Francis H. Gregory, Chief Engincer
Alban C, Stimers actually ran it. The oversight measures carried out by Stimers’s
office forged solid and long-lasting relationships with the most prominent ship-
building firms in the country. These relationships were built around rules and
regulations that applied equally to all contractors. Maintaining close correspon-
dence with each contractor, the Navy also began to deal with contractors as
a group, “to establish rules . . . explaining the course to be pursued in all cases.”
For example, a circular letter drafted by Stimers’s office in August 1863 explain-
ing the procedure for modifying ironclad contracts went out to twelve compa-
nies; another, sent in October 1863, was addressed to twenty-five firms.”

As the war went on the Navy dramatically expanded the number of
companies with which it did business, because, as the Army and Navy Journal re-
ported as late as September 1864, “the greatest difficulty in preparing the nu-
merous vessels built within the last three years has been the want of the requisite
number of machinists and machine shops.” Government shipyards built
seventy-one of the 192 hulls contracted for duting the war, but fifty-six private
firms constructed the other 121, The Navy’s manufacturing shortcomings were
more apparent when it came to advanced technology. Of the 199 steam power
plants ordered over the course of the war, its yards built only six; sixty-four dif-
fercnt companies with the necessary facilities and technological cxpertise pro-
duced the rest. As it had before, the Navy relied on contract conditions and
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performance guarantees that traced their origins back to the Merrimack-class en-
gine contracts, refined by the lessons thac had been learned carly in the war.
While not flawless, the general contract formula worked well, and the govern-
ment found itself amply supplied with vessels for the war cffort.”

Wartime expansion, however, placed increased burdens on the entire naval
administration. Recognizing the extent of the problem, Sccretary of the Navy
Welles reorganized the bureau system in 1862, increasing the number of
branches from five to cight. Welles distributed the duties of the old Bureau of
Construction, Equipment, and Repair among three new offices: the Bureaus of
Equipment and Recruiting, Construction and Repair, and Steam Engincering,
This reorganization facilitated control over the shipbuilding process; an in-
creased definition of responsibilities meant that cach bureau could more closely
scrutinize the contractors working under its auspices. As a final touch, in the last
year of the war Welles asked for and received approval from Congress to
establish a judge advocate for the Navy. This officer’s duties included investigat-
ing fraud and waste in naval contracts, to reinforce the authority of the revised
bureau system.™

Ower the course of the war, the Navy and its private contractors confronted
problems similar to those faced during the construction of the Galena. Modifi-
cations after the signing of the contract and delays beyond the control of the
builders, coupled with the Navy's strict adherence to its new payment guide-
lines, created confusion over whether the government owed contractors money
and if so, how much and when. After bitter wrangling, similar to that between
Cornelius Bushnell and Commodore Joseph Siith over the Galena, the issue
was finally setded. A postwar investigation by the Senate Committee on Naval
Aflairs recommended that several firms be at least partially compensated for lost
revenue and inflationary costs “caused by the delay and action of the Govern-
ment,” drawing the wartime cra to a close.”

Despite difhculties over final payments, the hmited number of Navy con-
tracts after the war followed the wartime guidelines with only minor medifica-
tions, even using similar standardized forms. Nonetheless, some of the
alterations were significant. The 1871 contract with John Rooach for the engines
of the USS Tennessee serves as a typical example and reflects the evolution of
contract guidelines from the Civil War through the 1870s.

Originally buile duning the Civil War as the Madawaska, the Tennessee be-
came a source of postwar controversy, earning a reputation as a financial sink-
hole. After laying up the ship in 1867, the Navy spent more than half a million
dollars for repairs and modifications between 1869 and 1871, The vessel then
embarked on a three-month cruise, returning for additional repairs that took
another three years to complete. John Roach, a private contractor in New York
City, was awarded the contract for general repairs and a new set of propulsion
machinery. [n return, he would receive not only monctary compensation but
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the Tennessee’s old engines, to sell for scrap. (This arrangement provoked a
congressional investigation, because the Navy already had a duplicate plant at
the Washington Navy Yard built for a sister ship, and the Tennessee’s original
engines had never been condemned by a board of survey.)™

The "Tennessee’s machinery contract duplicated much of the preprinted war-
time instruments, often incorporating entire paragraphs from them. However,
as it had with prior contracts, the Navy Department made both major and mi-
nor changes that reflected new experience with the private sector, Although the
citcumstances sutrounding the Tennessee contract created controvetsy, the con-
tract itself represented a positive step in the evolving relationship between the
government and private industry. Doth parties incurred new obligations while
benefiting from new safeguards,

Like the earlier contracts, the 1871 agreement with Roach required that the
finished power plant conform to an attached list of specifications and include all
necessary tools and spare parts. If, however, the Navy inadvertently left any-
thing off the list, a new clause mandated that “the same shall be furnished by the
said parties of the first part [the contractor] to the satisfaction of the said parties
of the second part [the government| without extra compensation therefor.”
This clause would simplify negotiations during the construction process, mak-
ing it clear that the government expected a fully functional and maintainable
power plant. As it had with all its contracts during the previous two decades, the
Navy demanded that “all the materials, workmanship, detail and finish shall be
of'the first class,” and it reserved the night to appoint a superintendent to oversee
construction at the contractor’s premises. Like his predecessors, the superinten-
dent had the authority to “inspect . . . and to peremprorily reject, in any stage of
its progress, any materials or articles, or any piece or part which he may consider
defective, either in quality of material or of workmanship, or in propriety of
detail.””

The new contract also contained familiar clauses designed to protect the
Navy from unscrupulous contractors and political influence. The contractor
was required to furnish drawings “of every piece or part used in the construic-
tion,” detailed enough to allow “the same again to be constructed.” He also had
to provide assurances that the United States would not be held liable for any
patent fees—an important lesson from the past. Finally, reflecting legislation
that had been in cffect since 1808, the contractor agreed that “no member of
Congress, officer of the Navy, or any person holding any office or appointment
under the Navy Department, shall be admitted to any share or part of this con-
tract or agrecnient, or to any benefit to arise therefrom.” Nor could a partial
interest in the contract be transferred to an outside party after the signing, Fail-
ure to comply with either of the last two clauses would result in a null and void

k14
contract.
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As the case of the Galena so vividly demonstrated, one of the main points of
contention during the Civil War had been how much time a contractor had to
deliver a fimshed product. The preprinted wartime contracts tried to spell out
the requirements in some detail, but, as noted, the Navy still found itself arguing
with contractors well after the end of the war. Accordingly, the Navy now
made small but important changes to the Teanessee contract.

Under the earlier agreements, contractors had been given a sct period of
time, usually two or three months, to install all the necessary machinery, bun-
kers, spare parts, and miscellaneous equipment and have a ship “ready for con-
tinuous sea service . . . unless prevented by the act of the Government.” This
arrangement had worked well when no substantial changes were made to the
design of either the ship or its propulsion. However, the constantly evolving
technology that characterized the Civil War period made major design changes
a fact of life. During the war the government expected its contractors to make
any modifications to the hull necessary to accommodate changes in the power
plant. This expectation led to serious delays and prompted the government to
invoke penalty clauses with increasing regularity,

Perhaps because after the war it had vltimately repaid many of the assessed
penalties, the Navy inserted a new clause in the Tennessee contract acknowledg-
ing that “all changes in strengthening [the] hull for the mare efficient erection of
the engines, boilers, and their dependencies in this ship, or any modification
rendered necessary in or about the hull for the more satisfactory fulfillment of
this contract is [sic] to be made by the [Navy].” This modification protected
both the government and private contractors by cleatly defining cach parcy’s re-
sponsibilities, [t also made it casier to assess blame, and therefore possible finan-
cial penalties, when construction lagged or contracted materials did not perform
as expected. At the same time, the contractor would not be punished for delays
caused by changes imposed by the government.”

The Tennessee contract contained familiar procedures for the trial and accep-
tance of new machinery. Again building on its wartime experience, the Navy
had transferred those procedures to the new contract almost verhatim, but with
one important change. Wartime engine contracts had given the private builders
a great deal of latitude; although ultimately responsible for the performance of
the power plants they buile, they were allowed to “arrange and proportion the
details of the said machinery in such manner as they shall deem best calculated to
secure the most successful operation.” This clause disappeared from the Tenes-
see contract; John Roach now had “rigorously [to adhere] to . . . the general
drawings furnished.” The new requirenient restricted the contractor’s freedom
of action and increased the Navy’s control over the project, In part, this re-
flected a measure of technological maturity. In the preceding decades, building
stcam cngines had been a true craft, with several approaches possible. Each en-
gine had its own idiosyncrasies and special requirements, which justified giving
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centractors a fairly free hand. By the early 1870s, power-plant construction had
become more of a science, especially with the move toward compound engines.
As a result, the Navy had clearer expectations, which made it easier to dictate
terms and specifications to its contractors.™

The most significant difference, however, between the wartime contracts
and the Tennessee contract was the government’s method of paying for work
completed. Under an 1862 agreement, for example, the builders received six
cqual payments over the course of the contract, with 20 percent of each pay-
ment withheld pending a successful trial of the completed vessel and machinery.
Even though this was a vast improvement over initial wartime payment
scheines, it still proved less than satisfactory, because it required contractors to
have significant capital reserves to fund their work while awaiting payments
from the government, both during and after construction. The Tennessee con-
tract took these difficulties into account, stipulating fifteen equal payments in-
stead of six, and calling for a reservation of 16.66 percent instead of twenry. At
the same time, it doubled the number of days the Navy had to prepare a vessel
for its trials, from thirty to sixty. This provision, which may not have been
expedient in time of war, guaranteed that the Navy would not be rushed as it
prepared to evaluate a contractor’s work.”

Despite allegations of impropriety that surrounded John Roach and the Ten-
nessee’s new engines, the 1871 contract itself represented the culmination of two
decades of hard-earned experience. The Navy now had a basic document that,
with modest but telling modifications, had stood the test of tine and whose
framework would appear in future contracts. More importantly, the Navy had
developed a working relationship with a number of private companies that had
become accustomed to handling government contracts for both hulls and en-
gines. This network would be drawn upon extensively in the next decade,
when the Navy eventually embarked on an ambitious rebuilding program.

With the end of the Civil War and the disappearance of abundant funding,
the Navy went from feast to famine. Americans lost interest in the fleet, asking
only that it serve in its traditional roles of coastal defense and commerce protec-
tion. Because both missions could be served with stockpiled ironclads or tradi-
tional cruisers, the Navy exhibited litte zeal for technological innovation. The
United States quickly fell from being one of the world’s preeminent naval pow-
ers to a minor player, on a par with the larger South American republics and
smaller European nations. Although the Navy more than adequately performed
its designated missions, it suffered a series of embarrassments during the 1870s
and carly 1880s. For example, the service's feeble reaction to the Virginius affair
and its inability to protect American interests during the War of the Pacific
showed how far the flect had deteriorated since the glory days of the Civil War.
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European observers no longer took the American fleet sedously, to the point of
excluding it from published surveys of the world’s navies.”

In this atmosphere of retrenchment and technological malaise came the first
conceptual efforts to provide the United States Navy with warships reflecting
recent advances in naval engineering. The papers discussed in the early meetings
of the Naval Institute (founded in 1873) were, on the whole, examinations of
the prospects and implications of technological advances in warships. The
House Naval Affairs Committee, especially members Benjamin W. Harnis of
Massachusetts and W. C. Whitthorne of Tennessee, made repeated proposals in
the late 1870s for a complete recvaluation of naval policy. Reacting to the
Navy’s penchant for using funds earmarked for repairs to, instead, rebuild com-
pletely obsolescent warships, the committee wanted a systematic examination
of shipbuilding policy; however, its proposals repeatedly foundered in the Sen-
ate. Not until the James A. Garfield administration were any serious materal
steps taken toward rebuilding the Navy.

Not long after assuming his post in early 1881, Secretary of the Navy William
H. Hunt appointed a board of fifteen naval officers to study the overall prob-
lem and make a recommendation. The board was chaired by Admiral John
Rodgers, former captain of the ill-fated Galena and now in the twilight of a long
and illustrious career. The Rodgers board (properly the First Advisory Board)
spent the summer considering the future of the fleet. Reporting back to the sec-
retary that fall, Rodgers and the panel recommended that the Navy immedi-
ately build sixty-cight ships, for a total cost of almost thirty million dellars.
While desirable from a naval perspective, this request proved too much for the
political tenor of the time, despite the approbation of Chester Arthur, who
became president when Garfield was assassinated in July 1881, After much ne-
gotiating and wrangling, in August 1882 Congress authorized two steel ships
but appropriated no funds for their construction. Although this congressional
response scemed disappointing, it was the catalyst for the creation of the Second
Advisory Board in the fall of 1882 by a new Secretary of the Navy, William
Chandler; this board was chaired by Rear Admiral Robert Shufelde. Taking a
more realistic approach to the problem than its predecessor had, the Shufeldt
board recommended only four steel ships. After some minor medifications to
the proposal, Congress agreed and on 3 March 1883 appropriated $1.3 willion
for the construction of three steel cruisers and a dispatch boat—the so-called
(after the initials of their names) ABCD ships.”

These ships, although not quite as advanced as their European counterparts,
provided the foundation of the new steel navy that would enter service in the
coming decades. As such, their authorization and construction have been cor-
rectly descrbed as a significant turning point in the history of the United States
Navy. The years that followed, the remainder of the 1880s and the 1890s,
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during which problems of steel-production capacity and capability were
worked out and the relationship beeween the Navy and the steel industry solidi-
fied, have been characterized as the formative perod of the modern military-
industrial complex. To a large extent, they were. However, failure to consider
the service's relationship with private industry in the years just before ighores
the truc origins of the phenomenon,

One of the First Advisory Board’s recommendations that found its way into
the March 1883 bill required that the vessels be built of domestic steel. Once again
the Navy confronted a technological challenge beyond its abilities. The govern-
ment did not possess the necessary industrial capability, and there was some
question about even the private sector’s ability to provide the right kind of steel.
Nonetheless, in some ways the Navy was on familiar ground: in reality, the
problem was not how to build steel warships but how to introduce another new
technology into the fleet. This was the kind of problem the Navy had tackled
successfully in the 1850s with steam engines and in the 1860s with ironclad war-
ships. Only the type of technology had changed. Although properly concerned
about the mechanics of stecl warship construction, the Navy knew where to
start and how to o about the contract process. By late June the Navy Depart-
ment could prepare a “list of firmis to which blank proposals for construction of
a stcam ctuiser of about 4500 tons displacement have been sent.” Proposals had
gone to Ward, Stanton & Company in Newburph, New York; John Roeach,
who now owned the Morgan Iron Works in New York City; the Quintard
Iron Works in New York City; the Pusey and Jones Company of Wilmington,
Delaware; the Penn Works in Philadelphia; the William Cramp & Sons Ship
and Engine Building Company in Philadelphia; Harrison Loring in Boston; the
Harlan and Hollingsworth Company in Wilmington; the Union Iron Works in
San Francisco; the Atlantic Works of East Boston; €. H, Delamater 8& Com-
pany of New York City; and H. A. Ramsay & Company of Baltimore.

T'be Navy Department chose most of these firms for the simple reason that it
alrcady knew something about them. Nine of the twelve companies had built
cither hulls or power plants for the fleet during the Civil War and were there-
fore familiar with contract procedures and the kind of supervision the Navy de-
manded on its projects. A tenth company had built a set of engines for the
scrvice in 1858. Still, the prospect of building steel warships intimidated scveral
of these firms; some dropped out of contention almost immediately, to be re-
placed by other companies responding to the government’s public call for bids.
Ultimately, only cight companies submitted bids. Even so, six of them had prior
contract expericnce with the Navy. When the bids were opened, John Roach’s
Morgan Iron Works had submitted the lowest price for each of the four ships;
Roach was duly awarded all four contracts.™

John Roach and the Morgan Iron Works brought a wealth of experience
to these first contracts for steel warships. Although construction of the USS
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Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, and Dolphin was to be nfe with controversy, with the
three cruisers eventually completed in the Navy's own yards, the finn was
an excellent choice for making the transition to steel technology. Roach him-
self, at the Etna Iron Works during the Civil War, had been the primary con-
tractor for the machinery of the Peoria, Dunderberg, Neshaminy, Java, Ontario, and
Keosaugua and a subcontractor for the machinery of the Galatea, Glanens, Nep-
tunte, Nerews, Pequot, and Somerset. After the war, he built the power plants for
not only the Tennessee but also Ranger, as well as the hull and machinery of the
rebuile Alert, Huron, Miantonomoh, and Puritan. In addition, the Morgan Iron
Works itself had constructed the machinery of the antebellum Seminole and the
wartiue Chippewa, Katahdin, Kineo, Mahaska, Tioga, Wachusetf, Aseutney, Che-
#tango, Onondaga, Annnonoosue, and Idaho.”

The Navy's past association with John Roach and with the Morgan [ron
Works was significant for two reasons. First, hoth the contractor and his com-
pany were on the cutting edge of naval technology in the United States and had
been so for years. Second, and more importantly, both the contractor and his
company had established relationships with the Navy and were used to the con-
straints and conditions of its contract proceduares. All of the ships listed above
had been built under standard contract guidelines during the 1850s, 1860s, and
1870s. When it came time to draft the contracts for the Atlanta, Boston, Chicago,
and Dolphin, the Navy could rely on procedures dating back two decades and
more. The technology for the ABCD ships was different, but Roach had some
idea what he was petting into.

The contracts for all four ships showed their antecedents, sharing many com-
mon characteristics with earlier agreements. Like their predecessors, the ABCD
contracts demanded that the steel warships “conform in all respects to and with
the plans and specifications hereto annexed” by the government. The crafts-
manship was to “be fist-class and of the wery best quality, and shall, fram the
beginning to the end of the work, be subject to the inspection of the Naval Ad-
visory Board.” Engine repairs required within four months of delivery would
be made at the contractor’s expense, and any patent fees incurred during the
course of construction were his responsibility. The contractor also had a defined
period of time to build each ship, during which he would be paid in install-
ments. When delivered, cach vessel would undergo a trial trip; successful com-
pletion of sea trials would lead to paymnent of a portion of the contract price held
in reserve during construction. Roach would receive the final reserved amount
after the vessel was completely fitted out for sea. Neither part of the reserve
could be withheld for delays beyond the contractor’s control.

As had been the case throughout the 1860s and 1870s, the ABCD contracts
contained refinements based on past experience and present necessity. Before
letting the contracts the Navy had conducted an inquiry into the kind of
steel that would best suit its purposes, and it incorporated its findings into the
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agreement with Roach. In an effort to cxert control over the vendor's imple-
mentation of the new technology, the contract clearly stated that “the steel to be
used in the construction of the hull and boilers . . . shall conform to the ‘tests of
steel for cruisers’ prescribed by the Naval Advisory Board.” For the same rea-
son, plans for any changes made to the vessel had to be drawn up by the contrac-
tor and “submitted to the Naval Advisory Board for approval before the
material is ordered or the work commenced.” These requirements limited
Roach’s freedom of action and ensured that the Navy knew at all times what it
was buying.™

The service also took the opportunity to expand the clauses preserving the
government’s interests. For example, during the course of construction Roach
was required to carry updated insurance “in the amount sufficient to cover all
advance payments made under this contract, the loss, if any, to be stated in the
policies as payable to the United States.” Similarly, Rooach built the propulsion
plants under strict weight guidelines. He was given a target tonnage for the en-
gines of each ship; if he exceeded that weight by 5 percent, he would pay a pre-
determined penalty. He would also pay a penalty “per ton for each ton of excess
weight.””

Finally, the Navy inserted a protective clause that gave it enormous power
over the entire shipbuilding process. This clause stipulated that “in case of the
failure or omission of the contractors, at any stage of the work prior to final
completion, from any cause other than the order of the Secretary of the Navy,
to go forward with the work and make satisfactory progress toward its cotnple-
tion within the prescribed time, it shall be optional with the said Secretary to
declare this contract forfeited.” The contractor was then legally responsible for
all payments made to date, with the completed work as collateral. The vendor
could collect payment for as “much of the work as shall have been, at the time
such forfeiture is declared, satistactorily performed.” Having paid this sum to
the contractor, the Navy could—if it chose—finish the vessel itsclf. Even then,
the government would not take on too great a burden; the contractor was obli-
gated to “surrender . . . all materials on hand, together with the use of the yard
or ‘plant,” and all machinery, tools, and appliances appertaining thereto and
therefore used or nccessarily to be used in and about the completion of the
work.”

This is exactly what happened with the Atlanta, Boston, and Chicago. Unfor-
tunately for Reoach, partisanship entered the contract process in a new and dis-
turbing way in 1885, Because of the large dollar amounts associaved with ship
and engine contracts, the Navy had been very careful over the years to avoid
any appearance of impropriety. Major congressional investigations.in 1859 and
1872 had pointed out some irregularitics but generally cleared the Navy of any
wrongdoing. However, the incoming Cleveland government, the first clected
Democratic administration of the postwar era, raised politically charged
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questions about the contract and made it difficult for Roach to receive payment
for work completed.

William C. Whitney, the new Secretary of the Navy, was determined to root
out what he saw as years of Iiepublican corruption and influence in the larger
operations of his department. Roach, because his Tennessee contract had heen
a prominent part of the 1872 investigation, became a convenient target of
Whitney's ire. The Secretary refused to accept the Dolphin pending a full review
of the agreement, which prevented the contractor from receiving his final in-
stallment—money Roach needed to move forward on the Atfanta, Boston, and
Chicago if he was to meet their contract deadlines. Roach’s fate was placed in the
hands of a board composed of two naval officers and a civilian engineer hand-
picked by Whitney. All were loyal Democrats with connections to the secre-
tary. While waiting for the board's preordained result, Roach depleted his
capital reserves, entered receivership, and forfeited the contracts for the three
cruisers. The Navy finished them, in Roach’s shipyard. In the end, partisan
politics had interfered with the contract process, doving John Roeach out of the
shipbuilding business. Contractors who signed deals with the government in
the wake of the Roach fiasco approached those contracts with some trepidation,
demanding (and receiving) safeguards against such caprcious action, but they
continued working with the Navy."

The introduction of steel warships into the fleet signaled the beginning of the
United States Navy's slow return to respectability, and for this reason many his-
torians use the ABCD ships as a clean hreak with the past, a repudiation of the
postwar “doldrums.” Certainly the building of these ships represented a signifi-
cant turning point in the Navy's history, hut both their contracts and contrac-
tors were firmly grounded in the past. These aspects can be best viewed as
culminanions of an evolutionary process that traces its roots back to the reaction
against faulty steam power plants in the 1850s,"

The special relationship that developed more than one hundred years ago be-
tween the government and the nation’s large steel companies did not suddenly
materialize out of thin air, Later, in determining how it would interact with
Gilded Age industrial giants and private shipbuilders, the Navy would draw
upon its past, its carlier experiences with private contractors. That past showed
clear evolutionary development, from the steam engines of the 1850s through
the ironclads of the 1860s to the revised engine and hull contracts of the 1870s.
Qver time, the Navy developed relationships with a select group of contractors
who conducted a sizeable portion of their business with the government and
hecame dependent, in part, on continuing those relationships. The officers,
politicians, and contractors responsible for forging the affiliations of the 1880s
were products of their past and had evolved with the Navy's procedures. When
it came time to build the New Steel Navy, that carlier era exerted a powerful
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influence, for it was then that the antecedents of the military-industrial complex
had taken shape.
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The Nonlethal Weapons Debate

Licutenant Colonel Margaret-Anne Coppernoll, Army National Guard

THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY IS to examine the issues currently being
debated about the development and employment of nonlethal weapons
(NLWs)—the official Department of Defense term for a category of weapons
often referred to as “less than lethal,” “pre-lethal,” “disabling,” “low end,” or
other such appellations.' This article first bricfly establishes its own position in
the debate—by listing the advantages that nonlethal weapons represent—and
sets forth necessary background: what the term “nonlethal weapons” actually
cmbraces, and the concept’s status in the U.S, Defense Department. v chen dis-
cusses legal, ethical, and policy issues concerning their use; the missions envi-
sioned for NLWs; and their implications for rules of engagement. It concludes
that nonlethal weapons have much potential value for the U.S. arined forces
and national sccuriry policy makers,

Succinetly stated, the debate goes like this. On the one hand, those who urge
the development of nonlethal weapons point to them as evidence of the capacity
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of the United States for civility and restraint. From a humanitarian perspective,
they argue, the development of such weapons demonstrates a high moral posi-
tion: reverence for life, and commitment to containing violence at a minimum
level.” On the other hand, critics of the development of nonlethal weapons con-
tend that the anarchic post—Cold War era has produced irrational actors, bent
on atrocitics and for whom treachery is a way of life. Nonlethal weapons, they
argue, not only fail to strengthen the nadon’s position when dealing with such
adversaries but convey that it is too squeamish to inflict serious harm on cuemies
or to accept casualtics. Reflecting neither strength nor resolve, in this view,
nonlethal weapons open up the user to hostile propaganda and to legal chal-
lenges over the use of force. These critics take the stand that one must stalwartly
declare to the world that one will not tolerate unacceptable behavior but will
resort to overwhelming force to restore order and peace.’

Both arguments contain valid points. The role of law and the right to self-
defense must prevail, and deadly force cannot be ruled out for situations that de-
mand more than verbal warnings. However, along the force continuum, nonle-
thal weapons can provide a means for cscalation short of the use of deadly force
or of weapons of mass destruction. The participants in this debate should keep
in mind the entire spectrum of conflict and the whole range of weapons the na-
tion has at its disposal to counteract bellicose behavior at the lowest level of in-
tensity commensurate with the perceived threat.

Some critics of nonlethal weapons are products of the Cold War mentality or
have been influenced by media coverage that focuses on the use of nonlethal
weapons to the exclusion of the potential use of deadly force, as was reported of
Operation UNiTED Si aeen,! During UNren Siigty, the mission to evacuate the
United Nations peacekeeping forces from Somalia in the spring of 1995, the
U.S. Marines used nonlethal options in an attempt to accomplish military ob-
jectives without destroying the enemy.’ Nonlethal devices had been used in
other peacckeeping and peace enforcement applications; what set UnNiTin
StieLn apart was that they were now thoroughly integrated into the planning
process and were used in a deeper portion of the spectrum of conflict. At the
tactical level, the Marines employed NLLWs to deny access and to protect troops;
at the operational level, nonlethal weapons accomplished critical objectives; at
the strategic level, the effective use of NLWs focused world attention on the re-
straint demonstrated by UN peacekeeping forces.” The success of nonlethal
weapons in Somalia provided a model for future contingency operations, as in
Haiti and Bosnia.”

The “Supreme Excellence”

The concept of achieving military objectives without the use of lethal force
is not a new one, Some 2,500 years ago Sun Tzu wrote, “Hence to fight and
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congquer in all your battles is not supreme excellence; supreme cxcellence con-
sists in breaking the enemy’s resistance without fighting,”* Like Leonardo da
Vinci’s drawings of what would become the helicopter, Sun Tzu's idea has
found embodiment in modern technology, which makes it possible to achieve
this “supremc cxcellence” on an unprecedented scale.

Notwithstanding the positive aspects of NLWs, however, uncertainty and
confusion abound, and many analysts view them with anxiety and foreboding.
This apprehension might be allayed by full knowledge of the role nonlethal
weapons play on the force continuum, as tools that augment and enhance mis-
sion capability in a critical way. Accordingly, “Joint Vision 2010” contains a
joint concept for nonlethal weapons as part of “full dimensional” protection.
Examining “the ability to produce a broader range of potential weapons ef-
fects,” it identifies the operational capabilitics required to allow commanders to
accomplish their mission while reducing the adverse effects of military opera-
tions, especially collateral damage.”

NLWs have been used by American forces since before the republic was
founded. However, the late twentieth century differs markedly from the late
cighteenth century, the age of reason, and of limited war resulting in few civil-
lan casualties. For instance, during the American Revolution, British and
American forces suffered thirty-four thousand military casualties; civilian deaths
were practically negligible. By the 19505, however, noncombatants accounted
for about half of all war casualties; by the 1980s noncombatant casualties had in-
creased to 80 percent.”” This alarming trend has continued in the 1990s, with in-
creasing numbers of refugees, immigrants, and noncombatants caught in the
crossfire of civil and ethnic strife and battles involving states, rogue states, failed
nation-states, and terrorists, These statistics imply that NLWs may be as valuable
i a major regional contingency as in operations other than war (OOTW): they
offer an ability to discriminate between an enermny’s forces and the civilian popu-
lation, to disrupt communications, and to limit the vulnerability of frendly
troops more effectively than is possible with lethal weapons.

Anotber advantage of NLWs is that they provide a military commander a way
to take action when the use of lethal weapons would violate rules of engage-
ment, NLWSs create less material damage and are thus less provocative than con-
ventional munitions. Consequently, NLWs provide more flexibility on the
battlefield, enabling commanders to deal with restrictive targets that once posed
serious challenges because of precautions and restrdctions imposed by higher
authonty. Additionally, NLWs allow commanders to take the political and
moral high ground in circumventing the strategy of terrorists. An added advan-
tage is that they may replace lethal weapons, such as land mines, that are con-
demned by the international community because of their potential to cause,
long after a conflict, damage to the environment and death or injury to people.”
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Nonlethal weapons may well serve the intended function of such munitions
without their long-term negative impacts.”

Department of Defense policy defines nonlethal weapons as “weapons sys-
tems that are explicitly designed and primarily eimployed so as to incapacitate
personnel or materiel, while minimizing fatalitics, permanent injury to person-
nel, and undesired damage to property and the environment.”" NLWs are not
“required to have a zero probability of producing fatalities or permanent inju-
ries,” but they are intended to reduce these probabilities significantly. Availabil-
ity of nonlethal weapons does not limit a commander’s inherent authority and
obligation to use all necessary means, and specifically to take any appropriate ac-
tion in self-defense. Doctrine and concepts of operations for NLWs are designed
to reinforce deterrence and expand the range of options available to command-
ers. (See Figure 1 for a listing of nonlethal weapons by category )"

[n 1994, the Office of the Assistant Sccretary of Defense for Special
Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict (OASD-SO/LIC) coordinated a policy
study concluding that NLWs could be of significant value in low-intensity
conflict and that their proper use would probably forestall any legal, cthical, or
political challenge. Nonetheless, the acquisition process proceeded slowly,
because defense funds are of course allocated first to the military’s most
important missions: prevailing in strategic war and major regional conflicts
(MRC), as set forth m the nadonal military strategy, With this in mind, in
August 1996 OASD-SO/LIC (Policy Planning) prepared a report listing (in the
framework of military and joint doctrine) potential applications for nonlethat
weapons in operations other than war, in major regional conflicts, and for
certain “cmerging missions” (sce Table 1)." The report argued that cffective-
ness in most military missions arising in these environments could be improved
by employment of these weapons. Of the 103 possible missions associated with
MRC and OOTW, it found, NLWs have utility in seventy-nine. {Of course, a
given mission can be conducted in both MRC and OOTW; for instance, an
enforcement action, such as riot or border control, could take place in the rear
area of a military force prosccuting a battle miles away.)

A memorandum of agrecment was signed by the services on 21 January 1997
formally assigning functional responsibility for NLW technology to the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps, as the NLW Program Executive Agent. The
Joint Nonlethal Directorate Charter established a Joint NLW Directorate,
whose principal function is to manage the day-to-day activities of the Defense
NLW program and support an Integrated Product Team,"

Legal Dimensions

A long-standing Defense Department regulation requires that any new
weapon undergo a legal review by the Judge Advocate General of the military
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Mission Application of NLWs

Table 1
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Tauihey Denel

department involved to ensure that the weapon’s intended use 1s consistent with

the “obligations assumed by the United States Government under all applicable

treatics, with customary international law, and, in particular, with the laws of

17 e .
war.” ' Further, the acquisition and procurement of weapons must be consistent

with all applicable treaties and customary international law; cach service 1s also

to ensure that any planned activities that could reasonably generate questions

concerning compliance with arms control agreements to which the United

States is a party must first be cleared by the Under Secretary of Defense for
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Acquisition and Technology, in coordination with the Office of the Sccretary
of Defense General Counsel and the Under Secretary of Defense (Policy). A le-
gal review takes place before the award of the engineenng and manufacturing
development contract and again before the award of the initial production con-
tract.” The Department of the Navy Judge Advocate General (JAG) conducts
this review of NLWs for the Navy and the Marine Corps."”

To date the Navy JAG has completed reviews of several nonlethal weapons:™
stinger grenades; the 12-gauge shotgun using bean bags, rubber pellets, and
wood baton rounds; 40 mm rubber pellet foam-rubber, bean bag, and wood
multiple-baton rounds; sticky and restraining foam; barrier foam; and the 40
mm M781 practice fuse modified for a foam-rubber projectile.* Additionally,
the International and Operational Law Division of the Deputy Assistant Judge
Advocate General of the Navy has recently approved a list of proposed new, ad-
vanced, or emerging technologies that may lead to developments of interest to
the joint nonlethal weapons effort. Among these, antipersonnel technologies
include gastrointestinal convulsives, calmative agents, aqueous foam, malodor-
ous agents, oleoresin capsicum ((OC) cayenne pepper spray, smokes and fogs,
and riot control agents {CS and CN). Antimaterial possibilities are viscosity and
surface polymerization agents, corrosives and supercorrosives, caustic and em-
brittling agents, depolymenization agents, combustion modifiers, and microbes.
Sticky foam, adhesives, slick coatings, and superlubricants are potentially useful
for either purpose. Only microbes did not receive approval for development;
this category of weapons was held to violate the Biological Weapons Conven-
tion.” Calmative and gastrointestinal convulsives, if classified as riot control
agents, can be acceptable. Once these technologies evolve into actual weapons
or weapons systems, the Navy JAG will analyze them again as to their toxic
propertics and compliance with international laws, treaties, and domestic re-
strictions before final approval for series production, or rejection.

International Law Imstruments. In its reviews, the Navy JAG must consult
international agreements that have direct relevance to the military use of NL'Ws,
keeping in mind three major issues. Would the weapon cause suffering that is
needless, superfluous, or disproportionate to the military advantage reasonably
expected from the use of the weapon? Could the weapon be controlled so as to

* 12-gauge shotgun wood baton rounds, weighing three grams and 0.92 by 0.62
inches in size, are “skip-fired” (direct fire can be lethal) so as to strike the lower extremi-
ties of persons thirty to 150 feet away; 40 mm multiple baton rounds (three hardwood,
0.77 ounce batons, 1.35 by 1.35 inches) are also skip-fired at ranges between thirty feet
and a hundred yards; the 40 mm, 58-gram foam rubber projectile for the M781 mortar
practice fuse is nonpenetrating and nonlethal at ranges over twenty meters and has a
maximum range of 150 meters.
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strike only a lawful target and thus be discriminate in its effect? Do rules or laws
exist that prohibit its use? These issues represent in cssence the concept of
“proportionality” under the law of armed conflict—that whereas any military
action or weapon inevitably causes suffering, that suffering must be balanced
against military neccessity. Proportionality is subsumed within the overarching
legal concept of “humanity,” which requires that combatants and
noncombatants not be subjected to unnecessary suffering. From these basic
concepts the principles governing the prohibition and control of certain
weapons are derived; they concern unnecessary suffering, discrimination, and
treachery (or perfidy).” Nonlethal weapons such as lasers, dirccted-encrgy
weapons, high-power microwaves and infrasound, weapons developed from
biotechnology and genetic engincering, and chemical and biological
weapons—along with their respective applications to the spectrum of modern
conflict—must be analyzed according to these concepts and principles.

The groundwork for the declarations and conventions pertinent to the legal
review of NLWs was laid in the Licber Code of 1863 and the Declaration of St,
Petersburg of 1868. The Lieber Code, produced for the regulation of the Union
army during the U.S, Civil War and today the cornerstone of humanitarian law,
established that military necessity does not embrace means and methods of war-
fare that are cruel, and that it must take into account the long-term conse-
quences of the use of a particular weapon,” A few years later, as a result of a
general abhorrence of inhumane weapons, the Declaration of St. Petersburg
was signed. Tt legally prohibited employment of certain weapons that “uselessly
aggravate the sufferings of disabled men, or render their death inevitable.””
These documents, along with the Hague Declarations Concerning Asphyxiat-
ing Gases and Concecrning Expanding Bullets (1899) and the Hague Conven-
tion Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land (1907}, as well as the
concomitant protocols, are standards by which future conventions and treaties
can be evaluated.”™

Of more recent conventions, those most directly pertinent to nonlethal
weapons technology and applications were consulted by the Navy JAG.™ The
first such instrument, of particular relevance to various foam substances, was the
Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), signed on 13 January 1993 by the
United States and ratified in 1998. The CWC definition of toxic chemicals does
notapply to sticky foam, which acts as a “high-tech lasso,” restricting the move-
ment of an individual’s limbs, and is essentally nontoxic, (This characteristic
cleatly distinguishes it fron:1 CS and CN gas, two riot control agents, or RCAs,
that depend on their chemical effects on the human body for their efficacy. It
should be noted that since “method of warfare” is not defined in the CWC
treaty, RCAs may be used in operations not involving international armed con-
flict, such as peacekeeping, humanitanian or disaster relicf, noncombatant evacua-
tion, counterterrorist operations such as hostage rescue, and law enforcement.)
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Sticky foam also raised an international environmental law issue related to the
Montreal Protocol on Substances That Deplete the Ozone Layer. Dichloro-
difluoromethane, or Freon-12, which censtitutes 30-32 percent of sticky foam,
is on the list of controiled substances and 1s being phased out of use on an accel-
erated basis. In the United States, the Clean Air Act, which implements the
Montreal Protocol, and Environmental Protection Agency regulations banned
production and consumption of Freon-12 after 31 December 1995.”

Relatedly under the CWC, barrier foan, classified as an RCA because it con-
tains CS gas, may not be used against combatants in armed conflict.”™ The re-
striction results from a June 1994 presidential memorandum interpreting
“method of warfare” in terms of circumstance (whether or not internal armed
conflict is involved) and class of targets {that is, combatants, or combatants and
noncombatants intermingled, or solely noncombatants).” Second, the Biologi-
cal Weapons Convention, signed by the United States on 10 April 1972 and
ratified in 1975, bans the development, production, stockpiling, or acquisition
of biological agents or toxins of “types and quantities that have no justification
for prophylactic, protective, or other peaceful purposes.”” Third, the Nairobi
[nternational Telecommunications Convention of 10 January 1986 restricts the
use of electromagnetic weapons. Article 35 (1} prohibits “harmful interference”
with the radio services or communications of member states. The United States
is not a party to this treaty, but it has nonetheless implemented its provisions by
incorporating them into law (47 U.S, Code 502). The treaty’s provisions do not
apply during wartime; although “wartime” 1s not defined, it would certainly ap-
ply to major regional conflict.

Fourth, the 1977 Envircnmental Modification Convention (that is, the
Convention on the Prohibition of Military or any Other Hostile Use of Envi-
ronmental Madification Techniques, or ENMOD) defines “environmental
modification techniques” as “changing through deliberate manipulation of
natural processes the dynamics, composition, or structure of the Earth, includ-
ing its biota, lithosphere, hydrosphere, and atmosphere, or of outer space.”
ENMOD prohibits methods having widespread (several hundred square kilo-
micters), long-lasting (months}, or severe (serious or significant disruption or
harm to human life, natural and economic resources, or other assets) environ-
mental effects as a means of destruction, damage, or injury to any other state
party.

The Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,
Poisonous, or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Mcthods of Warfare, of 17
June 1925, entered into force 8 February 1928, When the United States ratified
this treaty in 1975 it did so only with respect wo first use in war of chemical
weapons, butin May 1991 the Bush administration declared, “We are formally
forswearing the use of chemical weapons for any reason, including retaliation,
against any state, effective when the Chemical Weapons Convention enters
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into force.”” The Geneva Protocol does not itself prohibit the development or
possession of CN-type weapons, so it does not directly affect the development
of nonlethal weapons,” However, the Clinton administration has interpreted
the CWC as prohibiting the nse of RCAs in combat.

Lastly, the Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW) Convention of 198()
{(properly, the Convention of Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of CCWs
Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious Or to Have Indiscriminate
Effects) was ratified by the United States in 1995, This convention, also known
as the UN Inhumane Weapons Convention, applies to lethal weapons only, but
it does prohibit the use of laser weapons that are specifically designed to cause
permanent blinding to unenhanced vision (the naked eye or an eye with
corrective eyesight devices). On 29 August 1995 the Defense Department
confirmed U.S. compliance with this restriction. Nevertheless, the use of lasers
as NLWs is not affected by chis policy, since if they are used appropriately in that
framework their bioeftects are reversible, Defense IDepartment policy highlighes
the vital role laser systems play in detection, targeting, range finding, and
communications, as well as in the destruction of targets. Additionally, laser
systems provide significant humanitarian benefits in that they allow weapon
systems to be mcreasingly discriminate, thereby reducing collateral damage to
civilian lives and property,™

Legal Concerns and Restrictions. With respect to chemical-based NLWs,
although their use will likely be restricted to military operations other than war,
certain difficulties arise. First, facilities where chemical-based NLWs are
developed, produced, stored, or tested must be declared and under the CWC
may be subject to routine or challenge inspections. This is an important
considerarion if the nature or existence of such chemicals is to be kept secre,
and because even riot control agents declared under the CWC could be used by
adversaries as an ¢xcuse for developing lethal chemical weapons.

A second legal concern is liability resulting from a decision nof to use nonle-
thal weapons. This liability could be on the individual level (for example, of a
soldier who decides to use lethal instead of nonlethal force in a humanitarian
mission) or on a much broader scale. It is possible that a nation could bring a
case to the UN or World Court claiming that the United States had used exces-
sive force in that, having a nonlethal capability, it had chosen to use lethal force
instead. For example, following Desur Storm the human rights organization
Middle East Watch argued that since the United States had precision guided
munitions, the use of “dumb bombs” was illega].'“

In sum, there may well be legal and treaty restrictions on the use of NLWs in
both operations other than war and major regional contingencies. For example,
such nonlethal weapons as neural inhibitors, gastrointestinal convulsives, neu-
ropharmacological agents, calmative agents, disassociative hallucinogens, and
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sedatives may be considered “temporary incapacitants” and therefore toxic
chemicals prohibited by the Chemical Weapons Convention for any purpose.
Notwithstanding, other antipersonnel, chemical-based NLWs, such as sticky
foam, odor-producing chemicals, and lubricants, are likely to be permitted.
Riot control agents (which in major conflicts can be used only against noncom-
batants, such as in riot control situations or in rear echelon areas outside the
zone of immediate combat) could be employed in operations other than war
adjunct to a regional contingency. Biological weapons, both antipersonnel and
antimaterial, violate U.S. domestic law, but the use of antimaterial chemical-
based NLWs, such as cotrosive, embrittling, viscosity, or depolymerization
agents, is probably permitted under the CWC. If the Pentagon lawyers interpret
“toxic chemicals™ to include incapacitating NLWs, like calmative agents, their
utility in combat will be questionable; the sole operational use of chemical-
based antipersonnel NLWs would be in operations other than war.” The status
of some NLWs is ambiguous under broadly conceived international conven-
tions prohibiting the use of certain kinds of technologies and weapons. 1t would
be ironic if “lethal weapons were employed because ambiguities in international
law prevented the use of non-lethal weapons.”™

Ethical Dimensions

Inevitably, the use of NLWs brings with it ethical and moral implications.
The Western just war tradition is for U.S. decision makers the central point of
reference concerning both the general decision on when the use of force is justi-
fiable and how much force may be employed. By such criteria, the United
States would be on a firm ethical basis in employing NL'Ws in regional contin-
gencies. Today, situations arise that blur the lines of distinction between opera-
tions other than war and “armed conflict”—for instance, the unexpected use of
deadly force by local factions during hutnanitarian assistance missions. Jus ad bei-
[um, international law governing when a state may resort to war, lays down
seven cssentially ethical criteria that must be satisfied if a war is to be considered
lawful: just cause, right authority, right intention, a goal of restoring peace, an
overall preponderance of good over evil {proportionality), a reasonable hope of
success, and force as the last resort.” Jus in bello, international law regulating the
conduct of war {in essence, the law of armed conflict), sets ethical limitations
once a justified decision to resort to military force has becn taken.

The just conduct of war rests on two main principles, proportionality and
discrimination. We have already discussed proportionality in connection with
humanity; it requires that the means used be reasonably proportionate to the
ends pursued. Discrimination, relatedly, prohibits the direct and deliberate tar-
geting of noncombatants and civilian targets; civilian damage must be propor-
tionate to the military advantage gained by the military measure.” “Nonlethal”
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as a concept can foster the inevitable demand for humanity and proportionality
{or suitability) of the applied incans. From the perspective of the force contin-
uum, applied within the context of justifiable use of military power as a legiti-
mized instrument of state political power, noulethal weapons use can be
justified on the basis of moral and legal obligations to stop wrongdomg, to pro-
vide protection and justice, and to promote the return to order. ”

How, then, can we say that the employment of NLWs is consistent with jus
ad bellum and jus in bello? In the warfighting framework, specific weapons tech-
nologies figure (obliquely) in only two of the seven jus ad beflum criteria: those
are overall preponderance of good over evil (proportionality) and reasonable
hope of success. Since most weapons employed in any major armed conflict will
potentially be lethal ones, with somie possible exceptions for operations in urban
terrain, it is highly unlikely that the possible use of NLWs will change the overall
war-decision calculus. In war-conduct criteria, by contrast, the nature of weap-
ons technologies figures much more directly, The impact on jus in beflo is im-
portant, given that some NLWs may substitute for lethal weapons in certain
combat missions, while others will open up new missions altogether. It is proba-
bly safe to arguc, however, that the introduction of NLWs will not violate war-
conduct criteria unless these weapons produce (as they should not) physiologi-
cal effects that are major, long-term, or irreversible. If NLWs cause debilitating
or permanent {even if nonlethal) effects such as blindness or paralysis, long-term
lethal consequences (such as cancer), or other unnecessary suffering, serious
questions will arise about proportionality. Additionally, coinbatants must not,
in any treacherous or perfidious manner, use NLWs toward lethal ends {for in-
stance, disorienting in order to facilitate killing). Finally, military planners and
technologists design NLWs with the factor of discimination in mind, as they
must because of the legal review; nevertheless, some weapons—for example,
infrasound and pulsing-light weapons used in urban operations—will not dis-
criminate between combatants and noncombatants. Even so, however, they
may be permissible if their cffects are temporary and far less destructive than
those of lethal weapons.”

Foreign and Domestic Policy Dimensions

The debate on the employment of nonlethal weapons has generated ques-
tions about iinplications for U.S. foreign policy. On the positive side, insofar as
they increase U.S, warfighting effectiveness, NLWs should contribute to the
success of foreign policy. They can make multinational coalitions more cohe-
sive, by lessening casualties and collateral damage, and they provide a measure of
escalation control at all levels of armed conflict. On the negative side, adversar-
ies could interpret NLW use as unwillingness to employ lethal force, and that
could be construed as a weakness to he exploited.
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Certainly therc are liabilities involved with a national commitment to nonle-
thal weapons, and it is important to evaluate them. A task force of the Council
on Foreign Relations has perceived six inherent risks or problems related to
NLWs." The first, which it called the “slippery slope,” is the likelihood of esca-
lation i1f the use of NLWs leads to “unintended and unwanted involvement,” in-
cluding their use on a large scale. This prospect can be obviated by a
comprehensive understanding of NLW capabilities and limitations; careful, co-
herent, and integrated planning; congressional consultation; and clear identifi-
cation of the ¢nemy, The second risk is of retaliation in kind, that is, cnemy
NLWs directed against “mirror-image” vulnerabilities: computer viruses, forced
bank failures, cte. Indeed, U.S. and Western dependence on technology and fi-
nancial infrastructures increases this volnerability. The third risk is proliferation.,
Much military research and development is based on mimicry; other countries
nught develop NLWs, which could then fall into the hands of renegades and
inercenaries. But then, no degree of restraint by the United States in develop-
ment of NLWs will prevent their appearance in other nations. Russia, the
United Kingdom, France, Italy, and Isracl have made significant inroads in this
domain, and the components are commercially available. Proliferation would
requite cfforts to develop antidotes—which (though the Council did not point
it out) would themsclves proliferate, reducing the usefulness of the original
weapons. Thus secrecy is of considerable importance.

The fourth and fifth problems, and possible objections, pertain to unrealistic
expectations and comparative cost-effectiveness. As to the former, if the public
cxpects bloodless battles and therefore requires that NLWs always be used before
lethal means, disappointinent and unnecessary exposure to danger will result.
On the other hand, in the proper setting NLW employment could certainly in-
creasc the safety of U.S. troops and the effectiveness of Ainerican policy. Exam-
ples include a sniper who hides in a crowd consisting mainly of women and
children and 1s thus shielded from lethal fire, and a hostile regime that the
United States wishes to separate from its populace and army. As to expense,
somc have proposed that the casualty-limiting benefits of NLWs could be
achieved more quickly and at less cost by increasing the precision of lethal arms.
In the final analysis, however, NLW technologics are not expensive compared
to their potential benefits or to the development, procurement, training, and
operation of other weapon systems.

From a domestic perspective, ULS. policy may be influenced by the growing
interest in the concept of NLWs on the patt of the American media and special-
interest groups. The “CNN factor,” or media reaction to the employment of
NLWs, will be an important influence upon public perceptions. In turn, media
coverage will be shaped primarily by the circumstances and the appropriateness
of specific instances of nonlethal force and by the integrity of NLW-capability
claims. Media coverage might elicit such negative public or political reactions
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as, on one hand, that NLWs violate international treaties, damage the environ-
ment, make war more likely by reducing the destructive consequences, maim
and injure noncombatants, cost too much, or simply do not work; or on the
other that NLWs reflect a sentimental or naive view of war and a lack of resolve
to defend national interests, that such weapons risk the lives of soldiers, compro-
mise operational effectiveness, are insufficiently potent to punish aggressors, and
are “politically correct” but militarily irrelevant,”

From the perspective of the American public, there are reasons to support or
reject development and employment of NLWs. Those who favor them empha-
size that NLWs are huinanitarian and minimize human suffering, that they save
U.S. lives by enabling forces to disable cnemy capabilities without, say, air
strikes. They can enhance electronic attack, itself a generally nonlethal mode; in
themselves they constitute an acceptable middle ground between diplomacy
and conventional military force, aiming at strategic paralysis rather than destrie-
tion of the enemy. Notwithstanding, the public could reject NLWs on the basis
of concerns and risks like those above, or a perception that they would produce
a tendency toward “gradualism” vice application of overwhelming force. All
these factors today influence and stimulate the debate over NLWs, ™

Operation Unirep SHIELD is again a case in point. Then-Licutenant General
Anthony C. Zinni, cornmanding 1 Marine Expeditionary Force extracting UN
forces from Somalia, had requested “less lethal” alternatives for use in unarmed
hostile situations in Mogadishu. In time, however, his staff discovered that some
miedia reports were putting the Marines at a disadvantage: a Pentagon official
had provided to the media, which had duly published them, precise descriptions
of the capabilities of barrier foam. The Somalis quickly learned to defeat this
nonlethal technology; also, the world was led to expect the “first large-scale
employment of non-lethal weapons by U.S. armed forces” and amazing abilities
to immobilize hostile crowds quickly.” Evening news broadcasts ran footage
of the movie Ghostbusters in which actor Bill Murray is immobilized by “slime.”
Sectors of the public may not have been aware that nonlethal weapons had
never been intended to preclude the use of deadly force when justified; and thus
they had a skewed perspective on the role of NLWs in a real-world scenario.

Rules of Engagement

U.S. national rules of engagement (ROE) for specific situations are based on
the Joint Chicfs of Staft Standing Rules of Engagement (SROE) of 1 October
1994, The SROE, shaped by the principles of necessity and proportionality, ap-
ply to the use of force for self~defense and the accomplishment of missions.
They give comnmanders the authority, and the obligation, to use all means
necessary in sclf-defense, whereas the use of force for mission accomplishment
generally involves supplemental restrictions.
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During UNITED SHIELI most provisions of the operation’s rules of engage-
ment were unclassified. Each Marine was issued an unclassified ROE card:
“When US forces are attacked by unarmed hostile elements, mobs, and/or riot-
ers, US forces should use the minimum force necessary under the circumstances
and proportional to the threat.” ROE restrictions on nonlethal options were
arbitrary: no distinction was made between the use of deadly force and of other
kinds. In spite of these restrictions—a consequence of the novelty of the em-
ployment of NLWs—the task force managed to employ properly and appropri-
ately the NLWs, having trained with them prior to landing in Somalia.

Figure 2 depicts a force continuum, measured gradations between #o force and
lethal force. In its light, the limitations imposed by the ROE in Uniten Sneen did
not make sense. If a soldier or Marine has to wait until deadly force is actually
aunthorized—that is, life is at risk—before, say, a bean bag or rubber baton can be
used, then no incentive to restrict response to nonlethal means exists. In the So-
malia case, there was misunderstanding in Washington about the effects of cer-
tain NLWs. For example, it was believed there that sticky foam {which local
commanders considered most useful for arca denial, in conjunction with other
barricades) could suffocate a hostile subject and that it would be used as an anti~
personnel weapon. Misconceptions abounded and interfered with progress.

Because nonlethal weapons require quick decisions in stressful situations,
fundamental concepts of training and employment are more critical than che
technology itself. Troops on the scene may have to switch swiftly from nonle-
thal means to lethal and then back again as a situation develops. Thus initiative
and leadership on the part of junior commanders take on a2 new magnitude of
importance. NLWs should be considered as a component of training across the
cntire operational spectrum and force continuum, especially for armed inter-
ventions and peace operations.

“Weapons of Mass Protection”

Nonlethal weapons have gained a strong foothold in the minds of decision
makers and military planners. Some scholars characterize these new weapons,
along with anti-lethal and information weapons, as “weapons of mass protec-
tion” that constitute a “new arsenal for a new era of warfare.”* Indeed, today's
international climate demands a new dimension in warfare. The concept of
“weapons of mass protection” reflects a hybrid approach to the new world or-
der, or chaos, and by extension to the NLWs debate. In this view the West needs
to expand its operational capabilities across a spectrum much broader than con-
ventional warfare, not only in terms of peace operations but also of special
operations and covert warfare.”

At the end of the Cold War, optinusts foresaw the emergence of a new,
peaceful world order based on the model of Western capitalism. Military
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activity was regarded as undesirable in a world preoccupied with creating
wealth within and between capirtalist societies. Liberal democracy and the mar-
ket cconomy were the popular vernacular, and conflict between nations was to
become an anachronism,” The use of military force would continue, but only
on the scale of peripheral involvement; the majority of nation-states would bask
in prosperity and stability. The resulting “peace dividend” could be diverted to
civilian purposcs.

Another perspective was postulated by the neo-Rcalists, who saw the 1990s
as an interwar period; the collapse of the Soviet Union was creating a multipolar
world in which preexisting rivalries between nation-states would continue to
disrupt world tranquillity and stability. Contlict and the potential for it increased
with the emergence of newly independent states in the former Soviet Union
and elsewhere; growing economic and military power in Southeast Asia sceined
to augur cconomic competition between allies—the United States and Japan, or
a solidified European Union. “Fault lines” 1n human society based on funda-
mental differences in culture and social fabric would produce unresolvable ten-
sions leading to a revemal of peace and peaceful vses of resources. Military
capabilitics would have to be increased to meet the ever-growing challenges,
threats, and technological developments: “Hence the West will increasingly
have to accommodate these non-Western modern civilizations whose power
approaches that of the West but whose values and interests differ significantly
from those of the West. This will require the West to maintain the economic
and military power necessary to protect its interests in relation to these civiliza-
tions,””

These opposing views have now joined, largely as a result of the Persian Gulf
War and the subscquent quagmire in the former Yugoslavia. The effects of this
combined view can be seen in the cooperation of advanced industrial societies
with the United States against rogue states, ethnic conflict, and civil war—while
military planners at the same time consider longer-term military threats, a po-
tentially resurgent Russia or an aggressively nationalist China.”

Ln this unicertain and fluid security environment—a “‘fourth epoch,” founded
on postimechanical encrgy—the introduction of nonlethal weapons on the bat-
tlefield will be as significant as the introduction of gunpowder during the Euro-
pean Renaissance.” In the heated debate on nonlethal weapons, this author
concurs with the scholars, military leaders, and planners who postulate that in
the decadces to come the political and military value of the now-cmerging non-
lethal capability will be regarded as superior to lethal ones in the furtherance of
the national security policy and national strategy, because it fills so well the gap
between oral warnings and deadly force. With them, commanders will be able
to function along the entire force continuum, like musicians playing fully chro-
matic musical scales where once they were limited to a few widely separated
notes. Nonlethal weapons will make commanders much more responsive to
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situations, more cffective in employing a new, expanded operational spec-
trum—heretofore nonecxistent—while maintaining the political, legal, and
moral high ground.™ Nonlethal weapons will in the future furnish the means to
meet the challenges of an expanded battlefield of cyberspace, where boundaries
will disappear and the enemy will melt into the euvironment. They promise a
genuine technological breakthrough for military strategy and warfare in the
twenty-first century.
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IN MY VIEW . . .

U.S. Hemispheric Interests

Sir:

I rcad with interest the comments made in the Winter 1999 Naval War
College Review by Captain Jorge H. Recio, of the Argentinean Navy, about my
article in the Summer 1998 issue (“Iedefining U.S. Hemispheric Interests: A
Bold Naval Agenda for the Twenty-first Century”). [ would like to express just
three ideas, which I consider support my thesis and by no means justify the criti-
cism made by my friend and classmate of the 1997 Naval Command College
Class at the U.S. Naval War College.

First, my theory is based upon an intellectual exercise and as such it is suhject
to all sort of critiques, but in no way does it lose its character of academic exer-
cise. In that respect, it represents my personal point of view, and it cannot be
considered as an official opinion from my country or the Chilean Navy at all. I
wrote the article as an analyst of the ULS. interests in the region, on the basis of
my experience as student, and afterwards as teacher and researcher in the U.S.
Naval War College. As I stated in my article, I attempted to interpret the U.S.
interests in respect to the hemisphere, and not to represent the Chilean interests,
or those of any other country in the region. To try to give another interpreta-
tion to this academic exercise would be capricious.

Second, in developing my work, I tried never to ignore the geopolitical,
political, economic and military importance of Argentina. On the contrary, I
situated that nation in the context of what [ called the “geopolitical triangle” of
South America, i.e., as one of the three more important countries in the region
with respect to U.S. hemispheric interests. To mention only one of the many
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arguments that support this condition, such as the length of the coast of these
three countries, is a deceptive simplification and a complete distortion of what 1
attempted to demonstrate.

Third, regarding the *confidence™ matter, which seems to be the main con-
cern for Captain Recio and the one that provoked his criticism, T would like to
insist that I have tried to interpret the regional interests of the United States and
not the Chilean interests in Latin Amernca. The Falkland War was, undoubt-
edly, a hard blow to U.S. interests, because Argentina engaged in a conflict with
the traditional and maim North American ally: the United Kingdom. To ignore
the fact that after this cpisode the United States decreased her degree of confi-
dence in Argentina means to be blind to a contemporary reality. Today nobody
can deny that Argentina has a navy with a “blue-water” capability, but this is
not the point analyzed in my article: the eventual support of the United States to
the future development of that capability, in a regional context. Thus, I have
framed this article in the twenty-first century. As I said, the naming of Argentina
as a “major non-NATOQ ally” is a favorable sign of the recovery of the confi-
dence lost by the United States during the past decade.

I hope chat this explanation meets doubts and concerns of Captain Recio,
and 1 send my most respectful regards to him and to all the journal’s distin-
guished readers, with a thought in mind: “The only way to make oneself free

from flattery is to make men understand that nobody offends them saying the
truth” (Niccold Machiavelli, The Prince).

Commander Edmundo R.. Gonzalez,
Chilean Navy

“Shock and Awe”

Sir

Re your review of Sheck and Awe: Achieving Rapid Dominance in the Summer
1998 edition, your reviewer rendered a gross disservice both to our paper and to
those who are genuinely secking innovative, creative, and constructive ways to
dea] with the future security of this nation. One hopes this disservice was inad-
vertent.

In the first instance, reviews are meant to be complete if not timely. The Na-
tional Defense University editon of Shock and Awe was published over two
years ago. A student in the field would know that since then, a sccond, follow-
on, and far more specific work, Rapid Dominance: A Lore for All Seasons, was
released in 1997. For your readers’ interest, a major conference was held at
NDU this past September that featured much of Rapid Dominance as an alter-
native warfighting concept, and work 1s being completed on a strategic road-
map for implementing an experimental Rapid Dominance Force.
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Any review of Rapid Dominance and Shock and Awe would be incomplete
if not negligent without recognizing the follow-on, A Force for All Seasons, espe-
cially since it has been out for over a year. ‘That ervor is akin to reviewing only
the first volume of a multi-volume history of World War II and wondering in
the review how the war turned out.

Your reviewer dismissed our strictures that ““The purpose of this paper is to
outline the beginnings of the concept of Rapid Dominance™ and the conclud-
ing thought that “Rapid Dominance is still a concept and a work in prog-
ress. . .. He then proceeded as if his only tasks were to refute all that we wrotc
and to scek out typographic errors that the computer printing and incomplete
editing process had allowed to sncak through. (We must note that for inexplica-
ble reasons, the word “blitzkrieg” is spelled correctly in certain places and not in
others.)

To acquaint those of your readers who may not be familiar with the concept
of Rapid Dominance, the theory combines two very old and fundamental
components of war and politics: “shock and awe,” and “will and perception.” It
is this premeditated combination of “shock and awe” and “will and perception”
that distinguishes Rapid Dominance. The objective of Rapid Dominance is “to
affect, influence and control the will and perception of the adversary through
imposing or threatening to impose a regime of shock and awe sufficient to that
end.” If shock and awe cannot sufficiently affect will and perception and there-
fore the outcomes we seek, Rapid Dominance retains the capacity to project
“overwhelming force” in linc with the current strategy and defense guidance.

Vice Admiral Arthur Cebrowski, president of your great institution, recog-
nizes this interaction of shock and awe, and will and perception as well as any-
one. In his own view of “netcentric warfare,” he argues that the accumulation
of rapidly applied, correct decisions will produce shock and awe and contribute
to achieving decisive action.

As patt of our initial theory, we developed an eight-level hierarchy of shock
and awe to demonstrate and illustrate both historically and practically how will
and perception might be affected, influenced, and controlled at a variety of
levels. That hierarchy ranged from the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki (which forced the Japanese to surrender despite suicidal resistance up
to that point} to seven other cases. Your reviewer was uninformed about the
examnple of the Roman legions and their relevance to shock and awe, Rome
ruled most of the then-known world with small numbers of forces, which did
not have to be deployed everywhere. The threat that dissent or disobedience in
the hinterlands would ultiinately be crushed by Roman power indeed produced
cnotigh “shock and awe’ to affect will and perception.

The paper identified and developed four key characteristics for Rapid Domi-
nance: total knowledge; rapidity; control of the environment; and brilliance in
exccution. While the reviewer accused us of rambling and incoherence, the
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simple matter is that we sensibly organized these characteristics in a chapter on
“Strategic, Policy and Operational Application,” and one on “An Outline for
System Innovation and Technological Integration.” This was iucant to provide
the reader with some concrete examples of where we thought the concept
could be headed in both policy and capability ters.

Finally, we examined a number of key questions and recommended next
steps to be taken in the process of defining, fielding, and testing a Rapid Domi-
nance force. These formed the basis for much of the subsequent volume. We
are now working on a roadmap for putting these recommendations into a form
for testing and experimentation.

We, as a nation, could choose to rest on our oars and take our future security
for granted. Clearly, the Departinent of Defense and the civilian and uniformed
leaders of our military forces are of an entirely difterent school, and there is no
question that there is strong and genuine comnitment to re-cxamining our
strategy, force posture, and future directions. [n the best of times, this is a very
difficult process. What is needed perhaps most ofall is a means for collecting and
vetting good 1deas in a process that encourages debate, dissene, and criticism.
Our team has what we all believe is a good idea in Rapid Dominance, one that
merits serious consideration. And we belicve in a process that requires debate,
dissent, and ¢nticism to test good ideas.

But criticisin, if it is to be useful, must be objective, balanced, accurate, and
informed. Your reviewer showed none of these qualities, To be crass, I am
shocked but not awed.

Harlan K. Ullman
Washington, 12.C.

Major Conversino replics:

With all due respect, it appears thac Dr, Ullman 1s unfamiliar with the pur-
posc of a book review as well as the responsibility of authors, even of “works in
progress,” to ensure the accuracy of their manuscripts. Likewise, while stating
that the study group of which he was a part wished to engender criticism and
debate, Mr, Ullman's reaction to iny review scems to suggest that he desires his
group be given a pass on the rescarch, writing, and cditing of their work, and an
endorsement of the concept behind the literary product. 1 stand by my review
of Shoeck and Awe and wish to respond to Dr. Ullman’s letter. In short, if 1 ren-
dered a disservice to anyone, it is to those who seck to peddle “new™ ideas with
a minimum of rescarch and analysis.

At the outset, let me point out that 131, Ullman overlooketl several key state-
ments in my review. | stipulated, for example, that the authors did not intend
for this book to be a “scholarly tome but expected their work to spark thought
and debate.” Siill, this does not excuse them from cusuring the accuracy of the

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1999 137



Naval War College Review, Vol. 52 [1999], No. 2, Art. 1

138 Naval War College Review

text. Notably, Mr. Ullman does not mention my points concerning the book’s
reference to an Isracli raid on Syrian nuclear reactors in 1982—an event that
never occurred—or several other particularly glaring factual mistakes that go
well beyond mere typographical crrors. As I noted in the review, such serious
misstatements of historical events should cause the reader to doubt both the
quality of analysis as well as the accuracy of other supporting inateral presented
in the course of building that analysis. Indeed, T stated that the authors made
good use of the historical evidence in casting blitzkricg as an example of “shock
and awe.” In pointing out that “blitzkrieg” was consistentdy nusspelled, how-
ever, I was merely noting one typographical error that was typical of the uneven
quality of the book and, given the amount of emphasis the authors placed on
that well known German strategy, a most distracting error at that,

Why is accuracy and sound proofreading important? The authors are clearly
trying to “sell” a concept and should ensure that their message is not lost in
hasty, sloppy work or through overstatement. The authors, however, might
have provided more depth in their evidence and thus a more convincing analy-
sis. Dr. Ullman fails to explain the contradiction inherent in a theory that relics
on “perfect knowledge” {emphasis mine) but cannot be “over-visualized”—what-
ever that means—because of the enduring fog of war, Mr, Ullman resorts to the
“work in progress” line of defense, which is an unsatisfactory attempt to avoid
dealing with the book’s shortfalls and the theory’s contradictions.

Likewise, merely stating that certain historical events or scenarios provide
cxamples of shock and awe is not the same as building a cogent and convincing
analysis. For example, Dr, Ullman states that [ was “uninformed” about the role
the Rooman legions played in inducing shock and awe throughout the empire. I
made the comment in light of the authors’ model, which touted “rapidity” as a
key ingredient of their theory. T will concede that rapidity of movement might
be relative, but how far does one stretch the concept of speed—*rapidity”—
before it loses all meaning? The authors’ conclusion, restated by Dr, Ullman in
his leteer, that the mcre threat of Roman retaliation induced shock and awe, ig-
nores the historical record. A cursory look at Roman history, particularly fol-
lowing the turn of the third century an., would reveal an empire often
convulsed by major upheavals and rebellions, not all of which were casily or

cven successfully put down. Was it mercly the “shock and awe” supposcdly
generated by the Roman legions that established order and stability? If so, why
did it fail in certain periods? Furthermore, why did the legions fail to impose
“shock and awe” on the Goths or Persians? Does shock and awe exist, except
where 1t doesn’t?

This brings us to a broader point about the use of history in “proving” an
otherwise untested theory: while Shock and Awe was meant to be a thought-
provoking work in progress, the authors then should expect, as Dr. Ullman
claims they do, “dissent” and “criticism” based on their application of the
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historical evidence. This is particularly true when they simply throw an idea on
the table with little or no evidence to support it and expect “objective” and “in-
formed” readers to accept their view at face value.

I should remuind Dr. Ullman that I was asked to review a completed volume,
not a series of roundtables and debates. Neither did the editors of this journal ask
me to debate the concept of shock and awe. Thus, Dr. Ullman attempts to
comparc the 1996 book, which was apparently superseded by a subsequent
work, to the first volume in a multivolume series on World War ILL [ agree that
one would be grossly remiss in criticizing an author for not ending the warin his
first installment. On the other hand, should the author portray the anschiuss as
transpiring in Belgium or describe a September 1939 German invasion of Lat-
via, a reviewer should rightly call these errors to the reader’s attention. Whether
that book 1s a single volume or is the first in a serics, the authors have an obliga-
tion to provide an accurace representation of the historical record. This is even
more important when the ideas at the heart of the work are still in development
and therefore more vulnerable to criticism than a fully developed theory.

In closing, I might point out that Dr, Ullman asserts that I lacked objectivity,
balance, accuracy, and was not “informed” in crafting my review. I can only
conclude that “objectivity” and “balance™ to Dr. Ullman are reflected in a book
review that overlooks serious flaws in evidence and argumentation, as well as in
editing. I clearly stated in the review that I considered the book’s central thesis
to be valid and that Shock and Awe contains “new concepts for the nation’s de-
fense,” provided one can get past the distracting errors, poor orgamzation, and
occasional contradictions. As for accuracy, I challenge him to point out which
of the specific crrors I noted were not contained in the book. I will admit thac |
am not “informed” on the current state of “shock and awe's” development.
Neverthcless, I submit that neither my professors in graduate school nor my fac-
ulty colleagues at the Air Force Academy and the U.S. Air Force School of
Advanced Airpower Studies would have found the volume that T was asked to
review to meet acceptable standards of evidence, organization, argpumentation,
and editing. In a published book, spelling does count! Dr. Ullman may not have
intended Shock and Awe to be a work of intense scholarship. Hopefully, the
second volume to which he refers, Rapid Dominance: A Force for Al Seasons, rises
above the questionable standard he has apparently accepted for Shock and Awe.

Mark J. Conversino
Major, U.S. Air Force
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SET AND DRIFT

A Real Revolution in Naval Affairs and
What It Achieved

Frank Uhlig, Jr.

A COMMON THEME AMONG AUTHORS writing in the Naval War Col-
fege Review and other journals serving the armed forces is that a “revolu-
tion in military affairs” is upon us. Indeed, they are right; in fact, they and many
whao went before them would have been right to make such an observation at
any time since the beginning of the age of technology more than a century and a
half ago. There have been a lot of such revolutions; more are in the making.
Ohne characteristic they all share is that they are centered on one or, often now, a
cluster of war's instruments. Those efforts at revolution that succeed change
much, but they never change everything,

For cxample, they never change the obligation of policy makers and com-
manders to be clear about their objective and to focus everlastingly on it, nor do
they change the need for those same people to concentrate force both where it
1s needed and in a form useful to the occasion.

Frank Uhlig is a Sponsored Research Scholar of the Naval War College. For over
twenty years he was an editor and senior editor at the U.S. Naval Institute, where he
founded the annual Napal Review. In 1981 Frank Uhlig became the editor of the Naval
War College Press (which produces this journal); he retired from that post in September
1993,
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What might we expect from a revolutionary instruiment of war? For some
clues, let us examine the development years of one—the submarine, While the
submarine did nat change the purposes of war at sea—chiefly to make sure that
friendly shipping can flow and that hostile shipping cannot—it did change fun-
damentally its nature. Hitherto a warship could expect to engage in battle only
in certain well defined parts of the sea and usually had to depend on having time
to prepare for it. But with the coming of the submarine, for the first time the
enemy could be lurking anywhere at any time. The fear of being ambushed by
an unseen attacker became an unwelcome but ever-present shipmate of all who
went to sea.

By the time war broke out in August 1914, cvery important fleet had subma-
rines, and had had them for years. Britain had seventy-three, Germany thirty-
one. From the beginning submarines extended the effective range of their
fleets into waters that most ships could not reach, For example, they alone ex-
tended the reach of the British fleet into the Baltic, that of the German fleet into
the Mediterranean, and late in the war on into the coastal waters of the United
States. Morcover, unlike other ships, submarines of both fleets kept watch off
the approaches to enemy ports, laid mines in the fairways, and with considerable
success torpedoced and damaged or sank unwary or uncscorted battleships and
cruisers, When World War I was over, submannes and mines {many of which
had been laid by submarines) had sunk thirty-six battleships and armored cruis-
ers. By contrast, only fifteen battleships, battle cruisers, and anmored cruisers had
been sunk by other surface combatants, and more than half of those in one
action—Jutland.’

Still, long before the war was over the men in the big ships had learned how,
in most instances, to frustrate the enemy's submarines: stcaming morc swiftly
than was otherwise necessary, changing course frequently (zigzagging); keeping
a keen lookout for periscopes or torpedo wakes, sailing only with a screen of de-
stroyers, having the channels and shallows swept of mincs, and avoiding waters
in which it was believed a submarine might be lurking. Though generally suc-
cessful, they represented a formidable list of burdens and restrictions laid on the
battle flect by a small, primitive, but almost totally stealthy type of warship.
Morcover, none of those large ships was capable, save by accident, of sinking a
submarine.

Had all these accomplishments been the sum of submuarine achievement in
the war, the type would have been recognized, just as anticipated before 1914,
as a highly valuable element of any country’s fleet but no more than that.

In general, the way navies had proposed to deal with shipping, both friendly
and hostile, was indirectly, By concentrating cheir fighting ships into powerful
flects and then using those fleets in battle to destroy the enemy, they would set
the stage for the next act. In that act the ships of the victorious fleet would
disperse, acting both as blockaders to halt the flow of enemy shipping and as
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hunters for surviving enemy warships that had cluded the blockade and were
raiding the victorious fleet’s shipping. The ships of the successful fleet would also
escort such ships as troop transports, whose survival could not be left to chance.

The problem in real life was that opposing fleets seldom were equal in size, or
in cagerness to seck out the enemy. This was the case in 1914, British efforts to
entice the Germans to sea, where they could be defeated, failed. So did German
efforts to trap small portions of the British fleet. The result was that the Grand
Fleet blockaded, and the High Seas Fleet was blockaded. Behind that British
blockade allied shipping flowed, but German shipping did not. Allied merchant
ships not only bore commercial goods into and out of friendly and neutral ports
but also bore raw materials for the allied arms industries, arms for the armics en-
gaged in battle, and whole armies themselves, either to reinforce those already
engaged overseas or to begin a new campaign elsewhere. Shipping mattercd.

German submarines (U-boats) changed the situation that had become so
comfortable for the allies. Unhindered by the Grand Fleet, they attacked both
inbound and outbound allied ships, as well as neutrals {(mainly because it was
difficult to distinguish a neutral ship from an enemy ship, but also because neu-
trals often carried allied cargoes). The British attempted to deal with the prob-
lem by patrolling the seaward approaches to friendly harbors, where merchant
shipping was thick. It was in these waters that the U-boats were to be found.
Keeping in mind the generally sensible maxiin that the best defense is a good
offense, the British rejected the thought of gathering the merchantmen into
convoys escorted by destroyers or other small warships; they saw convoys as
defensive, patrolling as oftensive. Undeterred by this offensive patrolling, the
U-boats kept on sinking merchant ships. By the spring of 1917 the Germans
calculated that the end was nigh, Gloomily, the British reached the same con-
clusion: whatever allied merchant ships had not yet been sunk soon would be.
When that happened the allied position on the Eastern Front, on the Western
Front, everywhere, would collapse.

In the nick of time the British, and their new associates, the Americans,
adopted the escorted convoy. For the U-boats this meant that instead of being
presented with a multitude of merchant ships steaming singly toward their ports
of destination—which meant that if the U-boat missed one ship, there soon
would be another—they faced the possibility not of many individual ships to
attack but of only a few convoys. That in turn meant that if the U-boat missed a
convoy not only would it have missed many ships, but it would be some time
betore it got another chance to attack. Morcover, those convoys were guarded
by destroyers or, in any event, escorts of some sort.

Assuming that a U-boat has sighted a convoy within closing range, because
of the escorts it must avoid closing on the surface; compared to the merchant-
men its speed is high, but it must now be submerged, where its speed is low.
Therefore, unless from the first moment the U-boat is ahead of the convoy, it is
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not likely ever to get into a firing position. Thus, even if the escorts never learn
that a submarine has been nearby, they will have frustrated its aceack.

Within a short time of the convoy's adoption, the sinking of merchant ships
fell oft. Despite the fact that about the same time the Eastern Front collapsed,
the allies’ position in the West improved sufficicntly that their armies, fortified
by the addition of two million American soldiers who had advanced threc
thousand miles across the Atlantic in escorted convoys, were able in the sunumer
of 1918 to go on the oftensive and win the war after all.

The revolutionary weapon, the submarine, had moved the focus of the naval
struggle from the North Sea to the Atlantic; just before its moment of triwmph,
it had been frustrated by the resurrection of a tactic not used since the age of sail.
What did this do to the opposing battle flects left behind in the North Sea? It
might have put them out of business. Bur if the British were to decommission
the ships of their battle line, the German flect would be able to sail unmolested
into the English Channel or the Atlantic Ocean and there overwheli the small
escorts and their convoys. If the Germans relegated their heavy ships to idleness,
the Briush would be free to do so too, with the result that the destroyers re-
tained to screen the British battle line would be free to reinforce the convoy
escorts. So, at least nominally, both fleets remained ready for battle,

What we have seen is the near trivmph of not just the submarine but of the
submarine used in the most effective way possible, directly against the object of
naval watfare—shipping. It came close both to putting the batte fleet out of
business and to winning the war. Finally, itis worth keeping in mind that the al-
lies’ victory in the Atlantic, though a prerequisite to their armies’ success in
France in 1918, would not have led to victory without the success of the armies.

For now the most important ideas revealed by these long-ago experiences are
that in war—and before war—we should be clear strategically, operationally,
and tactically, about what we need to protect and what we need to attack; we
should understand that sometimes the best defense 15 a good defense; we should
obscerve that when a dominant inserument is displaced by another, instead of
losing all value the old system may merely step down to a supporting role; and
we should keep in mind that our next dominant instrument of war, or our
cnemy’s, may prove to be something already in hand. So might its antidote.

We must consider one more matter. This simple, practical instruiment of war,
the submarine, employed directly with devastating strategic effect upon sbip-
ping—the object around which naval war revolves—achieved its effect in the
most brutal fashion. Because they dared do it no other way, submarines torpe-
doed merchant ships without warning, and because they had no way of rescuing
those who survived the blast, they left them to the mercy of chance. Chance is
not often merciful.

Few people care about merchant scamen, especially if they are foreigners. Al-
most everyone cares about passengers in a ship or in an airplane, especially if
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they are fellow citizens. The torpedoing by a U-boat of the British passenger
liner Lusitania in April 1915 cost 1,200 people their lives. Over one hundred of
those who drowned were American men, women, and children. The Lusitania
was not the only passenger ship torpedocd in that war, only the most prominent
among them.

It was the brutality associated with the sinking of ships by submarines that
was a primary cause, perhaps the primary cause, of the U.S. declaration of war
against Germany in April 1917. Following first upon that declaration was the
dispatch of American destroyers to Europe. It was those destroycrs and thosc
which followed that made the convoy systern a practical proposition for the al-
lies. Following thereafter was the dispatch of the two million soldiers to France.
It is likely that without the clear display of submarine warfare's inherent brutal-
ity those Amcrican contrbutions to the allied victory would never have come
to pass.” That is, without the Americans, probably there would have been no al-
lied victory, only allied defeat.

After all the atrocities the world has experienced since the end of that war,
perhaps people have become too numb to react against other examples of bru-
tality explained, or cxcused, by the shortcomings of an otherwise perfect mili-
tary or naval system. But as the current campaign against the manufacture and
use of antipersonnel land mines illustrates, those who develop and use weapons,
which by design or not cause uncxpected suffering, should not count on that.

Notes

1. Onsubmarine numbers in 1914 see Paul G. Halpern, A Naval Iistory of World War I {Annapolis, Md.:
Naval Institute Press, 1994), p. 8. On the sinking of big ships see H. W. Wilson, Baftleships in Action, Vol. Il
(Londoun: Sampson Low, Marston & Co., n.d. but probably 1426), pp. 341-3.

2. On destroyer numbers and employment in the spring of 1917, sec Wilson, pp. 356, 359,
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REVIEW ESSAY

Modern Approaches to Considering
Modern Military History

Lieutenant Colonel Michael N. Schmitt, U.S. Air Force

Townshend, Charles. ed. The Oxford Mustrated History of Modern War, New
York: Oxtord Univ. Press, 1997. 354pp. $49.95

Black, Jeremy, War and the World: Military Power and the Late of Continents,
1450-2000. New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univ, Press, 1998, 334pp. $35

EXCESSIVE AMBITION USUALLY yields only failure. As the readers of the
Review surely realize, history teaches that this truisin knows few excep-
tions in war. Interestingly, writers are no less subject to such ambition than
those on the field of battle—even writers on the history of war. In The Oxford II-
lustrated History of Modern War and War and the World, two accomplished histori-
ans have taken on an ambitious task indeed: analyzing war over the past five
centuries. Nonetlicless, both succeed in their risky endeavor, adding two solid
conrributions to our undesstanding of military history. Both merit serious
scholarly and professional atrention,

Licutenant Colonel Schmitt is professor of law and deputy Law Departinent head at
the United States Air Force Academy. He has degrees from Southwest Texas State Uni-
versity, the University of Texas, and Yale University, and he is a graduate of the Naval
War College. He has published widely in the field of mtemational law and military
opcrations,
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Edited by Keele University’s Chatles Townshend, History of Modern War has
as its goal to “provide a history not merely of modern warfare but of modern
war as 2 whole.” Townshend operates from the premise that modern war differs
from: the organized violence that characterized conflict in centuries past. The
point of demarcation for modern war, he suggests, occurred between the six-
tecnth and eighteenth centuries, when Europe developed the wherewithal to
withstand attacks from the East, a turning point symbolically marked by the Ot-
toman defeac at Vienna in 1683. This European victory signaled the beginning
of the progressive Western dominance that would reach full maturicy in the
nineteenth century. For Townshend, “this shift cannot be understood in purely
military terms. It was part of a complex process of social and cconomic mod-
crnization.”

This theme of a symbiotic relationship between war and society pervades the
book’s organization and substance. To develop the theme Townshend has
neatly, and appropriately, bifurcated the study. Part [ traces the evolution of
modern war from its transitional period, starting around the sixteenth century,
through the twenticth-century phenomenon of “people’s war.” In Part I1, vari-
ous clements of modern war are addressed separately—technology, modern
combat, war at sea, acrial warfare, war and society, women in war, and the nor-
mative control of, and opposition to, war. Though each part could easily stand
alonc, the net result of the combination is a synergism between complementary
approaches, The former provides the context within which the elements of war
can be better understood, whercas the latter explicates and illustrates how that
evolution played itself out in discrete areas of interest.

The success that the book achieves relies heavily on the distinction of the
group of contributors Townshend has gathered. Of particular note are a num-
ber of names familiar to those associated with the Naval War College: John
Hattendotf, the renowned naval historian who holds the Ernest J. King Chair at
the College; Douglas Porch, a former member of the Strategy and Policy De-
partment, now on the faculty of the Naval Postgraduate School; and Oxford’s
Adam Roberts, who has worked closely with the College’s Oceans Law and
Policy Department. The remainder of the group are no less accomplished; it is
an impressive array of intcllect and expertise.

Virtually every one of the chapters is remarkably well done. Several, though,
will prove especially interesting to this journal’s readership. The introductory
chapter by Townshend, “The Shape of Modern War,” scts the stage beautifully
with an insightful general survey of the topic. For Townshend, the rise and
evolution of modern wartfare were driven by technological, administrative, and
ideological change, and he identifies a number of key historical milestones in
those processes. The revolutionary decree of levée en masse by the French
Republic in 1793, for example, made possible battles of expanded scope
and frequency. More importantly, the levée permitted expanded objectives,
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including destruction of the cnemy state itself. “War would increasingly be
seen as the acid test, not mercly of military and economic strength, but more
fundamentally of the social cohesion of states, and the viability of nations.” Also
determinative for Townshend were erganizational changes made by the Prus-
sian Helmuth von Moiltke. His establishinient of a general stafl, in combination
with the advent of modern weaponry, turned on its head the traditional view
that short-service conscripts were inferior. Effective staff work, particularly
mobilization planning, enhanced the advantages of numerical superiority to
such an extent that states no longer needed to rely primarily on professional
soldicrs.

World War 1 was a classic demonstration of Townshend's technological,
administrative, and ideological dynamic, as Clausewitz’s “absolute war” gave
way to “total war,” which rclentlessly drew whole societics into the war-
making endeavor. New weaponry, in particular advances in artillery, resulted in
grinding trench warfare. This motivated an ever-increasing effort to produce
and field more manpower and war matenal—hence the reliance on the “home
front.” Nationalism, symbolized by the rallying cries “Weltmacht oder Nieder-
gang!” (world power or downfall) and “On les aura!” (we'll get them), stymied
any hope for an carly resolution of the conflict. These trends were only exacer-
bated in the Second World War,

The nature of war changed yet again with the emergence of “people’s war.”
As war between the major powers became increasingly risky {and unlikely), due
in great pare to technological advances in weaponry, ideology (whether relig-
ious, ethnic, or nationalist) fostered a string of “lesser” conflicts labeled “low-
intensity war.” By the 1980s and 1990s the tragedy of “total people's war,” in
which paramilitary militias were the central actors, had come to the fore, This
new reality, exemplified by such conflicts as those in Lebanon, Afghanistan, and
Yugoslavia, leads Townshend to conclude that “we approach the end of the
millennium with a whifl, if no mare, of fear that the next one may witness a re-
turn to what Thomas Hobbes saw as the state of nature: the war of all against
all,”

Although he ably lays the foundation, it is his colleagues who craft the edi-
fice. In the chapter on warfare at sea, John Hattendorf offers a systematic survey.
Taking a macro view, he ultimately dismisses the notion of radical change on
the horizon: “Between 1950 and the 1990s, many naval leaders returned to the
older ideas about the range and functions of navies, extending wartime tasks
into peacetime duties. . . . The fundamental role of navies has remained to
establish control for oneself at sea or to deny it to an enemy, linking that control
to broad political and economic issues ashore. In peacetinme, navies continue to
have a diplomatic and international role, a policing role, and a military role.”
This prognosis bodes well for a navy in search of its appropriate role in twenty-
first-century U.S. military strategy.
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Richard Overy comes to much the same conclasion, in the context of aerial
operations, as Hattendorf. Noting that the Royal Air Force deployed only
seventy-six combat aircraft to the Persian Gulf War but ended World War 11
with over eight thousand, he argues that “with smaller numbers of technically
sophisticated and expensive aircraft the choice of objective became mote im-
portant. Air power was once again, as in 1918, directed at strong points on the
battleficld, at the enemy air force, and at supplies and communications feeding
the battle zone. . . . By the 1990s air warfare had become more effective militar-
ily, but less radical in its strategic impact, than the pioncers of air power theory
could ever have expected.” This is an interesting conclusion, likely to draw
some disapreement from aviators and strategists. The numerical comparison he
proffers is hardly telling, given the qualitaovely and quantitatively improved
capabilities of modern aircraft, current operational concepts for their emiploy-
ment, and the context in which they were used in the Gulf war. Moreover,
while the Gulf war techniques for employing aircraft to achicve strategic ends
might surprise aviation pioneers, it nevertheless remains that air power was put
to effective strategic use in that conflict, a use which those same pioneers would
have applauded. Despite this arguable assertion by Overy, as a whole he presents
an extremely perceptive historical analysis of much value to those who consider
air power.

Perhaps most thought-provoking is the picce by Martin van Creveld, titled
“Technology and War: Postmodern War.” He first addresses nuclear weapons,
concluding that at the end of the twentieth century most countries that can field
large-scale conventional forces are also capable of acquiring nuclear weapons.
Van Creveld points out that nuclear weapons “have put military history into re-
verse gear: in every region where they have been introduced, large-scale, inter-
state war has as good as disappeared.” This finding forms the first prong of his
vltimate conclusion. Turning to the other end of the spectrum of violence, he
notes the general demise of state-on-state conflict. Indeed, of the one hundred
or so conflicts after 1945 the vast majonty involved nonstate actors employing
forces that were not conventional armies and were without advanced weap-
onry. When states ficlding conventional forces became embroiled in these con-
flicts they usually suffered defeat (albeit not necessarily in che traditional sense of
the term), despite inflicting heavy casualties on their opponents. The cause? Ac-
cording to van Creveld, “the more powerful and more modern the technology
at the disposal of an army . . . the less useful it was in combating an enemy who
did not represent a territorial state, did not have permanent bases or lines of
communication, did not possess modern weapons, and, most important of all,
could not be distingnished from the surrounding population.” This point forins
the second prong of his conclusion, that “large-scale conventional warfare and
the armed forces by which it is waged are being squeezed out of existence by
nuclear weapons on the one hand and subconventional warfare on the other.
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Together with the modern technology at their disposal, these forces are heading
for a fall; like Humpty Dumpty, once broken they may not be put together
again.”

Whercas History of Modern War contributes to the discipline hy viewing war
in its broader social setting, in War and the World the University of Excter's
Jeremy Black approaches the subject of war during the past half-millennium
from a radically different angle. In his view, “most military history, whether
operational or the so-called ‘new military history’ that adopts a wider social di-
mension, concentrates on Western history and is very much Euro-centered
even when it considers developmernts elsewhere in the world.” He laments the
“reluctance to grasp the wider global context” of war and the tendency to ap-
proach military history in terms of a particular explanatory model, “classically
that of the trdumph of the West through technology.” To a great extent, even
non-Western military cultures are considered in terms of their relation to the
Europeans. These flaws Black sets out to remedy. He doces so not through novel
approaches, for he focuses on factors that pervade war irrespective of locus—
weapons, tactics, and strategy, and the interrelatedness of war and the political
and social environment in which it occurs. Instead, the uniqueness of his
approach 1s found in his global perspective.

Black's point of departure is what he labels “Gibbonian Strategies.” For
Edward Gibbon, the eighteenth-century historian best known for The History of
the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, the key to Europe’s preciminence lay in
its existence as a grouping of states in competition with cach other. The central-
ity of the competition to progressive development was illustrated not only by
the fall of Rome but also by the demise of Byzantium, which, given its isolation,
“was not disturbed by the comparison of forcign metit; and it is no wonder if
they fainted in the race, since they had neither comipetitors to urge their speed,
nor judges to crown their victory.” Competition and emulation would prove
particularly important to technological progress, for they encouraged European
powers not only to adopt advances made elsewhere but to pursue their own
when neighboring states lost pace. Gibbon also focused on the importance of
balance of power politics at both the international and domestic levels. As Black
notes, balance of power in the Gibbonian paradigm “was self-correcting, pre-
vented hegemony and permitted progress through emulation that was essen-
tially competitive but . . . tempered by ‘the gencral manners of the times.””

Black suggests that this latter approach was quite the creature of the culture
from which it emerged: “The apparent precision and naturalness of the image
and language of balance greatly contributed to its popularity in an age in thrall of
Newton and miechanistic physies. . . . Balance served as an appropriate leitmotif
for a culture that emphasized the value of moderation.” In fact, he argues, it
lacked analytical rigor, failing to offer usable criteria for assessing military capa-
bility or an opponent’s intentions, or even to provide guidelines for response to
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change. Moreover, it did not account for the dynamics of regional balancc
within the larger peneral context. In essence it was Eurocentric, in its dismissal
of non-Europeans as lacking balance.

The Eurocentric tendency to emphasize weaponry as the dominant ¢ngine
of change is also challenged. For instance, Gibbon emiphasized the importance
of gunpowder and fortifications in securing Europe against the onslaught of the
“barbarians” from the East. While acknowledging the criticality of technology,
Black takes a much wider view, suggesting that the relationship between prog-
ress and technology is more complex than is often suggested. “Technology and
change interpenetrate; they were, and are, not simply alternatives. Technology
has to be understood in its social context.” As an cxample, he notes that the
decay of Timur’s noniadic empire was as much the result of the “lack of legiti-
mating principles, succession struggles, lack of common ethnic base and geo-
graphical challenges™ as of military factors. This theme of contextuality in
understanding the evolution of war and warfare pervades his work.

Black devotes the bulk of the book to a chronological voyage through mili-
tary history, from the fifteenth to the twentieth centuries. Great emphasis, far
mote than is usually present in works of military history, is placed on non-
European conflicts and cultures. In War and the World discussion ranges frecly
from Portuguese colonialism to the Russians and Kazan; and from India, China,
and North Africa to the American Revolution and World War [1. This empha-
sis is a particular strength of the book, which is more likely than classic fare to
spark the intercst of a knowledgeable reader; War and the World is not simply old
wine in new bottles, Additionally, whenever the historical record sugpests thae
Eurocentrists are viewing history through rose-colored glasses, Black goes o
some trouble (some might suggest, excess) to highlight the possibility. Each
time, the reader is forced back into the historical record to reconsider any pre-
conceived notions. Lest the book be viewed as polemical, at its core is fine
history—well written, well researched, and fascinating., The focus on Eurocen-
trism is a theme, an approach—not a causc.

For the wider readership, two chapters are of particular interest. Before
launching into the final chapter on the twenticth century, Black pauses for
conunent on “Watfare and the State between 1450-1900.” It is perhaps the
crowning effort in the book. In the chapter Black discusses the incrcasing
monopolization of violence by the state in recent centuries, the roles of the gov-
ermment in setting the goals to be achieved by war and in providing the re-
sources necessary to support it, the importance of domestic political cohesion
to a successtul milicary effort, and such inhibitors of immperial cohesion as
nineteenth-century nationalism or twentieth-century international ideologies,
like communism. Its placement is cutious, for had Black extended the range of
the chapter through the twentieth century, it would have made a fitting closure
to the book,
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In Black’s reflections on the twentieth century, he analyzes the two world
wars in an especially artful fashion, dismantling them to ascertain which factors
were influential in their course and which have perhaps been overrated or mis-
understood. For instance, in addressing the First World War he dismisscs con-
tentions that it was an “impasse made indecisive by similarities in weapons
systems.” On the contrary, the war evidenced decisive victories by conven-
tional forces—for example, in the capture of Belgium and large sections of Rus-
sia by the Germans. He also points to success beyond the European theater,
including the cffective Brtish campaigns against the German colonies and
against the Turks in Mesopotamia and Palestine. Also important were the new
technologies, such as the submarine and airplane; the American intervention in
1917; and the ability of states to mobilize their productive and manpower re-
sources, as both were exhausted ac fantastic rates on the battleficld. These and
other factors operated synergistically to affect irreversibly social, political, and
cconomic processes, whether in the guise of female employment, inflation,
trade unionism, challenges to the privileged status of the elites, or of threats to
the political stability of states.

After dissecting the world wars thoroughly, Black goes on to assess the col-
lapse of the emipire system, and the conflicts of the Cold War cra. He then shifts
to a very perspicacious identification of certain topics of contemporary interest.
For instance, he considers the evolution of civilian attitudes regarding war and
military service, identifying a trend of opposition to the use of force as an instru-
ment of national policy—witness Vietnam, Afghanistan, and even the casvaley-
aversion of the Somalia operation. Yet this trend is not matched outside the
Western world, a fact evidenced by the Chinese conquest and retention of
Tibet, the Iran-Iraq War, the Iragi invasion of Kuwait, the violence committed
by government forces in the Nigerian civil war of 1967-1970, Indencsian
actions in the South Moluccas and East Timor, and so on. Black alse describes
the pervasive role of the military in twenticth-century politics, tendencices in the
use of force (such as conflict caused by the vacuum left in the wake of the West-
ern retreat from colonial empires), the effect of the pace of technological change
and the limits thereof, and nuclear weaponry.

Black concludes his study with a boef comment on the future. Not unex-
peciedly, he returns to the themes that he presented throughout his study.
Major powers will be able to project power but “will find it difficult to achicve
military and political objectives against recalcitrant people whatever disparity
exists in the formal firepower capability of the two sides.” Similarly, while tech-
nology will continue to be easily disseminated, its adoption will depend on
the “institutional characteristics, resources, and cultural, social and political re-
ceptivity” of the state in question. Perhaps most importantly, he rejects the
Gibbonian promise of technological barriers against “barbarians.” The force of
cconomic globalization and information pervasivencss will not allow this to
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occur. In the end, then, he returns to his basic criticism of the Eurocentric ap-
proach. Non-European military cultures do matter, and they matter in their
own terms, cven when they fall within the camp of the defeated. Technology
also matters, but it is only one facet of the grammar of war; culture, econoinics,
ideology, resource bases, and a myriad of other factors also matter. And finally,
war for Black is a global phenomenon, one that can be adequately understood
only if approached from a global cognitive perspective.

There is little to criticize in either of these excellent works, Perhaps the scant
attention paid to the Persian Gulf War or even post—Cold War cvents such as
Grenada, Haiti, Panama, Somalia, and Yugoslavia detract somewhat from their
comprehensiveness, particularly in the case of War and the World. In both books,
greater attention to these widely known events would have placed the thematic
premises they offer in familiar context. The topics may have been considered
“postmodern” or simply not ripe cnough for in-depth historical analysis, but
these works could have been somewhat improved throngh greater currency.

Between the two, History of Modern War is more user-friendly for the nonex-
pert. It is extremely well written, takes an easily understood approach to the
topic, and draws on cxamples more likely to be familiar to the average reader.
Though War and the World is sometimes tough going due to the amount and
depth of unfamiliar material {after all, most readers are likely to be Eurocentrists
by training), its prenise is provocative and well presented. As an added benefit,
the two books are beautifully and usefully illustrated. Ultimately, both works
arc highly recommended for scholars of military history and military profession-
als, as well as for those dealing in related subject areas, such as the law of armed
conflict or international relations.
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The Shift to a New Paradigm

Arquilla, John, and David Ronfelde, eds. In Athena’s Camp: Preparing for Conflict
in the Information Age. Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 1998, 501 pp. $20

THIS LIVELY AND HIGHLY READABLE SURVEY of trends in informa-
tion warfare provides an excellent overview of an expanding field in mili-
tary science. The editors, John Arquilla of the Naval Postgraduate School and
David Ronfeldt of the RAND Corporation, are well versed in the complex
theories of information warfarc, and they render the subject highly approachable
to those not fully ¢ngaged in the debate.

The central theme of the work is that today we are in the midst of a shift from
traditional approaches to conflict—where power is based on material strength
and information——to a new paradigm in which “information becomes physical
and power immaterial.” The more traditional approach is embodied in Mars,
the ancient Roman god of war, while the new construct is represented by
Athena, the cerebral goddess of warrior wisdom—hence rhe title, This funda-
mental theme is repeated by a wide variety of contributors in nearly twenty
cssays.

Interestingly, Arquilla and Ronfeldt believe this shift is not completely a
product of the late-twentieth-century technology explosion. They point to the
Mongol hordes of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries as the progenitors of this
mode of warfare, The Mongols relied almost entirely on learning exactly where
their cnemies were while maintaining secrecy concerning their own location.
Despite inferiority in numbers, the Mongols were able to win overwhelming
victories over their opponents with sceming ease. Using pony-express teams of
high-speed horsemen (the *arrow riders”), they were able to see the battlespace
with relative clarity, while their opponents remained eftectively blind, The
Mongols used carefully coordinated operations, struck at the command-and-
control networks of their opponents, and relied on information, mobility, and
precisely applied power—an information-age strategy.

Another fascinating example of information-style warfare offered is that of
the U-boat campaigns of the Second World War, These boats did not operate
routinely in the famous “wolf packs” but were spread widely over the entire
battlespace until information caused thein to assemble and attack at a specific
vulnerable node, for instance a laden convoy. As succinctly stated in this work,
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“I'his is the first case in naval history of a force whose maneuver units stayed
quite far apart most of the tinie, then coalesced to swarm to the attack, and after-
wards dissevered to return to scouting for new targets.”

Much of the historical and analytical material supports the ideas contained in
the final essay, “Looking Ahead: Preparing for Information Age Conflict.” One
key idea advanced is the concept of “battleswarm,” as a new doctrine for com-
bat. In battleswarm, U.S. forces would rely not on overwhelming material force
but instead on near-perfect knowledge of the battlespace, the ability to maintain
networked communications, and the capability to coalesce suddenly at a time
and place of their own choosing to destroy (swarm attack) and then suddenly
disperse.

Essentially, three key peints appear throughout the book. First is the idea
that information is “reshaping the traditional political, economic, and military
cdomains of grand strategy™; sccond is the concept that a distinct new domain of
information strategy is emerging, with its own dynamics; and third is that the
United States should pursue a strategy of “guarded openness,” described as ““a
deliberately ambivalent painng of words . . . which will entail a constant balanc-
g act, in which completing goals and concerns may be at stake, involving ten-
sions and trade-offs between whether to stress openness or guardedness.” While
the first two ideas are largely sclf-evident at this pointin the information revolu-
tion, the third idea 15 not so well laid out and begs further explanation. It may
strike some as excessively ethereal, a quality that has been a lingering criticism of
the entire concept of a revolution in military affairs and the associated informa-
tion revolution,

The truth in ali this lies, as it usually does, somewhere in between, Most ana-
lysts believe there is a middle ground between the camps of Athena and Mars
where the bulk of our efforts should remain. We cannot enarely discard the
mass and depth of fircpower afforded by the more traditional doctrines of war-
fare, yet we must clearly continue to move forward in exploring information
warfare as an integral part of our strategy, operational art, and tactical execution.

This excellent volume provides the background to the debate, and it repre-
sents one-stop shopping for any serious military analyst seeking to understand
the current language, trend lines, and tensions in the discussion of information
warfare. It may not prowvide all the answers, but it serves as a superb starting
point.

James Stavridis
Captain, U.S. Navy
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Shultz, Richard H., Jr., Roy Godson,
and George H. Quester, eds. Security
Studies for the 21st Century. Dulles,
Va.: Brassey's, 1997. 446pp. $49.95

At first plance, Security Studies for the

21st Ceatury does not appear relevant

to many in the Naval War College Re-
view readership. As explained in the
book’s introduction, “Its purpose is to
provide instructors and curriculum
planners of security studies programs
with model curricula and model
courses that address traditional short-
comings and reflect . . . changes in the
contemporary international environ-
ment.” Conscquently its target readers
appear limited to those who design
security studies curricula. For them, the
book is an impressive collection of
essays, syllabi, and critiques, obviously
worth the costs of acquiring and read-
ing. However, this work is more than it

professes to be; it has value for the mili-

tary professional and any other student

of security studics,

There are eleven chapters, each of
which consists of three essays. The first
essay, written by a prominent professor
or other authority, lays out and justifies
the syllabus for a graduate-level course
in security studies. Included with each
essay is an extensive collection of notes,
essentially a bibliography. The second
and third essays of cach chapter are
scholarly critiques of the proposed
course structure and content, with
notes again provided. These critiques
are written by peers of each chapter's
primary author, and they provide
the reader with provocative analyses,
insights, and opinions on the subject
under discussion,

A selection from chapter six, “Eco-
nomics and National Security: The

Book Reviews 153

Evolutionary Process,” provides a good
example. Here, Richard Rosccrance,
professor of political science and direc-
tor for international relations at UCLA,
poses what is becoming a cominon idea
in discussions, how the global economy
will affect international order, He offers
as part of his premise that “among de-
veloped countries, it is possible that
cconomic competition will replace
military conflict in the years ahead, and
the traditional role of the state in shap-
ing national strategy may be challeuged
by economic forces, particularly multi-
national finns.” Roscerance builds and
documents the logical underpinnings
of his argurnents and clarifics his asser-
tions, all which makes for informative
reading,

However, he does not have the final
word. Instead, the editors offer as a
counterweight the opinions of Robert
Gilpin, the Eiscnhower Professor of In-
ternational Affairs and faculty associate
at the Center for International Studies
at Princeton University. As part of
his counterargument he states, “While
men and women continue to give their
utmost loyalty to the nation-state and
are willing to die for it, few individuals,
to the best of my knowledge, have
made an equivalent sacrifice for the
European Conmunity or for a business
enterprise. Despite Lee lacocea’s rant-
ings against his Japanese rivals, [ seri-
ously doubt that even he would give
his life for the greater glory of Chrysler
Motors. For better or worse, the state
still holds a virtual monopoly on hu-
man loyalty. Talk of a borderless world
is a conceit of individuals living in pros-
perous nations with secure borders!”

It 1s the mnterplay between informed
assertion and considered critique that
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makes reading this work informa-
tive and thought provoking. A related
strength lies in the intellectual nudging
provided by the notes in each chapter.
A quick search on the internet spurred
by an intriguing note or cited source
can reveal a previously unknown body
of thought and become a catalyst for
further interest and reading.

In addition to having ready access
to the internet, potential readers would
be well advised to keep a good diction-
ary nearby, since the book is replete
with words that fall outside conunon
usage. If a tendency for verbal com-
plexity can be considered a drawback, a
related complaing is that many will find
portions of the book very dry. These
two factors will probably keep those
outside its tarpet audience from reading
the book. This would be a shame, be-
cause this work rewards the reader
handsomely for the time and trouble
required.

BILT. MURRAY
Lieutenant Commander, U.S. Navy

Hillen, John, Blue Helmets: The Strat-
egy of UN Military Operations. Dulles,
Va.: Brassey's, 1998, 305pp. $26.95

This book undertakes a rigorous ex-

amination of the military aspects of UN

peacckeeping missions and offers a per-
suasive analysis of wlhy some succeeded
while others failed. For this task the
author is highly qualified. John Hillen
fought as a U.S. Army officer in the

Persian Gulf War and studied as a

Fulbright scholar in England, receiving

his doctorate from Oxford in interna-

tional relations. He is currendy the

Olin fellow for national security at the
Council on Foreign Relations.

The author groups UN missions
into four general types: obscrvation,
traditional  peacekeeping,
generation peacekeeping, and enforce-
ment. Using the “prisms” of force
structure, command and control, and
military objectives, Hillen analyses cach
type both generically and through
detailed case studies, supplementing
published accounts and documentaty
sources with interviews of prominent
participants. At the price of some re-
petitiveness, he builds a convincing
edifice of evidence and logic.

The 1nain conclusions may be sum-
marized in a few sentences, Despite the
UN’s lack of authority or well devel-
oped structures for planning and exe-
cuting niissions, it has succeeded when
its objectives have been predominantly
political, when the scale of operations
has been relatively small, and when
indigenous elements have cooperated
—conditions generally characterizing
the first two types of operation listed
above. The UN has also “succeeded”
when it has “contracted out” to a pow-
erful nation (the United States) or a
tested coalition (Nato) the conduct
of operations whose objectives were
larpely military, that required large,
heavily armed forces, and that faced
violent opposition—conditions gener-
ally prevailing in the latter two types
of missions. The UN has failed, some-
times catastrophically, when it has un-
dertaken such missions itself, as in the
Congo in the early 1960s, the conclud-
ing phase of operations in Somalia, and
the United Nations Protection Force
experience in Yugoslavia. In cases like
these, shortcomings in command and

second-

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1 156



Naval War College: Full Spring 1999 Issue

control, inconsistencies and turbulence
in force structure, and disparity be-
tween objectives and means have
proven fatal to success,

Hillen generally avoids political is-
sues and normative judgments, but he
is bluntly critical of nations on the
Security Council, including the United
States, for succumbing to political ex-
pedience and passing the buck to the
United Nations to conduct operations
they are unwilling to undertake them-
selves, He also makes clear his belief
that the capacity of the UN to conduct
large, complex operations in hostile
environments will not improve signifi-
cantly whatever reforms it may under-
take, because the ultimate cause of
failure stems from a lack of sovereign
authority, which will continue to re-
side in the nation-state.

Hillen's analysis should be of interest
to a broad spectrum of theorists and
practitioners. While the realism he ex-
emplifics may be anathemna to some
utopians, if it saves the UN from being
tasked with operations that can only
result in failure, it may ultimately serve
to strengthen the organization.

LAWRENCE E. MODISETT
U.S. Naval War College

Landes, David. The Wealth and Poverty
of Nations: Why Some Are So Rich and
Some So Poor. New York: Norton,
1998. 650pp. $30

Cohen, Daniel. The Wealth of the World
and the Poverty of Nations. Trans-
lated by Jacqueline Lindenfield. Cam-
bridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1998,
152pp. $27.50
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These two books, although dissimi-
lar in size and scope, are vitally con-
nected to an understanding of long-
term strategic stability in the post—Cold
War world, The titles of both books
derive from Adam Smith’s 1776 classic
The Wealth of Nations.

David 8. Landes is an economic
historian at Harvard University. He re-
views the standard geographic explana-
tions for the disparities in wealth and in
relative levels of industrialization. He
then affirms that it is the relationship
between secular and religious author-
ity, the willingness of government to
protect rather than impinge upon pri-
vate property rights, and the cultural
work ethic that, in sum, determine
which nation shall be rich and which
shall be poor.

Landes then tests his hypothesis with
elegantly written historical case stud-
ies on such modemn overseas empires as
Spanish colonial America, British colo-
nial Africa, the Europeanized rim of
modern Asia, and Japan's regional ecm-
pire projects in Asia, to name a few.
Using the very best of historical sources
and highly sophisticated interpreta-
tion, Landes horsewhips virtually every
buzzword theory of economic devel-
opment. For example, Landes shows
that the Spaniards really did extermi-
nate huge segments of indigenous peo-
ple in the Western Hemisphere, that
Spanish economic organization and
technological knowledge were neces-
sary to jump-start modernization, that
the Spanish monarchy stifled much of
the resultant cconomic growth, and
that Latin America is nevertheless far
better off today for the Spaniards
having colonized it long ago. In the
powerful telling of this process, Landes
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partially vindicates the Black Legend
view of Spanish cruelty; demolishes
the noble-savage theory in regard to
the Incas, Aztecs, Mayas, and Chib-
chas; buries the interpretation that wise
Catholic kings knew what was best
for their subjeets; tears Marxist and
neo-Marxist hypotheses to shreds; and
leaves the postconstructionist world-
view in tatters.

No cynic is this historian. Landes
weaves his own powerful vindication
for the intermix of the Calvinist work
cthic with neoliberal economic policy.
He concludes that economic develop-
ment is not for the faint of heart—
social injustices, great disparities of
wealth, and cven great waves of death
and suffering arve often the inevitable
carly by-products of the process.

IDaniel Cohen, the author of The
Wealth of the World and the Poverty of
Natfions, is a professor of economics at
the University of Paris (Pantheon-
Sorbonne) and a consnltant to the
World Bank. His short treatise is part
critique of contenporary cconomic
theory and part articulation of Cohen’s
own economic worldview.

When cconomic development of a
traditional culture is undertaken by a
modern society, new and yawning
disparities in wealth are certainties.
Wealth is created, states Cohen, by a
tiny and highly competent sector of
economic risk takers who understand
applied technology. Developed nation
citizens who fulminate over supposed
job loss ta the less-developed countries
do not comprehend that a2 worse po-
larization of rich (the new technically
elite worker) and poor (the manual-
process worker) has already happened
at home.

According to Cohen, booming new
world trade dynamics can break nations
apart as well as bind them rogether. On
the African continent, pandemic corrup-
tion is the factor that most impoverishes
the citizens. In the U.S. labor force,
strains on the institution of marriage tend
to follow vocational fault lincs. All these
disparate  forces, collectively, are the
world’s third industrial revolution, Like
Landes, Cohen has little patience for
Marxism,  postconstructionism, — pro-
grammatic Keynesianism, or the morally
smug dimensions of neoconservatisi.

What has all this to do with national
defense and strategy? Three issues leap
from the comparative analyses of these
two books. First, Alfred T. Mahan
concluded a century ago that interna-
tional trade was the appropriate vehicle
of modernization and democratization
but that it was also a major vchicle
for conflict. Second, Plato, Aristotle,
Machiavelli, John Locke, and Thonas
Jefterson are only a few of the domi-
nant intellectuals who posit that armed
revolution is a natural consequence
of perceived cconomic injustice during
developmental times. Third, Landes
and Cohen reveal the intellectual bank-
mptcy of both Marxism and its nihilis-
tic replacement, postconstructionism,
as worldviews during this age of neo-
liberal global economics and booming
democratization. However, they also
avoid the common Pollyanna nonsense
about those turbulent processes, allow-
ing the strategist an avenue by which to
think rationally about war and the U.S.
role in its deterrence.

RUSSELYL W, RAMSLEY
Fort Benning, Georgia
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Hamilton, Donald W. The Art of Insur-
gency: American Military Policy and the
Failure of Strategy in Southeast Asia.
Westport, Conn.: Praeger, 1998.
216pp. $55

Donald Hamilton has written a text-

book about the antecedents to, and

the U.S. experience in, Vietnam. The
reader should not be led astray by the
title. The real subject of the book is the
subtitle, Americarr Military Policy and the

Failure of Strategy in Southeast Asia.
Hamulton provides interesting his-

torical insights into the American Viet-
nam experience. He also looks at the
sabject of insurgency with fresh eyes.
The merger of Vietnam and insurgency
in this book rekindles research that was
done in the 1960s and 1970s about
what iusurgency really is. Readers pri-
marily interested in leamning more
about the U.S. experience in Vietnam
can safely skip over the insurgency dis-
cussion and proceed directly to the
post—World War I[I material. Those in-
terested in insurgency theory can prof-
itably compare Hamilton’s explanation
of it to other attempts with which they
might be familiar,

Seill, Hamilton comes up short in
two ways. The first 1s his insistence that
insurgency is more a fonm of war than
politics, and the second is his explana-
tion, which incompletely reconstructs
the work of Roger Darling (*A New
Conceptual Scheme for Analyzing In-
surgency,” Military Review, February
1974). Specifically, Hanilton's conflict
model portrays a questionable dichot-
omy. He correctly sets insurgency apart
from civil war and, incorrectly, from
revolution. He portrays it as both in-
digenous and nonindigenous, and then
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he dichotomizes insurgency as trans-
forming into civil war if indigenous,
and into revolution if nonindigenous.
It is his portrayal of revolution, and by
extension insurgency, as non-indige-
nous that brings into question the defi-

nitions  used i his  theoretical
explanation.
That aside, Hamilton provides

unique insights concerning Vietnam
that are revealing, at least to this re-
viewer—Hamilton’s discussion of the
“dommo theory” in particular. Read-
ers interested in the historical antece-
dents of U.S. involvement in Vietnam
will profit from Hamilton's research.
Although he explains that his work “is
not comprehensive enough to ensure
that the lessons of American involve-
ment  will positively aftece  global
security policy in the future, it is illumi-
nating enouwgh to help policy makers
understand soie very painful history.

MILES [ KARA, SR,
Celonel, US. Army, Retired

Whitcomb, Darrel D. the Rescue of

BAT 21. Annapolis, Md.: Naval In-

stitute Press, 1998, 164pp. $27.95
In March 1972, American patticipation
in the Vietnam War was winding
down. The policy of Vietnamization
had been in eftect for three years, and
the vast majority of U.S. ground forces
had been withdrawn. Covering that
withdrawal were hundreds of Ameri-
can aircraft, located on carriers in
the South China Sea and at bases in
Vietnam and Thailand. On 1 Apiil
things changed dramatically, when the
North Vietnamese launched a massive
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invasion. Known as the Easter Offen-
sive, it consisted of over eight divisions
and was supported by tanks and heavy
artillery; it quickly pushed back the
South Vietnamese army. The United
States responded by committing mas-
sive air asscts to the battle—more carri-
ers were deployed, and Air Force and
Marine fighter-bombers and B-52s
were rushed back into Southeast Asia.
One of the first American casualties of
the Easter Offensive was an Air Force
EB-66, an electronic warfare aircraft
with six crew members. The EB-66
was hit by a surface-to-air missile that
immediately killed all but one of the
crew; the remaining aviator, Lieuten-
ant Colonel Iceal Hambleton, cjected
safely but landed directly in the middle
of a tnajor North Vietnamesc army unit
sweeping south, Hambleton, whose
call sign was “Bat-21 Bravo,” would
evade capture for the next twelve days
before being rescued by a Navy SEAL,
Lieatenant Tom Norris, who reccived
the Medal of Honor for his daring feat,
Hambleton’s story has appeared in a
previous book and in a inotion picture
{starring Gene Hackman), but neither
troubled themselves to ensure accu-
racy. In truth, there is much more to
Hambleton’s story than his evasion and
rescuc. Classified parts of the opera-
tions are now revealed, but more im-
portantly, basic questions regarding the
nature of the cohesion between men in
combat, and the price of that cohesion,
are addressed.

The author, Darrel Whitcomb, is a
reserve Air Force colonel who flew
three combat tours in Vietnam. His
own experiences give him a sure fecl
for what combat was like and the
attitudes, fears, and beliefs that shaped

it. His account is absolutely rivet-
ing. When Hambleton went down on
2 Aprit 1972, the response was inune-
diate and overwhelming. A search and
rescuc operation was launched that
took precedence over virtually all other
air missions being flown in South Viet-
nam. Eight hundred sorties were flown
by bombers, fighters, forward air con-
trollers, and helicopters in an attempt to
get Hambleton out. In the process, six
more aircraft were shot down, several
others were severely damaged, ten
more airmen were killed, and air op-
erations against the
Oftensive were disrupted. [t was a high
price to pay for on¢ man. Why did
American forces make such extraordi-
nary cfforts to rescuc a single downed
aviator? For Whitcomb, this is the cru-
cial question, and his answer clevates
this book above a simple war story.

The Vietnamm War had never been
popular with Americans. Certainly,
cnorinous efforts were expended, and
vast numnbers of soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and Marines did their jobs re-
sponsibly and well. As Vietnamization
took hold, however, there seemed to
be even less reason to fight and die in a
land far away.

But there was an exception: one's
buddies were important and worth
fighting for. Thus, when Bat-21 went
down it was simply accepted that every
cffort would be nade to get him out.
However, this attitude was controver-
sial to some. The Vietnamese, for ex-
ample, were in the middle of a major
battle, and they resented a rescue
operation “for only one man” that dis-
tracted the airmen from helping them
stop the North Vietnamese invasion.
Whitcomb addresses this core issuc,

massive  Easter
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concluding that although such a rescue
cffort was seemingly inefficient in the
short terim or when seen as an isolated
event, it becomes far more understand-
able in a broader context. What had
kept the American military doing its
mission 1n a remarkahly professional
fashion for so long was, to a great ex-
tent, the realization of its members that
they could count on cach other, that
they would not be abandoned when
they were in trouble, Whitcomb argues
that by 1972 that bond was particularly
strong among the aimmen of all the
services, for the simiple reason that they
were virtually the only Amnericans left
in combat. They never questioned
whether Hambleton was “worth it'™;
he was, as they would be in the same
situation.

This is an outstanding book, made
all the more timely by the release of the
blockbuster movie Saving Private Ryan.
It was in 1944 and in 1972, and it is to-
day, an article of faith in the American
military that when people are lost,
every cffort will be made to get them
back. This book is cxhaustively re-
searched, extremely well written, and
contains some penetrating insights into
combat: a must-read.

PHILLIP S. MEILINGER
Colonel, U.S. Air l'orce

McMaster, H. R Dereliction of Duty:
Lyndon Johnson, Robert McNamara,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Lies
That Led to Vietnam., New York:
HarperCollins, 1997, 446pp. $27.50

Major 111 R, McMaster, 3 West Point

graduate and a University of North
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Carolina {Chapel Hill) Ph.D., believes
that “despite scores of books on the
subject, the why and how of direct
U.S. intervention in the Vietnam War
remains [sie] unclear.”” Drawing on
recently opened sources, such as the
official history of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) during the war and the pa-
pers of General Wallace M. Greene, Jr.
{Commandant of the Marine Corps
from 1964 to 1967), McMaster focuscs
on the period from November 1964,
when President Lyndon B, Johnson
was clected to the office in his own
right, to late July 1965, when Johnson
announced a major escalation of the
Vietnaimm War. The result is a dense,
repetitive, but fascinating book that ex-
plores in great detail the approach
of LI, Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara, and the JCS to the grow-
ing crisis in South Vietnam,

McMaster rejects the argument of
many scholars that the transformation
of the war in 1965 was inevitable, the
result of larger political, ideological,
and institutional forces that overshad-
owced the peculiarities of individual
leaders. The Vietnam War, he argues,
“was not forced on the United States
by a tidal wave of Cold War ideology”;
rather, LB]’s decisions leading to full-
scale war “depended primarily on his
character, his motivations, and his rela-
tionships with his principal advisers.”

What emerges from these pages isan
unflattering portrait of the president
and his secretary of defense, one that
at times 1s scathing, McMaster depicts
.B] as a parochial political leader, ob-
sessed with his domestic programs, in-
sistent on consensus among his advisers,
distrustful of the military, unaware of
where his incremental decisions on
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Vietnam would lead, and deceitful in
his dealings with the public and Con-
gress. McNamara, if anything, emierges
as an even more unsavory figure:
arrogant, manipulative, untruthful, and
convinced that a policy of graduated
pressure would both force the enemy
to back down and satisfy the president’s
domestic political needs.

The most illuminating pat of this
book deals with the Joint Chiefs and their
peculiar performance during this critical
petiod. McMaster traces with skill the
careets and attitudes of individual chiefs
and the transformation of the JCS from a
group of combat conunanders to a col-
lection of officers “more experienced in
stafl’ work and managing information.”
From November 1964 through July
1965 the JCS accepted a marginal posi-
tion in the deliberations over the escala-
tion of the war, and they were often
consulted only after the fact or in a per-
functory way. In part their influence was
limited because of clever manipulation
by the president and McNamara, who
cxploited divisions among the JCS and
who repeatedly hinted that the military
would eventually get all that it wanted. In
part, however, the Joint Chiefs were in-
striunental in their own undoing; they
were paralyzed by interservice rivalries
and divided by differences over how the
war should be fought. Also, they were
led by a political general, Earle Wheeler,
who allowed President Johnson to un-
dercut the authority of his military
advisers. While all the members of the
JCS rejected the idea of graduated pres-
sure and advocated the aggressive use of
force, they could not subordinate the pa-
rochial interests of their various services
to a larger strategic plan. Lacking an
alternative, they accepted the president’s

and McNamara's incremental approach,
convinced that restrictions on the de-
ployment of American forces would
gradually be removed.

McMaster’s analysis of the frailties
of LBJ's decision-making system, and
especially of the role of the JCS, is
full of new information, and his doubts
about the Inevitability of American
involvement in a large-scale war, if not
entirely convincing, pose a stimulating
challenge to earlier scholaship. How-
ever, his portrait of Johnson s
misleading, exaggerating his flaws and
the weaknesses of his advisory system.
McMaster’s  analysis of McNamara
misses the enormous confidence that
the secretary of defense had in the
application of American power in
Vietnamn. Also, he is so preoccupied
with the dynamics of the inner circle
around the president that he largely
ignores the assessment that LI3], McNa-
mara, and the JCS made of the strength
of revolutionary forces in Vietnam. This
Washington-centered approach rele-
gates the battlefield to the historical
margins and leads to the conclusion that
the war in Vietnam “was lost in Wash-
ington, D.C. even before Americans
assumed sole responsibility for the fight-
ing in 1965 and before they realized the
country was at war.” McMaster would
have us believe that while American en-
trance into the war could have been
avoided, our defeat in that struggle was
foreordained. This curious conclusion
mans what is in many ways an impressive
work of scholarship,

CHARLES E. NEU
Brown University
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Dingman, Roger. Ghost of War: The
Sinking of the Awa maru and Japanese-
American Relations, 1945—19295. An-
napolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press,
1997. 373pp. $35

In the Ghost of War, Roger Dingman

recreates both the intense national

emotions of World War 11 and the high
drama of U.S. submarine warfare in
the Pacific theater. Interweaving the
strategy of nations with the operational
imperatives watfare,

Dingman recounts the tragic sinking of

the Japanese merchant ship Awa smam

by the American submarine Queenfish,

Traveling under a safe-passage agree-

ment with the United States, Awa taru

was torpedoed while transiting the Tai-
wan Strait, with the loss of all hands,

of submarine

save one.

Was the sinking of the Awa man in-
tentional, or was its loss simply another
tragic act within an unscripted theater
of global conflict? Did the U.S. subma-
rine comnander intentionally disobey
orders that granted the ship safe pas-
sage? Did he, in concert with the U.S.
theater commander, khowingly send it
1o the bottom? Did the fact that the
Japanese had openly violated Awa ma-
m's terms of safe passage by loading it
with contraband mitigate the political
consequences of its sinking? Would
Japan’s brutal treatment of allied pris-
oners of war, which had prompred the
shipment of Red Cross relief supplies
to them onboard Awa mari, be intensi-
fied? Should the commander of Queen-
Jish have been court-martialed? Should
the United States have apologized to an
enemy who had little respect for inter-
national convention? Should it have
made reparations for the sinking of Awa
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mam, to an enemy that tortured and
murdered its prisoners of war? And, of
lasting consequence, how did the sink-
ing of the Awa mari affect postwar
political relationships between the Su-
preme Commander Allied Powers and
an emerging postwar Japanese govern-
ment?

Brilliantly written and exceptionally
docwinented, Ghost of War transits the
uncertain chasm between the exquisite
development of a national policy and
the visceral employment of weapons of
war. Exploring the nuances of the war
and its political aftermath, this book
notably accomplishes all of its stated
purposes, most notably offering “sub-
stantial food for thought about how in-
dividuals, governments, and peoples
deal with issues that war raises for all of

”

us.

SAVERIO DE RUGGIERO
Newpore, Rhode Island

Bischof, Giinter, and Robert L. Dupont,
eds. The Padfic War Revisited. Baton
Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press,
1997. 220pp. $25

This book is a collection of works on
sonie of the more obscure aspects of the
World War 1T Pacific theater, offered at
an Eisenhower Center conference that
coincided with the fiftieth anniversary
of Pearl Harbor, Noted scholars con-
tributed monographs that explored the
roles played by culture, racism, and
logistics in detenmining American ac-
tion against Japan, mcluding unre-
stricted submarine war against Japanesc
shipping and the decision to drop the
atomic bomb.
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D. Clayton James's introduction
validates the approach and the topics
considered. Michael Schaller investi-
gates the political considerations and
compromises made to placate General
Douglas MacArthur and to assuage his
potential political ambitions. Though
Schaller provides a wealth of relevant
documentary information, he only
amplifies the ambiguities of the rela-
tionship between MacArthur  and
Roosevelt and of its implicatons for
U.S. Pacific strategy rather than resolv-
ing them. The reader is left to sort out
truth from the posturing of the times.
Ronald Spector considers what Sir
Michael Howard referred to ina 1979
article as a “Forgotten Dimension of
Strategy”—the social dimension. He
makes a compelling case that racism
and ingrained feelings of social superi-
ority had more than a casual influence
on U.S. apgressiveness and ferocity in
the exccution of strategic decisions
aimed at Japanese destruction. Spector
maintains that it is culture that strue-
tures strategic debate and frames the
reference for acceptable standards of
conduct in war. Daniel Blewett details
the severe constraints on strategic
options and operations imposed by
logistics limitations, particularly on pe-
troleum products in the war’s early
stages. He lighlights the severe re-
source limitations, compounded by
distance, at points in the war where the
strategic balance was still in question.

Kenncth Hagan describes  what
might be called the “third prong” of
the two-prong strategy in the Pacific.
While MacArthur and Fleet Admiral
Chesrer Nimitz contested for strategic
priority in their western and central-
Pacific advances toward Japan, Hagan

makes a compelling case that the most
significant challenge to Japan after 1942
was posed by the devastating submarine
campalgn against the movement of
petroleum and mineral resources on sea
lines of communications. This largely
untheralded campaign left Japan near
exhaustion of its domestic oil and, in
his view, made the necessity fora U.S,
invasion of the home islands or the
use of atomic weapons questionable.
Hagan advocates resource denial as a
necessary and sometimes sufficient stra-
tegic option in creating strategic lever-
age for war termination. Gregory
Urwin details the captivity of the Wake
Island defenders and maintains that
their survival rate and their health upon
repatriation was the result, in large part,
of their cohesiveness and the sense of
ultimate nilitary superiority they at-
tained during the spirited, if short,
defense of Wake against a determined
and vastly more numecrous foe. Valu-
able lessons on the importance of self~
discipline and sense of individual sacri-
fice for the greater good of the unit
emerge. Kathleen Warnes addresses
another group of little-known heroes
of the Pacific War—nurses, Significant
numbers of nurses faced unbelievable
torture and dehumanizatdon at the
hands of'their Japanese captors. Warnes
personalizes their character, courage,
and steadfastness during captivity,

The essays by Herman Wolk, Ste-
phen Ambrose, and Brian Villa reex-
anmine the decision to drop atomic
bombs on Hiroshimma and Nagasaki.
Wolk maintains that racism played a
sighificant role in cthat decision and
downplays the lesser viability of other
strategic options for securing Japanesc
capitulation. Though his arguments are
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powerful, he fails to consider the possi-
bility that LEmperor Hirohito might
have flown to Manchuria to continue
the Japanese war cffort cven if the
home istands had been overrun. Nor
does Wolk deal with the outrage
against the Japanese that festered after
Pearl Harbor, irrespective of racial
bias. U.S. scrvicemen were stationed as
observers only ten thousand yards from
ground zero during testing {nuclear
fallout being a theory rather than a
proven reality at the time); the bomb
secmed merely a more cfficient means
of mass destruction, Racism may be
overcmphasized by Wolk as the pri-
mary motivation for its usc. Ambrosc
and Villa provide what may be the
maost compelling essay of the lot. They
comprehensively discuss alternative ra-
tionales for the use and nonuse of
nuclear weapons, coming to the con-
clusion that the decision made excel-
lent sense in structuring the postwar
U.S.-Japanese relationship.  President
Harry Truman receives credit for adroit
politicization of the nuciear military
option, in using it to drive a wedge
between the militarists and the em-
peror—without which the former
would not have been discredited, and
Japanese socicty would not have been
restructured on favorable lines.

The Pacific War Revistted will be of
pﬂrticul:lr iterest to those who are
conversant with major World War 11
cvents and are interested in broadening
their understanding. While somic essays
widen the debate over particular events
rather than provide definitive answers,
all are meticulously researched. Per-
haps the book’s strongest aspect is its
usefulness as a “mine” of resource ma-
terials. Considering the relative brevity
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of sotne of the compositions, the wealth
of source documentation throughout is
indeced itnpressive.

DOUGLAS V. SMITI1
Naval War College

Evans, David ., and Mark 1. Peattie.
Kaigun: Strategy, Tactics, and Technol-
ogy in the Dnperial Japanese Navy,
1887-1941. Annapolis, Md.: Naval
[nstitute Press, 1997, 696pp. $49.95

Like a flare ascending from the dark
sca, the Imperial Japanese Navy rose
swiftly, burst brlliantly, and then
winked out. Like a flare, after it was
gone it left almost no evidence that it
had ever existed.

The authors of this long-awaited
book, avid Evans and Mark Peattie,
make plain their purpose in their intro-
duction: it is “to cxplain as far as possi-
ble the sources of both the navy's
triumphs and its defeat. The perspec-
tives we have chosen are those of strat-
cgy, tactics, and technolegy, or, more
precisely, the evolving interrelation-
ship of the three. . . . We have sought
to understand the overriding strategic
issues confronting the navy, the synthe-
sis of foreign and indigenous influences
in the shaping of its tactics, and how the
navy acquired its technology and mate-
rial asscts, We have, at various points,
discussed aspects of the navy—intelli-
gence, manning, logistics, naval fuels,
to name the most prominent-—that re-
late dircetly or ndirectly to our three
main concerns. Finally, as much as any-
thing else, we have attempted to ex-
plain how the Japanese navy thought
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about naval war and how to prepare for
it.”

To achieve this aim, BEvans and
Peattie have found and used more evi-
dence on their subject than most peo-
ple knew existed. They have used it to
provide an accurate, clear, concise
(even though long), and essentially
complete account of a great fighting
navy’s short bur dramatic and, for a
time, highly influential life.

The authors began their work long
ago, when they could still take advan-
tage of the memories of some of the
senior officers of the Imperial Japanese
Navy. They have read widely and per-
ceptively, and they have checked their
work with other people well informed
on their subject. They have written
well, and their styles are so much alike
that it is not possible to tell by whom
which part of the book was written.,

Authors and publisher alike have
provided this book with plenty of well
chosen illustrations, some of them pho-
tographs, others drawings; they have
served their readers well with maps
both suitable and sufficient; they have
provided useful tactical and organiza-
tional diagrams; they have given us full,
informative, and interesting notes; and
their bibliography will be helpful for
years to come.

The Imperial Japanese Navy's com-
bat history lasted little more than half a
century, from 1894 to 1945, and dur-
ing that period it fought three wars,
cach larger and longer than the one be-
fore. The first, against China, ended
successfully in 1895 after about six
months of fighting; the second, against
Russia, ended equally successfully in
1905 after about eighteen months of
fighting; and the last, merging with an
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already existing assault upon China,
was fought against many countries, the
United States foremost among them. It
lasted for forty-five months and ended
in failure. But, as the authors observe,
had that war ended any time in the first
two years, that is, in 1942 or 1943, it
too would have been a success.

However, except in the very last
chapter, “Reflections on the Japanese
Navy in Triumph and Defeat,” the
authors do not dwell on the imperial
navy’s last war. Their book deals with
all that came before, and all that cx-
plains that navy's last war.

Despite the sutprise attack by Ja-
pan’s carriers on the U.S. Pacific Fleet
at Pearl Harbor, which (though in
American eyes only) began the war in
the Pacific, that war was not one swiftly
decided upon. In 1907, the same year
the U.S. Navy began working on its
Orange Plan for rescuing the Philip-
pines from Japan, the United States
became for the Japanese navy the
“budgetary enemy.” By 1923, the year
after the Washington naval conference
in which all five of the great naval pow-
ers of the time agreed to reduce the
sizes of their navies, the United States
had become the “incvitable” eneimy,

Because they expected to fight a
fleet bigger than their own, the Japa-
nese navy’s leaders made great efforts to
outrange the expected foe tactically, In
aircraft, torpedoes, and guns, they suc-
ceeded. More than that, they ensured
that the Japanese navy’s aviators not
only had better aircraft than the Ameri-
cans but that those aviators were more
skillful than the Americans. Japanese
cruisers and destroyers were armed
with torpedoes far more powerful
and far longer in range than those the
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Americans or anyone clse had, and
their officers and men were more skill-
ful at night warfare than were their
American opponents. What was im-
portant about this was that, as it turned
out, most of the forthcoming war’s sur-
face actions took place at night. Night
was also the time when the torpedo was
most cffective,

About the same time, the Japanese
navy decided to convert its ships fully
from coal-fired to oil-fired boilers. But
nearly all of Japan’s oil came from the
“inevitable” enemy. The only practical
alternative source for oil was the Dutch
East Indies. But in 1940 the Germans
invaded the Netherlands, which made
that country’s govermment-in-exile an
ally of Dritain, and thercfore of the
United States. It was shortly after this
that Japan chose to ally itself with
Germany, thus making itself officially
hostile to, though not yet at war
with, Britain and the Netherlands. An
advance by the Japanese army into
sonthern Vietnam in 1941 led to an
American and Dutch embargo on all
trade to Japan, including that in oil.

The Japanese navy could not deal
with this problem peaceably. The deci-
sion to seize the Dutch East Indies
made war with the United States inevi-
table. But though they were foresee-
able, the navy had not reckoned ou the
wartime needs for both a large number
of tankers and escort forces powerful
and effective enough to protect them.
This failure was to prove disastrous,

As Evans and Peattic make clear,
while the Japanese navy was able to
overcome many difficule tactical and
technological problems, it proved inca-
pable of overcoming the enormous
logistical and strategic problems that
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cae  with war against the United
States. Though it is no part of the book
under review, the U.S, Navy, surprised
by its tactical and technological inferi-
ority to the Japanese in so many ways,
proved able from the beginning to
overcome its own daunting lopistical
and strategic problems in the Pacific. It
was this ability that gave the Americans
both the space and the time they
needed to make good their technologi-
cal and tactical shortcomings. In 1944
and 1945 the Americans annihilated
the imperial navy and made possible
the end of the world’s most terrible
war.

Evans and Peattie have written a
splendid book on the Iimperial Japanese
Navy. Now it is time for some other
scholar, or scholars, to do as good a job
on the U.S. Navy in the same period.
There are some who could do that.

FRANK UTILIG, JR.
Naval War College

Ambrose, Stephen E. The Victors: Lisen-
hower and His Boys: The Men of World
War II. New York: Simon & Schus-
ter, 1998. 396pp, $28

As reflected in the comniercial success

of Steven Spielberg's Saving  Private

Ryan, no military historian is in greater

public demaund than Stephen Ambrose,

whose DD-Day, Citizen Soldiers, Band of

Brothers, and Pegasits Bridge provide the

most extensive coverage of World War

IT in the European theater. In his latest

work Ambrose has drawn from his

best-selling accounts of World War [1

to create a single volume of the cam-

paign from D-1Jay to V-E Day. The
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result is rich in drama, with tales of
epic courage from ordinary men who
found themselves in extraordinary cir-
cumstances. Why another book on
the European campaign? Because the
ground war was so vast in its magni-
tude, so horrific in its suffering, and so
dramatic in its consequences that there
is still a story to tell.

At the heart of The Vigtors is the
American citizen-soldier who strug-
gled ashore in Normandy and waged
an unrelenting war against Hitler’s
Germany. Included are Captain Joe
DDawson, the first officer to penetrate
the German defenses above Omaha
Beach; First Sergeant Len Lomell, the
Ranger who destroyed the guns at
Pointe du Hog; and Major Dick Win-
ters, who commanded E Company,
506th Parachute Infantry Regiment,
during MARKET-GARDEN. What makes
this current volume so compelling is
the author’s decision to allow the sol-
diers to speak for themselves, since only
they can truly narrate the war from a ri-
fleman’s perspective. Ambrose’s most
impressive contribution is to weave
their storics into a coherent narrative of
the European war,

While America badly needed the
leadership of George Marshall, Dwight
D. Eisenhower, and their contempo-
rarics, they needed more a well trained
anny. That army was composed of
cight million citizen-soldiers. Led by
junior officers and noncommissioned
officers, that army helped to defeat
Hitler and win World War IL. In the
process, however, it paid a heavy price,
with casualtics often cxceeding 200
percent in the infantry alone, America’s
finest young men went down leading
soldiers in battle. They were natural

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1

leaders, and they died one by onc
on the blood-soaked beaches of Nor-
mandy, in the freczing mud of Lor-
raine, and in the snow-covered forests
of the Ardennes. Perhaps one of the
war’s greatest tragedies was the unfvl-
filled promise of these young men and
their generation,

Not surprisingly, Eisenhower plays a
pivotal role in Ambrose’s narrative, but
only in the sense that he is the embadi-
ment of a democratic society. More
than any other officer, Eisenhower un-
derstood that soldiers of a democracy
require a unique style of leadership, one
that stresses teamwork and cooperation.
As the Supreme Commander’s premier
biographer, Ambrose credits Tke with
providing the essential elements of lead-
ership that resulted in victory by the
Western Allies. Marshall put it bese:
“You have made history, great history
for the good of mankind and you have
stood for all we hope and adinire in an
officer of the United States Army.”

But The Victors is not so much the
story of the Allied high command as it
is the story of Eisenhower’s bays. If one
searches for the fitting accolades to ac-
knowledge the soldiers whom Ike
commanded, the reader only has to
turn to Sergeant Mike Ranney of the
101t Airborne Division: “In thinking
back on the days of Easy Company, I'm
treasuring my remark to a grandson
who asked, ‘Grandpa, were you a hero
in the war?’ ‘No,’ 1 answered, ‘but |
served in a company of heroes.”” The
Victors 15 Ambrose’s tribute to all the
heroes of World War 11.

COLE C. KINGSEED
Colonel, U.S, Army
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Stevens, David, ed. In Search of @ Mari-
time Strategy: The Maritime FElement
in Australian Defence Planning since
1901. Canberra: Strategic and De-
fence Studies Centre, The Australian
National Univ., 1997, 252pp. $A24

The perennial problem which Austra-
lian governments have faced in devis-
ing an effective defence strategy s
epitomised by the title of this book. It
is one of the latest to emerge from the
Royal Australian Navy's own Mari-
time Studies Program, in conjunction
with the Strategic and Defence Studies
Centre of the Australian National Uni-
versity. Any glance at a map of Austra-
lia and its region brings with it the
rcalisation that a workable defence sys-
ten1 must be maritime in nature. Bue to
ntove further than this raises a wealth of
conundrums for a country that is itself
essentially a “dry archipelago,” with a
barren and sparsely seetled inland and
north, and in which the northernmeost
major settlement, Darwin, is closer to
Singapore than it is to the major cities
of southern Australia. Add to this an
ambiguous threat environment, an un-
derlying sense of remoteness from the
rest of the world, an essentially conti-
nental, if not introverted, national out-
look, and a military history which has
seen much more emphasis on the op-
erations of large expeditionary land
forces overseas than on maritime war-
fare, and the extent of the difficulties
can be understood.

In Search of a Maritime Strategy is a co-
herent effort, the product of a seminar
held in Canberra in August 1996 to
bring together the history of Australia’s
attempts in the twenticth century to
reconcile itself to its strategic realitics,
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both perennial and ephemeral. The pa-
pers are not wholly the product of
naval historians or strategists, although
there are distinguished contributions
from such authors, including John
Hattendorf's scene-setting “What s a
Maritime Strategy?” Some of the lead-
ing Australian thinkers on land and air
warfare, such as David Hormer and
Alan Stephens, are included, and their
perspectives highlight many of the op-
portunities missed because of the defi-
ciencies of co-operation between the
services o many occasions in the last
cighty years, The reasons for these
problems deserve close examination,
not only because many had at their root
continuing inadequacies in the budgets
but also because of the resultant ten-
dency for the services to be sct in oppo-
sition to each other. The increasingly
bitter debates over force structures and
operational employment disguised—
often to the convenience of govern-
ments—the reality  that
simply not enough money for the joh.

One of the particular strengths of
this book is in its second half, in which
seventy-five pages are devoted to a se-
lection of excerpts from contemporary
documents. These  range  from  the
views of Alfred Thayer Mahan on Aus-
tralasian defence in 1902 to the minis-
terial statcmient on defence in 1996,

therc was

Careful reading of these documents
will confirm the themes that emerpe
time and again within the analytical pa-
pers. The Australian situation, in the
end, is and will remain unique, because
of the nature of the rclationship be-
tween the area of interest—which in
even the most limited and isolationist
schema encompasses some 10 percent
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of the earth’s surface—and the lack of
resources, both of people and money.
There are, nevertheless, lessons to be
found in this book for others than Aus-
tralians or New Zealanders. In Search of
a Mantime Strategy deserves carcful
study because of the insights it can give
to those in other democracies with
maritinie niterests and vulnerabilitics
who must decide the form and pattern
of national strategy. In pacticular, it has
much to teach those who are required
to devise strategics in the absence of
direct threats to the homeland but in
situations in which threats to long-term
national interests might well manifest
themselves with little warning and in
locations apparently far removed from
one’s own territory. Perhaps, for Aus-
ttalia, as well as for all other democra-
cies intent on maintaining a sccure and
peaceful strategic  environment, the
problem is now not simply one of un-
derstanding the situation but of educat-
ing both the public at large and our
clected and appointed policy makers. In
Search of a Maritime Strategy contributes
more than its mite to both processes.

JAMES GOLDRICK
Cowmnmandey, Royal Australian Navy

Sweetman, Jack, ed. The Great Admi-
rals: Command af Sea, 1587-1945,
Anmmapolis, Md.: Naval [usticute
Press, 1997, 535pp. $49.95

Editor Jack Swectman has created an

interesting volume of collective and

comparative biography, tying key fig-
ures from four hundred years of naval
history to their conduct in battles at sea.

Sweetman intends for the reader to

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1

take his subttle literally, hinting
through it that the subjects in this book
arc the fighting admirals who fought
the great fleet actions in naval history.
Distinctly joining the followers of A. T,
Mahan, Sweetman argues that in the
period he has chosen to illustrate, “bat-
tle, in the form of fleet actions, is the
crowning act of naval warfare and the
supreme test of the naval profession.”
Such Dbattles have of course been
rare, and Sweetman calculates that in all
not more than 135 have occurred, and
rarely more rhan three or four in each
of the thirty wars he considered. Cer-
tainly there is a limited number of ad-
irals who could qualify to be included
in such a volume, but even so, Sweet-
man faced difficule choices in making
his selection. Using the two criteria of
an admiral’s personal ability and the
historical importance of the bactle that
he fought, Sweetman narrowed his list,
while at the same time he sought to
cover several centuries and to bring in
figures not often found in the Anglo-
Aumerican pantheon. The result is a
volume that brings together article-
length studies on nineteen different
admirals. Accounting for more than
half the book between them are the
British with six names and the Ameri-
cans with four. Nevertheless, Sweet-
man mmakes a distinct contribution by
adding two Japanese and two Dutch
adinirals, along with one each from
Austria, Denmark, France, Germany,
and Greece. Looking at the selection
from a chronological point of view, the
twenticth century dominates  with
seven names, followed by the nine-
teenth century with five; the two of
them make up two-thirds of the
volume. These are followed by two
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names from the cighteenth century,
four from the seventcenth, and one
from the sixteenth,

The editor asked cach contributor
to assess the combination of personal
attributes and professional experience
that shaped each subject’s leadership
and to analyze one of the admiral’s
Lattles chat best illustrated these char-
acteristics in actien at sea. From the
point of view of the available historical
literature, this volume makes a valu-
able contribution by providing a sum-
muary of the most recent research on
and understanding of such well known
figures as Francis Drake, Horatio Nel-
son, David Farragut, George Dewey,
William F. Halsey, John Jellicoe, An-
drew Cunningham, and Raymond
Spruance. Lven more unportantly,
however, the volume offers studies
of admirals that have not previously
been readily available in English:
Niels Juel, Pierre-André de Suffren,
Andreas Vokos Miaoulis, Wilhelm
von Tegetthofl, and Reinhard Scheer.

Each essay provides a separate and
valuable contribution to naval litera-
ture, and each ends with an extremely
uscful note on further sources for refer-
ence. The first inpression a reader has
on going from one chapter to another
is that of contrasts among individuals,
The editor has eased the transitions by
providing linking essays that sunuma-
rize the main trends in naval history
separating the central studies. Yet the
book reveals a remarkable divergence
in personalities and personal values,
ranging from the reserved and thought-
ful Spruance to the slovenly Suffren,
the charismatic Nelson to the mild
Dewey, the revolutionary Miaoulis
to the conservative Tegetthofl, These
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divergences i personality provide an
mportant insight that is often over-
looked in modern naval thinking and
provide an antidote to those who
assume that the successful “fighting
admiral” fits only one mold.

While contrast is certainly the
most valuable point here, comparisons
among sucb different personalities,
different cultures, different traditions,
and different technological contexts
can be as illuminating as they are difti-
cult to make. There is perhaps much
more to be done in this area than can
be accomplished through the collec-
tive work of a score of authors; in this
case, however, Sweerman has found
some useful points to make. Most im-
portantly, his study shows clearly that
it is an admiral’s ability to inspire con-
fidence and to orchestrate all the tools
of his trade, not technological superi-
ority, that makes the difterence. In
cach of the nineteen case studics, four
conminon, basic characteristics among
the admirals were revealed: technical
competence, initiative, bold concep-
tion, and both physical and moral
courage.

In general, Sweetman's selection of
these great admirals makes a ready ref-
erence on important figures in naval
history, while also providing useful
historical insight for aspiring naval
officers. Modern readers will clearly
understand thae although fleet battle
has now become even more rare than
in the preceding four centuries, the
common characteristics of effective
and successful leadership are equally
applicable to today’s navy, as well as to
other arcas of the modern world.
These historical cases provide useful
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food for further thought and investiga-
tion,

JOHN B. HATTENDORF
Naval War College

Tucker, Spencer C. The Great War 1914~
18. Bloomington: Indiana Univ. Press,
1998. 272pp. $16.95

Spencer Tucker has taken on the ex-

traordinary task of chronicling the first

Great War of this century in one short

volume. Tucker is the John Biggs Pro-

fessor of Military History at Virginia

Military Institute and has to his credit

the general editorship of The European

Powers int the First World War: An Encyclo-

pedia. His background is obvious in the

structure of this book and the fashion
in which he approaches the topic. The
chapters are conveniently divided by
year, starting with 1914 and progressing
to the armistice of 1918. One advantage
of addressing the war in this fashion is
the linear progression of escalation on all
sides, as the initial objectives and esti-
mates became increasingly unattainable,

Tncker begins his study with back-
ground on the revolution in military
affairs that occurred at the end of the
nincteenth century and exploded during
the first decade of the twentieth century.

These developments in  technology

demonstrate the mmpact that techno-

logical strides have, not only on the way
in which war is conducted, but also on
the very decisions that would tempt
statcs into pursuing war as a viable
foreign policy option. In the back-
ground discussion Tucker focuses on
the culpability of the Dual Monarchy
and Germany in imtiating this conflict.

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol52/iss2/1

He makes referenice to prominent Ger-
man historians such as Fritz Fischer,
who places the blame on the unyielding
attitudes of Austria-Hungary and Ger-
many. Tucker chronicles the ambitious
objectives that were designed by both
the allicd and Central powers. Once
again the format that Tucker chooses
demonstrates the digression of strategy
in the first months of the war, as neither
side was accomplishing the objectives of
what they had seen as a war that would
last only six weeks. In the next chapters
Tucker goes to great length to describe
the stalemate that ensued after the open-
ing movements by the opposing land
forces. What is striking in his account
arc the numbers of casualtics sustained
by all forces during the years 1915 and
1916. The account of battle of Verdun
in 1916, followed by the battle of the
Somme, is especially telling in the cur-
rent environment of surgical strikes and
minimal casualties. In the Somine the
British suffercd over fifty-seven thou-
sand casualties in one day, with over
nineteen thousand of those dying in bat-
tle or of their wounds, These facts are
well known to all historians of this pe-
riod, but Tucker has successfully woven
these statistics with a readable narrative
to give the reader a general overview of
the conduct of the war on the battle-
field.

The drawback to such a format is the
exclusion of the political and socictal
dynamics that manifested themselves
on the baitlefield in the form of objec-
tives and campaigns. Battlefield strat-
egy 15 never developed in a vacuum,
and progressing in a yearly format
with the focus on developments in the
field to the exclusion of concurrent
foreign policy gives the reader only one
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dynamic in the war’s prosccution. To
be fair, however, it is nearly impossible
to do otherwise in one volume, which
leads one to the question of whether it
should be attempted at all or left to the
books of World War I that alrcady oc-
cupy ourshelves. Although he does not
contribute any new material in this
work, Tucker does present a concise,
though limited, account of World
War [. This work of history is not for
the fainthearted, nor should one expect
to curl up with it in frout of a fire. It
serves only as a general overview and
reference. All periods of history should
be continually revisited; however this
work is not for that purpose. Rather, it
serves as a reaflinmation of our re-
spect for that which preceded us, and
as a warning not to repeat the same
mistakes,

MILAN 8. STURGIS
Lieutenant Commander
CHIC, U.S. Navy

Bruhn, David . Ready to Answer All
Bells: A Blueprint for Successful Naval
Engineering. Anmapolis, Md.: Naval
Institute Press, 1997, 178pp. §22.95

In the surface navy, orders to a ship as

the engincer officer are often received

with apprehension. Many recognize the
engineering department head position as
the most difficult and challenging tour
of a junior officer’s career. In order to
help the newly arrived enginecr officer,

David Bruhn, an experienced surface

naval officer with several afloat enpi-

neering department tours to his credit,
has attenipted to write an overview of
what an cngineering officer’s job truly
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involves. It is highlighted with his per-
sonal examples of successful practices, as
well as those of several others, Bruhn
states that his purpose in writing this
book is to provide a philosophy to help
one lead and manage an engineering
department, to shorten the “leaming
curve” by exposing the new engineer to
flect experience. Although the material
is thoughtful and offers the reader a look
into the world of “the hole,” it falls short
in providing a philosophy for success.

Although advertised as a “blueprint,”
the book centers only on preparing for
inspections rather than providing a co-
herent strategy for operational success.
Somecne unfamiliar with the duties of
naval engincers may conclude that their
lives are nothing more than one exami-
nation after the next. Also, the author
uses ambiguous terms such as “PEB
(Propulsion Examining Board) stan-
dards” and “good engineering practices”
without providing adequate definitions,
He pays little attention to how the new
officer should organize the enginecring
department and how best to use enlisted
leadership to set the standards and how to
define what those standards are. Most
importantly, while Bruhn does provide a
frimework for preparing the department
for the interdeployment evaluation cycle,
he does not discuss how to build a leader-
ship team necessary for success.

Bruhn does a good job of familiariz-
ing one with what to expect from the
interdeployment schedule, as well as
some good ideas on how to succeed
during assessments. In this respect the
work may serve as a useful primer.

J. TODD BLACK
Lieutenant Commander, U.S. Navy
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Dinstein, Yoram. War, Aggression and Self-Defense. New York: Cam-
bridge Univ. Press, 1994. 325pp. $110

In this sccond cdition of his classic 1988 study of the topic, Yoram Dinstem,
president and professor of international law at Tel Aviv University, has
authored what many scholars believe to be the single best scudy of the fus ad bel-
fiim—that body of international law governing the resort to force by states. His
analysis is three-tiered. The study begins with an examination of the legal
boundaries dividing war from peace. The discussion of stafus mixtus, that is,
conflicts which exhibit characteristics of both war and peace, is especially note-
worthy, With “war” defined, Dinstein turns to its legality under treaties, in-
cluding the Charter of the United Nations, and customary international law.
Particular attention 1s paid to the concept of aggression, as explicated both in the
UN General Assembly’s resolution purporting to define it and in the Nurem-
berg Tribunal’s holding regarding crimes against peace. Finally, in the most
“provocative” section of the book, Dinstein dissects the most widely recog-
nized exception to the prohibition on the use of force—self-defense. Not only
is self~defense authorized in the UN Charter when facing an “armied attack,”
but it is also considered an inherent right of victim states under customary inter-
national law. The 1nost troubling issuc is, when can a response in self-defense
occur? Must a state wait until the blow falls before defending itself, or may itact
preemptively? instein argues that the aggressor has to have embarked onan
irreversible course of action”; in doing so, he rejects notions of “anticipatory
self-defense™ in favor of “interceptive self-defense.”

The work has been completely updated to factor in the end of the Cold
War, the 1990-91 Persian Gulf War, and the conflicts in the Balkans. Dinstein
concludes that these events, particularly the Gulf war, have to sotne cxtent
breathed new life into the security scheme of the UN Charter, a schemie long
unfulfilled due to divisive bipolarity. Despite this phenomenon, and though the
risks of a global cataclysm have diminished, the use of force regionally has
grown significantly, a trend Dinstein highlights, War, Ageression and Self-Defense
is well written, exhaustively researched, and superbly reasoned. Like its prede-
cessor, it is certain to become a modern classic of international law.

Dye, Ira. The Fatal Cruise of the Argus: Two Captains in the War of 1812.
Annapolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press, 1995. 368pp. $35

At a time when the last great wars in the age of fighting sail are popularized

in the novels of Patrick (’Brian and by the two-hundredth-anniversary
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celebrations for the USS Constitution, Ira Dye’s comparative study of these two
naval officers is particularly valuable. His well written and meticulously re-
searched volume culminates in the battle that merged the carcers of Henry
Allen and John Maples off St. David’s Head, Wales, on 14 August 1813, be-
tween USS Aggus and HMS Pelican. Neither this single-ship defeat for the U.S.
Navy nor 1its main actors have previously received nuich attention from naval
historians. 1Jye’s research, however, proves that Henry Allen, of Providence,
Rhode Island, was an engaging and charismatic man. A paradigm of the Ameri-
can naval officer corps, he participated in nearly every important action that the
ULS. Navy saw in the years of his service between 800 and 1813, when he of-
ten played a ceneral, if subordinate, role. His opposite number was an older
man, John Maples of the Royal Navy, who joined up as a twelve-year-old in
1784. Acquinng a wide variety of sca experience, Maples went on to serve un-
der Horatio Nelson at Copenhagen and in a frigate ac Trafalgar. This book is a
comparative study of twa typical officers of opposing sides, and of their ships
and crews. The details of the forgotten naval battle between the brigs Argus and
Pelican are woven around these lesser figures of the age, creating a highly read-
able and very cftective microcosm of the age of fighting sail.

Wells, Donald A., ed. An Encyclopedia of War and Ethics. Westport,

Conn.: Greenwood, 1996, 552pp. $95
The editor and forty-four other contributors, including many leading cxperts,
offer nearly three hundred entries in the huge averlap of two large subjects, The
essays are clearly written, rich with information, and augmented with brief bib-
liographical recommendations for further reading. From “Accidental Nuclear
War™ to “Zyklon B War Crimes Trial,” this book will likely satsfy even a
reader demanding rather precise information. Often, for a topic not accorded its
own full entry, the book’s twenty-five page index is sufficiently detailed to
identify an entry that discusses that topic or suggest a related topic.

There are some significant criticisms, however. The coverage is uneven,
with marginal topics included and even addressed at surprising length. It is not
clear why, far example, " Okinawa, Military Occupation of 7 should receive the
samie amount of space (four pages) as “Vietnam War.”

Finally, the price limits the likelihood that many individuals will purchase
personal copies, even though those who regularly wrte and teach abaut war
and ethics would find this encyclopedia valuable,

Taylor, Michael, ed. Brassey’s World Aircraft & Systems Directory 1996-97.
London: Brassey’s (UK), 1996. 576pp. $99.95

This is the “inaupural edition™ of this reference. Tts chief editor was assisted by

contributors Piotr Butowski (for Russian and Polish military aviation), 12avid

Mondey (helicopters), Neville Beckete (British military acrospace), Geoftrey P,
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Jones (recreational aircraft), Joachim Ewald (sailplancs, motorgliders), Doug
Richardson {missiles and radars), and Mike Jerram (runway bearing strengths).
Chapters are provided for combat aircraft; reconnaissance, clectronic, and other
“special mission” aircraft; helicopters and autogyros; general aviation; “bucyant
aircraft”; engines; and others implied in the list of contributors above. Each
chapter is divided by country, in alphabetical order, and within country by
manufacturcr. All aircraft or systems in production or development arc listed,
plus others that seem especially significant. Foreword by Michael Taylor, full-
color guide to air force insignia, glossary. and index.
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one is a publishing excecutive, and one teaches cultural studies at Ripon. The
chronology is a particularly useful and varied look-up resource; for instance, it1s
rich in social entries (first woman naval aviator commissioned, 22 February
1974) and of “firsts” gencrally {first aircraft destroyed by proximity-fused
projectile in combat, by USS Helena, 5 January 1943). The reference shelves of
scholars, students, buffs, and copyeditors will be the stronger for this book.
Glossary.
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Historical Monograph Series

The Historical Monograph program was established in 1975 to encourage bath the writing
of books on the history of naval warfare and the use of the Naval Historical Collection of the
Naval War College Library.

Hayes, John 12, and John Hattendorf, eds. The Writings of Stephen B. Luce, 1975, $10

Spector, Ronald. Professors of War: “The Naval War College and the Development of the
Naval Profession, 1977, $8

Viahos, Michael. The Blue Sword: “The Naval War College and ihe American Mission,
19191941, 1980. $6

Hattendorf, John B., ed. On His Majesty’s Service: Observations of the Brtish Home Hleet
Jfrom the Diary, Reports, and Letters of Joseph H. Wetlings, Assistant ULS. Naval Attache,
London, 1940-1941, 1983, $6

Mansarrat, John. Angel on the Yardarn: The Beginnings of Fleet Radar Defense and the
Kamikdaze Threat, 1985, $4.25

Hattendorf, John B., and Lynn C. Hattendodf, comps. A Bibliography of the Works of
Alfred “Thayer Mahan, 1986, $5

Sokolsky, Joel J. The Fraternity of the Blue Uniform: Admiral Richard G. Colbert, U.S.
Navy, and Allied Naval Cooperation, 1991. §5

Hattendorf, John B., ed. "The Influence of History on Mahan: The Proceedings of a Conference
Marking the Centenary of Alfred Thayer Mahan’s The Influence of Sea Power upon
History, 1660-1783,1991. $8

Goldrick, James, and John B, Hattendocf, eds. Mahan Is Not nough: The Proceedings of a
Conference on the Works of Sir Julian Corbett and Admiral Sir Herbert Riclunond, 1993,
$10

Hattendorf, John B., ed. Ubi Sumus? The State of Naval Maritisme History, 1994. $10

Hattendorf, John B., ed. Doing Naval History: Issays toward hprovement, 1995, $8

Seill, William N, Jr., ed. The Queenstorwn Patrol, 1917 The Diary of Commiander Joseph
Kuefler "Taussip, U.S. Navy, 1996, $10

Laning, Harris. An Admiral’s Yarn. Edited by Mark R Shulman {forthcoming)

Available from the Naval War College Foundation, (401) 848-8306,
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