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Our cover depicts an imaginary scene involving the U.S.S.
George Washington converted into an AGSSN (U.S. Naval
Institute Proceedings, June 1985, p. 103). Her tunnel boom is
extended 120 feet to the U.S.S. Whale (SSN 638),
resupplying Whale with weapons such as the Mark 48
torpedo and missiles to refill her empty tubes and racks.
This will save Whale a trip to the U.S. mainland. The two
subs are in a “‘polynya’ in the Arctic ice and fancy
themselves alone and safe in the hands of passive detection
modes of radar and sonar. Meanwhile, below the surface
lics a Russian Alpha submarine, now listening, inert, but
capable of 40 knots maximum speed. A new theater? A new
scenario? Yes. A new world? Probably.
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Soviet Military Objectives in the
Arctic Theater

Charles C. Petersen

everal postwar developments have ensured that the Arctic theater
will occupy center stage in any future world conflict. The nuclear
subinarine, for one thing, has eliminated the Arctic ice cap as a barrier to the
strategic mobility of the superpower navies, permitting the side that controls
the theater to exploit its central position between the North Atlantic and
North Pacific Oceans. The intercontinental bomber and intercontinental
ballistic missile, for another, have made the Arctic the shortest line of
approach from one superpower to the other. Next, the submarine-launched
ICBM! has enabled the Soviet Union to deploy its strategic submarines close
to home where they can be more readily protected. Finally, the general-
purpose forces and the infrastructure that support this strategic reserve are
also located in the Arctic theater. It should not surprise us, then, that the
Soviets speak of the region’s “exceptionally important military-strategic
position.’"2
From these considerations it is apparent that the Soviet Armed Forces must
carry out at least four tasks in the Arctic theater. First, they must seize control
of the lines of communication linking the Arctic basin with the North
Atlantic on the one hand and the North Pacific on the other. Such control will
enable Soviet Northern Fleet and Pacific Fleet nuclear submarines to
reinforce each other without interference along interior lines of operation.?
Second, they must intercept and destroy whatever aerial threats to the
homeland appear over the Arctic horizon. In a conventional war, this means
primarily air-launched (and perhaps also submarine-launched) cruise missiles;
in a nuclear war, it means ballistic missiles as well. Third, they must provide
for the security of the sea-based component of their strategic nuclear arsenal,
which would remain fair game for enemy antisubmarine forces even in a
conventional war (unlike its land-based counterpart which is accessible only

Mr. Petersen did his graduate work in international affairs at George Washington
University and is now serving on the professional staff of the Center for Naval
Analyses asa specialist in Soviet naval strategy and doctrine. A version of this article
was presented at the Conference on Sovereignty, Security and the Arctic at York

University, Toronto, Ontario, on 8 May 1986.
Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987
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to “‘silo~busting” nuclear missiles). And last, they must ensure the safety of
the forces and infrastructure that support this strategic reserve.

As a theoretical foundation for its plans to carry out these missions, the
Soviet Navy has revived the concept of command of the sea, which the
authoritative Military Encyclopedic Dictionary defines as ‘‘decisive
superiority . . . in a sea or ocean theater of military action (or part thereof)
that assures the Navy of favorable conditions for its execution of basic combat
tasks.”™ This concept had been one of the casualties of the early nuclear age:
according to the General Staff Academy’s 1965 Dictionary of Basic Military
Terms, the term “‘command of the sea” had passed out of use in the Soviet
Armed Forces.® Among the arguments used to reject the concept, Admiral
Gorshkov tells us, was ““the assertion that . . . hostilities had become short
and decisive. After all, what should the Soviet Navy be doing in a nuclear
war—destroying the enemy, or trying to gain command of the sea and
exposing itself to the risk of being destroyed before it can achieve its goals?”’

But by the dawn of the 1970s, the Soviets had lost their certainty that a
nuclear war would be short and decisive; on the contrary, it might last well
beyond the initial nuclear exchange. By the end of the decade, they had begun
to prepare for the possibility that escalation to nuclear war might be avoided
altogether, even in a conflict directly involving NATO and the Warsaw Pact.
Today, most analysts agree, the Soviets hope to fight a war between the
coalitions conventionally, from start to finish, neither moving themselves to
escalate the conflict, nor giving the other side cause to do likewise.

The remainder of this discussion will lay out a plausible Soviet approach to
the problem of securing command of the sea in the Arctic Ocean TVD during
a general war fought entirely with conventional weapons. In so doing, it will
focus primarily on the strategic aspects of the problem, highlighting those
features of the Soviet solution that by some conventional reckonings may
seem unorthodox, but which effectively compensate for some of the Soviet
Navy’s main weaknesses, There is no hard evidence for the scenario that
follows; nevertheless, it is consistent with sound military logic and with what
Soviet military writings tell us about Soviet military thinking.

The purpose of this analysis is to suggest alternatives to some of the
conventional “wisdoms” about Soviet strategy in the Arctic region, notions
that may prove dangerous. The danger of such notions often lies in their very
popularity, whatever their worth by any other yardstick, for it is precisely
their ubiquity that will best inform the quest of an alert and crafty opponent
for the unexpected in wartime. For this reason, Frederick the Great’s advice
to his generals remains as pertinent today as it was nearly two and a half
centuries ago: ‘‘Skepticism is the mother of security. . . . One falls into a
feeling of security . . . through . .. lack of calculation concerning the
intentions of the enemy. To proceed properly it is necessary to put oneself in
hisglace and say: What would I do if [ were the enemy? What project would [

1
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form? Make as many as possible of these projects, and above all reflect on the
means to avert them.’”

Should this article stimulate thought and discussion of such alternative
projects, it will serve its purpose handsomely.

The Arctic Theater of Military Action (TVD)

The boundaries of the Arctic TVD coincide with those of the Arctic Ocean
as defined by the Soviet Ministry of Defense, but extend well beyond those
conventionally accepted in the West. As figure 1 shows, the Soviet-defined
boundaries circumscribe not only the central Arctic basin but also the
Norwegian Sea, Greenland Sea, Baffin Bay, and even the Hudson Bay—
which in most Western accounts are treated either as marginal seas of the
Atlantic Ocean or, in the case of the Hudson Bay, as internal Canadian
waters.? More importantly, these boundaries show that the Soviets think of
the Arctic TVD as an enclosed theater, access to which is controlled by a
handful of relatively narrow passages whose combined width accounts for
only a fraction (about 6 percent) of the theater’s perimeter. As will become
evident, this outlook has conditioned Soviet thinking about the problems of
gaining command of the sea in a number of significant ways.

BOUNDARY OF THE SOVIET ARCTIC TVD
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Basic Principles Underlying the Effort. When the West thinks of command of
the sea, it tends to conceive of it almost exclusively in terms of what naval
forces do on the water. Although the West readily grasps how events at sca
can affect the situation ashore, it does not often fully appreciate the reverse,
To the Soviets, however, the outcome of events ashore is of crucial
importance in winning command of the sca and dictates the coordinated
involvenment of the other armed services in the cffort, Gorshkov writes that
“The experience of the Great War for the Fatherland showed that successtul
action by ground [forces] . . . and their capture of new coastal arcas also
contribute to winning comunand of the sea. An example of this was [our]
attainment and consolidation of cominand of the sea . . . in the Black, Baltic,
and Barents Seas as a resultof operations carried ont by ground forces jointly
with the fleets. [Similarly], the German [high] command sought mastery of
the Black and Baltic Seas by capturing the Soviet Navy s bases from land. . . .
From this we may conclude that gaining command of the sca depends both on
the Navy's exccution of the basic tasks assigned it as well as on the overall
course of the armed conflict as a whole.™

This statement has been cchocd by representatives of the other armed
scrvices and, therefore, should not be dismissed as a case of special pleading by
the Soviet Navy. *“In the years of the Great War for the Fatherland the spheres

of action of the Armed Scrvices tended to overlap,” according to one of the
Deputy Chiefs of the Frunze Academy, which trains ground forces officers.
“Thus, the task of attaining command of the sca was then accomplished not just
through the efforts of the fleets, but also through the implementation of a system
of measures by the Ground Forces and the Air Forces.™

Success in attaining command of the sca will also depend on the outcome of
the contest for superiority in the air, or command of the air. For reasons that
are as yet unclear, the two conecepts—command of the sca and command of
the air—becatne firmly associated only in the late 1970s when Soviet naval
theorists began to assert that the former was unthinkable without the latter. !t
While the entry for “command of the sea’ in volume 2 of the Soviet Military
Lncyclopedia (signed to press on 20 July 1976) contains no reference to
command of the air, the new Military Encyclopedic Dictionary (signed to press in
January 1983) states flatly that “command of the sca simultancously calls for
command of the air.”?2

Finally, the cffort to win command of the sca must begin at the outset of
hostilitics, relying on preemptive action that exploits groundwork alrcady
laid in peacetime. *“The experience of centuries of warfare shows that in some
regions of occan and sca theaters of military action [command of the sea]may
devolve historically on one coalition of sca powcers or even on one country,
and be recognized by the opposing side and taken into account by the latter in
planning and conducting its own combat actions. In the main [ this applies to]

internal or marginal scas.
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1
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“In other regions the groundwork for gaining command {of the sea) can be
laid in advance. . . . At the outset of hostilivies the side that has established
those conditions gains command [of the sea] at the necessary moment and
exploits this circomstance to pertorm subscquent tasks suceessfully.”'?

Specitically, this groundwork may invelve “creating task forces and
distributing chen in che theater so as to assure them superiority of position”
when the war beging;! “positioning bascs, airficlds, command posts, and the
clements of a surveillance, communications, and carly warning system in the
theater in an operationally advantageous way . . . [or] preparing straits and
narrows zones in order at the outsee of hostilities to prevent enemy surface
ships and submarines trom passing through.”™ts

Gaining Mastery of the Theater. As chis mention of srraits and narrows suggests
(and as the Military Encyclopedic Dictionary’s entry for “Gaining Command of
the Sea’ confirms 1 the chokepoines controlling access to, and cgress from,
the Arctic TVD will play a central partin any Sovict effort o gain control of
the theater.

One of the most popular, yet maost ill-considered, conventional wisdoms
about the Soviet Navy is that the handtul of straits and narrows lying athwart
1es path to the open ocean have somechow condemned it to an inferior
geostrategic position.” That may have been true in the day of Peter the Great,
when the challenge of wresting these chokepoints from foreign control was
beyond the capabilities of the sailing navies and toot-marching armics of the
time. On several occasions, indeed, the Russian Navy was the victim of
blockades aimed at bottling it up in its home-water arcas.

Today, however, when the operarional and strategic mobility of armed
forces is measured (o bounds spanning countries, not counties, the gateways to
the Arcric TVD have become the maritime cquivalent of defiles in land
wartarc-—natural defensive positions, the key not only to the Soviet Navy's
mastery of the seas behind chem buralso to the ability of its nuclear submarine
force to exploit the theater’s central position in the Narthern Flemisphere.
This might be one of the factors accounting for the keen interest Soviee
mititary writers have shown in the role otseraits and narrows in the history of
maritime warfare, *“The control of straits and straits zones,” according to .
Morozov and 13, Krivinskiy, “cenables naval forees to mancuver rapidly
between theaters, and to incerdict the movement of [enemy] .. ships to
ather arcas of asea or acean TV, For example, atter seizing Greece and
Crete in 1941 “the Germans established contral over the straits joining the
Acgean and Mediterrancan Seas. . .. As a resule the Acgean became
inaccessible to the Allied tleet. Using che aiclields and navat bases on Crete
and on other islands of the Southern Aegean Sea, the Axis armed forces

succeeded in v;u'a]vzin%thc communications of their opponent in the Eastern
igital Commons, 1987
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Mediterranean to a considerable degree.”'t? Similarly, “Germany's occupa-~
tion in April 1940 of Denmark and Norway assured her of nearly complete
control of the Baltic Straits zone. This enabled the Wehrmacht to cut the
British Navy off from the Baltic (into which, for the first time in the history
of war, not even its submarines could penetrate)’” as well as to “improve
conditions for the deployment of German naval forces into the Atlantic.”?
And in the future, say Soviet military theorists, the role of chokepoints in
maritime war—including the passages into, and out of, the Arctic TVD—
will be even more important: ““Since warfare of the future . . . maytakeona
global scope, various types of naval forces will need to maneuver between
ocean theaters of military action. The role of straits such as the Bering Strait,
the Drake Passage, the straits of the Canadian Archipelago and others—which have
almost never before been utilized in maritime warfare—will then be
considerably enhanced.

“Antiship missiles, modern mine weapons, long-range aviation, and
advanced means of surface, subsurface and aerial surveillance have
substantially increased the ability of navies to fight for straits, lay
antisubmarine barriers, and impose blockades over enotmous areas of sea and
ocean theaters. Many regions never before regarded as narrows in the literal
sensc of the word may now become a zone of offensive blockade actions by
combined armed forces cooperating closely at the operational and tactical
levels. 2L

Almost certainly, then, the Soviets will attempt to impose a blockade of the
Arctic Ocean’s gateways—probably at the outset of hostilities—aimed at
barring additional enemy forces from access to the theater. As the above
passage also suggests, antisubmarine barriers will be instrumental in this
blockade; and to judge from other Soviet sources, naval mines will play akey
role in these antisubmarine barriers. ““Much attention is being given today to
the development of mine weapons,” began a recent article on mine warfare in
the Soviet Navy's professional journal, Morskoy sbornik. “Their role has
especially increased in barrier and blockade actions.”? And according to
another Soviet article on mine warfare, “the conduct of warfare to gain
command of the sea presupposes offensive minelaying to combat enemy naval
forces, and abave all else submarines.”

The Soviets find mine warfare attractive for a number of reasons. On the
one hand, mines “are simple, comparatively cheap to produce and use, yet
highly reliable;”"2 on the other, “countermeasures against them entail the
mobilization of considerable forces and resources.”’” They can be laid
“covertly, regardless of sea state, ice situation, and hydrological and
meteorological conditions, both before and during the war.”? They are
“continuously ready for action over a long period,” and “‘require no

nipaintsRanss afteEaing ma- Evendbdgssnemy no more than suspects the
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presence of a mine danger, it will have “a powerful psychological effect” on
him.® Mines “can be covertly developed, tested, serially produced, and
stockpiled,” and “are relatively immune o obsolescence. ' In short, there is
superior economy of force in the use of these weapons, for mines “‘will permit
a considcrable reduction in flect striking forces [assigned to blockade dutics],
and in somc arcas their complete relcase and reassignment to other
missions, "%

Although estimates of the size of the U.S.5.R.’s stockpile of naval mines
vary considerably, it is belicved to be the world’s largest.? It may well also
be the world's most diversified, with decp-water acoustic rising mines,* and
underwater electric potential mines for usc against submarines under ice.
What is morc, most of the Soviet Navy's warships, bombers, and submarines
arc fitted for minelaying missions,® enabling the Soviets to employ their
mines “massively at the war’s outset,” as their military doctrine prescribes,
in all the chokepoints controlling access to the Arctic TVD, including the
straits of the Canadian Archipelago. Four narrow passages control all inter-
theater movements through the Canadian Archipelago: The Robeson
Channel (18 nm wide), the Lancaster Sound (38 nm wide), the Fury and Heela
Strait (7 nm wide), and the Cardigan Strait {6 nm widc). The first 2 are
between 200 and 500 meters deep; the last 2 are less than 200,

A blockadc of the theater’s gateways will not only hinder enemy forces
outside it from cntering, but will also have a decisive cffect on the forces
alrcady there. The ““truc aim™ of the strategist, as Liddell Hart once wrote,
“Is not so much to seek battle as to seek a strategic situation so advantageous that if it does
not of itself produce the decision, its continuation by a battle is sure to achieve this. In
other words, dislocation is the aim of strategy; its sequel may be either the
cnemy’s dissolution or his casicr disruption in battle.”¥ By menacing or
cutting off the cnemy’s line of retrcat—and endangering his lines of supply—-
a blockade will produce this very dislocation. It will be, in essence, the
maritime equivalent of Napoleon’s marnceuvre sur les derrieres, or “‘mancuver
against the cnemy’s rear,” whose object was to form “a strategic back-stop,
or barrage, . . . a position offering natural obstacles, . . . a secure pivot
from which to prepare a stranglehold for the enemy, whose instinctive
tendency, when cut off from [his] line of retreat and supply, was to turn and
flow back, usually in driblets, towards him.

In order to exploit the Arctic TVI)’s interior lincs, however, the Soviets
must do more than just keep enemy forces out: they must also ensure that their
own forces—~their submarines in particular—are able to leave. Specifically,
they must:

® prevent encmy submarines from mining or patrolling the exits from

the theater;

® prevent enety ASW surface ships and ASW aircraft from patrolling

Published by U.St.l}\?a{"\%l%a{gﬁoﬁle]g(é Digital Commons, 1987 11
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® stave off enemy acrial minclaying efforrs.

A Sovict mmine blockade could accomplish only the first of these threc tasks;
the remainder will require air superiority as a necessary condition of their
fulfillment. And just as command of the sea is unthinkable, in Sovict eyes,
without command of the air, s0 too is command of the air inconceivable in a
maritime theater—as long as the Sovice Navy has no flect of aircraft
carriers—without control of adjacent shores. “Thus, in the first period of the
Great War for the Fatherland,” writes Yu. Bystrov, “‘when the overall
situation on the southern strategic axis was developing unfavorably forus, the
Black Sca Fleet bore heavy losses, until the correlation of forees in the air on
the land front changed radically in our favor. An analogous situation [was]
obtained in the Baltic and Northern Fleets.”™ A recent Soviet assessment
suggests where the “earrelation of forees in the air” will have to be changed
in the Arctic TVD today: “Much attention is being given [by NATO o . . .
Greenland and lecland, which are *blocking’ the way out from the Arctie to
the Atlantic Ocean. Taking this circumstance into account, the U.S. and
NATO commands have established a number of military bases on these

islands.
“Greenland is the world’s largest island. . . . Most of it is covered by a
glacicr and is uninhabitable. Only & narrow strip of its rocky coasc . . . is

ice-free. On Greenland’s western shore the ULS. command has built ewo air
bases, including Thule, the lTargest {such base] in the Arctic. . ..

“Teeland, a small island nation, also plays the role of . . . an ‘unsinkable
aircraft carrier’. . .. The U.S, has a major air base at Keflavik, 50 km west of
Reykjavik. . .. [T)he main task of American forces in this country is to operate the
Greenland-Iceland-Norway antisubmarine barrier. . .

“Norway is the USSRs northern neighbour. . . . Norway isin a favorable
strategic position. From its territory the sea lanes connecting the Atlantic and
Arctic Oceans can be controlled. . .

“Strategists from the Pentagon have always considered . . . Alaska, which
lics in the Soviet Union’s inumediate vicinity, to be an important staging arca
for launching aggression in this region. The French military journal Revue de
Diefense Nationale has called it ‘the Gibraltar, cyes and cars of the Arctic.” 7

Thus, all of Norway, not just its northern end—southern Norway forms
not only the castern hinge of the Greenland-leeland-Norway “gap,” but also
the northern hinge of the Baltic Straits and is therefore vital to the control of
and leeland and parts of the castern and western coastline of
Greenland are probably marked for scizure in the war’s opening coup de main.
Very likely, also, is scizure of the Arctic TVIY’s Pacific gateway, the Bering

both

Scrait—including its castern pillar, Alaska’s Seward Peninsula, and ncarby
islands like Licele Diomede and St. Lawrence. Of all these objectives, Norway

nisky s Eangsstudaicispiwandisonssiently ofters the greatest potential
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challenge to Soviccmilitary planners. The possible shape ofa Soviet attack on
Norway, theretore, descrves more discussion.

The Conquest of Norway. Current plam tor the defense of Norway rest
on the assumption that the Soviets will in the first instance attack only the
northern end of the country,” and Norwegian defenses are organized
accordingly. Nearly 85 percent of the Norwegian Army’s small standing
foree 1s stationed in Norway's two northern-most counties (Finnmark and
Troms): 4 500-man battalion in the Kirkenes arca apposite the Soviet border;
a0 1,000-man battalion group in the Lakselv-Porsangmoen arca; another
bartalion group ac | Jarstad; a mechanized brig;ulc m the Bardufoss arca; and a
company-sized unit in the Skibotn valley, Trom the Lyngenfjord to the
Otottjord (Narvik), torpedo bateeries, mming stations and coastal arllery
forws protect the seaward Hank of these forees. As figure 2 will confirm, these
disposicions are designed o repel an enemy main attack through the Finnish
“wedge, " while delaving secondary thrusts into Finnmark and warding oft
landings along the coast beeween Tromsa and Narvik.* When mobilization is
ordered, these troops will be reintoreed by two reserve brigades assembled
lm‘ally and by [Wwo brig;ldc.\' flown in from southcrn Norway. ¥ Most ol
Norway's external reintorcenments are ikewise commiteed o, ™ and conduct
annual exercises in, " northern Norway.
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A design that features a main effort in northern Norway along these lines,
however, is scarcely likely to appeal to Soviet general staff planners for the
simple but compelling reason that it has already been anticipated by the
Norwegians. A thrust into northern Norway would be met by an enemy
firmly in position, his modest capabilities enhanced by the broken terrain, his
will to resist stiffened by the predictability of Soviet behavior. And surely the
Soviets are mindful, from their own experience in the Winter War with
Finland, of “‘how rarely the possession of superior force offsets the
disadvantage of attacking in the obvious way. 8

A main effort at the other end of Norway, in contrast, may offer much
better prospects for success, and should be considered as a possible
alternative. Here the climate and terrain, although far from ideal, are less
forbidding, and the operational capacity is greater by any measure. (The
Soviets define the “‘operational capacity ' of a given region as its ““dimensions,
width and depth, its geographic position, . . . its . . . trafficability, . . . and
the availability and condition of its . . . roads, airfields, and ports.”")¥ What
is more, Norway's political and military nerve centers are here: the national
capital and, near it, the Norwegian Defense Command and Headquarters,
Allied Forces Northern Europe (AFNORTH).

Above all, however, southern Norway is the line of least expectation. For
example, General Sir Anthony Farrar-Hockley, a former CINCNORTH,
has written of its “‘relative inaccessibility to attack from Russia or other
Warsaw Pact territory. ™ This is an assessment manifest, indeed palpable,
in the tiny standing force deployed in this region: an understrength infantry
battalion (the King's Guard), a rifle company, a tank company, a field
artillery battery, and a platoon of tanks at each major airfield.*” To the
extent that any threat to southern Norway is perceived at all, it is envisaged
as developing only after the Soviets have occupied Denmark by combined
overland and amphibious invasion, giving this region, where 10 of
Norway's 13 reserve brigades mobilize, ample time to preparc for a Soviet
attack across the Skagerrak.

Thus, the south of Norway may be vulnerable to the very kind of coup de
main staged by the Germans 46 years ago against a Norwegian force also
composed mainly of reservists. Then, as now, the combination of a small
standing force and a large reserve force’ served as an open invitation to an
attacker to forestall Norway's mobilization, On 9 April 1940, 6 landing
detachments (fewer than 9,000 men all told) captured Norway’s capital and
chief ports, while elements of an air-landed battalion seized Oslo’s Fornebu
Airport and a parachute company took Sola airfield at Stavanger, From these
airfields, redeployed Luftwaffe units were able eventually to play a key role in
frustrating Allied attempts to thwart the Wehrmacht's occupation of the rest of
the country. A similar airborne and scaborne coup de main forced the

capitulation of Denmark on 9 April after token resistance, giving the
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1



Naval War College: Autumn 1987 Full Issue
Petersen 13

Germans air and sea control of the Skagerrak, and securing their lines of
communication with Norway.%

The Soviets have made a detailed study of Weseritbung (as this operation was
code-named), and the lessons they have drawn from it are of considerable
interest. According to the introduction to a 1977 Soviet book on World War
II in Scandinavia, “The Wehrmacht’s operation against Denmark and
Norway . . . evokes the most contradictory interpretations in the Western
military and historical literature. Some specialists qualify it as a reckless
adventure, an operation completely at odds with the canons of warfare,
founded only on naked risk. Others categorize it as a ‘brilliant’ and highly
instructive campaign, believing that it ‘will always have a special place in the
history of war and arouse great interest.” "%

As the conclusion to the book’s analysis of the operation makes plain, the
Soviets agree with the second group of specialists: ""Operation Weserisbung
was an example and distinctive demonstration of a carefully planned,
resolutely executed combined operation by three armed services. Here, for
the first time in the war, attempts were made to create a unified
command. . . .

“In addition, the maritime character of this beachhead and the area’s
difficult climatic and natural conditions required cooperation of a particularly
precise and diverse form. Each armed service was compelled to perform
several tasks simultaneously. . . .

“In the Norwegian operation the air force emerged as an independent
armed service, capable of carrying out major tasks. It was here that the
German air force for the first time entered a head-to-head contest with
superior forces of the British navy, and the experience showed that command
of the air can under certain conditions compensate for a lack of surface ships.
Here also efforts were made for the first time to substitute air lines of
communication for sea lines of communication. This practice set a new
direction in the art of war and revealed the great promise of transport
aviation in landing operations, '’

A Soviet invasion of Denmark and Norway, then, may well bear a strong
resemblance in most of its essentials to Operation Weseriibung. Like the
Germans, the Soviets would rely heavily on speed, deception, precise timing
and shock action to forestall the Danish and Norwegian mobilizations and the
arrival of assistance from the NATO allies. Denmark, like Norway, is relying
on an extensive mobilization system for its defense. Denmark’s reserves,
however, are said to “'lack appropriate training, equipment and supplies to
engage enemy armored, amphibious or airborne units.”® Moreover, the
standing forces available to the Commander, Allied Forces Baltic Approaches
(COMBALTAP), who is rcsponsible for the defense of Denmark and
Schleswig-Holstein, are deployed primarily to mcet a Warsaw Pact drive
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POSSIBLE SOVIET OBJECTIVES IN SOUTH NORWAY AND DENMARK
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across the inter-German border % leaving the vieal norchern Jutland arcaand the
Danish islands virtually exposed to airborne and amphibious attack. The main
ports, air defense airfields, and naval bases in Denmark and southern Norway,
the international ATports serving Copcnhagcn, Oslo and Stavanger, and the
principal NATO headquarters located in both countries would probably all be
targets for caprure in the opening stroke. (As figure 3 shows, many of these
objectives are collocated.)

Tactically, a number of approaches might be used to secure these objectives.
One alternative that deserves further study is suggrested by the above assessment
of Weseritbung and past Sovict practice. In this scheme the invasion would be
spearheaded by airborne and scaborne assanlt teams conveyed o the landing
arcas by Soviet civilian means of transportation to disguise their appreach. In
the opening maves of the tnvasions of Czechoslovakia and Afghanistan, for
example, the airparts at Prague and Kabul were scized by spetsnaz teams flown
in by Acroflot,’” which also has scheduled air service into Copenhagen, Oslo,
and Stavanger.® An analogous ruse, with spetsnaz teams concealed aboard
roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) cargo ships, could be used to caprure some or all of
the ports and naval bases. From these airhicads and beachhceads, helicapter-borne
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1
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assault groups could (l(‘p|oy to seize major mobilization centers. With the way
thus cleared for a massive airlift and sealift, covered by fighters flying from the
captured airtields, the buildup of occupation torces could begin. These opening
moves would be timed to coincide with overland advances into Fiunmark,
Troms, and Jutland, whose chief purpose would be to draw NATO's attention
away from the focus of main cffort.

Another possible line of approach to Norway runs through southern
Sweden, analternative envisaged by some Soviet contingency plans in World
War I1,60 and proposcd by some writers to account for the U.S.S. R s apparent
interese in reconnoitering Swedish waters today 8 On the whole, however,
this idea seems unattractive trom the Soviet point of view. Although this
approach may be the shortest route to southern Norway, it is also one the
Swedes are expecting the Soviets to take and are preparing their armed forces
to meet.® Thus, an attempt to use southern Sweden as an imvasion route
would quickly run into strong resistance, giving the Norweglans time to
redeploy their forces to the threar axis,

From the Soviet perspective, indeed, it makes more sense to aim at
persuading Sweden to stay out of the war altogether, an objective which is
better served by her strategic encirclement (i.c., by the occupation of
Denmark and Norway) than by moving on her dircetly.© Even if the Soviets
were convinced that occeupation of Sweden would sooner or later be
necessary, the surest way to dislocate Swedish resistance is to take this same
indircce approach through Denmark and Norway.

Achieving Surprise. Clearly, no venture such as the one we have outlined will
succeed without tactical, operational, and even strategic surprise, *But while
the wish to achicve surprise is common and, indeed, indispensable,”
according to Clausewitz, “surprise can rarcly be outstandingly successful. It
would be a mistake, therefore, to regard surprise as a key element of success in
war. ™ In a sense, the historical record would scem to bear Clausewitz out.
As a numbcr of studies have shown, the veil of secrecy with which aggressor
nations have tricd to cloak their preparations for war has rarely proved to be
completely impenetrable.® And yet, as Richard Bets points out, “numerous
and disparate cases reveal that attempts to achicve military surprise in the
initial phasc of war usually succeed.”® Surprise can be outstandingly
successful, even when the victim has had somne warning, a fact of which the
Sovicts are well aware. There are at least two reasons for this, both of them
rooted in the psychology of the victim, and both of which can be, and have
been, exploited by aggressor nations in wartime.

Misperception. The first is that the victim's leaders either fail to
recogmze, or refuse to believe information pointing to the cnemy’s
intentions, not because of incompetence or treachery, but because the data

does not comport with the “strategic assumptions’ these leaders bring to bear
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in assessing the validity of the warnings. The solution is not to be found,
unfortunately, in “just sticking to the facts,” for tlie problem lies at the core
of the cognitive process itself. “‘Facts can be interpreted, and indeed
identified, only with the aid of hypotheses and theories,”” Robert Jervis has
written.” Decision makers tend more readily to recognize and accept as valid
information that which their preconceptions have conditioned them to
expect, and more easily to misinterpret (or reject as irrelevant) all other data.
This is why “the most effective deception measures are those designed to
reinforce rather than change the victim's preconceptions.”'®

The Soviets have a keen appreciation of how these cognitive verities can be
turned to profit to mislead the enemy. According to a 1974 analysis of surprise
attacks in World War II, “Both the Hitlerite and Japanese leaders held the
view that they would probably be unable to completely conceal their
preparations for aggression, and that it was therefore necessary at the very
least to disorient the enemy as to the place, time and method [of their
respective attacks], and to cause them to hesitate in making or adjusting their
operational-strategic decisions. When planning the disinformation [of the
enemy ) the attacker exploited the enemy’s biases and errors quite successfully
in order to compel the latter to act along lines that benefitted the
attacker . . . [For example, after the original operational plan for an attack
against France and the Low Countries fell accidentally into Allied hands in
January 1940] the German fascist leadership developed and carried out a

whole series of deception measures . . . [whose] main aim was to reinforce
the Anglo-French high command’s conviction that the old . .. plan
. remained unchanged—that is, . . . that the main attack would be

delivered by the enveloping right wing [Army Group B] through central
Belgium [instead of by Army Group A through Luxembourg as in fact
happened].”® An effective deception thus “‘requires the execution of
diverse . . . measures of disinformation . . . and the development of subtle
logical constructs that take into account the ‘consumer’s character and his
wish to obtain particular important facts concerning the situation and actions
of the opponent.”™ The consumer, as Soviet materials make clear, “is the
person who must make a decision on the basis of intelligence information
available to him. . . . The disinformer therefore makes a thorough study not only of
the [enemy’s] means of reconnaissance and of his system of collecting,
evaluating and presenting intelligence information to the military policy
leadership, but also of the leaders and higher commanders themselves, on whom the final
decision depends.’'™

Of the strategic assumptions the West makes about Moscow’s aims in the
Arctic TVD, several would seem to be vulnerable to manipulation:
preconceptions about the nature and scope of Soviet objectives, and about
how, where and when the Soviets would strike to attain them. The

importance of the theater as a defensive bastion for Soviet strategic
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submarines is by now universally recognized,” but the implications of Soviet
control of this classic Mahanian central position for the offensive employment
of the Soviet Navy’s general-purpose submarines in adjacent theaters have gone
largely unnoticed. As a consequence, what is poorly understood is the
importance and economy of force inherent in (and resulting from) the seizure
and blockade of the chokepoints controlling access to, and egress from, the
Arctic TVD. Another assumption, again, is that the principal threat to Norway
issues from the Kola Peninsula, making northern Norway an excellent choice
not for the main attack but for a diversion to cover a move into the country
through the southern back door, which at this writing may well be vulnerable to
the type of forcible entry hypothesized in the foregoing pages. The list of such
manipulatable assumptions, unfortunately, can be extended.

Indecision. The second reason why attempts to achieve surprise usually
succeed is the victim’s fear that military response to warning “may worsen
the crisis and decrease the chances of avoiding war.”” This concern often
produces a tendency to see evidence of enemy preparations to attack “as a
bluff designed for diplomatic coercion,”” a tendency that the enemy can
reinforce by conducting a series of alerts and stand-downs (or exercises) to
dull the victim’s vigilance. When the blow finally falls, the victim is off
guard, and his army maldeployed and unready for war, Indeed, history
teaches that it is more often the aggressor, not the victim, who profits from a
prolonged period of tension to prepare himself for war, another lesson of
which the Soviets seem keenly aware.

Since the late 1940s, the U.S.S.R. has waged a relentless diplomatic campaign
against efforts by the Scandinavian countries, and Norway in particular, to
improve their defense posture. Moscow strongly protested Norway’s decision
to join NATO in 1949; her consent to the location of AFNORTH headquarters
in Norway in 1951; her acceptance of West German liaison officers at this
facility in 1959; her participation in biennial NATO exercises in northern
Norway since the early 1960s; and her pre-positioning agreements with various
Allied governments since the late 1970s.7

Norway has responded to this relentless diplomatic pressure with its own
Nordpolitik, which the Norwegians liken to Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik, and which
incorporates an element of “reassurance” to go with the measures of
“insurance’’ Moscow finds so objectionable. In 1949, a Norwegian diplomatic
note pledged that Norway would not “open bases for the military forces of
foreign powers on Norwegian territory as long as Norway is not attacked or
exposed to threats of attack.”7 In 1957, another Norwegian note extended this
pledge to cover nuclear weapons as well.” In 1978, Oslo curtailed planned West
German participation in exercises in northern Norway.”® In 1980, the
Norwegian Government decided that the U.S. Marine Amphibious Brigade’s
heavy equipment should be prestocked not in Troms, as the Army had
recommended, but considerably farther to the south around Trondheim.”
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Allied military aircraft may not fly in Norwegian airspace east of the 24th
meridian, and analogous restrictions apply to Allied warships operating in
Norwegian territorial waters. Finally, Oslo allows no Allied maneuvers in
Finnmark, which borders on the U.5.5.R., gives notice of NATO maneuvers
anywhere else in Norway, and regularly invites Warsaw Pact observers to
withess them.®

Throughout this difficult balancing effort, Norway has sought to show that
her will to defend her territory remains undimmed. (T'o compensate for its
decision to prestock the Marine Amphibious Brigade’s equipment in the
Trondheim area, for example, the Norwegian Government has decided to
prestock heavy equipment for an additional mobilization brigade in Troms
County.)8! Nevertheless, during a period of severe East-West tension, the
Soviets may hope to exploit the Nordpolitik's element of *‘reassurance,” and
try, through threatening words and gestures, to effect the paralysis of
Norway's political leadership, delay her decision to mobilize, and achieve the
necessary conditions for a coup de masn in the south,

Summary and CGonclusions

““We are accustomed,”” Sir Julian Corbett once wrote, “‘to speak of naval
strategy and military strategy as though they were distinct branches of
knowledge which had no common ground. . . . [But]embracing them both is
a larger strategy [that] regards the fleet and army as one weapon, which
coordinates their action, and indicates the lines on which each must move to
realize the full power of both.’’8 Like Corbett, the Soviets understand that a
campaign in the Arctic TVD will not be the Navy’s alone to fight. It will
involve not just that service, but its sisters as well, in a series of coordinated
moves on land and at sea in order to win “‘strategic command of the sea,”” or
mastery of the entire theater.

The strategic aims of this enterprise will be both defensive and offensive.
On the one hand, the Soviets will seek to protect their sea-based strategic
reserve and its supporting infrastructure against enemy attack; on the other
hand, they will seck to exploit the theater’s central position in the Northern
Hemisphere for offensive action in the North Atlantic and North Pacific
Oceans.

The campaign will include operations not just to destroy enemy naval
forces in the theater, but to scize and blockade its gateways, and to capture
arcas ashore that are crucial to gaining mastery of the theater’s airspace.

For most of these measures to succeed, the Soviets will probably have to
carry them out largely unopposed at the outset of the war, even if seizing the
initiative entails initiating the hostilities. Seizing the initiative, in turn, will
hinge critically on achieving surprise. It would be a cardinal error, however,

to suppose that modern means of surveillance and detection have made the
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surprise attack somehow ebsolete, or great deceptions no longer feasible. For
surprisc “‘is primarily a behavioral problem,”? not a technical onc: The
reasons for surprise are rooted more in the psychology of the victim than in his
means of providing warning of atrack. ‘It is often said,” wrotc Liddell Hart
in 1935, ““that the development of air observation and, more recently, of
wircless interception, have made surprisc impossible. 1 believe this view to be
a fallacy. Air observation may be a check on the cruder forms of surprise, but
it is an incentive to the more subtle—to deceiving the enemy’s eyes so that the
morc trust he reposes on what they tell him, the more readily they can be
made to mislead him. So also with wircless interception the one practical
answer lics in wireless deception.”"™ Every one of these words was borne out in
the Sccond World War, and they remain valid today.
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The United States Should Reorder
its Priorities in East Asia

Donald E. Nuechterlein

Forty years ago President Harry Truman enunciated his famous Truman
Doctrine—with its implied promise of aid to any country that was
threatened by Sovict-supported revolution. Today a number of thonghtful
Americans of various political persuasions belicve that the United States is
overcommitted to the world in terms of cur willingness to uphold all the
mutual security obligations undertaken since 1947 in the name of “containing
communism.”’ The current controversy over implementation of the Reagan
Doctrine is but the latest example of congressional resistance to the
proposition that the United States must oppose Soviet influence everywhere
if Americans are to live in a favorable world order. Congress” unwillingness
to increase defense and foreign aid budgets to pay for these worldwide
obligations and the President's refusal to approve significant tax increases to
avercome congressional resistance to higher defense spending suggests that a
reassessment of U.S. international priorities is now at hand.!

As the President and Congress grapple with foreign aid and defense
spending prioritics in the final years of the Reagan administration, one
geographic area—East Asia—is visible beyond all others in terms of irs
previous claims to U.S. resources, and particularly the American military
casualties suffered while undertaking its defense. Even though the Truman
administration originally believed that no country on the Asian mainland
constituted a vital U.S. interest, the United States went to war twice within
15 years ro prevent Sovier and Chinese-supported communism from
expanding in Korea and Southeast Asia. Since 1950 the United States has
commiitted itsclf by treaty and security agreements to defend a number of
Asian states which are no longer threatened by the People’s Republic of
China; these include Japan and South Korea in Northeast Asia; and Malaysia,
Singapore, Thailand, and Indonesia in Southeast Asia. Taiwan, although

Donald Nuechterlein is professor of international relations at the Federal
Executive Institute in Charlottesville, Virginia. He is the author of Thailand and the
Striggle for Southeast Asia (1965); United States National Interests in a Changing World (1973);
and America Qvercommitred: United Stotes National Interests in the 1980s (1985),
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officially recognized by Washington as part of China, retains a residual
defense relationship with the United States. Moreover, China itself now
tacitly relies on U.S. strategic power to deter its greatest antagonist, the
Soviet Union. In short, while the political and military situation in East Asia
has changed profoundly since President Richard Nixon made his historic visit
to China in 1972, the U.S. defense posture in Bast Asia has changed little
except for the U.S. withdrawal from Indochina in 1975.

This article argues the case for reordering U.S. national interests in East
Asia in light of the significant changes that have occurred in China’s
leadership and foreign policy over the last decade, Japan'’s rise to economic
superpower status and growing defense capabilities in Northeast Asia, and
the Soviet Union’s recent willingness to emphasize political détente with the
East Asian states. The thesis here is that it is now time for the United States to
return to an offshore defense strategy in the Western Pacific, a policy that
prevailed from 1945 to 1950, and to encourage Japan, China, the Philippines,
and Australia to take greater responsibility for improving political and
security relationships and for countering pressures from hostile regional
powers such as Vietnam and North Korea. The objective of U.S. policy in the
coming decade should be to promote political stability and build a lasting
balance of power among the major states in East Asia, To achieve this, U.S.
policymakers need to have a clear vision of fundamental—vital—American
interests in the region as differentiated from those that are important but not
crucial 2

Offshore Defense Strategy: 1945-1950

U.S. national interests in East Asia since the Second World War may be
divided into four clearly identifiable periods. The first runs from August 1945
until February 1950 and may be called the offshore defense posture. Following
Japan's defeat and the collapse of its Asian empire, the Truman administration
concluded that the United States had no enduring crucial interests at stake on
the mainland of East Asia. This assessment was made even though strong
political forces, particularly in the Republican Party, argued that China was
of overriding importance for balance of power reasons and that Washington
had a vital stake in preventing Communist forces from winning a military
victory there and establishing a Marxist regime. Truman sent General
George C. Marshall to China in 1946 to assess the political and military
situation and then decided that U.S. forces should not be used in an attempt to
save the Nationalist regime from defeat. Without an American military
guarantee to support his cause, Chiang Kai-shek’s position on the mainland
was nearly hopeless. In making this judgment, Truman implicitly decided that
China was not a vital U.S. interest and that Washington could live with the
consequences of a Nationalist defeat. He also decided, in 1949, to withdraw
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U.S. occupation forces from South Korea after Moscow removed Soviet
troops from North Korea, The Truman administration believed that Britain,
France, and The Netherlands—the prewar colonial powers in Southeast
Asia—should have responsibility for maintaining security in that region and
did not object to the return of their forces to Malaya, Indochina, and the East
Indies, respectively. After granting independence to the Philippines in July
1946, the United States continued its prewar role as protector of the islands,
Washington also accepted responsibility for the security of Japan, Okinawa,
and the former Japanese islands in the Pacific, which became strategic Trust
Territories under a United Nations mandate. A fundamental factor
influencing U.S. policy in East Asia during this period was the strongly held
view in official Washington that U.S. interests in Burope far outweighed
those in Asia. It simply was not prudent for the United States to undermine
the efforts of Britain, France, and The Netherlands in Asia while soliciting
their cooperation to rebuild postwar Europe and bring West Germany into a
new political and economic arrangement,

Australia and New Zealand were also considered to be part of the U.S.
postwar defense posture in the Pacific. These wartime allies had served as
staging areas for the liberation of the Philippines and other Pacific islands and
assisted in the defeat of the Japanese empire. Although the strategic
importance of Australia has always outweighed that of New Zealand, the
United States nevertheless concluded a formal defense alliance (ANZUS)
with both countries following the outbreak of war in Korea.

U.S. vital security interests in East Asia between 1945 and 1950 clearly lay
in the offshore chain of islands running from Japan and Okinawa in the north,
to the Philippines, Australia, and New Zealand in the south. American
security interests in this early period did not include China, the Korean
peninsula or Southeast Asia, except for the Philippines. Even though
Indochina was embroiled in a colonial war against France during 1947-1950,
and the Indonesians fought a similar war to oust the Dutch (and won
independence in 1949), the United States provided no military aid to either
colonial power, Thailand was the only independent state in Southeast Asia
prior to 1941 and had allied itself with Japan during World War IL Treated as
an enemy state by Britain, France, and China after the Japanese surrender, the
Thai kingdom regained its sovereignty in 1946 with U.S, help. Yet this
political support did not imply more than a modest U.S, interest in Thailand’s
security prior to 1950.

China represented a special problem for President Truman, After deciding
in 1946 that the United States had no vital security interests at stake in
mainland China, he was obliged to accept the Red Army’s victory over the
Nationalists and the establishment of the People’s Republic of China in 1949.
Washington declined to grant diplomatic recognition to the new regime, but
it also refused to provide aid to Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalist forces after
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they fled to Taiwan and established a rival government there. Washington
adopted a wait-and-see attitude toward the policies of the new Peking
regime; and although apprchension existed in Washington in late 1949 over
events in China, the new Peking regime was not yet perceived as being
implacably hostile to the United States. Britain and other Commonwealth
countries recognized the new Peking government.

The Truman administration’s overall assessment of U.S. interests in East
Asia at the start of 1950 was spelled out by Secretary of State Dean Acheson in
a now-famous address to the National Press Club in Washington on 12
January. Acheson defended Truman's decision not to intervene in China's
civil war to save the Chiang regime, a decision that infuriated the Republican
opposition in Congress and provided it with an opportunity to charge the
Troman administration with being “‘soft on communism.” Acheson later
cited his reasons for making this fateful speech, which he had cleared with
President Truman: “‘Its purpose was to bring home what the United States
Government had done to defend vital interests in the Pacific, not to speculate
on what it might do in the event of various exigencies in Asia. Qur defense
stations beyond the western hemisphere and our island possessions were the
Philippines and defeated, disarmed, and occupied Japan. These were our
inescapable responsibilities. We had moved our line of defense, a line fortified
and manned by our own ground, sea, and air forces, to the very edges of the
Western Pacific,”

Acheson recalled that General Douglas MacArthur had asserted a year
earlier that the U.S. defense line in Asia started in the Philippines and
continued through the Ryukyus to Japan and the Aleutians. At the beginning
0f 1950, that view seemed to him and the President to be a prudent definition
of U.S. security interests in the Western Pacific.

Expansion of U.S. Security Commitments, 1950-1965

The second period in U.S. policy began abruptly in February 1950 when
Peking signed a mutual defense pact with Moscow. This precipitated a major
recvaluation of U.S. interests and policies in Asia, a process made urgent by
the outbreak of war in Korea in June 1950 and China’s massive intervention in
November after General MacArthur moved United Nations forces to the
Chinese border at the Yalu. These events shaped President Truman's view of
Peking’s intentions and caused U.S. policymakers to conclude that all non-
Communist Asian states were highly important to the United States in the
worldwide struggle with the new “Sino-Soviet bloc.” Washington then
concluded mutual defense pacts with South Korea, Taiwan, the Philippines,
Australia, and New Zealand. It urgently negotiated a peace treaty and
defense pact with Japan, and began for the first time to send military and
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Indochina. Tt also inaugurated aid to Thailand, which faced growing
insurgency along its border with Laos. Washington even provided clandestine
military support to Chinese Nationalist forces based in the jungles of Burma.
By the time Truman left office in January 1953, the State Department was
secking to enlist the support of all Asian countries in a broad anti-Communist
security pact.

President Dwight 1D, Eiscnhower substantially expanded U.S. commit-
ments in East Asia by concluding a new Southeast Asian alliance, which soon
was known as SEATO. The Manila Pact, sighed in September 1954, included
Thailand, the Philippines, Australia, New Zcaland, Pakistan, France, Britain,
and the United States. It also covered the British colonial possessions of
Malaya, Singapore, and North Bornco, and it authorized the supply of
economic and military assistance to the new governments of South Vietnam,
Laos, and Cambodia (now Kanipuchea) to help them resist pressures from
Communist-dominated North Vietnam. The Southeast Asia Treaty Organi-
zation was an outgrowth of the Manila Pact and provided its military arm for
the next two decades. Significantly, three new and influential Asian
countries—India, [ndonesia, and Burma—dcclined to join the Manila Pact
and decided instcad to form a nonaligned Afro-Asian bloc at the Bandung
Conference iu Indonesia in 1955.

The Manila Treaty was one result of President Eisenhower's refusal in
April 1954, despite strong pressures from Paris, to send U.S. forces to
Indochina to save the French garrison at Dien Bicn Phu. When this strategic
position fell to Vietminh forces, it precipitated a crisis in the French
Government and resulted in France's withdrawal from the war. This
Vietnamese victory led to the Geneva Accords in July 1954 which provided
for the independence of Laos and Cambodia and the division of Vietnam into
two provisional administrations, North and South. Eisenhower’s refusal to
use U.S. forces to save the French position, despite the urging of his advisers,
meant that he did not consider Vietnam at that time to be a crucial security
interest of the United States. He decided instead to pursue a diplomatic course
and sent Secretary of State John Foster Dulles to Geneva to negotiate the best
political arrangement possible. The partition of Vietnam soon followed.> The
Manila Treaty, signed 2 months later, afforded the United States a face-
saving fallback position in Southeast Asia, and provided the legal framework
for subsequent armed intervention in Indochina should the security situation
there deteriorate further.

President John Kennedy faced such a deteriorating situation in Vietnam
when he entered the White House in January 1961. He had to decide whether
a non-Communist South Vietnam was of truly vital interest to the United
States and, if so, what his Administration was prepared to do about defending
it. After about 6 months of deliberations amid a decaying security situation in
Laos as well as South Vietnam, his National Security Council concluded that
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South Vietham must not succumb to North Vietnam, which was then being
heavily supported by Moscow and Peking.t Kennedy s secret decision that the
United States should not tolerate the subjugation of South Vietnam by Hanoi
led to the introduction of 15,000 U.S. advisers and Special Forces into
Vietnam by the summer of 1963. His Administration made a serious effort to
draw Indonesia into a security relationship with the United States, but
President Sukarno decided instead to pursue an armed “confrontation’
against British possessions in North Borneo and Malaya and to align Indonesia
with Hanoi and Peking. Following the failure of a Communist coup in Jakarta
on 1 October 1965, in which Sukarno was implicated, the Indonesian Army
assumed control of the country. Thereafter, a military regime headed by
General Suharto reoriented Indonesian foreign policy toward friendly
relations with Washington and London and hostility to Peking and Hanoi.
Nevertheless, Suharto’s new government decided to continue a nonaligned
foreign policy.

Massive Intervention in Southeast Asia, 1965-1972

The third period in U.S. policy began after President Lyndon Johnson's
landslide election victory in November 1964, In August he had obtained the
Tonkin Gulf Resolution from Congress which permitted him to use
American military forces to repel Communist aggressionin Southeast Asia,
The resolution specifically said that Southeast Asia constituted a ““vital™
U.S. interest. After sustained aerial bombing of Vietcong and North
Vietnamese installations failed to produce negotiations to end the
Communist insurgency, President Johnson decided in July 1965 to commit
large U.S. ground forces as well as air power to the struggle to save
Vietnam and all of Southeast Asia from a Communist takeover.” Soviet and
Chinese support for North Vietnam's war effort put this crisisina category
similar to the one Harry Truman had encountered 15 years earlier in Korea
when he sent large U.S. forces to thwart a Communist victory there. In
both cases, the President perceived that the threat was not a localized one,
but rather a broad challenge by Moscow and Peking to diminish American
influence throughout Asia.

By 1968 most Washington policymakers had concluded that North
Vietnam could not be bombed into negotiating an end to its war in the South,
and that it was too risky to invade or blockade the North. Yet President
Johnson continued to hold the view, shared by Richard Nixon who succeeded
him in January 1969, that helping South Vietnam to defend its independence
remained a vital U.S. security interest. Most American policymakers
accepted the proposition that if Vietham succumbed to communism, the other
states in Southeast Asia—Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore,
Indonesia, and the Philippines—would be in jeopardy. The domino theory
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was accepted by leaders of both the Republican and Democratic Parties, but it
was not shared by large segments of the press and the public.

After becoming President in 1969, Richard Nixon enunciated the Guam
Doctrine which stated that the United States would not use its ground forces
in local Asian wars, but would provide a strategic shield to allied countries
against threats by nuclear powers.? Nixon thus intimated that local wars on
the Asian mainland would no longer be seen as threats to vital U.S. interests,
but he reaffirmed the general nature of U.S. treaty commitments in Asia,
including South Vietnam. Nixon then sought to open diplomatic relations
with China, which he believed to be the key to achieve his objective of
withdrawing “‘with honor’’ U.S. combat troops from Vietnam. The first 3
years of his presidency were thus devoted to achieving a détente relationship
with China (following 20 years of mutual hostility} and to the disengagement
of American forces from Southeast Asia. In effect, Nixon concluded that
friendly relations with China outweighed a continued U.S. military presence
in Southeast Asia.

Redefining U.S. Security Interests in Asia, 1972-1986

Richard Nixon’s historic visit to China in 1972 and his agreement to
recognize the People’s Republic as the sole government of all China
inaugurated the fourth period of U.S. security involvement in East Asia and
the Pacific, The Shanghai Declaration implied that Taiwan was no longer a
vital U.S. concern, and Southeast Asia was downgraded in importance when
all American combat forces were withdrawn from Vietnam in 1973
Washington's unwillingness to retaliate when Hanoi launched its final
offensive against the South in 1975 confirmed that Vietnam was no longer a
vital U.S. interest. The withdrawal of U.S. Air Force units from Thailand in
1975 and the subsequent dissolution of SEATO signalled a reduction in the
U.S. commitment to Thailand, although Washington did reaffirm its treaty
obligations under the Manila Pact, Britain’s decision to withdraw militarily
from Malaysia and Singapore in 1970 removed that area from American
protection. In sum, every Southeast Asian country that had become part of
the U.S.-sponsored East Asian containment effort, except the Philippines,
was downgraded in priority by Washington. South Korea's status also came
under scrutiny in 1977 when President Jimmy Carter tried to withdraw all
U.S. ground forces. However, under heavy pressure from Japan and the
Pentagon, Carter agreed to retain a combat force of about 40,000 troops in
Korea,

The impetus for this shift in the U.S. perception of its security interests in
Asia was the sudden turnabout in Washington’s relations with the People’s
Republic of China. As China’s relations with the Soviet Union deteriorated in

the late 1960s and Peking sought to open ties with the United States,
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Washington was permitted to downgrade the importance of countries along
China’s periphery. If China was no longer hostile to Washington and Tokyo,
it did not appear to be essential for the United States to maintain armed forces
in Southeast Asia and perhaps not in Korea. It clearly became a U.S. interest
to reduce sales of arms to Taiwan in order to encourage Peking along a new
path of détente with Washington. To restrain the growing Soviet power
position in Asia after 1975, particularly the Soviet air and naval presence in
Vietnam, it was important for the United States to foster good relations
between China and its non-Communist neighbors such as Thailand and South
Korea. [t was also in the interest of the United States to provide China with
sufficient cconomic and military assistance to enable it to be an Asian
countcrweight to Soviet influence as well as a check on Vietnam’s designs in
Southeast Asia, Washington also had an intercst in ecncouraging China to
modify its totalitarian system and move toward a free-market society and
greater personal freedom for its people. Although China began experiment-
ing with free enterprise in the mid-1980s, it has nevertheless shown little
inclination to relax the tight security controls that dominate Chinese life.

Throughout the 1970s, Presidents Nixon, Ford, and Carter pursued détente
policies with the People’s Republic and gradually disengaged from the
defense commitment to Taiwan, a problem that inhibited good relations
between Washington and Peking. Ford and Carter also adopted a detached
view of cvents in Laos and Cambodia when Hanoi moved to dominate their
governments after its victory in Vietnam. Washington continued to provide
limited military assistancc to Thailand in the 1970s, but showed little
inclination to become militarily involved there. Instcad, U.S. policymakers
sought to encourage regional solidarity through the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN), an economic and political organization established
in 1967 to foster cooperation among the countrics in that region.®

Ronald Reagan came to the White Hounse in 1981 determined to reduce
U.S. involvement with the People’s Republic of China and to strengthen U.S.
sccurity ties with Taiwan. However, this policy proved to be irreconcilable
with his more important objective to counter growing Sovict influence in
Asia, particularly in Vietnam. The President enunciated a modified view of
U.S. intcrests in China while visiting Pcking in 1984, He agreed to make
economic and military equipment available to China to help modernize its
cconomy and improve its defenses, and he pledged to reduce and eventually
phase out arms sales to Taiwan. His Administration also reiterated the U.S,
defense commitment to South Korea and has given no indication that the
40,000 U.S. troops currently stationed there will be reduced. Although
Reagan has decpencd U.S. relations with Japan, building on his good personal
relationship with Japanese Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone, he has had to
contend with scrious trade imbalances with that country and, consequently,
strong protectionist pressures from Congress to curb imports. The U.S.
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defense relationship with Japan remains good, however, and the Nakasone
government has taken steps to gradually expand the size and missions of
Japan's self-defense forces.

In sum, the cordial relationship between the United States and China,
enlarged over the past decade, has significantly changed Washington’s
perception of U.S. interests in East Asia, Expanded ties between Washington
and Peking, and between Peking and Tokyo, have reduced the danger of war
on the Korean peninsula and opened the potentiality that China will quietly
help to initiate talks between North and South Korea to lessen tensions there.
In Southeast Asia, China’s role in resisting Hanoi's occupation of Kampuchea
and its efforts to build good relations with Thailand and Malaysia have
improved the security situation in the area.

Proposed Strategy for the 1990s

In view of the changing political, economic, and security conditions that
have occurred in East Asia and the Pacific over the past 20 years, U.S. security
interests there should be more limited than they are at present. The United
States does not have the unlimited economic and military resources to restore
the preceminent world role that it enjoyed during the Eisenhower, Kennedy,
and Johnson administrations. If one calculates that U.S. defense and foreign
aid budgets will not increase in the foreseeable future, and may decline, it
follows that the United States will be obliged to adopt a less ambitious
international security stance in the 1990s and that East Asia, as well as Europe
and the Middle East, will see a diminution of American military power
deployed there. The reductions in American military assets located outside
the Western Hemisphere will be hastened if President Reagan and Soviet
General Secretary Gorbachev achieve a significant arms reduction agree-
ment, particularly if they negotiate an understanding on reducing political
tensions in Third World countries. In East Asia, therefore, the United States
should adopt the posture of encouraging the principal states—Japan, China,
and the ASEAN group in Southeast Asia—to take greater responsibility for
reducing political tensions and encouraging North Korea and Vietnam to join
in this effort. The United States should adopt a lower political profile in order
to encourage this process.

The key factor influencing U.S. perception of its future security interests in
East Asia is the Soviet Union, particularly the growing Soviet naval presence
in the Western Pacific, South China Sea, and the Indian Qcean. Moscow’s
acquisition of a modern naval basc at Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam was a major
strategic gain for the Soviet Navy, which is now capable of deploying task
forces in an area once the preserve of U.S. naval forces. Additionally, the
Soviet Air Force has facilities in Vietnam and North Korea. During 1986

Moscow showed a special interest in the island states of the South Pacific,
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notably Kiribati and Vanuatu, located east of Australia. Gorbachev
reiterated in a visit to Vladivostok in the summer of 1986 that the Soviet
Union is an Asian and Pacific power and that it intends to play a larger
political role there. The Soviet foreign minister and other ranking
diplomats have visited East Asian capitals and said that Gorbachev wants to
hold an East Asian conference to reduce threats to peace, including those
posed by nuclear-armed ships. Gorbachev has made overtures to China’s
leadership to settle border disputes and other issues standing in the way of
better relations.

Does the Soviet announcement of its intention to play a larger role in
East Asia pose a greater threat to U.S. security interests? Some argue that
an expanded Soviet role means the United States should enlarge its own
military, especially naval, presence. Yet, an enlarged Soviet interest in the
Western Pacific does not necessarily require a larger U.S. military
presence there. The new Soviet challenge is primarily political in nature
and will be supported by an expanded Soviet Navy capable of deployment
over a larger expanse of the Pacific. But an enlarged Soviet naval presence
does not in itself pose a greater security threat to countries of the region,
and the United States should avoid responding primarily in a military
fashion. Moscow is not likely, in the current political climate, to encourage
land wars in Asia such as a Vietnamese attack on Thailand or a North
Korean invasion of South Korea. In each case, Moscow would have to
calculate that China's vital interests might be at stake and that Peking
would not tolerate Vietnam or North Korea starting a war on its doorstep.
Similarly, Moscow isnotlikely to use its navy to undermine governments in
the Pacific or Southeast Asia. However, Moscow will certainly exploit
local political conflicts for its own advantage, for example, in the
Philippines, and it will take advantage of strong antinuclear sentiments
prevailing in many Asian countries, including Japan, Australia, and New
Zealand. But these are political challenges, and the United States should
adopt sophisticated political responses in return.

If one calculates that China will remain friendly with the United States and
Japan into the 1990s and that Japan will gradually expand its military
capabilities and take on a larger security role in the Western Pacific, the
United States should be able to return to an offshore defense strategy in East
Asia without increasing the risk of a military challenge there from the Soviet
Union. Washington should rely primarily on naval power to maintain its
political influence in the Pacific area and should also retain air bases in Japan
and the Philippines to caution Moscow against the use of its navy and air force
to intimidate East Asian countries. It should not be necessary, however, to
station American ground forces in Korea or any other mainland area.
Washington should continue to sell military equipment and technical

assistance to friendly states such as Thailand, Indonesia, South Korea, and
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China. A significant product of an offshore defense strategy would be a
sizeable reduction in U.S. ground forces stationed in the Western Pacific,
including Marines based in Okinawa.

U.S. policymakers need to accept the reality that Congress and the
American people are not willing to have the United States act as guardian of
every East Asian country if this requires intervention with U.S. forces when
regional states are subjected to pressure from hostile neighbors and local
insurgencies. Specifically, North Korea and Vietnam are Asian regional
threats and need to be dealt with by Asian regional powers. For example,
South Korea clearly has the capability to provide a much greater defense of its
own territory against North Korea. Its population is more than double that of
the North, and its GNP is nearly four times larger. South Korea has well-
trained armed forces numbering 600,000, many with Vietnam combat
experience, It has the resources to increase this number to 1 million, if
necessary, to deter another North Korean attack southward. Although the
United States must be willing to respond to a direct Soviet challenge in
Northeast Asia, it is unlikely Congress will again support U.S. military
intervention in any Asian country that is not directly attacked by the U.S.S.R.

If one accepts the view that the United States no longer has vital interests at
stake on the Asian mainland in the 1980s and 1990s, what can be done now
about the 40,000 American combat troops that remain in South Korea 33 years
after the Korean peace agreement was signed? The reality is that U.S. interest
in Korea today is a derivative one based on the truly vital economic and
security interests the United States has in Japan's security. Unlike the
sitwation in 1950 whereby U.S. troops were first sent to Korea, or in 1954
when a Korean peace treaty was signed, China and Japan, and China and the
United States today have good working relations that are designed to contain
Soviet power in Asia. China and Japan are in the process of overcoming a
half-century of animesity and have developed good economic and political
relations, Peking maintains diplomatic ties with the North Korean
Government, and recently it has shown a willingness to conduct limited
negotiations with South Korea. Given the present relationship between Japan
and China, the United States should ask these two Northeast Asian powers to
take on a major responsibility for keeping the peace on the Korean Peninsula
while the United States confines its military presence to Japan, the
Philippines, and Australia. For historical reasons it may be difficult for Japan
to assume a direct security role in Korea. This should not, however, dissuade
the Tokyo government from strengthening its political relationship with
South Korea and working toward an accommodation between the Pyongyang
and Seoul regimes. China should be encouraged to exercise its influence with
North Korea to avoid armed incursions into South Korea.

The United States should announce its intention to withdraw its ground
forces from South Korea by 1990, leaving only a small U.S. contingent there,
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primarily Air Force units. Washington should make clear to North and South
Korea that it will honor its commitment to help South Korea if it is attacked,;
but it should emphasize that its obligation in the 1990s should not entail the
continued presence of U.S. ground forces on the Korean peninsula. South
Korea has a large, well-disciplined and well-equipped army, and it has the
manpower and economic resources to increase its defenses as the United
States withdraws. Japan will continue to provide air and naval surveillance in
the Sea of Japan and around the Korean peninsula, and the U.S. Air Force in
Japan and remaining units in Korea will be nearby in the event of an
emergency.

What risks might Washington chance by withdrawing ground troops
from Korea? Such action might embolden North Korea to think it could
again overrun the South by force and unite the peninsula under Pyongyang’s
control. It is conceivable that China would refuse to be involved in efforts
to restrain NorthKorea ifitdecided to attack the South. Arrestinga North
Korean attack would be left to Japan and the United States and would be
difficult without U.S. combat presence in Korea. Withdrawal of U.S.
forces from Korea may also embolden Moscow to increase political
pressure on Japan and China. These are possibilities, but none of them is
likely to occur so long as China continues a détente relationship with the
United States and Japan and Washington maintains strong naval and air
forces in the Western Pacific and Sea of Japan. Moreover, it is highly
unlikely that North Korea would risk a full-scale attack on South Korea
unless it had strong backing from Moscow. Such support is not likely to be
given unless the Soviet leadership is prepared to risk a far wider war with
the United States.

The Philippines poses another problem for the offshore defense strategy.
Here the United States faces a crucial test of its ability to assist a former
colony and long-time ally to recover its political and economic health after
more than a decade of dictatorship and plunder by ex-President Ferdinand
Marcos. A growing Communist insurgency threatens that country, and it will
require monumental efforts by the government of Corazon Aquino to
prevent its descent into political chaos. In the process, the United States could
lose two key military bases in the Western Pacific—Subic Naval Base and
Clark Air Force Base. These two installations are regarded by the Defense
Department as crucial to the projection of U.S. power in the Western Pacific
and Indian Ocean. They may be irreplaceable; yet, the uncertain political
future of the Philippines makes it desirable that the United States not wait
until the expiration of its bases agreement with the Philippines in 1991 to
begin building alternative military facilities in the Pacific.

Although retention of Clark Field and Subic Bay clearly is important to
long-range U.S. security interests in Fast Asia, particularly because of their
size and location, it is possible that the current Philippine Government will
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ask for termination of the bases agreement. Corazon Aquine campaigned on a
platform of phasing out these American bases, but she may change her mind
and conclude that the bases are important to her country’s security as well as
to the security of other Asian countrics. However, it would be too risky for
the United States to base strategic policy on this expectation, Washington is
now considering the establishment of new bases in Guam, Tinian, and Palau
to the cast of the Philippines, even though the cost of construction will be
great. Also, alternative bases in the Pacific will not enjoy the supply of skilled
manpower available in the Philippines. An alternative bases plan should be
pursued so that when negotiations with the Philippine Government
commence in the next year or two, the United States will not be without a
realistic fallback position.

The United States also has an important historical reason for helping the
Philippine people rebuild that country’s democracy. This was once a
showease for how American colonial rule could foster demacratic
institutions in an Asian country and prepare it for independence. The
martial law period imposed by President Ferdinand Marcos was an
embarrassment to the U.S. Government, and the Reagan administration
belatedly acknowledged this moral dimension of American policy when it
decided in 1985 that new democratic leadership was needed to prevent the
Philippines’ decline into chaos. The dilemma for U.S. leaders is whether
they canachieve both democracy and military bases. By 1991 a tough choice
may have to be made.

In Southeast Asia the United States has an enduring interest in fostering
cconomic growth and political stability, but it does not have a vital sccurity
interest in this region and should not, therefore, contemplate reintroducing
U.S. combat forces except in the case of general war. Thailand, which hasa
residual defense relationship with Washington stemming from the Manila
Pact of 1954, poses a policy problem because of sporadic border clashes
between its troops and Vietnamese forces occupying Kampuchea.
Presidents Carter and Reagan reiterated the U.S. commitment to defend
Thailand should it be attacked, but the means of doing so remain
discretionary under the Manila Treaty. The United States should continue
to give Thailand strong diplomatic support and military assistance to
strengthen its defensc capabilities; but Thailand should notbe led to believe
that U.S. combat forces will again be sent to its defense against a local
threat in Southcast Asia,

Indonesia is another country that is important to the United States for
political and cconomic reasons. It is the largest and most richly endowed land
in Southeast Asia and, with Singapore and Malaysia, guards the strategic
Malacca Strait between the Indian Ocean and South China Sca. However,
Indonesia and Malaysia do not have treaty arrangements with the United

States and there is no reason why they should he considered vital to U.S,
Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987 37



Naval War College Review, Vol. 40 [1987], No. 4, Art. 1
36 Naval War College Review

security interests. Non-Communist Southeast Asian states associated in
ASEAN are important to the United States because of their economic and
political influence in Asia. Yet, these states (except for the Philippines) should
not be considered vital security interests of the United States, and U.S.
policymakers should resist the temptation to be drawn into military conflicts
there.

In the Southwest Pacific, the principal security problem for U.S. policy is
the growing antinuclear sentiment in Australia and New Zealand. In mid-
1986, Washington broke its ANZUS relationship with New Zealand because
it refused to allow U.S. Navy ships to make port calls unless Washington
declared that they carried no nuclear weapons. The Reagan administration
sought unsuccessfully to persuade the Lange goverument to change its
position and then broke off security relationships with Wellington. This sharp
U.S. response to New Zealand’s policy was conditioned by Washington’s
concern over potential reactions in other allied countries—notably Japan and
the Philippines—should the United States bow to antinuclear sentiments in
one state, such as New Zealand, The ANZUS relationship, therefore, became
expendable in light of the larger U.S. strategic interest in Asia. With New
Zealand now out of the alliance, there is danger that antinuclear sentiment in
Australia will grow and eventually affect that government’s policy toward
the U.S. defense relationship. Consequently, it is imperative that Washington
deepen the relationship with Australia and take greater notice of Canberra’s
political and economic needs. This might include coproduction in certain
defense procurement arrangements and other economic measures.

D uring the remainder of this decade and into the 1990s, the United
States will continue to be a major Pacific power and will also exercise
great political influence in East Asia and the Indian Ocean area, However, the
United States is no longer willing—for historical and financial reasons—to
carry the East Asian security burden alone, as it did from 1950 to 1972, and as
some think it should continue to do. Washington, therefore, needs to persuade
other Asian countries to share the defense responsibility as Soviet naval
power expands in the 1990s and the Soviet leadership plays a larger political
role in East Asia. Similarly, U.S. policymakers should encourage all states in
East and South Asia to work out political arrangements to protect the flow of
oil from the Persian Gulf through the Indian Ocean to markets in Europe as
well as East Asia. This is not a role that the U.S. Government can be
reasonably expected to play alone, no matter how large a naval force it
deploys to that area, Reducing the level of U.S. military commitments in, and
the economic resources devoted to the security of, East Asia will not occur
until political leaders in Washington make a fundamental decision to return
the United States to an offshore defense strategy, a shift which is now
overdue,
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Notes

1. The new emphasis on seeking to define national security priorities is illustrated by a 40-page White
House putlication issued in January 1987, entitled: National Securily Strategy of the United States. This
assessment of national interests and national security policies way required by Congress as part of the
Defense Reorganization Act of 1986.

2. As defined here, a vital national interest is one that is so important to a country's well-being that it will
risk armed conflict in order to persuade another stace to alter a threatening action or policy. See Donald E.
Nuechterlein, “The Concept of National Interest: A Time for New Approaches,” ORBIS, Spring 1979, pp.
84-85.

3. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation: My Years in the State Department (New York: Norton, 1969), pp.
356-357.

4. SEATO went out of existence after the conclusion of the Vietnam war in 1975, Pakistan had
previensly withdrawn, following its war with India in 1971,

5. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandaie for Change 1953-1956: The White House Years (New York: Doubleday,
1963), pp. 352-354,

6. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy in the White House (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1965), pp. 546-548.

7. Lyndon B. Johnson, The Vaniage Point: Perspectives of the Presidency, 1963-1969 (New York: Rhinehart
and Winston, 1971}, pp. 151-153.

8. Richard M. Nixon, RN: The Memairs of Richard Nixon (New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 1978}, pp.
394-395,

9. ASEAN originally consisted of five countries: Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia, Thailand, and the
Philippines. In 1984 the new state of Brunei in North Borneo became the sixth member.
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The Maritime Strategy in the
Western Pacific

Edward A. Olsen

he Maritime Strategy, a well-known approach to U.S. strategy, has
generated considerable controversy. Part of that debate will be
evaluated here, but the primary focus of this analysis will be the impact of The
Maritime Strategy on the Western Pacific. Before addressing the realities and
prospects of that strategic perspective’s place in Asian-Pacific affairs, it
would be usceful to briefly review the cvolution of maritime strategic affairs
in the Western Pacific,

As a maritime zone, the Western Pacific cucompasses the coastal waters of
two Asian subrcgions that are being recognized increasingly for their
dynamism. In Northeast Asia, Japan's economic power and China’s
gargantuan proportions loom large in world affairs, though experts differ as
to whether both truly deserve the prominence they receive. The Korean
Peninsula is a nexus of international tensions. Led by the ASEAN Statcs,
Sonthcast Asia is being transformed inro a new center of economic
importance. Both subregions have carned strategic value in the cyes of major
regional powers and rhe superpowers by virtue of the capabilitics,
potentialitics, and geographic configurations of its states. Additionally, far
offshore the Asian continent lay the large oceanic states of Australia and New
Zealand, and numcrous slowly developing island ministates. Until the early
1980s, much of Oceania had been widely considered utterly remote from
world centers of power, but the cbanging nature of the larger Pacific rim
cconomic and strategic balances has sharply boosted perceptions of this still
distant and dispersed subregion of the Western Pacific.

From both an internal and external perspective, the concept of a maritime
strategy 1s not new in the Western Pacific. Except for continental China,
with its broad cross-regional access, all the littoral states of Asia have had to
place considerable reliance on seaborne communication. Though few of these
states developed a major maritime tradition, most have been cognizant of its
importance throughout their histories and have an appreciation for such
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traditions. While scveral ancient Asian kingdoms and dynasties cultivated the
strategic aspects of maritime aftairs for trade, colonial expansion, and the
export of culture and religion, in only one—Japan—did that perspective
remain viable into the modern era. As Western colture produced Mahan and
other maritime-oriented gcop()litical thinkers, the Japanese prnduccd their
own counterparts—Satd Nobuhiro {1769-1850) being the most notable,
Hawever, with these exceptions, Asian strategic atfairs remained primarily
continental over the ages. Asia’s martial and diplomatic traclitions clearly are
stronger than its naval tradivons. Whether in the Sinified or Indic cultural
realms, the respecnve inrellecrual descendants of Sun Tza and Kautilya had
little to learn from Clausewitz, a decided latecomer trom their perspective.

Seataring Western imperialists took 1t upon themselves 1o remind the
land-oricnted Asians of their scaborne vulnerabilities. Nearly all expansionist
Furopeans and Americans came to Asia by sca, Only the czarist Russians
rraversed the broad Furasian Jandmass to challenge Asia from the rear, using
scaborne avenues as o flanking approach to compete with the other
imperialists, The maritime assaults on Asia’s largely unprepared nations
produced an cra of Western dommance. Except for the Japanese, who
speedily learned to play the imperialises” game by imperialists” rules, Asia
succumbed to colonial subjugation or semicolonial mamidation.

Imperial Japan's rise to become prewar Asia’s leading indigenous power
and its disastrous fall in World War 11, 15 the story of two successful but
rivalrous services: the army and the navy. That story is important because it is
symbolic of much of modern Asia’s strategic dichoromy. Japan’s army
succeeded beyond the wildese hopes of most Japanese. Tts navy was, if
anyching, even more successtul. [However, they could not cooperate very
well strategically or politically. In eftect, Japan had two strategies: one for
land, one for sea. Iad Japan’s scaborne strategy been able to dominate irs
continental strategy, especially in Tokyo’s pulicymaking councils, a plausible
argument cant be made that Japan's prewar and wartime aggressive exploits
would have had betrer prospects. [apan suffered from a lack of coordination,
compounded by the army’s tendency to rashness. While the details of Japan's
successes and failures are not particularly pertinent to the experiences of
other powers, rthe prineiples entailed are very relevant. Without knowing it,
Japan was exemplitying, in Asia, the geopolitical principles and tensions
embodicd in Mackinder's heartland doctrine, Spykman's rimnland doctrine,
and Mahan’s idcas of seapower as a controlling factor. The key question
inherenc in this mix of wdeas 1s whether one approach can dominate another.

In rhe course of W WII the United Stares tacitly faced up to this question in
the form of a two-pronged assault in the Centeal and Southwest Pacitic.
Partly as a result of carlier experiences of the U.S. Army and Marine Corps
with land combat in Asia (China, the Philippines, and Siberia) and partly asa
result ()FJap;m s bitter experiences attempting to conquer China in the 1930s,
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a deep-seated apprehension about, and aversion to, land wars in Asia entered
into the U.S. military mind-set. The long-standing interest of the U.S. Navy
in Pacific affairs and logical naval arguments about the advantages of
mobility reinforced Army views in Asia. Against this background the
cmergence of the flexible island-hopping approach of MacArthur and the
Pacific Fleet underscored a lesson that contemporary American strategic
thinkers would do well to recall: namely, that the concept of maritime
strategy is not synonymous with naval strategy. At its best, maritime strategy
should not be considered exclusively naval because it necessarily includes
naval, air, and ground combat and support forces operating in a maritime
context. For all of MacArthur’s reputation as a parochial glory-seeker, he
nonetheless produced in WWII and Korea a strong maritiine paradigm of air,
ground, amphibious, and naval operations. His approach to war in the Pacific
set him apart from his European theater contemporaries who displayed less
understanding of such combined operations. In the Pacific the United States
clearly came down on the side of the rimland-secapower approaches to
geopolitics and strategy.

In the postwar period, the emergence of superpower bipolarity
reinforced those tendencies. Despite the growth of strong continental
commitments in Western Europe and Asia, the U.S. approach remained
primarily one of control of, or influence over, the Eurasian rimland and the
waters surrounding it. That is the essence of the whole exercise in postwar
“‘containment” policy. The linkages and coordination between diverse global
U.S. commitments since 1945 have been profoundly maritime in the best
eclectic sense. Postwar U.S. strategic policy has been the joint legacy of
Mahan and Spykman in response to fears that a Eurasian land power might
achieve the continental dominance described by Mackinder. The fact that
Sovict strategists had relocated the center of the “heartland” far to the cast of
Mackinder’s locus is irrelevant, for the danger remained intact.

Gradually, several changes occurred in U.S. and Soviet strategic
thinking. Partly as a result of the juxtaposition of the U.S. Army’s successes
in Europe, via deterrence of a war with the help of its NATO allies, and its
reverses in Asia (Korea and Vietnam), the ground elements of U.S. grand
strategy began to dominate the European theater and decrease in the
Asia-Pacific region. The latter resulted in a reinforcement of the U.S.
aversion to Asian land wars. Except for the unique circumstances in South
Korea, where the continentalism of NATO doctrines is faintly echoed, the
U.S. presence in the Western Pacific has intensified its maritime
orientation. For a time in the mid-1970s, that regional orientation assumed
an even more fluid aspect as notions of a so-called “‘swing strategy’™ were
shunted about as though the Asia-Pacific theater were merely a corollary of

the Atlantic-European theater.
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Many Eurocentric Americans have often made such implicit assumptions,
resulting in the sorts of priorities that MacArthur had to contend with in
WWIIL, but presumably had been obviated during the 1960s and 1970s by the
growth of worldwide U.S. commitments. Two things altered the resurgence
of such cavalier U.S. attitudes toward the Asia-Pacific region. Most basic was
the belated recognition by the United States of the intrinsic importance of
certain big countries in the region, notably Japan, but increasingly the “new
Japans,” which clearly are as important as our European allies. The shift in
U.S. world trade patterns from the Atlantic to the Pacific during the 1970s
underscored the new realities. More narrowly, the United States found itself
facing a newly reoriented Sovict Union that was shifting its emphasis,
economically and strategically, toward Asia.

Despite the far more profound significance of the shift toward what many
have taken to calling the birth of a *‘Pacific century,” it was the Soviet
responses to the emergentrealities that sparked a U.S. strategic reassessment,
The wisdom of these U.S. priorities may have been questionable, nonetheless,
the results were positive because they led the United States to pay proper
attention to an increasingly crucial region of the world. Out of this larger
U.S. response has grown ““The Maritime Strategy.”” But why “maritime’"? [s
it because of the fong, local antecedents cited above? [n part it is, of course,
but in equal measure the nature of the U.S. response is attributable to the
newly maritime nature of the Soviet strategic buildup. Under the leadership
of Admiral Sergei Gorshkov, the loose Soviet cquivalent of Mahan, Moscow
had been building its own blue-watcr navy with a vengeance. That buildup
had becn occurring for years.! Despite the lengthy developmental process,
non-Soviet experts on the Sovict Navy remained divided over its purposes.
Uncertaintics focused on whether Moscow had a clear-cut intention for its
new naval forces and preciscly how those forces related to Soviet grand
strategy. Many U.S. specialists in the ficld remain doubtful as to whether it is
proper to even speak of Soviet naval strategy in the way that phrase often is
applied to Western navies. Complicating these uncertainties arc the disputes
among Western Soviet watchers and defense analysts over the ability of the
U.S.S.IR. to sustain a continned military buildup, the strengths and weaknesses
of the Soviet cconomy in the midst of Gorbachev’s “reformist’” measures, and
the extent to which such measures are true “reforms” or merely window
dressings.2 Security analysts should be prudent in evaluating these variables.?
Be that as it may, it remains clear that the Soviet Navy is a much more
fOrnlidab]e fOrCC [llan it was In thC p:lst.

Most important for the Asia-Pacific region is the greatly increased
presence of the Soviet Navy in the Western Pacific.® Coming from virtually
nowhere, relative to the postwar U.S. naval presence in the Pacific, Moscow
has created a Pacific fleet with over 800 vessels of all types. This fleet, the
U.S.S.Rs largest, clearly has some purpasc. Whether that purpose is a
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relatively benign effort to show the flag or a precursor of more ominous
plans, it marks a major change in Soviet strategy. No longer largely a glohal
ground and air power, the U.S.S.R.—despite limitations—is now a world-
class maritime power. If it has not been Moscow s intention all along, it secrns
only a matter of time before the U.S.S.R. will try to take simultancous
advantage of being the Eurasian continent’s dominant land power and its
largest naval power. The U.S.5.R. inherited from czarist Russia a fixation
with the insccurity of its borders. This accounts for its almost paranoid
preoccupation with security. If the Soviet naval buildup in the Pacific
presages an active effort to secure its far-flung interests in that region of the
world, the United States and its allies in the Western Pacific may be in for a
new round of tensions. Clearly the Pacific is no longer an American “lake.”

Characterization of the Pacific as a U.S. “lake’ has been so widespread in
the postwar petiod that we Ameticans and our allies have grawn accustomed
toit. A large degree of complacency evolved in that era. All that was shocked
severcly in the wake of the Vietnam war as, within a decade, the number of
Sovict Navy vessels mushroomed and access to bases increased. It now enjoys
first-rate sovercign facilitics on its Japan Sea, Okhotsk Sea, and Pacific coasts.
[t also enjoys substantial access to former U.S. facilitics in Cam Ranh Bay,
Victnam, allowing the U.S.S.R. to engage in a limited version of a “swing
stcrategy’” by deploying to hoth the Pacific and Indian Oceans. The still
uncertain durability of U.S. access to its Philippine bases makes the U.S.5.R.s
Southcast Asian presence potentially that much more important. Moscow
appears on the verge of obtaining new access in North Korea too.

To date, the expanded Sovicenaval presence in the Asia-Pacific region has
not been used in an overt military fashion, At most it has been used as a
relatively discreet form of gunboat diplomacy, hoping to favorably influence
states in the region. However, the naval potential for active intimidation,
mtervention, and interdiction is very real. While all this has proved upsetting
to U.S. strategists and helped realize a reappraisal of U.S. policy, U.S. allies
and nonaligned states have accepted the changes with greater equanimity,
Unlike American leaders who often have short historical memories, most
Asian leaders have never assumed that the U.S.S.R. has no legitimate place in
Asiun affairs. That difference in perspective has some major implications for
U.S. policy in Asia that shall be addressed below. For now, however, we shall
examine what the U.S. response to the Soviet naval buildup means for the
Western Pacific.

M any cxperts have dissected the specifics of “The Maritime
Strategy,” so there is no need to reinvent that wheel here. The most
important recognirion for a regional affairs analyst is that the approach
remains controversial. Precisely what “The Maritime Strategy™ is (and is
not) remains remarkably ambiguous for something which has been around for
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some time now. As noted, the United States long has had a maritime strategy,
but what is referred to as “* The Maritime Strategy’ is a product of the Reagan
administration’s first and outspoken Secretary of the Navy, John Lehman. He
was the most prominent proponent of this latest version of U.S. maritime
strategy.’ Under Lehman’s direction this version of The Maritime Strategy
was brought to center stage and fleshed out considerably.

This strategy probably has generated more controversy over the
administration’s defense policies than any other issue except for arms control.
The controversy has centered on critics’ perceptions of The Maritime
Strategy as either a unilateralist military manifestation of a more assertive
“Reagan Doctrine” out to engage the “evil empire,” or merely a rationale
for the U.S. Navy to grow to a 600-ship abstraction and reassert its presence
as the “‘senior service.”’ Some critics have been extreme,” while others have
been balanced and judicious in their statements,® but both have been critical.
What most critics and even some proponents of The Maritime Strategy do not
adequately convey in their writings is that this latest version of U.S. strategy
is part of an evolving process. It has a strong past from which it is a lineal
descendant.® More important, in terms of countering premature criticism of
the current version of U.S. maritime strategy, more conceptional work is
needed.

As a strategy it is an evolutionary process, not a definitive document,
though itis often treated as a final product in the media. There is no strategic
cookbook labeled ““The Maritime Strategy” on the bridge of every U.S. Navy
warship that captains may consult in the event of war; nor is there likely to be
one any time soon. This is important to bear in mind as one evaluates the role
of critics and supporters alike. While The Maritime Strategy clearly has
many supporters among the blue-suiters who will carry on the naval cause
long after the Reagan-Lehman team is history, it also has some blue-suited
doubters!® who share some of the concerns expressed by civilian, Army, and
Air Force strategic kibitzers.

Actually, most of these concerns focus on the issue of The Maritime
Strategy as an excessively “‘unilateralist’ and excessively “‘naval’ approach.
Anyone who delves into the broad implication of The Maritime Strategy
should be able to discover for themselves that such concerns need not be
debilitating. As noted earlier, no maritime strategy can be solely naval. By
definition it embodies all service branches. The question causing difficulties
seems to be one of interservice rivalry. Though that may never be eliminated,
it should not be insurmountable. After all, the various military branches serve
the same national interests. As long as parochialism is sublimated for the
national interest, there is no reason a (or ““The ") maritime strategy cannot be
the “coordinating’’ core of U.S. strategy. Postulating such a role in no way
diminishes the fundamental contributions of ground or air power, it merely

admits the necessity of flexibility and speed in U.S. responses to crises. Since
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the oceans of the world are the only continuous links operationally tying
together far-flung regions in which the United States has commitments (and
some where it does not but where conflicts could emerge unexpectedly), it is
not unreasonable to think of grand strategy in maritime terms. None of this
casts doubts on the interdependence of all the U.S. services or the principle of
“jointness.”

The question of unilateralism also is a serious one, but, in many cases, it
should be seen as a strawman. While U.S. rhetorical flourishes about
“standing tall" in the face of aggressive Soviet behavior and arms buildup has
generated much criticism of the Reagan administration for allegedly aspiring
to a “Rambo’ style, a close examination of existing U.S. strategy clearly
shows that U.S. “unilateralism™ is profoundly dependent upon the collective
security arrangements Washington has fostered since 1945. Washington’s
options are sharply constrained by the willingness of friends, allies, and
neutrals to behave the way U.S. planners and policymakers assume they will.
While the United States can do, and has a perfect right to do, virtually
whatever it wants in unilateral defense of the homeland, there is very little
the United States can do in defense of overseas interests without the active
cooperation of the country or countries whose territories are the locale of
some proposed armed action.

Since the principle behind contemporary maritime strategy entails a
forward deployment of U.S. forces ready to take the battle to the Soviet
homeland and its offshore deployments, it is difficult to imagine this in terms
of narrowly defined limited war. At the least, such a prospective armed
engagement would tread near the threshold of a theater nuclear war, if not
world war III. The whole point of engaging in such forward deployments is to
be capable of reacting in ways that will minimize the need to cross that
threshold. By no known definition can any conceivable resort to combat,
based on The Maritime Strategy as it is presently configured, qualify as
“short-term actions of a relatively small scale.” Consequently, there are
always some U.S. assumptions about the ability and willingness of allies to
cither lend a helping hand or not impede U.S. actions.

The probabilities of such maritime and political cooperation in the
Atlantic, while somewhat more certain than those for Asia, are beyond the
purview of this analysis. The naval capabilities of U.S. friends and allies in
Asia are easy to ascertain,'! No country in the Western Pacific possesses
major naval forces yet. Japan’s are the most important and its potential for
creating truly major naval forces is considerable. However, unlike the
Atlantic-NATO theater, the United States has not had much need for overt
assistance in the Pacific, though that, too, may change if the U.S.S.R.
manages to free itself from the constraints of the Japan and Okhotsk Seas. 12
If this occurs, the United States clearly will need overt assistance from
Asia-Pacific supporters as it now does for the defense of West Europe and the

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1

46



Naval War College: Autumn 1987 Full Issue

QOlsen 45

nartheastern Atlantic. Because this strategic breakout by the U.S.S.R. is a
real possibility, U.S. allics ought to be encouraged vo create such capabilities.
The problem associated with getting allies to build such capabilitics is the
same prablem that causes a political dilemma for forward deployed U.S.
forces with an assertive strategic mission: U.S. and allied threat perceptions
do nat necessarily coincide ar even overlap. Compounding this problem is the
trouble caused by the perception of, or confusion over, precisely what an
assertive strategy—such as The Maritime Strategy—really means,

Given the wide array of U.S. opinion about The Maritime Strategy, itisno
surprise that allied and friendly states might not be certain about what the
United States intends to do and what such actions might mean for them. Some
U.S. observers have expressed concern about the inadequacies of U.S.
preparations for Third World contingencies in a strategic environment that
focuses so hcavily on the Soviet threat.t? 1 think that concern should be
expanded to cxamine all contingencics because the role of potential
supporting actors in U.S. actions against the U.S.S.R. or any other state is
inadequately considered. It is my experience that strategic planners and war
gamers often inake decidedly shaky assumptions that allies will see adversaries
the way Americans do and will react the way we cxpect them to. Their
assumptions may be most seriously flawed by unrealistic expectations of the
allies readily granting access to their territory for U.S. use ot transit in actions
against the Soviet Union. There are numerous examples of such divergent
views,! but the case of Japan provides cgregious instances of unrealistic
assumptions. If countrics like the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and South
Korea, which harbor strong reasons to follow anti-Soviet postures, do not
actually pursue overtly such policies and cannot be counted on to rally
automatically to the American side in armed struggle against the U.S.S.R., it
does not take much imagination to discern that Japan may be even less
responsive,

Asnoted above, many Asian states arc more willing than the United States
to accept the U.S.5.R. as a legitimate participant in Asian-Pacific affairs.
That is profoundly true of Japan. This is not to suggest that Japan likes or
desires a major Soviet role in the region. Most Japanese are well aware of the
problems the U.S.S.R. and its czarist predecessor have caused for Japan.
Similarly, most Japanese arc even more aware than most Americans of a
palpable offshorc Sovict threat. There is a great deal of ill will in Japan-Soviet
relations. Morcover, Japan has taken a number of concrete steps to build up its
sclf-defensc capabilities, largely in response to U.S. urging that Japan morc
squarely confront the Soviet challenge. Tokyo'’s latest defense white paper
was more explicitin that regard than most of its predecessors. s In the face of
well-known Soviet opposition to SDI, Tokyo's decision to cooperate with the
United States in SDI rescarch sent a major signal to Moscow ' Furthermore,
the Garbachev regime’s decision to improve its diplomatic image in Tokyo in
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the wake of his July 1986 Vladivostok speech has received a lukewarm
reccption from most Japanese.'7 Despite all this, Japan’s view of the Sovict
threat is very different from that of most Amncericans and not truly in harinony
with the Reagan administration’s worldview that gave birth to, and nurtures,
The Maritime Strategy.

There is no intrinsic reason why The Maritime Strategy cannot obtain
allied understanding and support if it is properly explained to those allies.
More convincing cffort should be expended in that regard. Morcover, that
cffort cannot be relegated solely to a strategic “sales pitch” by the United
States because the product almost certainly would not sell if handled that
way. The United States is engaged in a diversified competition with the
U.S.S.R. in the Asia-Pacific region, and the U.S. strategic message must be
integrated into a broader context if it is to be believable and persuasive. As
noted, the post-Vladivostok speech era in Asia has opened a new round of
“peacc offensives” by a Gorbachev regime that is more sophisticated than its
heavy-handed predecessors. Sino-Soviet ties are improving in fits and starts,
but the trendsare upbeat.’8U.S, naval access to PRC ports,' a graphic symbol
of improved U.S.-PRC strategic cooperation, needs to be kept in perspective.
None of that cooperation means that Beijing is necessarily in any greater
harmony with Washingron’s views of the Sovict Union’s threat potential than
is Tokyo. We should not, as we are prone to, make premature assumptions
about the existence of “common’ security interests in U.S.-PRC strategic
relations.? They will not come into existence merely because they arce logical
or because some Americans desire them. Actually, a better case can be made
for incremental U.S.-Japanese strategic convergence, wis-a-vis a Soviet
adversary, than for any sort of U.S.-PRC convergence. The latter scems
nonexistent, with poor prospects.?! U.S.-PRC parallclism is a more
appropriate way to conceptualize what exists and is likely to remain in our
strategic relations.

If the United States has problems in convincing its major ally, Japan, and its
major defacto quasi-ally, the PRC, that Washington’s view of Soviet
intentions in Asia and the Pacific is a sound and prudent viewpoint, it haseven
greatet problems in Southeast Asia and Oceania, When Washington tries to
stress strategic affairs with East Asian states it gets a soinewhat sympathetic
hearing tinged with overt displays of tolcrance for American ideological
preoccupation with Moscow's sinister qualitics. These states can grasp that
the U.S.S.R. might do what Washington suggests it is preparing to do, but
they often do not sce the threat as being quite so imminent, They clearly
require much more convincing about the threat before the United States can
rely on them to respond, as we often assume they will.

The non-communist states of Southeast Asia and Oceania gencrally are
even less disposed to see the world as Washington does. In both subregions the
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U.S.58.R. In Southeast Asia, Moscow, Beijing,?? Tokyo, and Washington arc
all scen as major influences that need to be kepe in rough balance. Most
pointedly, Washington is not considered any more virtuous than Moscow.
Both are seen in terms of assets and liabilities that should be balanced to local
advantage. As much as Washington might like to portray Moscow’s
ambitions in the larger region in ways that would arouse support for U.S.
positions—strengthen the durability of the U.S. presence in the Philippines
aud bolster the ASEAN States” defense consciousness—that line is rarely
persuasive. Consequently, the selling of The Maritime Strategy in Southcast
Asia is vastly complicated by inherent customer resistance on the part of the
majority of Southcast Asians who seck nonalignment and freedom from
superpower conflict.

What is truc of Southcast Asian rcluctance to be entangled can be
multiplied for much of Occania. This probably is the most vulnerable
subregion in the Western Pacific. Since the arca is the epitome of
“maritime,”’ the relevance of a maritime strategy is unquestioned. However,
The Maritimie Strategy, as a forward deployed assertive display of ULS.
Armed Forees, represents someching anathema to many people in these small
states which harbor profoundly nonaligned sympathics. Clearly, their
paceseteer has become New Zealand. Wellington's antinuclear positions
regarding the U.S. Navy have seriously disrupted the once quintessential
tranquility of the ANZUS Pact. The Kiwt's policy may be a matter of Vstop
the world, T want to pet off,” but it remains intact despite U.S. pressures. 2
Against this background, there is little sympathy or readiness ro understand
The Maritime Strategy in those quarters. Hence, inan arca essential for U.S.
maritime operations, there is little willingness to sanction the long-standing
notion that the Pacific is some sort of American “lake” where U.S, forces can
operate freely. As a result, the vast seretches of the central and south Pacific
are increasingly attractive for Soviet activism of the post-Vladivostok speech
varicty. The United States, Japan, and other Pacific rim states are concerned
about these regional dynamics, but much remains to be donc to bring this
region up to even the limited levels of understanding displayed in East Asia,
much less attain the degree of cmpathy and cooperation that are desirable
region-wide.

Lest the levels of understanding of, and cooperation with, The Maritime
Strategy among Asia~Pacitic states be seet as uniquely poor, one should recall
that West European cnthusiasm for U.S. strategic assertiveness toward the
U.S.5.R. has been markedly restrained. The concept of “Atlanticism™ has
beet shaken severely inrecent years, putting NATO into some jeopardy from
within.? If it were not for post-Reykjavik fears among the NATO allies
about a U.S. nuclear policy shift that could leave West Europe less protected
from the U.S.S.R. than it is accustomed to being,? NATO probably would be
more troubled today than itis. Clearly, Atlanticism needs shoring up and U.S.
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explanations of the common interests served by The Maritime Strategy could
help that process as well as aid understanding of U.S. purposes. In the
Asia-Pacific region, however, Washington starts much further back. There is
no Pacificism to equate to Atlanticism. Even a weakened Atlanticism is way
ahead of its Pacific counterpart. Hence, the United States can only hope to
explain its strategic purposes in the Western Pacific and Asia (via The
Maritime Strategy or anything else) if it first builds a more cohesive set of
common perceptions of shared interests and Soviet threats to those interests.
Such perceptions arc required for Pacificism to emerge. Without it, U.S.
assumptions about allies, friends, and neutrals will remain flawed because of
unreal and wishful thinking. The cultivation of such perceptions is not
necessarily difficult; however, it will require the attention and coordination
of both the policymaker and strategist. The task should be given a much
higher priority than it now enjoys.
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New Delhi’s Indian Ocean Policy

Jerrold F. Elkin
Major W. Andrew Ritezel, U.S. Army

Ncw Delhi’s coneern for the integrity of its sea lines of communica-
tion and island posscssions gained acceptance in the carly 1960s, It
was at that time that Indoncsia began acquiring significant numbers of naval
combatants from the Sovict Union, thereby providing reasonable evidence
that Jakarta was intcrested in becoming a regional maritime power. This
augmentation of naval sccurity asscts served as an underpinning for various
Indonesian territorial aggrandizements, such as Jakarta asserting a claim to
India’s Nicobar Island chain. Bilateral relations worsened in 1965 when
President Sukarno supported Islamabad in its war with India and dispatched a
small flotilla of naval vessels to the port of Karachi.! With the collapsc of the
Sukarno government in 1966, relations between New Delhi and Jakarta took
on 2 more harmonious tonc. Nevertheless, these carlier threats and lesser
challenges from Burma and Thailand highlighted Tndian vulnerabilitics,
Indian lcadership sces itself as the ascendant power in the region. This
condition, in part, cxplains the Indian arms buildup and is the underpinning of
India’s [ndian Ocean policy.

Viewing themselves as the major playersin the Indian Ocean, senior Indian
Navy (IN) officers became concerned over the size and composition of their
fleet. Once group entertained the view that IN procurcment should focus on
systems suitable for employment in waters contiguous to India’s coasts. The
opposition advocated development of a blue-water navy. This latter faction
cmphasized that the impending British withdrawal from arcas cast of Sucz
would create a power vacuum, allowing New Delhi to establish itself as
principal security guarantor for Indian Occan states.
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Pennsylvania and a J.D. from Columbia University,
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Today, Indian maritime strategy is not a contentious national issuc. A
consensus has formed, both within and without the Indian Navy, that New
Delhi should scck to attain an ascendant power position in the Indian
Ocean. Qur motive here is to cxamine the several factors impelling
adoption of the above policy alternative along with measures chosen by the
Indian lcadership to achieve their goals.

Indian Ocean Policy: Elements \

New Delhi will most likely focus on the following elements to support its
Indian Ocean policy:

® cxpansion of its arms inventory, including concomitant increases in
maritime force projection capabilitics;

® promotion of commercial interests in the Indian Ocean and
broadened economic ties with Indian OGcean island and hittoral states;

®  protection of the lives and property of Indian nationals (and persons
of Indian descent) resident in these states;

® reduction of the extraregional naval units in t

1e Indian Ocean;

® ncucralization of Pakistani securiry relationships with west Asian
nations: and

® cnhancement of Indian prestige and psychological factors,

Expanding Arms Inventory/Maritime Force Projection. Pakistan and China
form the apex of New Delhi's threat hicrarchy .2 The Sino-Pakistani threat,
in turn, has gencrated an Indian arms acquisition program that is out of
proportion to any foreseeable threat from these states. Advanced weaponry
procured by New Delhi includes: Soviet T-72 tanks, BMP infantry combat
vehicles, MiG-23/27/Flogger fighter aireraft, IL-76/Candid heavy
transport aircraft, and Mi-25/Hind helicopter gunships; French Mirage
2,000 multirole fighters; and Anglo-French Jaguar deep penctration strike
aircraft. In addition, the Indian Navy today can successfully prosceute
antishipping, antisubmarime, and amphibious warfare operations.

[ndia’s current military capability provides the neeessary means to deal
with both the Pakistani and Chinese threats. Therefore, the ongoing
acquisition of sophisticated weaponry suggests that New Delhi now
discerns a broader policy goal, onc that includes the Indian Ocean and its
periphery. Indeed, Indian force projection capabilitics provide visible
evidence of Indian aspirations to achieve politico-military predominance in
the Indian Occean.?

Commercial Interests in the Indian Ocean. Economic concerns play an
important role in New Declhi's rationale for managing its Indian Ocean
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security problems. India’s 3,500-mile coastline, with more than 230 ports,
and its significant mineral and fishing resources in its Exclusive Economic
Zone remain vulnerable to scaborne threats.t For example, production at
offshore oil fields satisfies nearly two-thirds of domestic petroleum
requirements. Water contiguous to India's west coast contains deposits of
phosphate, calcium, aud barium, while manganese nodules have been
discovered in many parts of the continental shelf.5 India’s economic
development depends heavily on oceanic trade (increasing commercial
activity has led to a concomitant expansion of India’s merchant fleet, now
numbering 700 vesscls). Maintaining India’s sea lines of communication
thus forms a primary IN mission.¢

New Delhi has placed considerable emphasis on broadened economic ties
with Indian Occan states. Joint ventures have proven a useful export
promotion vehicle, yielding significant foreign exchange earnings. India’s
contribuation to such undertakings includes the provision of plant, machinery,
and technical expertise (typically in intermediate technology ranges). Asof
August 1984, India had established joint ventures with the following
island/littoral nations: Malaysia (27 joint ventures), Singapore (20), Indonesia
(12), Sri Lanka (12}, Thailand (9), United Arab Emirates (9), Kenya (8), Saudi
Arabia (3), Mauritius (2), Australia (1), Bangladesh (1), Kuwait (1). Indian
technical consultancy services and civil construction firms are also employed
throughout the region.” In this context, New Declhi hopes that economic
involvement with west Asian states may induce Arab capital participation in
its domestic entcrprises in both public and private sectors.?

A novel element of India’s regional trade relationships is the importance
assigned to weapons/combat equipment export. Military sales were
previously limited to small arms and ammunition; New Delhi now secks
consumers for light artillery, military vehicles, and electronics systems.® This
export program is designed to augment India’s foreign exchange holdings and
lessen the dependence of Indian Ocean states on traditional arms sources.1®
Initial successes have been achieved, e.g., [ran has signed purchase agreements
for large numbers of Indian-manufactured jeeps.!!

New Delhi also has instituted a modest program of economic and military
assistance to Indian Ocean statcs. As with arms sales, this undertaking serves
to reduce dependence on Western and Soviet bloc aid, while increasing
island/littoral state interaction with New Delhi—a politically acceptable
alternative based on India’s nonaligned status.?2

Recurrent Threats to Overseas Indian Communities. Difficulties experienced by
the Tamil minority in Sri Lanka evidence the vulnerability of Indian
communities throughout the region. (Table 1 lists Indian nationals and
foreign nationals of Indian descent residing in island/lictoral states as of 1
January 1984. The numnber of Indians curreutly employed in west Asia has
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1
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Indians Residing in Indian Ocean Island/Littoral States

Residents of

Country Indian Origin
Auscralia 41,664
Bahrain 40,000
Bangladesh 452
Burma 300,000-400,000
Comoros 178
Djibouti 350
Ethiopia 2,960
Indonesia 20,000
Iran 20,000
Kenya 70,000
Kuwairt 81,000
Madagascar 21,500
Malaysia 1,170,000
Maldives 126
Mauritius 697,000
Mozambique 20,707
Oman 160,000
Qartar 40,000
Saudi Arabia 197,100
Seychelles 612
Singapore 159,500
Somalia 1,167
Sri Lanka 1,027,862
Tanzania 50,100
Thailand 25,000
United Arab Emirates 250,000
Yemen (PDR) 100,000

Source: "Indians Residing Abroad,” Parliamentary News and Views Service (New Delhi: Monsoon Session,
1984), pp. 16-21,

Table 1

probably decreased because of declining oil revenues and the efforts of these
states to employ their own work force.) In addition to the ties of citizenship
and national affinity, New Delhi’s concern for the welfare of overseas Indian
populations rests on commercial opportunities in Indian Ocean countries,
foreign exchange revenues, and domestic politics. There is no evidence to
suggest that New Delhi has influenced second-party trade policies by
manipulating these communities, nevertheless they furnish a uscful access
mechanism for Indian entreprencurs endeavoring to launch business
initiatives. [ndians residing abroad are an important source of foreign
exchange, with remittances totalling $5 billion annually. Various strategies
have been uscd to encourage investment in India by such persons—e.g., new
deposits of maturities greater than 1 year and held in nonresident accounts
provide significantly higher returns than local deposits of comparable
maturities; nonresidents can purchase 12 percent, 6-ycar national savings
certificates with no wealth, gift, or income tax obligation.!3
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Finally, the safery of Indians abroad has become an umportant domestic
political issuc. Thus, Sri Lankan communal vielence has prccipitatcd demands
by Tamil politicians in India that the central government take cocrcive steps
against Colombo. New Delhi’s desire to protect overscas [ndian communitics
has led to the adoption of two complementary policics, viz., broadencd
cconomic and diplomatic linkages with Indian Ocean states and an enhanced
maritime power projection capability, allowing India to impose stability on
some regional actors by military means.™ Articulation of the “Indira
Doctrine,” asserting a right to intervene in the affairs of neighboring
countrics if internal disorder threatens Indian sccurity, serves as a corollary
measurc.’S Some commentators suggest that this principle be expanded to
comprchend situations in which the lives and property of overseas Indians arc
atrisk, even if Indian national sccurity is not affected: ““Mauritius, St:ychc”cs,
Maldives, and other republics and territories in the Indian Occan littoral have
substantial populations of Indian origin with strong cultural and cmotional
bonds to the subcontinent. They look to India not only for cconomic and
technical assistance but also for their security. The security of these peoples is
a legitimate concern for India, 16

Presence of Extraregional Naval Units in the Indian Ocean. Indian Ocean
deployment of naval combatants by cxtrarcgional states forms an additional
Indian security concern. Perception of this threat was first occasioned by the
positioning of the U.S. aircraft carricr Fnterprise in the Bay of Bengal during
the 1971 Indo-Pakistani war. The intervening years have witnessed a
substantial augmentation of U.S. and Soviet regional maritime strength. In
the case of the United States, it has stationed a carrier battle group in the
Arabian Sea, upgraded its military installations on the island of Diego Garcia,
and organized a rapid deployment force.'” Sovict cfforts to counter U.S.
strategic capabilitics in the area include, inter alia, acquisition of basing rights
in Aden.#

New Delhidesires the withdrawal of U.S, and Sovict warships from the
Indian Occan. Most significantly, a materially reduced American and
Sovict presence in the Indian Ocean would allow New Delhi o fill the
resulting power vacuum (as the United States and U.S.S.R. filled the void
left by Great Britain in the 1960s). This, in turn, would facilitate
establishment of sponsor-client security relationships with island/littoral
states. Indeed, government officials now discuss the possibility of
demarcating a sceurity zone encompassing both the Gulf of Oman and
Strait of Malacca, with control of all Indian Occan chokepoints as an
ultimate objective.1?

Pakistani-West Asian Security Relationships. New Dclhi’s concentration on
Indian Qcean sccurity issues, in part, arises from the need to limit
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involvement of west Asian states—situated on the Indian Ocean periphery—
in subcontinental affairs. Islamabad maintains a sccurity presence with a
number of Islamnic nations—at least onc augmented brigade of the Pakistani
Army is stationed in Saudi Arabia, and servicemen have been seconded to
other west Asian military forces as training program instructors.® These
finkages increase Pakistani familiarity with advanced weapon systems and,
more importantly, enhance prospects for third-party arms transfers during
any future Indo-Pakistani conflict.? New Declhi is ewnploying various
mcasures to reducc the threat presented by Pakistani-west Asian defense
ties—e.g., demonstrating consistent support for Arab causes in international
forums, and alerting west Asian states to its growing military power through
such mechanisms as port calls by IN warships.

Prestige and Psychological Factors. New Delhi’s interest in controlling Indian
Ocean affairs, with an attendant strengthening of maritime force projection
resources, forms part of a larger cffort to validate its image as an emerging
middle power. Indeed, a number of Indian leaders now believe their country
should assume a central position in world politics, and by upgrading its
military and technological capabilitics (the latter evidenced by the indigenous
design and fabrication of satellite launch vchicles), they hope to induce
sitnilar perceptions by foreign governments, Such enhanced capabilities also
serve to heighten national self-esteem, facilitated by extensive comment and
analysis in the Indian press.

indian Ocean Policy: Implementation Strategies

New Delhi’s desire to become and be scen as the leading Indian Ocean
power has lead to the adoption of the following measures:

® modernization and expansion of naval and naval aviation assets, the
coast guard, and air force units perforining maritime interdiction roles;

® provisions of defense training;

® cconomic/technical assistance to regional states;

® ship visits by the Indian Navy; and

® diplomatic initiatives.

Modernization of Naval Assets, The Indian Navy numbers over 70
combatanr ships and approximately 50,000 men. It is the only fleet of an
Indian Ocean nation to maintain an aircraft carrier. The INS Vikrant is a
light carrier of the British Majestic class and although launched in 1945, it
was not commissioned until 1961 and has since been refitted twice. The
Vikrant's air group includes British Sca Harrier V/STOL fighters and Sea
King antisubmarine warfare (ASW) helicopters. Third-generation Sea
Eagle air-to-surface missiles may be mated with the Sea Kings, furnishing a
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significant antishipping capability.2 The Vikrans is expected to remain in
service until at least 1992, New Delhi recently concluded negotiations with
Britain for the purchase of a second aircraft carrier,? and is intcrested in
other capital ships, including Soviet Kresta-class guided missile cruisers.

[ndian Navy air defense resources have been augmented materially by the
acquisition of Soviet Kashin-class guided missile destroyers fitted with SA-
N-1 surface-to-air and SS-N-2¢ surface-to-surface missile launchers. Some of
these destroyers also carry KA-25/Hormone ASW helicopters. The Indian
Navy has cight Soviet Foxtrot~class diesel submarines and these boats will be
supplemented by six Soviet Kilo-class submarines. The first Kilo-class boat
was delivered in the summer of 1986. Further, India is purchasing four SSK
type-1500 submarines from West Germany.

Construction of Godavari-class guided missile frigates—an Indian design
based on the British Feander-class frigate—equipped with four surface-to-
surface guided missile launchers, two Sea King ASW helicopters, a 76mm
antiaircraft gun, and six antisubmarine torpedo tubes, forms another element
of the Navy's acquisition program. Indian Navy moderuization efforts also
involve procurement of landing craft which supplement the existing
inventory of six Polnocny-class LCTs and four LCUs.2 Consequently, the
Navy soon will be able to transport battalion-size formations along with
armor and artillery support.26 Coupled with these assets has been an increase
in the frequency and magnitude of amphibious warfare exercises.?

The Indian Navy air arm consists of more than 35 combat aircraft and 20
helicopters, organized into a Sea Harrier attack squadron, an Alizé 1050 ASW
squadron, IL-38/May and L-1049 Super Constellation maritime reconnais-
sance squadrons, and 4 ASW helicopter squadrons.® Airborne maritime
reconnaissance operations have been inhibited by their limited number and
the subsequent overcommitment of the IL-38s. The Indian Navy may obtain
the Soviet TU-142M, a vanant of the TU-95/Bcar, to meet its strategic
reconnaissance requirements.?

Table 2 compares the inventories of several regional navies, demonstrating
that the Indian Navy remains the largest and most capable fleet possessed by
an Indian Ocean statc.

The Indian Navy’s ability to discharge regional power projection
responsibilities has been enhanced by the cstablishment of a coast guard which
has assumed missions that were previously assigned to the navy—c.g.,
pollution menitoring and control, and marine search and rescue. Indeed, some
Indian journalists now discuss a two-tiered maritime strategy, viz., force
projection throughout the Indian Ocean by the navy, while the coast guard
sanitizes immediate offshore arcas®

The Indian Air Force (IAF) contributes to power projection efforts
through its IL-76/Candid transports (the IL~76 is a Sovict cargo aircraft,
equivalent in payload and performance to the U.S. Air Force’s C-141).%
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Comparison of Major Indian Ocean Naval Powers
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Table 2

Further, IAF land-based fighter-bombers can be employed in a maritime
strike or interdiction role. In this context, an Indian Southern Air Command
was recently established at Trivandrum and has been tasked with protecting
the southern peninsula and offshore island territories.® Among the weapon
systems likely to fall within the operational control of Southern Air
Command are Jaguar aircraft armed with sophisticated antiship missiles.
Assigning maritime strike responsibilities to the IAF Jaguar, and perhaps
Mirage 2000, may well reflect lessons learned from the Falkland Islands
conflict which has been a focus of attention in Indian military writings.

An appreciation of New Delhi’s growing ability to apply military power
throughout the region may be derived from the accompanying chart (1). It
divides the Indian Occan into three force projection zones (with submarines
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designating principal chokepoints). Zone 1, the “Zone of Total Force
Projection Capability,” comprehends those arcas in which all relevant IN and
LAF systems, to include amphibious warfare assets and land-based maritime
strike aireraft, can be deployed without refueling or replenishment. Zone 2,
the “Early Warning Zone,” indicates the operational range of IN surface
combatants and reconnaissance aircraft. Zone 3, the “Potential Power
Projection Zone,” encompasses the entire Indian Ocean, making clear the
greater range of surface vessels and reconnaissance aircraft presently being
assimilated into the IN inventory or likely to be acquired in the next 10 years.
Chart 2 illustrates the braadened options presented by a repositioning of
maritime strike aireraft from the mainland to forward operating locations in
the Andaman and Nicobar Islands. Such a move, long planned by the Indian
Air Force,™ would increase substantially the occan arca defended by thesc
aircraft, make possible attacks against ships transiting the Strait of Malacea,
and permit enemy naval and air forces to be engaged at considerable distances
from the subcontinent.
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Source: Jane'’s All the World’s Aircraft 1985-86 (L.ondon: Jane's Publishing Company Limited).

Defense Training. The development and promotion of area defense training
programs serves to acquaint regional states with the growing effectiveness of
India’s Armed Forces. Forcign student interaction with Indian military
instructors can well contribute to a sympathetic view of New Delhi’s security
policies. The generation of such perceptions has an enduring effect, as many
foreign trainecs assume senior positions in their government’s military and
administrative burcaucracies.®

New Delhi has established military training relationships with extra-
regional Indian Ocean states as well. Participating states can be grouped into
four general categories with some overlapping membership. The first group,
consisting of Commonwealth nations for which New Delhi has furnished
instruction to their military personnel, includes Botswana, Ghana, Kenya,
Malaysia, Mauritius, Nigeria, Seychelles, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Tanzania,
Uganda, and Zambia.* By strengthening ties with Commonwealth states,
India sees an opportunity to increase support for its policy stances in such
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organizations as the Non-Aligned Movement and the United Nations.
Countries with large Indian populations—citizens or persons of Indian
ancestry—form a second training recipient category and include Burma,
Kenya, Malaysia, Mauritius, Oman, Singapore, Sri Lanka, and Tanzania.?
The conclusion of military training agreements with these states has most
likely been driven by a desire to ensure the social and economic well-being of
these Indian communities. A third category is principal trading partners, such
as Iran and Iraq.® In this case, it is probable that New Delhi has initiated
military training programs both to encourage broadened commercial
linkages and guarantee the availability of various primary commodities.
Involvement with this category of states is also designed to counter Pakistani-
west Asian security relationships.? More than 30,000 Pakistani military
personnel reportedly are serving as advisors, pilots, technicians, and training
staff in Libya, Jordan, and the United Arab Emirates. Further, an augmented
Pakistani infantry brigade is stationed near Riyadh, with additional units to be
positioned in Saudi Arabia during crises.®

New Delhi has assighed military training groups to overseas posts as well.
For example, a team of Indian instructors was employed by the Singapore Air
Force at its Flying Training School in the early 1980s.4! Further contingents of
military personnel have been sent, inter alia, to Botswana, Iraq, Mauritius,
Nigeria, and Oman.©

Economic/ Technical Assistance, New Delhi is contributing significantly to the
economic development of several Indian Ocean states. Cooperative efforts
focus on reservation of seats for foreign students in medical, engineering, and
other technical institutions; in-country provision for technical assistance by
Indian experts {e.g., physicians, engineers, accountants, and public adminis-
trators); in-country operation of small-scale industrial facilities for training
purposes; and execution of economic feasibility studies.®® Further, India is
transferring industrial technology to island/littoral nations through joint
ventures and licensing agreements,# Adoption of these measures presumably
results from New Delhi’s desire to promote its image as a regional patron.

Indian Navy Ship Visits, Warship visits to foreign countries traditionally have
served as influence-building measures, demonstrating the naval power
available to national decision makers. New Delhi now employs this technique
to promote its political influence throughout the region. Thus, the past
decade has witnessed IN visits to virtually all Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf
states.

Diplomatic Initiatives, New Delhi's political agenda for the subcontinent and
Indian Ocean contains three core elements: no foreign bases in South Asia;
bilateralism in dealings with neighboring states; and establishment of an
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Indian Ocean Zone of Peace (IOZP), entailing the removal of extraregional
military and naval forces.®® Accomplishment of these policy goals would
greatly facilitate New Delhi’s efforts to become the dominant power in the
Indian Ocean.

India has fashioned a consensus among island/littoral states supporting the
institution of an [OZP. (It should be noted, however, that [OZP definitions
advanced by Indian Ocean states frequently envision a reduction in the force
levels of all navies patrolling these waters, including the Indian Navy. New
Delhi does not support such an cxpansive interpretation of the IOZP
concept.) In the early 1970s, Sri Lanka was persuaded to introduce the IOZP
proposal before a conference of the Non-Aligned Movement and the United
Nations General Assembly. The IOZP concept was embraced by both
organizations,* and has been endorsed by the U.S.5.R. Soviet acceptance is
apt to rest on the assumption that demilitarization of the Indian Ocean
(regarding nonlittoral states, at any rate) remains an infeasible proposition
given U.S. hostility toward the arrangement. Additionally, Soviet proximity
to the region provides them a clear geostrategic advantage should U.S. forces
be withdrawn.

More recently, New Delhi has backed the demand submitted by Mauritius
for retrocession of the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia.®® Great
Britain currently administers this island as part of the British Indian Ocean
Territory. London has leased Diego Garcia to the United States and has
permitted the United States to construct military installations on the island.
Confirmation of Mauritius’ title to Diego Garcia would severely inhibit U.S.
operations in the Indian Ocean.

Agrowing force projection capability, in conjunction with supple-
mentary influence enhancement measures, is evidence of New
Delhi’s predisposition to play a principal role as an Indian Ocean power.
Beyond this, the planning staffsof extraregional navies deployed in the Indian
Ocean must view the Indian Navy as a major player. Thus, such issues as IN
force posture and weapon employment doctrine have become central to
threat assessments prepared by these bodies.

Nevertheless, New Delhi still must take added steps if it is to achieve
politico-military paramountcy in the Indian Ocean. First, it would be
necessary for the Indian Navy to acquire more advanced strike aircraft,
thereby facilitating establishment of sea control in war.* Second, amphibious
warfare assets would have to be augmented to include procurement of large
landing ships and creation of an independent naval infantry. The latter
undertaking would end reliance on military units with limited training in
amphibious operations.® An enhanced amphibious capability would
materially strengthen India’s military credibility in the region. [n turn, itmay

also induce nc\j\ghborin states to accept New Delhi, albeit reluctantly, as the
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primary arbiter in resolving regional disputes. In New Declhi’s view, these
regional actors soon would be reluctant to launch major foreign and security
policy initiatives in the absence of New Delhi’s support or acquiescence,
Third, Tndia must revivify diplomatic efforts to exclude nonlittoral state
navies from this region. Clearly, New Declhi cannot be considered the
dominant actor in the Indian Ocean if significant extraregional forces are
positioned at will in its contiguous waters during crises.

By effectively implementing these three measures, the Indian Navy would
assume its policy role as a major arbitrator in the Indian Ocean.
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The Future of the Marines in Small Wars

R. Lynn Rylander

he tactic of wearing an adversary down, one step at a time, without

arousing him to meaningful response, was first articulated by Sun
Tzu in the 4th century B.C. The revolutiou that gave birth to both the United
States and the U.S. Marine Corps and served as the model for so many other
struggles for freedom was in large part low-intensity conflict. Clausewitz
wrote of the “people in arms’’ nibbling at the shell and around the edges in
arcas just outside the theater of war.

Roughly 50 years ago in China, Mao Zedong was combining centuries of
low-intensity conflict with his own experience in works such as On Guerrilla
Warfare and painting them with the ideological brush of Marxism-Leninism.
““Wars of National Liberation’ have been with us ever since. Meanwhile, the
U.S. Marine Corps was distilling more than a century and a half of combat
experience inits Small Wars Manual. In all probability this 1940 document is no
longer widely read, but it should be, because it contains many truths about
small wars that America has lost sight of 1

The Small War Threat

One of the greatest difficulties in dealing with small wars, or the
contemporary term, ‘‘low-intensity conflict” (LIC), is coming to an
understanding of its nature. The Small Wars Manual notes that such wars are
“conceived in uncertainty, are conducted often with precarious responsibility
and doubtful authority, under indeterminate orders lacking specific
instructions.’”? In other words, by nature they are ambiguous, a point stressed
repeatedly at the January 1986 Low-Intensity Warfare Conference sponsored
by the Secretary of Defense.

For a definition, we need something more. Let me suggest this: Low-
intensity conflictis that conflict between nations or between groups within a
nation and the established government in which conventional military power

R. Lynn Rylander is with the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Special Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict and is responsible for special

operations, low-intensity conflict, and counterterrorism policy.
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plays a less decisive role than the exercise of capabilities or assets in the social,
economic, political, psychological, or unconventional military arenas of
conflict.

However we choose to define low-intensity conflict, certainly, it is not
peace; nor is it a major, declared war. [t is not conventional warfare and it is
not nuclear deterrence, although these factors form its backdrop. It was not
Vietnam, at least from the standpoint apparent in the U.S. approach to that
conflict after 1965. We tried to make that war something that it was not—a
small version of a war on the plains of Europe.

Such conflict shows itself in a number of ways. Chief among them are
insurgency, state-sponsored terrorism, trafficking in illegal narcotics for
political ends, and disinformation. While these forms of struggle differ in
their tactics, they share the common strategic objective of changing the
existing order. Individually or collectively, they represent a complex
interaction of social, political, economic, psychological, and unconventional
military factors. These assaults are protracted by nature, designed to erode
the will of the opponent, and avoid provoking him into effective counter-
action.

Conflicts of this sort grow out of real or perceived inequities such as
population explosions that outstrip resources, poverty, collapsing demand for
a country's exports, and political systems that concentrate power and wealth
in the hands of'a few at the expense of many. In some cases, the reaction canbe
a legitimate desire for freedom. In others, it can be an attempt to replace the
existing order with one even more repressive and inequitable, although the
practitioners scldom advertise their objectives in those terms. In revolutions
supported by the Communists, it is common for them to show their true
colors only after achieving power, as in Cuba and Nicaragua.

While much low-intensity conflict arises from the pervasive instability of
the Third World, it is not restricted to the Third World. It is, however,
highly susceptible to exploitation by third parties secking to achieve their
own ends. In fact, the Soviet Union and its surrogates, recoghizing the
strength of our conventional and nuclear deterrent, have seized on it as an
attractive way to undermine our interests without direct confrontation.
Those who have studied the problem agree that LIC will pose the most
immediate threat to U.S. security for the foreseeable future, certainly
through the end of this century. What it means today can be easily cataloged.

Today, one out of every four countries around the world is engaged in some
sort of conflict. In our own hemisphere there are at least nine active
insurgencies, including those in El Salvador, Colombia, Peru, and Chile. In
short, armed combat is daily fare for some 4 million individuals on this planet.

Terrorism is a particularly vicious component of LIC, with its practitioners
growing in sophistication and becoming increasingly intertwined inter-

Publisﬂg&?’r{%!&avsllncc 1968 thcr? have been B,000 recorded terrorist incidents
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resulting in more than 5,500 dead and 11,000 wounded. In 1985 alone, there
were nearly 900 deaths resulting from 851 incidents.

Today's terrorism is especially dangerous because of the availability of
statc support and the resources implicit with that backing. Generally we
understand the role of countries such as Libya and Cuba and organizations
such as the PLO. But the extent to which the Soviet Union pursues a
two-track policy of conventional diplomacy and covert support for terrorism
is less clear. According to the Director of Central Intelligence, every year
some 600 individuals travel to the Soviet Union for terrorist indoctrination
and paramilitary training.

Moreover, we are beginning to see relationships develop between terrorist
organizations and international narcotics interests, relationships based more
on mutual self-interest than on ideology. Drug trafficking is a profitable,
relatively risk-free source of income for terrorists. The drug network,
terrorists, and insurgents frequently coexist in the same regions as a matter of
security, and armed terrorists and insurgents may even provide security for
those in the drug manufacturing and distribution apparatus. Drug running, in
part, is simply a garden-variety criminal activity motivated by the prospect of
great wealth, Increasingly, however, it has a political component—as with
the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (M~19) and Sendero Luminoso,
in Peru—and, thus, must be considered part of the low-intensity assault on the
West, In either case, the toll in human suffering and societal degradation is
apparent.

In 1985, terrorists attacked people or their property in some 90 countries.
American citizens are now targets of about 25 percent of all these attacks. In
1985, terrorists killed 38 American citizens and wounded 160. From January
1986 through the Karachi hijacking in early September, they killed 12
Americans and wounded 100. Overlying all this activity is the Soviet use of
“active measures,” which includes disinformation, front activities, propa-
ganda, and agents of influence. One estimate suggets that some 15,000 Soviets
are engaged in active measures and that Moscow spends approximately $3-4
billion every year on this activity.

Since the end of World War [1, the West has been under subtle assault. For
too many years we viewed the various components of this assault as isolated
and unconnected. Having tried without success to respond in Indochina, we
closed our eyes to the threat. We can no longer ignore it and we can no longer
accept the premise that low-intensity conflict is the exclusive domain of our
antagonists or an inevitable, irreversible force of history.

The U.S. Response

Strategy. The U.S. response to LIC is motivated by our recognition of “the

consequences of failing ro deter conflict at the lowest level possible,” and
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shaped by three realities: First, while most of the world's instability stems
from local causes, the Soviet Union secks to exploit this instability for its own
purposes. Second, we are witnessing what President Reagan has called “The
Democratic Revolution,” local resistance to Communist regimes installed or
maintained by the Soviet Union and its surrogates. Third, just as we share our
stake in freedom with others, we must look to them to assume a proper part of
the burden of gaining or maintaining their own freedom.

These realities and the ambiguous nature of low-intensity conflict dictate a
two-pronged U.S. strategy. First, we must both deal with the underlying
instability that fuels such conflict and counter Soviet and surrogate
exploitation. This requires a comprehensive and coordinated program of;
economic, humanitarian, and security assistance; diplomatic initiatives
designed to resolve regional conflicts; the use of military forces in
counterterrorism, contingency response and peacekeeping operations; and a
national program of drug interdiction.

Second, we must deny the practitioners of this form of conflict the
benefits of legitimacy and sanctuary accorded by law to states engaged in
normal international relations. We nced not and do not accept the
pretension that Soviet gains are inevitable or irreversible and will,
therefore, support indigenous resistance to repressive regimes. We view
terrorism as a criminal activity and should take steps to disrupt and preempt
the operations of state-supported terrorist organizations. We recognize
that interdiction alone will not resolve the problem of illicit drugs and
should act to disrupt and eradicate the underlying manufacturing and
distribution mechanisms.

Components of the Strategy. The key to successful U.S. response to low-
intensity conflict is to deal comprehensively with its manifestations as
elements of a single threat and use every foreign policy tool at our disposal,
including our military strength and the vitality of our economy. President
Reagan has identified four key elements:*

® Security Assistance and Arms Transfer—to support the efforts of
others who seek to strengthen their defense;

® FEconomic Assistance—to help others earn their own way;

® Diplomatic Initiatives—to begin reselving regional conflicts; and

® Support for Freedom Fighters—to give others the chance to fight
their own battles,

These efforts must constitute a coherent, carefully integrated, and
coordinated whole. Recent legislation has created a Low-Intensity Conflict
Board within the National Security Council structure and, as a sense of
Congress, proposes the establishment of a Deputy Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs for Low-Intensity Conflict. Thus, the

coordinatingl mechanism is in place.
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The Role of the Department of Defense. Low-intensity conflict poses a serious
dilemma for any defense establishment, and the United States is no exception.
It is not punctuated by galvanizing events such as Pearl Harbor. It is not
susceptible to solution through the application of mass and fircpower. In fact,
it is predominately nonviolent. It offers no prospect of decisive victory. But,
because itis a protracted struggle, it does lay open the use of the military ever
more widely to criticism.

Reflecting this dilemma, Secretary Weinberger has described the bounds
for employment of U.S. combat forces in terms of six major tests:3

1. The U.S. should not commit forces to combat unless the circumstances are
deemed vital to our national interest or that of our allies.

2. If we commit forces to combat, we should do so with the clear intention
of winning.

3. If we commit forces to combat, we should have clearly defined political
and military objectives.

4. Forces committed must be consistent with our objectives.

5. We must have the sustained support of the American people and
Congress,

6. Commitment of forces to combat should be a last resort.

Clearly, the Secretary’s six tests place constraints on the Defense
Department’s role. Yet, we have taken steps in the last 5 years to enhance our
capabilities within those bounds:

® As an outgrowth of the 1980 hostage rescue attempt, we have created
highly ready counterterrorist forces drawn from all four services.

® Reacting to a decade of neglect, we have made revitalization of our
Special Operations Forces (SOF} one of our highest priorities.

® In recognition of the need to institutionalize the required capability,
we have recently established a unified Special Operations Command.

So What about the Marines?

Old Roles and New Challenges. By law, the Marine Corps is organized,
trained, and equipped for the *‘seizure or defense of advanced naval bases and
for the conduct of such land operations as may be essential to the prosecution
of a naval campaign.”’s The Marine Corps also has primacy in the field of
amphibious operations.

From 1800 to 1934, the Marines landed 180 times in 37 countries. In the 100
years preceding publication of the Small Wars Manual, the Marines were
actively engaged in small wars in all but 15 years.

Traditionally, the Marines Corps’ role consisted of two major components.
The first was contingency response, as in the Boxer Rebellion and unrest in
Latin America. The second was peacekeeping operations, as in Lebanon.
However, the face of low-intensity conflict began to change in the 1940s.
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What was once the domain of the dispossessed became the vehicle for the
spread of ideologically motivated “wars of national liberation.” The postwar
breakup of the old empires provided both the fuel and the test bed for such
wars. More recently, the phenomenon of state-supported terrorism has been
added as an important dimension of low-intensity conflict.

The breakup of the empires also meant that the traditional colonial powers
would no longer maintain the established order in the Third World. Equally
apparent was the disinclination of the United States to serve as “‘the world’s
policeman,” a fact of life reinforced by our experience in Southeast Asia. The
changed nature of conflict in the Third World poses a significant challenge to
the Marine Corps. Clearly, traditional roles such as contingency response and
peacekeeping operations will continue to be a critical part of our response.
The Marine Corps is well prepared to meet such challenges.

Similarly, terrorism counteraction is essential to our national security.
While the Marine Corps does not possess the specialized skills held by our
forces dealing with terrorism, the nature and extent of Marine forward
deployments argue that Marines may be called upon to engage in such
operations to the extent their organization, training, and equipment permit them to do
s0. The real challenge for the Marine Corps is to deal with the civil-military
nature of low-intensity conflict.

Clausewitz called war an “act of mutual slaughter.”” This act is
characterized by extreme violence with opposing forces employing mass,
firepower, and maneuver. In low-intensity conflict, opposing forces still go
head-to-head employing a much-modified form of mass, firepower, and
maneuver. However, the most critical element is the struggle for the people’s
allegiance. It is a war that cannot be won—and should not be fought—
through conventional military means.

As important as they are, contingency response, peacekeeping, and
counterterrorism must constitute a small portion of the U.S. response to
low-intensity conflict. In fact, the nature of low-intensity conflict argues for
a response that relies heavily, if not exclusively, on local capabilities, Under
these circumstances our response must be one of support—foreign internal
defense on the one hand, and unconventional warfare on the other. The key
elements are such things as security assistance training, humanitarian
assistance, and civic action. This emphasis can be seen clearly in the
components of the Reagan doctrine. By deduction, it is also reflected in
Secretary Weinberger’s six tests for the employment of combat forces.

The chalienge to the Marine Corps is vexing. The Corps’ critical,
traditional roles are substantially circumscribed both by the nature of modern
small wars and the fundamentals of contemporary U.S. policy. Clearly, the
essence of our proper response places a premium on military capabilities that,
at least in the postwar era, have not been a fundamental part of Marine

philosophy.
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This is not to suggest that the Marine Corps lacks the capacity to extend its
operations into the broader range of activities demanded by low-intensity
conflict, In fact, the Marine Corps’ Combined Action Platoons in Vietnam
were one of the most well-reasoned and successful approaches to the kind of
conflict we confronted there. However, the Marine Corps is not now
focusing on such a broad range. This being the case, the questions become:
Should the Marine Corps reorient itself to the changed nature of “Smali
Wars''? If so, what changes are required, and can they be undertaken without
degrading cutrrent capgbilities?

Recent Experience. In 1985, the Marines decided to strengthen their well-tried
Marine Amphibious Unit (MAU). The new version was to be titled Marine
Amphibious Unit {Special Operations Capable}—or MAU(SOC).! The Marines
made this change because they saw that the Corps had an inherent capability to
conduct a broad spectrum of special operations. They sought to enhance that
capability through specialized organization, training, and equipment of their
normal MAU. These enhancements, now in process, will improve conventional
Marine operations, as well. When fully implemented, the Marine Corps will
have MAU(SOC)s in both the Atlantic and Pacific Fleer Marine Forces.

Though, in large measure, the MAU({SOC) is a response to the threat of
low-intensity conflict, its role is circumscribed be cause the Marine Corps has
properly sought not to duplicate existing special operations units such as
Special Forces, SEALs, or Rangers, And those forces by themselves constitute
asmall, ifimportant, part of our response to low-intensity conflict. Thus, the
spectrum of MAU(SOC)s missions is limited.

Special Operations Forces (SOF) possess a broad range of skills of which
many are applicable only at higher levels of violence, Yet, low-intensity
conflict must draw heavily on medical, engineering, and other military
capabilities that are found only outside the special operations community.

Twa key points need to be made about the MAU(SOC) concept. First, it
signals no change in Marine Corps doctrine. Rather, the intent is to enhance
the traditional maritime capabilities of units routinely deployed with the
flects. Within the framework of existing doctrine, however, the Marine
Corps is exploring the consequences of joint special operations when and
where the situation warrants involvement.

Second, the MAU(SOC) remains essentially a direct action unit focused
specifically on the introduction of forces from the sea—the Marine Corps’
specialty, This means that even with the creation of the MAU(SOC), Marine
Corps capabilities in low-intensity conflict remain largely concentrated in the
areas of peacekecping, contingency response, and counterterrorism. Specif-
ically, with regard to the last of these, the most visible component—hostage
rescue—is seen as a MAU(SOC) mission only in extremis, when dedicated
hostage rescue forces are not available and immediate action is required,
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In low-intensity conflict, U.S. forces, and especially SOF, have six primary
missions:

® Foreign Internal Defense (FID), FII) encompasses the military facets
of nation-building—military and paramilitary training, intelligence, psycho-
logical operations, and civil affairs—conducted in conjunction with other
components of the Government and designed to support another govern-
ment's cfforts to free and protect its society from subversion, lawlessness, and
insurgency. The classic counterinsurgency mission is absorbed within this
catcgory of functions.

¢ Unconventional Warfare (UW). UW missions include military and
paramilitary operations such as guerrilla warfare, evasion and escape,
sabotage, and subversion conducted in hostile, denied, or politically sensitive
territory. In this instance, U.S. forces or the indigenous troops they advise
seek to create the mnstability FII is designed to overcome,

® Psychological Operations (PSYOP). PSYOP includes psychological
warfare against adversaries as well as political, military, economic, and
ideological actions designed to create in neutral or friendly foreign groups the
emotions, attitudes, or behavior to support the achievement of national
objectives.

® Civil Affairs (CA)., CA includes those activities that affect the
relationship between U.S. forces and the indigenous civilian population,
authorities, institntions, and resources. They can play a key role in the
nation-building process.

® Reconnaissance. Reconnaissance cncompasses the collecrion of
intelligence cither separately or in support of other SOF operations.

® Strike {Direct Action). Strike missions include operations such as
interdiction, raids, and personnel recovery conducted in hostile or denied
areas, either unilaterally or in conjunction with indigenous forces.

The last two—reconnaissance and strike—come under the categories of
peacekeeping, contingency response, and counterterrorism. They are, in fact,
part of the Marinc Corps’ specialty. But the first four, to a much greater degree,
require the organization, training, and cquipment that one finds in the existing
special operations community—a line the Marine Corps has vowed not to cross.

Speaking before the corps of Cadets at West Point in 1962, President
Kennedy said of this type of war: “war by guerrillas, subversives, insurgents,
assassins, war by ambush instcad of by combat; by infiltration instcad of
aggression, sceking victory by eroding and exhausting the cnemy instead of
engaging him. . . . It requires in those situations where we must counter it,
and these are the kind of challenges that will be before us . . . a whole new
kind of strategy, a wholly different kind of force, and thercfore a new and
wholly different kind of military training.”™

"This “diffcrent kind of military training’” means, for cxample, that Army

Special Forces are sEcudlnts in the paramilitary component of LIC, largely
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training. Hence, Special Forces account for roughly one-third of U.S. Mobile
Training Teams. Army and Air Force psychological operations units are
designed for highly specialized missions, as are Army Civil Affairs units.

Though Marines do not specialize in those fields, they can play a training
role; although, again, they are limited by doctrinal considerations. They can,
for example, play a role in Civil Affairs through their two reserve component
Civil Affairs Groups.

The following chart illustrates these constraints by comparing MAU{SOC)
missions to the four major components of our response to low-intensity
conflict.

MAU(SOC) Missions and Low-Intensity Conflict

Counter- Peace-  Contingency FID and
tercorism  keeping Response uw

Amphibious Raids X X
Security Operations X X X
Limited Objective X X

Attack
Mobile Training Teams X X
Noncombatant Evac. X X X

Ops (NEO)
Show of Force X X X

Operations
Reinforcement X X

Operations
Civil Affairs X X
Deception Operations X X X
Fire Suppart Control X X X
Counterintelligence X X X
Initial Terminal Guidance X X
Electronic Warfare X X X
Hostage Rescue X X

Integrating the Marine Corps’ Capability

Limits. [ have focused on the bounds within which the Marine Corps can
fulfill its role in low-intensity conflict. First is the changed nature of low-
intensity conflict. Before World War I, the Marine Corps was the leading
edge of our response to small wars. This is no longer the case. Next is the
changed nature of our response. Contemporary U.S. policy with regard to
low-intensity conflict takes fully into account the inherent civil-military
nature of the problem. It stresses economic and security assistance and places
severe limits on any potential U.S. combat role.

Given these bounding factors, we can say the following about the Marine
Corps’ role in low-intensity conflict:
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® By virtue of its routine forward deployment, the Marine Corps will
continue to be a key element in U.S. contingency response.

® Even in this traditional arca, the development of specialized U.S,
capabilities in areas such as hostage rescue means that the Marine Corps may
act only in extremis situations.

® The Marine Corps is unlikely, as a matter of policy, to be involved in
sustained combat operations (as opposed to contingency response) in the
low-intensity conflict environment.

® In the absence of doctrinal change and specialized organization,
equipment, and training, the Marine Corps will play a very small role in the
areas of foreign internal defense and unconventional warfare that account for
the bulk of the military effort under these circumstances.

These facts do not mean that the Marine Corps has been “squeezed out of
the market” by the changing world order, or that the Marine Corps should
scrap its doctrine, built upon 200-plus years of tradition.

They do, however, suggest the need for a proper appreciation of those
facts, and a need to optimize Marine Corps capabilities in the context of that
reality. This is a two-part proposition: enhancing traditional capabilities and
changing the focus.

Enhancing Traditional Capabilities. Creation of the MAU(SOC)s is an
excellent example of the Marine Corps’ response to challenge in the
traditional arena. Reduced to its simplest form, it makes an outstanding force
even better. The concept today is limited because it concentrates solely on
deployed MAUs and those preparing to deploy. Thus, the benefits derived
from specialized training and equipment tend to be transitory. With time,
experience, emphasis, and money, these benefits could be extended to all
Marine elements regardless of their deployment status.

Changing the Focus. This arena poses the greatest challenge to the Marine
Corps, for it raises the prospect of weakening the direct link between Fleet
and Marine Corps deployments. Simply put, the critical element in small
wars, or low-intensity conflict is not the introduction of forces ashore but
rather the operations of those units on shore. The second critical element is
that those operations, in most cases, will be nonviolent.

All this must be considered in the context of changes in the national security
structure signed into law in October 1986. First, a Low-Intensity Conflict
Board is being established by the National Security Council to provide
centralized oversight for the civil-military U.S. response to LIC. Oversight
within the Department of Defense is being enhanced through creation of an
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Specia] Operations and Low-Intensity
Conflict, and our special operations capability has been improved with the

activation of a unified combatant command for special operations.
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This organizational structure clearly recognizes the difference between
low-intensity conflict and special operations. At the same time, we must
realistically expect that the new Special Operations Command will play a
centrdl role i1 our response to low-intensity conflict. By the same token, we
can expect our response to LIC to take on a decidedly joint flavor.

The challenge here can be simply stated but will be exceedingly difficult to
resolve: What is the relationship between the Marine Corps—the
MAU(SOC}s in particular—and joint special operations? On the one hand,
the MAU(SOC)s need not, in fact should not, be assigned to the command.
On the other, the capabilitics must be integrated as part of the overall effort.

The second challenge is to assess the prospect of an increased nonviolent
role for the Marine Corps. This may require increased attention to, and
further expansion of, the Marine Civil Affairs capability. It may mean the
employment of Marine Corps medical, engineering, and other combat service
support units in nation-building operations. Clearly, such operations run the
risk of reducing the support essential to deployed units and may, thercfore,
again requirce increased attention and expansion, no doubt at the expense of
somne other elements.

The question of organization in this regard is crucial, whether in a Marine
Corps or a joint context. One possible model is the Sccurity Assistance Force
(SAF) concept developed by the Army in the 1950s. (The SAF remains a part
of Army doctrine in name only.) The SAF was a deployable package of
medical, engineering, psychological operations, civil affairs, and other
relevant military capabilitics organized under a Special Forces headquarters.
While they existed, they provided the U.S. with a readily available,
comprehensive way of dealing with the unstable civil-military factors that
underlie low-intensity conflict. For the most part, the Marine Corps possesses
the same broad range of capabilitics and could move to organize them in this
manner within the confines of existing doctrine.

I n sum, the Marine Corpsis likely to play a modest role in low-intensity

conflict for the foreseeable future. The traditional part of that role will
remain extremely important but will not resemble the Marine Corps’ first 150
years in scope or intensity. The Marines can play a less traditional nonviolent
role within the confines of existing doctrine if they choose to do so. Choosing
the roles they will play will be the Marines’ greatest challenge for the rest of
this century.
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The Self-Designing High-Reliability
Organization:
Aircraft Carrier Flight Operations at Sea

Gene [. Rochlin, Todd R. La Parte and Karlenc H. Roberts

A hundred things T have no control over could go wrong and wreck my career . . . but
wherever [ go from here, I'l never have a becter job than this, . . . Thisis the bestjob in
the world.

Carrier Commanding Officer

R ecent studies of large, formal organizations that perform complex,
inherently hazardous, and highly technical tasks under conditions of
tight coupling and severe time pressure have generally concluded that most
will fail spectacularly at some point, with attendant human and social costs of
great severity.! The notion that accidents in these systems are “normal,” that
is, to be expected given the conditions and risks of operation, appears to be as
well-grounded in experience as in theory.? Yet, there is a small group of
organizations in American society that appears to succeed under trying
circumstances, performing daily a number of highly complex technical tasks
in which they cannot afford to “fail.”” We are currently studying three
unusually salient examples whereby devotion to a zero rate of error is almost
matched by their performance—utility grid management {Pacific Gas &
Electric Company), air traffic control, and flight operations aboard U.S.
Navy aircraft carriers.

Of all activities studied by our research group, flight operations at sea is the
closest to the “edge of the envelope”—operating under the most extreme
conditions in the least stable environment, and with the greatest tension
between preserving safety and reliability and attaining maximum operational
efficiency.? Both electrical utilities and air traffic control emphasize the
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Berkeley.

Professor La Porte is professor of political science and associate director of the
Institute of Governmental Studies, University of California, Berkeley.

Professor Roberts, an organizational psychologist, is professor of business
administration at the University of California, Berkeley,

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1

78



Naval War College: Autumn 1987 Full Issue

Rochlin, La Porte and Roberts 77

importance of long training, careful selection, task and team stability, and
cumulative experience. Yet the Navy demonstrably performs very well
with a young and largely inexperienced crew, with a “management’’ staff of
officers that turns over half its complement each year, and in a working
environment that must rebuild itself from scratch approximately every 18
months. Such performance strongly challenges our theoretical under-
standing of the Navy as an organization, its training and operational
processes, and the problem of high-reliability organizations generally.

It will come as no surprise to this audience that the Navy has eertain
traditional ways of doing things that transcend specifics of missions, ships,
and technology. Much of what we have to report interprets that which is
“known" to naval carrier personnel, yet seldom articulated or analyzed.
We have been struck by the degree to which a set of highly unusual formal
and informal rules and relationships are taken for granted, implicitly and
almost unconsciously incorporated into the organizational structure of the
operational Navy.

Only those who have been privileged to participate in high-tempo flight
operations aboard a modern aircraft carrier at sea can appreciate the
complexity, strain, and inherent hazards that underlie seemingly routine
day-to-day operations. That naval personnel ultimately accept these
conditions as more or less routine is yet another example of how adaptable
people are to even the most difficult and stressful of circumstances.

We have now spent considerable time aboard several aircraft carriers in
port and at sea, and our team of non-Navy academics retains a certain
distance that allows ns to recognize and report on the astonishing and unique
organizational structure and performance of carrier flight operations. We
do not presume that our limited exposure to a few aspects of operations has
given us a comprehensive overview. Nevertheless, we have already been
able to identify a set of causal factors that we believe are of central
importance to understanding how such organizations operate.

In an era of constant budgetary pressure, the Navy shares with other
organizations the need to defend those factors most critical to maintaining
performance without, at the same time, sacrificing either operational
reliability or safety. Following many conversations with naval persounel of
all ranks, we are convinced that the rules and procedures that make up those
factors are reasonably well-known internally, but are written down only in
part and generally not expressed in a form that can be readily conveyed
outside the confines of the Navy.

The purpose of this article is to report some of our more relevant findings
and observations to our gracious host, the Navy community; to describe air
operations through the eyes of informed, yet detached observers; and to use
our preliminary findings to reflect upon why carriers work as well as they

do.
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Self-Design and Self-Replication

So you want to understand an aircraft carrier? Well, just imagine that it’s a busy day,
and you shrink San Francisco Airpert to only one short runway and one ramp and gate.
Make planes take off and land at the same time, at half the present time interval, rock the
runway from side to side, and require that everyone who leaves in the morning returns
that same day. Make surc the equipment is so close to the edge of the envelope that it’s
fragile. Then turn off the radar to avoid detection, impose strict controls on radios, fuel
the aircraft in place with their engines running, put an cnemy in the air, and scatter live
boimnbs and rockets around. Now wet the whole thing down with salt water and oil, and
man it with 20-ycar old’s, halfof whom have never seen an airplane close-up. Oh, and by
the way, try not to kill anyone.

Senior Officer, Air Division

Today’s aircraft carrier flight operations are as much a product of their
history and continuity of operation as of their design. The complexity of
operations aboard a large, modern carrier flying the latest aircraft is so great
that no one, on or off the ship, can know the content and sequence of every task
needed to make sure the aircraft fly safely, reliably, and on schedule. As with
many organizatioks of similar size and complexity, tasks are broken down
internally into smaller and more homogeneous units as well as task-oriented
work groups.t In the case of the Navy, the decomposition rules are often ad
hoc and circumstantial: some tasks are organized by technical function
(Navigation, Weapons), some by unit (Squadron), some by activity (Handler,
Tower), and some by mission (Combat, Strike). Men may belong to and be
evaluated by one unit (e.g., one of the squadrons), yet be assigned to another
(e.g., aircraft maintenance).

In order to keep this network alive and coordinated, it must be kept
connected and integrated horizontally (e.g., across squadrons), vertically
(from maintenance and fuel up through operations), and across command
structures (Battle Group—Ship—Air Wing). As in all large organizations,
the responsible officer or chief has to know what to do in each case, how to
getit done, whom to report to and why, and how to coordinate with all units
that he depends upon or that depend upon him. This is complicated in the
Navy case by the requirement for many personnel, particularly the more
senior officers, to interact on a regular basis with those from several separate
organizational hierarchies. Each has several different roles to play depending
upon which of the structures is in effect at any given time.’

Furthermore, these organizational structures also shift in time to adapt to
varying circumstances. The evolution of the separate units (e.g., Ships, Air
Wing, Command Structures), and their integration during workup into a
fully coordinated operational team, for example, have few, if any applicable
counterparts in civilian organizations.8 There is also no civilian counterpart
for the requirement to adapt to rapid shifts in role and authority in response to

changing tactical circumstances during deployment.
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No armchair designer, even one with extensive carrier service, could sit
down and lay out all the relationships and interdependencies, let alone the
criticality and time sequence of all the individual tasks. Both tasks and
coordination have evolved through the incremental accumulation of
experience to the point where there probably is no single person in the Navy
who is familiar with them all.? Rather than going back to the Langley, consider,
for the moment, the year 1946 when the fleet retained the best and
newest of its remaining carriers and had machines and crews finely tuned for the
use of propeller-driven, gasoline-fueled, Mach 0.5 aircraft on a straight deck.

Over the next few years the straight flight deck was to be replaced with the
angle deck, requiring a complete relearning of the procedures for launch and
recovery and for “spotting” aircraft on and below the deck. The introduction
of jet aircraft required another set of new procedures for launch, recovery,
and spotting, and for maintenance, safety, handling, engine storage and
support, aircraft servicing, and fueling. The introduction of the Fresnel lens
landing system and air traffic control radar put the approach and landing
under centralized, positive on-board control. As the years went by, the
launch/approach speed, weight, capability, and complexity of the aircraft
increased steadily, as did the capability and complexity of electronics of all
kinds. There were no books on the integration of this new “hardware’ into
existing routines and no other place to practice it but at sea; it was all learned
on the job. Moreover, little of the process was written down, so that the ship
in operation is the only reliable “manual.”

For avariety of reasons, no two aircraft carriers, even of the same class, are
quite alike, Even if nominally the same, as are the recent Nimitz-class ships,
each differs slightly in equipment and develops a unique personality during its
shakedown cruise and first workup and deployment.?® While it is true that
each ship is made up of the same range of more or less standardized tasks at the
micro level, the question of how to do the job right involves an understanding
of the structure in which the job is embedded, and that is neither standardized
across ships nor, in fact, written down systematically and formally anywhere.
If they left the yards physically different, even such apparently simple matters
as spotting aircraft properly on the deck have to be learned through a process
of trial and error.1!

What is more, even the same formal assignment will vary according to
time and place. Carriers differ; missions differ; requirements differ from
Atlantic to Pacific, and from fleet to fleet; ships have different histories and
traditions, and different equipment; and commanding officers and admirals
retain the discretion to run their ships and groups in different ways and to
emphasize different aspects. Increased standardization of carriers, aircraft
loadings, missions, tasks, and organizational structure would be difficult to
obtain, and perhaps not even wise. 2 There isa great deal to learn in the Navy,

and much of it is only available on the spot.
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Shore-based school training for officers and crew provides only basic
instruction.’ It includes a great deal about what needs to be done and the
formal rules for doing it. Yet it only provides generalized guidelines and a
standardized framework to smooth the transition to the real job of
performing the same tasks on board as part of a complex system. NATOPS
and other written guidelines represent the book of historical errors. They
provide boundaries to prevent certain actions known to have adverse
outcomes, but little guidance as to how to promote optimal ones.

Operations manuals are full of details of specific tasks at the micro level,
but rarely discuss integration into the whole. There are other written rules
and procedures, from training manuals through Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs), that describe and standardize the process of integration.
None of them explain liow to make the whole system operate smoothly, let
alone at the level of performance that we have observed.® It is in the
real-world environment of workups and deployment, through the continual
training and retraining of officers and crew, that the information needed for
safe and efficient operation is developed, transmitted, and maintained.
Without that continuity, and without sufficient operational time at sea, both
effectiveness and safety would suffer.

Morecover, the organization is not stable over time. Every 40 months or so
there is an almost 100 percent turnover of crew, and all of the officers will
have rotated through and gone on to other duty. Yet, the ship remains
functional at a high level. The Navy itself is, of course, the underlying
structural determinant. Uniforms, rank, rules and regulations, codes of
conduct, and specialized languages provide a world of extensive codification
of objects, events, situations, and appropriate conduct; members who deviate
too far from the norm become “foreigners” within their own culture and
soon find themselves outside the group, figuratively, if not literally.1s

Behavioral and cultural norms, SOPs, and regulations are necessary, but
they are far from sufficient to preserve operational structure and the
character of the service. Our research team noted three mechanisms that act
to maintain and transmit operational factors in the face of rapid turnover,
First, and in some ways most important, is the pool of senior chiefs, many of
whom have long service in their specialty and circulate around similar ships in
the fleet.® Second, many of the officers and some of the crew will have at
some time served on other carriers, albeit in other jobs, and bring to the ship
some of the shared experience of the entire force. Third, the process of
continual rotation and replacement, even while on deployment, maintains a
continuity that is broken only during a major refit. These mechanisms are
realized by an uninterrupted process of on-board training and retraining that
makes the ship one huge, continuing school for its officers and men.

When operational continuity is broken or nonexistent, the effects are

observable and dramatic. One member of our research group had the
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opportunity to observe a new Nimitz-class aircraft carrier as she emerged from
the yard and remarked at how many things had to be learned before she could
even begin to comnence serious air operations.”” Even for an older and more
experienced ship coming out of an ordinary refit, the workup towards
deployment is a long and arduous process. Many weeks are spent just qualifying
the deck for taking and handling individual aircraft, and many more at gradually
increasing densities to perfect aircraft handling as well as the coordination
needed for tight launch and recovery sequences. With safety and reliability as
fixed boundary conditions, every moment of precious operational time before
deployment is devoted to improving capability and efficiency.

The importance of adequate workup time—for flight operations to be
conducted safely at present levels of technical and operational complexity
and at the tempo required for demonstrating effectiveness—cannot be
overemphasized. During our research we followed one carrier in which the
workup was shortened by “only” 2 weeks, for reasons of economy. As a
result, the ship was forced to complete its training during the middle of a
difficult and demanding mid-ocean exercise; this placed an enormous strain on
all hands. While the crew succeeded—the referees adapted compensating
evaluation procedures—risks to ship’s personnel and equipment were visibly
higher. Moreover, officers and crew were openly unhappy with their own
performance, with an attendant and continuing impact on morale.!®

The Paradox of High Turnover

As soon as you learn 90% of your job, it’s time to move on. That’s the Navy way.

Junior Officer
Because of the high turnover rate, a U.S. aircraft carrier will begin its
workup with a large percentage of new hands in the crew, and with a high
proportion of officers new to the ship. The U.S. Navy's tradition of training
generalist officers (which distinguishes it from the other military services)
assures that many of them will also be new to their specific jobs. Furthermore,
tours of duty are not coordinated with ship sailing schedules, hence, the
continual replacement of experienced with “'green’ personnel, in critical as

well as routine jobs, continues even during periods of actual deployment.
Continual rotation creates the potential for confusion and uncertainty,
even in relatively standardized military organizations. Lewis Sorley has
characterized the effects of constant turnover in other military systems as
“rurbulence,” and has identified it as the prime source of loss of unit
cohesion.’? A student of Ariny institutional practices has remarked that the
constant introduction of new soldiers into a unit just reaching the level of
competence needed to perform in an integrated manner can result in poor
evaluations, restarting the training cycle, and keeping individuals perpetually

frustrated by their poor job performance.?
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Negative effects in the Navy case are similar, It takes time and effort to
turn a collection of men, even men with the common training and common
background of a tightly-knit peacetime military service, into a smoothly
functioning operations and management team. SOPs and other formal rules
help, but the organization must learn to function with minimal dependence
upon team stability and personal factors. Even an officer with special aptitude
or proficiency at a specific task may never perform it at sea again.®
Cnmulative learning and improvement are also achieved slowly and with
difficulty, and individual innovations and gains are often lost to the system
before they can be consolidated.2

Yet we credit this practice with contributing greatly to the effectivenessof
naval organizations. There ate two general reasons for this paradox, First, the
efforts that must be made to ease the resulting strain on the organization seem
to have positive effects that go beyond the problem they directly address.
And, second, officers must develop authority and command respect fron
those senior enlisted specialists upon whom they depend and from whom they
must learn the specifics of task performance.

The Navy’s training cycle is perforce dictated by the schedule of its ships,
not its personnel. Because of high social costs of long sea-duty tours, the Navy
has long had to deal with such continual turnover-—it attempts as best it can to
mitigate the negative effects. Most important is the institutionalization of
continual, cyclic training as part of organizational and individual expecta-
tions. This is designed to bring new people “up to speed” with the current
phase of the operational cycle, thus stabilizing the environment just before
and during deployment; however, this is accomplished at the cost of pushing
the turbulence down into individual units. Although the deployment cycle
clearly distinguishes periods of *‘training”’ from those of “operations,” it is a
measure of competence and emphasis, not of procedural substance, that
applies primarily to the ship as a unit, not its men as individuals.

The resnlt is a relatively open system that exploits the process of training
and retraining as a means for socialization and acculturation, At any given
moment, all but the most junior of the officers and crew are acting as teacher as
well as trainee. A typical lieutenant commander, for instance, simultaneously
tries to master his present job, train his juniors, and learn about the next job he
is likely to hold. If he has just come aboard, he is also engaged in trying to
master or transfer all the cumulated knowledge about the specifics of task,
ship, and personnel in a time rarely exceeding a few weeks. In addition to
these informal officer-officer and officer-crew interactions, officers and crew
alike are also likely to be engaged in one or more courses of formal study to
master new skills in the interest of career advancement or rating.

Asa result, the ship appears to us as one gigantic school, not in the sense of
rote learning, but in the positive sense of a genuine search for acquisition and
improvement of skills. One of the great enemies of high reliability is the usual
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“civilian"’ combination of stability, routinization, and lack of challenge and
variety that predispose an organization to relax vigilance and sink into a
dangerous complacency that can lead to carelessness and error. The
shipboard environment on a carrier is never that stable. Traditional ways of
doing things are both accepted and constantly challenged. Young officers
rotate in with new ideas and approaches; old chiefs remain aboard to argue
for tradition and experience. The resulting dynamic can be the source of some
confusion and uncertainty at times, but at its best leads to a constant scrutiny
and rescrutiny of every detail, even for SOPs.

In general, the Navy has managed to change the rapid personnel turnover
to an advantage through a number of mechanisms that have evolved by trial
and error. SOPs and procedures, for example, are often unusually robust,
which in turn contributes another increment to reliability. The continual
movement of people rapidly diffuses organizational and technical innovation
as well as “‘lessons learned,”” often in the form of “sea stories,” throughout the
organization. Technical innovation is eagerly sought where it will clearly
increase both reliability and effectiveness, yet resisted when suggested purely
for its own sake. Data is logged with grease pencils by operators who read
sophisticated radar systems; indicators for the cables to arrest multimillion
dollar aircraft are set and checked mechanically, by hand. Things tend to be
done in proven ways and changed only when some unit has demonstrated and
documented an improvement in the field. The problein for the analyst and for
the Navy is the separation of functional conservatism from pure tradition.

Authority Overlays

Hete I'm tesponsible for the lives of my gang. In civilian life, I'm the kind of guy you
wouldn’t like to meet on a dark street.

Deck Petey Officer

Our team noted with some surprise the adaptability and flexibility of what
is, after all, a military organization in the day-to-day performance of its tasks.
On paper, the ship is formally organized in a steep hierarchy by rank with
clear chains of command and means to enforce authority far beyond that of
any civilian organization. We supposed it to be run by the book, with a
constant series of formal orders, salutes, and yes-sirs. Often it is, but flight
operations are not conducted that way.

Flight operations and planning are usually conducted as if the organization
were relatively ““flat” and collegial. This contributes greatly to the ability to
secek the proper, immediate balance between the drive for safety and
reliability and that for combat effectiveness. Events on the flight deck, for
example, can happen too quickly to allow for appeals through a chain of
command. Even the lowest rating on the deck has not only the authority, but
the obligation to suspend flight operations immediately, under the proper
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circumstances and without first clearing it with superiors. Although his
judgment may later be reviewed or even criticized, he will not be penalized
for being wrong and will often be publicly congratulated if he is right.?

Coordinated planning for the next day’s air operations requires a series of
involved trade-offs between mission requirements and the demands of
training, flight time, maintenance, ordnance, and aircraft handling. It is
largely done by a process of ongoing and continuing argument and
negotiation among personnel from many units, in person and via phone,
which tend to be resolved by direct order only when the rare impasse
develops that requires an appeal to higher authority. In each negotiation,
most officers play a dual role, resisting excessive demands from others that
would compromise the safety or fnture performance of their units, while
maximizing demands on others for operational and logistic support.

This does not mean that formal rank and hierarchy are unimportant. In
fact, they are the lubricant that makes the informal processes work. Unlike
the situation in most civilian organizations, relative ranking in the hierarchy
is largely stable and shaped by regular expectations, formal rules, and
procedures. Although fitness reports and promotion review boards are not
free of abuses or paradoxes, the shipboard situation tends to promote
cooperative behavior, which tends to minimize the negative effects of
jealousy and direct competition.® Although officers of the same rank are
competitively rated, each stands to benefit if joint output is maximized and
suffer if the unit is not performing well. Thus, we rarely observe such
strategies as the hoarding of information or deliberate undermining of the
ability of others to perform their jobs that characterize so many civilian
organizations, particularly in the public sector.

Redundancy

How does it work? On paper, it can't, and it don’t. 5o you try it. After a while, you figure
out how 1o do it right and keep doing it that way. Then we just get out there and train the guys
to make it work. The ones that get it we make PO’s. The rest just slog through their time,

Flight Deck Chief

Operational redundancy—the ability to provide for the execution of a task
if the primary unit fails or falters—is necessary for high-reliability organiza-
tions to manage activities that are sufficiently dangerous to cause serious
consequences in the event of operational failures.?” In classic organizational
theory, redundancy is provided by some combination of duplication (two
units performing the same function) and overlap (two units with functional
areas in common). Its enemies are mechanistic management models that seek
to eliminate these valuable modes in the name of “efficiency.”” For a carrier
at sea, several kinds of redundancy are necessary, even for normal peacetime
operations, each of which creates its own kinds of stress.
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A primary form is technical redundancy involving operations-critical units
or components oh board—computers, radar antennas, etc. In any fighting
ship, as much redundancy is built in as is practicable. This kind of redundancy
is traditional and well-understood. Another form is supply redundancy. The
ship must carry as many aircraft and spares as possible to keep its power
projection and defensive capability at an effective level in the face of
maintenance requirements and possible operational or combat losses. Were
deck and parts loading reduced, many of the dangers and tensions involved in
scheduling and moving aircraft would be considerably lessened. Here is a
clear case of a trade-off between operational and safety reliability that must
be made much closer to the edge of the envelope than would be the case for
other kinds of organizations. Indeed, for a combat organization, the trade-off
point is generally taken as a measure of overall competence.?

Most interesting to our research is a third form, decision/management
redundancy, which encompasses a number of organizational strategies to
ensure that critical decisions are timely and correct. This has two primary
aspects: {a) internal cross-checks on decisions, even at the micro level; and,
(b) fail-safe redundancy in case one management unit should fail or be putout
of operation. It is in this area that the rather unique Navy way of doing things
is the most interesting, theoretically as well as practically.

As an example of (a), almost everyone involved in bringing the aircraft on
board is part of a constant loop of conversation and verification taking place
over several different channels at once. At first, little of this chatter seems
coherent, letalone substantive, to the outside observer. With experience, one
discovers that seasoned personnel do not “listen”” so much as monitor for
deviations, reacting almost instantaneously to anything that does not fit their
expectations of the correct routine. This constant flow of information about
each safety-critical activity, monitored by many different listeners on several
different communications nets, is designed specifically to assure that any
critical element that is out of place will be discovered or noticed by someone
before it causes problems.

Setting the arresting gear, for example, requires that each incoming
aircraft be identified (for speed and weight), and each of four independent
arresting gear engines set correctly.® At any given time, as many as a dozen
people in different parts of the ship may be monitoring the net, and the
settings are repeated in two different places (Pri-Fly and LSO). During a trip
aboard Enterprise in April 1987, she took her 250,000th arrested landing,
representing about 1 million individual settings.> Because of the built-in
redundancies and the personnel’s cross-familiarity with each other’s jobs,
there had not been a single recorded instance of a reportable error in setting
that resulted in the loss of an aircraft.?

Fail-safe redundancy, (b), is achieved in a number of ways. Duplication and
overlap, the most familiar modes of error detection, are used to some extent;
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for example, in checking mission weapons loading. Nevertheless, there are
limits to how they can be provided. Space and billets are tight at sea, evenona
nuclear-powered carrier and, unlike land-based organizations, the scagoing
Navy cannot simply add extra departments and ratings. Shipboard constraints
and demands require a considerable amount of redundancy at relatively small
cost in personnel. In addition to the classic “enlightened waste” approach of
tolerance for considerable duplication and overlap, other, more efficient
strategies that use existing units with other primary tasks as backups are
required, such as “‘stressing the survivor” and mobilizing organizational
“reserves.’

Stressing-the-survivor strategies require that each of the units normally
operate below capacity so that if one fails or is unavailable, its tasks can be
shifted to others without severely overloading them. Redundancy on the
bridge is a good example.® Mobilizing reserves entails the creation of a
“shadow’’ unit able to pick up the task if necessary. It is relatively efficient in
terms of both space and personnel but places higher demands on the training
and capability of individuals. What the Navy effects, through the combina-
tion of generalist officers, high job mobility, constant negotiation, and
perpetual training, 1s a mix that leans heavily on reserve mobilization with
some elements of survivor stressing. Most of the officers and a fair proportion
of senior enlisted men are familiar with several tasks other than the ones they
normally perform and could execute them in an emergency.

The Combat Decision Center (CDC, ot just “Combat”), for example, is
the center for fighting the ship.® Crucial decisions are thereby placed
nominally in the hands of relatively junior officers in a single, comparatively
vulnerable location. In this case we have noted several of the mechanisms
described above. There is a considerable amount of senior oversight, even in
calm periods. A number of people are “just watching,” keeping track of each
other’s jobs or monitoring the situation from other locations. There is no one
place on the ship that duplicates the organizational function of combat, yet
each of the tasks has a backup somewhere—on the carrier or distributed
among other elements of the battle group.%

In an “ordinary” organization these parameters would likely be charac-
terized in negative terms. Backup systems differ in pattern and structure from
primary ones. Those with task responsibility are constantly under the critical
eyes of others. Authority and responsibilities are diseributed in different
patterns and may shift in contingencies. In naval circumstances, where
reliability is paramount, these are seen as positive and cooperative, for it is the
task that is of primary importance.

Thus, those elements of Navy “culture” that have the greatest potential for
creating confusion and uncertainty turn out to be major contributors to
organizational reliability and robustness under stress. We believe this to be an
example of adaptive organizational evolution to circumstance, for it responds
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1
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very well to the functional necessities of modern operations. In the days of
great, compact flotillas, loss of navigational or deck or gun capability by one
ship could be comnpensated for by shifting or sharing with another. There is
only one carrier in a Battle Group and only a handful of other ships spread
over many hundreds of square miles. Each, and most particularly the carrier,
must internalize its own processes and modalities for redundancy.

Some Preliminary Conclusions

The job of this ship is to shoot the airplanes oft the pointy end and catch them back on
the blunt end. The rest is detail.
Carrier Commanding Officer

Even though our research is far from complete, particularly with regard to
comparisons with other organizations, several intercsting observations and
lessons have already been recorded.

First, the remarkable degree of personal and organizational flexibility we
have observed is essential for performing operational tasks that continuc to
increase in complexity as technology advances. “Ordinary” organizational
theory would characterize aircraft carrier operations as confusing and
inefficient, especially for an organization with a strong and steep, formal
management hierarchy (i.e., any “quasi-military” organization). However,
the resulting redundancy and flexibility are, in fact, remarkably efficient in
terms of making the best use of space-limited personnel.

Second, an effective fighting carrier is not a passive weapon that can be
kept on a shelf until it is needed. She is a living unit possessed of dynamic
processes of self-replication and self-reconstruction that can only be nurtured
by retaining experienced personnel, particularly among the chiefs, and by
giving her sufficient operational time at sea. This implies a certain minimum
budgetary cost for maintaining a first-line carrier force at the levels of
operational capability and safety demanded of the U.S. Navy,

The potential risk of attempting to operate at present levels under
increasing budgetary constraints arises because the Navy is a “can-do”
organization, visibly reluctant to say “we’re not ready” until the situation is
far into the red zone.¥ In time of war, the trade-off point between safety and
effectiveness moves, and certain risks must be taken to get units deployed
where and when they are needed. In peacetime, the potential costs of
deploying units that are less than fully trained are not so casily tolerated. If
reductions in at-sea and flying time are to be taken out of workups to preserve
operational time on deployment, training and cvaluation procedures will
have to be adapted to reduce stress—perhaps by overlapping final readiness
evaluations into the beginning of the deployment period.

Third, as long-term students of organizations, we are astounded at how

little of the existing literature is applicable to the study of ships at sea.
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Consider, for example, the way in which the several units that make up a
Battle Group (carrier, air wing, supply ships, escorts) are in a continual
process of formation and reformation. Imagine any other organization
performing effectively when it is periodically separated from, and then
rejoins the unit that performs its central technical function.® More
importantly, most of the existing literature was developed for failure-
tolerant, civilian organizations with definite and measurable outputs. The
complementary body on public organizations assumes not only a tolerance for
failure, but, at best, an ambiguous definition of what measures failure (or, for
that macter, success).

Fourth, we have been encouraged to reflect on the new large Soviet
nuclear carrier now being fitted out in the Black Sea.® The Soviet Navy is
completely without experience or tradition in large carrier operations. Their
internal structure is more rigid and more formal than ours and with far less
on-the-job training, especially for enlisted personnel.® It will be very
interesting to watch their workup time, deck loading, and casualey rates. Of
course, it is not clear that they will be trying to emulate U.S. carrier
operations rather than the somewhat different style and objectives of the
British or French.#! In either case, we estimate a minimum of several workups
(each taking perhaps 2-3 years) before they begin to approach the deck loads
and sortie rates of comparable Western carriers and, unless they are
remarkably lucky, there will be some loss of lives in the learning process.4

Notes

1. See, for example, Charles Perrow, Normal Accidents (New York: Basic Books, 1984).

2. Examples that have attracted recent attention include Bhopal, Séveso, Three-Mile Island, and
Chernobyl. All four meet Perrow's criteria for coupling, response time, and complexity, The essence of a
"normal’” accident is that the potentiality inheres in the design of the system and, despite attempes to fix
“blame," is not primarily the result of individual misbehavior, malfeasance, or negligence.

3. By comparison, civil air traffic controllers deliberately stay far away from the edge. Fixed rules such
as maintaining 5-mile intervals are designed to err broadly in the direction of safety, Moreover, the
turnover rate for controllers is relatively low (barring extraordinary events such as the recent strike); even
eqnipment changes are few and far between,

4. From this point we refer to carrier personnel as “ien, ' since as yet the Navy does not allow women
to serve aboard combat vessels.

5. We have followed both the U.S.S, Carf Vinson (CVN-70} and the U.S.S. Enterprise (CVN-65), under a
total of four different captains, through their training and workup from Atameda and San Diego and across
the Pacific into the South China Sea, In additiou, one of us (Roberts) has been able to observe the iuitial sea
trials of the U.S.S., Theodore Roosevelt (CVN-71).

6. In forinal organizational terms, we refer to this as “decomposability.” The basic notion was
introduced by Herbert A, Simon in “The Architecture of Complexity,” Proceedings of the American
Philosophical Society, December 1962, pp. 467-482, reprinted in Herbert A, Simon, The Sciences of the Artificial
(Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1981).

7. During our interviews, one senior officer on [fag staff suggested that the several different functional
and hierarchical modes of organization might be viewed asa set of ““overlays” that are superimposed upon
the formal organization at different titnes, depending upon the task or circumstance at hand. Many of the
officers mnst shift roles numerous times during the course of a single active day of flight operations.

8. The few examples that come to mind are large construction projects, e.g., nuclear power plants, the
Alaskan pipeline, etc. However, these usually have considerable oversight from a separate firm whose sole

task is to coordinate and schedu)e the work properly.
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9. This point was brought home sharply by the effort to bring up the ZOG computer system on the
U.S.8. Carl Vinson, which would have required that almost complete knowledge about all details of ship
operations be known and cntcred if the system were to function as originally intended. In retrospect, this
can be seen as a near-impossible requirement without the mounting of a considerable special effort to
collect and organize the data,

10. Furthermore, a strong captain is capable of altering both the character of a ship and the way it
operates, if he so chooses,

11. Giventhe size of modern jet aircraft and the number carried at full load, the matter of spotting is far
from trivial. Inefficient spotting can greatly reduce the ability to move aircraft about quickly. Incorrect
spotting can lead to serious interference with operations, or even ta a “locked" deck on which it becomes
impossible to move aircraft at all. In a trial using the deck model in Flight Deck Control, one of us managed
to lock the deck so thoroughly that an aircraft would have had to be pushed over the side to free it

12. Some nonfunctional variations are being reduced. For example, all LSO platforms will soon be
located at the same level and position relative to the arresting gear wires. However, itis nearly impossible
to upgrade all of the ships at once when new equipment is intraduced, therefore, each is at a different stage
of modification and upgrade at any given point in time.

13. To some extent this situation is improving. Landing System Officers (LSO}, for example, now work
with simulators. Although this is no substitute for experience when “eyeball” judgment is concerned, it helps.

14. Asone senior chief remarked to us: “You have to know ic, but it rarely helps when you really need it.”

15. Roger Evered, "'The Language of Organizations: The Case of the Navy,” in Louis R, Pondy etal.,
eds., Organizational Symbolism (Greenwich, Conn.; JAI Press, 1983}, pp. 125-144,

16. A very few stay on oue ship for many years, but such ““plank owners' are rare in the modern Navy.

17. For example, the first crew was unable to spot the deck effectively; Flight Deck Control was laid out
with the deck model at right angles to the deck (interfering with spatial visualization) and obstracting the
Aircraft Handling Officer’s direct view of the deck from his only window,

18. The recent grounding of cthe U.S.S. Enterprise on Bishop Rock off San Diego may be at least partially
due to her participation in a difficult exercise combining the elements of what were usually two exercises.
The effect on ship’s morale was very visible. See Karlene H. Roberts, “Bishop Rock Dead Ahead: The
Grounding of U.S.S. Enterprise,” subrnitted to U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings.

19. Lewis Sorley, “Prevailing Criteria: A Critique,” in Sam C. Sarkesian, ed., Combat Fffectiveness
(Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1980), pp. 57-93.

20. L.R. Giguet, “Coordinating Army Personngl Agencics Using Living Systemns Theary: An
Example,”" U.5. Army TRADOC, 1979, as quoted by Sorley at pp. 76-77.

21. The term "proficiency’ isused in the special sense of Hubere L. Dreyfus and Stuart E. Dreyfus, Mind
Over Machine (New York: Free Press, 1986), who classify five steps of skill acquisition: novice; advanced
beginner; competence; proficiency; and expertise. For most officers, mastery of a specific assignment
means at most the acquisition of proficiency—the ability to identify situations and act upon them without
having o systematically think through the procedural steps involved. The most advanced stage, expertise,
involves moving past “‘problem solving” to “intuition™ in decisionmaking. Examples of relevance here
include the flying skills of experienced pilots and the specific expertise of senior chiefs—in each case
representing many years of continuous practice of a small range of specific skills.

22. We have observed several mechanisms used hy the Navy to prevent such loss, including incentives
for reporting successful innovation and formal procedures for their dissernination. The mast general
wnechanism, however, is the informal disseinination of infermation by the movement of personnel, and
through those responsible for refresher and other forms of ac-sea training. A most remarkable combination
of trainers and active personnel is the recemly forined Association of Air Bos'ns, which holds annual
meetings where information is exchanged and formal papers are presented.

23, Often, officers near the end of their tours, with new assigninents in hand, are also trying to learn as
much as they can about their (uturc tasks and responsibilities,

24. K. Weick, “The Role of Interpretation in High Reliabilicy Systems,” California Management Review, v.
39, 1987, pp. 112-127.

25. Raberts observes that similar rules would operate to similar advantage on the Navigation Bridge,
which of necessity operates under more formal and traditional rules.

26. Even when fitness report ratings are based solely on merit, they are necessarily subjective to soine degree.
It is inherently difficult to compare ratings taken on different ships, in different peer groups, by different
superiors, even under the best of circumstances. Dur, the general opinion armang those we have interviewed is
that direct abuses of the system are relatively rare. As with all hicrarchical organizations, politics will begin to
enter as one moves to higher rank, but is thought to be a minor factor below the level of captain.

27. We note that che kinds of redundancy required to assure continued effectivenessin combat—e.g., in
situations where physical damage to ship or command chains is anticipated—are qualitatively different
from redundancy directed primarily 1o assuring the performance of safety-critical tasks. Elemeuts of the
former, however, are often major contributors to the latter.
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28. Martin Landau, “Redunduncy, Rationality and the Problem of Duplication and Overlap,” Pubfic
Adwinistration Review, Noveinher-Decemher 1973, pp. 316-351.

29. In this context, we note that the tempo and character of U,S. carrier operations are so qualitatively
ditferenc from those of other navies—including the French, British, and prospective Russian—that the
envclope itself can only be measured by our own expectations and capabilities.

30. The engines arc in different compartments and hand-set by separate operating teams so that
collective failures in setting can only occur at the command level, i.c., in the Tower, where a pumber of
ather independent measures for cross-checking and redundancy are in place.

3. During heavy flight operations there iy be anywhere from 600 to 1,000 settings of the enginesina
single day. A typicat deployment will have 8,000 to 10,000 arrested landings (traps), involving 30,000 to
40,000 sercings over a 6-8 month period,

32. Although the probabilitics are low, the possihility does exist. A minor crror may simply resultin too
neh ronout, cable damage, or some damage to the afrcraft. But an engine set for too heavy a weight can
pull a tail hook our, leading to aireraft loss; setting for too low an aircraft weight can result fy ies
“trickling™ over the end of the angle deck and into the sea, Experienced air bos'ns and chiefs estimare char
perhaps six or seven such serious errars have occurred throughout the entire U.S. Flect over the past 20
years. Qur estimate for the rate of uncorrected wrong settings with serious consequences is therefore abont
one in a million—roughly comparahle to the probability of a mid-air collision in a domestic commiercial
airline flight, Setting errors that are corrected are "nonreportable incidents and therefore not
documented. We also nate that an the U.S.5. Carl Finson, a much newer ship wich a still unbroken memory,
no reportable incident of any kind could be reealled i che firse 70,000 traps since its commissioning,

33. Allan W, Lerner, “There Is More Than One Way To Be Redundant,” Administration & Society,
November 1986, pp. 334-359.

34. This was brought home to us during a general quarters drill in which che bridge took simulated
casualties.

35. During the period of ohservation, CDC was also the center for fighting the Dattle Gropp, a task dhar
will he increasingly supervised by the new Tactical Flag Command Centers {THCC) as they are installed.
Depending upon the physical arrangement of the ship, the C13C arca contains the Combat Tnformation
Center (CIC), antiair warfare control consoles, and perhaps aiv operations and ship air maffic control
{CATCC); other warfare modules, such as those for antisubmarine or antisurface warfare, may also be
included or in physically adjacent spaces.

36, For example, centrol of fighter aircraft can be done from che carrier, fram an E-2, or from one of
several other ships in the group.

37. Tvered lists qualities of “responsiveness to authority,” “being ready,”" "can do,” and "not fazed by
sudden contingencies” as among the more *'ohvious” character rraits of naval officer culwre. These are
vransmicted by training programs, ceremonics, and historical madels. The laccer is particularly important
far the "can do™ aspect of the officer culture.

38. Not only arc the ship and its air wing parted, but the wing itsclf is split into component squadrons
that train under differenc funcrional commands.

39. No definite name for this 1000-foot-plus angle-deck, 65 to 70,000-ton uuclear-powered carricr has
been ascertained ar chis time,

40. See Bruce W. Warson and Susan M. Watson, The Soviet Navy: Strengths and Liabilities {Boulder, Colo.:
Westvicw, 1986).

41, Although it is currently believed that arresting gear and catapules will be fitted—and the deck
mock-up at Saki airfield in the Crimea is so equipped —ski-ramps for a total loading of 60-70 STOL aircraft
appear more likely in the short term, with possible future retroficof catapules into pre-existing deck slots at
some fumre date. See, for example, Norman Polmaz, Guide 1o the Soviet Navy, 4th ed. (Annapolis, Md.:
Niwval Institute Press, 1986), pp. 164-165,

42, Asa gronp, we doubt they will be able to approach the operacing conditions and efficiency of U.S.
earricrs in this century, if at all, even if they master the assocnated naval and aircrafe technologies.

We gratefully acknowledge the support of the Office of Naval Rescarch under
Contract N0D014-86-K-0312, Special thanks also to those officers of CVN-65, CYN-
70, and CARGRU-3 who provided detailed comments and critiques of earlier drafts.
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Naval War College Museum Briefs

The Naval War College Muscum, located in Founders Hall, is currently
exhibiting the naval works of well-known artist-illustrator Frederick
Freeman of Essex, Connecticut. The display opened in August and will close
on 30 October. Billed as *“War at Sea, a Historical Perspective in Drawings
and Paintings by Fred Freeman,” it includes 65 sclections dealing with naval
historical themes in general and the U.S. Navy in particular, Our cover
features Mr. Freeman’s artistry.

Mr. Freeman established his career in New York City in the 1930s. During
the Second World War he served three years in the Navy, chiefly in the
Pacific where he commanded three ASW ships—he participated in the
Guadalcanal melec and later in the Alcutians. After the war his illustrations
werc published in several Navy books, and he became the chief historical
artist for the submarine service. He has illustrated for several popular
publications, including works by his close friend Werner von Braun. One of
three artists associated with the space program, Mr. Freeman participated in
the National Aeronautics Space Administration Fine Arts Program and seven
of his paintings of outer space are now in the NASA Permanent Collection,
Works by Mr. Freeman hang in the Mariners Muscum, the National Air and
Space Muscum, the Naval Academy Museum, the New Jersey State Museum
and the New Britain, Connecticut Museum of American Art,

The Naval War College Foundation supported the publication of an
exhibit catalogue and an evening reception to open the exhibit, which was
attended by Mr. Freeman.

Tentative plans for the coming winter months include a *‘Naval Art of the
Vietnam War Period” show consisting primarily of drawings and paintings
on loan from the Navy Art Collection in Washington, D.C. It will also be a
time for serious work on the first segment of a permanent “History of Naval
Warfare’ exhibit. This presentation is expected to occupy two-thirds of the
museum s second floor and will identify milestones in the evolution of war at
sea (i.e., tactics and strategy) from ancient to modern times. The first segment
will cover the Battle of Salamis in 480 B.C. and will be followed by the Battle
of Actium, 31 B.C.

Earlier this year, in February, the museum opened an exhibit titled “Old
[ronsides, Drawings and Paintings of Navy Artist John C. Roach” in the east
gallery on the second floor. Mr. Roach {formerly Commander Roach,
USNR) is well-known for his many fine works on contemporary naval
subjects; his drawings of the U.S.S. Constitution reflect an extraordinary effort
and have received high praise. The collection, consisting of 66 pen and ink
drawings and 2 oil paintings, was assembled for the Bicentennial celebration
and depicted a panoramic history of the construction of the vessel and life on
board during the first half of the nineteenth century.
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In addition to the Roach materials, the exhibit included ship models,
artifacts, and prints from the museum’s collection reflecting the ship’s
affiliation with Narragansett Bay. The Constitution, a training ship attached to
the U.S, Naval Academy when the school was temporarily located in
Newport during the Civil War, was one of the first recruit training squadron
ships of the Newport Naval Training Station (the first naval training station)
in the early 1880s.

Armed Forces Day, 16 May, marked the opening of “Fighting Ships of the
Second World War,” an exhibition of ship models and Navy World War II
combat art. Models of every major class of U.S. Navy combat vessel from
1941-1945 were displayed. Museum collection holdings that include models of
the U.S.S. Yorktown (CV-5), U.S.S. Langley (CVL-27), U.S.S. Cassin Young
(DD-793) and U.S.S. Samuel B. Roberts (DE-413) were augmented by
sclections from the Taylor Ship Model Basin in Carderock, Maryland, the
Submarine Museum in Groton, Connecticut, The Boston National Historical
Park, the battleship Massachusetts in Fall River, Massachusetts, and from
private individuals. The works of art, drawings, and paintings of prominent
World War [T Navy combat artists were acquired on loan from the Navy Ar¢
Collection, Washington, D.C. This exhibit continued through the summer
and is scheduled to close 31 October.

Each July, Newport commemorates the 1854 opening of commerce with
Japan by native son Commodore Matthew C. Perry with a “‘Black Ships
Festival.” The College museum participates through its exhibits and on 20
July opened ““Black Ship Scrolls, the Perry Expedition of 1853-1854 through
Japanese Eyes.” This summer’s show centered around 13 large Japanese
hand-painted panoramic 1853-1854 illustrations on loan to the museum from
the Preservation Society of Newport County. The exhibit also included
elements from the museum’s own collection dealing with Japanese Samurai
culture of the pre-Meiji restoration, early U.S. Navy expeditions to Japan,
Japanese naval developments in the years before the First World War, and
Matthew C. Perry’s Official Report of 1856.
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IN MY VIEW ...

Tan Quiivar

Ideas: The Ultimate Force Multiplier

Sir,

The Navy, from times past until now, cauglit up in its current concepts of weapons
and strategies, has had a very hard time accepting new ideas.

Two examples of this fron: times past are: (1) [n 1907 the Wright Brothers offered
their airplane patents both to the Royal Navy and to our Navy. Neither considered
the airplane to be of any practical use to their naval services, Even after the Royal
Naval Air Service in World War 1 demonstrated both the tactical and strategic
capabilities of naval air power, our battleship admirals did not grasp its importance
and considered our carriers to be merely an adjunct to the battle line. It was not until
after Pear] Harbor, 34 years later when most of the battle line was sunk by planes
from the Japanese carriers, that the carrier became the primary weapon system of all
navics; (2} similarly, in 1918 Lawrence Sperry demonstrated the world’s first
successful precision-guided cruise missile to our Navy. Except for an aborted Regulus
program, it was not until our bombers continued to be shot out of the sky, trying to
knack out the then Hoa bridge in Vietnam, thar precision-guided missiles came into
their awn, successful in their first attempt. This, alinost 50 years after Sperry’s
original idea.

The same lack of acceptance of new ideas is prevalent in our Navy today in the
cases of directed energy weapons and manned space planes—two new weapons
concepts that could completely revise warfighting as we know it today.

Directed energy weapons could well be the answer to defending our naval ships
from coordinated and repeated severc missile attacks from Soviet aircraft, ships,
submarines, and land bases. Yet, the Navy seems to have given up all pricrity efforts
to develop and acquire these weapons. In the early 1980s, under the direction of
Captain Skolnick, the Navy's beam weapons program was progressing in a most
promising fashion with the prospect of having an operational effective defensive
beam weapons system available for installation on our ships by the late 1980s. In 1983
this development program was terininated as DARPA took over all developing beam
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weapons programs and reoriented them away from weapons development, towards
the long-range goal of the President’s Strategic Defense Initiative.

Under this program, oriented toward strategic growth, development of more
powerful defensive beam weapons ras progressed in a most promising fashion, Qur
naval leaders should be pressing to install tactical revisions on their ships as soon as
rescarch and developments substantiate their effectiveness against cruise and even
ballistic missiles, The potential capabilitics of these systems should provide a quantum
improvement in task force defenses against coordinated enemy missile attacks,

Even more worrisome is the urgent requirement to find the ideas to perfect
defenses for our pilots, planes, missiles, and low-flying satellites that will enahle them
to survive Soviet beam weapons attacks—initially high-energy lasers, and ultimately
particle beams. The latest issue of *Soviet Military Power’” predicts the Soviets will
have their forward troops defending important targers with these weapons by the
carly 1990s, and their naval ships will be equipped with them by the mid-1990s. Unless
we can come up with a defense against these weapons our tactical air warfare
capability may be relatively useless if called upon to fight the Soviets.

Another recent idea our naval leaders have ignored is manned space planes. In spite
of the fact that the Navy, more than any other service, makes use of space-based
systems and that many of the histarical early space Bights, from Alan Shepard on,
were made by Navy/Marine aviators (15 of the first 18 space shutde flights werc
commanded by Navy-Marine aviators), the Navy has permirted the Air Force sole
assighment to the mission of manned space flights vice fighting for coequal
responsibility.

Since the advent of carrier air power, navies without their own air forces have
been quickly overcame by those who do have their own. The same fate could befall
the U.S, Navy task forces in a future war with the Soviets unless they have their own
manned space planes to carry out vital wartime tasks and control space over our ships
at sca and around satellites.

In summary, the Navy should take urgenc actions to adopt new ideas of directed
energy weapons and manned space planes for their use, New, worthwhile ideas that
could change the very character of warfighting are not worth much unless they are
enthusiastically pursued. As Giulio Douhet once said: “Victory smiles upon those
who anticipate the changes in the character of war, not upon those who wait to adapt
themselves after the changes oceur,”

John Lacouture
Captain, U.S. Navy (Ret,)

Intelligence Exchange and Jointness

Sir,

In reading the President’s Notes (Summer 1987) dealing with the fighting
efficiency and effectiveness of our Armed Forces and the spirit of “'jointness,” 1 could
not help reflecting on the "intelligence cxchange” as a critical element in joint
warfare prosectition.
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The Armed Forces of the United Seates lay claim to the fact that they are the best
ever assembled in this country’s history. The areas of technology, training and morale
have reached an all-time high. They opine that they can achieve the desired results in
dealing with any threat to our national security. A quick examination of their abilities
versus possible aggressors generally supports these contentions. A closer inspection,
however, reveals that these statements are only credible in a parechial sense—when
they are engaged against a potential enemy's similar service, i.c., land versus land, sea
versus sea, ete. The war envisioned for the future will be more of the combined arms
variety. Because of the limitations of warfighting resources, increased weapon
lethalicy, and the envisioned rapid movement and deployments of forces, it becomes
critical that the services appreciate and participate in the mutual support they can
offer to one another. Both theoretical and actual examples indicate that when the
various services are required to operate together in a unified manner, the
requirements for coordination become tediously endless and effectiveness diminishes.

Historically, the services have worked together successfully, i.e., the operations in
World War II, Korea, Vietnam, etc, When one examines these operations more
closely, it becomes apparent that the requisite coordination and cooperation were
mainly the result of difficult negotiations and the willpower of strong-minded
lcaders. As a result, these mutually supporting operations were transitory, and the
bulk of lessons learned have generally not been inculcated into the services’ “'joint
operations knowledge” in any permanent fashion. We rely on memoirs and
chronicles for these insights.

Whether it be in war game play or in an actual excrcise, the absence of mutual
support deleteriously affects the outcome. For example, in a global type war game
scenario, the battle on the central front might not be going well. Allied air forces are
hard pressed to establish the air superiority needed to undertake an effective follow-
on forces attack. Ground forces commanders are somewhar successful in blunting the
initial echelon attack but unable to stand firm when the unimpeded following
cchelons weigh into the battle. Meanwhile, naval forces are successfully executing
and accomplishing their warfighting strategy; they virtually eliminate all resistance
on the central battle flanks, pushing the Red force navy cast of the North Cape and
back into the Black Sea. Flawless execution leaves most of the allied naval combat
power intact.

Granted this is **a scenario’ and the results are only applicable and conclusive for
this particular set of circumstances, however, games are designed to raise issues and
identify possible problem areas for further consideration. Yet, this scenario parallels
others that identify the same issue—the sea campaign proceeds acceptably whilc the
land battle does not, One wonders if consideration could be given for the naval forces
to assist the ground forces more directly in the battle on the central front.
Unfortunately there is virtually no system or process at the campaign/operational
level tor this assistance to be coordinated in a real-time manner,

The absence of conmmunications resources which could provide directintelligence
exchanges between the land and naval forces is the principal inhibicor for this type of
assistance, Other inhibitors include inadequate training, munitions, and doctrine, The
amission of experience in this sort of operational activity is not conducive to useful
interaction. As a result, the naval assets, i.c., the carrier air wings in this case, arc not
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even considered as an option for the resolution of the central battle issue, though
naval air could be the decisive ingredient in the prosecution of rear area security. 1fan
operational maneuver group breakthrough materializes, it would be less costly to the
firepower in the main battle area if naval air could be used in a role akin to Marine air
support to the forces ashotre. At present, due to lack of prior planning, incompatible
resources, and an absence of joint agreements, it would take an inordinate amount of
time and coordination to execute such a plan, The entire joint warfighting capabilicy
suffers and will continue to suffer until we prepare to do this prior to combat.

Other more localized and regional war game scenarios also illustrate this
opetational deficiency. Mutual land and sea support is effected only after a time-
consuming passage of requests and intelligence data up and down command channels.
While the Marines and Navy do operate well together within the ANGLICO system
and the Army and Air Force within the Air/Land Battle Doctrine, the Army and
Navy simply do not interact effectively or efficiently.

The recent real-life example of this lack of an effective process to interact
operationally and tactically was witnessed during the Grenada operation. The Army
and Navy components in that operation could not communicate with each other and,
therefore, were unable to pass vital intelligence information which could have served
as a catalyst for possible joint battle actions. Since that time, to the credit of the
services, commands have heen seeking to rectify this situation. Impromptu measures
and ad hoc systems are now employed to satisfy the requirements, and while they
ofttimes do suffice, their use is heavily dependent on the personalities involved.

What is really required is a doctrine and commitment to establish a permanent
system. In the current climate emphasizing jointness, there exists tremendous
opportunity, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, at least in an oversight capacity, must take
the lead in this area. Only in this way will the direction, authority, and responsibility
be centralized and uniform.

A major part of this system has to be the intelligence exchange process which is the
cornerstone for any successful operation. This system must encompass the where
{what level), how and with what resources and understandings {doctrine) that is
required to insure effective joint operations. Such an enterprise, encompassing the
entire military structure, would be herculean and invariably nonstarting. Rather than
attempt towrap one’s arms around the entire issue, it would seem prudent to take on
one function or subfunction at a time. A logical place to start is the intelligence
exchange process, designed to operate at the lowest level practicable. If successful,
the results of this effort should eventually enable the practitioner to take bigger and
bigger bites of the entire system until it is effectively formulated in its entirety.

John H. Prokopowicz
Colonel, U.S. Army

Philippines: Soviet Support for the New People's Army
Sir,
In the Winter 1987 issue of the Review, the article “A Peacetime Strategy for the
Pacific”’ by Admiral James A. Lyons, Jr., CINCPAC Fleet, states that the Soviets “are
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establishing ties to the [Philippine] left, and to front organizations of the Communist
Party of the Philippines (CPP).”” More recently, Admiral Lyons stated flatly that,
“There is no doubt in my mind"’ that the Soviets are supporting the New People’s
Army {NPA) (Washington Times, 27 April 1987, p. 10A). Unlike many fainthearted
officials in Washingron, Admiral Lyons is following in the tradition of George S.
Patton, Jr. and demonstrating guts—to confront erroneous conventional wisdom that
the CPP is “homegrown and independent,” and brains—to understand why this
prevailing view is wrong,

While precise dates in the evolution of any relationship are always difficult,
Soviet policy toward the CPP can be broken down roughly into four stages, which
in turn represent an escalation ladder in Soviet involvement or influence in the
CPP, In stage I (1969-1973) the Soviet Union really had no links to the party. The
party was Maoist, pro-Chinese and dependent on Chinese material assistance.
Following its abortive armed struggle, the party began to reassess its revolutionary
strategy, and it increasingly looked to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
{CPSU) for support.

During stage II of Soviet policy (1974-1979) the Kremlin refused to provide the
CPP with any appreciable material assistance. No Soviet military aid was given to the
party. Instead, the CPSU provided the CPP with paolitical guidance and advice.
Unlike the Chinese, the Soviets said that revolutionary conditions were absent.
According to Moscow, CPP political cells needed to be set up all over the Philippines.
Soviet material assistance and the armed struggle of the NPA would come only after a
nationwide organizational infrastructure was in place.

By 1979 the revolutionary conditions were improving and the CPP infrastructure
was growing throughout the Philippines. During stage III (1979-1983) of Soviet
policy, the Soviets began to provide sizeable amounts of indirect material assistance
to the CPP. Most of the support was financial, although some military assistance was
provided. At times the CPP was a witting recipient of this material assistance, at
other times it was not.

By about 1984, revolutionary conditions in the Philippines were no longer just
improving; they were now considered favorable by Moscow. During stage [V
(1984-1987) of Soviet policy, the Soviets established direct political links ta the party.
Direct Soviet military and financial assistance was extended to the CPP/NPA. And
by 1986, Sovict operatives were playing a direct role in the NPA insurgency.

Back in 1984 a decision was made in the Kremlin to sharply increase direct Soviet
support for the NPA insurgency in the Philippines, While there are now numerous
sources documenting Soviet support to the NPA, some of the best information about
stage 1V of Soviet relations with the CPP/NPA comes from former CPP Chairman
Rodolfo Salas, who was captured by Philippine authorities in September 1986. Salas
says the Soviets and the Viethamese hegan direct negotiations with the CPP in 1984
and 1985. During these negotiations, Salas reveals, Moscow and Hanoi made
proposals to give direct material assistance to the CPP/NPA. Rodolfo Salas agreed to
accept Soviet/Vietnamese material suppart to the NPA because it was consistent
with his view that the NPA could not come to power unless it reached its goal of
25,000 weapons. Salas argued that the NPA goal of 25,000 weapons could only be
reached with foreign (i.e., Soviet bloc) assistance.
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Other informed sources confirm Salas”account of Soviet-CPP relations, at least by
late 1985 and early 1986. For instance, at the December 1985 CPP Party Congress, a
Soviet representative offered direct financial and propaganda support to the party.
Then in early 1986, the CPSU began direct negotiations with the CPP in Australia at
the Soviet consulate in Sydney and at the Soviet Embassy in Canberra. The key
personality link here was Vladimir Sampang of the CPP’s National Democratic Front
(NDF). Sampang regularly visited Australia to negotiate with the Soviets.

By 1986 it was becoming increasingly difficult to be unaware of what the Soviets
were doing inside the Philippines. For instance, during 1986 the Soviets were beefing
up their presence in the Philippines. A larger Soviet presence was needed to build up
the infrastructure for more direct Soviet covert operations to support the NPA
insurgency. Building up the operational infrastructure included pressing the Aquino
government to: let more Soviet ships in Philippine waters, let inore Soviet ships dock
at Philippine ports (especially NPA strongholds in Cebu in the south) and let more
Soviet ships uudergo repairs. Moscow is currently pressing Philippine Vice Presicent
and Foreign Minister Salvador Laurel to increase the size of the official Soviet
presence. In addition, the Russians are making plans to open a consulate in Cebu and
possibly one in Mindanao. Perhaps the most telling sign of Moscow's intentions is the
Soviet construction of an $800,000 three-story building in Manila, conveniently
overlooking the Philippine Army post at Fort Bonifacio, a vital communications
center. The Soviets have all sorts of listening devices, probably geared for relaying
information on the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) counterinsurgency
operations against the NPA,

InOctober 1986, a former CPP leader revealed that the Soviets were using both the
Viethamese and Japanese Communists as surrogates to support the NPA. Japanese
Communists were financing a shipment of Soviet arms from Vietnam to the
Philippines via Malaysia. The CPP official referred to the Vietnam supply line as the
Soviet connection to the NPA, In late 1986, he indicated that a huge shipment of
Soviet arms was in the pipeline.

The Soviets worked closely with the CPP to take advantage of the 60-day ceasefire
between the AFP and the NPA, which took place roughly during the months of
December 1986 and January 1987. KGB operatives infiltrated at least 100 agents into
NPA strongholds. They avoided immigration by leaving Soviet ships supposedly
docked for ship repairs. With this KGB infrastructure in place, Soviet weapans were
successfully smuggled into the Philippines, apparently from Cam Ranh Bay,
Vietnam, only 700 miles away. During the period since the startof the ceasefire, KGB
operatives have supplied the NPA with arms, training money and intelligence. KGB
operatives are now solidly entrenched in places like Mindanao and Cebu. They pose
as tourists, businessmen and cven gold panners. Further evidence of Soviet support to
the NPA surfaced in January of 1987. Rene Uspina, Secretary General of United
Democratic Opposition (UNIDQ) (Vice President Salvador Laurel’s political
coalition), revealed that an unmarked ship delivered Sovict-made weapons to an
NIPA stronghold in Samar.

Because of the blatant nature of Soviet support, the CPSU and the CPP are giving
up the fiction that the CPP is independent. For instance, at the recent 9th CPP Party
Congress, the CPSU switched its support from the Partido Komunista Ng Pilipinas
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(PKP) to the CPP. This shift was apparent in official CPSU greetings to the CPP. In
addition, the NDF admicted for the firse time in January of 1987 that “foreign
governments'’ were supporting the NPA. Also in January of 1987, the NDF publicly
revealed that the Soviets offered the NPA "all the arms and money it needed.” The
deal is still pending because of an undisclosed Soviet string.

In response to the growing Soviet involvement in the NPA insurgency, the United
States is expanding its intelligence operations ( Washington Times, 24 March 1987, pp.
1A and 6A). Informed sources say that up to 150 CIA agents are keeping track of at
least the same number of KGB operatives who are showing up all over the Philippines
and supplying arms and money to the NPA guerrillas. This CIA activity is reportedly
part of a recently approved Reagan administration $10 million, two-year plan for
increased CIA invelvement in the Philippine Government’s anti-insurgency effort.

If the Commnunist insurgents win in the Philippines, there is no question that the
United States will lose access to Clark Air Force Base and Subic Naval Base. Would
this matter to U.5. and ASEAN sccurity? Are there alternatives? CINCPAC Fleet
Commander Admiral James A, Lyons, Jr. states that there are “no good alternatives
to these bases.” He calls the bases the “key to our remaining a western Pacific power.
Without them,’" lic says, “‘I would need in certain categorics two to three times the
amount of forces [ have today.” He concludes by warning that if the bases are lost, it
would amount to “turning over our friends and allics to Soviet political and milicary
domination in that region’” {New York Times, 11 December 1986, p. A18).

Leif R. Rosenberger
U.S. Army War Caollege

More on Mine Countermeasures
Sir,

Commander Resing’s article, “Mine Countermeasures in Coastal Harbors: A
Force Planner’s Dilemma,” was futeresting and timely. The mine threat is indeed
significant and U.S. forces are probably inadequate to perform the task of mine
clearance in a timely manner, Nonetheless, as enthusiastically as T greeted
Commander Resing's thoughts, [ found some of his statements misleading and part of
his recommendations dubious at hese,

Having spent some 3 years on MSOs, and as commanding officer of U.S.S. Exeel
(MSO-439}, 1 think [ am qualified to comment on their capabilities. Commander
Resing's dismissal of MSOs as “antiquated, unreliable, and offering only marginal
MCM capability” is unjustified. Considering that many of the Sovietand Third World
mines are old, a capability to sweep all types of mines is necessary. The MSO, though
among the oldest ships in our inventory, possesses essentially the same capability as the
new MCM class for sweeping moored mines. This capability is vastly superior to
Airborne Mine Countermeasures in depth, stay time, and reliability. [n the area of
influence mine sweeping, the MSO and MCM again have similar capabilities which
complement the REIS3 helicoprers in that the RH53 specializes in shallow water, and the
MSO/MCM force is mare capable at greater depths.
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In the area of mine hunting, the SQQ 30 sonar of the MCM class is a digitalized
version of the SQQ 14 on the MSQ. The capabilities of the two sonars, with the
exception of depth, are the same. The real advantage of the MCM over the MSQ s in
navigation automation and speed of neutralization because the MSO uses a
manpower-intensive navigational system for mine hunting which limits on-station
time.

In the area of mine classification and neutralization, the MSO defines “‘mine-like"”
by how it appears on sonar. Since explosive cost is an insignificant factor during
actual mine clearance operations, policy is toneutralize all mine-like objects with an
explosive charge dropped near the object. Neutralization is done by vectoring the
Z-bird to within a certain distance and releasing a charge; a slow and tricky process.
The MCM possesses a significant improvement in this area by carrying a Mine
Neutralization Vehicle (MNV), The MNV isa tethered submersihle equipped with a
how sonar, lights, two TV cameras, an explosive charge, and cable cutters. It has
great depth capability and can quickly identify and neutralize all classes of mines.

So, when comparing the capabilities of the MSO with the inost modern of Mine
Counter Measures ships, the MCM-1, you find their capabilities are very similar.
However, the real significant improvement is in the area of Mine Classification and
Neutralization, an area that Commander Resing identifies as the sole purview of the
EOD comnmunity. The MNV can classify those objects as mines or non-mines; identify
the type of mine and neutralize it much faster, safer and at greater depths than the EOD
diver; and MNV on-station time is limited only by operator endurance.

Having worked with EOD divers on several occasions, | found them to be
enthusiastic and well-trained. However, their endurance, speed, and depth
limitations were a great hindrance for timely minesweeping. The MNV solves all
these problems.

Commander Resing further stated that *‘the five MCM-1s currently under
construction have several serious design problems, and the MSH-1 is barely past the
design stage.”” This statement is inaccurate in two respects. First, as the original
prospective commanding officer of MCM-2, [ know of no present design problems;
the shipyards are having start-up difficulties, but the design is sound. Second, the
MSH-1 program is not "‘barely past the design stage.” 1t is canceled. MSH-1 (Cardinal)
will be constructed, but no others because the shock tests on the MSH test hull
reportedly caused it to delaminate. This resulted in the decision that the Navy will go
for an entirely different type of coastal mine hunter, designated MHC-51, to be based
on a modification of the Italian Lerici hull design.

The EOD plays an important intelligence role in MCM operations. EOD divers
can recover a mine and by subsequent disassembly determine the most effective
sweeping method. The expanded use of EOD in minesweeping is improbable as
increased numbers of MNVs come into use. The MSO, with scheduled re-engining,
will remain the backbone of MCM operations. If any improvement to these ships is
considered, a smaller MNV and an automated navigation system will increase their
effectiveness and provide a credible MCM capability well into the 1990s.

W.A, Weronko
Licutenant Commander, U.S. Navy
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Mine Countermeasures in Coastal Harbors

Sir,

Coinmander Resing’s article, although containing some inaccuracies concerning
projected MCM ship construction and MCM capabilities, rings true as to the shortfall
of emphasis on MCM by force planners. | would stop short of stating it has been
“largely ignored, " however, and note with dismay the absence of any mention of one
of the U.S. Navy’s most important planning and readiness assets.

With the implementation of the Maritime Defense Zone Organization in 1985, a
renewed emphasis on port security and coastal and harbor defense and readiness has
been evident. These U.S. Navy cominands (USMARDEZLANT and PAC), staffed
by Navy and Coast Guard personnel, have taken an active role in maritime defense
planning and the conduct of exercises. Particularly, in the area of mine warfare,
exercises have contained mote and better mine countermeasures play. Renewed
emphasis has been placed on the Q-Route Survey Program as a force multiplier and
integrated mine counterineasures tactics have been tested for improvement and
validation. Yes, we still have a long way to go to bring our mine countermeasures
readiness to a level commensurate with the threat, but the Maritime Defense Zone
Organization is concerned, and progress is being made. Given the excellent track
record of this infant organization to date, our mine watfare posture will recognize
real improvement over the next several years.

Gregory L. Shaw
Commander, U.S. Coast Guard

W
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A Thoroughly Efficient Navy*

Captain John B. Bonds, U.S. Navy

his book is a polemic rather than a serious piecce of work. Mr.
Kaufmann has two objectives: to discredit The Maritime Strategy and

to sink the 600-ship Navy. Both are probably decent targets, as neither
represents a precisely defined objective but rather a conveniently rounded
approach to two problems. Thesc are: how best to bring maritime power to
bear in the unlikely event of a central European conventional war; and of what
the U.S. Navy should censist to cnable it to fulfill its missions (including, but
not limited to, conventional war in Burope). These are tough problems with so
many variables that a definitive solution (or a formula for “An Efficicnt
Navy"’) is probably impossible. It scems certain that such a solution is totally
impossible without recourse to very semsitive information about Soviet
capabilities and intentions. To some cxtent, the most important factor in both
problems is how the Soviets might react to the various options in force
employment and force composition. To this degree the two problems overlap,
since characteristics precisely tailored to one set of circumstances may not be
uscful in altered circumstances. We have termed this process “suboptimi-
zation'’; it produces forces which have narrow ranges of employment. Too
often this results in a system which is obsolete before it has been deployed or is
unusable even for the mission intended due to the misperception of the threat
by the analyst. The McNamara cra produced several examples of this

* Kaufmanu, Wiltiam W. A Theroughly Efficient Navy. Washington, 1).C.: Brookings Institution, 1987
9Gpp. $8.95

Captain Bonds is Deputy to the Dean of Naval Warfare Studies at the Naval War
College.
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tendency to apply cost-effectiveness as the primary consideration in the name
of “thorough efficiency.”™ This is the danger in tailoring families of forces too
closely to current perceptions of a threat which can change much faster than our
ability to respond to it. Forces with excess capabilities for the bare-bones
mission (SLOC protection in this case) are much more likely to cope with that
mission in the out-years than a force possessing “‘thorough efficiency.”

Therefore, from the onset the concept of specifically tailoring a navy to one
mission is bothersome. More bothersome are Kaufmann's analyses of compar-
ative effectiveness. Authoritative-looking charts of effectiveness appearing
throughout the monograph have as their basis, “‘author’s estimate.” Even the
most basic of data is questionable. For SLOC losses, the following are assumed:

® 57 Soviet submarines commuitted,

® 12 torpedoes cach,

® 25 Pk for each torpedo,

® 40 percent loss to Soviet subs transiting barriers and screens, and

® 6 percent additional loss to SSNs in forward areas.

My recollection is that the correct number of torpedoes might be something
like 20-24 each. If the sub successfully penctrates the screen {onc assumes the 40
percent loss figure implies that those that are not included in that figure have
done so), then a Pk of .25 may be quite low given the warhead size of Soviet
torpedoes. Thus, the loss figures derived (in table 7-2) may be seriously
underestimated. For example, the 109 shipslost in the first month could increase
to 278 with 22 torpedoes and .35 Pk assigned. This would result in more than
one-half of the ships deployed to Europe in the first month going to the bottom
and might mean that the front would collapse on D+45 because of the lack of
logistics support. Such a look illustrates the danger of precise calculation in
dealing with this issue.

The real issue here is capability—to protect the SLOCs to be sure, but also to
cause a defensive reaction so as to reduce the number of Soviet submarines sent
forward to interrupt the SLOC. Using Mr. Kaufmann's figures, if a declaratory
forward strategy caused the Soviet Navy to withhold 20 of those 67 submarines,
first-month ship losses could drop from 109 to 68; or, using my figures, from 278
to 195. The latter is particularly significant as that difference may be the critical
margin for staying on the European Continent in the second month of the war.
(It delivers over 3M tons vice 2.2M, a difference that equates to materiel for 4+
divisions/air wings, using Mr. Kaufmann's figures.)

* Examples are the DE-1052 escort that was forced on the Navy as a replacement for WWII general
purpose destroyers since convoy escort is a primary inission. With a single screw, 1200-psi steam plant, no
AAW, and little ASU capability, the ships could not be used for anything but convoy or escort dury. Yet, in
their life cycle, they have seen no convoy ducy-—the only role for which they are adequately suited. Other
examples of suboptimization include the A~7(all the disadvantages of a single engine and the complexity of a
modern fire control syscem—Tfor a single pilot); the LHA (efficient movement of the BLT—but very
vulnerable to a single hit in comparison with the dispersion of tnore, cheaper vessels); the F-111 (a misguided
attempt to bridge the gap between required capabilitics which resulced in a fighter without maneuverabilicy
and a bomber without range or payload).
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Sending the carriers forward to the Norwegian Sea is a risky endeavor that
should not be done without very careful thought; but it seems to me that we
must have the capability to do so if we are to stand a chance of kecping the
Soviet Navy in their own backyard and out of the sea-lancs. The analogy of the
German Navy in WW1 is appropriate, but not as Mr. Kaufmann used it. [t is
doubtful the Germans would have stayed hoine had the British lacked the
capability to challenge them to that decisive battle that never occurred. That
the British decided not to risk their fleet by going into German waters to force
the issue is really beside the point, Had the Brits possessed only a “*thoroughly
efficient” navy, optimized for convoy escort, the Germans could have chosen
the time and place of decisive interaction—perhaps in the sea-lanes of the
Western approaches, or more likely by closing the Channel ports to
transatlantic traffic through mining and blockade, with possible disastrous
results to the Allied effort in France.

One factor that seems to elude many analysts is this: With nuclear power or
any other weapons system, parity rcduces the likelihood of use. There is a
tendency for power to be used more when a preponderance is perceived.
Subjugation results when the opponents agree with this perception; war results
when they dispute it. It is obvious that this equation provides the impetus for
arms races.

There are other factors which analysts find difficult, too. A primary
imperative of a land power is to maintain at least parity with its neighbors in
terms of land military forces. Such a power engages in maritime pursuits only
to the extent that the former objective will allow. The corollary is that a
maritime power must maintain at least parity with its rivals in terms of
maritime power and engage in continental pursuits to the extent that is
allowed by its primary requirement. Qur choices in Europe are limited to
stalemate or loss. Itis highly improbable that the Western alliance will ever be
able to defeat the Soviet Army and occupy the Soviet Union, should that ever
be a goal, but we canlose. Our objective asa maritime power must be to force
a similar recognition by the Soviets regarding interaction at sea, even in their
adjacent waters, with the intention of driving their force composition into
defensive postures rather than one that can challenge effectively the Western
maritime supremacy clsewhere in the world. In short, the objective of a U.S.
national strategy is stalemate in Burope and freedom of action elsewhere
through maritime power projection.

Mr. Kaufmann concedes the desirability of power projection capability, but
questions the Watkins/Lehman strategy (or is it a campaign?) of early forward
deployment of carriers and the numbers postulated by the Navy as required. He
would allow 12 CVBGs, not the 15 advocated by the Navy. These are really two
different arguments which are not as closely linked as Mr. Kaufmann assmines.

Kaufmann's central argument against forward deployment is that few, if any,

of the attacking force would survive. To “prove” this point, he offers a table
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(9-1, p. 102) which crosses surviving U.S. and Soviet units following
commitment of 0 to 12 CVBGs. Interestingly, if nine or less CVBGs are
committed to the attack, no element of the attacking force will survive. Thatis,
casualties are 100 percent if the Soviets commit 20 submarines and 100 bombers
to oppose this force. That seems excessively pessimistic to say the least, based on
current exercise data against similar threats. The source for this surprising
conclusion? ““Authot's estimates.” It is a crucial element in the decision calculus
of force commitment and must be based on hard intelligence data and careful
assessments of exchange ratios. No commander would commit forces to a
calculus of the sort envisioned by Mr. Kaufmann. The question remains, is the
Kola Peninsula attack worthwhile in view of the losses that would be sustained
by the air wings and the CVBGs? Mr. Kaufmann’s negative conclusion is
probably correct. Support of Norway, however, is another matter altogether,
as is protection of the Channel debarkation ports with maritime air power. The
flexibility and mobility of the CVBG could make the essential difference in
those two locations, which would have major impact on the ability of the West
to sustain a war on the central front. Airfields ashore have definite limitations on
numbers of aircraft that can be accommodated, and it is not sufficient to simply
state that we can increase fighter/bomber assets there to fill the need. Although
the systems analysis approach might suggest that the Allies should so commit,
the real-world intrusion of politics makes that particularly unlikely. The
potential of CVBG support of the Allied Norway campaign could make the
difference in deterrence if Soviets perceive (as does the U.S. Navy) that three
carrier air wings in close tactical support could stop their advance and prevent
the attainment of their objectives in Norway. Given the centrality of the SLOC
campaign and the great advantage the Soviets would accrue by occupying
Norway, this additional calculation might be the deciding factor in a war/peace
decision by them. If deterrence fails, and we can prevent (or even delay for a
month) the Soviet occupation of northern Norway, bow many CVBGs would
that be worth? If it made the difference in logistics resupply to Europe, perhaps
we would be willing to lose all three which might be committed.

What is the difference? Again, Mr. Kaufmann uses the “author’s estimates”
for most of his argument. As noted above, these are subject to wide variations in
result when the assumptions are adjusted to uncertainty. But more crucial to his
conclusion is the use of “‘tonnage delivered in the first four months of the war.”
If the war on the central front goes as some analysts conclude, tonnage delivered
after the first 60 days may not count at all unless we seek to trade with the
Soviets from the Channel ports. This is particularly true if the delivery of
matetiel is savaged by Soviet submarine attack in the first month. That initial
resupply is critical to stabilization of a new front following initial withdrawal
under attack. {Kaufmann assumes that 45 days’ worth of supplies have been
pre-positioned in the theater and that enemy action has destroyed no more than

9 days” worth of that; a rather optimistic prediction.) Using the author’s
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estimates, 18.5M tons of materiel arc required during the first 4 months. That
cquates to 4,6M tons in the first month, if one assumes that detnand is steady
through the period—hardly a likely casc. The actual situation would probably
be significant front loading of the demand curve over this 4-month period.

Assuming 4.6M tons are required to conduct the war in that firse month: even
using Kaufinann’s rather low assessment of Soviet reaction to forward
deployment, first-month deliveries of materiel could increase from 3.9M tons to
4.25M tons. This represents a gain of some significance, from 15 percent
shortfall to 9 pereent shortfall, which could make a huge difference in
stabilization of the front. It is essential to keep in mind that these figures arc
widcly variable, depending on the assumptions one uscs. For example, if the
Sovicts commit 20 SSNs to CVBG opposition and 20 SSNs to their own ASW
cffort to oppose U.S. SSNs surging forward to attack Sovict naval units, the
tonnage increascs to 4.5M tons in that first month, very nearly the requirement
posed. Each increment toward sufficiency nay be critical on the central front,

Kaufmann acknowlcdges this contribution of forward deployment, but
contends that the funds could be better expended on mote convoy escorts. That
is possible, but not likely. The difficulty in convoy defensc is that it is essentially
point defense whercby the submarine chooses the time and location of attack.
There are many tactics available to the submarine attacking a convoy—not the
Icast of which is “skinning the onion " by targeting the escorts first to eliminate
the defense threat. If the .25 Pk is assigned to the escort force initially, the
convoy may be decimated before its arrival by nearly unopposed submarines
farther down the track. The approach that will result in greater survival of
convoyed units is to put the submarine on the defensive carly and continu-
ously—or to keep him home. The larger point is that SLOC viability is essential
to the central front, and that we must do alf we can to ensure it. The option of
forward deployment is part of that equation. If we have the capability two
challenge the Soviet Navy in its own backyard, it must defend itself with forces
that otherwisc could come out to challenge the SLOC. We may choose not to
deploy forward, but like the German Navy in WW1 the Sovicts know that they
can only win the decisive battle close to home—and consequently 1nay stay
away from what is really our vital interest, the SLOC.

Finally, Mr. Kaufmann’s argument comes down to numbers and a disagree-
ment with the Navy on how many CVBGs are required. He derives a figure of
12, chiefly by reducing the Sixth and Seventh Fleet population from 2 to 1. A
13th carrier is assumed to be in SLEP. Actually, this is not very different from
the Navy's objective. Given overhaul and maintenance requirements, it will
take 15 CVs to ensure that 12 are deployable at any moment; their escorts and
supporting vessels have similar requirements. That is, with a 5-ycar overhaul
cycle (lasting approximately 1 year), three ships will be in overhaul at any onc
time. For a 650-ship navy, 130 of them will be in maintenance status at any
moment. That provides a deployable force of 520. The “efficient navy”
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postulated by Mr. Kaufimann requires 570 deployable ships. If 5-year overhauls
arc to be assumed, then that number would require a flect of 712 ships, somewhat
larger than that proposed by the Navy,

In summary, Mr. Kaufmann has done little more than point out some obvious
points:

¢ Actacks on the Kola Peninsula will be very costly (although just how costly
is not certain, and certainly less significant than he assumes).

®  Support of land operations in northern Norway may be worthwhile bue
will cost more to provide with maritime air than with land-based air. However,
he does not address the problem of basing and supporting land-based air, cither
politically or logistically. The CVBGs arc a force in being, Cﬁpablc of
commitment quickly, while the alternative exises only as his conception. The
tormer has more deterrence effect chan the latter, and that is really the objective
as much as warfighting potential.

® SLOC protection is the Navy's primary mission in a central front
campaign. Early arrival of resupply materiel may be crucial to stabilization of the
front and cventual war termination. Even small marginal improvements in the
deliveries of that materiel in the first month or two are of crucial importance.
‘The author’s use ot a 4-month window probably is misleading.

®  Assumptions regarding viable alternatives to SLOC protection are
suspect. Indeed his whole caleulus of risk and relative cffectiveness is highly
unpredicrable, depending on manipulation of critical variables. Sensitivity
analysis of those tables renders them virtually ascless in supporting any argument.
Given the critical nature of the outcomes derived, far more attention must be
given to these caleulations before using them for foree level inputs. Suboptimiza-
tion must be avoided, with cxcess capabilities provided as a hedge against
uncertainty.

®  Cupability is as critical in deterrence as it is in combat, perhaps more so.
By declaring a forward strategy (has it not occurred to any of the critics that
“The Maritime Strategy ™ has been a very public expression, nearly unique
among military plans?) and maintaining a viable capability to execute it, even at
great cost, we are forcing the Soviets to respond to that threat in foree
composition, capability, and planning. This supports our primary mission of
SLOC protection better than additional escorts or other ASW investments which
can only be used defensively.

® Finally, the power projection mission of the Navy is affirmed by Mr.
Kaufmann. Alone among naval forces, the CVBG provides significant capability
throughout the spectrum of international confrontation; from presence through
isolation of conflict, to micasured application ot militury force. And this can be
domne anywhere in the world, with few requiremetts for supporting facilities,
diplom;ltic COMPromises, and the untimely restrictions forced Hpon one 1
periods of crises. Mr. Kaufmann actually agrees with the Navy's 15-carrier
requirement by postulating 12 deployable units to tulfill these missions.
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“But for those who have been at the pointy end of the
spear and who have also participated in developing and
choosing between ‘valid’ alternatives competing for
scarce resources, the difference between ‘How much is
enough?’ and ‘How much is too much?’ is far from
trivial,”

Colonel Eric E. Hastings, U.S. Marine Corps

Epstein, Joshua M. Strategy & Force Planning: The Case of the Persian Gulf.
Washington, D.C.; The Brookings Institution, 1987. 168pp. $28.95

In his brief 1981 study titled “Planning Conventional Forces, 1950-1980,”
William W. Kaufmann says: “Force planning is a military art more
practiced than studied in the United States.”” Among other things, I think Mr.
Kaufmann meant that the military art of force planning could be improved by
some prior preparation—or study—before one sallies off to practice the art
form. Joshua Epstein has obviously been studying.

Mr. Epstein’s purpose is “‘to illuminate general issues of strategy and force
planning through the rigorous examination of an important and analytically
rich special case: the Persian Gulf.”" The author develops his thesis around a
proposed Persian Gulf campaign plan. Most of the book is given over to the
determination and rationalization of the forces required to carry out the
chosen strategy, He has developed an adaptive model—a dynamic net
assessment process—to help reveal the force requirement and to test the
sensitivity of the force to changing influences.

This effort is timely for two reasons. First, the potentially synergistic
national debt, trade deficit, and budget deficit problems forecast little, if any,

Colonel Hastings is a faculty member of the Naval War College National Security
Decision Making Department, specializing in force planning.
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defense budget real growth for the near term. Meanwhile force effectiveness,
efficiency and sufficiency will continue to receive close public and political
scrutiny. Second, current arms control talks appear to have Washington and
Moscow on the verge of a mid- and possibly short-range nuclear arms
reduction agreement. Yet some Europeans would argue that raising a nuclear
war threshold by zeroing mid-range missiles correspondingly lowers the
conventional war threshold. In short, the conventional balance between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact takes on greater meaning as conventional forces
necessarily shoulder a greater strategic burden.

If one considers the art form of operational campaign planning, Mr.
Epstein appears to invert the traditional planning sequence as he develops the
feasibility (strength) of the force required only after he has developed the
acceptability (cost-benefit or risk) of the selected course of action. Yet,
considering the art form of force planning, what Mr. Epstein is really trying
to do is evaluate the sufficiency of a given force over time. In other words,
given constrained resources, regional objectives, chosen policies, a threat, a
strategy, and a requirement for a credible set of forces to achicve the
objectives through the chosen strategy, how much is enough? He offers his case
study as a specific example from which enduring problems can be illuminated,
some specific conclusions drawn, and-—a posteriori—general force require-
ments induced as his model is applied to other scenarios.

After first deterring a direct Soviet nuclear attack against the United
States, the author’s next defense priority for the United States is to deter an
attack against NATO and to assure the security of Western Europe. It is
principally within the context of a NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict that
Southwest Asia (SWA) and control of the Persian Gulf becomes sufficiently
important to warrant planning for full-scale operations in simultaneous
theaters—potentially requiring additive force structure. For Mr. Epstein, the
two contingencies (NATO-Europe and SWA-Persian Gulf) are inextricably
linked. At that point, strategic credibility, the forces which are required by
the chosen strategy, and the marginal use of constrained resources become the
immediate issues. He wants to cnsure that both the strategy and the resources
can be effectively and efficiently used.

“How much spending [by NATO members] depends on the measures required to
compensate; the requisite compensatory efforts hinge on the scale and nature of the
diversion to the Gulf; the entire issue thus turns on this book s basic question: how much U.S.
Jorce is required in the most demanding plausible case? What strategy, and what force structure,
will provide the most credible deterrent to large-scale Soviet aggression [in the Persian
Gulf?”

The chosen force planning scenario evolves from the threat of a Soviet
invasion of Iran in order to possess or dominate the oil fields of Khuzestan.

The case study then proceeds to indentify and discuss strengths and

weaknesses of three strategies that have competed for applicability to that
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region: (1) “vertical escalation,” relying on a conventional force tripwire and
tactical nuclcar weapons; (2) “horizontal cscalation,” threatening attack in
other regions; and (3) a “conventional-only defense”™ of the region.

His analysis of vertical escalation is a bricf intcllectual romp through
altcrnative answers and implications of the fundamental nuclear strategy
question: Can nuclear war be limited (controlled)? The analysis of horizontal
escalation is a similarly stimulating discussion of the variable elements of the
question: How does one deter certain Sovict actions (if deterrence cquals
capability, plus will, plus incalculability—all modified by the enemy s pereep-
tion)? And if deterrence fails, how does one end the war with war aims
remaining limited, i.c., avoiding a predictable or inevitable slide into a war that
becomes global in scope or total in aim? For Epstein’s Persian scenario, both the
vertical and horizontal escalation strategics fail the credibility logic test. While
the friendly campaign courses of action may be feasible and suitable, they are
not acceptable {principally a matter of risk). They would constitute
“asymmetric responses” to a threat which does nor jeopardize U.S. natfonal
survival. In Epstein’s judgment, he expects the Soviets would also perecive such
flaws. In short, the strategics do not deter because they are nor eredible.

After a rigorous analysis, Epstein finds that strategy for conventional
defense is both credible and symmetrical. The issues he develops around the
“symumetry” of strategics and forces include crisis stability, precipitate
behavior, escalation control, cscalation dominance and accomplishment of
limited war aims. His exposition of this strategy is an interesting and
intcllectually challenging comparison of four distinctive campaign analyses.
{Read the footnotes and check the appendices in order to assess his choice of
static measures and assumptions. )

The objective for cach of the opposing forces is to control Khuzestan. The
process begins with a net assessment which is, of course, initially supported by
static measures and (arguably optimistic) assumptions. After studying the
Sovicts” capability, Epsrein divides their acceptable campaigns into two
distinct options: a {luid, forceful and direct drive for the objective (with all
that that means in terms of obstacles, logistics supportability and time) or; a
buildup in northern Iran (after the first obstacle/barrier breakthrough)
followed by a drive sourh for the objective. Depending on who gets to the
objective first, (principally a function of warning time and political will to
intervenc) the two Soviet attack options are modified by who has the initial
“advantage” of defending the objective area. Epstein proposcs a counter-
vailing conventional campaign strategy which delays Soviet movement and
aterites their usable forces {with varying cffectivencss) regardless of which
option Moscow chooses.

Moving into the realm of simulation, war gaming, and modeling, Fpstcin
develops an “adaptive” model that projects {sequentially measures) both
oppouents’ relative unit lethality remaining over time. He develops the
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model as a response to the severe limitations he perceives in standard
Lanchesterian theory-based modeling. His aim is to produce a model that he
hopes is sicuationally respousive and sufficiently “'dynamic™ to produce
legitimate, credible results in measuring net remaining combat power over
time. In short, his “adaptive” model produces much more than mere
quantitative analysis. Butof course it also produces much less than revelations
about some future, predestined cvents.

Many force planning issues remain: the strengths and weaknesses of scenario-
based force planming; the difficulties in accommodating or quantifying
incommensurables {c.g., judgment, mancuver, time, will, morale, cte.); the
implications of simultancous or sequential theaters; central reserves versus
forward deployment and/or land-basing; a go-it-alone or a coalition strategy;
regional or flexible mission force tailoring; pre-positioning ar strategic air and

sealitt; and perceptions of limits on the legitimate use of U.S. forces. Epstein
grasps opposing force capabilitics, valnerabilities, and constraints and simulta-
neously examines them through a demonstrably “fair” and clear prism. [t would
be a mistake to forget that his model is just that—a prism that distorts while it
focuses. Of course, threat intentions, as ever, are tough to predict and deal with
and therefore may require some hedging. But Soviet threat capabilities are not
overdrawn, while simultancously U.S. capabilitics are not undervalued and
regional circumstances are not overlooked—for all that that may mean to crisis
and arms-race stability as well as selection of acceptable strategies to
accomplish general U.S. national sccurity objectives.

Overall, Mr. Epstein proposes a solid—if arguable—link between ends and
means while taking care to identify any perceived force-strategy mismatches.
While giving insight to “cnduring questions,” the results of his campaign
comparison arce situationally dependent. He reminds the reader of the effect of
what he views as incxorably precipitate events in 1914 along with the “peace-
in-our-time”’ mentality and lost opportunities of 1938-1940. In sum, he wants to
revise the future crisis calculus by adding stability through procurement of
sufficient, credible, and deterrent force structure.

Having said that, Mr. Epstein has not provided the last word on horizonral or
vertical escalation strategies. Nor has he proven the applicability of his strategy
and his forces across the vast array of legitimate U.S. defense objectives.
Equally, it is well to remember that things change even as they are being
observed. Current events reflect an unsettling profusion of interests, objectives,
and threats in the Gulf region. “Worst-case” threat honors may go o the
Soviets but “most-vexing” or “-likely” may go to an entirely different threat.
Additionally, some of Mr. Epstein’s conclusions are weakened by assertions
regarding the past motivation of U.S. planners for Southwest Asia. Yet [believe
he has made a valuable contribution by demonstrating (at least to his
professional satisfaction) containment of a sizeable threat throungh credible,
conventional means at bearable, preparatory cost and acceptable risk.
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But for those who have been at the pointy end of the spear and who have
also participated in developing and choosing between “valid’ alternatives
competing for scarce resources, the difference between “How much is
enough?”’ and “How much is too much?” is far from trivial. Cost-
effectiveness is pertinent; yet cost-effectiveness can be illusory or transient,
On balance, Mr. Epstein has provided a well-supported case study, a tool
which will be useful in preparing future planners for their force planning
responsibilities. At the very least, he has demonstrated the political flexibility
that can be offered by military preparedness, while suggesting some of the
potentially negative consequences wlien overestimating or undervaluing

forces.

Department of Defense, Soviet Mili-
tary Power. Washington: U.S. Govt.
Print. Off., 1987. 160pp. $7.50
“However absorbed a commander

may be in the elaboration of his own

thoughts, it is sometimes necessary to
take the enemy into account.” With
these words, Winston Churchill tells
us why the sixth annual edition of

Soviet Military Power is worth our

while to read and think about. It is a

conmprehensive treatment of Soviet

military hardware, capabilities,
strategies, policies, and trends.
Beginning with a chapter on Soviet
strategic military policies, the authors
move to strategic and nuclear forces,
theater forces including naval forces,
forces for readiness and sustainability,

Soviet weapons research and produc-

tion, and regional policies. They

conclude with some brief notes on

U.S. response to all this, It is well-

written—better indeed than many of

the classified publications—and con-
tains more information than most of us
will absorb in a single reading, Bearing
in mind the readership of the Naval
War College Review, this review will

concentrate on the Soviet strategic
and naval forces.

In his preface, Caspar Weinberger
makes two interesting observations.
First, the West has relied on techno-
logical superiority to offset the sheer
mass of the Soviet forces. This
advantage is under vigorous challenge.
Second, it behooves us to give some
thought to why a nation with severe
internal economic problems would
devote 15 to 17 percent of its GNP to
establishing and maintaining such a
large military buildup. The authors
suggest that the answer lies in a
Soviet desire to achieve a military
posturc “‘that provides for absolute
security as it continues to seck world
domination.”

In their opening analysis on the
Soviet view of strategic war, the
authors observe that while the Soviets
recognize the catastrophic conse-
quences of a global nuclear war, they
also appear to believe that they can
ultimately prevail in such a contest.
Their force structure seems to reflect
both a nuclear war-winning posture
and, increasingly, a posture for

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1



Naval War College: Autumn 1987 Full Issue

managing a protracted conventional
war. Soviet force buildup includes
weapons systems for both cxtended
conventional war and for winning
nuclear war.

Soviet strategic nuclear force
modernization has focused on surviv-
ability and variety. To this end they
keep an amazing number of old
systems, and they dig with an enthu-
stasm unmatched since the demise of
trench warfare. The cornerstone of
these forces remains the hard target-
busting $S-18 which is kept in the
world’s hardest silos. It is accurate
and throws more warheads than most
modern U.S. [CBMs. New strategic
system development seems to be
focnsed on mobile ICBM:s for surviv-
ability, including the road-mobile
$8-25 and the rail-mobile §5-X-24,
both of which may be well-suited as
reserve weapons for a protracted
war,

Soviet SSBN operations also appear
to be organized for survivability and
reserve use. Although the SSBNs are
dispersed in war, they remain where
they can be protected by surface, air,
and submarine forces.

Air-breathing strategic systems
are a growing part of the Soviet
nuclear force. The AS-15 subsonic
long-range cruise missile has been on
the Bear bomber force since 1984.
Sea and land-launched versions are
now under development and could
soon appear on submarines off the
U.S. coast.

For a nation so concerned about
the destabilization effects of U.S.
strategic defense initiatives, as the
Soviets were at Reykjavik, they show
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no small enthusiasm for trying to do
the same thing. They have put large
ctforts into high-encrgy lasers,
particle beams, high-power micro-
waves, kinetics, and antisatellite
weapons.

Turning to the Soviet Navy, recent
years seem to have heen devoted to
ahsorbing and developing the remark-
able array of new platforms that they
have lately introduced. Building on
the largest nuclear-powered subma-
rine force in the world, they have
introduced the Mike SSN with a
wide varicty of weapons systems, the
Sierra SSN with capabilities well
beyond the not-so-old Victor IIL, and
the Oscar SSGN with 24 antiship
cruise missiles, Clearly the Soviets
have undertaken a high priority
national program of submarine
development reflecting Admiral
Gorshkov's view of the submarine as
the capital ship of the 20th century.

In surface ships, the Sovicts
dropped the shoe with the launch, in
December 1985, of their first CTOL
aircraft carrier, the 65,000-ton Leonid
Brezhnev. We await with interest the
dropping of the other shoe—the
deployment and operational workup
of this high-value target. The mission
of this ship remains to be seen. The
authors of Soviet Military Power seem
to lean towards an air defense
mission, both to provide air defense
for Soviet surface action groups and
to extend the air defense perimeter
of the homeland. However, they do
not discount completely a power
projection mission.

The quality of the photographs of
Soviet naval ships deserves mention.

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987 115



Naval War College Review, Vol. 40 [1987], No. 4, Art. 1

114 Naval War College Review

Some of them are stunning in their
detail, clarity, and perspective. The
absence of sailors on the decks of
Soviet ships is always curious. The
Typhoon looks as menacing as one
imagines Captain Nemo's Nautilus
did. Surely the Typhoon is the first
real submarine with space enough fot
a pipe organ in the wardroom.

Readers of Sovier Military Power
should be aware that it is not a net
asscssment and does not purport to
tell us who might “win.” No estimate
is made of the quality or rcliability of
Soviet weapons nor of the caliber of
the men who might use them. U.S.
systems are shown for comparison as
they are the familiar reference point.
The publication should be treated
only as a list of problems with which
the Dcfense Deparument must deal in
program planuing,

At the same time, the publication
can be faulted for not distinguishing
clearly between matters of hard,
obscrvable fact, such as the speed of
an airplanc, and matters of judgment,
such as Soviet political and military
intent. It would have been better had
the authors used the traditional
intclligence analysis words such as
“estimated”’ or “‘assessed,”’ for the
latter.

As noted, Soviet Military Power
covers many areas beyond strategic
and naval forces. We will leave them
for the reader to discover and ponder.
The authors do not paint the Soviets
as 10-fect tall, just a very robust and
thought-inducing 6 feet.

FRANK C. MAHNCKI
Naval War College

Kaufmann, William W. A Reasonable
Defense. Washington, D.C.: The
Brookings Institution, 1986. 113pp.
$8.95
This is the latest addition to whatis

arguably the most prestigious series of
titles devoted to U.S. military matters,
the Brookings’ Studies in Defense Policy.
The title is not only fully worthy of
that honor, but it seems to this
reviewer that the work is somewhat
less driven by the parochial aspirations
of the political party not presently
occupying the White House, than
have been past efforts.

Politics aside, this concise and
brilliant study suffers from only one
significant fault: its title is excessively
bland. Mr. Kaufmann offers much
more than just a few hackneyed ways
to slash the defense budget and make
it more “‘reasonable’” in cost. Rather,
he examines three distinctly different
defense posturcs for America,
weighing them against each other in
terms which should allow vastly
better reasoning in debates over what
we buy and why. As a result, this
book 1is already required reading for
students at the Naval War College.

Mr. Kaufmann has quite anumber
of theses, most of which contradict
rather starkly the current Pentagon
wisdom. The book begins with a
rcview of the historical trends in
defense spending, debating points,
and the “‘net assessments’” which
dominate the force planning process.
He then evaluates three altcrnative
(and to varying extents hypothetical)
constructs as a basis for testing his
arguments: the baseline force (predicated
on what the Reagan administration
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inherited in 1981); the combat force
(based on Kaufmann’s personal
beliefs about defense planning); and
the administration’s programmed force.
His core contention is that the
administration’s programmed force is
vastly more expensive than, but also
inferior in performance to, the combat
force, which he advocates. These are
the same arguments which the
Congressional ““Military Reform
Caucus’" has been making for the past
several years, but Mr. Kaufmann
gives them stronger academic backing
and broader impact than they have
previously enjoyed.

He attributes the supposed disad-
vantages of the programmed force to: the
declining power of the Secretaries of
Defense since McNamara, whom he
eulogizes; the decline of the Planning-
Programming-Budgeting System
(PPBS), which he analyzes with vigor
and concise insight not available from
other sources; and to exaggerated
threat estimates from the Defense
Intelligence Agency (DIA). These
chestnuts are old, but Kaufmann shows
his willingness to distribute blame
evenhandedly by also faulting
Congress for its inexperience or lack
of “time and inclination to grapple
with the important issues of force
planning.”” He directs some of his
sharpest harpoons at the armed
services, accusing them of inherent
inefficiency caused by their proclivity
for needless rapid modernization of
older weapons, redundant purchases,
and incoherent preparations for
drastically different wars, according
to the diverse hopes or fears of the
Army, Navy, and Air Force.
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These are important criticisms
which have been reverberating for
some time throughout the defense
community. They deserve careful
attention from anyone seeking to
understand or implement the grow-
ing concern for “jointness” in mili-
tary education, training, planning,
and organization.

Precisely because of Mr. Kauf-
mann’s superb credentials for writing
this ground-breaking study, his rare
displays of bias or haste are doubly
annoying. One is struck by his descrip-
tion of Soviet behavior in the 1970s as
relatively “cautious,” compared to
the “‘rambunctious” actions in Berlin
and Cuba decades ago. He devalues
this partial truth by failing to contrast
those spectacular failures with the
more recent pattern of successful—
(albeit costly)—intrusions by the
Soviets and their proxies into
Afghanistan, Vietnam, Kampuchea,
Angola, Ethiopia, and Nicaragua.
His one-paragraph indictment of the
“inefficiency of the nuclear force
planning process’” seems similarly
weak, since it explores none of the
rationale for maintenance of the
strategic triad which Mr. Kaufmann
understands perfectly well and which
he has analyzed so cogently else-
where. Military professionals may
object to these occasional oversimpli-
fications, but they will find the
conceptual core of his study to be an
analytical tour de force.

G. PAUL HOLMAN, JR.
Naval War College
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Vigor, P.H. The Soviet View of Dis-
armament. New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1986, 189pp. $25
With what appears to be new arms

control initiatives coming from

Gorbachev’s Kremlin, it would seem

that this book is just what the public

needs for a better understanding of
this important facet of Soviet-

American relations. Unfortunately,

because of the time lag in the avail-

ability of documents relating to arms
control proposals and agreements,

Vigor’s analysis terminates with 1980,

leaving the question of how applicable

this volume is to more recent Soviet
leadership. Nonetheless, it is an impor-
tant compilation of past Soviet be-
havior in the conduct of arms negotia-
tions. If his analysis is correct, it
should serve as a general guide to the

Soviet view of disarmament despite

differences in leadership style.

The value of this book is in its
occasional references ta Soviet
considerations that are often over-
looked by the West. While the book
is intended to depict a Soviet view,
only brief mention is made of Soviet
concerns with China, unrest in Eastern
Europe, and nationalism within the
non-Russian Soviet Union itself, all
of which must certainly play impor-
tant roles in the Soviet perception of
just what constitutes national defense.

A final section on the Soviet
attitude toward control provides a
good discussion of the problems
inherent in verification schemes,
given the differences in the U.S. and
Soviet political systems. Vigor’s
command of the Russian language
cnables him to explain in detail the

differences in interpretation of even
seemingly simple concepts like the
English ‘control,” and Russian
‘kontrol,” which continue to be
translated incorrectly in verification
proposals and agreements. Small
wonder that verification remains one
of the biggest stumbling blocks in the
negotiation process.

The methodology used in the Soviet
View of Disarmament is scholarly and
sound and, while there are no surprise
conclusions, it does serve as a thought-
ful recap of virtually all arms control
proposals put forth by the Soviet
Union from the period 1917 to 1980.
Its worth lies in understanding and
evaluating current and future Soviet
arms control proposals.

DALLACE L. MEEHAN
Licutenant Colonel, U.S. Air Force

Burrows, William E. Deep Black.
New York: Random House, 1986.
401pp. $19.95
Taking his title from the deep

black of space and the deep black

character of U.S. intelligence and
reconnaissance satellite programs,

Burrows turns the bright light of an

experienced aerospace reporter onto

the subject. His book has three
themes: a history of reconnaissance
satellite and aircraft development, an
analysis of the vital role played by
these systems in national security and
arms control verification, and revela-
tion of all the details he can find of
code words and system performance.

The first is interesting, the second

laudable, but the third is of question-
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able utility and perhaps serves only to
authenticate his work.

After sketching the history of the
military’s need to peer down at their
opponents from balloons and aircraft,
Burrows jumps into the interagency
fights over control of overhcad
surveillance assets in the cold war,
Eisenhower, and later Kennedy,
would not allow the military to
control these assets because that would
have given them control of the inter-
pretation of the product which could
be “nsed” to further their budget
requests. Following the U-2 and early
photographic satellites, space surveil-
lance and reconnaissance became so
widely accepted and reliable that they
WCrc the cornerstone to Vcriﬁcation
of the SALT I and ABM agreements.
Both agreements contained clauses
about noninterference with
of verification, a
euphemism for satellites.

Burrows raises the question of
why, if satellite surveillance is so
crucial to national sccurity, is the
national program so cloaked

“national
technical means”

secrecy. His answers, which lie in the
political arena, miss the most funda-
mental point: if the technical details
of the capabilities of the systems
were open, then the surveilled would
know how to hide the very things we
must sec to maintain stability and
mutual security.

The bulk of Burrow’s work is
devoted to describing what he
believes to be the technical details of
code words, bureaucratic connections,
ground station locations, intercept
capability, and photographic resolu-

While this makes interestin
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reading, it contributes little to under-
standing the value these systems have
to the Nation. While Burrows does
substantiate the case for overhead
surveillance systems as a requisite to
any successful arms control agree-
ments, itis regrettable that he did not
devote more of his efforts to develop-
ing that case fully.
this would have been an important,

Had he done so,

rather than a mercly interesting

1')()01{.

F. LEITH
Washingron, 12.C.

Moore, John Norton. The Secret War
in Central America: Sandinista Assault
on World Order. Frederick, Md.:
University Publications of America,
Inc., 1987. 195pp. $17.95
This important book presents care-

fully documented and well-argued

international legal justification for

U.S. assistance to the Nicaraguan

resistance forces (the “‘contras”™) as

well as a well-documented account
of the actions of the Sandinista
regime which provoked our legal and
political intervention. Supporters of
U.S. intervention will find arguments
of world order and legal principle
transcending the more often-heard
rationale of U.S. national interest, of
anticommunism or of protection of
human and democratic rights. Open-~
minded opponents will be disabused
of the ideas that the Sandinistas are
not the major source or funnel of
support for Salvadoran and other
Central American insurgents and thﬁg
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their obvious Soviet/communist links
and internal human rights violations
may have been a reaction to, rather
than a cause of, U.S. hostility.

Both sides will find copious, well-
rescarched footnotes conveniently
grouped after each chapter to sub-
stantiate Moore’s claims. The notes
and appendices accompanying the
texts of key documents constitute
half of the book's pages and arc
valuable asa guided bibliography and
handy reference,

Moore's baok is divided into two
major parts. The first, written in a
fact-packed, easily readable style,
gives the background of the Sandinista
takeover of Nicatagua; their consis-
tently close ties to Cuba, the Soviet
Union, and other communist states;
their immediate, almost continnous
and multifaceted support for the
Salvadoran guerillas; and the phased
U.S. reaction. He shows that this
support and guidance to the Salva-
doran guerillas began as soon as the
Sandinistas took power, The United
Statcs was simultancously offering
the new Nicaraguan Government
assistance unprecedented during the
Somoza years. The second part is
written more like the legal brief it
probably was in its original draft
(Moore was a special counsel for the
United States in the jurisdiction
phase of Nicaragua’s complaint
before the International Court of
Justice). It justifies U.S. actions
against Nicaragua (including support
of the “‘contras”) as collective defensc
authorized by Article 51 of the U.N.
Charter and perhaps even required
by Article 3 of the Rio Treaty.

In making his case, Moore shows
that Sandinista support for the Salva-
doran gucrillas mects the legal defini-
tion of aggression and then excuscs
the subscquent and continuing U.S.
support of the “‘contras” from the
“aggression’ category as being only
a response to the Sandinistas’ aggres-
sive acts, a response that is clearly
proportional to the provocation. He
quotes even the Soviet Union as
defining the attacker as thae side
which first supports armed bands “or
refuscs, on being requested by the
invaded State, to take in its own
territory any action within its power
to deny such bands any aid or
protection.”

Following chapters address what
Moore considers to be factual and
legal misperceptions of the Central
American conflict, and the danger to
world order and international law
caused by “radical regime assaults”
not effectively stopped by collective
defense when the target state is too
weak to squelch the attack with its
own resources. Moore, correctly, in
this reviewer’s opinion, places major
responsibility for the Sandinista take-
over of Nicaragua on U.S. actions
during the 1970s, particularly the
policy of the Carter administration—
which first disengaged from Central
America with termination of military
assistance and then deliberately stran-
gled the right-wing authoritarian but
would-be friendly regimes of Guate-
mala, El Salvador, and Nicaragua
with arms embargoes. Finally, the
United States pressured the few other
nations still selling arms to the
Nicaraguan Government to join the

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1

120



Naval War College: Autumn 1987 Full Issue

embargo, turned a blind eye to Cuban
and other arms flowing to the
Sandinistas, and backed an extra-
ordinary Organization of American
States (OAS) resolution calling for
the overthrow of the Somoza regime
in the face of its, by then, rapidly
deteriorating war with the Sandinista
insurgents.

With this degree of responsibility
for the Sandinista takeover, Moore
argues—as an additional ground for
intervention, though subsidiary to
collective defense—rthat the United
States and the OAS have a responsi-
bility to ensure that the Sandinistas
carry out their formal written pledge
to the OAS, upon whom they relied
to withdraw legitimacy from a
member government. That pledge
promised, inter alia, “full respect for
human rights” and “frec clections.”
[ronically, many of the current, most
voeal U.S, advocates of “‘hands off
Nicaragua” were, in the 19705, loudly
proclaiming a moral if not a legal
duty of the United States to over-
throw the Somoza regime because of
arguably similar U.S. involvement in
the establishment of the first Somoza-
controlled government almost 50
years carlier.

Though Moore brings in rationale
for U.S. anti-Sandinista actions other
than collcctive self-defense, he insists
that the “principal motivating factor”
for critics' use of “‘snippets taken out
of context from presidential press
confercnces” is 1o allegedly show that
the U.S. aim is really to overthrow the
Nicaraguan Government. He believes
that the United States made an error
in refusing to follow through to the
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merits phase of the International
Court case after the court ruled
against us on jurisdiction. With the
persuasive facts and legal arguments
Moore PrCSCntS for thc LICFCI‘ISC in thlg
book, at least this juror is inclined to

agree,

WADE H. MATTHEWS
Naval War College

Jones, Rodney W. and Hildreth,
Steven A., cds. Ilmerging Powers:
Defense and Security in the Third
World. New York: Pracger, 1986.
441pp. 345
This is a clearly written seudy by a

group of well-chosen chapter au-

thors, introduced cffectively by the
two editors in the first chapter and
then summarized in the last. In
between are six chapters on the

Asian powers, onc each on the

Middle East and Africa, and three on

Latin America. The chapter authors,

in order, are Gerrit W. Gong

(China}, Edward A. Olsen (Korea),

John Blodgert (Vietnam), Donald E.

Weatherbee (Indonesia), Rodney W.

Jones (India), Joseph J. Malone and

J.E. Peterson (Egypt), Pauline H.

Baker (Nigeria), William Perry

(Brazil), Perry, again (Argentina),

and George Fauriol (Mexico).

Each chapter aurhor was asked to
provide a general discussion of four
problems: national ambitions, threat
perceptions, defense problems, and
strategic responses, and their impact
on the regional and international
behavior of the nation being dis-
cussed. This objective is carried out,
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although naturally some of the objec-
tives are more obviously relevant in
some cases than in others. The
material is up-to-date, the language
stays completely away from aca-
demic jargon, and the book fills a
need by providing information and
analyses which are, in some cases,
such as Nigeria or Mexico, not
always simple to come by.

There are very useful tables on
Third World arms imports and
exports, arms production (South
Korea), and Indian and Pakistani
field forces.

The study was done under the
auspices of Georgetown’s Center for
Strategic and International Studies.

FREDERICK H. HARTMANN
Naval War College

Solomon, Richard H. and Kosaka,
Masataka, eds. The Soviet Far East
Military Buildup. Dover, Mass.:
Auburn House, 1986. 301pp. $29.95
Academics, and to some extent

government analysts, have devel-

oped a cottage industry of sorts by
holding “‘conferences’ at locations
that are often quite exotic and
comfortable. Here they present
arcane papers which are then pub-
lished as a means of writing off the
costs of the “conference.” This is to
be understood since academic sala-
ries rarely provide the average
professor with enough disposable
income to afford vacations to exotic
and comfortable locales. This book,
unfortunately, ismerely a collection
of papers presented at such a

conference—the 1984 Security Con-
ference on Asia and the Pacific
(SECAP) held in San Diego, Cali-
fornia. While the attendees repre-
sented a diverse and distinguished
group of defense intellectuals from
the United States and various Pacific
nations, their presentations were, in
the mind of this reviewer, shallow
and broad, offering very little to the
defense specialist that could not be
gleaned from a periodic reading of
the Far Eastern Economic Review. The
edited book is further weakened by
the attempts of Professors Solomon
and Kosaka to organize the diverse
presentations into some semblance
of order and, in so doing, creating a
very diffused and disjointed progres-
sion of barely related pieces. In
shore, it is a shambles. It will be of
litdle udlity to either the expert or
casual reader.

Having said this, it should be
pointed out that a few of the pieces in
this work, when taken in isolation,
offer some useful insights. Robert
Scalapino addresses the strategic issues
for the Soviet Union in Asia and draws
a very clear and concise picture of the
challenge of the Soviet Union to
China and the limits and vulnerabil-
ities of the Soviet position. Hiroshi
Kimura also presents an interesting
picce on the impact that the Soviet
military buildup in North Asia will
have on Japan and how it may affect
U.S.-Japan relations in the future, as
well as its cffect on the Japanese
perspective of their evolving military
role in Asia. One other piece, although
extremely brief, is interesting for the
simple reason that a paper like it is so
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rarely found in a Western publication.
It is the nine-page chapter written by
Yao Wenbin, a defense analyst for the
People’s Liberation Army of the
Peoplc’s Republic of China. He pre-
sents the Soviet threat as viewed from
the Chinese side of the border. It is
most enlightening and, in some ways,
reassuring.

There are a few gems in this hodge-
podge collection of papers, but they
are too few to merit more than a
cursory glance. Perhaps we could all
be spared books like this if another
means of providing vacations for
academics and government analysts
could be developed so they would not
feel compelled to justify “‘confer-
ences”’ by publishing their “tickets”
for attending,

A.R. FINLAYSON
Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Marine Corps

Mclntosh, Malcolm. Japan Re-armed.
New York: St. Marun’s Press,
1986. 169pp. §27.50
This is a very pedestrian book on

the growth of Japan's postwar

defense capabilities. Using mainly
secondary sourccs, it rehashes well-

known geopolitical terrain in a

manner that is highly sympathetic to

advocates of Japan's minimalist
defense posture. Tt is, according to
the dust jacket, written by a British
journalist working on a doctorate in
peace studies. Its prime value (for
somc) is its clear exposition of
antinuclear, antimilitarist, and pro-

cace movement scntiments that arc
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supported by a steady undercurrent
of suspicion of the U.S. strategic role
in the Pacific and the accompanying
U.S. pressures on Japan to share some
corollary role. [t does so, however,
with too much ardor, citing mili-
tarism where it scarcely exists and
visualizing re-armed Japan as desiring
““to be able to face up to the Soviet
Union and to be independent of the
United States.” Such profound
misreadings of Japan, plus more than
its share of textual errors, cause one
to question the depth of the author’s
familiarity with Japan. In that
sense—while reasonably well-
written—the book rcads like a
rescarch project taken on by someone
new to the field and anxious to make
it fit a scparate agenda brought to
bear on it,

EDWARD A. OLSEN
Montercy, California

Lider, Julian. Origins and Development
of West German Military Thought:
Vol I, 1949-1966. Brookfield, Vt.:
Gower, 1986. 384pp. §95.50
Julian Lider is best known for his

works on Military Force (1981) and

Military Theory (1983). With this new

book, he enters the virgin field of

West German military thought. In

contrast to most recent Writers on

the topic, who have stressed either
the political aspects of the decision to
rearm West Germany or the nature
and composition of the Bundeswehr
under the rubric of Innere Fihrung,
Lider seeks to answer the question as

to whether there exists a distinct
123
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West German military thought. His
response is cquivocal at best.

The book is divided into three
major parts. In the Hrst, the author
sccks to provide a historical analysis of
German military thought on the basis
of Clausewitz’ precepts. According to
Lider, toc[ay, all that remains valid
from Clausewitz is an emphasis on the
political nature of war. Putsitmply, the
complex postwar world with its great
social and national movements, its
revolutionary nuclear missile tech-
nology, and its very bipolar nature,
have rendered much of Clausewitz
archaic.

The sccond part of the hook
concentrates on conceptual issues of
strategic studies. Here, the limita-
tions of West Germany s geopolitical
situation become abundantly clear:
while its theoretical planners toyed
with strategic concepts involving
anticolonial wars, civil wars, and
even “covert” wars, hard reality—
lack of access to nuclear technology
and subordination of national mili-
tary doctrine to Allied doctrine—
dictated the uncritical adoption of
NATO doctrinal strategy.

The third theme, and core of the
work, is that of military policy as
security policy. From the start, there
was an inherent incompatibility
among Konrad Adecnaucr’s threc
established goals: security through
NATO, integration within Western
Europe, and German reunification.
Military policy was subordinated to
these lofty aims. Yet, ironically,
Lider concludes that rearmament,
more than anything else, returned
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European powers. Flexible response
to Sovict aggression as well as for-
ward defense, however defined, and
limited operations became the prin-
ciples of NATO doctrine applied to
West Germany, which under its Basic
Law is prohibited from conducting
“offensive” operations. Finally, Lider
argucs that West Germany cannot
yet be judged to possess a specific
sociopolitical democratic philosophy;
having been created on premises and
principles borrowed from the Ameri-
can and British Armics, the Bundeswehr
could not help but reflect the *'far
from democratic ideals”™ of these
forces!

Owerall, this 1s a difficult book to
digest. [ts sociologese jargon—punc-
tuated with abstract constructions
such as “spiritual potentialities’ and
“inter-systemic total war’ concepts,
to name but twoylllakcﬁ thC W()rk
rough going. For a German military
specialise, Lider is insufficiently
awarc of recent research on the West
German military being conducted by
the Bundeswehr’s Military History
Research Center. Quite apart from
the author’s inability to identify
correctly that Center, he scems
unawarc of two of its major publica-
tions in his arca: Militargeschichte seit
1945 Aspekte der deutschen Wiederbe-
waffnung bis 1955 (1975), and the pro-
jected three-volume semiofficial
Anfange westdeutscher Sicherheitspolitik
1945-1956 (1982 ff.). Any comment
on the price of the book would
constitute overkill.

HOLGER H. HERWIG
Vanderbilt University

124



Published by

Naval War College: Autumn 1987 Full Issue

Sarkesian, Sam C. The New Battlefield:
The United States and Unconventional
Conflicts. Westport, Conn.: Green-
wood Press, 1986, 344pp. $37.95
No one reflecting upon the uneven

record of the United States in Third

World conflicts can doubt either the

significance of Sarkesian's topic or

the importance of discerning how to
do better in the future. The author
scts out “‘to study and analyze the

U.S. political-military posture and

cffectiveness in responding to uncon-

ventional conflicts”’; his target audi-
ence includes “‘those in policy-
making circles, military profes-
sionals, and the faculty and staff at
senior service schools.” Regrettably,
the author’s execution of his design is
scriously flawed in this instance, and
those he wishes to inform arc unlikely
to be satisfied with his offcring.

Indeed, the all too apparent absence

of a rigorous cditorial pen has done

both the author and the subject
matter a marked disservice.

The basic theme and organization
of the book arc promising at first
glance. Intending his book to be
much more than a sequel to his
carlier work on America’s Forgorten
Wars, Sarkesian properly notes that
international affairs remain “‘com-
plex and dangerous,” with no clear
rcplaccmcnt for ““the earlicr Euro-
pean world order” in sight. Insofar as
the United States is concerned, the
critical reference points are “[the]
expansion of communism and the
Vietnam War."" The author accu-
ratcly focuses on the inadequacy and
ineffectiveness of the U.S. capacity
to respond to conflicts in the Third

.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987
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World. His three-part analysis ad-
dresses sequentially: the characeer
and challenges posed to the United
States by unconventional conflicts;
U.S. responses to those conflicts, past
and tuture; and the philosophical,
moral and polideal inwerplay be-
tween democracy and the capacivy to
deal eftectively with Third World
wars.

In the process of developing this
analysis, Sarkesian makes a number of
usctul points that collectively suggest
the promise the manuscript must have
had. Most forcetul are his arguments
on the dilemma presented to democ-
racics and their armed forces by
unconventional conflicts whose arttri-
butes “'do not casily fit into American
perceptions of war or into the Ameri-
can mind-set and world-view.” The
notion that detmocracies which adhere
“to abstract moral and ethical prin-
ciples . .. may quickly destroy them-
selves' awakens bitter memories of
cvents in the United States during the
Viemamn war. That this is known to
our adversarics and exploited by them,
cannot be reassuring to American
planners and strategists. Sarkesian also
suggests thar any direct involvement
of U.S. ground combat forces should
he seen as a “last-resort str;ltcgy” to
be adopted only if abstention or
withdrawal is incompatible with the
support of vital U.S. interests, some-
thing largely consistent with the so-
called ““Weinberger Doctrine.” He
correctly identifies the importance of
high-quality leadership to both the
revolution and the counterrevolution;
the inconsistency and lack of “staying

power” in U.S, policy; our undue
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preoccupation with the Soviet Union
in our strategic planning to the
detriment of our capability to deal
with challenges to our security
arising in the Third World; the
existence of “‘ample evidence of
incomplete and slanted reporting in
the media”; and the pervasive influ-
ence of the Vietnam experience on
the *“American psyche ’—something
utterly detrimental to the effective
conduct of U.S. policy in the Third
World. Most pointed of all, at least
from the perspective of the profes-
sional military, is Sarkesian's all too
apt judgment that “most conven-
tional criteria . . . may not be true
indicators of who is winning and
losing,” a chilling reminder of cer-
tain enduring attributes of the Viet-
nam experience,

All of these points are well-taken,
and the relentless prospector of these
gems can ferret them out. Overall,
however, this book is a potpourri of
inadequately developed and discur-
sively treated topics, some important
and others peripheral. The material
is awkwardly organized and repeti-
tious, with poor transition from
section to section, reading almost as
if it were a collection of discrete
vignettes. A critical factor noted by
Sarkesian is the role of *‘third
powers’’ in unconventional conflicts,
yet barely two pages are devoted to
this subject while numerous repet-
itive and largely redundant intra-
chapter and chapter summaries
encumber the text. There is no need
to restate the relationship between
foreign policy and national security

policg', or to discuss U.S. interests in
https://di

both chapter 1 and chapter 7. Chapter
4, “The Conflict Spectrum,” is
important thematically, but it should
havce come at the beginning of the
book—if only to give the reader the
author’s definition of low-intensity
conflict, which is so central to the
preceding three chapters. Sarkesian’s
admirable commentary on the rela-
tive merits and utility of the works of
Clausewitz and Sun Tzu for the
United States was unfortunately
“buried” in chapter 6, whereas an
carlicr representation of those phi-
losophies would have been most
valuable.

A solid treatment of the topic
raised in The New Battlefield is cer-
tainly nccessary. Unfortunately,
insofar as this book is concerned,
such a treatment remains to be done.
Banalitics such as: ““The Third World
has become the new battlefield. . . .
The causes of revolution are com-
. .'—this after the last four
decades?—and ‘‘there is no sure

plex. .

strategy for counterrevolution ex-
cept better government” do not help
much. Perhaps Sarkesian, with an
cditor more appropriate to his
considerable talents, will do better in
his next book.,

ALAN NED SABRQOSKY
U.S. Army War College

Mallison, W. Thomas and Mallison,
Sally V. The Palestinian Problem in
International Law and World Order.
Burnt Mill, Harlow Essex, England:
Longman House, 1986. 564pp. $39.95
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The Mallisons provide the first
comprehensive and balanced view of
the Palestine-Israel dilemma to
appear in years, In this detailed and
thoroughly rescarched analysis, the
authors suggest that international law
can provide a solution via sufficient
and consistent application. They point
out that the unprincipled politics
played in the Middle East by the
major powers have papered over the
fundamental causes and have dealt, at
best, with the violent symptoms of
the underlying violations of law. The
authors further suggest that U.S.
interests have not been served because
our national ofticials are specialists in
dealing with the overall context of
great power relations but are distinct
nonspecialists in addressing Middle
East concerns. The Mallisons hammer
consistently on the theme that a legal
solution to the Palestinian dilemma
could provide Palestinians and Israelis
alike with their first real peace in
more than 50 years.

The intial two chapters analyze
the political-legal objectives of first
the Zionist and then the Israeli leader-
ship, while the next several chapters
concentrate on the partition of Palestine,
Palestinian national and individual
rights, and the legal status of
Jerusalem. Further discussion pro-
vides a legal analysis of the Israeli
settlements in the territories occupied
after 1967 and then sets forth the
humanitarian law applicable to the
Israeli invasion of Palestinian-held
areas of southern Lebanon in 1982.

The final chapter is the most impor-
tant because it proposes to resolve
the Palestinian problem and finally
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concludes that a partition plan
providing territorial autonomy for
the Palestinian people must be seri-
ously considered and supported by
the major nations,

Dr. Mallison, a former Stockton
Chair holder at the Naval War
College, and Sally V. Mallison have
undertaken a comprehensive study
which dispels myths popularly advo-
cated by the U.S. media. This is a
book that argues positions that will
be sharply criticized by certain
interest groups within the United
States and abroad. Nevertheless, it
provides invaluable and, this
reviewer believes, accurate insights
in its consideration of the most
involved and complex conflict setting
in the world today.

JAMES P. TERRY
Licutenant Colonel, U.S, Marine Corps

Brackman, Arnold C. The Other
Nuremberg: The Untold Story of the
Tokyo War Crimes Trials. New
York: Morrow, 1987. 432pp. $19.95
in 1950 Solis Horowitz wrote in

the introduction to his The Tokyo

I'rial {International Conciliation, No.

465): “Despite its importance, little

is generally known about this trial.”

Almost four decades later the author

of The Other Nuremberg states in his

forword: “Written material on the

Japancse war crimes trial is thin,

especially in comparison with that

available on the Nuremberg trial.”

Unfortunately, both authors were

entirely correct. In a preface to the

Horowitz monograph, Telford
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Taylor, Chief of Counsel at the
“Subscquent Proceedings™ at Nurem-
berg, said: “Unhappily, public indif-
ference to the Tokyo trial has been
matched by an apparent lack of
interest on the part of the sponsoring
governments themselves.”

Few persons, other than students
of World War II history will cver
have the time or the inclination to
rcad the entire transcript of the
Tokyo war crimes trial. For this
reason, a book such as Arnold
Brackman has produced is invaluable
to the individnal who is interested in
acquiring a general know]cdgc of
some of the major events of World
War II without making a lifetime
study of the subject. After presenting
considerable historical background
for the trial, he takes the reader
through cach of the major areas of
the indictment, consolidating and
analyzing the evidence on each such
subject. Two statements by the
author with respect to the impact of
the Tokyo trial on the Japanese public
and on the public outside of Japan
appear to be worthy of quotation:

... the prosecuter's [opening]
scatement, lengthy excerpts of which
appeared in the Japanese press, encour-
aged soul-scarcbing among many people,
and herein lay a true value of the trial.

The IMTFE provided the Japanese with

a daily dose of information about

prewar and wartime Japan that was

foreign to them. . . .

During this period the tribunal
acquired a new look. The appearance of
50 many Japanese ministers, generals,
and admirals as witnesses for the prose-
cution to the secret struggle within
Japan between the forees of good and
evil had a salutary [effect?] on Allied

public opinion. The wartime myth that

ol Japancse were maonsters began to

fade. The testimony at the IMTFE put

the Japanese it a new light. Like all

other people, the Japanese were a mix

of good, bad, and indifferent. The trial

of the inajor war criminals thus acquired

a new dimension—humanizing the

Cl]cﬂ]y.

Of particular interest is the great
amount of background which
Brackman has added to the story of
the trial itself. Thus, he discusses the
facts behind: the decision not to
include Emperor Hirohito as a
defendant and the manner in which
the defendants were sclected; Judge
Pal’s arrival in Tokyo, prepared to
acquit every defendant because of
the history of European colonization
of the Orient; the resignation (and
nonreplacement) of the Chicf of
Defense Counsel, Captain Beverly
Coleman, U.S. Navy, and several of
his agsistants; the attempt by members
of the prosecution to have the Chief
of Counsel, Joseph Kennan, replaced;
the dispute over the resignation of
the original American member of the
Tribunal, Judge John Higgins of
Massachusetts, and the appointment
of a substitute; the attempt by the
New Zcaland judge to have the
Tribunal refuse to hear any evidence
concerning the atrocities committed
by Japanese troops in the Philippines;
the method by which the lengthy
judgment of the Tribunal was drafted
and the problems that this created.

Brackman has contributed a major
addition to the literature with respect
to the 1946-1948 trial in Tokyo
conducted by the International Mili-
tary Tribunal for the Far East. He
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deals with 28 of the major Japanese
war criminals who were primarily
responsible for the aggressive wars
waged by a militaristic Japan from
1928-1945 and for the innumerable
atrocities which were committed by
the Japanese military against civilian
noncombatants and prisoners of war.

HHOWARD S, LEVIE
Newport, Rhode [sland

[saacson, Walter and Evans, Thomas.
The Wise Men: Six Friends and the
World They Made. New York:
Simon & Schuster, 1986, 853pp.
$22.95
Autumn of 1944 found World War

I drawing to a closc and the alliance

between the United States, Great

Britain, and the Soviet Union under-

going scvere stress. Uppermost was

the issue of who would be installed as
thec new Polish Government—the
exile government in London or the

Soviet-backed, Communist-domi-

nated Lublin government. Under-

lying this issuc were the differing
objectives held by alliance members,
the West holding to the Atlantic

Charter, while Moscow, in Stalin’s

words, wished to ensurc “friendly

governments' on Sovict borders.
During this period the American

Embassy in Moscow worked tire-

lessly to find a solution, or at least a

compromise. Ambassador Avercll

Harriman, long involved in many

business dealings with the Soviets,

favored a tough approach, one effec-
tively denying the Soviets the right
to build a defensive perimeter at the

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987
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expense of bordering countries. His
assistant, George F. Kennan, a foreign
service officer sometimes given to
intellectual arrogance, advocated a
pragmatic approach: tolerate a
Soviet sphere of influence; do not
sacrifice diplomatic influence by
advocating frec elections in Poland,
which would not happen anyway;
establish a clear line in “friendly but
firm” terms, beyond which the
Soviets must not pass withouta U.S.-
U.K. rcsponse. Kennan's views were

rejected by Ambassador Harrimanin
the fall of 1944, but several years
later they werc accepted as the
Western strategy in the name of
“containment.”’

The six ‘““Wise Men''—Dean
Acheson, Charles Bohlen, Averell
Harriman, George Kennan, Robert
Lovett, and John McCloy—were the
inheritors of a tradition established
by Elihu Root and Henry Stimson in
the carly years of this century:
specifically that of the wealthy,
well-bred, well-educated public
scrvant. They were truly a bipartisan
group who shared the political center
and served a variety of adminis-
trations, both officially and unoffi-
cially, for 60 years.

In time, some of their views and
decisions proved to be less than
faultless, and some contemporary
critics disparage this old *‘Establish-
ment” as having on occasion led the
United States down the wrong road.
Indecd, a couple of the figures,
Kennan in particluar, have made
revisionist interpretations of their
earlier work. Yet, a more under-

standable assessment is that these
129
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men were without heirs to carry on
the tradition. In his later years, Lovett
in particular had no use for the new
professional foreign policy elites, the
so-called “‘best and brightest,” or the
incredible partisanship of the Congress
on foreign affairs issues.

Lovett’s view that part of the
United States’ forcign affairs travails
result from policy being made by
servants of selfish ambition is not
without some foundation. Isaacson
and Thomas point out the pathetic
cxamples of leaks and infighting
surrounding the preparations for the
1985 Reagan-Gorbachev summit,
while Paul Nitze continued to work
tirelessly in the background to estab-
lish a meaningful and pragmatic
agenda. In the end, Nitze, an old
protégé of Dean Acheson, is identified
as the only relic of a bygone age, an
anachronism among the ambitious.

The U.S. involvement in Vietnan,
the arms race, and the cold war have
all been attributed to these men, the
“Establishment™; but they accom-
plished a great deal in the post-World
War Il era. As Henry Kissinger
correctly pointed out, “'There was a
forcign policy consensus back then,
and its disintegration during Vietnam
is onc of the great disasters of our
history. You need an Establishment.
Society needs it, You can’t have all
these constant assaults on national
policy so that every time you change
Presidents you end up changing
direction.”™

In the final analysis, The Wise Men
is a reexamination of the legacy of
six selfless gentlemen whose fortunes
were not made in Washington, and

whose personal security was not
dependent upon their positions in
Foggy Bottom, an obscrvation that
lends insight into U.S. foreign policy
icadership during the critical years
after World War II. In the age of
Irangate and recent political scandals,
it is refreshing to read of a different
breed of policymaker in our govern-
ment, a breed hopefully not yet
extinct.

WILLIAM BAKER
Licutenant, U.5. Navy

Eisenhower, David. Eiseshower: At
War, 1943-1945. New York:
Random House, 1986. 977pp.
$29.95
David Eisenhower’s book about his

distinguished grandfather is the firstin

aseries of three projected to cover the

General from his appointment as

supreme commander in Europe

through his years in the White House.

Fisenhower: At War covers the year and

a half period from the planning and

execution of the Normandy invasion

through the German surrender. The
book’s dominant theme stresses the
trials and tribulations of coalition
warfare. Eisenhower, as the Supreme
Allied Commander, could offer experi-
ence neither in combat nor as an
operational commander comparable
with Montgomery or Alexander;
undoubtedly an American was chosen
because the preponderance of men and
materials would come from America.

Europeans favored General Marshall,

but he could not be spared from

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1
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Washington. Only Eisenhower had
the genius, the tact, and diplomatic
skills to massage the rivalries, cross-
purposes, and massive egos of Presi-
dent Roosevelt and Prime Minister
Churchill, of Alan Brooke and
Montgomery, of the Combined
Chiefs, the strategic air power barons,
and Stalin. For the NATO planner
today, Eisenhower: At War offers a
superb how-to on coalition warfare.

How does planning then compare
with planning by the 16 members of
NATO today? Can the impossible
problems of command—the head-
aches of an *‘agreed’’ strategy built
on differing national aims, of
insistence on flawed doctrines of the
past at the cost of vital support for a
modern combined-arms strategy, of
insistence on both a dominant mari-
time as well as a continental strategy,
of acute problems of weapons stan-
dardization, and of working with
unequal and competitive partners—
can these headaches be resolved to
the point of creating a highly
efficient national force today for the
security of Western Europe?

David Eisenhower stresses that the
General’s actions were far more
political than previously believed.
Where General Eisenhower has often
been criticized for political inno-
cence that allowed him to “‘cede
Berlin and Prague to the Russians,”
David Eisenhower makes the oppo-
site case, that it was his political
sensitivity guiding him to do so. This
clouds the real issue.

Eisenhower as a strategist was no
Clausewitzian. Typical of American
military leaders, he separated polit-

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987

Professional Reading 129

ical goals from military strategy.
When policy failed, the military
went to war, secking victory as
quickly, as thoroughly, and as
cheaply as possible in terms of
spending human lives, in a strictly
military approach, free of political
complications. Wars were fought as
crusades of good against evil.
Eisenhower sympathized with
Churchill’s preoccupation with the
political role of the military, “‘but as
a soldier I was particularly careful
to exclude such considerations from
my recommendations,”’

When Churchill suggested in early
1945 that the Allied armies go as far
east as possible in Europe and stay
there until the Soviet Union had
complied with its part of the Yalta
agreement, the correspondence be-
tween Marshall, Eisenhower, and
Bradley demonstrated the political
vacuum within which the American
military strategy developed. Bradley
concluded that “as soldiers we looked
at the British desire to capture Berlin
as complicating the war with political
foresight,”

Churchill shrewdly observed in his
Memoirs of the Second World War, “We
can now see the deadly hiatus which
existed between the fading of Presi-
dent Roosevelt’s strength and the
growth of President Truman's grip. In
this melancholy void, one President
could not act and the other could not
know. The military chiefs . . . con-
fined themselves to their professional
sphere. The State Department had not
been close enough to the heart of
things to comprehend the issues
involved. Indispensable political direc-
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tion was lacking at the moment when
it was most needed.”

The political sensitivity which
David Eisenhower stresses is some-
thing quite different. The intensc and
exceptional burdens carried by his
grandfather aided considerably in
establishing his political and diplo-
matic skills, but these were only
casually interrelated with grand stra-
tegy, the political ends for which a
wat Is fought.

British strategic goals included
preservation of her overseas trade and
the imperial lifeline through the
Mediterrancan to the Middle East,
restoration of the balance of power
in Europe, denial of Russian access to
warm-water ports, and participation
in a land campaign in Europe—after
the Germans and Russians had bled
cach other sufficiently-—so as to gaim a
voice in the settlement and restore the
prestige lost at Dunkirk. American
goals were hardly incompatible. To
these ends Churchill favored an attri-
tion strategy in a “‘peripheral” war in
Sicily, Italy, Greeee, and Yugoslavia
as the quickest route to Vienna,
Praguc, and Berlin. Churchill knew
the approach from the south to be a
sham which could lead only to stalc-
mate in the Alps or Balkans, but it
bought him time and delay of the U.S.
drive for a frontal assanlt across the
channel,

The lack of both a coalition
strategy and clear postwar aims,
aggravated by the absence of joint
doctrine, greatly camplicated the
battle of war. Young Eiscnhower
develops well the difficulties in
gaining temporary control of the

strategic air forces for battlefield
support during and after Normandy;
lic offers much less about the role of
the Pacific-minded Navy. Key to
much of the above is the Berlin issue.
His grandfather’s decision not to
send American troops racing ahcad
of the Red Army to capture Berlin is
vigorously defended. His argument
merits close study alongside the more
generally accepted view that Berlin
carricd far greater military and
political significance than accorded
by Eisenhower, but to the reviewer
the argument is unconvincing.

David Eiscnhower originally
planned a book on the sccond
Eisenhower administration but found
his rescarch would have to delve into
his grandfather’s “war background”
and its “‘formative significance’’ for
his later career. Eisenhower. At War
therefore offers an exccllent source
of information about the Eisenhower
Presidency and, of prime interest to
the military reader, his actions as
President in reorganizing the Defense
Department.

Readers may recall his message to
Congress in presenting the 1958
Amendments to the National Secur-
ity Act. “Complete unity in our
strategic planning and operational
direction is vital. 1t is therefore
mandatory that the initiative for this
planning and direction rest not with
the scrvices but directly with the
Sccretary of Defense and his opera-
tional advisors, the JCS. . . .

“No military task is of greater
importance than the development of
strategic plans. . . . Genuine unity is
indispensable at this starting point.

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1



Naval War College: Autumn 1987 Full Issue

No amount of subsequent coordina-
tion can eliminate duplication or
doctrinal conflicts which are intruded
into the first shaping of military
plans.”

Although the 1958 Act established
strategic planning as the responsibil-
ity of the JCS, the “first shaping” of
plans and doctrinal deveclopment is
not now accomplished by the Chiefs.
It is delegated to the services. The
services never seemed to accept the
fact that the law specifies develop-
ment of joint doctrine. Air Force
spokesmen in recent years have lost
much of the zcalotry behind the
quick, casy victory through air
power ﬂ]one, an(] llﬂvc come a l()ng
way in support for combined arms
concepts on the modern battleficld.
But Army and Navy planners,
engrossed in refurbished concepts of
continental or maritime warfare,
produce not joint or national stra-
tegies but tactical uses of the sea and
land services operating under certain
assumed political conditions, Over-
looked is the fact that a nation cannot
be both a “‘sca power” and a “land
power,”” nor can onc power be
disregarded in a national strategy
developed by the other.

Hisenhower: At War offers an out-
standing primer on the problems
confronted by the unified com-
mander and hisstaff and is worthy of
carcful study by those who will
eventually serve in such assignments,

PAUL I SCHRATZ
Arnold, Maryland
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Newman, Aubrey S. What Are Gen-
erals Made Of? Novato, Calif.:
Presidio Press, 1987. 314pp. $18.95
Twenty-scven ycars have passed

since General Newman retired,

That’s a long time. The Army looks

different than it did on his last day of

active service. Why, then, one may
ask, would he presume to write about
what lcadership—particularly senior
leadership—requires in today's

Army?

The author, with no surprise to
those familiar with him, anticipated
such a question. The book, he writes,
is “no more than onc man’s solution
to special leadership problems told in
day-to-day incidents and actions,”
That is the key to the book’s value.
This is not another tome on organiza-
tional theory or a shallow approach
to sclf-improvement. This is an
cxperienced and distinguished soldier
talking to today’s leaders about
things chat still macter. His recollec-
tions and anccdotes bring the wisdom
glcﬂncd frotu 35 y(:ars Of aCtiVC
service into clear focus.

All of the book’s chapters, except
three, were sclected from General
Newman’s column, “The Forward
Edge,”” a regular feature of Army
magazine. Here, they have been
organized to focus on two themes:
First, the qualities and factors leading
to star rank; and second, “how to
function in that state,”

Before you decide whether to read
the book, consider several excerpts
that typify the insights General
Newman provides:

® “You can't fool soldicrs—

there are too many of them.”
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® “ ... howacommander rec-
ognizes and gives credit for work
well done is like an x-ray into a
corner of hisheart that reveals a facet
of what kind of leader he is.”

® “Next time around, 1 would
not waste more than ten years'
service as ‘a good soldier and nothing
more,” but start in my first year
broadening into a professional in
attitude and endeavors.™

® .. when reaching up and
touching my first stars I remember
thinking: “These are just little picces
of metal cold and hard to the touch.
Not at all the kinds of things worth
the heartbreak and needless bitter-
ness that failure to wear them so
often brings.” "’

JOHN VAN ALSTYNE
Colonel, U.S. Army

Petit, Michael. Peacekeepers at War:
A Marine’s Account of the Beirut
Catastrophe. Winchester, Mass.:
Faber and Faber, 1986, 229pp.
$17.95
Petit begins his book with the

explosion that killed 241 Americans

billeted in the four-story Battalion

Landing Team headquarters building

at Beirut International Airport in

October 1983. Although he was not

in the building at that time, he

arrived on the scene very quickly. The
narrative then “‘flashes back™ to
thoughts Petit once had of enlisting
in the Foreign Legion and his choice
of the Marine Corps instead. We go
through boot camp with him, to his
first assignment as a clerk at Parris

Island, his subsequent transfers to
Camp LeJeune and finally the 24th
Marine Amphibious Unit (MAU)
headquarters in Beirut, where he
served as an operations clerk.

A good deal of this book is not very
different from the many war novels
that have been written since World
War II: an author’s view of recruit
training, competent and incompetent
NCOs, too many regulations, the
food, the spit and polish, good friends,
other acquaintances. But this book is
different; not because itis fact rather
than fiction, but because it vividly
and emotionally portrays the day-to-
day existence of a young American in
avery hostile environment. Granted,
the author makes too many observa-
tions about daily Marine life. Never-
theless, his observations, from a
corporal’s level, of national policy,
employment of military forces, and
the ambiguities of “‘peacckeeping,”
are forcefully presented. I do not
know whether or not these observa-
tions arc accurate, but the pointis, he
tells us how a *‘grunt’’ views these
things when grunt logic is the sole
source of information. All the argu-
ments about “‘sending signals,”
“political response,” and rules of
engagement make little sense when
the response to a rocket attack (on
you) is to return fire with illumi-
nation rounds.

Interspersed with the discussion of
the political realities in Beirut are
many vignettes about Marine Corps
life in the field. They awaken fond
and not so fond memories: problems
with rules of engagement in Vietnam,
the quality of the local military

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1



Naval War College: Autumn 1987 Full Issue

forces, good times at the slopchute,
hours of boredom, and moments of
terror.

I am not sure that { would recom-
mend this book to the kinsmen of the
241 men who died. I am certain,
though, that all levels of military
leadership would benefit if they
would study lessons learned. There
are no new ones in this book, but
many old ones are reconfirmed.

WENDELL P.C. MORGENTHALER, JR.
Naval War College

Van der Vat, Dan. The Ship that
Changed the World: The Escape of the
Goeben to the Dardenelles in 1914,
Bethesda, Md.: Adler & Adler,
1986. 252pp. $17.95
Van der Vat tells the story of how

a small German Mediterranean division

evaded detection by the British and

French Mediterranean fleets in

August 1914, and how it was then

used to draw Turkey into the war on

the side of the Central powers. In
consequence, Russia’s main trade
route (90 percent of her foreign trade)
was severed, her war effort crippled,
and the tsarist regime fatally weak-
ened. The ultimate legacy, Soviet

Russia, has shaped much of world

history since.

The book is divided into four parts
and, unfortunately, the weakest—
Prelude—is the first. The maze of
interests in the eastern Mediterranean
before 1914 is enough to break the will
of even the most intrepid reader, and
van der Vat has little luck making
sense of it. Once through the tangle of

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987
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intrigue and out to sea, the going is
easter. The evasion story is dealt with
in the French, British and German
versions, thus it is a thrice-told tale. It
would have been better to integrate
the three into a single account, but the
organization works well enough. The
inquests also come in three parts—the
French, the British board of inquiry,
and the court-martial of Vice Admiral
Troubridge. The book finishes with a
recounting of German-Turkish naval
actions, including the German-led
bombardment of Russian ports in
October 1914 that thrust Turkey into
war.

Although the book is a popular
account, without the encumbrances
of full documentation and notes, the
author has drawn on a wide range of
material. It offers the first serious
observation of the French role, an
important feature since they had the
best chance to catch the Goeben in the
early going and were responsible for
Allied Mediterranean naval opera-
tions. German sources, as well, add
to the overall comprehension.

There is much in this story for both
the professional and the casual reader.
Both the French and the British
Commander in Chief, Admiral Milne,
had opportunities to engage the Goeben
with superior forces, bnt the focus of
attention came to rest on Vice Admiral
Troubridge. Troubridge, with four
old armoured cruisers, lay to the east
of the Goeben on 6 August 1914. He
planned to engage her in poor visibility
to offset both her 6-knot margin of
speed and her much heavier and longer
ranged main armament. When the
hour for interception came, it was
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morning, bright and clear: Troubridge
withdrew—the Goeben raced on. Just
what he might have accomplished is
one of the great “ifs’’ of history. A
few weeks later and thousands of
miles to the southwestward, Admiral
Craddock, aware of Troubridge’s
“failute,”” stood to his guns off
Coronel, Chile against a modern
force and paid dearly for it. (So too
did Commodore Harwood's force
off the River Plate, 25 years later,
But unlike Craddock, Harwood won. )

What could Troubridge have
achicved? Could the fate of Russia—
stripped of her major export routc by
Turkish belligerency—have been said
to rest with the Goeben? Van der Vat
calls upon such formidable witnesses
as Barbara Tuchman and W.S.
Churchill to support the case, and his
case is strong. Would Tutkey have
gone to war without being propelled
into it by “German” naval action
against Russia? If not, then perhaps
major events in world history do
occasionally hinge on small things.
That is the appeal of the Goeben story
and of van der Vat’s engaging book.

MARC MILNER
Untversity of New Brunswick, Canada

Bradford, James €., ed. Claptains ofrhe
Old Steam Navy: Makers of the
American Naval ' radition, 1840-1880.
Aunnapolis, Md.: Naval [nstitate
Press, 1986, 356pp. $24.95
Writing history by telling lives can

be a risky business. In focusing on

individuals rather than themes, events,
and trends, history can become

episodic, ancedotal and fragmented,
devoid of any particular meaning, and
lacking in intellectual vitaliey. All wo
often, inept biographers gather up the
fragments of their subject’s life, pile
them together ina deeary chronology
{birth, childhood, cducation, work,
death) and then present the finished
product to the reader as a “revealing

portrait of. . .,

Asperilous as full biographies imay
be, collections of biographical
sketelies can be even worse. Here, all
the sins arc compressed into a dis-

jointed mishmash held together by

paginatior.

That this book avoids this Scylla
and Charybdis stands as a testament
to the skill of the editor. How many
times, in subtle and perhaps not oo
subtle ways, did Bradford have to
temind his authors of their duty w
tell a life and, more importantly, to
explain what thae lifc meant. [How
often was it necessary to nudge the
authors into placing their subjects
within the broader context of 19th
century American naval history?
llowever he did i, Bradford did it
well. Toa degree far greater than is
usual in collections of this sort, we
have an evenness of treatment and
threads of continuity that carry the
reader forward.

Following a format sct out in his
previous collection of officer biogra-
phics (Command Under Sail, 1775-
1850}, Bradford presents us with 13
sketehes written by appropriate
experts. The perennials are all here—
Matthew Calbraith Perry, John A.
Dahlgren, Matthew Fontaine Maury,
Charles Wilkes, Andecw Foote,
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Samucl Francis DuPont, David
(}];lsg()w Farragut, David Dixon
Porter, John Rodgers, Robere W,
Shufelde and Benjamin Franklin
Isherwood., In addition to the old
standbys, Bradford also includes a
couplc of SUCPrises—Iiwo Conted-
crate officers, Franklin Buchanan and
Raphacl Semmes. Fortunacely, none
of the authors Iapx‘v mte hagio-
graphy, and while some may be more
critical of their subject than others,
tor the most part we are presentced
with sound scholarship and judicious
appraisals,

Ac least three themes emerge: the
miportance of family, the importance
(ﬁ{l(‘('l]l]()l(]gy, ;ll]d tIlL’ Uninlp()r[}”l('c
of the Navy,

No one who is acquainted with the
hismry of the American Navy in the
19th century will be ac all
surprised at the number of inter-
family connecdons amongst  chese
officers. Since the service was so
stall, inmatters of personal relation-
ships it often morce closely resembled
a gossipy village than a professional
seagoing torce. Advancement, thanks
to tamily and friends, was common.

Nearly all of these officers were
affected by technology, and none
resisted it To be sure, some were
morce open and prescient than others,
but CUH[rélry to L‘Ollvcnti()l];ll
wisdom, these aged, whiskered
ofticers were not obstacles to tech-
nological advancerment,

Just how important was the Navy
to 19th century America? Not very.
Charting the scas and avenging
piratical artacks make for good

publishef bt e brdly changed dhe
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destiny of the Nation. This is not to
say these events ought nor to he
recorded and celebrated. Indeed,
thcy demonstrate the pur.\‘otml virtue
of courage and help us o berter
understand what good leadership is
really about. Nevertheless, in the
broad realm of antebellum American
history, our Navy did not play a key
role,

In the case of the Civil War, of
course, the Navy did emerge as an
important player, but even here
caution is advised. Despite the great
clamus made for the blockade, recent
sclm];lrship SUpEeses that it was
hardly decisive. It was on the rivers
that the Navy played out ies part, I
may well turn out that the brown-
WALCT DAVY was Imore important to
the Union victory than its blue-
water counterpatt.

A third velume in this serics is
apparently in the works—Adgmirals of
the Steel Navy, 1880-1930. Once
compleeed, this naval triptych will
provide a ready and welcome addi-
tion to the literature of American
naval history.

WILLIAM M. FOWLLR, JR.
Boston, Massachosets

Guteridge, Leonard F. Icebound: 'The
Jeanette  Expedition’s Quest for the
North Pole. Annapolis, Md.: Naval
Insticute Press, 1986, 357pp. §23.95
Icebound is a long overdue and

thoroughly competent presentation

of the events surrounding the destruc-
tion of the U.S.S. Jeanette on 12 June

1881 in the Arctic Ocean northl%f
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Siberia, while under the command of
Lieutenant George W. De Long,
U.S. Navy.

Guttridge’s research is first class as
he examines both the public record
and the available private files of the
crew members who either perished
or survived this disaster which
attracted such great public interest.
He haslocated and used just the right
photographs and illustrations as he
narrates the chronology of events in
this, the first U.S. Government
authorized, but privately sponsored,
attempt to reach the North Pole by
ship via the Bering Strait. However,
the reader will need a magnifying
glass for the chartlets.

Discrepancies between the private
utterances and public testimony of the
survivors, and the written records of
those who perished, form the basis of a
naval mystery heretofore largely
unresolved. It is generally accepted
that then Navy Secretary William E.
Chandler and the expedition’s spon-
sor, publisher James Gordon Bennett
of the New York Herald, allied them-
selves with Lieutenant De Long’s
widow Emma to prevent a full public
disclosure of the tragedy, each for his
or her own reasons—all of which the
author discloses. Even the subsequent
Congressional investigation by the
Naval Affairs Committee seemed to
be limited to a predetermined find-
ing. In 1882, apparently, politics in
the Navy were considerably less
subtle than now!

The concealed physical affliction
of the expedition’s navigator, Master
John W. Danenhower, U.S. Navy, is
%ealt with in a frank manner, and the

ttps://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1

author is not maudlin in his treatment
of the navigator’s suicide after his
rescue. Those who know of Rear
Admiral George W. Melville’s
appointment, over some 40 senior
officers, to the post of Chief of the
Bureau of Steam Engineering (later
BuShips) and of his leadership during
the Navy's transition from sail (then
preferred) to steam (then detested),
and before Dewey’s Great White
Fleet, will find revealed facets of
Melville’s character not readily
apparent in environments less harsh
than the Arctic.

Guttridge's use of a dramatic style
of narration, almost as though he
were actually aboard the feanette or
present at the hearings, is skillfull and
does not lessen the appeal of his tale.
Today’s officers will gain an insight
into aspects of basic leadership in
situations of stress that are still valid
but less evident in today’s techno-
cratic Navy,

Icebound is an enthralling “detec-
tive"” story. How odd that the author,
an Englishman and a civilian, is able
to “‘solve’” the mystery when so
many Americans, both naval and
civilian, have fallen short in their
efforts to bring together all the
complex elements of the Jeanette
expedition. In August 1883, George
Melville wrote to Emma De Long
that, “There is a great deal we both
might say that has not been said. . . .
L know the true history of the Expedi-
tion will never be written.” Leonard
Guttridge’s efforts come close!

CLARENCE Q. FISKE
Captain, U.S. Navy (Ret.}
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McKenna, Richard. The Left-Handed
Monkey Wrench. Annapolis, Md.:
Naval Institute Press, 1986. 355pp.
$16.95
This collection of 10 stories, cssays,

and cxcerpts, from a prospective

book published 22 years after author

Richard McKenna’s death, provides

somcthing few Naval War College

Review rcaders have ever personally

experienced: how a mess deck sea-

man lived, loved, worked, played,
ate, slept, fought, and sometimes
died on the Asiatic station between
the two great wars. For 10 years Dick
McKenna was there—an introspective
observer dissecting his characters,
pitting men against each other,
unraveling the claborate enlisted
pecking order, revealing nuances of
expression and performance, making
The Left-Handed Monkey Wrench a
thoroughly interesting and cduca-
tional collection. Unlike McKenna's
tour de force, The Sand Pebbles, where
the action is a rather fanciful
departure from rcality, The Left-

Handed Monkey Wrench is strictly like

it was,

McKecnna's introduction into the
1931 Navy was aboard the old cargo
ship U.S.S. Goldstar, a strictly non-
rcg Hog Island 12-knotter that
plodded between Japan, Manila, and
its home port, Guam. It transported
native products out and essential
island nceds in, carrying dependents
along for the ride and relecase from
boredom ot the tiny island of Guam.

From the Goldstar, McKenna pro-
gressed to the coastal gunboat Ashe-
ville, destroyer Edsall, and lastly, the
Yangtze gunboat Luzen. As a

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987
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machinist mate throughour those 10
years, McKenna watched and partici-
pated in the intrigues, plots, joys, and
tragedies of life on the mess deck and
in the engine room that only a man
who was there could know. The
“black gang’ life was only periph-
crally intruded upon by the “deck
apes” and the officers, the latter
sometimes not too kindly treated in
the text.

“Life aboard the Goldstar™ is com-
plete in its description of functions,
routine, rehigion, cultural focus, and
love life while in Japan. “The Fiction
of History " backgrounds McKenna's
difficule scarch for truth about China
and its various myths—the revolu-
tionary myth, the missionary myth,
and the history that never was.
“Cleaning Firesides™ is black gang
conflict, challenge, triumph. As in all
McKenna’'s tales, there is the constant
cmotional turmoil of man against
man against machine. “The Girl in
Tatsubei’ puts onc in intimate touch
with the fantasies and delights of the
Japanese female—the softness,
mutual respect, unhurried consid-
cration, charm, and beauty so totally
unlike the of the
American bordello. McKenna clearly
is charmed and captured by the gentle
girls during a weck of tranquility at

T N
romance

Yokohama.

In the mid-twenties, we midship-
men knew very well who Josephus
Danicls was. As President Woodrow
Wilson's Navy Secretary for 8 years,
**. .. he had shivered the timbers of
the United States Navy so thoroughly
that twenty years later they were
still twitching with remembered
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outrage.”” McKenna, in his essay,
“The Wreck of Uncle Joscphus,”
gives this righteous old gentleman a
powerful leg-up in the latter’s great
influence,
stigma of personal unworth tradi-

. to remove the

tionally attaching to the enlisted
naVEll lllliforllls.’, T]]OS@ Who rcad
McKenna's assessment of the many
reforms instituted by Daniels will
come away with a much higher
regard for the man who abolished
liquor in wardroorns as one of his less
1)OPLIIZIT Mmaoves.

In certain respects, one can favor-
ably compare The Left-Handed Monkey
Wrench to a like cpic of another
century, fwo Years before the Mast.
And there actually was aleft-handed
monkey wrench, whercof the reader
will discover the rather bizarre
source.

KEMP TOLLEY
Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy (Rec.}

Crane, Elaine Forman. A Dependent
People. New York: Fordham
University Press, 1985, 196pp. $25
Flaine Forman Crane’s econo-

mically written book begins in about

1760 and documcnts Newport's

mercantile character. Onece one of

the five chief cities of the Colonies,

Newport, lacking a hinterland to

produce goods for sale to the other

Calonies and abroad, survived on a

one-product cconomy—rum—which

quickly led the city's merchants and
scamen deeply into the slave trade.
Crane looks at tax rolls, lists of

SlaVC OWwWners, census ﬁg\lrt:s, Elnd

shipping data, and out of this material

produces an interesting history.
Church membership figures prove,
as usual, one way to quantify the rise
of the bourgeoisie. Conversion to
Anglicanism and attendance at Trinity
Church was then, as now, notifi-
cation of haut bourgeois arrival,
counterpointed by Ezra Stiles’ end-
lessly documented fumings.

Though she does not specify it,
Cranc’s data allows the conclusion
that Newport’s wealthy merchants
never became an upper class, probably
because they remained so close to the
source of their wealth and were not
allowed time to becorne “old money.”
This interesting sociological fact has
persisted until today because the
development of an indigenous upper
class was stitled at the renaissance by
the superimposition of an upper class
from elsewherc.

Wealthy colonists, nonctheless, did
function partly as an upper class,
making improvements to the city’s
physical amcnitics while doing justice
to their own domestic ones. Their
cultural enjoyments were cphemeral,
but they at least left for posterity the
Redwood Library, Trinity Church,
the Brick Market, the Colony House,
and numerous paintings and domestic
works of art they had commissioned.

Crane also points out that whitc
scrvants and black slaves werce kept
off the poor rolls by inclusion in the
households of the wealthy. In 1755,
18 percent of the population were
black, nearly all of them slaves. She
surmises that the drop in this
percentage to 13.5 percent in 1774
was duc not so much to a decrease in
the number of the enslaved but to the

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1
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necessity to hide assets from the
mother country’s new cfforts to
collect taxes.

The most interesting part of the
book is the conclusion in which Dr.
Cranc makes real the attitudes and
interactions of Newporters going
into and during the Revolution.
Britain allowed the development af
Newport as a trading center by
generations of benign neglect. Her
efforts, beginning in the 1760s, to
enforce and collect excises led the
merchants to respond through subter-
fuges to avoid the levies. When
enforcement proved too effective,
Newport mobs, wrapped in a new
patriotism, ran the customs officers
out of town. Though the merchants
certainly did not discourage the
mobs, they discovered that the mobs
eroded the law and order necessary
for the orderly running of commerce.
Some of the merchants were Patriots,
others were Tories, The latter fele
that any government, even an
oppressive one, was preferable to
anarchy. Had the Revolution been
put down, the Torics would have
been the patriots. Instead, they were
run out of town.

The war was hard on the city.
After it was over, those Tories who
filtcred back from exile were not
treated as badly as they were in most

Protessional Reading 139

other places. Newport's economy,
and its physical condition werc a
shambles; the Patriot was too demor-
alized to discriminate against the
Tory; he shared his misery without
DPC“ rancor,

Dr. Crane, probably more than
any scholar, has made the most of
Newport's largely unexploited
archives. Her book covers an impor-
tant segment of Newport’s history in
scholarly, rather than anecdotal,
fashion. It is she to whom we are
indebted for the published qualifi-
cation to Newport’s boast that all
sorts were tolerated in this most opcn
colony. Most people here lived and
practiced dissenting religion, but
Jews were treated as “forcigners”
and neither they nor Catholics nor
Quakers were allowed to vote,

Although this book rcads easily, it
is fleshless; 1t is not a narrative made
from statistics, but statistics picced
into a narrative. Of 197 pages, 67 are
footnotes or bibliography and 10 are
index.

The book’s designer deserves a
complaint. The book is set in 8-point
type, difficult for its intended audi-
enee, i.¢., anyone more than 18 years
of age, to read.

HOWARLY 5. BROWNE
Newport, Rhode Island

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987
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RECENT BOOKS

Addington, Larry H. The Patterns of War since the Eighteenth Century. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1985. 318pp. $29.50 paper $10.95

Addington’s volume is a narrative description of the major European and American
wars that have occurred since 1775, The author vividly describes the general aspects
of strategy, tactics, and weapons employed. The title misleadingly suggests that this
might be a weighty and abstract comparative analysis. Itis something quite different;
an objective summary of events that makes a very useful introductory textbook for
undergraduare students of war history,

Best, Richard A., Jr. Ce-operation with I.ike-Minded Peoples: British Influences on American

Security Policy, 1945-1949. Westport, Coun.: Greenwood Press, 1986. 226pp. $32.95
Using both British and American archives, Richard Best offers a new insight into the
immediate postwar years by focusing on Anglo-American cooperation rather than
the competition between the Soviet Union and the United States. Best demonstrates
how Britain took the initiative in persuading the United States to share her concerns
about the future of continental Europe. Using established wartime channels of
cooperation, British officials played a major role in altering American policy by
ensuring the continued presence of U.S. military and naval forces in Europe. Best’s
work is a stimulating and valuable study of the history of that “special relationship”
as well as the history of American defense policy.

Evans, David, ed. and trans. The Japanese Navy in World War 11 In the Words of Former
Japanese Naval Officers. Annapolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press, 1986. 568pp. $24.95
This collection of essays provides personal perspectives on the war in the Pacifie. First
published in 1969, the collection contains some of the few available classics relating
the Japanese experience in World War IL This second edition (revised) provides five
additional articles—three from the U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings and two
translations prepared especially for this edition by the editor. The new essays discuss
operations in the Indian Ocean, the Battle of the Philippine Sea, the protection of
merchant shipping, subinarine warfare, and Japan’s general naval strategy.

Gabriel, Richard A., ed. Military Psychiatry: A Comparative Perspective. Westport,
Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1986. 214pp. $32.50
This book starts with the estimate that modern armies are likely to suffer 40 to 50
percent losses of total strength from psychiatric collapse. To deal with the subject, the
author steps into the field of comparative military psychiatry as he assembles a
cross-cultural analysis of the discipline as practiced by the armies of the United
States, Germany, Israel, and the Soviet Union. The collection begins with the human
dimension of combat and then proceeds into a detailed examination of the historical
development and effectiveness of military psychiatry. Stratepies dealing with battle

stress are discussed, as are future directions of military psychiatry.
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1
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Gordon, John W. The Other Desert War: British Special Forces in North Africa, 1940-1943.
Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1987. 241pp. $39.95

Written in a setting that reaches back to Lawrence of Arabia in World War I,
continuing with interwar experiments with motorized desert travel by both British
and Italian Armies, and culminating in the Long Range Desert Groups of the target
period, this little book is a nice addition to the literature of the war. It is an interesting
story for anyone whose imagination has been captured by the images in popular books
and movies, such as The Desert Rat and The Key to Rebecca, that have their origin in this
remarkable theater. The Other Desert War 1s, however, a scholarly history, not an
adventure novel, although at times it reads as such.

Higham, Robin D.S, Diary of a Disaster: British Aid to Greece, 1940-1941. Lexington; The
University Press of Kentucky, 1986. 269pp. $27

By reconstructing in exquisite detail the disastrous British expedition to Greece on
the eve of the German invasion in 1940, Robin Higham has done a valuable service for
both military historians and strategists. For the historian, he has pulled wogether the
story of thislittle known but important part of the early actions of the Second World
War, For the strategist, he gently but firmly illustrates that military actions without
clear political purpose and commitment often do not work out very well. The book is,
literally, a daily diary. The implications are to be drawn by the reader.

Kennedy, Moorhead. The Ayatollah in the Cathedral: Reflections of a Hostage. New York:
Hill & Wang, 1986. 241pp. $17.95

A career Foreign Service officer, Moorhead “'Mike"” Kennedy, while serving in the
American Embassy in Iran during the revolution, became one of the hostages held by
the Ayatollah’s minions for 444 days. After his release, Kennedy retired from the
Foreign Service and became chairman of the Cathedral Peace Institute at the New
York Episcopal Cathedral. This began as an optimistic endeavor, for Kennedy is a
deeply religious man who wanted to put his long experience with the realities of the
world to the service of peace. Ultimately this became a very disturbing experience
for him as he found that the religious certainty and absolutism that drove the
Avyatollah also drove the leadership of much of the American peace movement. While
deeply devoted to peace in both the political and religious sense, Kennedy found that
there was no place in the movement for a rational, thoughtful man committed to open
dialogue. Although Kennedy was forced out of the Cathedral Peace Institute by the
dean, in a classic display of earthly power politics, he has continued to write and speak
to the thinking audience.

Kinnell, Susan K,, ed. Military History of the United States: An Annotated Bibliography.
Santa Barbara, Calif.: ABC-Clio, 1986. 333pp. $85
With approximately 3,300 entries organized into chapters dealing with major periods
in American history, this bibliography covers wars on land, at sea, and in the air; great
wars, small wars, and skirmishes; incidents and police actions spanning the earliest
colonial actions through such events as recently as mid-1985. Providing a ready and
quick retrieval of significant scholarship in the field, Military History of the United States
will be useful to librarians, students, and researchers of U.S. military affairs. {Subject

and author index provided.)
Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987 143
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Leach, Douglas Edward. Now Hear This: The Memoir of a Junior Officer in the Great Pacific
War. Kent, Ohio: Kent State University Press, 1987, 184pp, $22

Fresh out of Providence and Brown University in 1942, Douglas Leach was one of
thousands of young Americans who became “90-day wonders" in the service of the
Navy. This memoir of his time in the Pacific as the ASW ofticer for the U.5.8. Elden
(IDE-264) will be of interest to his many peers who shared the same experiences and
found their lives forever changed. His story is historically useful for its descriptions of
the early practice of surface ASW. In many respects, Leach’s work is a good
companion piece to John Monsarrat's recent Angel on the Yardarm (1985},

Morgan, William James, ed. Naval Documents of the American Revolution; Vol. 9,
American Theatre: Junel, 1777-July 31, 1777; European Theatre: Junel, 1777-September 30,
1777, American Theatre: August 1, 1777-September 30, 1777. Washington: Naval
Historical Center, IDepartment of the Navy, 1986. 1147pp. $44

This 1147-page volume fully documents the 4 months of naval operations in the

summer of 1777, both in American and Buropean waters. Here one can see the British

Fleet landing an army at the head of the Chesapeake as part of the operations to

capture Philadelphia, as well as the individual actions of the continental frigates

Boston, Hancock, and Randolph in the Atlantic. One finds here the sources for

examining the famous raids against British metchant shipping made by Captain

Lammbert Wickes and Gustavas Conyngham in Europe. This volume, like its

predecessors, shows the immeasurable value of establishing a record of our country's

naval history in a way that is both readily available to all, undeniably accurate, and
without bias.

Owen, J.ILH., ed. Current Military Literature: Comments, Abstracts, Citations of Impartant
Aprticles from International Strategic and Defense Periodicals. Oxford, England: Military
Press, Ltd., 1985. v. 3, nos, 1-6. $120

Current Military Literature provides subject-classified abstracts and citations of articles

from international journals in the areas of ground warfare, strategic studies, and conflict

research. Within broad subject areas, each citation is classified into detailed subject
groups which limit the amount of time needed to search for items. Citations are
cross-referenced into all the alternative subject groups where one might lock. Each issue

contains author, geographical, and source journal indexes for all citations and provides a

full directory of journals scanned, with publishers’ addresses. Each citation supplies full

bibliographic data to assist users in retrieving original texts through library secvices or
from original publishers. Current Military Literature is very useful to libraries, research
activities, and professionals dealing with strategic studies and conflict research.

Darton, Jawnes, Air Force Spoken Here: General Ira Eaker and the Command of the Air.

Bethesda, Md.: Adler & Adler, 1986. 557pp. $24.95
Parton, Eaker’s aide during World War II, serves as a primary source in this
anecdotal full-length biography. Starting with his formative years as the son of a
Texas tenant farmer, the book follows Eaker through his enlistment in 1917, a rich
career between the wars, and command of the Eighth U.S. Air Force and the
Mediterraneau Allied Air Forces during World War IL. A literate man whaose prose is
a pleasure to read, the author has fashioned a carefully rescarched and balanced
biography of a pioneer aviator, Congressional Gold Medal winner, and hero of
World War IL

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol40/iss4/1 144
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Price, Alfred. Air Battle Central Europe. New York: The Free Press, 1986, 192pp. $17.95
Drawing on his experience in the RAF and a number of books he has written on air
warfare, including the popular Air War South Atlantic, Alfred Price gives us a
comprehensive look at the aircraft and weapons that NATO has on the front line. [Te
has a chapter on each, including the Taronados, FR-111E/F, EF-111, Wild Weasels,
RF-4C, A-10, Harrier, and the tank-swatting helicopter gunships. Each chapter is
built around interviews with squadron commanders who offer insights into their
probable tactics.

Schaffer, Mark E., ed. Technology T'ransfer and Fasi-West Relations. New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1985, 273pp. $39.95

A comprehensive survey of technalogy transfer from West to East, this volume cuts
across the traditional boundarics of a number of academic disciplines and examines
the cconomic, political, strategic, and legal aspects of the West-East technology
transfer. Starting with the nature of innovation in centrally planned economies and
the gap in the technological level between Fast and West, this book examines the
major features of innovation under both central planning and market socialism, the
role of technology transfer in economic growth, and the relationship between
capitalism, socialism, and technological change. Further discussion deals with the
cconomics of technology transfer and the controversial role of Western technalogy in
Soviet military power.

Segal, David R. and Sinaiko, Wallace H., eds. Life in the Rank and File: Enlisted Men and
Woumen in the Armed orces of the United States, Australia and Canada, and the United
Kingdom. Washington, D.C.: Pergamon-Brassey s International Defense Publishers,
1986. 283pp. $24 paper §14.95

Since 85 percent of the Americans who serve in the military do so in the enlisted ranks,

this should be an important book for planners and scholars. While it daes touch the

current sighificant issues of retention, the growing role of women, and race relations, it
does so through a series of disjointed essays by writers of varying talent. Among the best
and most insightfu! is the essay on the Marines by Michacl and Renee Patrow (both
lieutenant colonels in the Marine Corps) and the interviews with previous chief master
sergeants of the Air Force by Neufeld and Hasdorff. Naval mateers are included in

Down’s history of the changing role of petty officers and in Thomas” essay on the role of

women in the Navy. By way of contrast with the American experience, essays arc

included on the enlisted forces of Australia, Canada, and the United Kingdom.

Rtegrettably, the book is marred by some truly dreadful sacielogical jargen.

Stubbing, Richard A. and Mendel, Richard A, The Peferse Game: An Insider xplores the
Astonishing Realitics of Awmerica’s Defense Establishment. New York: Harper & Row,
1986. 445p). $18.95

This book e¢xamines the way that primary defense players—the armed services,

indastry, Congress, and the Adminiseration—ran the Nation’s biggest business.

Drawing on his experiences dealing with the defense budget trom 1962 to 1981, the

author looks at the realities of policy-making tor the Pentagon by analyzing the

decisionmaking process in the complex il seeretive world of defense planning and
budgeting. In his judgment, the negative wrends faced by the UL, rivalry with the

Soviets are not the result of Hmitng funds but, instead, the problem of efficiently
Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987 145
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transforming dollar resources into military capabilities. The author goes on to
examine the roles of five Secretaries of Defense and concludes with the attributes of
the next Secretary and how he ot she must operate to achieve real change in the
Pentagon to make us winners in the defense game,

Tuck, Jay. High-Tech Espionage: How the KGB Smuggles NATO's Strategic Secrets to

Moscow. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1986. 211pp. $14.95
The capitalists, said Vladimir llyich Lenin, will sell us the rope we need to hang them.
While Lenin knew little of compurers, lasers, microchips, and other high-tech, his
successors do. Jay Tuck paints an alarming and well-documented picture of how the
West is selling and loosing this technology to the Soviet Union where it is being used
in the weapons pointed back at us, As Soviet technology has continued to lag the
West, Soviet espionage has conducted a massive program devoted to the acquisition
of both high-tech components and the tools to manufacture them. Through vivid
accouttts of high-tech esplonage, Tuck tells the story of just how successful and
devastating this collcction has been.

Warren, Marck D. Lusitania. New York: Sterling Publishing, 1986. 62pp. $35

The sinking of the Lusitania and the subsequent loss of 1,200 lives in 1915 was a factor
that contributed to U.S. enury into World War I. This is a facsimile reprint, including
25 added herctofore unpublished photographs of a limited 1907 edition, only nine
copies of which are known to exist, It covers in great detail the construction of the
ship, with particular emphasis on passenger accommodations, the propelling
machinery, and the cargo and navigation equipment.

Watson, Milton. Disasters at Sea. New York: Stripling Publishers, 1987. 192pp. $24.95
In 1907 the S.8. Dakota was wrecked and lost uear Yokohama, *“The captain spent the
rest of his life as 2 night watchman in a San Francisco shipyard.” On that career-
enhancing note, Milton Watson begins his chronology of every ocean-going
passenger ship catastrophe since 1900. All the big ones are here: the Titanic, the
Lusitania, the Motro Castle, the Andrea Doria, the Wahine, the Prinsendam, and the
Lermontoy. Meticulously researched and well-illustrated, Milton’s book reminds us
that rocks, fire, and poor seamanship still claim ships such as The Herald of Free
Enterptise in 1987, too late for this book.

Wragg, David. Airlift: A History of Military Air Transport. Novato, Calif.: Presido Press,
1986. 159pp. $25

Major milirary powers have tegarded air transporr as an important element in their
operations—assault, deployment and redeployment of troaps, and critical resupply.
Airlift traces the history of the development and operations of “military airlines”
from the 1920s to the Falklands, including fixed wing aircraft, gliders, and
helicopters, International in scope, covering overt and covert military activity, Airlifi
concludes its examination of the subject with some insights into its future,

¥
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AWARD-WINNING ARTICLES CHOSEN FROM
THE NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

Three prize awards, onc for $500 and two for $250, honoring authors whose
works appeared in the Review during 1986, were announced at the College's
recent graduation cxercises. These awards for exceptional articles, based on
content, clarity, and professionalism, arc given in memory of the late Captain
Hugh G. Nott, U.S. Navy (Ret.) who, over a period of 10 years, made major
contributions to the academic and research vitality of the Naval War
College.

First prize award, for “Wargaming, an Enforcer of Strategic Realism:
1919-1942,” went to Dr. Michacl Vlahos of the Johns Hopkins School of
Advanced International Studies.

Second prize awards went to Lieutenant Colonel James P. Terry, U.S.
Marine Corps, currently assigned to the Headquarters, Marine Corps, for
“An Appraisal of Lawful Military Response to State-Sponsored Terrorism,”
and to Dr, Mackubin T. Owens who scrves as Special Assistant for Defense
Programs in the office of the Assistant Secretary of Energy for Congressional
Affairs, for ““American Strategic Culture and Civil-Military Relations: The
Case of JCS Reform.”

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1987 147
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