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Jones: Ktk SRoviMakatkov ArekNaval Prieosy

Admiral S.0. Makarov and Naval Theory

David R., Jones

N THE EARLY 1990s Russian admirals have become almost commonplace

in the halls of the U.S, Naval War College. Few recall, however, that they
are merely following in the footsteps of Rear Admiral Stepan Osipovich
Makarov {1848-1904) of the Imperial Russian Navy, who had been Admiral
Stephen B. Luce's guest in the autunin of 1896. Indeed, the Russian was a warm
admirer of Luce and believed that the infant Naval War College (founded in
1884) was a model worthy of emulation in his homeland. For in Makarov's view,
one could expect “great exploits” only from “that fleet in which the necessary
scientific knowledge and skill in the art of conducting war are to be found
combined with practical training from early years in all branches of the naval
profession.”!

Today Makarov is an all but forgotten figure in the hallowed halls of Luce,
Mahan, Sims, and a pleiad of other eminent sailors. Those who do recognize
his name usually remember him as a pioneer of torpedo warfare during the
Russo-Turkish War of 1877—1878, or as the unfortunate R ussian comiander
who perished when his flagship struck a Japanese mine off Port Arthur in 1904.
In part this is perhaps because the focus of his most widely read book was tactics,
the aspect of the military arts and sciences most subject to obsolescence. Even
50, matters have been somewhat different in his homeland, and Soviet sailors
continued to honor his memory. Makarov’s name, wrote Admiral Yu. A.
Panteleev in 1951, “is inseparably linked with the history of the development
of the Russian fleet,” and he was its “most talented representative” in the late
1800s and early 1900s.> Others have agreed, including the late Sergei G.
Gorshkov, who referred to Makarov as “a recognized authonty in the sphere of
naval tactics.” Cynics, of course, may suspect that these views exaggerate his
reputation. Nonetheless, the fact remains that Makarov was one of the most
talented and eminent sailors of his day and, in the eyes of many of his
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contemporaries, a naval theorist who ranked with Philip H. Colomb and Alfred
T. Mahan.

Sailor and Admiral

Throughout his career, as a Saviet historian recently pointed out, Makarov
consistently sought to combine the realities of service with his own theoretical
studies, with the result that his “practical experience gave him rich material for
theoretical generalizations and conclusions.”* Although born into a naval family
in Nikolaev on the Black Sea, Makarov spent most of his youth in the Siberian
port of Nikolaevsk-na-Amure, and there entered naval school in 1858, Later he
participated in the deployment of Admiral A.A. Popov's Pacific Squadron to
San Francisco in 1863—-1864. Having been transferred to the Baltic Fleet in 18606,
the young Makarov finished his training and quickly won modest fame in the
early 1870s for contributions to improving the survivability of warships.

He first came to the attention of the more general public for his use of torpedo
launches (i.e., cutters) against the Turks in the Black Sea during 1877-1878.
Returning to the Baltic Fleet in the early 1880s, he made his first voyage of
circunmavigation as commander of the corvette Vitiaz (August 1886-May
1889). Then on 1 January 1890, at the age of 41, he was promoted to the rank
of rear admiral and until 1891 was in the post of the Baltic Fleet’s junior
commander, or flag officer. From 1891 to 1894 he was Chief Inspector of
Artillery for the Imperial Navy and then became commander of the Baltic Fleet's
Mediterranean Squadron during its deployment to the Far East (1894-1896).
On his return, Makarov received the rank of vice admiral and assumed the
position of senior flag officer in command of the Baltic Fleet’s 15t Fleet Division.
He held this post until becoming Chief Conunander of the Kronstadt Naval
Base in December 1899, from which he departed only to take over his fatal
command of the Pacific Squadron in February 1904.%

Clearly, then, Makarov was no “armchair admiral,” Yet despite his unbroken
service with the fleet, as welt as a warm family life, he found time to make widely
recognized contributions to a number of technical and scientific disciplines, On
the practical side, even Western sources still credit hirn with inventing the capped
armor-piercing shell and introducing smokeless powder into the Russian navy.
At the same time, he presented a stream of papers before a number of scientific
bodies and became a full member of the Imperial Academy of Sciences in 1893.
Other scientific bodies that counted him as a member were the Russian
Geographical Society, the Russian Technical Society, the Russian Association
of Physicists and Chemists, and the Main Physical Observatory. Otherwise, he
was the close friend of scholars such as ship designer A.l. Krylov and scientist
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D.I. Mendeleev, and he published in the fields of oceanography, geography, and
naval technology. His sustained interest in shipbuilding culminated during the
period 1898 to 1901 in the design, construction, and testing of the powerful
icebreaker Ermak.” And most significantly, as Gorshkov's comment indicates,
Makarov was also known for his contributions to naval tactics, which he termed
“the science of naval war.”®

Naval historians will have noted that Makarov’s career spanned a period when
the rapid development of naval technologies had created considerable uncer-
tainty about the future forms of naval warfare. In 1890 the resulting debates were
invigorated by the appearance of two new theoretical works: Mahan's The
Influence of Seapower wpon History, 1660~1783 in the United States, and Colomb’s
Naval Warfare: Its Ruling Principles and Practice Historically Treated as a series of
articles in the Hlustrated Naval and Military Magazinc.g Each in its own way
advanced a concept of “command of the sea” to be gained by a decisive
encounter between the contending battle fleets as the primary, guiding strategic
principle of naval warfare. In an age of increasing “navalism,” these and
subsequent works of Mahan and Colomb were translated and published in
numerous foreign editions that won their authors fame and acclaim from naval
men throughout the world. These works, their supporters maintained,
demonstrated that war at sea, like that on land, was governed by scientifically
based principles that had the same universality as the teachings of Karl von
Clavsewitz and, more particularly, of Antoine Henri de _]omini.m Since that
time, the works of Mahan and Colomb, along with those of the next generations
of Western naval theorists (e.g., Sir Julian Corbett and Sir Herbert Richmond)
have held pride of place in the study of this period's naval theories.!!

Tactical Theorie and Praxis

1t is always tempting to speculate on the possible results of a meeting between
two prominent men of any historical period—in fact, Mahan and Makarov only
natrowly missed each other at Newport. The resulting discourse, had they met,
might well have affected the later theories of both men, although, each having
his own stubbornly held core of convictions, a confrontation might have
produced more smoke than light. But unfortunately for naval historians, Mahan
left the War College in 1895 and so missed meeting his Russian colleague at
precisely the moment when the latter was preoccupied with translating the
Praxis, or practice, of the Sino-Japanese War into a Theorie of naval tactics. At
that time, as Mahan himself had admitted in 1890, “steam navies” had *as yet
made no history which can be quoted as decisive” in the teaching of naval
warfare, tactics included, so that theories about the “future are almost wholly
}‘:resumpt:ive."“Z
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Five years later, the situation was no better: despite the upsurge of writings on
naval policy and strategy provoked by Mahan and Colomb, sailors saill lacked a
basic, generally accepted guide to the nuts and bolts of battle tactics. In Russia, for
example, this subject was more or less entirely neglected in the education of
future naval officers, and the most recent formal Iussian text available on the
topic was still Admiral G.I. Butakov’s Novye osnovaniia parokhodnoi taktiki (The
New Fundamentals of Steam Tactics), published in St. Petersburg in 1863,
Some thirty years later—in February 1893—Makarov drew the Main Naval
Staff's attention to this deficiency. Writing in his role of Chief Inspector of Naval
Artillery to the director of the Main Naval Staff's training section, Captain 1st
Rank (i.e., naval captain) N.N. Lomen, Makarov noted recent complaints about
the part of the training course on “Tactical Elements of Naval Artillery” that
dealt with the manoeuver of ships during naval combat. Having suggested this
be updated and expanded, the admiral went on to discuss *“Naval Tactics as
such.” On this topic he expressed his conviction “that for study these tactics
must be divided up into three or more parts that embrace such various types of
weapons as artillery, torpedoes, the ram, torpedo-launches, and so on.” That is,
the work recommended for the gunnery course should be paralleled by similar
efforts in other fields so as to provide a single, comprehensive set of tactical
conclusions,'*

The moment, therefore, was more than propitious for the appearance of a
general work on tactics, for both the Russian and foreign fleets."> Makarov
himself had first shown interest in dealing with this topic in his own wntings as
early as 1885—1886.'® Even so, he gave the problem his full attention only when
events underlined the need for such a theoretical work—with the deployment
of Makarov’s Baltic Fleet Mediterranean Squadron to the Far East in 1894, and
the subsequent international erisis provoked by Japan's stunning victories in the
Sino-Japanese War, On arriving in the war zone, Makarov’s ships joined E.I.
Alekseev's Pacific Squadron under the overall command of Vice Admiral S.P.
Tyrtov. With action an imminent possibility, Tyrtov found that his combined
squadrons lacked any standard tactical regulations. He immediately requested
that his junior colleague, Makarov, compile a set of provisional instructions to
fill the gap. These Tyrtov issued as an order, under his name, on 25 April 1895."7
In 1896 this crisis subsided and Makarov himself returned via North America to
St. Petersburg. By that time he had firmly resolved to provide Russia’s fleets
with a modem tactical handbook that would apply the latest Praxis from the Far
East with contemporary naval theorie. As a result, on the homeward trip (which
included his visit to Newport), he spent what time he could snatch from other
duties in converting his earlier instructions into a series of full-scale lectures.'®

These he delivered at the end of 1896 to the Kronstadt Officers” Assembly,
some six years after Colomb and Mahan had established their own reputations
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as theoreticians.'” The lectures, in turn, then became the basis for a series of four
articles published from January to April 1897 in the Russian Naval Ministry’s
official journal, Morskoi shornik. Entitled collectively A Discussion of Questions
in Naval Tactics,” these appear to have been issued as off-prints in Russian and
were rapidly made available in translation, in book form, to naval men around
the world.? According to one Soviet authority, Makarov’s Discussion was rapidly
translated into English, Ttalian, Spanish, Japanese, and Turkish.2! It became
standard reading in such distant navies as that of Argentina and was available to
officers of the United States Navy (in a translation by Lieutenant John B.
Bernadou, USN) as eatly as 1898.%2 Subsequently, at least one American
newspaper explicitly recognized Makarov’s contribution to the U.S. Navy’s

“. .. I would advise that we study such esteemed works
as those of Mahan and Colomb, but that we not accept that
their conclusions, which are drawn from examples of the
age of sail, are unconditionally true in our century of
machines and electricity.”

successes in the Spanish-American War.2* Indeed, the immediate popularity of
Makarov’s work abroad demonstrates the extent to which other navies also felt
the need for a manual of tactical instructions. (Since then, however, the only
full-length English-language edition known to this writer is the reprint of
Bernadou's translation edited by ILobert B. Bathurst as a 1990 voluime in the
U.S. Naval Institute’s series “Classics of Sea Power.”)24

Somewhat surprisingly, in view of the book's reception abroad, the response at
home was mixed, True, in retrospect Makarov is regarded in his native Russia as
an “advanced” theorist whose book some four decades later Soviet authorities still
considered worthy of reprinting in the midst of war with Nazi Germany.” Yet in
18961897, the lectures and four articles met with a stormy, if enthusiastic, welcome
from their author’s colleagues in the lmperial Fleet. This lively controversy first
surfaced in debates that erupted during two public “question and answer” sessions
held in Kronstadt on 21 December 1896 and 13 January 1897.%° Prominent among
the initial critics were the young Mahanian theorist N.L. Klado and the ill-fated
future commander of the 1904-1905 Second Pacific Squadron, Z.P, Rozhest-
veiskii.” To some extent, Makarov used his four early 1897 articles to respond to
these challenges. Nonetheless, continued criticisim of his position finally forced him
to pen a lengthy rejoinder in mid-1897. This appeared as a fifth and brief concluding
installment in the August edition of Morskor shornik.?®

But despite this articulate defense of his position and the lack of adequate
alternative tactical manuals, the authorities withheld official approval for
Makarov's text, and it remained unpublished as a book in Russia until 1904,
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According to Vladimir Semenov, one of Makarov's most ardent disciples,
“among us, in Russia, this book . . . was almost boycotted.” That this official
view was “unambiguous,” Semenov argued, was clear from the fact that during
his six years in naval school and two in the Naval Academy (i.e., naval war
college), ““I did nat hear even a mention of [the book| in a single lecture. It was
not even included in the list of those works which it was obligatory to include
(from public funds) in shipboard libraries.”*’

The mixed reactions and official coolness that greeted Makarov’s tactical
Discussion seem explicable fargely in terms of the recent conversion of many
Russian seamen to the ideas of Colomb and Mahan. True, the latter were seldom
mentioned by name during the initial public debate roused by the Russian's
lectures. Nonetheless, the points raised by Makarov’s opponents and the nature
of his own replies indicate that by 1896 many of his compatriots were already
influenced by the newly translated prophets of navalism and that the latters’
theoretical conceptions underlay much of the debate and criticism roused by
Makarov's exposition.

As matters turned out, the Russian admiral had returned to Kronstadt to
launch his own theoretical work into an intellectual world just then assimilating
the ideas of his well known Western colleagues. The first edition of Colomb's
Naval Warfare had appeared in Russian translation in 1894 and had been followed
in 1895 by N.P. Azbelev's translation—apparently the fimst foreign-language
book publication—of Mahan’s The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660~
1783. The popularity achieved by the latter is indicated by the Naval Ministry’s
official publication of a second edition in 1896, followed in 1897 by a Russian
edition of Mahan’s The Influence of Sea Power upon the French Revolution and Ewmipire,
1793—1812. In fact, there were rumors that the imtial translation had been
directly commissioned, if not actually carried out, by no less a personage than
Grand Duke Aleksei Aleksandrovich, then the General-Admiral and Com-
mander in Chief of the Imperial Fleet.™

More generally, it is small wonder that Mahan received a warm welcome in
a milieu in which many ambitious officers, men like Rozhestvenskii and Klado,
sought wider career horizons in an enlarged fleet. Other motives, including
sincere patriatic and intellectual conviction, were also undoubtedly present.
Nanetheless, a commitment to imperial expansion based on a Mahanian doctrine
of sea power obviously seemed to offer many Russian sailors the chance finally
to take their rightful place alongside the soldiers as equals in defense of the
interests of the Fatherland. Not surprisingly, they were sensitive to any challenge
to the newly established orthodoxy. They therefore immediately spotted the
extent to which Makarov’s inclusive view of “naval tactics as the science of naval
war” implicitly undercut many of the accepted verities of the day, essentially
those of Mahan and Colomb. Among the particular points in question were the
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validity of being guided by allegedly unchanging “principles of war,” be they
tactical or strategic; the essential utility of studying naval history (e.g., the sail
era) for methods of combat suitable to armored ships in the steam era; and the
universality and practicality of the concept of “command of the sea” through
“decisive” naval battle, as proclaimed by the new prophets of navalism.*!

Makarov had touched upon these topics only briefly, and often indirectly, in
his original lectures and first four articles. Nonetheless, his concept of tactics and
of their role in developing a modern navy struck at the heart of the methodology
that underlay the doctrines of Colomb and Mahan. The Russian admiral had
gone beyond merely rejecting the fundamental place of immutable principles
(apart from those based on common sense) as revealed through history. He had
advanced the practical proposition that since the purpose of tactics (the science
of naval warfare) is to win battles, one should begin “by establishing the general
necessary tactical conceptions” through an investigation of “'the elements constituting
the fighting strength of ships and the means of employing themt most favorably in war under
different circurmstances,” and not through the study of experience in the distant past.*2

This does not mean that Makarov ignored the fact that in the process of
developing tactical conceptions, the “study of history broadens the horizon of
perception and determines our relations to circumstances.”>> Rather than be
guided by past practice, however, he argued that the modern tactician should
first examine the technologies and weapons at hand, then devise the best means
of employing them. On that basis, one could then acquire the vessels (or in
modern jargon, platforms) that would best utilize these systems to achieve the
goals of the naval strategy, which itselfaccorded with a nation’s policy objectives
(or what he called “imperial policy”).** Makarov “hoped that the regularly
developed science of naval battle (tactics) may aid the fleet to enter upon the
path of rational development.” In this way one could solve, on the basis of the
tactical system adopted, first the “problems relating to sgccial branches, and so
advance up to the consideration of the types of ships.”™ And given Makarov’s
high assessment of torpedoes, mines, and other developing technologies,
navalists not unnaturally suspected that he would be less than enthusiastic about
a building program centered on the expensive capital ships necessary for seizing
and maintaining a Mahanian “command of the sea.”

Since the admiral’s exposition of his case in the first four articles is readily
available to Western readers, his initial arguments need not be outlined in greater
detail here.® By mid-1897, however, Makarov obviously felt the need for a
more general reply to his critics, one that dealt directly with the above-men-
tioned issues. This, as noted above, is the origin of his fifth article; but while that
work is still available to Russian readers, it was, unfortunately, omitted from the
Western translations known to this writer.”’ For this reason it is published here,
apparently for the first time in English.
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In it, Makarov summarized the theoretical positions that underlay his
original articles and clarified his views on certain matters; he also contrasted
his opinions on strategy and his doubts about “command of the sea” with the
concepts of Mahan and Colomb. Accordingly, the fifth article is in some ways
the most concise statement of his own theory of naval war and the most
interesting of the series. Its publication in its entirety is a preliminary step
towards a planned, fuller study by this author of Admiral Makarov's contribu-
tions to the theory and practice of seamanship and naval warfare. Notes are
provided to clarify references to the first four articles and to the relevant and
often opposing opinions of Makarov's better-known British and American
counterparts.”

A Discussion of Questions in Naval Tactics

by S.0. Makarov

Sufficient time has passed since iy articles on Naval Tactics appeared in the
press to permit me to assess the various opinions expressed on the different issues
in question. This gives me the occasion to return once again to this subject n
order to make some clarifications.

The most significant comment that [ have heard concerns iy view that the
main business in war is a matter not of principles, but of having a sharp eye
[gfazomer, otherwise coup d’oeil] that helps one assess circumstances, as well as that
good sense which prompts rational choices when making decisions. T am also
asserting that decisions on questions of naval tactics are to be found not in the
teachings of history, but rather in a study of the qualities of the weapons
involved.*

I also recommend caution when we wish to rely on the principle of mutual
support.‘“J At first sight, how can one not be inclined favorably to the principle
of mutual support which directs all, from the smallest to the Jargest, to support
one another? In land warfare, this principle appears to be completely correct in
everything, and one that should serve as a guide to a general [polkovodets] when
he is making his deployments or carrying out any shift of troops. Napoleon advised
that each general should ask himself several times daily how he would react if the
cnemy suddenly appeared on his right flank, how he would respond when he
appearcd on the left, and so on. All this advice aims at assuring that the principle
of mutual support will be observed in the distribution of forces. Not only the
general, but any commander [machal’nik] must be guided by it. The military
aphorism, “he who is perishing, his comrade saves,” is also an expression of the
principle of mutual support, but at the level of each individual soldier. Thus in its
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application to land warfare, this principle is true for all, beginning with the general
and ending with the soldier.

One must also consider that the principle of mutual support demands that when
one launches simultanecous attacks on one or several enemy points, the attack
everywhere will be conducted by detachments. Tn this last regard, the principle
of mutual support is as widely applied at sea as on land. But in other respects this
principle does not find as wide a ficld [of applicability] among us [sailors], since
in the open sea there are no points of high ground to be held by outselves or the
enemy, and no process of deploying troops during which one must envisage the
need for support for this or that unit. While it is reasonable to assume that mutual
support is always necessary in all military affairs, I see great danger in giving any
such general rule the form of a prescription. For if we do, faint-hearted people
may use it as a justification for their inaction and advance the excuse that they could
not rely on sufficient mutual support. In addition, some inay interpret mutual support
in the sense of one ship rendering aid to another. Tn times of battle, such help may
be of no essential advantage and, with regard to one's own vessels, mutual support
in combat should amount to a simultancous attack on the enemy's [vcss.‘:ls].41

The conclusion to be drawn from all of this is not that we are denying the great
importance accorded the principle of mutual support. Rather, it follows that sailors
should employ it with circumspection, and make a clear decision as to whether
ot not, for us, mutual support does indeed consist mainly of making a simultaneous
attack on the enemy with the aim of destroying him ot of forcing his withdrawal,

For the present, [ would enumerate four basic principles of naval tactics. These
are, namely,

» attack with large forces part of the enemy fleet;

+ attack the enemy’s weak point;

* oppose the enemy with one’s own strongest forces; and

* mutual support.

It is unnecessary to dispute these principles, for they are obviously true. ¢ is
also unnecessary to dispute the fact that the letter A is first in the Russian alphabet.
But if T could prove that all the wisdom of science consisted in knowing the
alphabetic order of the letters, then students would be given an incorrect
representation of science. If [ were also to spend all my time demonstrating that
all military wisdom is composed of the knowledge of the four principles listed
above, which in essence express one and the same rule, then in this too [ would
be giving an incorrect picture of [military] science.

I would suggest that if someone wishes to prove the importance of principles
to everybody, he should write a whole book that reexamines all battles with the
purpose of demonstrating that in all cases when one adhered to the four
above-listed principles, one emerged as victor and, on the contrary, when one did
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not adhere to them, then one could not win. This would be a very one-sided
book. It might do well as a separate scholarly treatise, but it would make a poor
textbook, For a text should equally provide discussion of the other clements
involved in achicving success. Among these are courage, a knowledge of naval
affairs, the ability to direct vessels and gunnery, the coup d’ocil of a chicef, and so
on. For these reasons, there can be no particular advantage to be gained by
exaggerating the significance of'principlcs.ﬂ

Having discussed tactical principles, | cannot ignore strategic ponciples. In this
regard the works of Colomb and Mahan represent great contributions to naval
literature. Both these works appeared simultaneously and, on the basis of data
drawn from history, demonstrate the same proposition—that the main task of a
fleet must be to destroy the enemy fleer with the aim of becoming iaster of
[ovladet’] the sea. Both the above-named authors demonstrate by historical
cxamples that every time one ignores this rule, onc cither suffers losses or
cannot achieve the desired results, and that this basic principle cannot be
transgressed with i:llpu:]ity.43 In their opinion, its violation inevitably invices
punishment. Everyone has accepted as proven the opinions of these writers, and
I have as yet to see a counterargument in the published literature. Thanks to the
works of these two men, therefore, a basic principle has been introduced into
naval strategy which should eliminate unpredictability and give a proper stability
to naval operations.

But then the Japanese-Chinese War broke out, and the Japanese admiral [to
had to decide on the plan for his operations. To be sure, he knew the principles
laid down by Mahan and Colomb, and he understood full well that it would be
a rational move to begin by destroying the Chinese fleet. But part of that force
was to be found in two northern ports, while part remained in the south. Thanks
o insufficient forces on his part and the distances involved, the Japanese admiral
could not blackade all the [Chinese| ports. 1f he had blockaded even one of the
northern ports, this would have left unprotected the operational [sea] line [of
communications] over which provisions and reinforcements and military matericl
were carried to the army. The Chinese, tking advantage of the operational line’s
vulnerability, then could have used other, unblockaded ports in South China as
bases from which to dispatch weak detachments to inflice great haem on the
transports. Meanwhile, a blockade of even the main ports of [Port] Arthur and
Wei-ha-Wei might well lead to heavy losses, since nothing is easier than to attack
a blockading fleet at night with torpedo boats. Thus the torpedo boats of the one
being blockaded prevent the imposition of a close blockade and, if the blockade
is not maintained intensively, the blockaded fleet may break out unnoticed and
inflict damage on the [blockader's] rear.
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Whether it was these considerations or others that Ito had in mind, I do not
know. But T do know that he decided to ignore the principles of Mahan and
Colomb. Instead, he set hiinself the task of supporting the army of Field-Marshal
Yamagato, and therefore in his movement from Korea to China, he sailed along
the coast. In this manner Tto kept it [i.c., the army] supplied by sea with all
necessities at its place of deployment, and he made his deliveries continuously at
landing points which had been selected in accord with the movements of the
army. When a Chinese squadron left its port, Ito utterly defeated it. But this done,
Le did not awempt to entice its remmaining undamaged vessels from their port,
Tnstead, he continued to act as earlier, as long as Port Arthur had not been captured
from the land. With the fall of Port Arthur, [to then might have concentrated all
his forces against Wei-ha-Wei, which sheltered the Chinese fleet, m order to
destroy it. But he preferred to adopt another plan by which the fleet convoyed
an amphibious force there and supported its landing. Then, when the troops put
ashore had established a land siege of Wei-ha-Wei, [to opened a bombardment
from the sea and destroyed part of the vessels by a torpedo attack to prevent the
squadron from departing the fortress before its fall. It seems to me that in the given
circumstances (e.g., considering the poor condition of the Chinese flect, the
strategic considerations inposed by the overall war plan, etc.}, that Admiral [to
took the correct course, that his calculations were justified, and that the remarkable
success of the operations confirmed this, It is thus impossible to criticize him [for
his departure from principle]. “One does not judge a victor”—this expression is
absolutely true. No outsider can possibly weigh all the circumstances, and
therefore he cannot judge correctly. If success is the result, then this signifies that
the overall totality of circumstances have proven to be in accord with the
calculations as made carlier.*

I personally am not a proponent of the servile worship of principles. In my
opinion, Mahan and Colomb merely demonstrated that with sail fleets, one first
sets out to master the sea, and that in the age of sail the sea was found to be in the
complere power of him who acquired it [i.e., sach mastery}. To what extent this
accords with present material means—this is the question. Earlier, ships could
remain for a half year at sea without renewing their reserves, and could operate
at great distances from their main bases. Contemporary vessels, however, are
forced frequently to renew their supplies of coal. Therefore, the question of
[coaling] stations and secondary bases now plays a greater role than before; a
breakout to conduct operations in the [enemy's] rear is easier than before; and a
belligerent squadron now can put to sea and, being stronger than the enemy, force
his main forces to remain shut up in his ports. In a certain respect, this squadron
will command the sea. But if the enemy has support points in this sea, then one’s

position (as was indicated in Section 10) 3 will become complicated; and ifF—apart
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from that—mastery of the sea is to be exercised far from one’s base, then
communications with it [i.e., the base] cannot be guaranteed. On the basis of what
has been said above, | would advise that we study such esteemed works as those
of Mahan and Colomb, but that we not accept that their conclusions, which are
drawn from examples from the age of sail, are unconditionally true in our century
of machines and clectricity.

Apart from the main principles there are still the secondary ones, which we
call the rules of tactics. In my opinion, we need to search for these rules not only
in history, but also in the detailed study of the capabilities of our weapons; that
15, of modem warships. The reason why [ am proposing such a highly unpopular
idea is that the material aspect of the fleet has changed completely. Tactics depend
on weapons, but weapons have changed so utterly that history can provide alinost
no lessons on tactics whatsaever, But meanwhile, the lovers of the grandiose phrase
constantly refer to “firm historical foundations,” and they so abuse this phrase that
many have begun to actively search for tactical rules in history, But we must
question just how permissible this really is.

Let us suppose that we wish to decide the tactical question as to whether one
should prefer fir or stormy weather for a naval battle. We turn to history. Nelson,
whose crews comprised storm-hardened veterans who had spent long periods at
sca, nonetheless preferred fair weather for battle. This was because the guns of his
day did not even have sights and were aimed by moving the bady of weapon,
while the properties of the charge used in firing were so unpredictable that there
were great variations in the rate of fire. Therefore, firing from a tossing deck was
problematic to the highest degree. Apart from all this, in a fresh wind it was difficult
for the attacker to hold his pasition close to his enemy, and he consequently was
forced to fire at long range. For these reasons, Nelson preferred to fight in fair
weatlier, since he considered decisive battle was impossible in stormy weather,
while an indecisive one did not even begin to count.

Nelson's views are supported by a host of historical examples. Consequently,
if one bases oneself on historical examples, than one must today consider battle in
stormy weather to be unsuitable. Whereas conditions on contemporary ships are
not much different than before, they still give rise to a different tactical regimen.
Although artillery is inuch improved, today it is still fixed to a tossing platform
and it is difficult to score a hit. But now with engines, one can hold one’s position
at the desired range. Yet in the tossing waves, an ironclad exposes its unarmored
hull. In this way, the ironclad loses part of its advantage. True, torpedocs are less
accurate in a choppy sca than when there are no waves, Even so, it is still possible
to count an scoring hits with torpedocs at a close range. From this it follows that
battle in stormy weather may be very decisive, and that small vessels with a strong
torpecddo armament should, in stormy weather, seck battle with large anmoured
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ships. If the ironclad is tossing, then it has almost no chance whatsoever of scoring
a hit with its guns on the torpedo boat while, on the other hand, the torpedo boat
may hit the larger ship with a torpedo. From this emerges the tactical proposition
that in stormy weather, stnall vessels are suitable for attacking larger ones, and that
detachments made up of small vessels can usefully seek battle with a squadron
consisting of large ships.

Let us open up another question: that of the range at which one should open
fire. Earlier, eminent naval commnanders [flotovodtsy] would not permit fire to be
opened until the ships had closed to pistol range. According to the Regulation of
Peter the Great, a captain who opened fire beyond the range of his guns was 1o
be sentenced to death. This is not an indirect suggestion that there was some
general desire to open hasty fire. The causes for it [i.c., hasty fire] were inany, but
chief among them were the crude state of artillery and the difficulties in handling
a sail warship when the men were standing at arms. At present, however, the
handling of a moving vessel does not depend on the men who are manning the
guns, and the guns themselves are significantly improved with regard to both
loading and aiming. [t is inappropriate for large warships to close to within pistol
range, even in order to give battle with torpedoes, and therefore the old rule of
preferring battle at close range cannot be accepted unconditionally today. In
several cases, and for several classes of ships, it is appropriate to open fire at long
range.

With regard to formartions, the introduction of ramming tactics brought
recommendations for cither the line facing front, or a wedge. This was as if to
imitate the formation used in combat by Roman warships with the ram. But at
that time there were no guns. But now that there are guns, it follows that by
presenting one's front, one will be unable to make full use of all of them.

At present, the dominant opinion is that the best battle formation is to steam
in line ahicad. One could say that we now have returned to the column-in-line,
which has its own historical tradition. But if we have returned to this formation,
it is not because of the fact that in the epoch of the great wars it was the dominant
formation, but because common sense suggests that this formation is the one most
suitable for contemporary warships.

Of course we need to study history. But we must learn from it how people
have constantly pursued their goals, and how circumstances can present a countless
hast of combinations. History also teaches thar military and naval affairs are highly
complicated, and that mastery of all the most important principles still does not
make for an experienced naval man. For this one must be practiced in recognizing
circumstances since, as Napoleon says, in war, circumistances comtnand. Because

of this, and the grear variations in circumstances, one must study history,
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*

Permit me to touch on the comments made in an article in a military journal,
which complained that [ said nothing about the rear or bases. The radical
difference between a land army and a naval army (that is, a squadron) consists of
the fact that the rear is the weak side of a land army, but not of a squadron. The
rear of an army comprises its train, which sustains an army when it operates away
from its bases. If an enemy outflanks an army and falls upon its rear, he places the
army in a very difficult position. Since a vesse] carries its baggage in its hold, a
battle squadron does not have a rear upon which the enemy can fall, * which
means a battle squadron cannot be placed in a similar situation. We may call the
sea, which provides it with communication with its base, the squadron’s rear. For
example, if a squadron is operating in the Korcean Straits, the Sea of Japan—which
scparates the squadron from Viadivostok—must be recognized as its rear, Yet this
will be a strategic rear, or rather the rear of the theater of war, and not that of the
field of battle. It is to cover this rear and guarantee the squadron’s communications
with its base that one must master [vfades’] the sca. This issue, in equal measure
with the question of supplying the squadron, is a macer for strategy, and therefore
I did nat touch upon it in my discussions. Perhaps, however, for people who are
really not conversant in naval matters, 1 should have explained briefly why [ did
not speak about the rear and base in my Discussion of Questions in Naval "Factics,

Also meriting attention is the principal question that some dispute: should tactics,
as 1 affimmn, attempt “to indicate the means with which to win battles?™ It seems
completely obvious to me that tactics are not written for the sake of writing tactics,
but for business; and that in battde there is only one business, and that is to defeat the
enemy. Tactics should give instruction in how to do that. Tactics cannot be so
perfected that they can give precise instructions for every occasion, but they can
provide much that is useful as advice. And when even this is beyond their ability, they
arc limited to studies that examine in each case how a decision was reached in accord
with the relevant circumstances. But in any case, everything that tactics says, cither
directly or indircctly, provides instruction in how to win a bactle,

On the resolution of this basic question depend many others. Once we
recognize that tactics are “the science of battle,” and that its aim is to indicate the
means for winmng in battle, then we must consider that everything that serves as
a means for winning in battle cannot belong to any other science than that of
tactics. For example, tactics now are cancerned with the question of “the moral
clement,” even though this issuc is in itself utterly unique. If at some time a special
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science of “‘military psychology” is created, then the question of the moral
clement will be specially examined by it At that point tactics can stop dealing in
detail with this matter and simply adopt the final conclusions of “military
psychology.” With regard to the flect, one can say that at present, evolutions and
signal means are included in tactics only insofar as these two special subjects have
not been hived off as special sciences, or not brought into the already existing
naval sciences. [ assign the incans of destroying telegraph cables to tactics only
because it has not already been included in the [existing] course [of study] on naval
practice, and so on.

In my Disaitssion, when citing the opinions of [recognized] authorities on the
significance of the moral element in the army, I said that this element has even
greater significance in the fleet than in the :|n11y.4B This proposition has also drawn
remarks from writers in the ground forces. I must stress here that I do not want
to suggest that the inoral eleinent has little significance in land battle. [ value very
highly the mutual respect between people in the different arins of the services,
and T can see no useful purpose whatsoever in attempting to prtave in the press
that land warfare is not as difficult as those involved claim it to be. To say this
would be to atternpt to destroy the respect accorded the troops, and I consider
any desire to impair the respect shown the armny, the fleet or their units to be
unworthy of the pen of a nilitary or naval writer. [ repeat, T have no intention of
playing down the difficulties of wars on land, but it is necessary to keep in view
that to go by ncans of an engine is in no way easicr than to go by foot. And if
one wishes to advance in this last manner, and if self-control is a necessity for so
doing—then it is just as necessary for getting underway by a machine.

The engine sections of contemporary vessels are closed, and the stokeholds on
some warships are cven sealed hermetically, which means that air is driven into
them as a forced draught. The men who work below deck not only do not see
what is happening, but they do not even see God’s good light. Meanwhile, they
can hear the crash of gunfire, and they can hear distinctly the explosions of
torpedoes which, even if they are distant, cause the ship’s body to shudder, They
will be in a state of continual anticipation, for at any minute a torpedo may strike
that thin hull separating them from the sea so that, in just a few seconds, the whole
section in which they are working will be flooded by water, Even more apparent
is the danger present in the form of steam pipes and boilers, which by now are
operating at terrible pressures. [fan enemy shell smashes a steam pipe, then scarcely
anyone will survive in the section in which this damage occurs. The example of
the armored ship Brandenburg showed that out of thirty men, not one was saved.
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Onc must visit the engine room of a modem vessel that is under full steam in order
to obtain even a faint idea of what this is like, and of the kind of nerves one needs to
stay calm when the minute-by-minute dangers of being drowned by water, or scalded
by steam, are combined with the usual difficule circumistances of the job. But despite
all this, all these men must carry out their tasks coolly if the warship is to maintain the
required full speed in battle, They must remember to grease every part or clse one of
them may scize up and force the engine to shut down. They must vigilantly watch
over the supply of water 1o cach of the boilers for, on some ships, these are made of
up to fifty components and, if water somchow leaks out, the boiler will explode.
Meanwhile, they must sitnultancously transfer coal from the bunkers at a rate of up
to a thousand puds [eighteen tons/ 16,380 kg an hour on large ships. Apart fromn all
the rest, all the work places must be lighted. Since oil lamps go out even with
explosions that, because of their distance, are quite harmless, eleceric lighting now has
been adopted. Y et this means one must also keep special dynamos in operation, and
make sure that they are working correctly.

The above account gives only a partial picture of what must be done in order
to operate the machinery. But in battle even this is not enough: one must also
operate one's guns, and this involves coordinating the supply of shells and
cartridges on clectrified ¢levators with the loading and firing. In a squadron battle
the distance from targets, and the nature of the targets themselves, will be changing
very rapidly. This means that all the organs involved in directing the guns’ fire
must work calmly and coolly while measuring and passing on ranges. Otherwise,
the guns may do more harm to one’s own warships (which will be nearby) than
to the enemy’s. Furthenmore, the whole organization that manages the torpedo
arm must operate correctly. To this we must add as well the demands that the
whole ship be successfully ventilated, that the large guns’ hydraulics work, and
that above all else, absolutely coel heads be maintained by those directing the
maneuvers of the warship itself.

All that has been said above demonstrates that it is casy to talk of movement
by machinery but that it is not so easy to do this in combat conditions, and that
for the successful operations of a ship in combat, every member of the crew must
display the highest moral qualitics. No one doubts that the highest inoral qualities
arc demanded in the army as well, and as to the question of where these qualities
must be higher, in the army or in the fleet—it is an idle one.
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mysl XIX i nachale XX vekoy (Russian military-theoretical thaughtin the 19th and the start of the 20th centurnies)
{Moscow: [960), pp. 406—414.

38, On this issue see S, Skriagin, *Razbor rmuda Makarova v sviazi s rabotami Mekhena” {Analysis of
Makarov's work in connection with the works of Mahan), Merskoi sboruik, no. 10, 1897, pp. 1-44 (neof}.
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The Russian text used here is to be found as ' Prilozhenie II[" in “Biblioteka Morskogo Sbornika, 1916,"
i, pp. 401—411. The only editorial liberty taken is to break up some of Makarov’s excessively long paragraphs
for easier reading.

39. In this regard, at the close of his earlier series of articles Makarov had stressed that “in the conduct of
war we should put more trust in our comeion sense than in mifitary precedents, which are completely insufficiens” (italics
his); see Discussion of Questions in Naval Tactics, p. 300, Also see his earlier discussion on pp. 41—44, (Since this
Naval Institute edition is the most readily available, all quorations will be taken from ir, though the translations
differ slightly from the Russian rext of the 1916 edition.)

This contrasts with Mahan, who gave both history and theoretical principles a much more important place
in his theories. History, he wrote, “illustrares the principles of war by the facts that it transmits,” while “battles
of the past succeeded or failed in conformity with the principles of war.” (Influence, pp. 11, 8.) Colomb agreed
and argued from the late 15005 on we “can easily trace the growing laws of naval war, unalterable and immutable
if it is to be carried on with a view to the certain advantage of either side, and thereby a speedy conclusion.”
(Naval Warfare, v. 1, p. 39.)

40. Makarov had asserted that this principle “must be applied with caution to the circumstances of war
at sea” and pointed out that although Villenenuve had “declared that mutual support of ships was the chief end
in view," at Trafalgar he lost “to an antagonist who always acted on the principle that it is necessary to trust
the fate of some part of the fleet to chance in a sea fight.” (Discussion, pp. 32-33.)

41. This repeats Makarov's colnments in Discitssion, p. 33, although Bernadou's translation is somewhat
ambiguous. The Russian phrase is "dmzlinogo napadeniia na vraga,” which he translated as “rhe simultaneous
attack of an adversary™ rather than “on an adversary.”

42, The relevance of these views for the teachings of Mahan and Colomb, as indicated above, is quire

lain.
P 43. Here Makarov obviously is consciously echoing Colomb, who in the introduction to his first edition
wrote “that there are laws governing the conduct of naval war which cannot be transgressed with impunity.”
(Colonib, Naval Warfare, v. 1, p. 3.)

44, Not surprisingly, Mahan and Colomb rejected this type of analysis. When asked in 1895 whether
developing techniques of torpedo warfare had caused him to change his views, and specifically whether “close”
blockades were still possible, Mahan replied with a resounding affirmative and insisted thar the new weapons
had “simply widened the question, not changed its nature.” (A.T. Mahan, “Blockade in Relation to Naval
Srrategy,” Naval Institute Proceedings, November 1895, p. 857.)

Colomb agreed, and later editions of Naval Warfare argued that the Sino-Japanese conflict "illustrates to a
remarkable degree the characteristics of naval warfare, and, in almost the highesr degree, its leading
pringiples, . . ." Regarding the “question of what is meant hy coinmand of the sea, what results from its
gain or loss, and how it is gained orlost,” he asserted, “are [sic!] presented to us in the Korean [Sino-Japanese]
War almost as if it were a designed experiment ro strengthen our reliance on the teaching of history.” As for
the influence of torpedoes, he concluded “that the Korean War gives us no reason for helieving that any of
the new inventions have modified the leading principles of Naval Warfare.” (Colomb, v. 2, pp. 498, 517.)

45. This refers ro Section 10 of his original series of articles; see *10. Some irregularities in the conception
of what constitutes command of the sea,” in Makarov, Discussion, p. 28. This brief section is the only occasion
in these articles on which Makarov referred explicitly to Mahan and Colomb, Here he defines “command of
the sea" in their sense as meaning “that the fleet commanding the sea constantly and openly plies upon it and
that its heaten antagonist does not dare to leave its ports.” But, he suggests, the recent development of torpedo
and other technologies had introduced “inconsistencies” into this picture since now one might ask if “he
properly understood thar a victorjous fleet [which commanded the sea] should protecr itself from the remnant
of the vanquished enemy.”

46, By this Makarov means an immediate tactical rear, not a larger strategic rear.

47. In Discussion, p. 30, Makarov had opened his comparison of naval and land tactics with the assertion:
“The purpose of tactics is to indicate the methods of winning a bartle.”

48, Like the military writer M.I. Dragomirov (1830-1905), Makarov was a follower of General AV,
Suvarov (1730~1800) in stressing the vital role of inorale and éan in battle. He devoted chapter 11 of his
Discussion to the “Influence of Morale upon Success in Battle.” There (. 47) he noted that the “morale element
possesses greater significance in naval war than war on land.” He briefly explained this by pointing out that
on land, “action begins gradually and people have time to look at one another,” but that at sea, “with the
enonnous speeds that obtain at the present day, intervals of tiine are not to be counted in hours, bur by seconds.
Put the helm over five seconds earlier and you rami your antagonist; five seconds later, and he rams yon." Noc
surprisingly, military writers {e.g., N. Orlov in Russkii invalid and A, Puzyrevskii in Razvedchik) tended to
regard this as a slight to the valor of their service.

Rublishgidi by tdSoNavalWdn celegeebigital/ camemons, 1994



	Admiral S.O. Makarov and Naval Theory
	Recommended Citation

	Winter 1994 Full Issue

