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FOREWORD

The Naval War College Review was established in 1948 by the Chief of Naval
Personnel in order that officers of the Navy and Marine Corps might receive some of
the educational benefits available to the resident students at the Naval War College.
The forthright and candid views of the authors are presented for the professional
education of the readers. Articles published are related to the academic and
professional activities of the Naval War College. They are drawn from a wide variety
of sources in order to inform, to stimulate and challenge the readers, and to serve as a
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and literary merits, usefulness and interest to servicewide readership and timeliness.
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Naval War College Review and the respective author. Reproduction of articles
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the case of those articles protected by copyright, as may be indicated by a
copyright notice at the beginning of such articles. Review content is open to citation
and other reference, in accordance with accepted academic research methods. The
thoughts and opinions expressed in this publication are those of the authors and are
not necessarily those of the Navy Department or the Naval War College.

Manuscripts must be submitted in typewritten form, double-spaced or triple-spaced.
Manuscripts are submitted at the sender’s risk. The Nava! War College Review neither
offers nor makes compensation for articles accepted for publication and assumes no
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effort will be made to return manuscripts not accepted for publication. In submitting
an article, the sender warrants that it is original, that it is the sender’s property, and
that it has not been published elsewhere.

The editorial offices of the Naval War College Review are located at the Naval War College,
Newport, R.I. 02840. Published quarterly, distribution is generally limited to: U.5. Navy, Marine
Corps, and Coast Guard commands and activities; Reqular and Reserve officers of the U.5, Navy,
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard of the grade 0-3 and senior; military officers of other services,
foreign officers, and civilians having a present or previocus affiliation with the Naval War College;
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TAKING STOCK

In my frantic rush to catch up on the
eight years of American history that I
missed, I am often appalled by the
studied, analytic approach to warfare
taken by so many of the educated,
well-intentioned individuals who di-
rected our war in Vietnam. If my
understanding of their reasoning is to
remain lacking, so much the better. For
he who supports the position that war-
fare and warriors are just other things to
which the rational concepts of business
and economics apply is missing the
mark. Lewis Sorley reviews Crisis In
Command in the Professional Reading
section of this Review and I think his
opening assessment of the book is accu-
rate: the book is flawed. Gabriel and
Savage's little volume has been con-
demned by many as an exaggerated
indictment of American performance in
Vietnam; many say it is hung on a
questionable historic framework, and
almost all its readers agree that its
suggested reforms are reminiscent of the
Dark Ages. Though acknowledging all of
that, Sorley again hits the nail on the
head when he adds: to dismiss this book
for the above reasons, however, is to
ignore the tremendous power of the
authors’ central thesis. That thesis is
that American victory was impossible
because our traditional fighting man'’s
gladiatorial ethic had been programmed
out of style and supplanted by an

based on the rational corporate model,
systems analysis and utils. This new fad
assumed that management and leader-
ship were synonymous. Natural out-
growths of that concept were officers’
ticket punching, organizational ‘‘effi-
ciency’’ at the expense of honor, and
ultimately a breakdown of small fight-
ing unit cohesion, spirit and integrity.
Wars cannot be fought the same way
bureaucrats haggle over apportionments.
The toll of human life in battle does not
lend itself to cost/benefit analysis. One'’s
plan of action on the international chess
board cannot be built on compromise
businesslike decisions among factions.
To design a country’s strategy along a
middle course for bureaucratic reasons
is to aim at what Winston Churchill has
called the bull's eye of disaster. That
our country was steady on course for
that bull’s eye of disaster, even before |
was shot down in September 1965, is
evident from a reading of Admiral U.S.
Grant Sharp’s recent book Strategy for
Defeat. By that time, the bureaucracy
was already sending him, CINCPAC,
waffled directives (consensus documents
with “‘all factions inside the paper”)
that were not consistent with the stated
military objectives of that same
bureaucracy. The managerial authors of
the war policy spoke self-assuredly in
the language of war but their mind set
continued to be that of faddish en-

neSOSERREAneNrial S RIS, MhQRe, 10N WEEE . iss Jrgpreneurial gamesmen; by the timg
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they realized that the enemy was ignor-
ing their finesses, it had long been clear
to those in the field that these games-
men had no belly for a fight. With
forces alteady committed, there was no
place to go but down.

The style, ethics and language of
business are peculiar to that vocation.
So too does war have its own style,
ethics and language. Adapting the busi-
ness approach to the military profession
has serious shortcomings; too many in
uniform caught the habit of asking,
“What's in it for me?'' This type of
self-centered careerism may be de
rigueur on Wall Street but js the antithe-
sis of service in the military. War is a
unique human enterprise that cannot be
managed on the margin. Clausewitz
wrote: '“War is a special profession,
however general its relation may be and
even if all the male population of a
country capable of bearing arms were
able to practice it, war would still
continue to be different and separate
from any other activity which occupies
the life of man." Contrast this with a
paragraph from a study done in 1974
entitted [L.S. Tactical Air Power:
"Waging war is no different in principle
from any other resource transformation
process and should be just as eligible for
the improvements in proficiency that
have accrued elsewhere from technologi-
cal substitution.” This is simply not
true. There are men who in battle can
realize proficiency that would be
labeled '‘impossible’” by any systems
analyst, men who can make 2+2=5 time
after time on the basis of their personal
courage, leadership, strength, lovalty
and comradeship. When the chips are
down, and you're facing real uncer-
tainty instead of that on a projected
Profit and Loss sheet, you need some-
thing more than rationalist stuffing. The
first step is to acknowledge that fighting
men resent heing manipulated by carrot
and stick enticements; they find no
solace in being part of some systematic

they're told to go in harm's way. In
short, you can't program men to their
deaths; they have to be led, and, as
Crisis in Command points out, high risks
and high casualty rates for senior offi-
cers are common elements of victory.

Thus, though I take issue with some
of the assertions in Crisis in Command, 1
think it carries a strong message for
leadership. Whether we're driving ships
around the ocean or navigating a desk
ashore, all of us in the military should
continually contemplate that ‘‘different
and separate activity which occupies the
life of man.” As we follow the peace-
time horde down the prescribed track,
let us not adopt the false sense of
security that combat philosophies will
be issued by ‘‘the system' when the
need arises. The twists and turns of the
fortunes of war have a way of throwing
military men into new decision making
territory where all previous bets are off
and no philosophic survival kits are
available. Have you thought it through?
When the whistle blows, are you ready
to step out of your business suit with
both the philosophy and the belly for a
fight?

J.B. STOCKDALE
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy
President, Naval War College

P.S. The growing rate of submission of
professionally written articles and
the prospect of receipt of more
War College student papers of pub-
lishable quality prompts the im-
mediate increase in our printing
frequency from gquarterly to bi-
monthly. Look for your next

Review in May.

JBS
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Naval power continues to offer flexibility, mobility, universality, and public
acceptance to policymakers but the ordering function of military force has become
less certain, perhaps less appropriate, as international conditions grow more complex.
Some factors affecting the future use of naval power are discussed herein.

THE CHANGING CONTEXT OF AMERICAN SEAPOWER

James A. Nathan and James K. Oliver

The “Expansion of Force.” Among
the more important of the new com-
plexities confronting both analysis and
policy are those surrounding the use of
force. For almost 300 years prior to the
end of World War II, the pursuit of
‘‘security”’ by nation-states has been the
central dynamic of international
politics. The correlative of this condi-
tion has been an expansion of the
capacity of the nation-state to deploy
and use military power. During the last
150 years of this “expansionist phase”’!
of the role of military power in interna-
tional politics an important paradox
emerged: the use of military power
could result in enormous disorder but,
under certain circumstances, order as
well. Maximizing the potentialities for
order became the preoccupation of that
essential prescription for prudential be-
havior in an international politics based
on the inevitability of war—the balance

students of the balance of power notes:
it “...is not a formula for perfect
peace, but rather for reasonable stability
and order with no more than moderate
use of violent techniques by the states
involved in the system."?

The 20th century seems to many to
have demonstrated the futility of
power. Three decades of international
disorder culminated in the skies over
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in what many
regarded as the ultimate expansion of
force. How, it might be asked, could
this most immoderate of military instru-
mentalities be “‘used’ to foster order in
an international system characterized by
deep Soviet-American hostility and con-
flict?

To post-World War II American
realists, the period of expanding force in
international relations has been seen as
coming to a conclusion. It was, they
believed, replaced by what Robert

httpof djggwernmAwnonerof cthénrrosticarefiib/iss2Qsgood termed a ‘requlatory’’ phase ins
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world politics. In this new period, the
threat of war replaced the use of mili-
tary power as an ordering process.” At
the same time, however, realists arqued
that the national interests of the United
States in a bipolar world required the
threat and under some circumstances,
the use of force including nuclear
weapons—if Soviet power was to be
contained. “[W]ith as much conjecture
as hope" as Osgood put it,* American
policymakers sought to reconstruct
world order and manage the security
dilemma through the ‘‘uses of military
power short of war”® —or, at a mini-
mum, short of nuclear war.

Some Policy Implications. .. and
Consequences, A great testing of these
doctrines of controlled threat and
violence came in the waters off Cuba
and in the inhospitable terrain of Viet-
nam. The Cuban Missile Crisis suggested
the realist contention that the threat of
nuclear war could be manipulated so as
to achieve American ends and, in time,
to stimulate the superpowers to pursue
a more regulated strategy. Vietnam,
however, now stands with more ambigu-
ous portent. It revealed that the applica-
tion of enormous amounts of conven-
tional force was not in itself adequate or
appropriate to that war. Moreover,
among the consequences of the effort
was a serious erosion of popular support
not only for the immediate conflict but
the larger policy of containment if it
was dependent upon the controlled use
of conventional violence.

Simultaneously, the many ‘“new
forces'® of international political eco-
nomics moved to the top of American
policymakers agendas. Food, energy,
oceans policy, environmental concerns,
“‘neomercantilism,” international mone-
tary stability, the multinational corpora-
tion and the many other manifestations
of what had been traditionally regarded
as “low politics,” were now viewed as
central issues. Indeed, the whole notion

relevance of the realist’s balance of
power images and metaphors. Compli-
cating matters further, of course, was
the fact that the older concerns were
clearly not irrelevant. Today's crises of
political economic interdependence had
not displaced such ‘‘traditional” con-
corns as strategic arms control, prolifera-
tion, the NATO-Warsaw Pact confronta-
tion in central Europe, or the multiple
crises that pervaded the Mediterranean
basin. Rather, both “tracks” of Ameri-
can postwar foreign policy now vied for
attention.” They were no longer
separable into distinct bureaucratic
niches and, most frustrating of all, the
policy instruments developed since the
1940s—"liberal capitalist’ international
economics and institutions on the one
hand and the modalities of strategic
deterrence, limited war, and the threat
of force on the other—no longer seemed
comprehensively applicable. And, when
these approaches were applied, policy-
makers could no longer assume that the
limits of public permissibility were suf-
ficiently broad and pliant to allow for
what Henry Kissinger referred to as “the
modicum of ambiguity' necessary for
the conduct of foreign relations.®

Policy Change and Naval Power. We
now stand somewhere beyond, but
nearer the beginning than the end of,
the effort to develop concepts and
fashion policy instruments appropriate
to new international conditions. By the
early 1970s naval power seemed to have
emerged somewhat better thought of
than other instruments of military
power, Whereas the portions of the
defense budget claimed by the Army
and the Air Force had declined or at
best remained constant, the Navy's had
grown.” Undoubtedly much of this
budgetary growth can be related to the
challenge posed by expanding Soviet
naval power as well as the moderniza-
tion program launched by the Navy in
the wake of its decision to retire the

Plﬁ){isheigl E?’réﬁ)ﬂ}igﬁlmr Cghgé‘!z%?tgl ng?nons, PJ%OI“G portion of the fleet. Noverthe- 7
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less, the commitment of substantial
resources to the Navy also represents an
important part of the Nixon-Kissinger
response to the new international and
domestic political realities of the 1970s.
Part of the Nixon-Kissinger response to
a changing international reality was a
marginal reduction of the American
Military Establishment outside Europe
and the Mediterranean, Significantly,
however, the Nixon Doctrine did not
involve elimination of an American
presence in these areas. Indeed, to the
extent that the Nixon Doctrine required
continued American acvess in support
of regional surrogates responsible for
the maintenance of local balances of
power, responsive global American mili-
tary assets remained essential. However,
domestic political constraints were such
that the deployment and use of these
military forces had to minimize the risks
of involvement in sustained, intense
conventional ground combat while
maximizing American combat support
capacity and symbolic presence. Given
these clircumstances and the persistence
of support assumptions concerning the
European contingency, a “renaissance’
of naval power took place during the
early 1970s.

Because of the insistence of Nixon
and Carter that the global range of our
interests remains undiminished and be-
cause a European war seems relatively
unlikely, the most pervasive mission for
the Navy under present and likely
future international and domestic condi-
tions is that of presence.'° To be sure,
the last two Chiefs of Naval Operations
have defined sea control and projection
of power as the fundamental missions of
the surface flest of the U.S. Navy. And
force structure and individual ship
design remain predicated on the carry-
ing out of ‘nonpeaceful” missions.
Nonetheless, international political,
economic, and strategic conditions in
which the appearance and display of
potential strategic and conventional

AMERICAN SEAPOWER 5

of that power, make the mission of
presence or peacetime deterrence
crucial. Then too, if, owing to the fear
of domestic political consequences or
the fear of escalation to nuclear war, the
use of naval power must be restricted to
low-risk and low-cost operations, the
likelihcod of ‘nonpeaceful” use
diminishes and the capacity or limita-
tions of naval power as an instrument of
political influence assumes greater im-
portance,

The Utility ofi Naval Force in an
Era of Discounted Forces. Naval power
would certainly seem to have a number
of attributes that make it an appro-
priate military ingtrument in a world in
which the availability and even forward
positioning of potential military power
is deemed necessary, but domestic as
well as international political cir
cumstances complicate and constrain
its ultimate use. As Hedley Bull has
noted:

As an instrument of diplo-
macy, sea power has long been
thought to possess certain classical
advantages vis-a-vis land power
and, more recently, air power.
The first of these advantages is
flexibility: a naval force can be
sent and withdrawn, and its size
and activities varled, with a higher
expectation that it will remain
subject to control than is possible
when ground forces are com-
mitted. The second is visibility:
by being seen on the high seas or
in foreign ports a navy can convey
threats, provide reassurances or
earn prestige in a way that
troops or aircraft in their home
bases cannot do. The third is its
universality or pervasiveness: the
fact that the seas, by contrast
with the land and the air, are an
international medium allows
naval vessels to reach distant
countries independently or near-

e ROWERAS 2% 10081, 38 HUDQFIA0E 48 18 W88 iss2 /5 DY bases ... 1!
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Bull might also have added that
modern navies are technology inten-
sive, which is not without its domestic
political benefits in a society that
prides itself on and takes much of its
identity from its technological prowess.
Moreover, and perhaps most important,
the political and economic appeal of
such forces is all but irresistable for a
people and their politicians who have
recently experienced for a second time
in less than 20 years the agony of tens
of thousands of their sons dying and
being maimed on unpronounceable
battlefields on the other side of the
world. '

None of this was lost on the framers
of the Nixon Doctrine or, one suspects,
their successors either. Thus, apart from
what the Soviets might have done, it
seems likely that naval power would
have assumed its current salience in
post-Vietnam American national se-
curity policy. Of course any expansion
of the Soviet Fleet would complicate
the task of a military force that now
finds itself the primary *“forward”
presence throughout much of the world
and, in addition, responsible for the
support of American interests in the
Mediterranean and the maintenance of
sea lines of communication to and
protecting the flanks of NATO in the
event of war in Europe. A larger Soviet
naval presence raises fears of declining
or neutralized credibility for the Ameri-
can naval presence and, to the extent
that the expanded Soviet Navy can
carry out sea denial, dangerous compli-
cations for the Navy to carry out its sea
control and power projection missions.
Predictably, therefore, the missions and
role of naval power have assumed, along
with the ongoing problems of strategic
stability, the central position in current
discussions and analysis of American
defense policy.

Yot analysis focused on the use of
naval power is regarded by many ob-
servers as underdeveloped. Adm. Stans-

lamented: "“Despite the Navy's increas-
ingly important role in peacetime deter-
rence, there is no body of doctrine or
writing on how to accomplish this deter-

rent mission.’? More recently,
Adrniral Tumer, then serving as Com-
mander in Chief, Allied Forces,

Southern Europe observed:

I believe that the essence of the
deterrent peacetime function is to
have many different types of
ships, capable of orchestrating the
right kind of action in many
different places. But do we know
enough about orchestrating? ...
Further, I think that we who
exercise naval presence do not
know enough about how to fit the
action to the situation: how to be
sure that the force we bring to
bear when told to help in some
situation is in fact the one most
appropriate to the circumstances.

I would also suggest that in an era

of detente we are likely to see

much more competition between
the Soviet and free-world navies in
the field of presence,!?

To the extent that there is a body of
literature and doctrine directed at the
problem outlined by Admiral Tucner, it
concludes that the combination of the
international environment and the
attributes of naval power are such as to,
in Professor Luttwak’s words,
“,..render it [naval power] peculiarly
useful as an instrument of policy even in
the absence of hostilities.”'* A central
question, of course, is whether future
international politics will be so benign
or permissive. In addition, there is the
question, seldom if ever discussed, of
whether domestic political conditions
will impinge significantly on the ef-
ficacy of naval power in the future,

Constraints in the Future Environ-
ment of U.8. Naval Power. Apart from
the question of the general structure
and dynamics of future international

Pul;ﬁgqlegl byTJ%%E’al W&?%ﬁege%%%ﬁ@or}ﬁﬁﬁons, 1593iety to which we return in our 9
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conclusion, there are at least four sets of
more specific factors that seem likely to
affect perceptions of and the actual
efficacy of American naval force in the
future:

1. the transformation of the interna-
tional legal regime of the oceans;

2. changes in military technology
that seem, on balance, to snhance the
capacity of the defense;

3. the Soviet Navy; and

4, perhaps the most indeterminant
of factors, American domestic politics.
If the attributes of mobility, political
and military flexibility, and the uni-
versality of geographic reach, as well as
its domestic political acceptability are
all characteristics of naval power that
have moved it to the forefront of
American national security policy, then
clearly environmental factors constrain-
ing these attributes deserve close
scrutiny.

Closure of the “Great Commons.” A
crucial assumption of claims for the
uniqueness of naval power is the idea
that naval force operates in an "interna-
tional" and ‘'free'" medium. The legal
regime applicable to the oceans has been
for the most part quite permissive;
indeed, it has been based on the legiti-
macy of minimal constraints on the high
seas. It is likely, however, that we are
now moving away from these doctrines
of mare libsrum towards an uneven and
incrementally established legal regime of
modified mare clausum. Important ele-
ments of this system will include 12-
mile territorial seas and some form of
fairly extensive—probably 200 mile—
economic zones in which coastal states
exercise some measure of sovereign con-
trol beyond that now commonly in
force, and, perhaps “‘demilitarized”
oceans as well,

Complicating this situation even
further is that the process whereby this
extension of coastal state sovereignty
occurs is unlikely to have the neatness

AMERICAN SEAPOWER 7

ceeding. The present lumbering Law of
the Sea Conference aside, the effect and
working of the legal regime is likely to
take quite some time to emerge as
coastal states develop the technological
or economic bases for exploiting and
managing their extended maritime
sovereignty. In addition, it is likely that
much of this activity will be undertaken
through commercial arrangements with
private entrepeneurs who will require,
indeed, demand, a degree of policing to
secure their operations. In the absence
of the provision of such services by the
coastal states, it is possible that the
coming decades will witness the devel-
opment of “private” maritime policing
capabhility.

We are not positing exotic scenarios
of ‘‘private navies” interfering with the
projection of American naval power.
Nevertheless, the extension of coastal
state economic activity scores and per-
haps hundreds of miles offshore will
probably introduce greater complexity
into a formerly simple and permissive
maritime environment. Indeed, the uni-
lateral extension of offshore sovereignty
is already well underway. Moreover, the
process of extension has thus far not
proceeded strictly within the confines
of international negotiation. Hence,
more diffuse and uneven mechanisms of
“normal’’ politics are likely to define
ocean space—at least in the short run.
The net effect is, therefore, likely to be
even greater ambiguity and uncertainty
where formerly there was confidence in
the benign nature of the medium in
which naval power operated. Elizabeth
Young summarizes the problem:

The great navies will find their
traditional roaming of the open
seas, ‘showing the flag"” in their
interest, constrained, psychologi-
cally where not physically, by the
multitude of new jurisdictional
boundaries. The rights of foreign
naval vessels within boundaries of
quite unfamiliar texture. .. will

https:%ig@talj'g%%ns.%En&g%aums@Hg\%/vaﬁ'/issz/36 need establishing not only by 10
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theoretical definition, in terms of

international convention, but also

by subjection to all the normative
pressures of practise and
experience.'

The openness of the "great com-
mon” is of course the basis of the
purported uniqueness of naval power;
for it is now cne of the necessary
conditions for conceiving and under-
taking all naval missions. If, however, a
naval force no longer operates in an
“international”’ medium and needs to be
very concerned with transgressing often
ill-defined ‘‘sovereign” territory, or in-
ternational or commercial arrangements,
is not one of the elements that makes
naval force so appropriate to the condi-
tions of contemporary world politics
radically handicapped, if not 'elimi-
nated?

In addition, the fact that the United
States has now joined the movement
towards the establishment of a 200-mile
economic zone will probably complicate
the domestic budgetary and bureau-
cratic politics of the U.S. Navy. Insofar
as policing this expanded zone leads to
increased requests for U.S5. Coast Guard
assets, one might speculate that some
potentially nasty budgetary confronta-
tions might result if these two seagoing
forces confront one another in Con-
gress. One can expect an increase in the
Coast Guard's budget as offshore com-
mercial operations by American com-
panies increase. Moreover, as some tradi-
tional coastal security questions seem to
move to greater significance, e.g., prob-
lems of immigration and drug control,
the occasions for competition for re-
sources and definition of mission re-
sponsibility will be exacerbated. With
constrained budgets it is not unreason-
able to expect that some of this increase
might come at the expense of the
Navy.* Alternatively, of course, the
Navy might be asked to assume a
portion of the coastal policing role—a
new mission for a force structured

Changes in Military Technology. If
the new international legal regime exists
only on paper, it is unlikely to inhibit
significantly the use of American naval
power. Coastal states must be able to
enforce their claims; otherwise very
little will have changed. Under present
conditions naval missions would seem,
therefore, to maintain their viability.
But the proliferation of new military
technology could in time change de-
cisively this situation and thereby com-
promise the use of naval force both in
and short of war. Laurence Martin, for
example, has recently predicted a
possible increase in military conflict at
sea as jurisdictional claims and disputes
proliferate and as coastal states increase
their capacity to enforce their claims to
this newest dimension of their sover-
eignty, through the acquisition of pre-

cision-guided munitions (PGMs) and

modern patrol craft, It is likely that
these conflicts will remain regionally
contained, confined to the level of
conventional weapons, and directed by
coastal states at each other. It is un-
likely, however, that the U.S. Navy can
escape the broader implications of this
situation if American policy requires
that it intervene in these disputes.
Though most analysis and specula-
tion on the effect of PGMs have con-
centrated on land warfare, the potential
proliferation of precision-guided
weapons to ‘lesser'’ powers does not
seem to favor the expressive use of naval
power, especially If that use presupposes
the classic, vastly asymmetric circum-
stances wherein a powerful state at-
tempts to coerce a state with a relatively
primitive military establishment.

*Yet another possbility for “ration-
alizing" this potentlal bureaucratic tangle
would be absorption of the Coast Guard into
the U.S. Navy, One suspects, however, that
“rationalization'’ of this sort would involve a

raspund H}ngl PRlieiNG: College Digital Commons,blipraucratic struggle of some magnitude.

11



Naval War College Review, Vol. 32 [1979], No. 2, Art. 36

The problem presented is a good deal
more complex than a question of tactics
to be employed by the U.S. Navy in
dealing with a coastal state possessing a
modest arsenal of PGMs. It is reasonable
to expect that American technological
superiority should be such that an
American naval force could overwhelm
whatever defensive measures could be
arrayed against it. The more proble-
matic issue concerns the cost of such a
“successful” projection of American
naval power. Recent analysis and events
suggest that the costs would not neces-
sarily be minor.! ¢ Not all or even most
coastal states will be able to employ
PGMs at the extremity of their coastal
zones but ' ... the advent of the sur-
face-to-surface missiles has given the
coastal states the ability to inflict seri-
ous damage on destroyer or cruiser-size
ships within twenty miles or so of the
coast.”' 7 Moreover, a proliferation of
PGM-armed patrol craft implies a sea-
ward extension of this potential defen-
sive perimeter. Similarly, the projection
of tactical airpower, though devastating
for the target, is unlikely to be cost free
if the Vietnam experience is indicative.
Likewise, the military valor and techno-
logical superiority of the U.S. Marine
Corps might lead ultimately to a suc-
cessful opposed landing, but not with-
out cost.

Nor is it sufficient to count such
costs as militarily “acceptable,” for the
ultimate accounting must be palitical.
That is to say, the most important
calculations in the future may be those
undertaken by a political leadership
concerned by the political costs repre-
sented by scores or perhaps hundreds of
marines dead, missing, or wounded;
pilots captured, or major warships
damaged. The decision may indeed be
to pay the price; but with PGMs in-
volved the “price’’ may prove higher
and more politically potent than hereto-
fore reckoned. Thus, if what Luttwak
has termed ‘'‘active suasion" becomes
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activities associated with “latent sua-
sion” or “peacetime deterrence’’ must
be undertaken with a degree of prepara-
tion and care that cannot be counted as
“routine.” And if the purported “flexi-
bility”" of naval power is thereby con-
strained, then its political use is in some
measure reduced, the ultimate capacity
of American naval power to prevailin a
test of arms notwithstanding.

Precision-quided munitions seem,
therefore, likely to erode and compli-
cate the potential for a diplomacy predi-
cated on the easy deployment of naval
power, On land, PGMs may place a
premium on dispersion and conceal-
ment. But on sea, dispersion and con-
cealment are the very antithesis of the
traditional presence and show of force
missions. The ships that loom so awe-
some and impressive in their traditional
role—carriers or cruisers in the case of
the United States and Kara-class cruisers
in that of the Soviet Union—may find it
difficult to operate in a PGM threat
area. The advent of PGMs makes un-
opposed landings less plausible and
therefore less credible as a deterrent.
Furthermore, PGMs may also escalate
the level or intensity of combat
actlvity—a blurting of the distinction
between low and high intensity opera-
tions.'® Thus the advent of PGMs may,
in short, attenuate the theoretical and
practical attempt to marry force and
diplomacy.'®

Finally, PGM induced changes may
also vitiate another centerpiece of naval
strategy —sea control—which in Admiral
Holloway's view is ‘... the funda-
mental mission of the U.S. Navy'' and
.. .is a prerequisite of all other naval
tasks and most sustained overseas opera-
tions by the general purpose forces of
the other services.'?® However, '‘sus-
tained overseas operations by the
general purpose forces of the other
services’! seems to be a diminishing
probability apart from the European
Mediterranean contingencies. Moreover,
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cation that future conflict in Europe is
most likely to be brief and intense does
not augur well for a sea control mission.

Even if one grants the necessity for
some sea control capacity in support of
a resupply effort, however, the problem
remains of what kind of force structure
would be most appropriate against
attack submarines or PGM-armed enemy
surface ships and aircraft. One answer
may be a sea control force structure
built around some combination of sub-
mersible and large numbers of conven-
tionally powered surface patrol craft,
and perhaps a much more modest air-
craft carrier. Such concepts are not new,
of course, but significantly they have
encountered a good deal of opposition
within the Navy and in Congress. More-
over, a sea control capacity of the sort
described here does not bristle with
awesome power projection capacity and
is, therefore, less useful for the latter
mission and the closely related task of
global presence.

Thus, technological change will not
make any easier the Navy’s adaptation
to the future. In fact, technological
change may be bringing submerged in-
consistent foreign policy assumptions to
the fore, assumptions that must now be
resolved. As long as the U.S. Navy
remained superior to almost any combi-
nation of forces that could be brought
to bear against it, it was perhaps pos-
sible to maintain that it could carry out
virtually any set of missions with a force
structure built around the large aircrafi

carrier. Now, however, impending
changes in technology underscore im-
portant intrinsic incompatibilities

within a comprehensive set of missions
in the service of worldwide interests. In
the absence of external pressures, it has
been easy for the U.S. Navy and the
American foreign policy community
that it has served to assume that it could
do virtually anything. Thus, at crucial
moments over the last 30 years naval
power has been called on and it has

U.8. naval superiority could be assumed.
Now, howaver, technological change-
long the servant of American su-
premacy—makes that superiority situa-
tionally problematic.

The Soviet Navy, There seems little
benefit in recapitulating in great detail
the current debate concerning the growth
of the Soviet Navy. An outline of the
contending positions should suffice.?!
On the one hand, a substantial body of
official and academic opinion haolds that
the expansion of the Soviet Navy during
the last 10 to 15 years has brought the
Soviet Navy to parity and in some re-
spects, superiority over the U.S. Navy,
The upshot of this situation, it is held, is
that the Soviet Union is now in a position
to establish overall supremacy over the
United States in the near future. In
contrast, other observers discount the
alarm and pessimism of the first group.
While not denying Soviet expansion, this
latter group would suggest that the new
Soviet naval presence is best understood
as a logical extension of its historic
preoccupation with the defensive uses of
naval power. Thus from an essentially
coastal defense navy, the Soviets have
moved to establish a surface navy capable
of contesting and if possible denying sea
control to the U.5, Navy in those areas
deemed most vital to Soviet defenss,
e.g., the eastern Mediterranean, the
northern Atlantic and perhaps the
northwestern portion of the Pacific. Of
course, any Soviet Fleet expansion ex-
tends its capacity to engage in some
forward deployment of its own. Never-
theless, it is arqued, the lack of Soviet
capacity for sustained resupply, lack of
significant air cover once away from
coastal areas, and at best, replacement
levels of surface ship construction, all
suggest the conclusion reached by Barry
Blechman: “...Generally, and with
the exception of strategic submarines,
the Soviet Navy does not appear to be
desiqgned to project the Soviet Union's

palmays vyworked! Butdnimestinstanses.ons, power into distant oceans.”??
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Perhaps more important than de
tailed and ultimately inconclusive com-
parisons of force structure are the
asymmetries in the mission profiles of
the two superpower navies. The U.S.
surface navy has been, is now, and will
continue to be (given current construc-
tion projections) a navy built around
the missions of sea control and projec-
tion on a sustained forward deployed
basis, all of which has given the U.S.
Navy substantial presence capability. In
contrast, the Soviet Union has built and
seems likely to maintain a surface and
subsurface navy, the primary mission of
which will be close-to-home sea denial
mission. A power projection or presence
mission will be, at best, a residual
capacity, The Soviet surface navy is
designed for high intensity, perhaps
preemptive, but not sustained, war at
sea™ against a U.S. Navy designed for a
much broader range of contingencies.
Thus force structure comparisons that
do not account in some way for these
mission asymmetries are almost in-
variably inconclusive. But those that
have tried to compare the two navies
generally agree with former Defense
Secretary James Schlesinger’s assess-
ment:

... once one removes the mission

asymmetry and measures the bal-

ance, it becomes clear that the
naval forces of the Soviet Union
and its allies are not generally
superior to those of the United

States and its allies, and that this

should be perceived by well-

informed observers. . .. 23

Yet if the Soviet Union has not
achieved naval superiority it may have
achieved something of nearly equal im-
portance. All observers, no matter

*Soviet attack submarines undoubtedly
have as their missions interdiction of allied
shipping as well as a strike role agalnst the
American surface fleet, But most analysts
agree with the conclusion of former Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger that such an effort
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which side of the debate on Soviet
expansion they may stand, agree that
the Soviet Union has probably achieved
the capacity to inflict significant losses
on American naval task forces wherever
they might come into contact. More-
over, it seems unlikely that Soviet-
American naval combat could be iso-
lated at sea. The apparently limited
Soviet reload capacity®4 and the lack of
seaborne air cover for their fleet in-
crease the likelihood that any naval
combat between the United States and
the Soviet Union could quickly escalate
encompassing not only contending naval
forces but shore installations as well.

In short, the Soviets have probably
achieved the capacity to carry virtually
any naval contact with the United
States beyond the threshold of limited
or conventional war. In developing the
capacity to take any naval contact to
the level of strategic confrontation the
Soviet Union has achieved at sea what it
accomplished in the realm of strategic
weapons in the mid and late 1960s: at
least as much as and probably a good
deal more than ‘finite deterrence.”
American policymakers will likely find
it as difficult to “use’ or even plan for
the use of American naval power when
confronted with Soviet naval forces as
their predecessors did in the 1960s
when they were compelled by the in-
evitable growth of Soviet strategic
power to downgrade planning for
limited nuclear war.

Leaving aside, therefore, the question
of whether the Soviet Navy has or will
achieve superiority over the U.S. Navy,
a very important circumstance remains.
The Soviet Navy now has the capacity
to enlarge any contact with the U.S.
Navy to at least the level of strategic
confrontation or at worst, nuclear war,
That capacity may have existed in
theory or marginally in the past, but
now it would appear to be an ongoing
reality of contemporary world politics.
In this respect, the loss of unequivocal
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balance of forces to one of what might
be termed “challenged American supeti-
ority,” implies a decline of American
policy initiative when it concerns the
use of naval power. In other words,
American policymakers can no longer
be sure that they can manage the tempo
of politicomilitary engagement when
the Soviet Navy is involved. Control
over and the {flexibility of the naval
instrumentalities are not thereby com-
pletely surrendered. But new rigidities
are present. Hence, the efficacy of naval
power may decline simply because its
use can no longer remain at the same
level of relatively low risk.

Domestic Constraints, The effect of
perceptions on American policymakers
is even more pronounced with respect
to the last of the factors to be con-
sidered. Public opinion and the inter-
action of American domestic political
institutions have passed through a
period of considerable stress. How the
American public and political institu-
tions respond will be of considerable
importance for future users of naval
power. Indeed, to the extent that
American domestic politics have proven
to be even more dangerous than interna-
tional issues for American policymakers,
at least passing attention to the nature
of these factors seems in order.

Two sets of factors have attracted
the most attention in recent years: the
dynamics of American public opinion
within internationalist to neoisolationist
policy limits and the effects of Vietnam
and Watergate on the balance of institu-
tional power within the executive-legis-
lative relationship. The two are, of
course, closely related in that the execu-
tive-legislative policymaking nexus is in-
variably conditioned by the perceptions
held by those who operate within it
concerning the limits of permissibility
roughly defined by American public
opinion. Policy initiative remains, there-
fore, within the executive-legislative in-

in the past decade has changed the ex
post facto nature of public rewards and
deprivations. What may have changed,
however, is the content and hence the
potential effect of public and elite
expectations concerning America's
global involvement.

It seems fairly clear, based on the
considerable volume of public opinion
polling conducted within the last few
years, that the American public is in
general less internationalist/interven-
tionist in its propensities than a decade
or two decades ago. However, it is

important to recognize that American

belief systems concerning foreign policy
can no longer easily be circumscribed by
internationalist-isolationist indexes.
Such characterizations of American
public opinion are, in the light of the
latest Potomac Associates poll and
recent testimony of the nation’s leading
public opinion experts,?® gross over-
simplifications of the state of the
American people's thinking about
American foreign policy.

What seems to be emerging is ambiva-
lence towards but resigned acceptance
of American activism in the interna-
tional system. At the same time, how-
ever, there is a rejection of activism if
this is translated by policymakers to
mean military intervention. Herein lies
perhaps the most important legacy of
the Vietnam war that, despite all the
exhortations of American policymakers,
apparently remains the central element
of people’s perceptions of America's
future world role, Despite crosscutting
judgments concerning the extent to
which Vietnam was a “special case”
from which no valid generalizations can
be drawn, Watts and Free report: '‘the
closest thing to a consensus that
emerges is a warning to avoid commit-
ments, and potentially bloody involve-
ments, where the security interests are
not clear.”?®

Furthermore, there is evidence that
the American people have moved

putfractiopardnothing thathashabrengtdons, toward greater sophistication con- ;5
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cerning the degree of success being
experienced by American policy as well
as lower expectations concerning the
responsiveness of international problems
to American remedies. Simultaneously,
there has been a decline in the im-
portance placed on foreign policy ques-
tions vis-d-vis other issue areas and at
best a marginal restoration of confi-
dence in how well American political
institutions work in the foreign palicy
area. In short, Americans are concerned
about the international image of the
United States and its security as it
relates to the other major international
powers, but they are not prepared to
accept policies for the advancement of
American interests that entail a price to
be paid in blood,

Perhaps most important, however,
this general mood of ambivalence con-
cerning America’s international affairs
becomes more clearly skeptical and even
less accepting of traditional interna-
tionalist/interventionist policies among
those normally associated with political
elites in American society. Hence, the
most recent poll data on higher income,
college educated, professionals supports
earlier analyses that found a rejection of
American dominance in the world and
dependence upon military instruments
of policy.?” That is to say, those groups
from which the American foreign policy
elite traditionally has been drawn now
appear more skeptical concerning the
past course of American foreign policy
than any other group in American so-
ciety. Four years ago, William P. Bundy
told an American college audience:

The makers of American policy
from 1950 right through the
present time were members of a
generation of Americans—men
ranging from their mid-eighties to
their fifties—who had lived
through a period of extreme rejec-
tion of force....And those
policies of rejecting force and
rejecting American involvement in

world seemed .
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tribute . .. to. .. the most ghastly
human phenomena . .. of history.
To the men who made the Viet-
nam decisions...all the men
. . Kennedy, Johnson, Rusk, my
brother, myself, McNamara—all of
us had participated ...in the
greatest debate over American
entry in World War 11 on the side
of intervention. We were interven-
tionists at a time when you could
assemble an interventionist meet-
ing...and get 25 people...and
in the end, after the intervention
succeeded, it had universal sup-
port. ., . The interventionist point
of view was vindicated.... It
could prevent vast evil and open
the way to progress. ... War was
viewed . .. not as “Catch 22" or
“M.A.SH." or even “Patton"
. but as the only way to deal
with world order.?®
The last decade may represent for the
political elites of today and tomorrow a
learning experience no lass dramatic
than that which the decade of Munich
represented for their parents.
Institutionally, the evidence concern-
ing this generationally based policy
change remains quite mixed. Thus
generational turnover in the House of
Representatives during the last decade
seems to have contributed to some
increased liberalism in that body. At the
same time, however, a combination of
ambivalence and caution on the part of
newer members and the persistence in
positions of institutional power of men
of an older generation, has worked to
soften somewhat the effects of Congress
stirring from its 35-year slumber. In the
Senate, for example, opponents of an
anticipated shift in American policy
away from its pre-Vietnam and pre-
détente essentials are still able to pro-
vide a new President with some very bad
moments when he seeks to place in the
official foreign policy community, men
who have come to doubt the future

Eelevance of the old course, Further
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more, in both Houses recent defense
budgets have, if anything, been ex-
panded.

The more specific dangers that this
ambivalence within the executive-legis-
lative relationship could hold for the
Navy have become manifest in the last 2
years. Whereas throughout most of the
1970s Navy budget requests, particu-
larly for high cost, high capability com-
bat vessels, were treated supportively by
most of the Congress and the executive,
objections have now been mobilized in
both quarters. Skepticism concerning
the pace and costs of the Navy's
modernization program, especially its
nuclear components,?® has apparently
gathered effective support in the White
House and the Department of Defense
during the last 2 years. Consequently,
the future of the aircraft carrier, at least
in its nuclear-powered incarnation, and
the Navy's desired new class of nuclear-
powered cruisers are now in some doubt
and with them, the 600<ship fleet
proposal of 2 years ago. If a similar lead
concerning the use of naval power
emerges from the new White House, we
could see a crystallization of heretofore
ambivalent opinion. The precedents are
contradictory—e.g., Mayaguez and
Angola—and offer little basis for confi-
dent prediction. Perhaps in the long run
this combination of generational change
and a general air of indeterminateness
will in itself serve as a constraint al-
though initiative would remain in the
hands of the White House.

Summary and Conclusions. It is im-
portant to emphasize in closing this
survey of likely factors that will affect
the future use of naval power by the
U.S. Government, that we have been
talking about constraints and not fac
tors that will preclude its use. As noted
in our introductory remarks concerning
the transformation now apparently
underway in the international system,
the role of force as both an instrumen-

ity of international order and of
Pll?gfis%ed%y U.S. Naval War College DigitaFCommons,

narrower state interests has become
increasingly constrained. This is not to
say that it has not been used. Indeed, as
Robert McNamara used to point out,
the post-World War II era is charac-
terized by its extraordinarily high fre-
quency of war.’® Nevertheless, recent
American experience has led to the
conclusion among millions of Americans
and many within the policy community
that its utility as an ordering instrumen-
tality has declined and its future use is
increasingly problematic although
preparation for its use must continue. In
such a complex and difficult policy
environment, naval power seems to
offer a number of advantages in terms
of its flexibility, mobility, universality,
and public acceptability. At the same
time, however, modern naval power is
increasingly susceptible to many of the
forces that have impinged on and con-
strained other forms of military power,
Moreover, its very flexibility may under-
mine the use of naval presence to signal
commitment and political will.*!

The outcome of this interplay of
forces is, of course, extremely im-
portant for the United States, for it has
staked a great deal on the continuing
utility and flexibility of naval power. A
wager on naval power, however, like a
bet on any form of military power
ultimately confronts the reality of what
Edward L. Morse has called the '‘qreat
transformation” of foreign policy.>?
The '‘modernization of international
society,” Morse and others have pointed
out, means that force is a necessarily
discounted insttument of policy. The
source of our international "problems”
is becoming less the zero-sum Soviet-
American competition and more diffuse
in origin. And as politics thus becomes
“gystemic' or ‘globalized,” policy
remedies become less apparent.

This does not mean that interna-
tional military conflict or the use of
naval power is about to disappear. It
does mean that the ordering function of

fg%e for those who possess it—naval or
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otherwise—is less certain and, perhaps,
less relevant. A world plagued by eco-
nomic stagnation, rising demands on
governmental structures, the emergence
of fissiparous nationalisms and sub-
nationalisms, and nuclear proliferation
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order no matter how flexible the instru-
ment, steadfast the will or great the
firepower. And when, in the end, only
the quantity of firepower is certain, the
future of the regulatory phase of inter-
national history and the role of Ameri-

will probably not be amenable to much can naval power in it, remains clouded.
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While U.S. leverage in Asia can no longer be taken for granted, American policy is
still a critical factor in the stability of the area. Some U.S. initiative leading to
coordination of that policy with the East Asian policies of Japan sesms necessary to
promots mutual objectives and to reconcile differences,

REASSESSING THE SECURITY ALLIANCE

BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND JAPAN

by

Lieutenant Reger D. Wiegley
JAG Cerps, U.S. Navy

The role of the United States in the
security of Japan is an issue that has
received relatively little official atten-
tion, despite significant developments in
Northeast Asia over the past decade.
These developments, clearly more than
isclated or temporary phenomena, are
relevant to the U.S.-Japan security
alliance in at least three respects. First,
the U.S. commitment to Japan has, in
dJapan’s perception, lost much of its
credibility. Second, improved relations
between Japan and the People’s Re-
public of China {PRC) raise the prospect
of a shift in the strategic balance of
power in Asia. And third, the Soviet
Union has significantly increased its use
of military forces to exert political
prassure on Japan. Each development
raquires careful examination in terms of
its implications for both United States
and Japanese interests.

Japan's perception of the American

httpsgamamitrosnicin. Asia has been shakenby/iss2/with drawal

a series of dramatic events over the past
10 years. Beginning with the 1969
“Nixon Doctrine,” which stated that
conventional Asian wars would there-
after be fought by Aslans, Japan wit-
nessed the evolution of the U.S. policy
of withdrawal from Vietnam. Initially,
Tokyo's reaction to the U.S. withdrawal
was muted, largely because U.3. pro-
nouncements on military policy indi-
cated a shift in emphasis toward clearly
identifiable American intergsts—such as
the secvurity of Japan. Then, early in
1977, at the very outset of his adminis-
tration, President Carter announced that
American ground forces would be with-
drawn from South Korea. The change in
U.S. policy toward Korea caused con-
siderable apprehension in Tokyo despite
assurances from Washington that the
United States was not deserting any of
its Asian allies. Not surprisingly, many
Japanese viewed the announcement of
from Korea as more
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indicative of American policy than
promises of future support. Even before
the U.S. announcement, the Vice
Director of the Japanese Defense
Agency stated in an annual Defense
white paper (June 1969) that, ‘'the
United States has been replaced by the
Soviet Union as the predominant mili-
tary power in the Far East,” If Japanese
officials believe that the United States is
second in strength to the Soviet Union
in Asia, they would naturally take a
skeptical view of American promises:
after all, how sincere can the commit-
ment be if the United States is willing to
withdraw forces from Korea in the face
of Soviet predominance?

More recent events have not been
lost on Japanese observers either, such
as Washington’s apparent preoccupation
with the security of Western Europe. In
a recently delivered paper, a Japanese
professor of international relations
began by quoting the following state-
ment by General Brown, Chairman of
JCS, to the U.5. Congress:

At current levels of force struc-
ture, war in Europe would require
the great preponderance of U.S.
general purpose forces. Deploy-
ment of a significant portion of
the Pacific Command's naval
resources to the Atlantic may be
required. If this were to occur,
control of the seas between the
continental United States and
Hawnaii could be maintained, as
could the sea lanes hetween
Alaska and the Lower Forty
Eight. However, broad sea control
beyond those lanes would be a
difficult challenge. Forces of all
Services available for other contin-
gencies and crises—for example,
war in the Middle East or on the
Korean Peninsula—~would be
seriously reduced,’

The effect of such statements by
high-level American officials should not
be underestimated, especially when

to Congress. Whatever con-

gressional hearings may mean to Ameri-
cans, they are watched clogely by for-
eign observers for signs of future U.5.
policies. For exampls, it is unlikely that
Tokyo failed to notice that Secretary of
State Vance, in a February 1978 synop-
sis of U.S. foreign policy presented to
the House International Relations Com-
mittes, did not even make reference to
Asia,

A second perception evolving in
Japan is that the U.S. Congress wants
Tokyo to assume a greater share of
Japan’s defense burden.? Undoubtedly,
there is some support in Congress for
such a move, but the idea will almost
certainly not gain momentum without
support from the Department of De-
fense—an unlikely prospect for the fore-
sesable future. Nonetheless, it is easy to
see how Japanese authorities might view
discontented Congressmen as harbingers
of a reduction in the U.S. contribution
to Japan's defense.

Also important in Japan's perception
of the U.S. commitment to East Asiais
its view of U.S. policies toward the PRC
and the Soviet Union. When the United
States first made overtures toward
Peking in 1971, the Japanese Govern-
ment was surprised and offended by
Washington’s failure to consult with
Tokyo in advance (the shift in U.S.
policy was dubbed by the Japanese
press as “Nixon's shock’). The diplo-
matic wounds have largely healed,
partly as a result of improved relations
between Tokyo and Peking, but Japan is
undoubtedly concerned about the
future of America's new Asian policies.
For exampls, a desire for full diplomatic
relations with the PRC could cause the
United States to abandon its relation-
ship with Taiwan. If that were to occur,
Japan's economic links with the Taiwan
Government would be jeopardized and,
not incidentally, the level of U.S. forces
in East Asia would be reduced even
further. Moreover, some Japanese ana-
lysts may he concerned that U.S.-Soviet
détente will cause Washington to reduce
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its forces in East Asia as part of an
agreement, or to improve relations, with
Moscow.

Such possibilities as these must loom
large in Japan's perception, if only
because the United States acted so
unpredictably in 1971, It is therefore
likely that Japanese policymakers are
particularly sensitive to the prospect of
U.S. political objectives that would
affect Japan’s security interests ad-
versely. Once such suspicions are
formed, insignificant acts by the United
States are apt to be viewed as index of
an unwelcome trend, thereby eroding
Japan's belief in the U.S. commitment
for reasons Americans would not readily
recognize. The problem, then, cannot be
understood simply by examining
Japan's reaction to observable events; it
is also necessary to consider that Tokyo
may have unvoiced concerns about
possible shifts in U.S. Asian policy that
would subvert Japan's interests for
other U.S. objectives.

The foregoing discussion of Japan's
perception of the U.S. commitment has
obviously besn oversimplified. Nations
do not perceive anything—people do.
Undoubtedly, there is within Japan a
wide range of opinions, held with vary-
ing degrees of certainty, concerning U.S.
intentions. The point, however, is that
an increasing number of Japanese are
forming doubts about the U.S5. commit-
ment, and even those with the most
faith in the U.S.-Japan alliance are
probably less convinced than they once
were. As will be discussed later, these
doubts can lead to a national policy that
undermines U.S. interests, and they
should be dealt with accordingly.

The second major development in
East Asia has been the improvement in
relations between Japan and the PRC.
Tokyo officially recognized the PRC in
1972, shortly after President Nixon's
initial trip to Peking, although informal
discussions between the two countries
had begun in the early sixties. Like the

UNITED STATES-JAPAN 19

opportunity to establish a dialoque with
an emerging Communist power. More-
over, Japan was, and is, anxious to
establish itself as the primary source of
technology and capital for an economy
with a prodigious growth potential,

The relationship between Japan and
the PRC shows signs of developing into
a political aligmment with very im-
portant strategic implications. In August
1978 the two countries signed a
symbolic pact called a “peace and
friendship treaty” that called for the
peaceful settlement of any disputes be-
tween them. Significantly, the Japan-
PRC ftreaty also contains a clause
opposing ‘‘hegemony" in Asia by any
nation—an unmistakable reference to
the Soviet Union. Initially, Japan would
not sign the treaty because the anti-
hegemony clause provoked a very
hostile reaction in Moscow. Not only
did the Soviets denounce the treaty, but
they repeatedly warned of a reassess-
ment of their policy toward Japan if the
latter signed a treaty containing the
objectionable clause. China refused to
remove the antihegemony clause and a
3-year impasse in treaty negotiations
ensued. Finally, Japan agreed to accept
the antihegemony clause, although it
insisted on an additional clause stating
that the treaty did not affect either
party's relations with third countries.
The compromise solution, if it can be
called a compromise, was still a diplo-
matic victory for the PRC, and the
Soviets were predictably upset. State-
ments in the official Soviet press warned
of the treaty's *‘dangerous character,”
and the Soviet Ambassador to Japan
returned to Moscow for an unusually
prolonged stay of 4 months.

The Soviet Union is deeply con-
cerned about the prospects of Sino-
Japanese accord. Such accord would not
only accelerate the PRC's industrial
development, but it would also facilitate
what the Soviets view as the ultimate
PRC goal of replacing the United States

https:Mﬂléﬁ@gcoﬁm.umwmlmvmmz/ﬁ Japan's protection against the Sovist
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threat.* Soviet fears may be overdrawn,
but they are not baseless. As Japan and
the PRC strengthen their political and
economic ties, the latter will probably
become more and more vocal in support
of Japan's security interests. This, in
turn, could cause Tokyo to view
Peking's aggressive anti-Soviet policy as
the most effective counterforce against
Soviet influence.

The problem for Japan is a delicate
one: how to cultivate its relationship
with China without unduly antagonizing
the Soviet Union. If Moscow perceives
that Japan is encouraging China's anti-
Soviet objectives, Japan is likely to
experience a much greater Soviet threat
than it must cope with at present.
Needless to say, such an escalation of
tensions would put the United States
right in the middle of a difficult situa-
tion.

Fortunately, the United States need
not wait and watch while events unfold
in East Asia. American policy is still a
critical factor in the stability, or insta-
bility, of the area. Particularly im-
portant is the U.S. relationship with
Japan, because American support can
enable Japan to move away from PRC
influence if circumstances require it.
Furthermore, U.S. attitudes toward the
PRC and the Soviet Union can affect
Japan’s relations with those two coun-
tries, assuming that the U.S.-Japan
alliance remains essentially unchanged.
U.S. leverage in Asian affairs cannot be
taken for granted, however. It is essen-
tial that the United States coordinate its
East Asian policy with that of Japan.
Unless Tokyo and Washington under-
take to promote mutual objectives, the
two Governments may find themselves
pursuing Asian policies that are not
complementary. To avoid such a situa-
tion, the United States should take the
initiative now to discuss with Japan the
best ways to advance common interests
and reconcile those that are in conflict.

The third major development men-
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increase in Soviet efforts to exert politi-
cal pressure on Japan through the use of
military forces. These Soviet efforts are
significant because they affect Japan's
perception of the Soviet threat and,
hence, Japan's view of the adequacy of
American support.

In April 1975, during the worldwide
Soviet Okean II exercises, four Russian
naval task forces were deployed around
Japan, two of them on important Japa-
nese trading routes. A year later Soviet
warships sailed south through the Sea of
Japan while Soviet reconnaissance air-
craft flew a parallel course along both
sides of Japan's home islands.® In 1977,
Soviet military aircraft made nearly 200
“abnormal demonstrative flights” near
Japan's airspace, including 30 flights
that circled Japan.® Also in 1977 the
Soviets conducted numerous naval
maneuvers in the Sea of Japan.”

Such displays of Soviet military force
are not Japan’s only concern. Equally
important in terms of political effect is
the so-called '‘Northern Territories”
problem. The Northern Territories are
the four islands just north of the main
Japanese island of Hokkaido that are
claimed by both Japan and the Soviet
Union (Etorufu, Kunashiri, Shikotan,
and the Habomai group). The islands
were occupied by Soviet forces at the
end of World War Il and the Soviets
have bheen in possession ever since.
Japan, which held undisputed title to
the islands from 1855 to 1945,% claims
that the Soviet annexation was illegal
under the terms and principles govern-
ing boundary settlements after the war.
The Soviets have been consistently in-
flexible in their view: the territorial
issue is not negotiable.

The problem of the Northern Terri-
tories is significant for political, eco-
nomic, and military reasons. Mere dis-
cussion of the problem arouses strong
feelings of Japanese nationalism. In fact,
the dispute has been a major obstacle to
a peace and friendship treaty between
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that the two countries have had diplo-
matic relations since 1956. Moreover,
the issue is becoming more sensitive as
competition between Japanese and
Soviet fishermen increases. The North-
ern Territorles are surrounded by a very
fertile fishery, and Japan has been
forced to negotiate for limited fishing
rights in what used to be traditional
Japanese fishing grounds.” Soviet patrol
boats do not hesitate to seize Japanese
fishing vessels that either enter terri-
torial seas around the disputed islands
or violate the terms that regulate Japa-
nese fishing in the area. Since 1945, some
8,000 Japanese fishermen and 1,000
vessels have been seized by Soviet
patrols.' ©

Soviet seapower Is also evident in the
Northern Territories in a different form.
A Peking radio broadcast in early 1976,
quoting a Japanese fisherman, stated
that Soviet planes were based at an
airfield on Kunashiri and Soviet war-
ships were anchored at Hittokappu Bay,
Etorufu Island.!’ The strategic signifi-
cance of the Northern Territories is
undoubtedly well-known to the Sovists:
the islands overlook three straits into
the Sea of Okhotsk (or three straits into
the Pacific Ocean, depending on one’s
perspective). Furthermore, the Soviet
military presence north of Japan serves
as a constant reminder to Tokyo that in
the event of a major war the Soviets
would almost certainly use the islands
to launch an invasion against Japan's
northern island of Hokkaido.' ?

It is not lkely that the demonstra-
tions of Soviet military strength
enumerated above will decrease in the
future. Such uses of seapower are con-
sistent with the Soviet philosophy that
the peacetime role of the Navy is to
display the military might of the Soviet
Union and thereby assist in the conduct
and support of foreign policy. Japan,
with its dependence on seaborne com-
merce and its strategic location, is par-
ticularly vulnerable to the peacetime
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the Soviet’s influential Admiral
Corshkov:

Demonstrative actions of the
fleet in many cases make it pos-
sible to achieve political goals
without resorting to armed con-
flict by just indicating pressurs by
their potential might and the
threat of beginning military
actions.!?

Given the prospect of a growing
Soviet presence, the question for
Tokyo—and Washington—is how to deal
with the external pressure that is clearly
designed to influence Japan whenever it
makes decisions affecting Sovist inter-
ests.

Before discussing the role of the
United States, it is important to consider
two options that Japan might pursue if it
loses faith in American support: re-
armament and neutrality. The latter
option, with certain qualifications, is the
more likely of the two, but neither is so
improbahle thatit can be ignored.

A number of knowledgeable ob-
servers have predicted that the rearma-
ment of Japan would be an inevitable
reaction to a decline in U.S. support.
Notable among these observers is
Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter's
national security advisor, who, writing
as an academic in 1972, expressed the
view that a U.S. policy of isolation
would compel Japan to develop its own
military might, including a nuclear capa-
bility.'® Other writers have taken a
similar position, including the belief
that rearmament would necessarily
mean the acquisition of nuclear weap-
ons by Japan.'S Reasons offered to
support predictions of rearmament have
included Japan's need to balance the
Soviet threat, a perception by the Japa-
nese that economic success entitles
them to a larger voice in world affairs,
and a growing sense of nationalism and
self-confidence in Japan. While such
influences cannot be denied, they are
considerably less significant than the

hepRPRiications of naxaldorse advocated by, /iss-fagtors militating against rearmament. ,,
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Two frequently cited indexes of anti-
militarism in Japan are public opinion
polls and the strength of “passivist”
political factions. Such statistical indi-
cators, while they may reflect the
national mood at a given time, provide
an unreliable basis for predicting future
trends. They are effects rather than
causes. It is more useful to consider the
advantages Japan has enjoyed as a result
of low defense budgets and to compare
the probable consequences of militariza-
tion,

The most obvious benefit of Japan's
low military profile has been the facili-
tation of phenomenal economic growth.
In the 30-plus years since World War Ii,
Japan has risen from economic im-
potence to a nation with the world's
third largest GNP. While Japan's growth
cannot be attributed solely to low de-
fense budgets, a contributing factor has
certainly been the allocation of funds
for industrial development rather than
defense. It is apparent to the Japanese
that their economic strength has given
them more international prestige and a
higher standard of living than would
have been the case had they devoted a
significantly larger share of their na-
tional wealth to military development.

A second factor militating against
Japan's rearmament is the political in-
stability it would cause in Asia, particu-
larly if Japan were to acquire nuclear
weapons. The Soviet Union would no
doubt feel threatened, and it would
almost certainly intensify its military
buildup around Japan. Additionally,
smaller nations with whom Japan has
trade relations might be alarmed either
by the prospect of alienating the Soviet
Union or of becoming Japan's “satel-
lites.”” This, in turn, could cause the
smaller nations of Asia to reconsider
their own need for more arms or
stronger ties with a superpower. And
finally, the acquisiion of nuclear
weapons by Japan would probably
alienate the United States, given the

proliferation,'®  possibly leaving the
PRC as the only power to which Japan
could turn in the event of a crisis where
the nuclear threat was inappropriate.
Such reliance on the PRC would be
dangerous for Japan because of the risk
of a Sino-Soviet rapprochement or,
more likely, the development of an
intense economic rivalry between China
and Japan for markets in Asia,

Based on a rough cost/benefit analy-
sis, then, it seems unlikely that Japan
would pursue a policy of rearmament,
even to compensate for what was per-
ceived as inadequate American support.
Instead, Japan would probably seek an
independent role in Asia, with a possible
bias toward the PRC. The advantage of
such a posture, if it succeeded, would be
to allay Soviet fears by reducing the
U.S. presence in East Asia. This, accord-
ing to the plan, would cause the Soviets
to abandon their threatening posture
toward Japan, assuming the latter could
show that it would not permit its
friendship with the PRC to support
anti-Soviet ohjectives.

If Japan were to embark on such an
independent course, it would almost
certainly proceed slowly, not only he-
cause of the uncertainties involved but
also to minimize the adverse reaction in
the United States, Friendship with the
United States would retain a high
priority in Tokyo's foreign policy, even
while Japan was subordinating U.S. in-
terests to the goal of eliminating the
Soviet threat. A gradual movement by
Japan away from U.S. influence would
probably begin with a reduction in the
Japanese Self-Defense Force, which is
maintained at least in part to satisfy
American preferences,” and an an-
nouncement that the United States
could not use Japanese bases in the
event of another Korean war.'® The
latter action may not be as far away as
it seems. Article VI of the 1960
“Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and
Security hetween United States and

Puldtferisycommitment: dQlequislgan Monnons, Japan,” states that the United Statesos
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ghall have the use of military facilities in
Japan to maintain peace and security in
the Far East. Significantly, Japan's
Foreign Minister Miyazawa asserted in
1975 that North Korea was not in-
cluded in the ‘'Far East" for purposes of
the U.S.Japan security alliance.'®
While the statement may have been
nothing more than a diplomatic gesture
designed to improve relations with
North Korea, the mere fact that it was
made evidences a movement by Tokyo
towards a more flexible Asian policy.

It is by no means inevitable that
Japan will decide to ease out of its
military alliance with the United States.
To the contrary, the impetus is still in
favor of strong military ties with Wash-
ington.?® The United States, however,
cannot afford to be complacent or it
may witness a shift in Japan's foreign
policy as the latter acts on its own to
cope with the growing Soviet threat.

In response to what can accurately
be called Japan's dilemma, the United
States should take three steps. First, it
should develop and communicate an
Asian policy that demonstrates concern
for Japan’s needs and interests. Second,
the United States should encourage the
development of a more effective Japa-
nese Self-Defense Force. And third,
economic tensions between Japan and
the United States should be dealt with
in the overall context of the alliance
between the two countries.

In the past, the United States hasg
seemed content to allow world events to
shape Japan's foreign policy. Such in-
attention to Japan's needs and interests
is quite idealistic in that it assumes a
great deal about future U.S.-Japan rela-
tions. Yot those relations are even now
showing signs of strain, and the future is
not nearly as predictable asit was justa
few years ago. Accordingly, the United
States should devote more attention to
Japan and communicate that attention
by coordinating a comprehensive U.S.-
Japan Asian policy that addresses the
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countries. Such a mutual undertaking
would demonstrate the sincerity of the
American commitment to Japan and
might alleviate some of the probiems
that have arisen over the last 10 years.

As an additional means of showing
support, the United States should
address the growing Soviet threat by
improving the capabilities of both the
7th Fleet and the Japanese Self-Defense
Force. Of course, political constraints in
both the United States and Japan limit
the available options, but there is still
room for applications of technology
that will augment the defense and
attack capabilities of military forces in
Japan. For example, more antiair and
antiship missiles would help compensate
for the numerical superiority of Soviet
forces, and they would require less
reaction time in the event of an un-
expected crisis. Similarly, computer
technology, laser quidance systems, and
sophisticated surveillance techniques
can improve military effectiveness with-
out a significant increase in manpower
requirements. To be sure, technological
advances are already an important com-
ponent of Japan's defense structure, but
the recent increase in Soviet strength
suggests that it is necessary to augment
Japan's defense with an even more
intensive application of the latest U.S.
military technology.

Finally, when discusging the U.S.-
Japan alliance, it is important to con-
sider economic compestition between
the two countries. Recent economic
trends have not been conducive to
harmonious relations, and the chances
for improvement are not promising. The
United States is presently experiencing a
huge trade deficit, largely because of
imports from Japan. Moreover, the
rising value of the yen in relation to the
dollar has increased the cost of main-
taining U.S. forces in Japan.

The Japanese also have complaints.
Their fighing industry suffered a serious
blow in 1977 when the United States
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effect. Additionally, the decline of the
dollar has made Japanese goods more
expensive, and hence less competitive,
in America.

Clearly, economic tensions between
the United States and Japan are not
going to disappear. They can, however,
be reduced if both countries are willing
to discuss the problems and make con-
cessions in the interest of better overall
relations. Given the present state of the
U.S. economy, Washington would un-
doubtedly have to accept greater losses
than Tokyo, but such losses should be
viewed, in the final analysis, as part of
the cost of a strong U.S.-Japan alliance.

In summation, the United States is
overdue for a thorough reexamination
of its role in the security of Japan. The
reexamination should be a high-level,
mutual effort with Japan aimed at a
better understanding and a coordinated
policy. At the very least, a concerted

effort to deal with Japan's problems and
interests would do much to allay
Tokyo's present apprehensions about
the sincerity of the U.S. commitment to
the security of Japan.
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Do Gorshkov's writings establish or reflect Soviet naval doctrine? Is he the author
of Soviet naval policy? Can the authoritativeness of those writings be determined, as
some have attempted, by an examination of “key’’ words and phrases in those

writings?

THE DOCTRINAL LEGITIMACY

OF GORSHKOV’S WRITINGS:

MEASURING THE MEASURES

by

Renita Fry

The appearance in 1976 of Admiral
Corshkov’s book Sea Power of the State
revived the question of whether the
views of the Soviet Commander in Chief
were a statement of doctrine or not, At
the time of the publication of the
Corshkov series of articles in 1972-3,
many Western commentators, relying
heavily on their “feel” for the authori-
tativeness with which Gorshkov wrote,
concluded that the series was part of a
factional debate., Later, these same com-
mentators arqued that the book was a
doctrinal confirmation of the views ex-
pressed in the series. The issue is not
merely semantic. In Soviet military
literature, doctrine holds a unique place.
Military doctrine is at the apex of all
military thinking and writing. 1t forms
the base on which policy is formulated
and executed. Military doctrine provides
both the officially approved views on
the conduct of war and the outline for

forces prepared for war. Doctrine is a
fundamental law of the state, which
makes it unchallengeable. All other cate-
gories of military thinking contribute to
doctrine but are subordinate to it.’
(Classification of Gorshkov's works as
doctrine would mean that the opinions
attributed to Gorshkov were the driving
force of Soviet naval policy. A denial of
doctrinal status would indicate lack of
agreement concerning naval policy.

One commentator, James McConnell,
has consistently argued that Gorshkov's
writings, both series and book, are more
than a line of argument in a factional
debate. In a paper for the Center for
Naval Analyses, McConnell proposed
that a more systematic measure of
authoritativeness than the “feel" used
by his colleagues would support his
contention.? The method of evaluation
proposed by McConnell is interesting
because it applies to Gorshkov’s writings

Pulitisbprry UtheVaediitrirolleadDittsal semeddns 1959 analysis of words and phrases often?®
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used to interpret nonmilitary Soviet
writings. In greatly simplified terms, the
method draws on keywords or phrases
that have consistently been used as
signals in Soviet writings. The pattern of
words/phrases can provide the reader
with information or directives that are
not stated overtly. In the case of Mc-
Connell’s analysis, the keywords are
those that signal doctrinal legitimacy.

The texts of both of Gorshkov's
major works can be interpreted as
fitting the doctrinal pattern outlined by
McConnell, Gorshkov's own words can
be read as a claim of legitimacy. How-
ever, what an author claims for his work
and the actual status of his views are not
necessarily identical. The author’s words
are but one piece of evidence. A further
test of doctrinal authority (one that
McConnell did not have the space to
include) is to extend the examination of
keywords to the texts of Soviet com-
mentaries on Gorshkov's works. Theo-
retically, the use of keywords in these
commentaries should match their use by
Gorshkov, If the commentaries contra-
dict Gorshkov's use of the keywords,
then it would be possible to argue either
that Gorshkov lacks doctrinal legitimacy
ot that McConnell’s framework is not
adequate, The purpose of extending the
application of McConnell's framework is
not to prove either argument, but to
demonstrate that no single measure of
legitimacy is conclusive.

Essentially, McConnell stated that
there is a series of keywords that dis-
tinguish military doctrine from other
areas of military thought, particularly
from its closest cousin, military science.
The keywords, or doctrinal indicators,
are used as signals that the material in
question is doctrine rather than part of
the other fields of military writing. The
distinctions between the signals of mili-
tary doctrine and military science can
be summarized as:

1. The term ‘‘unity of views" is
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doctrine. Doctrine can “establish”
unity, ‘‘promote’’ unity, or ‘re-
flect'' unity. The central element
is that unity prohibits the expres-
sion of differing views. In the field
of military science, however,
clashes of opinion are expacted
and promoted.

2. Doctrine limits itself to the
period of the present and the
immediate future, the latter cover-
ing the period of only 3-5 years
beyond the present. References to
the prospects of the future devel-
opment of the navy fall into the
category of military science.
Examinations extending beyond
three to five years are part of
military science. Similarly, works
devoted primarily to the past can-
not be doctrinal,

3. Military doctrine deals with a
wider range of subjects than mili-
tary science. Doctrine covers the
armed struggle, the political
aspects of war, and peace, Military
science is consistently limited to
the means of the armed struggle
or to the theory of the att of wat.

4. Doctrinal statements empha-
size the unity of the various
branches of the armed forces. In
doctrine, no branch of the service
is unique. Practical statements
concerning the employment of
one branch or another (those that
recognize uniqueness) are part of
military science or military art.
The frequently repeated Soviet
agsertion that all branches must
act in concert to achieve victory is
a reflection of the “singleness” of
doctrine.

These four doctrinal indicators are
clearly evident in the Gorshkov series.
In a single introductory paragraph,
orshkov tied in each of the signals ot‘3 o
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doctrine, He spoke of the “development
of a unity of views.” In the next
sentence, he denied any intention of
producing a military history or of pre-
dicting the development of the navy.’
He stated that he was interested in the
employment of navies "in peacetime as
an instrument of state policy,” along
with their use in wartime. Finally,
Gorshkov denied that the navy holds a
unique position. In light of Gorshkov's
emphasis on the special qualities of
naval firepower, mobility and conceal-
ment, the denial can be interpreted (as
McConnell proposed) as a bow to the
doctrinal requirement of concert among
the branches of the armed forces.
Unfortunately, the same paragraph
does not appear in the introduction to
Sea Power of the Stats. However, in the
foreword, there are several phrases that
fit the doctrinal criteria. Gorshkov (or
the collective of authors who prepared
the book) states that the book will
concentrate on the correct subject
matter for doctrine: “the dialectical
relationship between the development
of naval forces and the goals of that
policy of the States which they were
designed to serve’ and the role of the
army and navy ‘‘which in peacetime
have also continued to serve as an
instrument of state policy.” The hook,
then, covers the three areas of legitimate
concern to doctrine—~the armed struggle,
the political aspects of war and the
peacetime use of naval forces. With
respect to time period, Gorshkov denies
any intent to produce a military his-
torical analysis; rather, historical ma-
terial would only be part of the ex-
amination of the conformity to laws in
the changes in their [ various branches of
the armed forces] roles and positions in
wartime and peacetime.' Use of the
term ‘‘peacetime’ suggests that histori-
cal analysis is offered as the basis of
doctrinal principles, not as a subject
itself, A later paragraph reinforces this
interpretation by using the required

“near future” as the period coverad by
the hook.

The introduction to Sea Power of the
State does not contain the specific
denial of naval uniqueness that was used
in the series. However, the integration
of all military branches is strongly
emphasized before reference is made to
the operational uniqueness of the navy.
In fact, arguing that victory can come
only through the coordinated efforts of
all forces, the foreword states that
“there have been almost no purely land
or purely naval wars.”” The foreword
even bows to the ground forces as the
only element that can consolidate and
confirm a victory. One could consider
this statement to be a more forceful
declaration of unity than that contained
in the series as it is a positive affirma-
tion of unity rather than a denial of
unhiqueness.

The only one of McConnell’s indi-
cators that does not appear in the
introduction to Sea Power of the State
is that stipulating the presentation of a
unity of views. Instead the two para-
graphs that summarize the content and
purpose of the book cite the “author’s”
goal and the expression of ‘‘several
thoughts.” This phraseology can be in-
terpreted in several ways. First, if the
book is regarded as an expression of the
unity of views, i.e., as the approved
solution in a debate, it would be super-
fluous to include a statement of unity.
The audience towards whom the book is
directed would not require such a state-
ment, Second, the last paragraph of the
introduction acknowledges the assis-
tance of those who cooperated in pre-
paring the book. Among those singled
out are the head of the naval academy
and other top-ranking naval personnel.
If the acknowledgment can be taken as
an indication that the book was a
collective effort, then the paragraph is a
statement that the book’s contents
represent a unity of views, Finally, of
course, one might consider that the
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questions the authoritativeness of the
book.

Citations from both the series and
book fit comfortably with the indi-
cators noted by McConnell. At some
points, the question of unity of views,
for example, there is room for differing
interpretations of the meaning of
phrases. Nevertheless, the texts do
match the doctrinal pattern. Both the
series and book were the subject of
conferences and reviews following their
publication. Other articles relevant to
the formulation or publication of mili-
tary thought appeared simultaneously.
Each of these can be examined in light
of the doctrinal indicators. Throughout
such a presentation, two points should
be kept in mind. First, there is non-
textual evidence that may not be in-
cluded in the following sections.
Second, there is room for other inter-
pretations of the textual avidence than
those given here because interpretation
is inherently an individual exercise.

Textual evidence surrounding the
1972-3 series comes from three articles
carried by Morskoy Sbornik in 1973.%
The first article appeared in March, the
first issue after the conclusion of the

series. Written by Admiral Sergeyev,

then Chief of Staff of the Navy, the
article commemorated the 125th anni-
versary of Morskoy Shornik.’
Sergeyev's article described the chief
function of the naval digest as providing
information on combat readiness, the
tactical employment of naval forces,
etc, The article made no reference to
Morskoy Sbornik as a legitimate forum
for the presentation of doctrine. Nor
were there any references to Morskoy
Shornik’s role in promoting unity of
views, examining the present/immediate
future, discussing the peacetime or
political role of the navy, or any of the
other phrases that would place Morskoy
Sbornik as a journal of doctrine. In-
stead, Sergeyev wrote of the journal's
role in the discussion of controversial
topics, a label clearly excluding
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doctrine. Further, Sergeyev did not
mention the series specifically despite
the fact that Gorshkov's articles had
been the lead items in Morskoy Sbornik
for over a year. The omission is unusual
because Sergeyev's views on the employ-
ment of naval forces have been fairly
close to Gorshkov's.®* One might have
expected him to promote the legitimacy
of Gorshkov’s writings, however in-
directly, in his description of the func-
tions of the naval digest. If the series
had been a final statement, it seems
likely that Sergeyev would have defined
a role for Morskoy Sbornik in the
expression of doctrine.

A second article relevant to the
legitimacy of the series appeared 3
months after the last installment. In a
brief item, Morskoy Shornik noted that
the series had been the subject of
conferences at the Dzershinskiy Higher
Naval Engineering Order of Lenin
School and at the Frunze Higher Naval
School.” Three aspects of the con-
ferences bear on the legitimacy of the
series. First, the schools at which the
confarences were held are not the top
level of Soviet naval academies. That
spot is apparently reserved for the
Leningrad Naval Academy.® That the
first recorded conferences took place
below that level could well have been a
signal of lack of weight to be accorded
the series. Second, the conferences re-
portedly concentrated on the “practi-
cal" impact of the series on the work of
officers. *'Practical”’ issues are the con-
cern of military art, not of military
doctrine. While the practical side of
Gorshkov's views would be extremely
important for the naval officer corps, if
the series were a statement of doctrine,
establishment of its legitimacy would be
a logical prerequisite to widespread
adoption of the ‘practical” conse-
quences, Finally, the item reporting the
conferences was not placed as a separate
entry, but was included in the monthly
section of fleet news. This section is not
always reserved for stories on the
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performance of individual sailors; it can
include personnel and policy changes.
However, the prominence initially given
the series was hardly matched by bury-
ing the first specific evaluation of the
articles in the middle of fleat briefs.

A more prestigious report on the
series appeared 3 months later when
Morskoy Sbornik recorded a conference
at the naval academy (presumably the
Leningrad Naval Academy, as it is the
only one referred to without its identi-
fying “orders of”).? This item did
appear as a separate entry, a tribute to
gither the academy or to the series.
However, the participants at the con-
ference discussed the series in terms of
its contributions to ‘‘the theory of naval
art,” personnel training, shipbuilding,
mastering the ocean and international
law. None of these are legitimate sub-
jects of doctrine. Use of the term “naval
art” was particularly revealing in placing
the series outside the context of doc-
trine. Further, although the conference
noted widespread attention devoted to
the series, it should be remembered that
5 months had elapsed between the
conclusion of the series and this record-
ing of a conference reviewing it at the
nation’s highest institution of naval
education. The absence of doctrinal
keywords in the report of the con-
ference and the timing suggest that
there was controversy surrounding
Gorshkov’s writings. Controversy, natu-
rally, is unacceptable when dealing with
works of doctrine because of doctrine's
nature as part of the fundamental law of
the state.

These three articles do not fit the
pattern of McConnell’'s doctrinal indi-
cators. One fails to accept Morskoy
Sbornik as the correct forum for the
presentation of doctrine. The other two
describe conferences on the series that
emphasize those agpects of Gorshkov’s
views that are not the legitimate subject
matter of doctrine. In no case is there a
clear signal that the Gorshkov series is
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contribution to military science. As a
result, these three articles cast doubt on
Gorshkov's claim for doctrinal recogni-
tion.! ©

Commentaries that bear on the status
of Sea Power of the State were more
numerous than specific references to the
Gorshkov series. The book appeared on
9 February 1976, well ahead of sched-
ule.’! It was reviewed by Tass, Izvestia
and Soviet Military Review. In addition,
it was the subject of several items in
Morskoy Sbornik. If all of these sources
are examined for keywords, a number
of contradictions become apparent.

Before looking at these contra-
dictions, one article by Gorshkov, con-
current with the book, deserves mention
because it expresses Gorshkov's opinion
of the contribution of military writers.
The article, “Greeting the 25th Congress
of the CPSU," appeared in the February
1976 issue of Morskoy Sbornik. In the
article, Gorshkov defined the function
of works by naval researchers, specialists
and officers as providing ‘“‘further in-
sights into the basic questions of opera-
tional strategic use of the navy during a
war,"” or trying to “justify its role in
future,” or revealing ‘“‘the optimum
paths to developing the Navy's
power."'? These phrases, particularly
the emphasized portions, are not
applicable to military doctrine accord-
ing to McConnell’s criteria. Further,
Gorshkov specifically stated that
admirals and officers are purveyors of
military scientific thought, In short, at
the very time that his book was pub-
lished, Gorshkov denied its doctrinal
weight in theory,

Four conferences on Sea Power of
the State were recorded by Morskoy
Sbornik. The first was held at the
Leningrad Naval Academy. The briefing
on the book was given by Admiral
Syosev, the head of the Academy. He
classed the book as “fundamental mili-
tary theoretical research.” Syosev stated
that “For the first time,'® the work
synthesizes historical, economic, and
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military political aspects of the prob-
lems of sea power. It reveals its im-
portance for defense of the country's
interests. And it substantiates the role
of the Fleet in attaining military and
political goals.”'* Syosev's briefing
does contain some elements of the
doctrinal indicators. For example, ref-
erence to the use of the navy for
military and political goals signals the
correct subject matter for doctrine. The
wording also denies that the book is a
history; history is but one element of
the synthesis, so that the time period is
legitimate for doctrine. On the other
hand, there is a contradiction between
the references to military-pelitical goals
and the Russian term for defense
(zashchita) used in the briefing. Me-
Connell has argued that there is a clear
distinction between zashchita, which is
associated with ‘“‘combat’ readiness,
capabilities and strength or might ‘of
the armed forces,”' and oborona, which
deals with the "aggregate of ‘military
political' measures,”'® Both words
mean defense, but in different contexts.
Gorshkov was the first to apply oborona
and readiness together, as part of his
effort to upgrade the role of the navy
from chiefly military to military-
political tasks. Syosev’s selection of the
word zashchita marks a retreat from the
more wide-ranging phraseology of
Gorshkov and implies a limitation on
the doctrinal legitimacy of Sea Power of
the State.

Another conference on Sea Power of
the State was held in the Pacific Fleet.
The writeup in Morskoy Sbornik stated
that the book ‘‘examines thoroughly the
Leninist principles of military organiza-
tion and development of strengthening
the Navy's might, It shows its role in
defending (again, zashchita) the state
interests of the Motherland."*® The
report also stated that the speakers at
the conference dealt with the develop-
ment of “naval forces and means, and
naval art in the postwar period.” As is
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did not use McConnell’s keywords to
define the book as a doctrinal state-

© ment,

A similar conference was held at sea
on the Oktyabr'skaya Revolutsiva.
Speakers noted the great significance of
the book on the “practical activities of
naval personnel' —which is quite far
removed from examining the book as
doctrinal literature.”'” Of course, one
could well argue that the purpose of
such a conference would not be to
disseminate military doctrine, but to
discuss naval art. Ship personnel are
more likely to be concerned with opera-
tional directives. In that case the hold-
ing of conferences in the fleets could be
a signal of the widespread circulation of
the book and hence of its im-
portance.!® In line with this argument,
it might be significant that the ship-
board conference did receive special
editing; information about the cruise of
the Oktyabr'skaya Revolutsiya appeared
as usual in the news from the fleats, but
the confarence report was published as a
separate entry.

A fourth conference on the Gorsh-
kov book was held at the Military
Political Academy.!® 'This conference
was a gathering of professors, represen-
tatives of the main staff and central
directorates of the navy, the navy politi-
cal directorate, the naval academy and
other educational institutions, and
members of the military press. It was
the first conference to include such a
high-level cast, The opening briefing
placed the book in the category of
thecretical works by Soviet military
leaders for developing military science.”
The deputy head of the academy, LTG
Yurpolskiy, who gave the briefing,
described the bock as a 'noteworthy
phenomenon in military literature, and
an interesting and deeply scientific in-
vestigation.” A second briefer spoke of
the book's elaboration of the ‘‘role,
place, and significance of the Soviet
Navy in the defense (zashchita) of the
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speaker stressed the ‘‘practical” use of
the book for discussing the ‘‘theoretical
issues of further development of the
Navy." Other speakers whose comments
were recorded were R.A, Stalbo and
V.A. Solovyev. The former, who was
mentioned in Gorshkov’s acknowledg-
ments, made no statements using the
doctrinal indicators. The latter repeated
the classification of the book as military
scientific literature and praised the
book’s exposition of the “theory of
balancing the forces of the Navy at the
present stage of its development.” In all
of these comments, the keywords are
contradictory. There is no reference to a
unity of views, although the second
briefer did recommend the book as a
text, which could signify unified ac-
ceptance of the ideas presented hy
Gorshkov. One speaker referred to the
present stage of development {doctrine)
and one of the future (science). None
referred to the unity of all armed forces,
while one mentioned a special role for
the navy. None referred to the book’s
coverage of the use of the navy in
peacetime; and the use of the term
zaghchita in connection with state inter-
ests precludes interpreting '‘defense of
state interests'’ as a peacetime task. Asa
result, the content of the report does
not point clearly towards accepting or
denying doctrinal status for Sea Power
of the State. There is also evidence
outside the content of the speeches at
the conference that should be taken
into account: (1) that the conference
was at the Military Political Academy,
an institution concerned with both mili-
tary and political subjects, i.e., with
doctrine, and (2) that the conference,
following the lead of the naval academy,
did nominate the book for the Frunze
Prize. The endorsement of the book by
an institution closely associated with
the formulation of military doctrine
could be viewed as more significant than
the lack of docirinal signals in the
speeches of conference participants.
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Gorshkov’s writings outside the frame-
work of conferences, two appear most
relevant. First, in April 1976, Morskoy
Shornik carried an article by Admiral
Syosev, in which the head of the naval
academy discussed the value of con-
tinued study of the combat experience
of World War IL2° In Syosev’s view,
such a study is valuable for educating
the new generation of officers and to
illustrate the continuing validity of such
prnciples as mass and surprise. The
major function of a review of World War
II is, according to Syosev, not the
substantiation of doctrine proposed by
Gorshkov, but the development of mili-
tary art. Syosev supported his judgment
by citing Gorshkov’s own words that
the past is the key to further naval
development (the subject of science)
and to improvement of the naval art.
Syosev's article does not refer specif-
ically to Gorshkov's new book nor does
it credit historical studies that deny
their historical orientation. With
Syosev’s definitions, Sea Power of the
State would be considered a scientific,
not doetrinal, work. {The function of
the article might be compared to the
Sergeyev article that followed the series.
Both are relevant to a particular contri-
bution by Gorshkov, but neither dis-
cusses the specifics of the work.)

The second article to be considered
appeared in Morskoy Sbornik in Janu-
ary 1977 as part of a series on the
functions of the naval academy. Most of
the individual articles in the series
described the academy as a center for
the development of naval art and
science, a categorization that should be
considered in connection with the
academy's endorsement of the Gorsh-
kov book for the Frunze Prize. More
specifically, one article in the series
defined the “basic works by Com-
mander Chief Navy, Admiral of the
Fleet of the Soviet Union Gorshkov" as
the ''development and modern interpre-
tation of the basic categories of naval
classification

is even ;s
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further removed from military doctrine
than the one used by Syosev. The article
was written by Admiral Solov'yev, the
deputy head of the academy, also a
participant in the conference at the
Military Political Academy. The appear-
ance of Solov'yev’s lukewarm evaluation
of the relationship between Gorshkov's
writings and military doctrine may indi-
cate that conflicting opinions were not
harmonized by the convening of that
high-level conference.

A final area of evidence concerning
Sea Powaer of the State is the content of
reviews of the book. In April 1976, a
review by Admiral Lobov {(Navy Rep,—
General Staff) was published in
Morskoy Sbornik.?? Lobov gave a
highly complimentary summary of the
contents of the book. He concluded
that Gorshkov's work was an '‘excellent
example of a creative path to the
solution to cardinal questions of the
development of naval science” and a
‘‘serious contribution to military
science.” In addition, Lobov presented
the book as the basis for discussion by
military and naval leaders that would
lead to an "“accurate understanding of
the role and place of the Fleet under
modern conditions.” The first two
references—to the book as a work of
science—oppose categorizing the book
as a doctrinal statement. Further, one
specifically isolates the book's contribu-
tion to naval, not military, science by
emphasizing the uniquely naval aspects
of Gorshkov's ideas. Lobov's statement
concerning discussion of the book could
be interpreted as either a reference to
the clash of opinions that forms part of
military science or to a declaration of
units of views. One's interpretation
depends on whether 'accurate” is
equated with “unified.” In either case,
Lobov left his readers without a clear
statement on the significance of the
Gorshkov book.

A second review of Sea Power of the
State appeared in the August 1976 issue
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summarized the contents of the book
for two full pages. Yet there were
almost no references that could be
measured against McConnell’s frame-
work. Only two statements right be
considered relevant as measures of the
book’s authoritativeness, First, the
review stated that the modem navy can
“gtand up to aggression from the seas
and can accomplish strategic missions in
the world ocean.” But the article did
not go on to mention naval proteation
of state interests or performance of
nonstrategic state tasks—roles that fall
under the discussion of doctrine and are
definitely included in the book. Second,
the section of the review that dealt with
Gorshkov’s description of the use of
flests in local wars or for demonstrative
purposes (peacetime tasks) was placed
as part of naval art. By using this
terminology, the review placed a subject
that McConnell's framework would in-
clude as doctrine in the subordinate
field of military art. If the contradiction
was intentional, then the Soviet Military
Review article would oppose doctrinal
status for Gorshkov's book.

An interesting contrast to Sovist
Military Review’s consideration of Sea
Power of the State is the treatment
given to a book written by Admiral
Kuznetsov in 1975. Kuznetsov, Gorsh-
kov's predecessor, published his
memoirs under the title Heading for
Victory. The book dealt largely with
naval operations during World War 11, a
subject that was extensively covered by
Gorshkov. Soviet Military Review serial-
ized the book in 1976, the last install-
ment appearing in the same issue as the
review of Gorshkov's book. One might
question whether the decision to
publicize Kuznetsov's bock more
heavily than Gorshkov's was a comment
on the relative merit of the two or
merely a reflection of publication
schedules,?*

The final review of Sea Power of the
State appeared in Izvestia, the govern-

httpef/Sigwibt MikitarguRoviednh Theireviels2/issanent press organ, on 22 May 1976, Thess
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review was written by Marshal 1, Bag
ramyan, one of the few nonnaval leaders
to comment on the book.2® The selec-
tion of Bagramyan as a reviewer can be
viewed in two ways. His name carries a
great deal of prestige, as he was for
many years the head of Soviet rear
services, His review might therefore be
considered officially dictated. In addi-
tion, Bagramyan’s prestige was upgraded
in late 1977 when he was honored on
the occasion of his 80th birthday. The
biography accompanying the article that
marked his birthday noted that he was
still a member of the Central Committee
and the Supreme Soviet and was doing
l'extensive Public work."?% The article
further pointed out that Bagramyan had
on occasion differed with the opinion of
other prominent military leaders, such
as Sokolovsky, and had been proven
correct. On the other hand, some West-
ern sources consider the marshal a
waning figure in Soviet military leader-
ship. In their view the selection of a
more prominent figure to review Gorsh-
kov's book would have represented
greater prestige for the book,?”
Bagramyan's remarks can be divided
into three sections.?® In the first sec-
tion, he outlined the qualities of “major
global works of scientific thought,” the
category in which he placed Sea Power
of the State, In this section, there are a
number of ‘“signal” phrases, as well as
consistent reference to the book as
representative of military science. For
example, the type of analysis used by
Gorshkov was said to have as its aim *“to
correctly determine the prospects of
military development in the future.” In
the next paragraph, the review referred
to the book as a monograph “in which
history and the past serve as a spring-
board for probing the present and the
future.” In neither case is the termin-
ology that which McConnell describes as
doctrinal. In McConnell's criteria, his-
tory “substantiates” doctrine; it does
not “serve as a springhoard for prob

pipgheFmrthernthe inglusiogeafithe pastmons indicators outlined by McConnell. But 5;

present and future clearly defines
military science, not military doctrine,
A second key phrase is that theoretical
research “is intended to contribute to
a correct definition of the role and
place of various categories of troops
and branches of the forces in the
overall system of armed forces.” One
might interpret “contributing to a
correct definition” as meaning the
creation of a unity of views. However,
a ‘“contribution'’ seems a little less
substantial than the words that are
generally coupled with a unity of views
(reflects, constitutes, determines,
establishes or ensures), To ‘'con-
tribute' seems more in line with the
presentation of an argument than with
a statement of doctrine. In the same
phrase, Bagramyan draws attention to
two other signals. First, theoretical
research is defined as concerned with
one branch of the unified armed
forces, ie., to its unique role, Bag-
ramyan does not include the disclaimer
of uniqueness that McConnell says is
customary with doctrine. Second, the
phrase deals with the overall system of
armed forces, which concerns the tasks
and preparedness of the armed forces,
not the military political field, the
sphere of doctrine. Bagramyan's
terminology places peace and the
political aspects of war outside the
legitimate area of theoretical research.
Thus, Bagramyan's words limit Sea
Power of the State to coverage of the
role of navies in war. Such an interpre-
tation is supported in the first para-
graph of the review, in which are listed
the topics that should he kept in mind
by theoretical researchers—new
weapons, the model of future war,
methods of repelling aggression. All of
these topics are combat oriented. The
only reference to military and political
factors in the first section is with
respect to imperialist states. In short,
the first two paragraphs of Bag-
ramyan's review do use the doctrinal
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the indicators are not used to confer
doctrinal authority on Gorshkov's
writings.

The second section of the review
deals with the content of Sea Power of
the State. In this section, the signals
contradict those of the first section. For
example, the review does indicate that
Gorshkov's book represents a unity of
views. Bagramyan wrote that the book
“rgveals the basic law governed pat-
terns,” “expounds on orderly system of
views,” and ''conclusively formulates
the concept of sea power." Further,
Bagramyan recommended the book to
the "wide reading public,” which sug-
gests approval of the formulas contained
in the work. Second, in time period,
Bagramyan wrote only of the book's
coverage of naval development to the
present (the correct limit for doctrine).
He made no reference to predictions of
future development. With respect to
subject matter, Bagramyan made two
references to the book’s coverage of the
peacetime use of naval forces and the
naval role in implementing state policy
(again the correct subject for doctrina).
Finally, the review placed Gorshkov's
writing as a direct outgrowth of the
“Marxist-Leninist teachings on war and
the army and Soviet military doctrine,"”
a description that fits the criterion of
the unified nature of doctrine, Clearly,
the second section of the review
touched on each of the categories set up
by McConnell. In each case, the book
was described as fitting the definition of
doctrine.

In contrast to the second section, the
last lines of Bagramyan's review retreat
from the definition of the book as a
doctrinal statement. In the last para-
graph, Bagramyan criticized the book's
uneven treatment of issues. If doctrine
is a fundamental law of the state, one
suspects that it is not generally criti-
cized in this fashion. Finally, the review
closed with a restatement that “on the
whole" the book is a "valuable contri-
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especially, to naval art.”” Neither classifi-
cation should be expected as part of a
solid definition of the book as a state-
ment of doctrine.

A close reading of Bagramyan’s re-
view leaves one with as many questions
as answers, The review merely reinforces
the contradictions found in other com-
mentaries on Gorshkov's writings. The
conferences and reviews cited in connec-
tion with the Gorshkov series were
equivocal at best on the question of the
significance of Gorshkov's views. The
material surrounding the book is even
less clear-cut. Applying McConnell's
doctrinal indicators, one finds that some
discussions of the book refer to it as
military science or art. Some mention
its value for predicting the future de-
velopment of the navy. Several refer
only to its coverage of the navy's
wartime role or combat tasks. Some
speak of its contribution in uniquely
naval matters. All are nondoctrinal sig-
nals, On the other hand, some reviews
do refer to the ‘‘correct’” formulations
in the book, to its explanation of the
present development of the navy, to the
political role of the navy in war and
peace or to the foundations of Marxist-
Leninist science on which the book is
based. Each of these is a signal that the
book is of doctrinal weight. The contra-
diction between these positions is most
obvious in the Bagramyan review, half
of which fits McConnell's categories and
half of which does not.

Whether the Gorshkov book/seties
are doctrine continues to be debated by
Western analysts on a variety of levels of
evidence. McConnell tried to provide a
consistent framework to measure the
authoritativeness of Gorshkov’s
writings. The text of the series/book fit
within that framework, but examination
of authors other than Gorshkov poses a
series of contradictions within the
framework., McConnell would escape
the dilemma thus created by placing
Gorshkov's writings in yet another

heepsHON 89,0ur  ilitary science and, . category of military writing, that of
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concrete expressions of doctrine. These
are a synthesis of science and doctrine
with the central function of substan-
tiating doctrine. This interpretation
would neatly sidestep the dilemma of
the contradictions described above
except that concrete expressions of doc-
trine are theoretically as immune from
controversy as is doctrine itself. Both
carry the force of state law and deal
with unified views. The controversy
suggested by the reviews of Gorshkov's
work would not mesh with concrete
expressions of doctrine any better than
with doctrine per se. Further, the
synthesis of concrete expressions is sup-
posed to take place under the deter-
mining influence of doctrine; doctrinal
signals should therefore outweigh scien-
tific gignals. In the case of commentaries
on the Gorshkov book, it is clear that
this is not always the case. In addition,
McConnell's explanation of the categori-
zation of Gorshkov's works devotes
itself to doctrinal indicators, rather than
to those suggesting a separate category
of writings. The field of concrete ex-
pression of doctrine appears belatedly
and is used as almost equal with doc-
trine. The indicators are prasumed to be
the same. Thus, if the Soviet commen-
taries do not reflect the doctrinal indi-
cators uniformly, neither can they re-
flect the indicators of a concrete ex-
pression of doctrine. We must return
therefore to the question of what con-
tradictions between Gorshkov's own use
of doctrinal indicators and their use in
commentaries on the book/series mean.

Was Gorshkov too generous in claim-
ing doctrinal legitimacy? Are there hold-
outs who do not recognize the authori-
tativeness of Gorshkov’s words? Is the

West incorrect in assuming that Gorsh-
kov is the architect of Soviet naval
policy? Or are we perhaps asking too
much of ‘keywords'’ as a measure of
legitimacy? Any of the first three ques-
tions could be answered affirmatively
on the basis of the reviews cited in this
article. That such answers are possible
indicates that the last question, too,
could be answered yes. Analysis of word
patterns in Soviet literature is a valuable
tool, but it is only one tool. As the
literature surrounding Gorshkov's
writings demonstrates, it cannot stand
alone or be accepted unequivocally.
There are too many instances in which
interpretation of keywords is subjective
—almost as subjective as the ‘‘feel”
method that McConnell sought to avoid.
This judgment does not invalidate
McConnell's framework. Rather the
inadequacies of a framework of doc-
trinal indicators as a rigid determinant
of authoritativeness merely reinforce
recognition that the definition of Soviet
naval policy cannot come from any
single Soviet or Western source.
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Admiral King was never noted for his smooth press relations but during World War
II some two dozen journalists came to know and respect him as few outside the
service did—and came to believe that his contributions were too valuable to be

forfeited, as some called for, because of mishandled public relations.

ADMIRAL KING’S TOUGHEST BATTLE

by

Lloyd J. Graybar

“In peace time,”’ John Sorrels of the
Scripps-Howard chain of newspapers
stated in 1943, ‘‘the sole responsibility
of the newspaper is to inform, to
enlighten, to illuminate. In war time, a
great part of the responsibility is not to
inform, but to suppress, to guard, to
screen information of the most interest-
ing sort.”! Both in and outside the
profession of journalism there were
many who in the name of patriotism
would have agreed with this editor.
After all, no loyal American wanted to
render aid and comfort to the enemy,
the standard which was ubiquitously
employed to justify withholding news.
But was the decision not to inform so
simple to make? Sorrels realized there
were circumstances when it was not, but
it remained for another newspaperman,
Palmer Hoyt, publisher of the Portland
Oregonian, to state best the case for
freedom of expression. “No one wants

Ptolivieldte Urtethssary anavik anidigwilitarymons abrasive and hot-tempered leader of the 41

security,””’ Hoyt conceded. “But by the
same token," he continued,

public and press alike wonder
whether the naval and military
establishments are awake to the
fact that there is something
greater than naval security, some-
thing greater than military
security, and that is, American
security—faith in ourselves, faith
in our leadership, faith in our
government! No one wants to
help the enemy, but none can
endorse a policy of silence if it be
utilized to give aid and comfort to
men responsible for our military
or civil failures.!

The delicate balance that Hoyt’s dis-
cerning standards required of the con.
scientious journalist was similarly im-
posed on America’s military leaders. No

-one among them seemed less suited to

deal sensitively with the press than the
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Navy, Adm. Ernest J. King. Yet his
dealings with some of America's leading
journalists in the trying fall months of
1942 point out how a mutually satisfy-
ing compromise of their differences was
arrived at that preserved the military's
need for security, the public's right to

know, and the press’ duty to inform.
Had the war not intervened, King
would not have held his service’s most
coveted post, Chief of Naval Operations.
Nearing the close of a successful career,
most recently spent in naval aviation, he
was passed over when the position was
filled by Adm. Harold Stark in 1939,
Almost 61, King was little more than 3
years from the peacetime retirement age
and would not have had another chance
to get the promotion he desired. It may
be that Stark was appointed solely
because he had the better credentials,
but to believe so would be to ignore
naval politics and King's formidable
personality. He was justly reqarded as
singularly difficult to get along with,
demanding and at times inconsiderate of
subordinates, and unwilling to smooth
his own path to the top by cultivating
the favor of service and civilian su-
periors. Even after he had become a
personality and a sought-after inter-
viewee, he remained blunt: "I may as
well say . .. that I do not care at all for
the write-up,” he upbraided a Life
writer. "I find it a singular combination
of fact, fiction, and fancy.” King
seemed to pride himself on his stern
reputation—''so tough he shaves with a
blowtorch,’" went a much-quoted saying
about him—and a leader of his mettle
appeared made to order for the dark
days following Pearl Harbor. He was
promptly summoned to Washington to
become Commander-in-Chief, U.S.
Fleet, a position charged with oversight
of all fleet combat operations, and after
a few months of sharing command of
the wartime Navy with Stark he was
given the additional title and duties of
Chief of Naval Operations. King now
any previous

had more authority th
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leader of the American Navy in the 20th
century.?

Under his determined leadership con-
ditions gradually improved, but evan
after the triumph at Midway the Navy
remained far from achieving dominance
over the still formidable Japanese Fleet.
In the Atlantic some of the most vicious
battles with German submarine forces
were yet to be fought. In August the
protracted struggle for Guadalcanal in
the Solomon Islands began. It was ane
fought by the ships at sea, by the
Marines on Guadalcanal, and by King
himself in Washington. This made it
King's toughest battle.

Public relations was an essential part
of it. Unlike other services, in particular
the Air Force, which as a new and still
subordinate branch of the profession
was image-conscious and anxious to qain
friends, the Navy was established, could
look back on a tradition that began with
John Paul Jones, and in World War II
was still led by some men who had
entered service as long before as the
turn of the century. Long periods at sea
kept Navy officers more isolated from
the press than their counterparts in the
Army and the Army Air Corps. All of
this bred an outlook of disdain for the
press, and it was one King embodied to
a high degree. It was said of him that he
hated civilians because they might be-
come reserve officers—or newspaper-
men. ‘‘So far as I am concerned,” he
insisted, “information given the public
is information which will almost cer-
tainly reach the enemy....I have no
intention of giving the enemy anything
from which he can derive a shadow of
aid and comfort. That's the way I am,
that's the way I always have been, that's
the way I always will be.” In the same
vein was the story that he believed the
ideal in public relations would be to
wait until the war was over and then
make one announcement—"We won.”?

The Navy of course could not escape
the need to issue news releases and
maintain contacts with the press, but 1ts2
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efforts at dealing with the press were
considered more formal and less success-
ful than those of the other services.
Although Secretary of the Navy Frank
Knox was a former newspaper pub
lisher, he contributed to the dissatisfac-
tion with the public relations efforts of
the Navy that in a strictly organizational
sense he headed. His Pearl Harbor report
was generally considered to be informa-
tive, but subsequent revelations were
that it had not been altogether candid.
In the early months of 1942 mistrust
arose, directed partly at Knox but in-
creasingly at King whose influence in
matters dealing with the handling of
combat news was rightly regarded as
decisive. Perhaps more than anything
olse, the Navy's refusal to report war
losses promptly coupled with its blatant
efforts to manage the news by linking
disclosures of losses with announce-
ments of victories contributed to the
growing distrust of its word and of its
leadership. So mismanaged was the
Navy's handling of news releases, both
as to timing and candor, that according
to one informed source the American
public grew to believe that the Japanese
version of the Pearl Harbor story was
more accurate than our own, making
Tokyo's subsequent claims of success all
the more plausible. The Navy was cer-
tainly not the only service to manipu-
late the news, and to be criticized for it;
inevitably, however, the sinking of a
carrier or cruiser created more stir than
the loss of a tank or a P-39.*

On the surface King appearsd un-
ruffled and adamant in his opinions
despite the increasing volume of
criticism aimed at the Navy, Ironically,
an incident that happened in the after-
math of Midway, the Navy's first great
victory, only made matters worse. Al-
though Knox was the primary victim,
the whole Navy hierarchy suffered, A
Chicago Tribune reporter, Stanley
Johnston, had spent some weeks in
Lexjngton prior to her loss in the Coral
Pubhﬁj deym the carrier's executive offi-

cer, Johnston had learned one of the
war's most closely guarded secrets—that
by breaking enemy codes the Navy was
able to follow Japanese ship movements
in detail. The story he subsequently
filed on Midway listed many of the
participating enemy ships by name. The
Japanese surely would discover that
their codes were being decrypted,
thought horrified officers. Charges re-
sulting in a federal grand jury investiga-
tion were filed against the Tribune
whose publisher already felt that his
paper's prewar isolationism and strident
Republicanism had not endeared him to
President Roosevelt. Moreover, Knox,
prior to entering FDR's cabinet in 1940,
had published a rival daily in Chicago.
In bold headlines the Tribune began
crying persecution, Unable to reveal
precisely why Johnston's article was
viewed. with such alarm, the naval
leadership could only have been relieved
when the grand jury refused to indict
and the furor quieted. The secret of the
code-breaking remained safe.®

Soon King replaced Knox at the
center of a new public-relations mael-
strom that developed during the Guadal-
canal campaign. At King’s insistence the
Navy undertook its first offensive in
August of 1942 with its attempt to seize
Guadalcanal and so forestall a possible
Japanese threat to key American bases
to the south. Ultimately the campaign
would lead northward to Rabaul, the
bastion of Japanese strength in the

South Pacific. The invasion of Guadal-

canal quickly bogged down into a battle
of attrition that drew in more and more
forces from both antagonists. American
ground forces wound up in their worst
predicament since Bataan and Cor-
regidor had fallen in the spring, while on
the seas around Guadalcanal violent
naval and carrier-air battles ensued.$
The Navy soon suffered a spectacular
reversal when one Australian and three
U.S. cruisers were sunk in a one-sided
night engagement off Savo Island. By
the time the news of the defeat was

U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1979
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released, almost 9 weeks after the event,
the Navy had a recently achieved vic-
tory to report. Charges that the Navy
was manipulating the news were again
heard.”

Even louder was the uproar about
the Savo Island disaster itself, the revela-
tion of which helped to precipitate an
outburst of angry questions about the
reasons for the parlous situation in the
South Pacific. The Tribune led anti-
Administration papers in demanding to
know why their special hero, Gen.
Douglas MacArthur, was not in com-
mand of the Guadalcana! operation
rather than being a spectator in his
Australian headquarters. Unified com-
mand became the rallying cry from those
seeking panaceas.® The most quoted
protesters were two Congressmen, John
Costello of California and Melvin J.
Maas of Minnesota.

Costello initiated the onslaught in
mid-October {only days after the an-
nouncement of the debacle off Savo
Island) with a blast at the strategists in
Washington. In a statement clearly
directed at the Navy the worried
Costello asked why Army personnel
from MacArthur's adjoining Southwest
Pacific Airea had not been brought into
action to assist the hard-pressed Marines
on Guadalcanal. They were, he declared,
prepared to come to the aid of the
Marines, “but they can't get there by
walking across water.’” The situation
“eries to heaven for an answer.”®

Hardly had Costelio’s accusations
ceased to be newsworthy when his
House colleague, Mel Maas, made the
first of several critical statements about
the conduct of the war in the Pacific. A
Marine reserve officer, Maas was the
ranking Republican on the House Naval
Affairs Committee and had wangled
himself a 4-month tour of duty in the
Pacific. On his return to Washington in
Qctober he had surprisingly little to say
to the press, trying first to swing Presi-
dent Roosavelt and other leading mem-
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views.!® Apparently unable to win
acceptance for his more extreme

' opinions, Maas finally spoke out in a

provocative address heard on the CES
radio network. In it Maas first dwelled
on the unfortunate consequences of the
Navy's mishandling of war news. He
then turned to what he considered the
crux of the difficulties in the Pacific:
lack of unified command. Not only was
the war in the Pacific being lost for
want of a supreme command—it should
go to the Navy—but because of the
shortsighted policy being followed in
Washington, where there was no unify-
ing agency to give proper coordination
to the war effort as a whole, the Pacific
was going without the requisite men and
materiel. Instead, these resources were
unwisely being diverted to Europe and
to sundry secondary theaters, “What is
taking place in Europe,” Maas argued,
“is a terrible European war with dire
consequences to us all, but what is
taking place in the Pacific is not war at
all, but the first mighty explosion of a
truly worldwide revolution against the
white man's civilization. If we lose this
revolution, the white man's day is
Over."l 1

Perhaps Maas only meant to stir
things up enough to get higher priority
on supplies for his fellow Marines. At
any rate, that was how he explained
things to his friend, Adm. William
Halsey. Yet designed as they seemingly
were to inflame interservice rivalries and
to prolong the debate about leadership
in the Pacific, Maas' charges could
hardly have besn welcome news to
King. To place them in perspective,
however, they were only the most
recent in a month-long series of head-
line-grabbing controversies about the
stalemate in the Solomons. The debate
about the Navy’s lack of leadership and
its mishandling of war news had begun
to rage some weeks before. It in-
exorably led to speculation that King's
position was in danger, for, as Palmer

https:Pﬁ@tal%mms.&Mﬁ’ﬁm%ie&gvoﬂgis&/goyt has argued, reluctance to di\'l.llqg
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information about military defeat can
easily he construed as a cover-up for
incompetence. The conclusion was
drawn that the Navy had something to
hide. Rumors of disasters even worse
than that of Savo Island circulated
widely, at a time, ironically, when
measures to strengthen American forces
in the Sclomons had bequn to be
taken,!?

The public-relations dimension of the
fight for Guadalcanal now assumed un-
precedented importance. Since its in-
ception in June 1942 the Office of War
Information, a federal agency estab-
lished to coordinate the handling of
military and other news pertaining to
the war, had been feuding with the
Navy about its reluctance to cooperate
in the prompt dissemination of news.
*Never have so few withheld so much
from so many," fumed Elmer Davis, a
veteran newsman who was now director
of the OWI. If persisted in, the Navy's
misquided attempts to manage the news
would certainly undermine King's
credibility and more than likely his
career as well, felt Davis. Despite a
heated arqument he had with King
about the release of information, Davis
was reluctant to use the Savo Island
crisis if it meant making things worse
for the admiral. Yet he also felt some-
thing had to be done to halt the loss of
confidence in King. He defended the
admiral in a well-publicized speech in
which he pleaded for recognition of the
fact that for King and other naval
leaders public relations was a subsidiary
field. Their business was to fight and to
win the war. Meanwhile, behind the
scenes he sought to make King realize
the gravity of the situation. Rather than
go over King to the President, Davis
turned to Hanson Baldwin, a Naval
Academy graduate who had resigned his
commission years before to win acclaim
as one of the most knowledgeahle
analysts of military affairs. Like so
many others Baldwin was critical of the
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tions, believing that the Navy had failed
to clarify its objectives in undertaking
the Solomons campaign and that its
censorship was contributing to the sub-
sequent confusion and hitterness, With
his aid, Davis was able to approach
officers close to King but more recep-
tive to criticism.!?

King's friends were also concerned
lest his unbending refusal to level with
the press destroy his career. Along with
Davis’ efforts, a luncheon engagement
between King's close friend and
attorney, Cornelius Bull, and Glen
Perry, Washington correspondent of the
New York Sun, led to a mending of the
rift between King and the press. Bull
and Perry inevitably discussed Admiral
King's predicament. Perry suggested
that King should get to know some of
the senior -Washington correspondents
to see for himself that his doubts about
them were unnecessary; the occasional
formal conferences he held were unsuit-
able for this. Bull scoffed at the sug-
gestion. But a few days later he got back
to Perry to say that he had had a bright
idea—why not arrange a get-together
between King and some journalists.
Perry shrewdly accepted the suggestion
as Bull's own, and the two met to work
out details. They decided it would be
best to have King and some veteran
correspondents, primarily bureau chiefs,
see each other socially. Because only a
select number of journalists were to be
invited, the meeting should not be held
in official surroundings but should be in
the nature of a private gathering at
Bull's Alexandria, Virginia home.**

The first meeting on 6 November got
off slowly with King appearing ill at
ease and the eight other quests (Perry,
Roscos Drummond, and six other re-
porters whom they had decided to
invite) apparently uncertain how to
approach the admiral whose reputation
they well knew. But the tension eased
after some minutes and King com-
mented lucidly about the war. Although

111g§9ramarks were wide-ranging, he did
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take pains to address the two issues
about which so much had been said and
written in recent weeks: that South
Pacific operations were foundering be-
cause there was no unity of command
and that the Navy manipulated its news
releases so as to withhold information
and to blanket bad news with the good.
He insisted that premature disclosure of
the details of the Savo Island defeat
could indeed have aided the enemy. The
action had taken place at night, at-
tended by a great deal of confusion, and
there was every reason to believe the
Japanese did not know the extent of
their success. Revealing American losses
at the time of the battle would thus
have been improper. The fact that the
sinking of the Allied cruisers was finally
disclosed at almost the precise moment
the Navy had a victory to celebrate was
coincidental. The Navy, in fact, had
been embarrassed about the timing of
the two releases.

King next refuted the charge that
there was no unity of command. He
declared that it began at the very top
where he, Adm. William Leahy who was
chief of staff to the President, Army
Chief of Staff George Marshall, and Air
Force Gen, Henry ‘‘Hap' Arnold com-
prised the Joint Chiefs giving strategic
direction to the American war effort
and designating the appropriate
theaters. The Navy did direct the South
Pacific Area just as MacArthur com-
manded the Southwest Pacific but both
did so under the authority of the Joint
Chiefs. Forces from both commands
were actually cooperating in many
ways, “down in the ditch digging to-
gether,’" as another admiral put it.!

Suspending his wartime resolve to go
on the wagon, King enjoyed a couple of
beers amidst a generally cordial atmos-
phere. While no notes were taken during
the admiral's prepared remarks or the
question-and-answer session that fol-
lowed, the reporters were quite pleased
with what they had learned in the
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frankness was, in a sense, disarming.
*He made a profound impression upon
the correspondents,” the excited Perry
reported to his editor. ‘‘They were for
him 100 per cent by the time they said
good-bye....I had met King once
before, and liked him, but this was the
first chance I'd had to measure him at
all. He's all right.” True, the in-
formation they received from him was
confidential, But as they saw it the
purpose of this and the meetings that
were to follow was not to allow them to
bypass their requfar sources of in-
formation, a procedure which would
probably have exacerbated the
tensions between King and the press
and done no one any good. By mutual
consent they did not then or after
approach him about quoting him in
their stories. The information they got
from King was of course largely about
strategy and future operations and
would allow the participants and their
editors (to whom they were free to send
memoranda of the meetings) to be alert
for important developments and to
place in perspective the news obtained
from official releases and from their
own sources.'

The gratifying results of the initial
meeting kept Admiral King and the
journalists coming back for more. King,
in fact, asked when they would meet
again. While the number present at any
one time rarely exceeded a dozen, there
was some rotation of the guests with
representatives of the wire services,
periodicals, and the broadcast media
joining their newspaper colleagues from
the start. King himself scrupulously
refused to have anything to say about
the composition of the guest list. By the
end of the war 16 conferences—or Sun-
day vesper services as the regulars re-
ferred to them—had been held and the
number of veterans had climbed to over
two dozen. Always in the nature of
private gatherings, the meetings con-
tinued to take place at Bull's home untjl
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home of Phelps Adams, Perry's friend
and the Sun’s bureau chief.!”

King clearly enjoyed the conferences,
but did he profit from them? In initi-
ating them Bull and Perry had hoped to
aid in saving King's position, for they
believed he was a highly qualified strate-
gist and war leader whose services
should not be forfeited because of
mishandled public relations. He needed
to know some journalists, and they
needed to understand where he stood
on the great issues of the war, Within
weeks after the first*session King did get
some positive feedback of the type the
two had intended. For instance, Ernest
Lindley and Raymond Brandt both gave
the Navy's war effort writeups that
supported King's leadership. There was
indeed unified command and it was of
the highest caliber, argued Lindley who
wrote for both Newswesek and the Wash-
ington Post, In the preceding weeks he
had been far from sympathetic to King.
Unlike Lindley, Brandt had not attended
the inaugural vesper service. However,
Marquis Childs, a St. Louis Post-
Dispatch colleague, had, and it is reason-
able to infer word got to Brandt from
Childs or from their editor that King
had a story worth hearing. The upshot
was that Brandt was able to rush into
print a front-page interview with King
that refuted the charges Maas had just
made in his radio address.'®

Thereafter, the situation changed.
Although bureaucratic lethargy still gave
Elmer Davis reason to complain, in the
most significant ways—completeness
and speed of release—the Mavy greatly
improved its handling of war news.
Equally as important, it also began to
experience victory, November 1942
bringing an upturn in American for-
tunes. Therefore, as Davis remarked,
there was no reason to complain about
the suppression of news when there was
no bad news to suppress. Nor was there
cause to doubt the quality of King's
leadership. In a very real sense Admiral
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of themselves. On one occasion he did
have to rally several of the correspond-
ents (his commandos, as one of the
staunchest of them put it) to help stop
the rumored transfer of Army Chief of
Staff George Marshall to the top Euro-
pean command. King worked well with
Marshall and wished to see him remain
in Washington as a colleague on the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Otherwise, if King
gained from continuing the conferences,
it was in large measure from the chance
to relax with intelligent men cutside the
service and to use them as a sounding
board that might help him to polish the
presentation of his ideas.!?

When the war ended there were thus
some two dozen journalists who shared
with King one of Washington's best-kept
secrets, The informal conferences in
which they participated might well seem
archaic by contemporary journalistic
standards that place the right to know
above that of the privilege of confiden-
tiality, a privilege each of the partici-
pants respected. There simply were no
leaks. However, several of them doubt
the off-the-record conference could
succeed today, and perhaps should not
even be attempted. “One drawback in
peacetime,” a former New York Times
correspondent observed,

is the risk of leaks and the conse-

quent care an official would feel

called upon to take. Another, and
more serious one, is the damper
such associations tend to put on
aggressive and independent report-
ing. ... God help us if reporters
become statesmen and feel per-
suaded to make judgments on
what we should or should not
know “in the public interest.”??

In wartime Washington, however, the
confidential briefing—what came to be
known as the deep backgrounder--was
not uncommeon, and all the evidence
suggests that the opportunity to meet
with the redoubtable Admiral King was
welcomed by the participants.?! For
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Perry had worked out was ideal. Ex-
tremely able, but not as articulate as
some of his highly placed contempo-
raries nor especially comfortable before
large groups, King was able to relax with
his new friends and acquaintances from
the fourth estate and allow them to see
him as few outside the service did.
Those who participated—the veterans of
the Battle of Virginia—learned that he
was not only the master strategist that
the war's progress confirmed but a
flexible tacticlan who crossed the
Potomac to establish an outpost in
Virginia that might help save his posi-
tion in Washington. The Battle of Vir-
ginia did a lot less to still the criticism
of King than the successful outcome of
the Battle of Guadalcanal, but an under-
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standing of both campaigns is necessary
to appreciate the many and varied pres-
sures on Admiral King, or any wartime
leader for that matter, and the admiral's
surprising deftness in handling them.
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Kiev's mix of tactical V/STOL fighters and helicopters and an extensive weapons
inventory give it capability for a variety of roles but it is here contended that its basic
role is to protect the Soviet SSBN force. An earlier version of this paper first

appeared in the Naval Intelligence Quarterly.

SOVIET DOCTRINE ON THE ROLE

OF THE AIRCRAFT CARRIER

by

Lieutenant Commander Floyd D. Kennedy, Jr., USNR

Introduction. At the close of World
War II, the combined fleets of the
United States and Creat Britain in-
cluded over 115 aircraft carriers with a
total capacity of some 6,700 aircraft.
Typifying their strength was the U.S.
Navy's Task Force 38, operating off
Japan from 10 July through 15 August
1945, Because carrier airpower had al-
ready contributed greatly to the de-
struction of the Japanese Fleet, this
force was free to operate within 100
miles of the coast. Aircraft from the
task force proceeded to devastate
Tokyo and ranged across the Japanese
countryside attacking targets of oppor-
tunity virtually at will.

Like the Japanese, the Soviets had no
fleet that could prevent a similar force
from approaching their Siberian or
European coasts. A 1946 article in
Military Thought, the Soviet profes-
sional military journal, revealed the im-

pact that the Allied employment of
Sattishe TR iedie o Satet

The conditions of modern war
at sea demand the mandatory
participation in the combat opera-
tions of navies of powerful carrier
forces, using them for striking
devastating blows against the
naval forces of the enemy as well

as the contest with his aviation.

Both at sea and near one's bases,

these tasks can only be carried out

by carrier aviation,!

The primary concern of the Soviets
in viewing the overwhelming preponder-
ance of Western aircraft carriers was
their ability to operate against shore
targets. Soviet capabilities to hamper
such operations were minimal; there
were virtually no Soviet major surface
combatants in 1945, and while the
Soviets possessed a numerically im-
pressive submarine fleet, individual sub-
marines had displayed a mediocre war-
time record. The greatest Soviet naval
potential lay in river flotillas that had

fRoUHE Commonyditdd closely with Soviet ground
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forces during the "Great Patriotic War,"
but these, obviously, were of little use
in offshore waters.

Following demobilization of Western
armies Soviet ground forces quickly
became the dominant power in Europe
and were quite capable of defending or
launching a massive offensive from the
line that separated East and West. Soviet
writings make clear, however, that the
U.5.5.R. derived little sense of security
from this advantage on the European
landmass. Not only did the United
States have exclusive possession of the
atomic bomb, it also had developed
amphibious warfare to a fine art, there-
by threatening the sea flanks of the
Soviet Army. These amphibious capa-
bilities, supported by massive carrier
airpower, were perceived as a tactical
deterrent to Soviet expansion that com-
plemented the strategic deterrent of the
atomic bomb. From Moscow's point of
view, these capabilities constituted a
major threat to the Motherland.
Admiral Gorshkov, writing in Sea Power
of the State, described the West's use of
carriers in World War II and, in so doing,
revealed the concern they caused to
Soviet planners:

Carrier operations against the
shore were most widespread
during the conduct of amphibious
operations when aircraft were em-
ployed to ‘soften up' and neu-
tralize the anti-landing defense of
the enemy and to cooperate with
their own troops in accomplishing
missions ashore after the landing.

Commenting on the rapid expansion of
Western fleets of aircraft carriers during
the war, Gorshkov continued:

It is true that the experience in
such operations was limited to the
employment of aircraft carriers by
only three countries—Great
Britain, Japan, and the United
States. However, this experience
has become proof of the practi-
cality of employing this form of
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considerable expansion in carrier
construction.’

Early Efforts to Counter the Carrier.
The Soviets’ apparent inability to
counter successfully the carrier and
amphibious threats resulted in an ac-
celerated postwar naval building pro-
gram. This program emphasized modern
submarines and cruisers that could inter-
cept Western forces before they reached
their lines of attack. But according to a
“former Soviet naval officer” in Robert
Herrick's Soviet Naval Strategy, Stalin
also acquiesced to his naval commander
in chief's requests for four Soviet air-
craft carriers that could extend the
U.5.5.R.'s defensive perimeter seaward.
Admiral Kusnetsov announced the cat-
riers’ pending acquisition in 1951, but
Stalin later reneged, according to the
same source, and the carriers were never
laid down.?

This setback notwithstanding, the
U.5.5.R.'s postwar shipbuilding program
continued to be driven in large part by
concern with the threat that the West's
carrier forces posed to Soviet territory.
This concern increased substantially in
the early 1950s when the U.S. Navy
acquired a nuclear attack capability.
Again quoting Gorshkov:

The introduction of nuclear
weaponry into the navies of great
powers considerably expanded the
scope of employing naval forces
against the shore. Initially, carrier
aircraft, and later ballistic missiles
launched from submarines, consti-
tuted the colossal capabilities of
the navy to deliver attacks against
enemy territory. Naval operations
against the shore have assumed a
fundamentally new significance in
warfare in general. They make up
an important part of warfare in
general.*

Clearly, the Soviets saw the large
U.S. attack aircraft carriers as a threat
to their homeland, primarily because of
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attack aircraft posed to urban/industrial
targets and secondarily because of the
tactical threat that light attack aircraft
and fighters capahle of delivering tacti-
cal nuclear weapons as well as conven-
tional ordnance posed to ground forces.

Khrushchev’s Different Tack. Stalin's
massive naval gonstruction program, be-
gun shortly after World War 1I, was cut
back at his death and continued to
langquish during Khrushchev’s consolida-
tion of power (1953-56), Thereafter,
Khrushchev adopted a naval construction
program that reflected his conviction
that submarines and aircraft were an
adequate response to the West's carrier
threat and that the large blue-water navy
that Stalin had approved could be greatly
trimmed. All three editions of Marshal V.
Sokolovskiy's Military Strategy reflect
this new approach by reversing the earlier
estimate of the aircraft carrier's value.
Sokolovskiy contended that the experi-
ence of World War II signaled the demise
of large ships as the main element of naval
combat and instead confirmed the superi-
ority of naval aviation and submarines.

Despite this belittling of large com-
batants, Sokolovskiy acknowledged that
“The most important task of our fleet
from the very outset of the war will be
to destroy enemy carrier-based units.”*
Therefore, even while denying the im-
portance of aircraft carriers, the Soviets
continued to treat them as the primary
naval threat.®

In Sea Power of the State, Gorshkov
admits that the emphasis that Khrush-
chev's policies placed on the develop-
ment of a large submarine force was
dictated by time and necessity:

Civing the priority to the de-
velopment of submarine forces
made it possible in the shortest
possible time to sharply increase
the attack capabilities of our
navy, to pose a serious threat to
the main forces of the enemy
navy in the ocean theaters, and, at

time, to intensify the growth in
the maritime might of our coun-
try, thus depriving the enemy of
those very advantages which he
could have had at his disposal in
the event of war against the Soviet

Union and the countries of the

Socialist Community.”

Sokolovskiy saw nuclear strikes by
Soviet naval aviation and submarines-—-
both at sea and against ports—as the
most effective means for accomplishing
the Soviet Navy's mission of destroying
the West's carrier forces. Once this
primary mission had been accomplished
the navy could then assume other
rasponsibilities such as the disruption of
enemy sealanes, the protection of Soviet
shipping and the support of the sea-
flanks of the ground forces. Sokolovskiy
emphasized that the primary mission of
the Soviet Navy is the destruction of
enemy cartrier and missile-carrying sub-
marine forces, done most efficiently by
nuclear means.® Also briefly mentioned
in all three editions of Military Strategy
is the requirement for surface ships and
aircraft to support submarine opera-
tions. These support operations would
be conducted by reconnaissance and
antisubmarine watfare aircraft, special
ASW (PLO) and antiairwarfare ships,
and radar patrol ships.®

In retrospect it is apparent that the
Soviet concept of employing the sub-
marine as the primary offensive and
defensive weapons system—and sup-
porting it with a combination of surface
and air forces—must have included, as
early as 1960, some interest in the
possibility of developing a new breed of
aircraft carrier that could assist in this
support role. If this thesis is cortect
then it is more than likely that Soviet
naval planners had a lively interest in a
debate that was underway in the United
Kingdom at that time.

Britain's Great Carrier Debate. The
controversy in Britain centered on the

Publistedgty af fewer! iesourdeganigiles€ommongplanoto construct a new class of aircraft
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carrier to follow the ships laid down
during World War II but not completed
until after the war. In 1960 the Times
of London reported that serious plan-
ning had begun on the next generation
of carriers for the Royal Navy. They
would be larger than the then-current
generation, would have catapults for
conventional naval aircraft and would
be powered by oil-fired boilers and
turbines, not nuclear reactors.!® But an
alternative plan emerged and in 1962
the Times reported that the question of
vertical take-off and landing (VTOL)
aircraft had been raised by a member of
Parliament who advocated that the next
generation of carriers be designed
around that concept.'!

The Royal Navy's official response
was that VTOL technology was not
sufficiently advanced to plan a class of
aircraft carriers around it. Conventional
aircraft were needed aboard standard
aircraft carriers, not as part of a stra-
tegic nuclear striking force but as an
economical means of deploying aircraft
throughout the world. It is evident,
however, that the Royal Navy's arqu-
ment was not universaily accepted be-
cause in June 1963 the Times carried
another report rvevealing official un-
certainty about how to proceed:

What seems to be restraining
the Admiralty in coming out
firmly in favour of carriers is the
undoubted difference of opinion
in the Navy itself on the advan-
tages of such ships. Among those
who think that airborne platforms
are needed at all, some feel that
the need could be met by ships
similar in size to the French La
Resolute, of 10,000 tons. This
ship carries a commando of 700
men with their equipment and a
war complement of 12 large heli-
copters. Instead of the com-
mando, so British supporters say,
she could be designed to carry
additional VTOL fighters and
strike aircraft if desired 12

nwe-review/vol32/iss2/36
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Divided opinion continued through
that year and the next, and by 1965 the
Times was still reporting the imminent
construction of a new 50,000-ton air-
craft carrier. Not until 1966 did the
British finally decide to scrap the carrier
program as it was then envisioned, and
with the carrier program went Britain's
presence east of Suez.

It seems from Soviet writings that
the Times' coverage of Britain's great
carrier debate was less than complate.
Evidently the Russians had better
sources within the British Defense
Establishment because a 1972 book by
T.M. Korotkin, Z.F. Slepenkov and B.A.
Kolyzayev entitled Aircraft and Heli-
copter Carriers reveals that the contro-
versy over what sort of carriers the
United Kingdom should have was not
confined to the Admiralty and a few
M.P.s. Quoting from this book:

.. . It is interesting to recall the
basic ideas of the discussion which
occurred in the middle of the
1960's in England on the most
rational type of future carriers.
The command of the Royal Air
Force ingisted in that period on
building small displacement ton-
nage carriers designed for basing
future VTOL aircraft. The repre-
sentatives of the RAF based their
viewpoint on the fact that, in line
with the development of anti-
aircraft guided missiles, piloted
aircraft could not operate success-
fully against ships and shore in-
stallations. The traditional role of
a large carrier, as the main assault
force of the navy, would become,
in their opinion, a matter of his-
tory. The carrlers and their
aviation would be necessary for
carrying out just three missions:
the search for and destruction of
submarines, moving amphibious
troops to the landing region, and
aviation support of the amphibi-
ous troops. These migsions could
be carried out also by VTOL
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aircraft and for basing them the
large, complex and expensive car-
riers of the present type would
not be needed. It would be pos-
sible to create small, simply de-
signed inexpensive ships. Ten
small carriers built in the place of
three large ones could he 200
percent more effective and would
be much less vulnerable. The RAF
representatives recommended that
these carriers be built in anti-
submarines and landing variations.
The English Admiralty rejected
the viewpoint of the RAF and
insisted upon creating large car-
riers which would be capable of
basing the future supersonic
bombers, fighters with a speed
corresponding to a Mach-2 num-
ber, as well as a new type of
anti-submarine aircraft. The calcu-
lations given by the Admiralty
showed that it was wrong to assert
the advisability of having a large
number of small carriers instead
of several large ships of this class.
The large carriers would operate
aviation under more difficult
weather conditions, and would be
better from the economic view-
point, since the expenditures per
aircraft based on it would be,
according to the Admiralty's cal-
culations, much less than on the
small carriers . . . .
In one of the few opinions expressed in
the book the authors go on to say:
As is known, the plans for
building the new carriers for the
English Navy were not carried
out. However, the arquments
given in the course of the dis-
cussion on the optimum type of
future carriers have not lost their
significance.! 3

Conceptual Base for a New Soviet
Carrier. Although this controversy was
almost completely overlooked in the

when the question of nuclear propulsion
for CVA-67 was being argued among the
U.S. Navy, the Office of the Secretary
of Defense and the Congress), the
Soviets apparently were following it
closely. Afrcraft and Helicopter Carriers
was published in the Soviet Union at
approximately the same time that large
amounts of resources were about to be
committed to the construction of at
least four relatively “'small displace-
ment-tonnage carriers designed for
basing future VTOL aircraft,” the new
Kiev-class ships. Consequently, it is
possible to view this work as an of-
ficially sanctioned effort to communi-
cate and justify a decision recently
arrived at by the Soviet leadership. The
book’s extended treatment of the
British debate, however, combines
persuasively with the long leadtimes
required for such fundamentally new
construction to suggest that the Soviets
had been thinking about a carrier whose
role would be limited to support at least
a decade before the book's publication.

This thesis is borne out in subsequent
writings in which it is made quite clear
that the Soviets—at least since Stalin’s
time—never intended to build carriers
that would emulate those of the West.
These texts describe the American
attack carrier as an instrument directed
primarily at the shore, capable of pro-
jecting power well inland and support-
ing ‘imperialist’”’ aims. On the other
hand, the new Kiev-class carrier is al-
ways described as an antisubmarine
cruiser, part of the surface component
in Gorshkov's ‘‘balanced Navy.” The
difference in the two concepts is high-
lighted by Gorshkov himself:

The attack carrier forces,
which are the main means of
attack by the [U.8.] navy in local
wars and are a highly trained
reserve for the strategic strike
forces in an all-out nuclear war,
remain now as before the main
element of the [Western] general
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and:

Today, submarines and [land
based] naval aircraft are the main
arms of the forces of our navy,
and ballistic and cruise missiles
with nuclear warheads are the
main weapons. Diverse surface
ghips and aircraft are included in
the inventory of our navy in order
to give combat stahility to the
submarine and to comprehen-
sively support them, to battle the
enemy's surface and ASW forces,
and to prosecute other specific
missions.! *

Thus, in Gorhkov's estimation,
American naval forces are built around
the aircraft carrier as both a tactical and
strategic system, while the Soviet forces
are built around submarines and naval
aircraft, supported by the surface forces
that now include the Kiev and Moskva-
class antisubmarine cruisers. In effect,
the two different concepts for building
aircraft carriers that were debated by
the Britigh in the early 1960s have been
realized in two other navies that are
rivaled only by one another as the
world’s greatest—though substantially
different—seapowers. The disparity in
the results that stem from these two
concepts is especially evident in the
physical characteristics of the two latest
types of carriers built in the United
States and the U.S.5.R.

Two Different Carriers. The newest
American carrier, the 91,400-ton U.8.5.
Eisenhower (CVAN-69), is nuclear
powered and equipped with steam cata-
pults and arresting gear for launching
and recovering long-rangs, high-
performancs, conventional aircraft. Of
the approximately 100 aircraft em-
barked in Eisenhower, about half are
designated as “attack’ aircraft. As an
element of American theater nuclear
forces, FEisenhower could wuse these
attack aircraft to deliver nuclear weap-
ons in support of a NATO war. In the
event of a conventional war, the fighter

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol32/iss2/36
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and attack aircraft aboard Eisenhower
are equipped to destroy enemy naval
forces, to achieve local air superiority in
high-threat areas, such as over an objec-
tive area or battlefield, and to provide
close air support to friendly ground
forces. Eisenhower is a vehicle for
power projection as well as sea control,
relying upon its embarked air group to
provide its offensive punch as well as its
defense. Its only other weapons system
is a Basic Point Defense Missile System
to defend against aircraft and missiles
that slip through the protective screen
provided by its own aircraft and other
ships/aircraft. Eisenhower is therefore
the epitome of the “attack' carrier, the
centerpiece for the American surface
naval force structure. It is indeed, as the
Soviets describe it, a ''strike carrier,"”
and the same "large carrier’’ type advo-
cated by the British Admiralty in the
1960s.

Kiev, on the other hand, displaces
approximately 40,000 tons, is conven-
tionally powered, and has no catapults
or arresting gear that would permit it to
operate long-range, high performance
aircraft. The aircraft embarked on her
maiden voyage through the Mediter-
ranean were ASW Hormone helicopters
and short-range VTOL Forger fighters.
She appears heavily laden with com-
munications gear and has more missile
launchers and quns than an American
gquided-missile cruiser. This weapons
suite includes SS-N-12 long-range, sur-
face-to-surface missiles; SA-N-3
medium-range, surface-to-air missiles;
SA-N-4 short-range, surface-to-air mis-
siles; 76-mm dual purpose, and 23-mm
antiaircraft gquns; torpedoes; anti-
submarine rocket launchers; and
S5-N-14 missiles that deliver tor-
pedoes.! ¢ The VTOL fighters embarked
in Kiev are no match for even U.S. Navy
attack aircraft, much less the sophisti-
cated F-4 and F-14 fighters embarked in
American attack carrlers, There is also
little likelihood that any V/STOL air-
craft the Soviets will develop will hasge
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the capability to counter the F-14 in the
foreseeable future. Finally the range of
American carrier aircraft is considerably
greater than that of the surface-to-
surface missiles carried by Kiev.

Thus the armament of thizs new
Soviet carrier makes it apparent that
Kiev is not an effort to challenge Ameri-
can carrier forces on the open seas, but
is primarily intended for the ASW and
defensive AAW missions similar to those
the RAF envisioned for Britain's carrier
forces in the mid-1960s. The surface-to-
surface missiles of Kiev, using midcourse
correction provided by an embarked
helicopter or YAK-36 Forger, could
successfully engage any Western non-
carrier ships, such as cruisers or de-
stroyers. The ASW suite seems capable
of conducting a variety of attacks on
gsubmarine contacts, and the AAW mis-
sile suite is typical of the self-defense
capabilities provided to most Soviet
surface ships. The YAK-36, while not a
match for modern Western fighters or
attack aircraft, is more than a match for
maritime patrol, electronics surveillance,
communications relay, or other poorly
defended aircraft. These capahilities are
significant when placed in the proper
perspective, that is, of providing support
to Soviet submarines. Gorshkov has
made the Soviet viewpoint explicit in
stating, ‘‘Surface ships remain the main
and frequently the only weapon sup-
porting the deployment of the main
attack forces of the navy, the sub
marines."? 7

The Carrier as an ASW Coordinator.
In Sea Power of the State, Gorshkov
repeatedly took the Germans to task for
not attacking Allied forces so as to
religve the pressure on their submarines
and thereby aid them in accomplishing
their misgion:
Despite the exceptional threat
posed by the antisubmarine forces
to submarines, no one operation
or any other specially-organized

defeating or destroying the anti-

submarine warfare forces was ever

conducted'® ... and... they did

not make a single attempt to

employ organized counteraction
against the Allied antisubmarine
forces which were operating with
impunity. That, obviously, is the
reason 70% of the German sub-
marines were destroyed while pro-
ceeding to the combat areas.'*
Gorshkov has admitted that in World
War II close coordination among air,
surface and subsurface forces was
impossible because of recognition and
communications difficulties. In modern
times however, '‘the situation has funda-
mentally changed, and the possibility
has arisen of achieving the close coordi-
nation in battle and operations between
submarines and surface ships which has
greatly improved their combat effective-
ness.''??

By virtue of her demonstrated and
estimated capahilities, Kiev is probably
the latest vehicle for this close coordina-
tion. Its mission as one element in a
formation of other surface warships,
“operational-tactical” nuclear subma-
rines, and ballistic missile submarines
would be anti-ASW or, put more di-
rectly, protecting the capital ships of
the Soviet Navy: the SSBNs. The con-
cern with which the Soviets view the
threat to their bhallistic missile sub-
marine force is illustrated by an article
in Morskoy Sbornik, written by Captain
First Rank V'yunenko:

.. . Having been recognized as the

main strike force of a modern

navy, the nuclear-powered subma-
rines armed with ballistic missiles
have also drawn attention to
themselves as the objective of the
actions of all other naval forces
against them. The struggle against
missile-armed submarines and the
efforts to destroy them bhefore
they employ their weapons have
become one of the foremost mis-
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The Mobile Zone of Supremacy. In
1975 and 1976, articles in Morskoy
Sbornik and Aviatsiya I Kosmonavtika
discussed the concept of a formation of
surface ships and attack submarines as a
means of defending SSBNs against sub-
marine attack:

...The tactic of jointly em-
ploying mixed forces (submarines,
surface ships and aircraft) is seen
by foreign specialists as a practical
way of combating the submarine
threat.??
.., Combination aircraft carrier
attack units established on the
foundation of aircraft carriers, can
be used for protection of a battle
patrol of submarine missile-
carriers.??

. . . Operational-tactical subma-

rines are more and more fre

quently being included in the
combat disposition of various
forces of surface ships. .. and are
being employed to support the
combat patrolling of strategic sub-

marines.? 4

. . . Submarines can...support

the ASW defense of formations of

friendly surface warships and sub-
marines armed with ballistic mis-

giles.? 3

Recent Soviet writings also reveal an
interest in Western doctrine on the
protection of its capital ships, the attack
aircraft carriers. To quote again from
V'yunenko's article:

... The joint employment of air-

craft carriers with other surface

ships, submarines, and antisub-
marine aircraft makes it possible
to create effective mobile zones of
supremacy on the high seas....

Within this space, the assumption

is to provide absolute supremacy

beneath the water surface, on the

sea, and in the air,?®
Formations consisting only of ASW
cruisers and attack submarines would
theoretically be able to provide such
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but the SSNs and SSBNs also must be
protected against the ASW aviation
threat. Heretofore, this has been a func-
tion of both the AAW batteries of
noncarrier surface ships and by shore-
based aviation within its range limita-
tions.2” However, these defenses are
not available for forward-deployed sub-
marines that also require protection
from unescorted long-range patrol aix-
craft. A requirement therefore exists for
sea-based aircraft capable of dealing
with this threat, a requirement that the
YAK-36 Forgers aboard Kiev seem
capable of fulfilling.

Gorshkov foresees an expanding
requirement for sea-based vertical take-
off and landing aircraft like the YAK-
36:

Air-capable ships, and indeed
other combatants will to an even
greater degree be equipped with
VTOL aircraft and other air
vehicles like the modern heli-
copter, but of a more advanced .
type. To an even greater degree
combat operations will move into
the subsurface and air environ-
ments.?®

These more advanced varieties of VTOL
and perhaps V/STOL (Vertical/Short
Takeoff and Landing) aircraft should
provide greater capabilities in con-
trolling the air above the “mobile zone
of supremacy on the high seas,” thereby
bolstering the area of primary weakness
of Soviet seagoing forces: air cover.?” In
fact, the thrust of recent Soviet writings
about the role of their new carriers
indicates that Kiev could have many of
the same missions attributed to the
British "Thru-Deck Cruiger,” H.M.S. In-
vincible. In an article in the December
1976 issue of Morskoy Sbornik, these
missions are described as follows: ‘‘de-
livering strikes against surface ships;
intercepting air targets and conducting
reconnaissance missions with embarked
VTOL aircraft; detecting, tracking and
attacking submarines using embarked

hecSUPIRINACY, bangath, the, water surface, . helicopters; supporting the air defense



War College: February 1979 Review

56 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

of the area of combat operations; and
controlling mixed naval forces.”?® All
that is missing from the British example
is the absence of any mention of sup-
porting amphibious operations.

Conclusion. Gorshkov's approach to
building his fleet has been unique, and
Kiev is illustrative of his philosophy:

...In the quest for ways of de

veloping our navy, we avoided

simply copying the fleet of the
most powerful sea power of the
world. The composition of the
navy, its weapons, ship designs
and organization of forces were
determined primarily by the mis-
sions which the political leader-
ship of our country assigned to
the armed forces, . . . by the coun-
try's economic resources, and
also, by the conditions under
which the navy had to accomplish
these missions.>!
Rather than copying the aircraft carriers
of the West and their attack mission, it
is evident that the Soviets have added an
aircraft-carrying capability to their ASW
cruiser concept in order to give better
support to the primary attack arm of
their fleet: the submarine. Their goal is
to protect their ballistic missile subma-
rines just as the West attempts to
protect its aircraft carriers. Their deci-
sion was to achieve this objective with a
combination of surface and submarine
escorts that could provide a '“mobile
zone of supremacy on the high seas.”
Kiev-class carriers now joining the
Soviet Fleet should therefore be under-
stood in the West as primarily intended
to be protectors of the U.5.5.R.'s sub-
marine force,

Future Soviet development of carrier
forces will probably not be limited to
this concept, however. As the Soviet
Navy develops operational experience
with its Kiev-class carriers, it (and the
Communist Party hierarchy) will
probably develop an appreciation for

American-type “strike carrier.”” Gorsh-
kov has already laid the political foun-
dation for the naval power projection
mission with his ballistic missile sub-
marine force and constant references to
operations against the shore being the
most important mission of navies.??
Most recently, the prolific naval writer,
Professor-Vice Adm. K. Stalbo, pro-
duced two articles in Morskoy Shornik
that were uncharacteristically compli-
mentary about the power projection
and nuclear capabilities of Western car-
rier forces.>® Another article by Capt.
First Rank S. Mikhaylov in the Decem-
ber 1978 issue of Voyennyye Znaniya
discusses, in favorable terms, the multi-
ple capabilities of a 58,000-ton general-
purpose carrier with conventional,
V/STOL and rotary-wing aircraft em-
barked.>* These articles may simply be
an effort to make a point by one
isolated faction within the navy, or they
may portend a new Soviet interest in
developing more capable, general-
purpose carriers. A third possibility is
that they might be the first step in the
final phase of a long planned evolution
to the same end. If so, the Soviet Navy
would then be truly “‘balanced,” with
offensive and defensive carrier forces,
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offensive and defensive submarine
forces, offensive shore-based naval avia-
tion, and a comprehensive infrastructure
in support of it all. Party politics and
allocations of scarce resources within
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mine what kinds of new carriers the
Soviets build in the 21st century, but it
may be safely said that they will be
examining all the options through the
framework of their own unique require-

the Soviet economy will prohably deter- ments.
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The future program for carrier-bassd naval aviation has bsen seen to reguire a
choice between a follow-on Nimitz CVN and a midi-CVV. There is an option better
than and no more expensive than the CVV.

THE 1978 CARRIER CONTROVERSY:
WHY NOT THE KENNEDY?

by

Secott C. Truver

Epitomized by President Carter’s
yeto of the FY 1979 Defense Authoriza-
sion Bill and the subsequent failure of
the House of Representatives to over-
ride that veto, a serious controversy has
continued to engulf the Navy, the De-
partment of Defense, Congress, and
White House advisors over the future
program for carrier-based naval aviation.
The veto focused national attention on
the disputed need for spending a total
of $2.4 billion (in FY 1979 dollars) for
a fourth Nimitz-class nuclear-powered
carrier that the Navy and Congrass
believed to bs in America's national
security interests. However, rather than
buy a follow-on Nimitz, President
Carter promised to include in his FY
1980 request a $1.6 billion, 62,000-ton,
conventionally propelled carrier, the
“midi"” CVV.

Because the veto has resulted in a
l-year extension of the carvier con-
troversy, it would be beneficial to con-

propelled aircraft carrier alternatives
available to ensure the decision that is
reached on the next carrier is based on a
complete review of all relevant informa-
tion. Such a review nacessarily should
consider the costs and capabilities of an
updated John F. Kennedy (CV-67)-
design large-deck carvier. Indeed, evén a
cursory examination will show that a
modernized Kennedy—the Navy’s most
vecent conventionally propelled carrier,
commissioned in 1968-is to bs prs-
ferred over the CVV on a mission-effec-
tiveness and cost-effectiveness basis.
Even more important from a domestic
political perspective, the Kennedy
alternative is an elegant compromise
that President Carter can use to hridge
the chasm ssparating conqressional and
administration proponents of nuclear-
powared large aircraft carriers and those
who favor small, less costly, conven-
ticnally propelled alr-capable platforms.
And a followon Kennedy large-deck CV
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Secretary Graham Claytor has argued is
needed if the Navy is to pursue mean-
ingful programs for VSTOL (Vertical/
Short Take-Off and Landing) aircraft
expected in the 1990s. However, before
turning to a comparison of Kennedy
and the CVV, it may be worthwhile to
consider briefly some of the assump-
tions that underlay the veto, particu-
larly as they pertain to the future
program of Navy air.

The Risks of Conventional Wisdom.
The veto of the fourth Nimitz CVN can
be seen as based on “‘conventional wis-
dom” about the Mavy.! This conven-
tional wisdom, that naval forces in
general are becoming increasingly obso-
lete, in turn is founded on two assump-
tions: {1) thé expected technological
developments in threat levels and capa-
hilities will greatly increase surface com-
batants’ vulnerabilities; and (2) that a
reliance upon quantitative policy analy-
sis to reach decisions about future force
level requirements that are tied to
specific scenarios will provide all the
necessary guidance for decisionmakers.

The first assumption, the imperatives
of future technology, states that be-
cause of projected improvements in
antiship missiles launched from surface
combatants, aircraft, and submarines,
and the difficulty of defending against
these missiles, surface ships in the near
future will be less likely to survive in
combat at sea. An extension of this first
assumption points to the expansion of
force worldwide and the consequences
for any navy structured around surface
ships. Referring to the widespread sale
of modern weapons to many Third
World countries, Paul Cohen in an in-
sightful Foreign Affairs article warned
of the ercsion of surface naval power
that could result from small power
coastal states' possession of the military
wherewithal to challenge even the major
naval states.? Thus, surface combatants
of the future, if they are geing to

coercion, can be employed only in
ocean areas of low to moderate threat
levels, One result of these two con-
siderations that was evident in President
Carter's action is a growing reluctance
to place “‘all the eggs in one basket,”
that is, to devote increasingly greater
national resources to a single, offensive
naval platform, the large-deck aircraft
carrier. Rather, proponents of a ''new
Navy"” arque that it would be much
better to develop smaller, air-capable
platforms that cost much less on a
per-ship basis, and thereby disperse air-
power throughout the fleet, making it
more difficult to destroy in a coordi-
nated attack the Navy's major offensive
and defensive assets.

But this belief in the increasing vul-
nerability of large aircraft carriers
ignores the conclusions of a number of
recent civilian, DoD, and Navy analyses
that point out the greatly enhanced
self-defensive capabilities of modern sur-
face warships, particularly the multi-
purpose aircraft carriers. Furthermore,
it should be borne in mind that self-
defense features are driven by the same
technological imperatives that have re-
sulted in increased threat lavels. One
such study, the congressionally-
mandated Assessment of Sea Based Air
Platforms Project of February 1978,
clearly showed that large aircraft car-
riers that have incorporated into their
design modern armor and passive pro-
tecton features as well as modern active
self-defense measures are more likely,
not less, to survive in the high threat
environments of the 1980s and beyond.
This, plus the advantages of more pro-
pulsion shafts and catapults, larger
aviation fuel and ordinance loads, and
greater combat endurance will increase
the effectiveness of large aircraft carriers
vis-d-vis small air-capable ships in the
years ahead.

More, the future development of
VSTOL aircraft, aside from the ad-
vantage of making tactical airpower
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gships, is likely to improve the combat
capabilities of all types of aircraft car-
riers. The addition of VSTOL aircraft to
a large carrier’s air wing would make it
possible for that ship to carry out its
missions even after suffering damage to
its propulsion plant, catapults, arresting
wires, or deck area. And, given the
introduction into the fleet of new de-
fensive technologies—e.g., the Aegis in-
tegrated air defense system, the Vulcan-
Phalanx Close-In-Weapon-System, and
long-range antiair missiles—and new tac-
tics for their use, the large-deck carriers
will become even more capable of
achieving mission objectives in regions
of the greatest potential threat.

Another aspect of the veto—an over-
reliance on quantitative policymaking—
was evident also in the decision an-
nounced by the Secretary of Defense
early in 1978 to shift the Navy's basic
function from worldwide selective sea
control to the defense of the Atlantic
sealanes in the context of a NATQ/
Warsaw Pact conflict. This decision, the
cancellation of an aircraft carrier per-
ceived as "‘too much ship" for expected
future roles, and the design of the CVV
carrier alternative, apparently were
reached on the basis of a “method of
decision making that relies heavily, in
the military field, on designing forces to
cope with very specific scenarios,
utilizing complex computer models
dependent on numerous detailed
assumptions.”® In certain applications
the use of quantitative analysis and the
gystems'’ perspective can lead to
balanced force structures within budget
constraints established a priori. How-
ever, this approach to designing a Navy
for the future may rely too heavily
upon highly detailed scenarios and,
thersby, ultimately may be unrealistic.

The ships being designed and con-
structed in the late 1970s and early
19805 will be operating well into the
next century, at a time when the
agsumptions and expectations under

heepehighyithosenships seave designed aimpli2/iss1/997 5,
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may no longer be valid. Rather than
design a ship for a specific set of
missions to be carried out within ex-
pected scenarios, a more realistic
approach would be to arrive at a ship
design that is capable of carrying out a
wide range of missions. These ships,
therefore, must be highly flexible in
terms of, first, being able to accept the
expected technological changes in
weapons and sensors to be carried on
board, and, second, being able to be
used for a number of different roles. In
the post-World War II period, U.S. naval
forces, and particularly the highly
flexible large aircraft carriers, have been
able to accommodate necessary techno-
logical alterations and have been used in
a wide variety of contingencies, from
the demonstration of peacetime
political presence to the launch of tacti-
cal airstrikes in war. Because of the
global nature of future U.S. economic,
political, and military interests, the
naval forces being constructed today
must be both versatlle and flexibls,
capable of quickly and effectively
responding to widely separated and
multilevel threats to American interests.

In retrospect, then, the conventional
wisdom about the Navy fails to recog-
nize that multipurpose large-deck air-
craft carriers have been, and will remain,
one of the most effective tools to deter
conflict and manage international crises.
In a larger perspective, rejection of the
follow-on Nimitz in favor of the CVV
may result in less combat capabilities
and naval flexibility in the late 1980s
and the next century.

The International System and the
Uses of Naval Airpower, A 1976 Brook-
ings Institution study, The Use of the
Armed Forces as a Political Instru-
ment,* reported that of the 215 in-
cidents in which the United States
employed its armed forces for political
purposes—not for actual combat as in
Korea or Vietnam—betwsen 1946 and
naval units participated in.
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177 incidents (82 percent); alone in
100 incidents {47 percent), And,
although the Navy participation
sometimes varied, the Brookings study
found that since the mid-1950s the
trend has been toward a greater Navy
participation: on the average, the
Navy had been involved in over 90
percent of all incidents over that
20-year period. Because of the in-
herent characteristics of easy mobility,
operational and tactical flexibility,
and capabilities for a graduated effect
upon the target nation, surface
combatants can be used more subtly
to support U.S. foreign policy ob-
jectives and therefore have been relied
upon more often in the postwar
period than have land-based forces.®

More significant for the present dis-
cussion, the Brookings study reported
that when U.S. naval forces were relied
upon, carrier-based airpower was turned
to most fraquently. U.S. aircraft carriers
took part in 60 percent of the incidents
involving naval forces and dightly more
than half of all the incidents studied.
Furthermore, aircraft carriers tended to
be used more often in political contexts
characterized by international violence
and also in those incidents in which the
Soviet Union or the People’s Republic
of China was involved. Aircraft carriers,
in addition to being the most powerful
weapons in America’s naval general-
purpose arsenal, have been a singularly
important diplomatic tool used to com-
municate intense American interest in
the outcome of a crisis.

However, the Brookings study under-
scored one important point: naval
forces, principally because of their
operational flexibility and mobility, at
times failed to achieve the stated policy
objective. Because navies do not neces-
sarily depend upon foreign shore basing
and can easily be withdrawn, the inser-
tion into a crisis of purely naval assets in
many of the 215 incidents did not
signify to the target countries as great a

as did the insertion of ground troops or
land-based airpower. Simply because
gqround forces or land-based air forces
are less easily withdrawn once in coun-
try, and because significant base suppert
must accompany their insertion for any-
thing other than very short durations,
the introduction of elements of the
Army, Air Force, or Marines into a crisis
tended to signify a major U.S. commit-
ment and willingness to take larger
political and military risks. This deci-
sion, in turn, produced a greater effect
on the leadership of the target country
and, more often than naval forces alone,
produced the desired outcome as de-
fined by U.S. objectives.®

Nevertheless, if, because of the global
dimensions of the potential Soviet and
Third World threats facing the United
States and the highly varied nature of
those threats, Washington must rely
upon naval forces simply because they
are easier to move about and can re-
spond quickly and at a high level of
operational readiness, then the United
States must be equipped to insert into a
crisis the most capahle naval assets
availahle: large-deck aircraft carriers and
their escort combatants. There are two
reasons for this conclusion.

First, the potential threats the
United States is likely to face over the
next quarter-century, even at the lowest
level of violence, are increasing rapidly
in offensive capabilities. In order to
have any lasting effect on the outcome
of a crisis or naval confrontation, the
naval assets the United States employs
must possess clearly visible, extensive
combat capabilities, both offensive and
defensive. Yet, as Third World countries
shed their “small power complexes'’ and
their self-perceptions and proclivities to
challenge America and the West are
emboldened by the acquisition of mod-
ern antiship weapons, the symbolic act
of “showing the flag” by U.S. warships
may be of less effect. Although a single
U.S. warship or task force without a
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symbolic function in the early hoursof a
crisis (i.e., as a portent of an additional
military response by the United States if
the target country does not comply
with U.S. desires, rather than as the
agent for that response), Third World
countries may choose to challenge that
ship or task force on the assumption
that the United States will not become
more extensively involved, especially
with ground forces. This perception
may have been strengthened by
America's immediate post-Vietnam war
unwillingness toc become mired in
similar military conflicts. However, if
the United States will continue to rely
upon naval forces for crisis management
roles, these ships must be able to pro-
tect themselves from all likely military
challenges. And, if so required, these
ships must be able to mount an ade-
quate military response to those threats.
As currently configured, the large-deck
carrier task group possesses significant
combat capabilities that make it appro-
priate for crisis management.

Second, because the inherently
psychological nature of the target coun-
try’s leadership perception of U.S. re-
solve and commitment has been shown
to be dependent upon the type of forces
the United States employs, if naval
forces are used the ships must be “‘capi-
tal" assets. That is, if a major U.S.
commitment and a strong willingness to
intervene are to be demonstrated, then
major warships must be employed, par
ticularly in crises as opposed to normal
peacetime ‘'presence’ operations. In
guch a highly subjective and psychologi-
cal perception process, carrier task
groups will clearly signify strong U.S.
resolve and high intersst in the favorable
resolution of the crisis. This is so be-
cause these task groups are structured
around the Navy’s most capable and
costly—in terms of national resources,
men, and weapons devoted to a single
platform—ships. By committing an air-
craft carrier to a high-risk situation, in
effect putting all of its eggs in one
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basket, the United States will un-
ambiguously communicate its percep-
tion of the gravity of the crisis and its
high interest in an advantageous out-
come. Of course, the routine main-
tenance of 'low mix" combatants or
even auxiliary vessles in world regions
important to America but where serious
threats to peace are absent remains a
normal peacetime operation,

For these two reasons, one military
and the other inherently psychopoliti-
cal, the aircraft carrier will continue to
be the most appropriate instrument for
the management of crises. Furthermore,
if carriers are to be the central com-
ponent of a U.S. naval response to
threats against America’s global in-
terests, the carrier employed should be
the most capable ship the country can
buy consistent with existing domestic
political and fiscal constraints.

Policy Options for FY 1980. The
Navy and the Department of Defense
have determined that a 12 active carrier
force level is marginally adequate to
meet normal peacetime operations.
When Carl Vinson (CVN-70) is delivered
in late 1981, the Navy will have four
nuclear-propelled carriers, eight oil-fired
carriers of the postwar Forrestal/Kitty
Hawk classes, and two World War II
carriers, a total of 14 ships. However,
Coral Sea (CV-43), which entered the
fleet in 1947, has no air wing assigned
and is not considered routinely deploy-
able, Furthermore, beginning in FY
1981, the Forrestal/Kitty Hawk cartiers
built during the 19505 and 1960s will be
undergoing an extensive, 28-month
Service Life Extension Program (SLEP)
that aims to modernize these ships and
extend their useful lives from 30 to 45
years. This program plus the nondeploy-
able status of Coral Sea will effectively
reduce the active carrier force to 12
ships during each SLEP period. (Figure
1 shows projected carrier force levels
through the mid-1990s.) Between 1980
and 1990, the Navy will retire or place
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1981-1985

Projected
1986-1996

7 Forrestals
1 Enterprise

7 Forrostals
1 Enterprise

Actual
1978-1980
Active: B Forrestals
1 Enterprise
2 Nimitzs
1 Midway
Contingency
Reserve: 1 Coral Sea
SL.EP
Overhaul:
New
Construction: 1 Nimitz*

LCVN-70, Carl Vinson,

3 Nimitzs 3 Nimitzs

1 Midway® 1 Kennedy foliow-on
1 Coral Sea® 1 Midway

1 Forrestal 1 Forrastal

1 Kennedy*

sz'dway will be sevailable for limited active duty to compensate for SLEP

overhauls. Will probably ba retired in 1990,

3Corat S§2a will not be deplayed on active duty but will be kept in “contingancy
regarve’’ status. Will probably be retired in 1986.

4CV-71, follow-on Kennady, if funded in FY 1980.
Fig. 1-U.8, Aircraft Carrier Force Levels

in a ‘contingency reserve' status the
temaining World War 11 carriers, Coral
Sea and Midway (CV-41}, although both
ships, already over 30 years old in 1979,
at times could be required to remain on
active status to maintain 12 active decks
until the carrier funded in FY 1980
enters the fleet sometime after 1986.

A massive carrier construction pro-
gram is unwarranted to remedy the
expected shortage of active decks in the
near future. Rather, based upon the
objective need to maintain 12 active
carriers in the fleet, most Navy and
civilian authorities—including President
Carter—agree that only one more carrier
must be built in the 1980-1986 period.
That being the case, the United States
should procure the most capable ship
available at a reasonable cost. The
Assessment of Sea Based Air Platforms
analyses carried out by thd Navy
showed unequivocally that the Nimitz-
class nuclear-propelled carrier is the
most capable and survivable ship com-

Nimitz carriers—as well as the nuclear-
powered Enterprise (CVN-65) and, to a
slightly lesser extent, the eight conven-
tionally propelled Forrestal/Kitty Hawk
carriers in the fleet in 1978—can deal
with a much higher level of threat from
hostile aircraft, cruise missiles, subma-
rines, and surface ships than the Ad-
ministration-favored CVV.

However, because of the fourth
Nimitz carrier's very high cost of
approximately $2.4 billion, President
Carter was unwilling to buy one more of
these highly capable, nuclear-propelled
ships, and instead chose to request the
“midsized’’ CVV in FY 1980. The CVV,
an “on-paper'’ ship design estimated to
cost at least $1.6 billion in FY 1980,
simply cannot carry out the same war-
fare tasks as the CVNs and the large-
deck CVs. These existing ships are de-
signed for ocean strike, ocean area
control, theater strike, and tactical
interdiction ashore rcles, and will be
able with a large margin of certainty to
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the Soviet Union and Third World coun-
tries in the years ahead.

If the next carrier must be oil-fired,
in an effort to hold down costs, the
CVV may not be the most attractive
alternative available to the Navy and the
United States. Rather than buy a design
that was predicated upon a political
compromise of capability for Tower
cost—a compromise in 1978 baged upon
a comparison of the CVN and the
CVV-—the Navy should investigate com-
parisons of cost and capability between
an updated John F. Kennedy (CV-67)
design and the CVV. (Figure 2 shows
the principal characteristics of these two
ships,) The characteristics of Kennedy
result in certain operationai advantages
over the CVV. Kennedy has four cata-

Length overall {feet}

Beam, maximum (feet)

Full load displacement (tons)
Maximum number of aircraft
Aircraft elevators

Aircraft catapults

Accommodations {ship and air wing)

Propulsion plant
Shaft horsepower
Propeller shafts
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pults and four aircraft elevators, com-
pared to two each for the CVV, and
therefore would permit a greater opera-
tional tempo than that possible by the
CVV. Furthermore, Kennedy -carries
twice the aviation ordnance and over
twice the aviation fuel as the CVV. And
Kennedy's air wing of 85-90 aircraft is
about one-third greater and more
capable than that of the CVV. (Figure 3
lists some of these advantages, in the
form of ratios, with data for the CVV
taken as unity.)

Kennedy's larger size and more
capable aircraft handling features provide
additionai advantages over the CVV:

e Better seakeeping ability that
permits flight operations to be con-
ducted in higher sea states

Fig. 2—Principal Characteristics

Aviation ordnance
Aviation fuel
Number of aircraft
Aircraft catapults
Aircraft elevators
Propulsion power
Propeller shafts
Maximum speed

Endurance, ship’s stores (days)

Endurance, nautical miles

*Data for CVV taken as unity
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cvv Kennedy
912 1,051
256 252
62,400 80,200
50-64 86-90
2 4
2 4
4,100 6,500
oil-steam oil-steam
140,000 280,000
2 4
cvv* Kennedy
1 2.0
1 2.2
1 1.4
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 1.1
1 1.6
1 1.6
6Cornparlmn o8
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® More propulsion shafts, catapults,
elevators, and arresting wires providing
additional operational safety and sur-
vivability in combat

& Creater number of aircraft cata-
pults minimizing launch times and
raising task group reaction time and
speed of advance

® More space available for stowage
of fuel for escorts, thus increasing battle
group independence

Kennedy is an improved Kitty Hawk-
class carrier, a class itself an improve-
ment over the earlier Forrestals, the first
carriers built in the United States after
World War II. A follow-on Kennedy
design carrier therefore would benefit
from the operating experience of eight
earlier, similar ships, the first of which,
Forrastal {CV-59), was commissioned in
1955. Lessons learned from the opera-
tion of Enterprise and Nimitz-class car-
riers, approximately similar to Kennedy
in size and aircraft handling capabilities,
also would be incorporated into an
updated Kennedy design, as would the
most modern electronics/sensors and
' active/passive shipboard defensive fea-
tures. As confiqured in 1978, Kennedy
is a mature, highly successful, modern
aircraft carrier design, proven by many
years of operational experience, several
of which were in combat in Vietnam.
The CVV, on the other hand, is an
entirely new ship design that has not yet
progressed to the detailed engineering
design stage.

The cost of an updated Kennedy has
been estimated by the Navy at approxi-
mately $1.7 billion in FY 1980 dollars,
compared to about $1.6 billion for the
CVV. The costs of operating Kennedy's
larger air wing and of the additional fuel
required for its more powerful engineer-
ing plant would raise the life cycle costs
above those of the CVV. Howaever, life
cycle costs, driven principally by the
size of the embarked air wing, could be
reduced by operating a smaller air group
of CVV size, to be augmented by
Marine or Naval Reserve aircraft when

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1979

the situation so requires. This inherent
feature of the larger Kennedy design
provides for greater operational flexi-
bility than that available in the smaller
CVV. Additionally, the costs of building
and operating a CVV are likely to be
higher than anticipated because it is a
new ship design with new requirements
for logistics support, repair and main-
tenance facilities, and personnel train-
ing. A follow-on Kennedy would be
identical in most essential aspects to
eight other carriers already in the fleet
and would fit smoothly into the existing
support and training structures.

Some Recommendations. In light of
the probable international political, eco-
nomic, and military conditions in which
the United States will act to protect its
interests over the next 30 to 40 years,
and the high utility of general-purpose
naval forces to preserve those interests,
the United States should procure the
most capable and flexible aircraft car-
riers possible consistent with domestic
political and fiscal constraints. The
country cannot afford an unlimited
shipbuilding program that would aim
for an all nuclear-propelled carrier force.
But neither can the United States afford
the false economy and apparent short-
sightedness of procuring warships of
limited capabilities and wusefulness
simply because of their lower costs.
Taking into account these issues, the
stated objective of maintaining a 12-
carrier force into the 21st century, and
the relative costs and capabilities of the
alternative platforms under examination
in 1978-1979, two specific recommen-
dations can be offered.

First, the Navy should undertake an
extensive review of the available design
and cost data for the CVV or a Kennedy
follow-on to be begun in FY 1980. If
the estimates available in 1978 are
supported by additional scrutiny, the
Kennedy design should be used for the
CV-71. Aside from the apparent cost
and operational advantages of a
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Kennedy follow-on relative to the CVV,
a Kennedy design CV-71 would serve
well in quieting the dispute that has
embittered pronuclear/large-deck and
prosmall carrier factions in the Navy,
Congress, and the Administration.

And second, the Navy should pro-
ceed carefully with design studies for
the other air-capable platform alterna-
tives under discussion in 1978 and
1979. The VSTCL Support Ship (VSS)
concept, the air-capable Spruance-class
destroyer (DD-963 H), and other
smaller, specialized air-capable ship
designs appear attractive for the limited
warfare tasks for which these ships are
intended —convoy escort and antisubma-
rine warfare operations— but only if the
future development of VSTOL aircraft
is successful. If required before the next
generation of VSTOL aircraft is avail-
able (expected sometime in the late
1990s), these ships can be configured to
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operate with existing VSTOL aircraft
(AV-8B/B-Plus Harrier) or helicopters to
provide the necessary open ocean ASW
and antiair protection for convoys or
small task forces, and to relieve the
CVN/CV force of the requirement to
assist in this assignment.
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The palitical requirements for a military victory have been, at times, greater than
a military force’s ability to fulfill. A military failure, following a military prediction
of failure, has been seen as self-fulfilling prophecy. Admiral Du Pont’s experience is
instructive,

ADMIRAL SAMUEL F. DU PONT,
THE NAVY DEPARTMENT,
AND THE ATTACK ON CHARLESTON, APRIL 1863

by
Gerald S. Henig

Gloom overshadowed the Union in
the early spring of 1863. The military
situation, particularly in the eastern
theater, seemed hopeless. In December
the Army of the Potomac had suffered a
severe defeat at Fredericksburg, and, at
least for the immediate future, there
were no indications that it was ready to
redeem itself. As Allan Nevins has noted
in his multivolume study of the war,
many in the North believed at this time
that the ‘‘valor, dash, and tenacity of
the South ... combined with high mili-
tary leadership, might yet possibly pro-
duce a deadlock—which would mean
Confederate success.”! To prevent this,
the Lincoln administration, Congress,
and northerners in general realized that
a decisive blow would have to be leveled
against the South, Rather than look to
the Army, plagued by a poor combat

pinned their hopes upon the Navy—
especially upon the man who had given
the Union its first major victory, Rear
Adm. Samuel F. Du Pont.

Tall, handsome, aristocratic in bear-
ing, Du Pont had a distinguished lineage.
His grandfather was the French author
and statesman Du Pont de Nemours, a
longtime friend of Benjamin Franklin
and Thomas Jefferson; and Samuel's
uncle, Eleuthére Irénée du Pont, was the
founder of the gunpowder industry of
Wilmington, Delaware. A close family, it
came as no surprise and met with the
approval of the entire ‘clan” when
Samuel married his first cousin, Sophie
Madeleine (the daughter of Eleuthére
Irénée), to whom he remained devoted
throughout his life. Second only to the
love he had for his wife was the deep
dedication he had for his profession. In

pRRERN,, 38 QW QTR TR NBWions, 187, at the age of 14, he joined the



Naval War College Review, Vol. 32 [1979], No. 2, Art. 36

U.S.S. Franklin for his first cruise as a
midshipman. This was to be the begin-
ning of a long and illustrious career in
which he would serve in European
waters, in the Near East, in the Orient,
and in Washington. Indeed, at the time
the Civil War broke out Du Pont had
spent nearly 45 years of his life in the
U.S. Navy.?

Impressive as these credentials wers,
Du Pont was destined to add an even
greater achievement to his record. In
early November 1861, 8 months after
Confederate batteries had opened fire
on Fort Sumter, Du Pont delivered to
the South its first major defeat. At the
head of a vast armada, he successfully
attacked the Confederate forts in Port
Royal Sound in South Carolina and
forced their evacuation. The inland
water routes from Charleston to Savan-
nah were thus closed off to the Con-
federacy, and, most essential, a strategic
base of operations was now established
for the Union squadron blockading the
South Atlantic coast.’

Aside from the tactical advantages
secured and the critical boost it gave
Union morale, Du Pont's victory had
one additional effect: It whetted the
North's appetite for an even more
magnificent triumph. Now that an im-
portant foothold had been obtained off
the South Carolina coast, the public as
well as the press began to demand an
asgault on the very symbol of the
Confederacy—"the cradle of secession’
—Charleston. Although the Navy
Department considered such an under-
taking unnecessary at the time, prefer-
ring instead to continue strengthening
its blockade, it soon reversed itself, a
result primarily of the enthusiastic
prodding by Gustavus Vasa Fox.*

A man of boundless energy as well as
ambition, Fox had first started his
career in the Navy but resigned in the
mid-1850s and accepted a position as a
business agent for a Massachusetts tex-
tilte firm. In April 1861, through the
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gomery Blair, who served as Lincoln’s
Postmaster General, Fox played a major
role in the attempt to relieve Fort
Sumter in Charleston harbor, His talents
during that episode did not go un-
noticed and he scon rose to the position
of Assistant Secretary of the Navy.®
“['T}he fall of Charleston is the fall
of Satan's kingdom,” Fox wrote Du
Pont in early June 1862. Having wit-
nessed the historic encounter between
Monitor and Virgina (nde Merrimac)
several months before, the Assistant
Secretary was of the opinion that
soveral ironclad monitors were all that
were necessary to capture the city. Such
a feat, moreover, could be accomplished
solely by the Navy. As Fox explained
further to Du Pont: "I feel that my
duties are twofold; first to beat our
southern friends; second to beat the
Army. We have done it so far, and the
people acknowledge and give us the
credit."® .
While continuing to think highly of
the “intelligent and brave” Assistant
Secretary, Du Pont was unimpressed
with his views on Charleston. What the
veteran officer found most disturbing
were the intelligence reports he had
received detailing the intensive fortifi-
cations in the harbor. *‘For thirteen long
months,” Du Pont observed, “it has
been the remark of our blockading
officers that the industry of these rebels
in their harbor defenses is beyond all
praise; it has been ceaseless day and
night." And to make matters worse,
unlike the spaclous harbor of Port
Royal which had been guarded by small
forts, Charleston, Du Pont pointed out,
was a ‘‘cul de sac"” with both sides of
the entrance protected by a massive
network of batteries. In other words,
there could be "no bombardment of a
week to fatigue and demoralize’” the
city, nor could a fleet successfully run
“the gauntlet, night or day."” Un-
officially Du Pont made these views
known to Fox, but apparently they
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Secretary’s desire for a naval expedition
against ‘“Satan's kingdom” remained un-
shaken.

Not only was Fox unable or perhaps
unwilling to fully appreciate the unique
difficulties posed by Charleston harbor,
he tended to aggravate the problem
further by insisting that the assault be a
purely naval one. Once again Du Pont
took issue with the Assistant Secretary.
Although no greater admirer of the
Army,® the Admiral nevertheless
wanted a joint expedition, hoping that
the land forces would capture some of
the forts protecting the approaches to
the harbor and thereby reduce the
firepower that would be directed against
his invading ships. Thinking the matter
important enough to warrant a personal
interview, Du Pont traveled to Wash-
ington in early October 1862 to present
his views firsthand.”

Soon after arriving in the capital,
however, the admiral realized that his
mission was in vain. “Fox's navy feel-
ings,” Du Pont noted after meeting with
him, were “so strong, and his prejudices
or dislike of army selfishness so great in
their operation with our service, that he
listens unwillingly to combined move-
ments. . .. "% Still, Du Pont persisted,
telling the Assistant Secretary: "My
friend, this is all well, and undivided
glory is very pleasant to contemplate,
but our country is in a position where
certainty of success in such an under-
taking is of far more importance than
what may accrue to different corps or
officers out of the modus of opera-
tions.” Fox agreed that ‘'success must
be paramount,"” but, he added obsti-
nately, it would be achieved sclely by
the Navy.!?

In meetings with other members of
the Administration, Du Pont chose not
to raise the issue. With President
Lincoln, for example, the admiral dwelt
mainly on the importance of maintain-
ing an effective blockads, and with
several cabinet members he engaged in

naval appointments, politics, and the
overall sorry record of the Army of the
Potomac.'? He even avoided discussion
of a combined assault with Secretary of
the Navy Gideon Welles, who in turn
chose not to bring up the matter,
believing that Fox had the problem
under control, Besides, Welles, an old
Jacksonian Democrat with a distinct
prejudice toward aristocracy, felt some-
what ill at ease with the impressive and
courtly admiral.!?

Welles' reticence is therefore under-
standable; but how does one account
for Du Pont's reluctance to broach the
matter of a joint expedition? In a letter
to a friend, the admiral revealed at least
part of the answer by conceding that it
simply was not his nature to press
things.'® As a longtime military man,
he was trained to obey and to do his
duty, not to question orders. While this
certainly sheds light on his behavior, it
does not explain it entirely; there were
other reasons as well. In the first place,
he himself was not confident that the
Army could fulfill its part of the as-
gault,’® Secondly, he feared that any
objections to the attack might be inter-
preted in a bad light, and compromise
his reputation as a fighting admiral, And
finally, as he readily observed, there was
“a morbid appetite for the capture of
the place, particularly among the mem-
bers of the Cabinet...," a fact which
Secretary Welles confirmed, declaring
that they were ‘‘like men with tape-
Womls.”l 6

Yet the trip to Washington, in Du
Pont’s opinion, was not a total loss.
While he admitted his failure to win
favor for a joint expedition, he did have
“many points of detail settled at the
Dept.”? But of much greater im-
portance was the overall impression he
received concerning the Government's
view of the impending assault. At all
costs “Charleston must be taken,'' the
admiral confided to his wife in late
October. “Six weeks is considered a
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attack’ and all underrate the difficul-
ties."! ®

Nor were all of the difficulties fore-
seen by Du Pont while he was in
Washington. Soon after returning to
duty at Port Royal, the admiral began
to have serious doubts about the iron-
clad monitors—the vessels that would
comprise the main force of the attack-
ing squadron. To be sure, they were
formidable defensive weapons, having
proven their impregnability in past per-
formances. Yet their offensive abilities
left much to be desired. Not only were
they plagued by a slowness of speed,
but what Du Pont found even more
disturbing was their weak potential to
launch an assault, as most of the iron-
clads were equipped with but two guns
mounted on a single turret and capable
of discharging a round only at 7-minute
intervals, ‘/[T]he powers of aggresgion
& even endurance of the ironclads," the
admiral declared in early January 1863,
“are as much overrated by Mr. Fox &
others, as the extent and nature of the
defenses of Charleston are under-
rated.”!?

In the latter part of the month, Du
Pont decided to put his convicton to
the test. On 27 January he ordered John
L. Worden, commander of the ironclad
Montauk, to attack Fort McAllister, a
seven-qun fort quarding the Ogeschee
River, south of Savannah. During the
next few days the Montauk launched
several assaults on the fort, but failed to
inflict any significant damage.?® Rather
than relate this information informally
to Fox as he had done in the past, Du
Pont sent an official and confidential
report to Secrstary Welles. After ex-
plaining that the purpose of Worden's
mission was to test the effectiveness of
the ironclads, the admiral went directly
to the heart of the matter.

My own previous impressions
of these vessels, frequently ex-
pressed to Assistant Secretary
Fox, have been confirmed, viz.:
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penetrability they might have,
there was no corresponding
quality of aggression or destruc-
tiveness as against forts, the slow-
ness of fire giving full time for the
gunners in the fort to take shelter

in the bombproofs.

This experiment also convinces
me of another impression, firmly
held and often expressed, that in
all such operations, to secure suc-
cess, troops are necessary.’ !

Welles was clearly surprised by the
report. Having left much of the Charles-
ton operation in the hands of Fox, he
had been unaware of the reservations
held by the officer responsible for carry-
ing it out. In any case, after informing
Du Pont that he had the right to
abandon the project if he deemed it
unfeasible {(an option, which Welles
probably realized, the proud admiral
would hardly consider exercising), the
Secretary went on to say that the
capture of Charleston was "imperative”
and that ‘‘the Department will share the
respongibillty imposed upon the com-
manders who make the attempt.’??

Despite such an assurance Du Pont
remained filled with andety. Of course
there was no questlon now that the
attack would have to be undertaken.
But as he saw it there was still one
lingering problem: the inadequate size
of his invagion fleet (at the time com-
prising seven vessels). With this in mind,
during the next 2 months or so the
admiral continued to test his ironclads
against Fort McAllister, and on each
occasion related the dismal results to
the department hoping that it would
ultimately respond by increaging the
number of monitors at his disposal.??
Although his efforts met with some
success {the department promised at
least one and possibly two additional
vessels),?* Du Pont was still far from
satisfied and decided to exert greater
pressure on the Administration. In early
March he enlisted the ald of a well-
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who happened to witness one of the
monitor attacks on Fort McAllister. To
Du Pont's delight, Stimers aqreed with
him that more ironclads were necessary
before an expedition could be launched
against Charleston, What made the en-
gineer’s testimony so critical was that he
had formerly been a strong representa-
tive of the so-called ‘Monitor
Lobby."?5 Eager to capitalize on this
situation, Du Pont immediately ordered
Stimers to Washington to report his
views to the department. As the admiral
informed his wife: “He [Stimers] will
enlighten them more at the Department
than fifty letters from me would do,
because he belonged to the enthusiasts
and, like Fox, thought one [monitor]
could take Charleston."?¢

Rather than enlighten members of
the Administration, Stimers’ mission
served only to disappoint and anger
them. Welles, for instance, was out-
taged, particularly when he heard that
Du Pont not only wanted more moni-
tors but still favored a joint Army and
Navy assault on Charleston. The ad-
miral, according to Welles, was growing
soft and was more anxious to preserve
the reputation he had instead of seeking
to enhance it.2”7 Lincoln, who was
present at the meeting, came to a similar
conclusion. Under severe pressure to
deliver a victory to the Union and
ill-advised about the combat effective-
ness of ironclads when pitted against
forts, the President maintained that Du
Pont’s “long delay . .. his constant call
for more ships, more ironclads, was like
McClellan calling for more regi-
ments."*® While such a comparison was
hardly a fair one, the overall message
was unmistakable: the admiral was to
launch his attack as soon as possible.
Indeed, by the end of March Du Pont
concluded that the assault would have
to be made in the immediate future, ‘It
seems to be my fate,”” he wrots,

[to] have the eyes of the nation

and the government upon

sore and impatient for victory.

Politicians, rather than wait a day,

prefer to throw the die like

gamblers and make or break, as
the term is. Statesmen look to
results. 1 sympathize with their
impatience very much—[yet] it is
true it is the impatience of ig-
norance.??

A week and a half later, on 7 April

1863, Du Pont’s fleet sailed into

Charleston harbor,

The squadron, consisting of nine
vessels in all (seven of which were the
single-turret monitors), was simply no
match for the Confederate forts in the
channel. Throughout the entire
l-hour-and-40-minute engagement, the
guns of the Union ironclads were able to
deliver only 139 rounds. In turn, the
cannon of the forts rained over 2,000
shots on the invading ships, hitting them
no less than 439 times. One vessel was
lost and several suffered serious damage.
To have pushed the attack further
would have resulted no doubt in the loss
or capture of most of the squadron.3®
Du Pont withdrew, refusing, as he later
pointed out, to turn a defeat into a
disaster.3’

Within a week the admiral sent both
a preliminary and a detailed analysis of
the engagement to the department. In
addition to praising the valor of his
officers and outlining the damage to his
vessels, he included a point by point
confirmation of ali which he had antici-
pated.®? Distressing as these facts might
have been to Welles and Fox, the report
was an accurate appraisal of what had
transpired. Yet the Secretary and his
assistant, for the moment at least, chose
not to respond, hoping to gather testi-
mony which would contradict Du
Pont’s.>® In the meantime, the admiral,
sensitive, proud, and anxious for ap-
proval, grew uneasy with the depart-
ment’s silence—an uneasiness which
soon erupted into anger,

On 15 April an extended article on
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American. Written by Charles C. Fulton,
editor of the paper, the piece was
saverely critical of the attack, calling it a
“diggraceful result” and placing much, if
not all, of the responsibility for its
outcome on Du Pont’s shoulders.** To
add insult to injury, the admiral re-
ceived information that this “slander
ous'’ article had been fully sanctioned
by Fox prior to its publication.’® Al-
though this was not the case, there was
considerable evidence suggesting that
Fulton had strong ties with the Assis-
tant Secretary, a fact brought to Du
Pont's attention by his closest friend
and adviser, Henry Winter Davis.?

A former Baltimore Congressman,
Davis was a shrewd and colorful figure
who retained considerable power in
Maryland despite his out-of-office
status.? 7 As leader of the Unconditional
Unionists forces, Davis' chief political
rival in the state was the conservative
{or Conditional Unionist) Montgomery
Blair, who happened to be Fox's
brother-in-law and a member of
Lincoln's Cabinet. In any event, Davis
was convinced that it was no mere
coincidence that Fulton of the Balti-
more American had maliciously at-
tacked Du Pont. The American was
Blair's leading political organ in Mary-
land, and Davis suspected that Blair was
attempting to spite him by assailing his
friend Du Pont. In fact, his suspicions
were confirmed when word leaked out
that Blair had written to Fulton com-
plaining ‘"“that he had not ‘given
it'... half hard enough" to Du Pont.3®

Beside these political factors, Davis
was also of the opinion that Blair had
another sinister interest in Du Pont's
case, After all, it was common knowl-
edge that Blair supported Fox in his
plans for building an ironclad Navy, and
that both men were strong enthusiasts
of the monitors. For that matter, an-
other member of the family, Francis
Preston Blair, Jr., a Missouri politician,
occasionally served as an agent to secure
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struction of these vessels, If Du Pont's
position on the Charleston defeat was
acknowledged, it would mean that the
monitors were not as effective ag was
generally believed, and it could very
well stop further production until their
defects were overcome. From Davis’
viewpoint, then, the attack upon Du
Pont in the American and the silence of
the department could be explained, at
least partially, in terms of “a Blair-Fox
conspiracy."?®

While there was undoubtedly some
truth in Davis' conclusion, it still did
not account for Welles' reaction to the
abortive attack. The Secretary had
promised Du Pont that the department
would "share the responsibility’’ in case
of failure,*® but it was becoming more
and more apparent that he was not
about to keep his pledge. Nor did he see
any reason to do so, as he now firmly
believed that the entire fiasco was Du
Pont's fault. The admiral's “vanity and
woakness,"” Welles noted in his diary,
had lost them ‘‘the opportunity to take
Charleston, which a man of more daring
energy, and who had not a distinguished
name to nurse and take care of would
have improved.” Furthermors, he
wrote, Du Pont was ‘“prejudiced”
against the monitors and therefore
blamed them for hig ill-success, rather
than the fact that he had “no taste for
rough, close fighting.”! Convinced of
these views, the Secretary sought sup-
port for them among officers in Du
Pont's fleet. He first contacted John
Rodgers, a highly respected and inde-
pendent-minded officer who com-
manded Weehawken, the ironclad which
led the attack. To Welles' chagrin,
Rodgers fully supported the admiral,
emphasizing that the monitors were
deficient in firepower and had serious
maneuverability problems—both of
which rendered it impossible for Du
Pont to capture Charleston. Soon after
receiving Rodgers’ report, Welles spoke
privately with Capt. Percival Drayton,
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Like Rodgers, Drayton backed up the
admiral.*?

Totally disregarding the testimony of
these officers, Welles set about seeking a
replacement for Du Pont. In the mean-
time, the Secretary finally broke the
silence of the department by responding
to the admiral. With some justification,
he explained that he was unwilling at
the present time to publish the official
reports prepared by Du Pont and his
officers concerning the attack, for it
would not be in the public interest and
would simply “encourage those in rebel-
lion.” In a more sarcastic manner, how-
ever, Welles went on to point out to Du
Pont that “to publish to the world your
reports of your failure and your hopless-
ness of success” would in the end serve
no one’s interests.*

A sensitive man under normal condi-
tions, Du Pont was enraged by the
“offensive' tone of this official depart-
ment letter. Given the circumstances the
admiral's reaction was not unreasonable,
even if one takes into consideration his
inflated self-esteem. After all, Du Pont
was willing to accept a large share—even
an "overshare'’-of the blame for the
repulse; and secondly, he was more than
willing to acknowledge the department’s
reasons for not publishing his dis-
patches.?* Nevertheless, he maintained,
by Welles and Fox "not telling a single
reporter near them, nor the Associated
Press, that my conduct is approved
presents an amount of turpitude and
deception' which was impossible for
him to accept. Confused and hurt, the
admiral spoke of his dilemma to his
wife: “I want to do what is ‘right’ and !
hardly know myself what is right. I
think I am treated in fact with positive
contempt and so any officer would
consider it....Yet what am I to
do?u45

Of course there was one last resort
left: to see the President himself. But
the admiral was too steeped in proper
naval protocol to consider going over

the department.*® Such a considera-
tion, however, did not prove bother-
some to the fiery Henry Winter Davis,
who, in eatly May, arranged to see
Lincoln in Du Pont's behalf. At the
outset of the meeting, Davis, in his usual
direct manner, made it clear that he had
come for only one reason—to present
his friend's side of the dispute. Min¢ing
few words, he stressed that the admiral
had always had serious misqivings about
the offengive capabilities of the moni-
tors; that he had favored a combined sea
and land operation rather than a purely
naval one; and that he had all along
regarded the attack as "a desperate
undertaking, a Balaklava charge, risking
more than success justified....” In
response, Lincoln claimed that these
views had never been conveyed to him
by either Du Pont or the Navy Depart-
ment—a statement which was not en-
tirely truthful as the President had sat in
on the Stimers meeting and had been
made aware of Du Pont's reservations.
At any rate, Davis, unacquainted with
these facts, pointed out that Du Pont on
countless occasions had expressed his
sentiments to Fox, but the latter had
kept them secret and had fed everyone
‘‘dreamy hopes and visions” instead of
the truth, in order “to suit himself and
his speculative friends. ... " Anxious to
appease Davis who held considerable
influence in radical Republican ¢ircles,
Lincoln promised to call for and read
Du Pont's full report on the expedition.
Davis could not have been more pleased
with the interview, and believed that
once the President learned of the situa-
tion he would set the record straight,*”

But as it turned out, Lincoln did not
intercede. While his reasons must remain
a matter of conjecture, given the
absence of any evidence, it seems likely
that in the President’s opinion Du Pont
was just another military man quick to
offer excuses rather than results, a
problem Lincoln had confronted time
and time again during the past year. In
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the Union suffered a disastrous defeat at
Chancellorsville, putting the President in
no mood to come to the defense of Du
Pont or any other defeated officer.

The Navy Department therefore re-
tained full control over the affair, and
was now merely biding its time until a
proper replacement for Du Pont could
be decided upon. In late June word
finally arrived; Adm. John A. Dahlgren
was ordered to assume Du Pont's com-
mand.*® “[I]t is hard after forty-seven
years of service,” Du Pont remarked
Litterly, ... to be disposed of in this
way by upstarts temporarily in office.
But I am going to keep my mouth shut
and take all things patiently and, I trust,
wisely—-[for] I am right on the
mcord."”

Returning to his Delaware home in
July, the Admiral spent most of the
summer weighing the advice of friends
and colleagues as to possible courses of
action. On the one hand, his fellow
officers agreed with his initial decision
not to pursue the matter any further,
insisting that the record spoke for it
salf.5? On the other hand, the irascible
Henry Winter Davis firmly believed that
the "insolence and folly” of the depart-
ment should not go unanswered. Du
Pont, who regarded Davis as “‘the most
intelligent” man he had ever known,
seriously considered his advice even
though it conflicted with his own
instincts and those of his naval com-
rades.®' But what finaily persuaded the
admiral to reverse his original stand and
to respond to the department was not
Davis' influence alone. On 8 September
1863, Admiral Dahlgren unsuccessfully
attempted to take Charleston.’?

A month and a half later, Du Pont
gent a lengthy letter to Welles taking
issue with the treatment he had received
at the hands of the department, and
Indicating that the recent operations
before Charleston sufficiently vindi-
cated his judgment.®2® The Secretary
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remained unmoved. After rereading the
record, he informed Du Pont that his
complaints were nothing more than
“wholly -imaginary personal grievances,"
and as far as he was concerned the
matter was closed.®*

Du Pont would never again serve in a
combat rola. During the final month of
the war, however, he was appointed, at
the insistence of Adm. David Farragut,
to a board assigned to recommend
promotions for officers who had com-
piled outstanding records. While per-
forming these duties, he took ill and
died on 23 June 1865.%

For Du Pont as well as the Adminis-
tration the controversy over the
Charleston attack was indeed '‘a regret-
table episode.”¥® Perhaps the admiral
was remiss in not pressing his views
vigorously enough upon those in Wash-
ington; and perhaps the President and
his Secretaries were blinded to the risks
involved because of the public clamor
for victory. But once the battle was
fought there was much to be learned
from the experience. Instead, the Secre-
tary (and the Under Secretary) chose to
hide their blunders, break their
promises, and make Du Pont the scape-
goat for the repulse—actions which in
the end did nothing to advance the
Union cause,
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SET AND DRIFT

ASSESSING THE CAPABILITY OF NAVAL FORCES

by

Commander Ralph V. Buck, U.S. Navy

Introduction. In assessing military
capability, careful judgments by sea-
soned military and civilian professionals
never can be entirely supplanted by
mathematical analysis. However, such
judgment can be aided and improved
through the use of selected quantitative
measures and assessments. The degree to
which this process is successful depends
on how well it meets the needs of a
particular assessment problem and the
understanding that operators and ana-
lysts have of the role of combat model-
ing.

Historically, analysis of military
capabilities has proceeded from the
simple to the complex; from the
description of physical perfermance
characteristics, to single system en-
counters, to battle and theater force
actions. Many attempts have been made
to carry the Jevel of detail from the
simple to the complex by a form of
building block, or modular, aggregation.
Such attempts, while intuitively appsal-
ing, are carried out at great monetary
cost {development, computer running

putiinie;d 8you)s and-atwderstangingi{lossnofions, models

general knowledge of model details, and
proliferation of the number of possible
combinations of the inputs}.

Key difficulties encountered can be
grouped as followrs:

® Complexity of military activities
often exceeds computation capacity and
time available to develop the model.

® Level of detail is often aggregated
to reduce complexity, thereby hiasing
the results by the necessary assump-
tlons.*

® Physical theory is deficient in
uniformly predicting results from initial
conditions. Static measures such as fire-
power indices do not easily decompose
to show the time history of each ale-
ment’s contribution.

® The modeling hierarchy is non-
linear in the sense that higher level
resource allecation models depend on
interaction factors developed in lower
lIevel models, which in turn depend on
the output of the upper models.

To address these difficulties, some
assessments® have taken a top-down
approach, in which highly aggregated
devslop those Interaction s:
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processes that are central contributors
to the outcome. Additional details are
then supplied as the analysis proceeds
step-by-step down the hierarchy, track-
ing through relevant details of the prob-
lem. This approach depends on certain
heuristic rules, to ensure a reasonable
link between physical parameters and
aggregate capability measures, and loop-
ing methods, involving the exercise of
models at several levels in carefully
prescribed sequences.

A top-down approach tends to in-
volve military experience and judgment
in the early stages of an assessment in
which general courses of action are
identified. Subsequent elaborations then
integrate the knowledge and judgment
of specialists in operations, systems, and
technology.

This article examines various quanti-
tative assessment measures for military
forces, ranging from static comparisons
of combat strength to dynamic simula-
tion and gaming models and their aggre-
gated inputs and outputs. The method-
ology of assessment will be discussed
and related to its techniques and appli-
cations.

Static Analysis. Because the general
objective of assessing military capability
is a comparison with some threat, most
net assessments of military balance start
by comparing numbers of opposing
combat forces. Some base the count on
like items of similar equipment, such as
fighter squadrons, patrol qunboats, or
divisions. Such counts are overly simple
as opposing forces are seldom sym-
metrically composed or arrayed but
they are easy to present in overview
form. Some experienced strategists® and
naval leaders’ have argued for basing
counts on a comparison of forces whose
objectives are opposed, e.q, offensive
vs. defensive weapons or sea control vs,
sea denial forces. Such counts are not
easily presented and run the risk of
double counting, as many major systems
are multipurpose,
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Some assessments attempt to show
how technology and manpower are re-
lated. The analytical techniques are
usually based on a form of production
theory, in which unlike inputs are
merged and organized in a complex
process to produce “levels of defense.”
The analytical difficulty arises from a
need to consider qualitative differences
between elements that make up the
inputs® and to define output measures
that are useful in comparing opposing
forces,

The most widely used measures for
comparing unlike forces have been
indices of firepower capability. The
crudest of thesa is a ratio formed from
the sums of major equipment items in
opposing units,® while a more sophisti-
cated approach aggregates unlike sys-
tems. Most assessments will use one of
two methods: judgmental or laboratory.

Judgmental firepower measures are
usually produced by experienced mili-
tary officers. Relative effectiveness asti-
mates can also be compared with his-
torical data and refined through con-
sensus. This process is the basis for
many recent balance assessments, in-
cluding Presidential Review Memoran-
dum-10.7 Each weapon is assigned a
Weapons Effectiveness Index expressed
as some standard such as “tank equiva-
lent” or “air wing equivalent.”

Laboratory indices are target specific
and are usually derived from engineering
design and test data on the lethal area of
projectile fragments (or tank kill
probability, etc., as appropriate),
Summing the indices of all weaponsin a
unit yields an Index of Combat Effec-
tiveness. Some have argued that as much
subjective judgment enters the deriva-
tion of these indices as for the judg-
mental ones.?

While firepower indices are satis-
factory for some assessments, military
experience suggests that numbers and
firepower alone may not always dete:-
mine the outcome. Considerations of
relative force quality can enter assess-

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwe-review/vol32/iss2/36 82



War College: February 1979 Review

80 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

ments explicitly in the form of readiness
categories and behavioral/historical
adjustments,® and implicitly in the man-
ner in which firepower scores are
generated.

Allied to quality factors are adjust
ments made to reflect differences arising
from attacking or defending strate-
gies.'® Such adjustments have inconclu-
sive historical basis, derive from tradi-
tional military thumb rules, and are
meant to apply to limited engagements.
Such adjustments can also enter into the
calculation of firepower scores and
should not be applied repeatedly in the
assessment process.

Static analyses go beyond order-of-
battle listings and, though limited to a
given point in time, provide insights into
possible results of conflict. They can
even he constructed to show relative
capabilities at several times during
mobilization or confrontation but they
do not portray the actual process of
conflict. This is the special domain of
dynamic analyses.

Dynamie Analysis. Dynamic analyses
encompass a wide range of models,
simulations, and games that concentrate
on the course of conflict. They are
generally based on data similar to those
used to produce static measures, but
extend the analysis through time-
dependent capability estimates. This ex-
tension increases the complexity of
assumptions, calculations, and interpre-
tation. The increase in assumptions
alone provides fertile area for disagree-
ment on the outcomes of such analyses.
For this reason they are most useful in
assessing fighting potential '‘on the
margin,"" as inputs are varied to reflect
uncertainty in value.

To deal with the complexities in
combat modeling, many techniques
have evolved. One ranks various models
according to the degres of conflict
involved and the treatment of reality.
Thus, analytical models are carefully
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conflict axiomatically incorporated. War
games are broader in scope and
generally model intense levels of con-
flict. A number of gaming models have
been developed and used for analysis of
each level of force engagement. As
mentioned earlier, results of each level
have been used as inputs for higher and
lower levels of analysis. Interactions
normally follow this scheme:'!

® One-on-one engagement;

& Multiple system encounter;

o Battle analysis;

® Campaign or theater analysis;

® Global analysis.

A one-on-one engagement is an en-
counter between two opposing units.
Examples are a single ship countering
the attack of an antiship cruise missile
or a single submarine in an antisubma-
rine warfare (ASW) barrier station
attempting to detect and attack
transiting enemy submarines.

One-on-one engagements are rou-
tinely examined for all weapon systems.
The quantitative techniques that have
been used range from hand calculations
of simple equations to complex, de-
tailed, computer simulations. This level
of analysis treats the threat explicitly
and requires estimates of the charac-
teristics, capabilities, employment, and
tactics of both U.S. and threat systems.
Most of the inputs and assumptions are
sufficiently uncertain that the engage-
ments must be analyzed using a range of
input values to determine the sensitivity
of the analytical results to ecritical
assumptions.

One-on-one analysis is particularly
useful because of its simplicity and
because a specific threat can be
‘played” against a weapon system
under consideration. This level of analy-
sis can be useful in evaluating comple-
mentary or substitute weapon systems
in several possible roles (for example, a
patrol aircraft in a barrier or area search
role). However, one-on-one analysis
does not consider the multiple threat or
multiple weapon system employment
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that characterizes most military engage-
ments, and is therefore of limited use.

The multiple systern engagement ex-
tends the scope of analysis to include a
number of similar units of each side.
For example, the single, antiship missile
attack on a surface combatant can be
expanded to a multiple missile attack on
a surface ship formation. This analysis
permits considering the effects of
mutual support and coordination be-
tween units, command and control, and
degradation because of saturated de-
fenses.

The extension of quantitative
analysis to treat multiple unit en-
counters requires additional inputs, in-
cluding estimates of the employment
and tactics of each side’s forces and of
the degradation of weapon systems per-
formance caused by multiple threats.
The uncertainty in both inputs and
outputs of this analysis generally ex-
ceeds that which is found in lower level
analyses. Sensitivity analysis can be used
to set limits on the uncertainty, but the
uncertainty remains a fundamental
problem that cannot be eliminated.

Multiple system analysis can be
applied to the same types of problems
for which one-on-one analysis is used.
Weapon systems can be compared in
multiple-threat encounters and alterna-
tive employments of systems can be
investigated. In addition, situations
beyond the scope of one-on-one analy-
sis, such as antiair warfare (AAW) com-
mand and control systems for surface
combatants, can be examined.

Battle analysis is the extension of
multiple system analysds to examine
multiple attackers of several types
against multiple defenses that include
different type forces. Some models use
expected value probability calcula-
tions,'? but most use Monte Carlo
{stochastic) simulations programmed for
large capacity digital computers. Battle
analysis comes close to modeling realis-
tic engagements involving mixes of
forces on each side; it examines the
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contributions of different types of
weapon systems; and it can be used to
examine trade-offs between additional
old systems and the design of new
systems to complement existing capa-
hilities. In general, detailed modeling of
physical characteristics is replaced by
relationships between various lower
level indices or measures of effectiveness
(MOE). The complexities are reflected
more by the modeling process than by
these effectiveness indices. Other tech-
niques, such as Lanchester's attrition
models,'® supplement the detailed
battle models. In some applications the
costs of forces are considered in order
to determine the least cost force that
would achieve a specified outcome (or
effectiveness) in a given encounter.

The uncertainty existing in the in-
puts is significant and must be con-
sidered in interpreting the results of
battle analyses. For example, in ASW
study the least-cost alternative could
change from an airborne system to a
submarine system when poor environ-
mental conditions are assumed instead
of good environmental conditions. Con-
tingency and sensitivity analyses can be
used to identify the assumptions or
inputs that have the most significant
effects on the study's results, but it is
the judgment of relative importance of
different sets of conditions that is criti-
cal to applying the study results to a
particular problem or decision.

Campaign analysis is the application
of analytic techniques to examine the
quantitative outcome of a large-scale
military campaign consisting of a series of
battles or engagements extending over a
considerable period of time, This level of
analysis has been used for most net assess-
ments of relative capability and, the most
notable of these applications has been to
assess the effectiveness of U.S. and Allied
general-purpose naval forces to defend
essential sea lines of communications
during a conventional war. Land cam-
paign analyses have generally centered on
the NATO Central Front.
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Models used in campaign analysis re-
quire the calculation of the outcome of
the campaign on an engagement-by-
engagement basis and then an aggrega-
tion of the results. Engagements are
examined following a specified sequence
or scheduls. For each engagement the
opposing forces are determined, the
outcome is derived from supporting
analyses, force levels are adjusted to
reflect losses, and units are redeployed
for the next engagement. Figure 1 out-
lines the process, typically accompanied
by a cost model in force level studies.

Some extensions to campaign analy-
sis address the question of what force
mix and level would he the best com-
promise for two or more tasks, Two
force optimization methodologies that
have been developed will be described
brisfly for illustrative purposes.®

The first was developed by the Insti-
tute for Defense Analyses in its 1970
Navy Force Structure Study. Two
opposing forces, Blue and Red, were

considered. A campaign model calcu-
lated the outcome based on:

® a definition of tasks Blue wished
to accomplish,

® a set of tactics to be employed by
Red to prevent Blue from accomplishing
his tasks, and

® an estimate of the capabhilities of

each element of the forces of Blue and
Red.
The model was then used to determine a
table of outcomes when Blue forces
were varied systematically while Red
forces, the tactics of both sides, and
Blue objectives were held constant.
Peacetime costs were calculated for each
force mix examined and the least-cost
force mix to achieve a given level of
campaign outcome was determined.

In the Navy's 1968-1969 ASW Force
Level Study (unpublished), a campaign
model was used to generate a set of
results as a function of the force levels
of one combatant hy solving a zero-sum,
two-person game in which the objective
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of one side was to maximize the peace-
time cost of ships sunk, while the
objective of the other side was to
minimize these same costs.

Optimization techniques have been
used extensively in the analysis of stra-
tegic nuclear warfare in which inter-
actions tend to be tractable to the use
of static measures, but have had only
limited acceptance in the evaluation of
general-purpose force effectiveness in
which multiple measures and missions
greatly complicate the analysis.

A global analysis involves trade-offs
ameng national objectives. Assessments
are generally made in terms of national
economic, political, and social fac-
tors.! 5 Some conceptual approaches at
this level are based on game theory, but
there are vast quantification difficulties
for relevant strategy and payoff mea-
sures. Complexities are thus represented
in the measures, while modeling is rela-
tively straightforward.

Mission Effectiveness Analysis. Prior
to 1960 analytic support for defense
program decisions consisted of one-on-
one engagements, many-on-many en-
gagements and, in some instances, battle
analysis. Typically, analysis was used to
help decide the characteristics of new
weapons, ships, and aircraft.

The appointment of Mr. McNamara
as Secretary of Defense in 1960 resulted
in increased application of quantitative
analysis to the defense decision process.
He directed the services to study the
effectiveness of their forces in accom-
plishing specific missions. The results of
these studies were then used as the basis
for service proposals of force levels and
new procurement. Large-scale Navy
studies of the capabilities or effective-
ness of general-purpose naval forces
have included the CYCLOPS series
{1963-66), War at Sea series {1966-69),
Major Fleet Escort Force Level study
{1967), ASW Force Level study (1970),
Naval Requirements and Capabilities—

SET AND DRIFT 83

SEAMIX series {1972-74), and SEA
WAR 85 (1979).

Typically, a campaign scenario is
based upon available forces and assumed
strategies, and analyzed using outputs
from lower level analyses of specific
engagements or battles. In general, ex-
pected value calculations are used to
derive an estimate of the average out-
come of the campaign being analyzed
(forces lost, etc.). Usually no estimate
of the statistical uncertainty, (or disper-
sion) of the predicted results is ob-
tained. To account for the presence of
uncertainty, cases are analyzed for a
range of input values or with specific
assumptions relaxed in order to deter-
mine the sensitivity of the results to
those inputs and assumptions that
significantly affect the output. “Mar-
ginal analysis,” involving making rela-
tively small additions or reductions to
the forces or weapon systems of one
side, can be used to support decisions
on allocations of resources, or in iden-
tifying the likely effects of trends away
from expected results.

Mission effectiveness analysis can be
divided into three fundamental com-
ponents: supporting analyses; scenario
assumptions and other inputs; and an
aggregating methodology. Fiqure 2
shows a schematic diagram of the rela-
tionship of these three components.’®

A number of combat models and
simulations have been developed for
analysis of specific warfare areas. Such
models draw heavily on the quantitative
principles of game theory (goal-oriented
conflict behavior), Lanchester’s equa-
tions (mass, technology, and firepower
effects on battle}, search and detection
theory, network analysis, and dynamic
programming (sequential decision
models) etc.

The controlling factor in all areas of
analysis is the quality of the inputs. The
analyses examine complicated engage-
ments whose results are functions of
many variables, among which complex
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variables are difficult to quantify and
estimate precisely. For example, such
factors as false submarine contacts,
countermeasures, and command and
control are difficult to incorporate in
the calculations used to determine the
MOE. Other factors, such as enemy
force levels and weapon characteristics,
may not be precisely known. And some
factors, such as enemy objectives,
strateqy, and tactics, must be assumed
in a somewhat arbitrary manner.
Finally, most MOE are only indirectly
related to the objective being pursued
by a party to a conflict.

The objectives of a particular analysis
will determine the appropriate role
of threat analysis. For instance, it
probahly would not be necessary to
perform a detailed analysis of the entire
Soviet submarine force when examining
the choice between alternative ASW
helicopters. Such an analysis would be
appropriate in dstermining the best

HEWIEARE b Halgeebs-ollege Digital Commong 497ierarant  eloments are varied). *7

In these days when heated debate
over 5-year shipbuilding plans injects
uncertainty in the ability to estimate
the size and capability of our own
future fleet, one is bound to question
estimates of the threat. In this regard,
campaign analyses have a twofold prob-
lem. If the threat estimates vary signifi-
cantly from reality it is possible to
optimize against the wrong threat (one
is reminded of the history of antiair
warfare systems). On the other hand,
detailed, realistic and accurate threat
models entail a cost that may be out of
proportion to the analytical objectives.

All of the preceding factors intro-
duce uncertainty into the results derived
by any analysis and reduce confidence
in the absolute value of the results.
However, this reduced confidence does
not necessarily affect the use of the
analysis as many of the questions asked
depend upon relative results (i.e., how
does the magnitude of the MOE change
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Because increases in the MOE corre-
spond to improvements in performance
(independent of the magnitude of the
MOE), these analyses can help evaluate
which of several altermative systems,
application of forces, allocation of re-
sources, tactics, etc., produces the most
affective results,

Still, there is the problem of quality
or relevance of the data inputs. Opera-
tional test data may be scarce and
contain major uncertainties. There is
also a great deal of subjectivity in
combining the contributions of several
types of systems. Uneasiness about the
utility of aggregate indices leads to
development of more detailed campaign
models for which more detailed data
must be found. Lacking adequate test
data, historical empirical data (attended
by problems involving cause and effect)
or study outputs (bearing an incestuous
connotation) may bhe sought. The situa-
tion argues strongly for greater emphasis
on the operationally determined data.

The aggregating methodology is the
process used to combine the results of
individual engagements or battles in
order to determine the outcome of a
campaign. An aggregating methodology
is essentially a bookkeeping system that
goss through the scenario events or
engagements sequentially. For each
event, supporting analysis is used to
determine the outcome of the event.
The methodology then requires the
adjustment of the forces on both sides,
making of any necessary changes in the
schedule of future events, recording all
data of interest, and moving on to the
next event. When all events have been
examined, a summary of the results of
the campaign is produced.

There are two basic types of agqre-
gating methodologies. The first consists
of combining manual calculations with
computer support so that tactics and
force deployments can be adjusted
during the campaign. The second con-
sists of an entirely computerized model.
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analyst attempts to determine the best
tactics for each side. Most comparisons
of the results of studies that used the
manual caleulation methodology with
results of computer simulations, using
exactly the same inputs and scenario
assumptions, indicate that there is little
difference in the final results. A signifi-
cant exception to this general finding is
in interactive computer garning, a tech-
nique whereby human decisionmakers
actively interact with the computer-
based output.!? Using such techniques,
a wide range of alternatives can be
accommodated for investigation. A par-
ticular “play,” however, may involve
only a limited set of alternatives being
considered by the decisionmaker player,

Almost all mission effectiveness
analysis has been campaign-level analysis
of conflict. For analyses involving only
the threat of conflict, the methodolo-
gies do not generally apply. The major
difficulties have been selection of appro-
priate quantitative MOE and interpreta-
tion of the results,

Assessing the Assessments. Theorists
from many disciplines have contributed
the rigor and logic necessary to the
detailed investigation of combat.
Analysts have painstakingly investigated
past events and current systems for the
quantitative and qualitative links be-
tween policy and outcome. Military and
civilian strategists and tacticians have
applied the light of their experience and
judgment to construction of exercises,
identification of cause and effect, and
the structure of likely scenarios. Yet, in
study after study, not only is there
widespread disagreement on the merits
of the analysis, but considerable con-
cern that we may not be using the
proper scales to measure the balance
between national military capabilities.

Estimates of future performance are
notoriously optimistic. This state of
affairs generally derives from two con-
ditions. First, predictive models neces-
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between what is known and what is
surmised, and take an axiomatic ap-
proach to order the “significant” vari-
ables. Such logic rarely is observable in
practice, either because it is lacking or is
masked by other considerations. The
second condition is related to this
masking of reality in that factors that
are incompletely perceived or under-
stood may be excluded from considera-
tion. Such factors generally relate to
degraded performance., Meanwhile, the
search for a unifying theory of combat
proceeds, however elusively.

Few combat models can be validated
in the sonse of repeatable scientific
experiments, The roots of this limita-
tion lie in the almost limitless combina-
tions of the events that make up a
combat interaction, as well as the limita-
tions on measuring the variables with
sufficient accuracy. Thus, the “random”
nature of combat. Consider, too, that
while current events never exactly dupli-
cate past events, the nature of the
differences cannot always be deter-
mined. This certainly calls into question
the relevance of judgment based on
military experience as well as the logic
of analytical models.

Models stand midway hetween
general theory and practice, They are
means to extract specific hypotheses
from general considerations. Any attri-
bution of model properties to the
“original" can only yield an imperfect
analogy. Indeed, the central purpose of
combat modeling is to develop hy-
potheses about those capabilities and
strengths that decisively influence battle
outcomes and to trace the cause-and-
effect relationships.

Military objectives are not related
directly to most quantifiable measures
of effectiveness, The achievement of
objectives is generally a multidimen-
sional problem in relating outputs to
inputs of the combat process. The un-
certainty involved in combining mea-

sures results in an inahility to predict
definitively the '‘winner" of a particular
battle or campaign. Indeed, most
analyses carry the caveat that the results
provide useful insights but should not
be used to predict “how much is
enough” or 'who will win." Unfortu-
nately, this provides no insight into the
relations between what the model does
and does not consider.

Department of the Navy force assess-
ments rest heavily on the methodology
described in this paper and it must
always be borne in mind that they are
derived from:

® Objectives for which reliable and
comprehensive measures are difficult to
define,

® Patterns of force commitments
which rely on sound military judg-
ment,!®

® Agqgregated inputs and the use of
adjustments made to reflect unquanti-
fied relationships,

® The analysis of low-level engage-

ments from physical or statistical
models based on data containing many
types of uncertainty.
While sensitivity analysis is the usual
means to deal with such difficulties,
most campaign analyses produce ex-
treme results when attempts are made
to define the upper and lower bounds of
uncertain inputs.

Fortunately, with all the limitations
described, capability analysis still makes
significant contributions to force struc-
ture decisions and resource allocation
planning. Problems are subjected to
logical and structured representations
that sort out the alternatives, risks, and
interrelationships among key elements,
Debate can be focused on critical issues
and both analyst and operator can
determine, examine, and refine the
choices of scenarios, strategies, tactical
development and evaluation, data col-
lection requirements, and the design of
drills, exercises and rehearsals.
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NOTES

1. For example, specific assumptions must be made regarding targeting, weapon mix,
ammunition consumption, fire control, etc. These assumptions then remain constant throughout
the engagement, though the factors affecting them may not.

2, See, for example, work done in 1974 by John R. Bode for Braddock, Dunn and
MuDonald Corporation, as reported in the Gaming and Simulation Working Group papers of the
35th MORS, and Henry Young, Hierarchical Analysis of Naval Operations, Center for Advanced
Research, .5, Naval War College, 1 January 1975,

3. Robert L. Fischer, Defending the Central Front: The Balance of Forces (London: ISSS,
Adelphi Paper No. 127, Autumn 1976).

4. Stansfleld Turner, The Naval Balance: Not Just a Numbers Game," Foreign Affairs,
January 1977, pp. 339-354.

5. Both manpower and weapons are further defined by quallty factors {e.g., distribution of
weapons among units, as well as the "tooth-to-tall"’ composition of a combat force, affects the
reqults of engagements).

6. Such ratios lead to statements, for example, that based on missiles carried, the Soviet
SLBM forces are 1/3 more powerful than the U.S. SLBM force,

7. Congressional Budget Office, Assessing the NATO/Warsaw Pact Milltary Balance, Budget
Isgue Paper, December 1977,

8. I.A. Stockfisch, Models, Data, and War: A Critique of the Study of Conventional Forces
(Santa Monica: RAND Corporation Report R-1526-PR: March 1975), pp. 31-33. Stockfisch
argues that lethal area depends partly on projectile burst height, angle of fall, and target
vulnerability. These are functions of tactics, He gives an example of human incapacitation factors
tubjectively derived from animal testing.

9. The advantage of Arab manpower or firepower prior to each Arab-Israeli conflict elnce
the 1960s was about 4:1. Most analysts agree that such quality factors as discipline, leadership,
and training can compensate for relative deficlencies in other areas. Most military men hold
simliar views.

10. Generally accepted examples of attacker/defender ratios for several combat modes are:

Breakthrough (5:1)
Offensive (3:1)
Prepared defense {1.7:1)
Hasty defense (l.4:1}

11, See E,L. Wolisard, ed., Mission Effsctiveness Analysis of General Purpose Naval Forces
{U), (Washington: U.S. Office of Chief of Naval Operations, ¢1974), SECRET, and John R. Bode,
“Indices of Effectiveness in General Purpose Force Analysis'' (BDM Corporation Technical
Report W-74-070: October 1974).

12. See, particularly, Annex 1 to Appendix F of the Sea Based Air Platform Cost/Benefit
Study (U), (Center for Naval Analyses CNS 1110: January 1978). SECRET

13. An excellent tutorlal on the current state of development and application of thess
models can be found in James G. Taylor, ‘A Tutorial on Lanchester—Type Models of Warfare,”
from the Proceedings of the 35th MORS, December 1975 (Conference held July 1975).

14. Wolsard, p. 7.

15. See Roy S. Cline, World Power Assessment 1977 (Boulder, Colo.: Westvlew Press,
1977). Cline uses various ranking, scaling, and welghting schemes to rate ‘‘world power" for many
nations. Additive and multiplicative linear expressions for five major determinants of power, each
composed of several attrlbutes, are derived. Politicomilitary games played within the Joint Chiafs
of Staff organizatlon offer other illustrations of global analysis,

16, See Wolsard, p. 451, and note the parallel with posture statements of the Chlefs of Naval
Operations in the late 1970s. Similar to Flgure 1, but with a task emphasis,

17. The Naval War College has employed various forms of interactlve gaming over the years;
manual games gave way to the machine-asslsted NEWS, and the current digital computer-
supported WARS. Plans are presently well along for a major update to the system that will permit
remote play of several games at once. An interactive ASW resource allocation campaign game was
developed by the Applied Physics Lab of Johns Hopkins University and the Navy Strategic
Analysls Support Group (now part of Op-604 in the Office of the CNO)} in the early 1970z,
Results were input to global strategic exchange models,

18. The process of combat presumably derlves from sound military judgment which
commits forces only when success Is indicated. That engagements can then occur between
rational commanders {llustrates the ultimate illogic of war,
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SOLZHENITSYN IN HARVARD YARD:
AN OLD BELIEVER SPOKE FROM THE NEW WORLD

by

W.F. Long, Jr.

When Aleksandr I Solzhenitsyn
appeared as the commencement speaker
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, in June
1978, his audience was not the um-
brella-sheltered Americans in Harvard
Yard. His words were aimed at those in
the Kremlin. He was using a podium in
the New World to express in a friendly
public atmosphere the same ideas that
had been received in hostile silence
when he wrote them privately in his
“Letters to the Soviet Leaders” on §
September 1973.

Whatever Americans may have antici-
pated in Solzhenitsyn’s appearance,
most recorded reactions to his views of
the West ignore the intentions of the
speaker. They are unquestionably
colored by the bias of the Western
listener, Those who listened to or read
the speech are troubled by the cast it
gives to some basic Western institutions
and convictions. Time magazine asked
several members of the ‘ruling groups
and the intellectual elite,” who were
accused of being particularly noticeable
in exhibiting a decline in civil courage,
the question, "Is Solzhenitsyn right?”
The answers, perforce compressed or
distilled to save space, tended toward
the respondent's own persuasions and
translated parts of his speech into the
total message. They heard with Western
ears and saw with Western eyes. It is
recorded that in 1867 Dostoevsky was
exasperated with the expatriate Tur-
genev's antagonism to Russophils and
Slavophils and advised Turgenev that if
he was trying to write about Russia he
should use a telescope “because Russia
is a great distance from here (Baden-
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an insult to a Russian. Without malice,
it may be good advice to Westerners. In
most dealings with the Soviet Union or
Russians, Americans reach for the
mirror instead of a telescope. We look
for a reflection of ourselves, rather than
choosing the power of observation to
magnify our knowledge of Russia and
the Russians.

Solzhenitsyn is not an expatriate. He
did not choose the West. He is not
another distinquished refugee from a
totalitarian government abjectly grateful
to embrace American "freedom” and to
enjoy the “good life.” His 1978 speech
to Americans and his 1973 letter to
Soviet leaders demonstrate that he may
not be able to understand the freedom
of Western life and, to the extent that
he does, he does not like it. He does not
like Marxism, either, considering it a
superficial Western economic theory.
What he likes—loves—is Russia, real
Russia—Russia uncorrupted by the West
and what the West conceives as “prog-
ress.'

Solzhenitsyn is an “QOld Believer,"” a
17th-century Raskolnik, resisting the
incursions of unsettling, unorthodox,
un-Russian ideas with the same courage
and single-mindedness demonstrated his-
torically in the physical exertions of
Russian people against military inva-
sions by foreign armies. "'Old Believers”
were the Russian orthodox Christians
who resisted the corrections of the
perversions that had crept into Russian
orthodoxy even down to correcting the
spelling of Jesus' name to lisus, which
had been improperly translated from
the Greek as Isus. One monastery
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sistance for 8 vears and had to be
overcome by an army assault. Through
persecution ''Old Believers'' became
stronger morally and, in the larger con-
text, Raskolnik communities became
centers for popular discontent.

In speaking over American heads
Solzhenitsyn was speaking to the leaders

of Russia In continuation and expansion

of his 1973 letter—and at the same time
maintaining the inteqrity of his charac-
ter in exile in Vermont, just as he had in
prison in the ''Gulag Archipelago.”
There are two fundamental themes in
his 1973 letter: ‘... the chief dangers
facing our country in the next ten to
thirty vyears...are: war with China,
and our destruction, together with West-
ern civilization, in the crush and stench
of a befouled earth.”

Harvard Yard was not the place to
review his fears of Russian ideological
war with China; it provided an ideal
platform to embellish his estimate of
“the West on its knees’’—to round out
the thought brushed over in 1973 when
he wrote:

The catastrophic weakening of the

Western world and the whole of

Western civilization is by no

means due solely to the success of

an irresistible, persistent Soviet
foreign policy. It is, rather, the
result of an historical, psychologi-
cal and moral crisis affecting the
entire culture and world outlook
which were conceived at the time
of the Renaissance and attained
the peak of their expression with
the eighteenth century Enlighten-
ment. An analysis of that crisis is
beyond the scope of this letter.

(emphasis added)

The construction of the speech in
general looks at the weakening of the
Western World and leads from an allega-
tion of a decline in civil courage through
a description of paralyzing legalism to a
culminating attack on the free press that
would have done credit to Admiral
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censorship to Tsar Nicholas I designed
to render printing “harmless’}. No-
where in this speach does Solzhenitsyn
reflect his traditional Russianness more
profoundly than in his attitude toward
the press. As the West understands
freedom, it is based upon uninhibited
discourse; and, if thers is to be true
freedom, there must be no restrictions
on speech—or writing. This concept is
completely foreign to Russian practice—
and possibly to Russian imagination—
because of the great differences in the
religious, social and political experience
of the Russians.

The persistent thrust of Western his-
tory has been illuminated in the struggle
of the individual against all authori-
tarian restraints. Further, the genius of
the West has been displayed in pre-
serving order at the lower levels of
authority. In Russia, whenever the auto-
crat could not impose order, anarchy
prevailed and Russia would be riven
internally and, in a weakened condition,
assailed from without. 1t is hard for an
American to understand the Russian
people begging and pleading with the
cruel ruler lvan IV to return to Moscow
from his mysterious, self-imposed exile.
In so doing they gladly agreed to his
terms that no objections were to be
made to any executions or humiliations
he exacted, and they rejoiced in his
return to what can only be regarded as a
monstrous indulgence of unmitigated
personal power. Yet the Russians knew
the alternatives and chose authority.
Upon Ivan's death, conditions growing
out of the crisis in central authority
were so desperate that, even in that
country that has suffered so much, the
period is known as the “Time of
Troubles.”

A free, uncontrolled press is the
marshalling vard of all enemies of abso-
lute authority, and control of the press
has been practiced by all autocrats in
Russia. After centuries of arbitrary and
whimsical censorship of the most intimi-
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in Russia lasted for less than 40 years.
This act of 1865 simply replaced pre-
liminary censorship (the presentation of
proposed writings to the censor in ad-
vance) with punitive censorship, which
was not in the hands of the judiciary
but was retained by administrative au-
thority, Even this amount of freedom
was soon eroded by the restrictions of
1868 (certain papers could be sold only
to reqular subscribers), 1871 {magazines
again subjected to preliminary censor-
ship) and 1873 (the Minister of the
Interior could forbid discussion of sub-
jects designated as “matters of state'
for 3 months). The position of the
Russian revolutionaries of 1917 and
that of succeeding Soviet governments
with respect to control of the press is
well known, The point is that contral of
the press is traditional in Russia. Al-
though Solzhenitsyn has suffered a fate
similar to that of the patriotic
Slavophils of the 19th century who had
to publish their writings outside Russia
and were punished for speaking out, this
has not generated in Solzhenitsyn a
foervor for freedom of the press. He
takes a peculiarly Russian view.

Long before the so-called Press Re-
form of 1865, Russian autocrats had
occasionally considered opinions of dis-
tinquished writers submitted in the form
of private communications—just like
Solzhenitsyn's ‘“Letter to the Soviet
Leaders.” While the free press acts as
the spur and conscience of rulers of the
West, '‘writers"” have attempted this role
in Russia, It can be expected that the
Russian tradition is less strident, more
intellectual and (in arrogating to itself
clear vision and moral rectitude) au-
thoritarian. When Solzhenitsyn criticizes
the Western press, he is, perhaps sub-
consciously but certainly invidiously,
comparing the nohility, consistency and
qualities of expression of his integrated
views with the messy vacillation and
transient poundings of the American
press. Solzhenitsyn is authoritarian in

curlous—and illuminating—juxtaposition
of ideas in his speech. He rebukes the
West for a lack of civil courage and later
accuses American political leaders of
being shortsighted and the American
intelligentsia of losing its nerve—and the
Vietnam war. He has it all wrong. It was
exactly a great expression of civil
courage that forced the whole nation
(including those in authority responsible
for it} to justify the Vietnam twilight
war, and it was a free press, moving
from acceptance of the official esti-
mates to reporting that was not po-
litically controlled (as military reporting
is), that led to a change in policy.
However, in the context of warning the
Soviet leaders in 1973 of the need to
reject Marxism and substitute for it
patriotism in anticipation of an im-
pending war with China, Solzhenitsyn
had already rendered his judgment.
Beware when the first cannons
fire on the Sino-Soviet border lest
you find yourselves in a double
precarious position because the
national consciousness in our
country has become stunted and
blurred —witness how mighty
America lost to tiny North Viet-
nam, how easily the nerves of
American society and American
youth gave way, precisely because
the United States has a weak and
undeveloped national conscious-
1n6ess,
The final curiosity with regard to
Solzhenitgyn's view of the Vietnam war
is in laying at the door of the U.5. anti-
{Vietnam) war movement the betraying
of Vietnam and Cambodia into genccide
and suffering; but this and his inveighing
against Western legalism and naivete
regarding Communist world strategy can
best be understood by contrasting what
he advises Americans regarding forsign
invalvement and what he wrote in 1973
to the Soviet leaders:
Cive them their ideclogy. Let the
Chinese leaders glory in it for a
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them shoulder the whole sackful

of unfulfillable international obli-

gations, let them grunt and heave

and instruct humanity, and foot
the bills for their absurd eco-
nomics (a million a day just to

Cuba) and let them support ter-

rorists and guerrillas in the

Southern Hemisphers, if they like,

If Americans take his advice, they will,
as champions of morality, fight the
wotldwide evils of communism; and, if
Soviet leaders take his advice, they will
let China prevail on the international
ideological scene and China will be the
instrument of worldwide Communist
involvement.

Many Americans have likened
Solzhenitsyn to an Old Testament
prophet, If this is so, he is not for us a
Jeremiah exhorting sinners to turn back
to God, but rather a Jonah whose desire
is less to save an alien Ninevah than to
be established as right in his own
prophecies—and where it counts, at
home in Russia. And it is in Russian
history that we must find our bearings
on this remarkable man, not in just his
courageous desds—and certainly not in
just his words in Harvard Yard.

1 wish all people well, and the
closer they are to us and the more
dependent upon us, the more fer-
vent is my wish. But it is the fate
of the Russian and Ukrainian
peoples that preoccupies me
above all, for, as the proverb says:
It's where vou're born that you
can be most useful, And thereisa
deeper reason, too: the incompar-
able sufferings of our people.

I am writing this letter on the
supposition that you too are
swayed by this primary concern,
that you are not alien to your
origins, to your fathers, grand-
fathers and great grandfathers,
and that you are conscious of
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Solzhenitsyn then continues to invoke
for the Soviet leaders all the traditional
roots of Russian patriotism—Russian
earth, Russian Orthodox Christianity,
roeverence for purely Russian history and
heroes. He is rooted in the heartland of
Russia and riveted to the conservative
mentality of the “Old Believer” and
Slavophils who lost the struggle to save
Russia from the Westernizers in the
17th century. Nikon, who reformed the
Russian Orthodox Church in 1654;
Peter I, who opened Russia to the West;
Karl Marx, the author of the alien
ideology endangering modern Russia—
all are enamies and for the same reason.
Nikon as Patriarch forced the Russian
church into line with its Greek origins,
creating a schism in the church, blood-
shed in the land, and a resentment that
lives on today. Peter I forced a reluctant
Russia's face to the West and it is
significant that Solzhenitsyn, in writing
to his Soviet masters, uses the name
Petersburg—not Leningrad nor even the
Russianized name Pstrograd adopted at
the outbreak of World War I, This is
deliberate. Petersburg is a Teutonic
name—alien. The struggle between the
corrupting West, epitomized in St.
Petersburg, and Holy Mother Moscow is
replete in Russian literature. It is often
difficult for Westerners to gragp—some-
times subtle as in Tolstoy's Anna
Karenina and allugive as in Pushkin's
Bronze Horseman. In Solzhenitsyn's
case, it is also clear where he always
gtands. In his 1973 letter his heroes are
the Slavophils and “Qld Believers' and
the villaing are all Westerners—and the
Harvard Yard expression of Solzhen-
itgyn’s low opinion of the West and the
institutions of democracy are con-
sistent. He does not admire the election
process: ‘‘Arque in all sincerity that we
are not adherents of that turbulent
‘democracy run riot' in which once
every four years the politician, and
indeed the entire country, nearly kill
themselves over an electoral campaign

. . . . o
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was democratic legalism spared in 1973
any more than in 1978: ' ... in which a
judge, flouting his obligatory inde-
pendence in order to pander to the
passions of society, acquits a man who,
during an exhausting war, steals and
publishes Defense Department docu-
ments.”

Solzhenitsyn’s alternative to West-
ern democracy is presented in this
view:

Should we record as our demo-

cratic tradition the Land assem-

hlies of Muscovite Russia, Nov-
gorod, the early Cossacks, the
village commune? Or should we
console ourselves with the
thought that for a thousand years
Russia lived with an authoritarian
order—and at the beginning of the
twentieth century both the physi-
cal and spiritual health of her
people were still intact?
However, authority must have a strong
moral foundation. It is his conception
of the moral force that is central:

Yes, of course, freedom is moral.
But only if it keeps within certain
bounds, beyond which it de-
generates into complacency and
licentiousness. And order is not
immoral if it means a calm and
stable system. But order, too, has
its limits, beyond which it de-
generates into arbitrariness and
tyranny.

It is good for Americans to hear and
to learn from a Russian whose charac-
ter, courage and skill challenged oppres-

sion in the Soviet Union and won him
world acclaim. It is time that we tried to
understand and respect Russians for
their great accomplishments under gi-
gantic challenges of climate, location
and history. However, much of what
Solzhenitsyn says has been said by other
Russians whose lives and minds were
admirable. Constantine Petrovich
Pobedonostsev, a distinguished jurist
and Procurator of the Holy Synod
under Tsar Alexander III, was charac-
terized as a man with a powerful
intellect and unimpeachable honor. He,
too, attacked freedom of the press
(bacause it was sometimes misused),
trial by jury and parliamentary elec-
tions. He did so lucidly and brilliantly.
So, much as we admire Solzhenitsyn's
character and accomplishments, we
cannot accept his judgments about our
freedom nor his ideas as fresh, clear
insights—and certainly not accept his
views or their interpretations as a
strategy for achieving democracy's best
interests or brightest future.

He is a Russian, a distinguished
Russian, but a man first cloistered by
fate and now by choice. Out of his
imprisonment and exile he periodically
emerges and speaks. Our hearts are his
because his character has withstood
oppression and his spirit is still strong;
our minds must be our own, because in
the extramural world of the West it
requires a different, and perhaps even
tougher, mentality to withstand the
pressures of freedom as well as the
assaults against it.

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1979

95



Naval War College Review, Vol. 32 [1979], No. 2, Art. 36

SET AND DRIFT 93

SOLZHENITSYN AND THE QUEST FOR THE HOLY GRAIL

by

William R.D. Jones

Now that the clamor and emotion
over Solzhenitsyn's 1978 Harvard
speech have subsided, it seems time for
a calm, objective comment. It takes a
certain temerity —perhaps even arrc-
gance—to take issue with a man who is
truly a giant of his time and who has
endured so much. Solzhenitsyn prob-
ably knows the real meaning of human
suffering and comprehends the limits of
the human spirit as much as anyone
alive. I dare to take issus, however,
because the underlying thread weaving
his argument is a direct reflection of the
pathos and tragedy that has plagued
Russia over the past two millenia, and
provides us with much insight into the
intellectual heritage of the man himself.

Unlike some who have commented
critically on his speech, I find neither
ingratitude nor petulance in Solzhen-
itsyn's indictment of contemporary
Western civilization. While his indict-
ment is somewhat harsher than objec-
tive facts warrant, there is certainly
enough truth in it to give us abundant
food for contemplation and action. [ am
not even dismayed by his failing to find
in the West a satisfactory model for
sociopolitical emulation. Disturhing,
however, is the fact that a man so
steeped in the essence of human ex-
perience as Solzhenitsyn, like the Rus-
gian intelligentsia before him, is still
looking for such a model. Those edi-

“torials that portray him as a zealot
blindly pursuing a holy cause miss this
point. Solzhenitsyn is passionately
searching for—but still unable to find—
the holy cause to espouse and pursue.

Russia's isolation over the centuries
engendered in her intelligentsia two
illugions: first, that the Russian ex-

different from that of other societies,
and second, that there must somewhere
be a formula to be applied to cure
Russia’s social ills. While the former led
to the self-imposed intellectual seclusion
so eloquently described in the com-
panion piece to this comment, the latter
frequently manifested itself in an inten-
sive—and often violent and extreme-—
search for social "models,” either from
abroad or from within Russia itself. The
result invariably was nothing less than
pathetic, counterproductive acts of
violence, more often than not strangling
reform and badly needed social develop-
ment in their very infancy.

The trend toward utopian absolutism
was in no way lessened by the historical
development of the Russian Orthodox
Church. The inseparable linkage be-
tween church and state and the conse-
quent role of the czar as infallible head
of both institutions led to wide clerical
tolerance of government abuse. The
concept of original sin, while certainly
never abjured by the church, neverthe-
less went largely ignored, and a certain
aura of mystical sanctity attached to the
institution of c¢zardom and to the
person of the czar. The concept that all
men possess in common certain basic
human weaknesses thus became some-
what lost, and the absolute insistence on
secular as well as religious infallibility
by czar after czar left no room in the
course of Russian social development
for either compromise or gradualism.
Would-be reformers thus felt themselves
forced to employ radical and violent
tolls in their efforts toward reform.

The common tendency of historians
writing on the Soviet era to term the
advent of Lenin's communism an acci-
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believe, unfortunate and misleading. Of
all places of the world at the time of
Lenin's coup d’etat, Russia was particu-
larly ripe for just the kind of a model
advanced by Karl Marx. It contained all
the ingredients historically dear to the
hearts of Russian reformers: utopian-
ism, radicalism, violent revolution, and
environmentally induced change in
man’s basic nature. Man, himself, was
not ‘bad': only certain men were
‘"bad," and these could presumably be
made “good" with “appropriate' altera-
tions to the socioeconomic structure.

Belief in the possibility of an ex-
ternally imposed purification of man’s
soul has universally permeated con-
temporary ultraliberal and radical socio-
political thought. There is thus an intel-
lectual linkage between the Karl Marxes
and Lewis Mumfords, and the Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyns of this world. Indeed, this
writer has yet to encounter a single
Russian émigré—whether from the pre-
or post-Soviet era—fully capable of com-
prehending the essence of the Western
experience and our concomitant re-
liance on proximate, gradual, incremen-
tal change in bringing about political,
social and economic reform. A basic
syllogism is completely lost on these
unfortunates; namely, because man is
imperfect, and because society by defi-
nition is composed solely of humans,
society must remain forever imperfect.
Absolute solutions simply do not fit the
human experience.

The fact that Solzhenitsyn is by
profession a writer is both ironic and
predictable: predictable in that Russian
literature has, of necessity, long served
as the principal and sometimes only
vehicle for social change as well as a
pure art form, and ironic that his quest
for the “true model” has been dis-
credited so effectively by two fellow
writers. It is probably no accident that
one of these, Pasternak, was ethnically a
non-Russian, while Tolstoy’s long and
culturally full life enabled him ulti-

view that such a quest was either de-
sirable or achievable.

In War and Peace, Tolstoy lays great
stress on his conviction that two com-
ponents comprise all man's actions and
activities: necessity, or externally im-
posed circumstances, and free will:
‘'Wealth and poverty, health and
disease, culture and ignorance, labour
and leisure, repletion and hunger, virtue
and vice, are all only terms for greater
degrees of [individual] freedom."!
Such a view of man’s complexity effec-
tively precludes the application of
gimplistic models. Pasternak's Doctor
Zhivago similarly carries a social mes-
sage in both its title and its plot: that
the only meaning of ‘life"” is to be
found in the very process of living.?
Both novels are agonized cries against
the imposition of any social model and
against the inevitable and unfeeling in-
terference of such models with free
choice and individual human happiness.
To both authors the “meaning” of life is
to be found in man's knowledge of his
own mortality, and in his exercise of
individual free choice in accommodating
to this knowliedge as best he can. Put
another way, the purpose of life is to
exercise free choice in enjoying life in
its most fundamental aspect, i.e., in the
full, through senses, constrained only by
the practical limits of our physical
environment and by the moral or ethical
limits of our social relationships.

The riddle of life is nowhere more
elogquently expressed than in Plerre's
musings in War and Peace after the war
and his return to Moscow:

And it was just at this time that

he attained that peace and con-

tent with himself, for which he
had always striven in vain before.

For long years of his life he had

been seeking in various directions

for that peace, that harmony
within himself, which had struck
him so much in the soldiers at

Borodino. He had sought for it in
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the dissipations of society, in
wine, in heroic feats of self-
sacrifice, in his romantic love for
Natasha; he had sought it by the
path of thought; and all his re-
searches and all his efforts had
failed him. And now without any
thought of his own, he had gained
that peace and that harmony with
himself simply through the horror
of death, through hardships,
through what he had seen at
Karataev.®
And in Doctor Zhivago: '"“Now what is
history? [t is the centuries of sys-
tematic explorations of the riddle of
death, with a view to overcoming
death.”* The message that both
Tolstoy and Pasternak tried to convey
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to their Russian readers was eloguent
in its simplicity despite the complex
nature of man: the essence of life is to
live, to enjoy, to love and to be loved
through the individual exercise of free
choice. And the infinite possibilities of
free choice open to a single individual
at any one time makes the application
of social formulas antithetical to its
very exercise.

It is with the deepest respect for the
character and monumental achieve-
ments of Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn that I
wish him good health and a long life,
with the fervent hope that further ex-
posure to the Western experience will
cause him to abandon his search for the
Holy Grail of human development. It
just doesn’t exist!

NOTES

. Tolstoy, p. 942.

b (3 B -

. Count Lev Tolstoy, War and Peace (New York: The Modern Library, 1931}, p. 1124,
. Zhiv is the stem of the Russian verb, "to live.”

. Boris Pasternak, Doctor Zhivago (New York: Pantheon Books, 1958), p. 10.
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THE BAROMETER

28 November 1978

Editor,

I have realized since publication of my article “The 1977 Protocols
to the Geneva Conventions of 1949" in the Fall 1978 jssue of the
Revisw that I neglected to recognize Geoffrey Best for providing me
with both the reference to and translation of the passage quoted from
Pierre Boissier's L’Epee et la Balance. I cited Boissier, but also should
have credited Mr. Best, whose French is better than mine, for his *'Legal
Restraints in Warfare,'" which appeared in the September 1977 Journal
of the Royal United Services Institute.

Sincerey,

/s/ W. Hays Parks

W. HAYS PARKS

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1979
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REVIEW ARTICLE
War, Strategy and Maritime Power

Edward Luttwak*

What is a navy in the absence of a
maritime strategy? The United States
has interests overseas in need of naval
protection, and it also depends on much
commercial traffic that is maritime. The
United States has a large, if diminished,
inventory of warships and auxiliaries, as
well as sundry ancillary air forces and
many shore facilities variously related to
naval functions. Just over 500,000
people in uniform operate and adminis-
ter these ships, aircraft and shore facili-
ties, and another 200,000 operate a
complete, self-contained armed force
historically associated with amphibious
operations, and now still administra-
tively associated with the naval force as
such. But the one thing that the United
States plainly lacks is a maritime
strategy.

What is a navy in the absence of a
strateqy? It is, in effect, a priesthood.
Ships, aircraft and facilities are main-
tained, as temples are kept clean, re-
paired and repainted. Fleets are rotated
from home bases to overseas deploy-
ment areas, and then back again, as
liturgical services are performed at set
hours, in the days set by the priestly

*Regearch Professor, Georgetown Univer-
gty and Senior Fellow, Center for Strategic

calendar, Routine ceremonies alternate
with the consecration of new ships, and
with the introduction of new devices,
much as new temples are from time to
time commissioned to replace those
beyond repair, or to augment their
number when faith is on the rise, and
the harvest gods have been kind. In all
priesthoods there are degrees: some
priests are confined to the supervision
of the lesser sanctuaries of rustic gods;
others are deemed elevated enough to
officiate at the inner altars where the
most powerful gods reside; the analogy
with the nuclear guardians in our Navy
need not be belabored.

The priests of ancient pagan faiths
had many complex tasks, but it was no
part of their duty to ask why the
sacrifices were made and the prayers
chanted. Nor could they question the
wisdom of rites or suggest better ways
of appeasing the gods. As for those
outside the priesthood, they were dis-
qualified to ask questions by their lack
of knowladge of the secrets of the faith.
And so we ourselves continue with the
upkeep of the ships, aircraft and facili-
ties and with their ritual movements—
year after year—never asking fundamen-
tal questions about our purposes and
methods.

Sometimes the peasants rebel and

httpsandibnteroasianal Studlasedu/nwc-review/volsz2/iss2/56fuse to pay the tithes exacted for the
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building of replacement temples; some-
times they react at the cost of some new
idol made of exotic materials by expen-
give craftsmen. Then the members of
the priesthood unite in their corporate
solidarity to evoke all the sinister
dangers that will attend the diminution
of the number of temples, or the reduc-
tion of their magnificence. Sometimes
the peasants are successfully intimi-
dated, and are frightened into paying
homage in hard cash; at other times it is
the priests who give up, and then they
take care not to undermine faith in the
temples and idcls still in hand, and so
they refrain from insisting on the dan-
gers of the gods left unappeased or by
temples not built.

What else can a navy do but perform
as best it can as a priesthood, if it has no
maritime strateqy? For only in a
strategy may rational ideas be found to
inform the choice of sea and air plat-
forms, to provide meaningful guidelines
for subsystem design priorities, and to
define the pattern of requisite deploy-
ments.

A navy in being is a necessary condi-
tion of any maritime strategy but is not
a substitute for such. Ever since the
defeat of the Imperial Japanese Navy
the U.S. Navy has had to live without a
comprehensive strategy. Now that there
is a growing Soviet Navy of already
impressive proportions, it may seem
that a strategy for the U.S, Navy could
be found effortlessly, by summing the
requirements of defeating the Soviet
Navy. Unfortunately this easy answer is
foreclosed: the Soviet Navy itself can
find sufficient strategy in the neutraliza-
tion of American naval power and its
alliance adjuncts, but the latter in turn
must accomplish positive purposes, and
cannot exhaust their function in neu-
tralizing Soviet naval strength.

The United States thus unavoidably
needs a positive maritime strateqy, i.e., a
coherent statement of its own role in
the world with a consequent delineation

the maritime requirements of this

role. (Maritime rather than merely
naval, because to a large extent naval
force is merely the protective frame-
work for the use of oceansg in all its
aspects.) The source of the problem is
no mystery: we have no maritime
strategy because we have no national
strateqy. But this in turn is no excuse
for the failure of the U.S, Navy as a
corporate body to formulate a coherent
strategy. It merely means that the mari-
time strategy must be defined in terms
of a presumptive national strategy, in
the hope that the nation will indeed
accept the logic of the former, even if it
does not fully acknowledge the latter.
But this most basic of tasks continues to
be evaded. Preoccupied with purely
managerial problems, absorbed by the
narrow thoughts of bureaucratic role-
playing, determined to promote these
bureaucratic interests through the sub-
strategic devices of systems analysis and
all the other numbers games, much
more interested in new technology than
in the purposeful operation of all tech-
nologies {and only strateqy may confer
purpose on mere technicity) our higher
naval leadership hat not even seriously
tried to develop the intellectual struc-
ture of a maritime strateqy. In some
cases there has been the belief that the
mere listing of “missions” is a substi-
tute; in others faith has been placed in
posture statements poised to exploit the
latest headlines (e.g., oilin FY 1975 and
1976). It is true that both the internal
customs of resource allocation in the
Department of Defense, and also our
congressional budgetary process demand
specifics and are structured to reject
rational strategic discourse, as the latter
cannot be quantified. The mindless
insistence on numbers, even when the
absence of a strategic context makes the
numbers meaningless is a fact of life.
But there is no reason why the Navy
cannot develop its own internal stra-
tegic discourse and eventually present
its own analysis of the nation's maritime
needs, even while continuing to feed all

of
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the bookkeepers and slide-rule artists
with the deceptively precise numbers
that they crave. One must hope that the
corrosion of the minds caused by
bureaucratic factionalism hag not so far
developed that the Navy is now in fact
incapable of true strategic discourse.
War, Strategy and Maritime Power
is not a statement of naval strategy, nor
is it a strategical treatise such as would
sorve directly to guide the formulation
of an American naval strategy. It is,
however, a most valuable source book
that could be of much use to inform the
strategic discourse now long overdue.
The first group of essays by Bernard
Knox, Gordon Turner, Basil Liddell
Hart and Norman Gibbs makes a good
introduction by addressing the broader
problem of war and peace; except for
Liddell Hart's notoriously ignorant mis-
apprehension of Clausewitz (he deplores
the fellow, plainly never having read
him) it is all solid stuff, in a historical
vein. The next section has pieces by
Herbert Rosinski, Henry Eccles, James
Field, and William Reitzel; it focuses
more directly on the nature and pur-
poses of strategy itself. Rosinski’s con-
tribution amounts to a lucid miniessay

*

*B. Mitchell Simpson 111, ed, War, Strate-
gy and Maritime Power, New Brunswick, N.J.;
Rutgerz University Press, 1977, 356pp. A
collection of articles and essays on sirategy
and maritime power that have appeared in the
Naval War College Review, sslected and edited
by a former editor of the Review.
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that offers what I believa to be the best
brief definition of strategy itself, in
contradistinction to tactes (‘‘strategy is
the comprehensive direction of power;
tactics is its immediate application").
Eccles pursues at much greater length
and to good purpose the definitional
route; neither good nor bad, his contri-
bution is simply basic, and reflects a
sustained interest in the fundamentals
of strategy that is itself a valuable rarity
among us,

The essays by Field and Reitzel, not
to be summarized here, are concerned
more closely with the specifically naval
aspect, but their focus is on the history
of naval strategy rather than on naval
strategy tout court, What follows after
this in the book is a long series of
diverse case studies and essays of re-
appraisal, including Stephen Ambrose
on seapower in the two World Wars,
Martin Blumensgon on the continuities
and contrasts batween the two World
Wars, and the editor’s own essay on the
rearmament of Germany, or rather its
immediate prelude. Brisk and well-
written, it is a useful piece of work sven
for those who have no interest in the
past, because it is now easy to see that
the issues of 1950-54 are about to
reemerge in full force, one way or the
other. Readers will want to explore the
remaining rich menu of essays on stra-
tegic, military, and politicomilitary
issues. Necessarily uneven, the average
standard is nevertheless high.
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Banks, Arthur S., ed. Political Hand-
book of the World: 1978. New York:
MoGraw-Hill, 1978. 627pp.

This is an extremely useful reference
work for anyone who desires a con-
venient encapsulated description of the
governmental structures, the political
elites, and the history and demography
of the nations of the world, together
with a short synopsis of the most
pressing issues with which each must
deal. Of particular interest is the listing
of the major political parties of each
nation along with each party's promi-
nent leaders. This work also identifies
each party's legisiative strength and in
those nations that adhere to the parlia-
mentary system of government, the
governing party is listed. In those patlia-
mentary nations where no party com-
mands a majority in the legislature, the
Handbook names those parties that con-
stitute the governing coalition.

The description of the natons is
highly readable. The work suffers from
drawbacks identical to those of other
handbooks of this type. Because the
world is changing so rapidly, both in the
internal political composition of nations
as well as the number of nations, the
book becomes outdated almost as soon
as it is published. Even publishing a new
edition each year does not enable the
publisher to remain absolutely current.

I found that a major factor dis-
tinguishing this work from the ordinary
almanac or political handbeok is the
inclusion of an introduction of the
major problems and issues that affect
bilateral and multilateral relationships
between and among nations on a re-
gional basis. By following this regional
formula, some problems or issues
peculiar to a particular area of the world
are investigated, whereas if one were to
attempt to spotlight only global prob-
lems, many of these issues would be
overlooked. The division of the world

piltenErgipssfar thisvprpose.alsoJgsseRinons, gorslusion that PRC-U.S. relations his- o3

the probability that the ethnocentrism
of the editors governed the selection of
issues deemed important enough to
identify.

Another factor enhancing this work
is the description of the composition
and operation of a significant number of
international organizations. The inclu-
sion of this section enables one to have
a ready reference to the multitude of
these organizations that play such an
important role in the various interna-
tional relationships throughout the
world.

I highly recommend the Political
Handbook of the World: 1978 as a
comprehensive reference tool. It is well
worth the cost.

EVAN M. JONES
5t. Cloud University

Barnds, William J., ed. China and
America: The Search for a New
Relationship. New York: New York
University Press, 1977, 254pp.

This book is a series of professional
papers presented at the 1975-76 Council
on Foreign Affairs session on the devel-
opment of Sino-American relations,
Dealing with past and present issues, the
papers analyze Sino-American relations
and propose future direction for Ameri-
can foreign policy,

The introductory chapter, written by
the editor, gives a foundation for
current political patterns in the normali-
zation of Sino-American relations. The
chapter skeptically appraises the possi-
bility of an East-West alliance.

Akira Iriye wrote the second chapter
on how the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) views the United States in Chi-
nese foreign policy. Presenting an his-
torical background by dividing the
period between 1930 to the present into
six identifiable segments, Iriye defines
the contemporary issues. Drawing the
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torically have been characterized by
misunderstandings and wars, Iriye fore-
sess the PRC trying to insure a stable
relationship so that it can concentrate
on internal developments.

An interesting theory Iriye develops
is that the PRC does not recognize the
United States in a bilateral relationship
but as a major determinant in Asian and
worldwide affairs. By rejecting a bi-
lateral relationship, the PRC hopes to
promote its own international esteem
through increased contacts with the
United States, while seeking to prevent
U.S. affiliations with powers that are
potential enemies of the PRC. Examples
cited as a threat to the PRC are poten-
tial U.S.-Soviet, or U.S.-Taiwan al-
liances.

The next two chapters evaluate the
tangible agreements between the PRC
and the United States for the improve-
ment of economic and cultural ex-
changes. Alexander Eckstein's chapter
on Sino-American economic relations
explains the development of trade be-
tween these two nations, its potentials
and barriers. The major emphasis in this
chapter is to develop a policy in which
trade could expand at a moderate rate,
Currently, though, there are many
obstacles hindering bilateral trade. For
example, under the conditions of the
Jackson-Vanick amendment of the 1974
Trade Act, credit and ‘‘most favored
natlon" treatment is not granted to the
PRC. Another area of concern is the
narrow U.S5, market for goods from the
PRC, resulting in a trade deficit for the
PRC. The conclusion drawn is that if
these and other issues are resolved,
economic policy would be the deter-
mining factor in future Sino-American
relations.

Lucien Pye's chapter on building a
relation on cultural exchanges suggests
that such exchanges are the most con-
venient way to build a natural bridge of
communication between the PRC and
the United States. To date, cultural
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increase the exchanges hoth countries
must first recognize their different ex-
pectations. Pye concludes that if the
United States responds to the PRC's
desire for exposure to U.S. tachnology
and the PRC satisfies the U.S. need for
intellactual exchanges in the field of the
humanities and social science, future
exchanges will be encouraged.

In the fifth chapter, Ralph N. Clough
discusses the Taiwan issue in Sino-
American relations. He arques that the
United States will be unable to establish
full diplomatic relations with the PRC
unless it withdraws all support from
Taiwan. On the other hand, Clough
implies that if the United States breaks
its present security treaty with Taiwan
then the United States will lose its
credibility among such Asian nations as
South Korea and Japan. Clough success-
fully states the problem, but fails to
suggest solutions other than to advocate
a policy of making Taiwan independent
of the United States while developing
diplomatic relations with the PRC.

An interesting argument that Clough
presents is the effect of Sino-Soviet
relations on the issue of Taiwan. Clough
is convinced that as long as tensions
exist between the Soviet Union and the
PRC, the United States can sustain
informal relations with Taiwan, but if
Sino-Soviet relations improve, the PRC
could pressure U.S. involvement in
Taiwan by jeopardizing U.S.-PRC rela-
tions. Presently the United States has
time to develop a solution, but the
question is how much time?

William J. Barnds concludes the book
with a final chapter on China in Ameri-
can foreign policy. Taking into con-
sideration that the PRC has both histori-
cal and current grievances with the
United States, Barnds suggests that the
United States should first establish
strong credibility among its Asian allies
and then gradually establish increased
relations with the PRC, If this solution
is accepted, I foresee a balance of power

heFNanges, have been limited and to . struggle in Asia resulting in Sino;,
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American relations which are more com-
petitive than cooperative.

Using professional papers written by
the leading Chinese- American specialists,
the editor offers a book that provides
both a broad understanding and varied
oplnions on a widely controversial sub-
ject. Thoughtful readers will find China
and America: The Search for a New
Relationship valuable background for
examining Sino-American relations and
their importance in world affairs.

MARTHA WALLS
Ensign, U.S. Naval Reserve

Blechman, Barmry M. and Berman,
Robert P., eds. Guide to Far Eastern

Navies, Annapolis: Naval Institute -

Press, 1978. 586pp.

Although perhaps better titled,
“Guide to East Asian Navies,” this
regional look at the navies of China,
Japan, the two Koreas, the Philippines
and Taiwan is a refreshing attempt to
provide more than just a compilation of
photographs and technical data. To
achieve this, the book is divided into
two distinct parts, The first, comprising
glightly more than half the pages, is a
series of essays, each dealing with one of
the six subject navies and written by
individuals of different naval repute,
including Norman Polmar writing on the
two Koreas. One could question the
inclusion of the Philippine Navy in this
work In terms of locale, capability and
interaction with the other navies; but
the essay is informative. Part II of the
book contains the usual photographs,
silhouettes and technical data on ships
and aircraft, While not quite as detailed
as some of its larger counterparts, it is
adequate.

The significance of this naval guide
then lies in Part I. The editors hope to
inform the reader “‘about the quality of
each force, its strengths and weaknesses,
the role it plays in peacetime in support
of foreign policy and its potential war-
time roles, and how it is likely to evolve

considering the complexity of such
countries as China, Japan and Korea,
but it is carried off reasonably well, As
might be expected, however, there are
as many new questions raised as old
ones answered. This is not really so
much a fault of the authors and editors
as it is a reflection of the realities of the
region. Only the most intrepid of
analysts or futurists would dare to
predict which of the various options
available to the nations of the area will,
in fact, be pursued, how these will
affect the selection of options by the
others, and how this interaction will
influence naval forces. None of the
authors appears this intrepid; thus, what
is presented is a menu of possibilities for
the future that the reader may or may
not find reasonable. Yet it may well be
that these uncertainties are precisely
what makes this work a timely and
significant contribution, as suggested by
Admiral Zumwalt in his Foreword.
Notwithstanding the uncertainties of
the future, the historical perspective and
commentary on the present status and
roles of these navies is solid. It is here
that the naval reader and layman alike
will find most items of interest,
although this may reflect this operator’s
penchant for fact over hypothesis,
Despite the multiple author approach,
two themes suggest themselves through-
out the essays. The navies, as they exist
today, reflect post-World War II politi-
cal realities rather than traditional West-
ern naval concepts. For example, if the
size of one's navy has traditionally been
held to be a reflection of one's maritime
interests, then Japan, with worldwide
trading interests and significant depend-
ence on the sea as a source of food,
should maintain a navy with global
reach. Instead, reflecting the political
reaction to the experience and results of
WW Il and her American-imposed Consti-
tution, Japan maintains only a Maritime
Self-Defense Force, credible in home
waters, but lacking any real open ocean

pulifis e, futiine, . TRAtci RO INAaRCESKn,, G3pability. China, with a merchant,,
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marine of some 550 ships and growing
continues to rely on a coastal navy more
suited to a form of guerrilla war at sea
than a traditional sea contral role. In this
case, fiscal and technological constraints
also may play a role, although the impli-
cation ig that they are not dominant.
There are signs of change, but any new
direction must await the results of the
current internal debate on moderniza-
tion. What grows on the reader is a
perception of East Asian interest in a
continued U.S. naval presence in the
Western Pacific to guarantee what they
are unwilling or unable to protect.

The second thread is a sense of a
regional naval balance in which each of
the navies, less the Philippines, is evalu-
ated as being effective in defending its
own home waters while posing no credi-
He offensive threat against any other,
One gets an eerie feeling of 1922 naval
ratios achieved by happenstance rather
than agreement. What this means, of
course, is that the dominant naval forces
in the area are those of the U.S. 7th Fleset
and the Soviet Pacific Fleet. This isgue is
handled in a lead essay, written by the
editors, that provides a rather gross com-
parison of the two forces and postulates
how they might interact with each other
and with the navies of the region. This
chapter seems rather shallow with too
many caveats. Had it been placed at the
end of the section as a wrap-up, rather
than a lead-in, it would have proven far
more effective. Such statements as ''The
size of the U.S. Navy will increase in the
future, as the growth in U.S. shipbuilding
appropriations, initiated in the early
1970s, results in greater numbers of new
ships, while the Soviet Navy, facing a
worsening obsolescence problem in sub-
marine and major warships, will become
smaller, " will cause a raising of eyebrows.

On balance, Guide to Far Eastern
Navies achieves its stated purpose of
providing a dynamic view of the navies of
East Asia rather than the typical snap-
shot. It remains to be seen whether it is
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guides and how such volumes may be
kept current. For now, this one is worth
the readers’ attention.

J.5. HURLBURT
Commander, U,5. Navy

Buchanan, A. Russell. Black Americans
in World War 1. Santa Barbara: Clio
Books, 1977. 148pp.

World War II profoundly affected
black Americans. In spite of the racism,
segregation, discrimination, and frustra-
tion that blacks experienced, the war
engendered a racial awareness and
brought about great changes in their
status. Many of the advances of the Civil
Rights revolution began during the war.
This story of promise, challenge, and
change is the subject of A. Russell
Buchanan's short, descriptive volume,
Black Americans in World War II. Al-
though derived mainly from secondary
sources, the book does show the
author's research in the papers of the
NAACP and National Urban League.
Those papers, however, are sometimes
used to the excluslon of such other
equally important sources as the black
press. During the war the black press
had an important influence on both
black and white America, in spite of
Buchanan's contention that it did not
reach the masses, and this point demon-
strates one of the major problems when
an author depends too heavily on too
few primary sources.

Black Americans in World War II
contains nine topic chapters and a sum-
mary but there is little continuity be-
tween chapters, and each is without any
significant introduction or conclusion.
Still, the chapters do relate a rather
interesting and exciting history, point-
ing out the different racial conditions in
the north and south, the March on
Washington Movement, violence in
1943, black womsen, the unique situa-
tion in the military, and the Double V
campaign. The work contains little

i i analysis or int ion, bei i
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marily a summary of progress which
occurred during the war. Perhaps this
reviewer's main criticism is the location
of the discussion of the Double V,
which is the last chapter before the
conclusion. To understand fully the
essence of black feelings and protest
during the war, one must comprehend
the concept of the Double V—victory
over fascism abroad and racism at home.
Blacks understood this idea much better
than whites and used it effectively,
Thus, any study of blacks during World
War II should follow an early analysis of
the Double V. (The Pittsburgh Courier
was the main force behind the Double V
but Buchanan does not mention this
fact, another indication of the overuse
of NAACP papers.)

The three chapters on blacks in the
military are good summaries, although
the account of World War I is somewhat
muddled and there is an overuse of
Ulysses Lee's The Employment of
Negro Troops. Blacks participated in the
war effort but had to face difficulties
that whites never did. Progress in the
services owed much to pressure by the
black community and a perseverance by
black members of the armed forces.
Real progress was slow indeed, but the
result by the end of the war was a more
receptive military establishment ready
to move toward integration.

In spite of many weaknesses and a
high price ($14.95), this study is a basic
introduction to and summary of the
changes which occurred in the black
community during World War II, It
offers a good concise history for the

general reader.
ALAN M. OSUR

Major, U.8. Air Force

Buckley, Alan D, ed. “International
Terrorism,"” Journal of International
Affairs, Spring/Summer 1978.
163pp.

It is somewhat unusual for a journal
number to be the subject of a book
review, but when a journal treats one

topic at book-len?th, it offers the reader
Published by U.S. Nava

the equivalent of an edited book and it
probably should be treated as such.
“International Terrorism” is a solid,
well-edited collection of articles that
treats the problem of terrorism from a
number of interesting perspectives.

Richard Shultz offers a useful, if not
definitive, typology of political terror-
ismn that distinguishes three basic types
of the phenomenon—revolutionary, sub-
revolutionary and establishment—and
then proposes that these three types be
examined by variation according to
cause, environment, goals, strateqy,
means, organization and the nature of
participants. The value of the proposal
is that it offers some basis for hope that
the study of terrorism can move some-
what beyond the descriptive and journal-
istic treatments that are currently in
vogue.

Bard O'Neill of the National Defense
University applies the Schultz typology
(with refinements) in a competent and
provocative essay treating the Pales-
tinian Resistance Movement. After pro-
viding a straightforward reconstruction
of the development of Palestinian-Arab
nationalism, O'Neill attempts to explain
the emergence of fedayeen terrorism,
He finds that Palestinian terror has been
resultant of long-term causes—ideclogy
and relative deprivation—and a short-
term factor that he calls ‘capacity
reduction.” Capacity reduction is said
to be the product of bad fedayeen
strateqy, poor physical and human con-
ditions for insurgency, poor organiza-
tion, effective counterinsurgency, and
limited assets. Capacity reduction in
turn helps explain terrorism.

There are a few problems with
O'Neill’s argument that really demand
attention. If the article were insignifi-
cant, we could ignore these criticisms,
but it is a good contribution to the
literature and accordingly demands our
attention.

First, Schultz offers a typology (i.e.,
a '‘systematic ordering and classification
of empirical data"). To the extent that
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Schultz is successful, his typology will
contribute to a coherent comparison
between terrorist groups, thus Schultz
has offered a static schema. However,
O'Neill has taken Schultz' descriptive
tools and employed them as if they
explained —rather than described~
terrorism. Second, and more im-
portantly, O'Neill’s “capability reduc-
tion” is not a static condition but rather
a process in which the terrorism phe
nomenon is a result. What this arqument
ignores is the fact that the fedayeen
have always had minimal capabilities
vis-a-vis Israel, and indeed it may be
argued that fedayeen activism through
terrorism has resulted in capability en-
hancement (especially if one takes a
broad view of capability).

Thirdly, terrorism has frequently
been the harbinger of political struggle,
or at least symptomatic of the first
stages of revolution, especially in cir-
cumstances in which there is a gross
disparity in relative strengths. Terrorism
is the weapon of the weak, and we
might say the weapon of those who
have suffered ‘‘capahility reductions' at
some point, but that would be tauto-
logical. As the reader can guess,
QO'Neill’s article deserves attention,
warts and all, for it attempts to address
terrorism systematically, a not un-
important example for others special-
izing in the study of terrorism.

Richard Lebow follows with an inter-
esting article tracing the "origins of
sectarian assassination” in Belfast.
Lebow's piece is nice as far as it goes,
which is to say not earlier than this
decade; but in a conflict with deep and
aged roots such as that in Belfast, one
would hope that Lebow continues his
interest in this variant of terrorism and
delves rather more deeply than the
contemporary period.

The most important contribution in
“International Terrorism’' is provided
by Robert K. Mullen, whose article
““Mass Destruction and Terrorism" is no
https%’ ibt one of the begt anallyses }\J]glb
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lished to date on the macroterror prob-
lem (i.e., nuclear, biological and chemi-
cal). Mullen offers an informed—and
thus rare—discussion of chemical and
biological agents with mass destructive
capabilities and proceeds to identify the
production and (not inconsiderable} de-
livery considerations that will confront
the prospective macroterrorist. His
presentation supports his conclusion
that mass destruction threats from ter-
rorists are “vanighingly remote."”

Contributions by Paul A. Tharp and
Yonah Alexander deserve the reader's
attention, and those familiar with Brian
Jenkins' important work on terrorism
will not be disappointed by his con-
cluding “Trends and Potentialities"
article.

In summary, the Journal of Interna-
tional Affairs has produced a worth-
while and inexpensive ‘“book'’ that de-
serves the attention of those concerned
with the malady of terrorism.

AUGUSTUS R. NORTON
Major, U.S. Army

Carrillo, Santiago. Eurocommunism and
the State, translated by Nan Green
and A.M. Elliot, Westport, Conn.:
Lawrence Hill, 1978. 172pp.
Eurocommunism and the State is a

translation from the Spanish of Euro-

communismo y Estado by the General

Secretary of the Communist Party of

Spain. It forms a significant primary

source, in English, of the political

philosophy of Santiago Carrillo, the

Spanish Communist Party, and Euro-

communism.

The author outlines in the book his
reasons for claiming that Eurocommu-
nism is neither traditional communism
nor Social Democracy. His most essen-
tial thesis is that the world today is
fundamentally different from the times
of Marx, Engels, and Lenin and there-
fore a new political concept is needed.

Among the examples Carrillo uses to

gléocument the crucial changes in tPO%
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world is his view that the state is no
longer representative of one sector of
the society (the bourgeoisie} but now a
much smaller technological elite. It is
this elite that manipulates the state
rather than an entire class. Carrillo
further outlines the religious, social,
political, and cultural aspects of the
state that are undergoing a series of
crises in Spain and Europe. He then
proposes to exploit these crises and use
them against the dominating elite to
achieve a change in the state. Under-
lying this change is the premise that
violence is no longer a productive
method of achieving political goals in
Europe.

One component of state power that
Carmrillo writes on in detail is the armed
forces. Carrillo recognizes that change is
not possible without altering the present
role of the military but that it must not
be directly confronted. Instead he
proposes a series of actions that would
tend to neutralize its influence, inte-
grate it further with the rest of society,
and attempt to replace traditional values
with new ones.

The book is filled with the standard
claims of Eurocommunism similar to
those found in France and Italy. These
include an acceptance of the peaceful
road to power, a pluralistic political
system, mass parties, decentralism, a
reduction in both military blocs in
Europe, rejection of the Soviet 1917
model for change, acceptance for long-
term private property, and rejection of
the concept of the dictatorship of the
proletariat. Without this last essential
ingredient, a good case can be made for
Eurocommunist theory being closer to
Social Democracy than to communism.

Carrillo does maintain that the long-
range goals of communism have not
been abandoned. His writings reflact his
acceptance of the Soviet Union as a
fraternal leader, the basic class antagon-
ism common to most Communist
writings, dialectics, and historical
materialism. He further attempts to

present Eurocommunism as another in a
series of revisions to the basic ideology.

The book is well organized and
appears to have suffered little from the
translation. It lacks an index and could
be better footnoted. The work has been
severely criticized by the Soviets in the
journal New Times.

JAMES JOHN TRITTEN
Lieutenant Commander, U.S. Navy

Duffy, Christopher. Austerlitz 1805.
Hamden, Conn.: Archon Books,
1977, 194pp.

Austerlitz was one of Napoleon's
greatest triumphs. Fought precisely 1
year after his assumption of the Im-
perial title, it was his first victory of
annihilation. His 1796-97 Italian cam-
paign witnessed a series of rapid partial
victories. No single engagement was
decisive. It was the cumulative effect of
numerous battles that forced the Aus-
trians to sue for peace. In the campaign
of 1800, the war went on for neatly a
year after Marengo. The Battle of
Austerlitz lasted one day, and the
Austro-Russian Army was completely
shattered. Moreover, Austerlitz led
directly to the collapse of the Third
Coalition. Austria sued for peace and
the Russians limped home.

Christopher Duffy provides a clear,
concise narrative of the campaign lead-
ing up to the battle and of the engage-
ment ltself. He also notes that Napoleon
did not operate with a fixed plan that
ignored the independent will of the
enemy. Rather, the Emperor devised a
general approach that called for his
forces to lure the allies to attack the
French right. Napoleon would then
deliver a counterstroke with his center
and left. During the battle, the left was
unable to launch a decisive hlow, and
Napoleon switched his main thrust to
the center. The Emperor’s genius then
was not a matter of creating and follow-
ing detailed precise schemes. The
essence of Napoleonic strategy was the
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ability to take advantage of rapidly
shifting ciroumstances within the frame-
work of a general plan.

Most pecple interested in military
history have some idea of the course
of the battle and of the legends sur-
rounding it. Duffy explodes many of
these legends. For example, the story
that thousands of Russians drowned in
the lakes on the southern edge of the
battlefield is simply not true. More
important, however, is the fact that
the author gives a fine analysis of
both the battle and Napoleon's gen-
eralship.

STEVEN T. ROSS
Naval War College

Froedman, Lawrence. U.S. Intelligence
and the Soviet Strategic Threat.
Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press,
1977. 235pp.

This book is a valuable primer for
anyone interested in understanding the
issues involved in strategic arms negotia-
tions. Although Freedman’s effort
leaves quite a bit to be desired, he does
succeed in weaving a generally coherent
picture of the process of U.S, strategic
arms policy development during the last
two decades. This is no small feat if one
considers, as Freedman does, the long
roster of ‘‘players' (Secretaries and
Under Sectetaries, Agency Directors,
Representatives and Senators, Aca-
dernics, Presidential advisors, generals
and admirals, and ‘'staffers’ of every
description) who were, at any given
time, likely to be participants in this
process. Far from being open to
straightforward analysis, the inter-
actions of these people were charac-
terized by a complex interplay of insti-
tutional, political, and ideological
motivations. Into this tapestry Freed-
man expertly weaves the story of the
CIA and the other intelligence agencies
as providers of the information and
estimates of Soviet strategic capabilities
and programs.
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In many ways, this “revised revigion”
of Freedman's Oxford D.Phil. thesisis a
history of the CIA's apparatus for esti-
mating the ‘strategic” capabilities of
the Soviet Union. He traces the rising
and falling influence of this apparatus
principally embodied in the Office of
National Estimates (ONE) through the
early years (the fifties), the overestima-
tions known as the “missile gap”
{1960), to the underestimations of the
mid to late sixties, and the final demise
of the ONE in 1973. We see the
formation of the Defense Intelligence
Agency (DIA) in 1961, and then Secre-
tary of Defense McNamara's preference
for CIA estimates to hold the military in
“check.” Later, Freedman describes the
ascendance of the National Security
Council (NSC) under Kissinger, in which
the National Intelligence Estimates
{NIEs} produced by the ONE were
changed from a coordinated effort foot-
noted by dissenters (DIA, etc.), to one
in which competing viewpoints were
much less diluted and Kissinger and his
NSC staff took over the interpretive role
(expressing the conclusions in National
Security Study Memoranda or NSSMs).
I should note at this point that if the
reader is beginning to gag on the
acronyms, this is only a sample of what
is in the book. Unfortunately, it is
unavoidable. From another viewpoint,
however, it is part of the story—the
amazing reqularity with which intelli-
gence boards, panels, and studies have
been formed and dissolved in the last 20
years, reflecting dissatisfaction (on the
parts of different people at different
times for different reasons) with what
had previously existed.

The author convincingly describes
the problem of the analyst(s) at-
tempting to provide useful information,
on a national scale, about an adversary
in an environment in which it is
assumed " ... that the outside world is
knowable, that it is the job of the
intelligence officer to know it, and that
if he fails to provide warning of some
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external event then that is a reflection
on his capabilities rather than the nature
of the world."” Making things even more
difficult is the fact that the intelligence
estimator's world is the world of the
future, and that a “...judgment on
what the Soviet Union will most likely
build, by way of military equipment,
requires some judgment on Soviet mili-
tary objectives.” As Freedman describes
it, the estimator’s response to this chal-
lenge is to approach an analysis with a
“set of expectations" about the target
country, or what he aptly names an
‘‘adversary image,”’ through which capa-
hilities and intentions are seen as inter-
dependent. This is markedly different
from the popular image of the cold-
blooded, facts-only, watchdog of enemy
behavior. A major theme of the book is
that this concept of adversary image has
played a key role in the continuing
controversy in the United States over
precisely what the Russiang are up to
and why.

About halfway through the book,
the author presents what appears to be a
central thesis: that the intelligence com-
munity was not really at fault in the
consistent failures to assess accurately
the Soviet strategic arms buildup of the
sixties. Instead, he argues, the in-
accurate estimates were caused by the
Soviets continual modification and
alteration of the program. He then
embarks on a highly speculative assess-
ment of Soviet thinking through a series
of crises (U.S. ICBM buildup under
Kennedy, Cuba, Vietnam, and the
Dominican Repuhlic, U.S. ABM and
MIRV development), each impelling
them to make shifts in their program.
Thus, the intelligence analysts were not
to blame as they based projections on
current capabilities that were always
changing. This unnecessary defense of
the intelligence community with a
totally unsupported argument reflects a
major weakness of the book, namely
that a great deal of Freedman's analysis

is highly speculative, or based upon
Publishel b¥ e '

unexplained sources. One explanation
for this is offered at the beginning of
the book, where the author advises that
the “about 50" interviews he conducted
in 1973 were confidential, that the
information thus acquired was in-
corporated in the text without refer-
ence, and that the reader must accord-
ingly *...take a certain amount on
trust...."

Notwithstanding this criticism, the
book is well worth reading for novices
as well as old hands and specialists, first
for its informed description of the
strategic intelligence process, but more
impottant because it grapples with the
confusing, often esoteric world of
modern weapons and the interaction of
people and institutions that underlies
U.S. strategic arms policy decisions.

G.J. KELLER
Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Marine Corps

Gabriel, Richard A. and Savage, Paul L.
Crisis in Command: Mismanagement
in the Army. New York: Hill and
Wang, 1978. 242pp.

This is a flawed book, one that many
will discount because it falls short of
fulfilling its academic and scholarly pre-
tensions. Supporting data, frequently
referred to, often fail to materialize;
much opinion is advanced as fact; and
there is a sometimes confusing melange
of description, diagnosis and highly pre-
scriptive assertion.

But to dismiss the book on these
grounds would be to mise the point. The
authors have something important to
say, and it has relevance for all the
services in the post-Vietnam, post-
Watergate, post-McNamara era. There is
something terribly wrong with the lead-
ership and the professional climate in
the Army today, they believe. These
two, now academicians but each with
some military service to draw upon, try
to explain what has caused the problems
and what can be done ahbout them. In
the process they are wrong about as
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often as they are right, but they never-
theless provide a wealth of provocative
and useful insights. The root cause of
current problems is, as they see it, the
harmful adoption of a managerial or
entrepreneurial ethos by the officer
corps in place of the traditional ethic
of service. The resultant managerial
careerism led in turn to distortion and
fabrication of reports, self-interest
instead of concern for the troops, the
frenzied rotation of leaders, the
tyranny of statistics, and eventually
the loss of unit coherence. It was not
the stress of combat in Vietnam, they
hold, that caused the Army to dis
integrate, Rather it was what the Army
did to itself.

What, then, should be done about it?
Gabriel and Savage have many sugges-
tions, some of which come too late; we
can't go back and pattern our units in
Vietnam on the French Groupes
Mobiles, for example. But they are
essentially correct when they argue that
“the case for reform was never made
from within the officer corps itself and
has yet to be made.” (With the signifi-
cant exception of the Army War College
Study on Military Professionalism.) So
their suggestions that ‘“alternatives to
resignation consistent with moral pro-
test must be developed,” that we could
do with fewer officers and especially far
fewer senior officers, that the frantic
pace of moves and reassignments must
be drastically reduced, that an autono-
mous Inspector General's organization
paralleling the chain of command and a
system of ad hoc honor boards at unit
level could be useful, and most funda-
mentally that the managerial ethos must
be rooted out and specifically rejected
are of real interest. And they tackle the
hard problem of how an existing organi-
zation, led by those who have prospered
under the existing climate, may be
persuaded to adopt and implement re-
formed values. They outline an inter-
esting model for effecting value change

rganization, in effect a strategy

PROFESSIONAL READING 109

for change, that seems to have
applicability far beyond the particular
problems they address. Thus they have
gone beyond just articulating the prob-
lems and their causes, providing ideas on
how to reform "an officet corps which
has lost both its ethical bearings and the
ability to develop and lead cohesive
combat units.” These are badly needed
for, as they point out, so far “virtually
no institutional changes have bheen
undertaken.'

But the authors are so determined
to make their point that in some cases
they go beyond the facts to advance
arqguments they should know are not
correct, It was not, for example,
‘'personal connections, educational
background (the West Point Protective
Association), and the ticket-punching
calculus of career advancement” that
resulted in numerous reserve officers
being discharged during successive
reductions in force, while sometimes
less able reqular officers continued to
serve, but rather the statutory tenure
that regular officers were accorded by
law. The Army sought legislative relief
from this dilemma for years, finally
obtaining it, but not before much
damage had been done. In contrasting
the drop in ROTC enrollment and the
increase in size of the officer corps
during a given period, they neglect to
mention that the Military Academy
doubled in size during that time. And
while they are critical of West Point in
many respects, perhaps justifiably so,
they base 2 number of their points on
incorrect characterizations of the
pedagogical practices there. This list
could be extended.

But taken for what it is, an extended
impressionistic essay, this book has
value for anyone willing to entertain the
notion that Chicken Little may have
been right and interested in doing some-
thing about it.

LEWIS SORLEY
Central Intelligence Agency

in an o
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Grayson, Benson L., ed. The American
Image of Russia: 1917-1977. New
York: Ungar, 1978, 388pp.

Gibert, Stephen P. Soviet Images of
America. New York: Crane &
Russak, 1977. 167pp.

Those who are looking for evidence
to support a theory of convergence
between Soviet and U.S. societies will
find very little comfort in reading these

two books. And those who naturally °

assume from the titles, that they will be
looking at mirror images will also be
surprised, The two books are not at all
alike. In fact, in a rather curious way,
they reflect the societies that produced
them. The American Image of Russia,
edited and with an introduction by a
former scholar and foreign service
officer, Benson Lee Grayson, presents
no recognizable 'image’ but rather re-
flects a confusing diversity. Soviet
Images of America, by Stephen P.
Gibert, an academic consultant,
describes a view that has the consistency
of a theology with its customary con-
comitants of tediousness and irration-
ality,

Let it be said at the outset that we
must be grateful for both books. The
American Image of Russia brings to-
gother many important, and indeed in-
teresting, articles and speeches assessing
the Soviet Union. The range is heavily
on the side of the decisionmakers, presi-
dents, secretaries of state and ambassa-
dors—a npolitical ‘'elite” as popular
terminclogy would put it—and therefore
gives us a rather unusual, nonacademic,
perspective. The few statements by dis-
appointed leftists—sounding like
abandoned lovers—and now outdated
Soviet supporters, sounding like the
children of nature, give some sense of
the extremes of informed opinion but
no sense of explanation.

Reading John Reed between Herbert
Hoover and Bainbridge Colby, a former
Secretary of State, leads to intellectual
hiccups. Nevertheless, John Reed,

famous for his Ten Days that Shook the
World, holds his own. One must admire
his extraordinary power to reduce com-
plex issues to resounding, but childlike,
statements, He calls the Russian revolu-
tion an adventure ‘‘the most marvelous
mankind ever embarked upon, sweeping
into history at the head of the toiling
masses and staking everything on their
vast and simple desires.” ‘'Vast"” their
desires certainly were, but if they were
“simple” then they were simple as the
desires of God are.

The problem with a hook like this, at
least for this reviewer, is that it is not
really the American “image” of Russia.
Instead it is simply a collection of
interesting articles and statements
selected without any very apparent prin-
ciple except for chronological order and
an eye to the significance of the
authors. Nevertheless, all of the articles
are revealing and three or four contain
significant information that is still often
overlooked. For example, there is an
excerpt from the Autobiography of
Lincoln Steffans, the great American
muckraker, in which he reports an
interview with Lenin in 1919, Lenin
argued for the necessity of a terror in
order to exterminate the middle class or
to force it out of Russia. We have
become so used to accepting terror as
one of the normal methods of the
Soviet leaders and to the idea that the
leader of their cult, Lenin, had a com-
passionate and humane core, that it
comes as a shock to be reminded that he
was as cruel as the rest from his sarliest
days in power.

Another fascinating selection, “Slave
Labor,”" comes from a trade union
newspaper. The article is interesting on
two counts: because it is written by a
member of the proletariat, the class in
whose name the revolution was fought;
and because it is unusual to see the
proletariat represented in a collection of
articles on the Soviet Union, a field
dominated by intellectuals, journalists,
and politicians. What could more
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convincingly underscore the alienation
of Soviet communism from its Marxist
ideals, the transformation of a workers'
utopia into the nightmare of the inden-
tured servitude, than this proletarian
damnation that starkly, shockingly,
argues that the laborers in the Soviet
Union are nothing more than slaves?

It is certainly a defect of the selec-
tion principle that some more balanced
views are not presented. Surely there are
apologists for the Soviet Union from the
new left who make some sense. Surely
somsthing more conciliatory could have
been found than the article reflecting
the sweet innocence of Hubert
Humphrey or another showing the
political rationalizations of Lyndon
Johnson. As it is, the brunt of the
apologia is borne by Corliss Lamont, a
writer and left politician. But his credi-
hility foundered when he argued in the
late fifties that the purge trials of the
thirties were ‘‘genuine,"’

Considering their extraordinary im-
portance, reaction to the purge trials of
the thirties is not properly represented
in this book. Where, for instance, are
the bizarre statements of Joseph E.
Davies, our Ambassador to the Soviet
Union in 19367 Based on his own
extensive experience as a trial lawyer
and statesman, he pronounced himself
satisfied that the parade of old Bolshe-
viks, war heroes, and statesmen did
indesd deserve to be shot for desiring to
soll their fatherland to the Japanese,
Swiss and Czechs.

Why is it so important to keep that
incredible deception in the forefront of
our consciousness? Because it shows us
how prone we are to rationalize the
irrational, to keep the surface of reality
neat and orderly. Because he sent
George Kennan out for sandwiches and
was taken in by the trials, we dismiss
Ambassador Davies now, but he was an
adviser to Presidents, a distinguished
man of his time and if he was taken in
who would not have been? The answer
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In any case, that event, the purges,
were an eruption from a rotten core of
Soviet society, a core that remains
unreconciled and uncontained. They
were a culmination of events foreseen in
the twenties by John Dos Passos and
Emma Goldman, represented by two
fascinating articles in this book, both
idealists who wanted to believe in the
Revolution, but who already saw the
crualty.

We must take the editor to task,
however, Having compiled a volume of
such fascinating but troubling reading,
he cannot escape our legitimate de-
mands for an explanation with the little
inanity that concludes the introduc-
tion—* ... the United States image of
Russia will probably be determined
primarily as it has for the past sixty
years by the day-to-day and year-to-year
actions of the Soviet Union and the
responses of the United States govern-
ment," If Grayson's selection of articles
is not dishonest then that staternent—if
it is taken seriously at all, and obviously
it should not be—is incorrect as well as
vapid.

This book with all its defects of
randomness and discontinuity may serve
a major purpose, however, if it inspires a
serious effort to analyze the love-hate
relationship between the Soviet Union
and the United States since the revolu-
tion. That task is a monumental one for
which this book documents the need.

Soviet Images of America, by Stephen
B. Gibert, a Georgetown professor, is a
book that could not have baen written in
the Soviet Union. Even if speeches had
been made there—and one may be fairly
certain that they have not been—calling
for patience, sympathy and understand-
ing of America, they could not have
been published. Thus it is up to foreign
scholars to try to sort out the Soviet
image of America, an image that must
necessarily be doctrinaire, almost an
icon of official thought.

Those who deal with primary Soviet
gources must be very grateful to Gibolaﬁ



War College: February 1979 Review

112 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

for performing the very tedious job of
sorting through the endless stream of
parroted formulations that takes the
place of political discussion in the
Soviet Union. (The uninitiated may not
be aware of the fact that following a
year's worth of political tracts from the
newspaper Pravda would be less interest-
ing than reading a collection of Vatican
speeches on abortion. What one watches
for are variations in emphasis, changes
in footnotes, renumberings of priorities.
This does not make for very exciting
reading, although we must all grant that
it is quite essential reading if we want
civilization to survive in a Western
World.)

The problem Gibert faced was how to
make a readable and convincing book.
That is a considerable challenge, for not
only is the original material tedious, but
American readers tend not to believe
standard Soviet statements. They seem to
take the position that Comrade Marshal,
two-time winner of the Order of Lenin,
Central Committee Member Ivan Ivano-
vich Ivanov does not really mean what he
says about the need to eliminate the
American threat. The process by which
the American reader comes to that con-
clusion is never clear. Nor is it ever clear
what Comrade Marshal Ivanov means if
he did not mean what he said. Why, one
wonders, is it more comforting to the
American intellectual to deal with a
world in which no one means what he
says? How, one wonders, does the Ameri-
can think that the Soviets organize their
vast country so that everyone repeats the
same tedious formulations that indeed no
one means?

Gibaert's technique for dealing with
these problems was to open with some
pretty big and frightening guns. He
recalled the failures of perception about
the Japanese, the Sino-Soviet split, the
Cuban situation, the Yom Kippur war
and so on. The point is well made,
therefore, that we should not trust our
judgments and should be wary of our
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The reader naturally hopes that Gibert
will put the problem of perceptions in
some reasonable order. However that
hope is soon dashed when he writes:

With reqard to Russian percep-
tions, however, it may be possible
to affect those views which do not
lie at the core of their national
self image, and are not fundamen-
tal to the Marxist-Leninist belief
system. And of course, as some
people are more receptive to re-
ligious teachings than others, so
also can it be assumed that convic-
tions about communism and its
apocalyptic view of the future
vary among Soviet leaders.

How could Gibert, who, in preparing
this book, must have steeped himself in
little beyond war, revolution and
death—60 of the cruelist years in his-
tory—propose such a bland formula-
tion? Or is that his terrifying message?
That there is nothing else to do but to
try to trim around the edges?

Gibert’s cullings of materials from
the Soviet press is quite useful. The
book is indeed ‘very valuable and in-
formative,”’ fulfilling the hope expressed
for it by Richard Foster in his introduc-
tion. Methodologically, however, it does
not help us to assess the degree to which
the Soviets are serious about what they
say. Perhaps that is an effort that
Foster, the Stanford Research Institute,
and Gibert will undertake next. We can
hope so.

ROBERT B. BATHURST
Harvard University

Herz, Martin F., ed. Decline of the
West? George Kennan And His
Critics. Washington Ethics and Public
Policy Center, Georgetown Univer-
sity, 1978. 173pp.

If you want a place in history,
scribble! This rule has been upheld as
valid back in time through Machiavelli
to Thucydides at least—both statesmen

and commanders out of power, left to
, 1979
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write about it. The silent statesman
bows to the articulate scribe. Historical
scholarship is built with documentary
bricks and the art of the chronicler. He
who writes history determines it; and
jdeas reshape facts,

So it has been with George F. Ken-
nan. His contribution to the world has
been his writing, not his accomplish-
ment in action as a diplomatist. His has
been a great contribution, not least
because of his genius with words. There
is an old story told in the State Depart-
ment to the effect that Dean Acheson
used to take George Kennan's memo
randa on policy and assign them to an
aide for rewriting. Supposedly the aide
was instructed to paraphrase them into
standard, pedestrian State Department
prose and then return them to Acheson
for consideration of the recommenda-
tions, Acheson did not wish to be
seduced or beguiled by Kennan's elo-
quence as he considered the substance
of Kennan's thought.

If you have the ability to coin an
epigram, or write a truly memorable
phrase, you had better be careful which
way your gun is pointed. After success-
fully articulating the rationale of U.S.
policy in the cold war, Kennan has
spent the past 30 years trying to undo
his handiwork and curb the onrushing
enthusiasm of his disciples. The result
has been that Kennan has moved from
advocacy of “firm containment, de-
signed to confront the Russians with
unalterable counterforce at every point
where they show signs of encroaching
upon the interests of a peaceful and
stable world,"” to the following position:
"Let us divest ourselves of this {nuclear)
weapon altogether; let us stake our
safety on God's grace and our own good
consciences and on that measure of
common sense and humanity which
even our adversaries possess. .. ."

So George Kennan has become a
neoisolationist, willing even to say:
“Rather red than dead.” But such is his
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tinguished scholars have made careers
on interpreting and reinterpreting his
thought. The little book under review is
just such a reinterpretation.

Point by point, Kennan’s opponents
appear to have the better of the argu-
ment. This is largely due to Kennan's
self-assurance in taking incautious posi-
tions. For example, Kennan says: "I
don’t believe in the ability of the Rus-
sians to control Western Europe. They
just would not know how. They are too
crude and clumsy for any such exploits.”
Having been in Prague myself in 1948,
when the Communists took power there,
and having seen how Soviet planes and
tanks restored Soviet influence in
Czechoslovakia in 1968, 1 am skeptical of
Kennan's assertion. Czechoslovakia is an
advanced nation, too.

If the foregoing is true, however, it
becomes all the more worthwhile to
find and savor Kennan's insights as he
has much to say to all of us, as always.
He speaks wisely of the limits of power.
As Eugene Rostow says, ''Kennan is an
impressionist, a poet, not an earthling."

The book is derivative, consisting of
reprints from a variety of sources.
Martin F. Herz, the editor, contributes
only six pages of his own to the text,
That is a pity as Herz also writes well.

But the book is worth reading. [t deals
with the central foreign policy question
of ourtimes. Kennan's thought hasdomi-
nated our intellectual perception of the
Russian-American relationship for 30
years. His shadow will extend far into the
future. Those who wish to understand
recent history and ponder the prospects
ahead must contend with George Ken-
nan, one way or another.

AMBASSADOR NATHANIEL DAVIS
Naval War College

Johnson, David. Napoleon's Cavalry and
its Leaders. New York: Hclmes and
Meier, 1978. 191pp.

If you are interested in fascinating

nedinenge and  eloquegce, that dis. . o details about the French Imperial
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Cavalry, this is a book for you. More-
over, David Johnson provides vignettes
about the lives of Napoleon's cavalry
generals and gives precise narrations of
numerous cavalry engagements.

What is lacking in this book is any
attempt at an analysis of the French
Cavalry's organization, tactics, and de-
velopment. There i no attempt to
compare the social composition of the
cavalry with other branches of the
French Army. Finally, the author does
not attempt to render any overall judge-
ment on the utility of the mounted arm
during the Napoleonic Wars,

Still, one must not be too harsh,
Johnson's book is well written and
profusely illustrated. It illuminates
many interesting and important details
of the cavalry's services.

STEVEN T. ROSS
Naval War College

Middleton, Drew. The Duel of the
Giants: China and Russia in Asia,
New York: Scribner, 1978. 231pp.
Drew Middleton, the military corre-

spondent of The New York Times,
toured China for 3 weeks in the autumn
of 1976 as the guest of the People's
Republic of China. This popularly writ-
ten book chronicles his impressions of
that trip. It i8 a book mainly about
China, The flavor is sympathetic to the
Chinese, although he does not hesitate
to point out Chinese shortcomings, The
duel is seen through Chinese eyes: they
are preparing against an attack by tech-
nologically superior “polar bears’ from
the North.

Can the People's Liberation Army
withstand a Soviet conventional attack?
Middleton doesn’t see how, given
present Chinese doctrine, training and
logistics. The Chinese advantages lie in
manpower and morale, Could the Chi-
nese nation eventually consumae a Sovist
Army in a protracted struggle? Middle-
ton would not be willing to so predict.

did predict that outcome in the sup-
pressed 1984.)

Given the likelihood of some success-
ful Soviet military action against China,
the issue for Moscow, according to
Middleton, is whether to attack before
China can modernize the PLA or to wait
for political change to make a military
solution unnecessary. The risk in
waiting is that in 20 years, after Chinese
military modernization, an attack could
have much less chance of success.

Although the Soviets have assembled
a large force on the border and in Outer
Mongolia (43 divisions (reinforced),
with hundreds of tactical nuclear mis-
siles and 900-1400 modern air defense
and close support aircraft), and their
doctrine and tactics are those of blitz-
krieg, it is possible that the Soviet
purpose is political and defensive. That
is, the Red Army is so strong that if
China should try any means but negotia-
tion to resolve differences, Moscow
would respond militarily with lightning
speed and deadly intensity. This, of
course, is only one assessment of Soviet
intentions, and Middleton credits it to
Lt., Gen. DeWitt C. Smith, Jr., USA,
Commandant of the Army War College.
Another assessment would be that Mos-
cow's drive for detente and confirmed
national borders in Europe in the early
saventies was done to free Soviet forces
for offensive action against China, Mili-
tary operations could be imminent.
Middleton discusses both the “garrison”’
and the “striking force' assessments,
but does not choose. Instead, he falls
back on the Churchillian description of
Russia as an enigma.

Chapters 6 through 10 of this book
are particularly good. Here Middleton
analyzes the installations, organization,
logistics, equipment, and tactics of, and
military prospects for both sides. This
kind of analysis is his forte. What
becomes clear is that although the
Soviets have marked advantages in al-
most all military accounts over the

pubFhed Bussian.novelist oAndmeic Ararlcikons, Chinese, they are nonetheless faced withi 17
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serious problems in sustaining an in-
tense conflict with China, Perhaps the
most important corrective step they
have taken is to construct, at great
expense, the $1.5 billion Baikal-Amur
Mainline (BAM) to the north of the
vulnerable Trans-Siberian. Even so,
their consumption could exceed their
resupply capability in a war with
China.

For their part, the Chinese seem to
contemplate surviving Soviet con-
ventional or nuclear strikes and win-
ning a protracted struggle. Although
they undoubtedly would fire their
modest force of nuclear missiles if
attacked by Soviet missiles, the Chi-
nese strategy relies heavily on passive
defense. They showed these passive
defenses to Middleton. In Chapter 10
he describes the underground fortress
system engineered by the Chinese
people early in this decade. For those
readers who have heard of Chinese
tunnel technology but are not fully
conversant with all the Chinese have
done, Middleton provides the best in-
formation in print so far.

In an important strategic assessment,
Middleton concludes that there is little
hope for permanent reconciliation be-
tween Peking and Moscow. He says
“The quarrel may abate. There even
may be a rapprochement..., evén
though this would require a revolution
in national and ideological outlooks by
both parties. But this would lead only
to a temporary truce, for the roots of
conflict run too deep.”

Although parts of this book already
have been dated by the Treaty of Peace
and Friendship signed by China and
Japan, for the serious student of the
Sino-Soviet rift it should provide eye
. witness flavor and some new insights.
For a reader entering this fascinating
field for the first time, Duel of the
Giants will be an eye opener.

WILLIAM A. PLATTE
U.8. N
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Mooney, Michael and Stuber, Florian,
eds. Small Comforts For Hard Times.
New York: Columbia University
Press, 1977. 402pp.

This collection of 25 essays deals
with five broad themes: justice and
human equality, private rights and the
public good, technology and the ideal of
human progress, war and social order,
and education and the good society.
The product of an extensive series of
conferences on the humanities and pub-
lic policy issues, the collection takes as
its premise that "“the humanities give
light when used as aids to the under-
standing of current urgencies.” I found
no real comfort in these educators’,
lawyers', philosophers’, architects’, and
doctors’ debate on urgent public issues,
nor light cast on the dark social prob-
lems these humanists purport to
analyze, Unfortunately, the positive
proposals and recommendations are
often obscured by a competitive erudi-
tion that characterlzes many of the
selections. However, if one is interested
in some novel and interesting concepts
of our society, in addition to straight-
forward, no nonsense discussions of
anthropocentricity, broethics, neo-
morts, the social versus the scientific
meaning of buildings, embourgeoise-
ment, the rights of rocks, and the
decline of humanities in secondary edu-
cation, this is definitely a book for his
shelf.

As an anthology of relatively short
pieces, each broken down into sub-
sections, the book provides those with
specific interests an opportunity to pick
and choose by author or subject. Some
of the selections are enjoyable reading
and their ideas are clearly set forth in
simple prose, but the book as a work
requires painfully slow and detailed
reading, partly because of the com-
plexity of the subjects and partly be-
cause writers must fesl a compulsion to
cast their ideas in an obscure, obtuse,
pedantic manner. In my view, the stand-

out selections include:
2/36 118
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“Justice-Compensatory and Distri-
butive’’— A thoughtful discussion of dis-
crimination and reverse discrimination
using Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics
as a base.

“Private Rights and the Public
Good”"—An argument that the private
rights and public good are not an
either/or situation and that our tradi-
tional framework for analyzing them
may be outmoded.

“On Privacy and Community’—
Treats the terms privacy and com-
munity as related and attempts to de-
fine privacy in terms of community.

*'Do Rocks Have Rights'’—Interesting
arqument for environmental ethics and
the recovery of our traditional ethical
perspective.

“Living With Scarcity"~The prob-
lems of scarcity (hunger, pain, and
deprivation) will not be solved by tech-
nology alone but the author offers a
plan liberally injected with both ethics

and technology, for coping with
scarcity.
'“The Technology of Life and

Death"—Fascinating approach to the
implications of the traditional definition
of death and effect of some suggested
changes on our society.

“Reflections on War, Utopias and
Temporary Systems"'--Calls for the con-
centration of society’s energies on ex-
tending the institutions that elicit man's
more noble qualities, some of which are
found in war and not in utopia,

“*The University and American
Society” —Supports the tenets of liberal
education and stresses the importance
of the study of humanities in the
context of the development of Ameri-
can education and its place in society
today.

“Some Questions in General Educa-
tion Today''—Discusses the dilemma of
technical training versus education and
the reproductive qualities that a liberal
education imparts to a society. Marcus
offers some suggestions to reduce the

In sum, there are some small comforts
in the book. I think that it’s a handy
quide to looking at macropublic issues
in a different, often unique manner. The
comforts, however, are sufficiently
small that their availability in the local
library is sufficient.

JOHN P. MORSE
Lisutenant, U.S. Navy

Morgan, William J., et al,, eds. Auto-
biography of Rear Admiral Charles
Wilkes, U.S. Navy, 1798-1877. Wash-
ington: Naval History Division, 1978.
930pp.

The Naval History Division has pub-
lished, with a minimum of editorial
comment, the lengthy autobiography of
Charles Wilkes, the officer who com-
manded the U.S. Exploring Expedition
in 1838-1842, and who removed the
Confederate Commissioners Mason and
Sidell from the British packet steamer
Trent in 1862. Both events were contro-
versial then, and remain so today. But
this newly available volume does not
illuminate either event so well as it does
the bizarre personality of Wilkes him-
self, who stands condemned by his own
hand in these pages as petty, sancti-
monious and tyrannical,

The hest patt of the book is Wilkes'
account of his years as a midshipman in
the old sailing navy of the 1820s and
30s. But as he progresses in rank, his
account assumes more and more the
character of a diatribe: his commanding
officers were out to get him; the Secre-
tary of the Navy was his enemy; all his
subordinates were incompetent,
mutinous, or both. What is surprising is
not that Wilkes was twice court-
martialed for his imperious activities
when in command at sea, but that he
was ever given a command at sea.

A recent volume by William Stanton
entitled The Great United States Ex-
ploring Expedition of 1838-1842
(Berkeley, 1975) in which Wilkes is

puteRRatiye nature ol highaeeducationmmons, postrayed as a stiff martinet is herein |,
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afforded ample reinforcement, Wilkes
writes that his lieutenants (many of
whom later signed a testimonial against
him) were ‘‘scum ...mean and
cowardly.” But Wilkes' accounts of his
own action provide more than sufficient
grounds for their protests.

As for the Trent affair, which so
nearly brought England into the Ameri-
can Civil War on behalf of the Con-
federacy, Wilkes has relatively little to
say except that he believed "I had done
nothing more than my duty and should
do it again if placed under similar
circumstances.” As for the courts
martial that followed both incidents,
Wilkes claims that Secretaries of the
Navy Upshur and Welles were both
incompetent scoundrels who drummed
up charges against him out of jealousy
and political partisanship. Though the
courts were packed against him, he
writes, he was able to overcome their
prejudice because of the manifest virtue
of his actions.

Much of the volume is filled with
trivial travelogues of Wilkes' summer
trips and family life, but the active duty
portions provide an interesting view of
this 19th century Captain Queeg.

CRAIG 5YMONDS
U.8. Naval Academy

Overholt, William H., ed. Asia’s Nuclear
Futurs. Boulder, Colo.: Westview
Press, 1977, 285pp.

In a world of perplexing problems,
nuclear proliferation stands as one of
the most perplexing. Replete with
ethnocentric pitfalls, technical com-
plexities and substantial dangers for
global stability, the prospect of nuclear
spread has challenged the thoughtful
and the thoughtless alike. Perhaps even
more distressing than the specter of
“living in a nuclear-armed crowd,” has
been the proliferation of books and
articles on the subject, many with only
the saving grace that they evidence short
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case with Asia’s Nuclear Future, which
proves to be a thoughtful book that
enhances our understanding of this
important issue, rather than merely
adding to the din.

Edited by William Overholt of the
Hudson Institute, Asia’s Nuclear Future
consists of seven chapters, two of which
previously appeared as journal articles.
The thematic thread for the volume is
provided in the opening chapter by
Lewis Dunn (also of Hudson) and Over-
holt. Eschewing the country-by-country
study and the action-reaction dyad as
appropriate frameworks for the study of
proliferation, they proffer a new meta-
phor, the "nuclear proliferation chain."
Dunn and Overholt argue: ''the decision
by the initial country to go nuclear
triggers a proliferation chain encompass-
ing anywhere from two to ten addi-
tional proliferation decisions.” Thus,
one chain includes India, Pakistan, Iran,
Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Eqypt, Syria, Libya,
Israel, Brazil and Argentina.

While the ‘‘chain’ metaphor offers
great promise for briefing charts, it is
hard to concede that an analytical
breakthrough has occurred; the ‘‘dis-
covery’’ seems to be that a state's
decisions in the nuclear realm are un-
likely to be ignored in the international
milieu. Nonetheless, the explication of
interrelationships is a useful and com-
mendable enterprise that the interested
reader will find informative. In a later
chapter Dunn develops the “India,
Pakistan, Iran ... ' chain; however, one
would have hoped that the frugal contri-
bution (15 pages) had been considerably
expanded, given the enormity of the
subject matter. Overholt's subsequent
chapter on Eastern Asia is somewhat
meatier, and he does provide interesting
discussion of both the Korean and the
Taiwanese cases. In both cases he con-
cludes that nuclear weapons would be a
rather poor second to the preferred
'weapon''—continuing security ties with
the United States. Overholt's analysis

heeps: PTIYes:,, Eortunately, this is.not the o .can only remind us that a precipitoys
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diminution of security assistance and
troop deployment may be more painful
in the long run than the maintenance of
such support.

Two Harvard-based contributors,
Jonathan D. Pollack, a China expert,
and COnwar Marwah, an authority on the
Indian nuclear program, provide compe-
tent contributions on the Chinese and
Indian programs respectively. Pollack
demonstrates to this reviewer's satisfac-
tion that the principled Chinese doc-
trine that nuclear weapons are only
instruments of defense is both sup-
ported by known deployments and the
product of a carefully thought out—
aven plodding—policy. Marwah's some-
what sympathetic account of the Indian
program from 1950-1976 is a useful
overview of the Indian case (which
perhaps should even be traced to the
establishment of the Indian Atomic
Energy Commission in 1948).

In a frankly exciting 55-page chapter
(that alone is worth the price of this
book), Herbert Passin, a Columbia Uni-
versity authority on Japan, attacks and
demolishes a number of preconceptions
that often cloud any effort to under-
stand the prospect of Japanese develop-
ment of nuclear weapons. Using rela-
tively recent and varied public opinion
survey data, Passin argues that contrary
to the common wisdom: younger Japa-
nese are more, rather than less, opposed
to higher levels of armament; that the
Japanese public is more concerned
about raw material, energy and market
problems than foreign military threats
(although he does seem to depreciate
security concerns, thus contradicting
the very data he provides); that South
Korea is not deemed vital to Japanese
security; that in fact, Japan is most
likely to remain neutral in the event of a
renewed Korean conflict; and, that the
ruling Liberal Democratic Party is
neither of one voice on nuclear weap-
ons, nor the only significant force in
military policy. Passin describes the

brsad puklic sonsensus asfeUOMSital Commondoek. While the book tends to be rather 12,

The mainstreamm of Japanese
opinion is today against the adop-
tion of nuclear weapons. Al-
though some consetvatives may be
willing to contemplate their neces-
sity some time in the future, there

is virtually complete agreement

that they are not for Japan today.

Passin then concludes with an in-
formed consideration of those factors
that may lead to the nuclear decision.
Notably, the loss of U.S. credibility
leads the list, only to he closely fol-
lowed by the not farfetched possibility
of a sharp break with the United States.
Seventeen thought-proveking scenarios
for Japanese development of nuclear
weapons are provided by Pasgin, several
of which deserve careful contemplation.
In sum, Passin’s chapter is an important
contribution to the literature and will
no doubt be widely recognized as such.

Asia’s Nuclear Future concludes with
a splendid chapter by William Overholt
in which he treats the U.S. nuclear
posture in Asia. His keen and pro-
vocative comments on U.S. nuclear
deployments in Korea are especially
important. He extensively discusses the
dilemma of forward-based nuclear weap-
ons that offer only three unattractive
options in the event of a serious attack:
early use, capture or ignominious re-
treat. To correct this unsavory situation,
he proposes rear-basing (outside of
Korea), which while adding geographical
separation would still allow delivery
without delay (given the timelag for
Executive approval regardless of locale).
Such proposals are particularly appro-
priate, given the geography of Korea
which is rather well disposed to a
nonnuclear defense.

In conclusion, Asia’s Nuclear Future,
while somewhat uneven (this seems to
bhe de rigueur for any edited work)
offers a timely and informed discussion
of a most important question. An index
and bibliography would have consider-
ably improved the usefulness of the
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more speculative and less technically
informed than many readers would
prefer, it is still a solid contribution to
the literature.

AUGUSTUS R. NORTON
Major, U.S, Army

Smith, Charles E. From the Deep of the
Sea. Annapolis: U.S. Naval Institute
Press, 1977. 288pp.

Little has remained the same in the
century and a half since Cunningham
wrota:

The hollow oak our palace is,

Our heritage the sea.

What one hopes has not changed is the

spirit of the men who can claim that

heritage and can include in it the ex-
periences of a surgeon in a 355-ton

whaling ship that sailed from Hull on 19

February 1866 and returned 14 months

later with what was left of a ragged,

scurvy-ridden, starving crew.

The whaling done by Diana and
indeed all of the ships of Hull was not
the 2 or 3-year voyages as the Ameri-
cans made to the South Seas but was a
seasonal trek to the Greenland Seas, the
first weeks devoted to sealing and then
up through Davig Strait and into Baffin
Bay for the whales. Stores were taken
for a voyage of about 8 months.

Ship's Surgeon Smith, whose diary
this book is, was making his first trip to
sea and he recorded everything that
interested him-the ship, the sea, the
sailors, fish, seals, flowers, birds, liter-
ally everything, even sea stories that
seemed pertinent to his activities.

By mid-July Diana had caught two
whales, no seals, and was near the
mouth of Ponds Bay in Baffin Bay's
upper reaches. Where fishing should
have been best, Diana (and other ships
in the area) found nothing but gales and
ice. Toward the first of August the
season, such as it was, was obviously
over and it was time for ‘‘haim to my
ain countree.” August was spent trying
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increasing ice. Baffin Land to the Waest,
ice to the south, and contrary winds
forced the ship to make her way north
and east to Melville Bay on the north-
west coast of Greenland and to try to
make her southing from there. But
conditions were worse so she returned
to the west water. Several times Diana
was pinched in the ice and only hy
putting sailors with hawsers on the ice
(and overfiring the hoiler of her 30hp
engine) did she warp herself free and
often that was into a hole of water from
which there was no exit. Another
whaler, Intrepid, fell in with Diana and
for a few days they searched together
for a way out. Intrepid, with 60hp and
90 tons of coal, promised not to forsake
Diana but on 1 September Intrepid
managed to force her way into clear
water and, perhaps thinking Diana
would be able to follow, sailed out of
sight.

For three weeks Diana sailed among
the gathering floes, seeking the open
ocean, but on 21 Septembar the captain
determined that his only course was to
drive the ship into the icepack, from
which it might be liberated in April, and
drift with it into the Atlantic. The ship
had already been on short rations for a
month, could continue that rate of
consumption for 2 months, but could
expect to be in the ice for 6 months
with no hope of adding fish, fowl, or
animal to the larder.

The impressionable reader should
read the rest of the diary in the heat of
Augqust when well fed and well rested.
Fuel ran out and pieces of the ship not
necessary for shelter or for ultimate safe
navigation were burned. Finally, only a
small fire to boil tea and thaw food was
allowable. lce formed on the cabin
bulkheads, in the men’s clothing and
bedding; the whale-oil lamps had to be
warmed before they would light; the
clock refused to operate; and pumps
that had to be operated continually to
keep the ship afloat (ice pressure had

hitpstPaEiRA B WY, QUL thrapal the; JaRidLY ., QPened many of her seams) had to be
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dismantled several times each day to
clear them of ice. Breakfasts were half a
biscuit spread with cook’s fat (which
Smith described as brown axle greass),
dinners the same with the addition of an
ounce or so of boiled meat or catmeal
or suet. By late February, everyone on
board looked forward to the twice-a-
week banquet of soup made of hiscuit
dust and table scraps that the cook had
providentially saved early in the voyage
with a view to selling it as pig's food on
return to Hull. The captain died the day
after Christmas of cold and fatigue.
Scurvy was first detected in early Janu-
ary {with only three gallons of inferior—
later frozen—lime juice on board) and
the first scurvy death occurred in mid-
February.

Some breakup of the ice began in
early March and after 2 weeks of strug-
gle Diana was free of the ice and
homeward bound on 17 March, arriving
in the Shetlands on 2 April. Two of the
13 men who died (of a crew of 51) did
50 within sight of home.

The diary teaches no strategic, tacti-
cal, nor even seamanship lessons. It is
inconceivable that any seaman of today
could find himself in similar circum-
stances. But some men continue to be
called on to cope with conditions seem-
ingly unendurable. And some of them
find something to draw on, to sustain
them and that they did and do so and
how they did and do it are worthy of
our attention, if not to instruct us then
to inspire us.

W.R, PETTYJOHN
Commander, U.S. Navy

Sobel, Lester A., ed. Political Terrorism,
Volume 2: 1974-78. New York:
Facts on File, 1978. 279pp.

Sobel, Lester A., Palestinian Impasse:
Arab Guerrillas & International Ter-
ror. New York: Facts on File, 1977.

282pp.
The public is congtantly blitzed with

“indexes'’ that purport to measure
everything from the economy to morale
in the military. While there is no precise
index for the effect of contemporary
political terrorism on our collective con-
sciousness, there can be no doubt that
the terrorism phenomena would rate
very highly on any such scale. Consider
for example that one standard library
reference lists over 40 nonfiction books
‘in print” on the subject of terrorism
and that this represents a doubling over
a 2-.year period. Or consider the hun-
dreds of novels (ranging from literature
to thrillers to pulps} that feature casts
of terrorists whose aspirations range
from survival to controlling the world.

Unfortunately, most works on ter-
rorism—whether fiction or nonfiction,
and sometimes a single book will be a
blend of each—present a point of view
that is by definition coloted by the
prejudices of its author. It is simply
difficult to get the facts without an
accompanying sermon on the depravity
(ot virtuousness) of terrorism by sub-
national groups {or governments). Thus,
it is very refreshing to find sources for
factual accounts that allow the reader to
draw his own conclusions.

Both Palestinian Impasse and Politi-
cal Terrorism are straightforward
presentations of facts, and do allow the
reader to draw his own conclusions.
Published by the Facts on File Corpora-
tion, renowned for its standard library
reference of the same name, each book
represents a compilation of the signifi-
cant news and developments in the
Arab-Israeli conflict, and the problem of
terrorism respectively.

Palestinian Impasse treats the devel-
opments in the Arab-Israeli conflict
since the 1967 war up to the middle of
1977, while Political Terrorism, Volume
2 provides coverage from 1974 to May
1978 (the cutoff seems to have been the
murder of Alde Moro). The terrorism
volume is organized geographically, with
very strong sections of the Middle East

PebREOMEt LS windifatass: 2ad  ,and, Latin America, while the other
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volume is organized more or less
chronologically,

As might be expected, there is con-
siderable overlap between the two vol-
umes in the treatment of the Middle
East, but this is probably defensible.
The only real deficiency appears to be
the indexes, which could have been
rather more complete. For example, the
terrorist incident at the December 1975
meeting of the Organization of Petrole-
um Exporting Countries (OPEC) in
Vienna is treated succinctly in Political
Terrorism, but the reader would never
find it in the index (whether he
searched under “OPEC,” ‘'Vienna,"
“Austria,’” or any of the fedayeen
organizations, or for that matter
“Carlos''—who after all led the raid).
This is an important criticism, as the
greatest value of books such as these is
as reference works. It should also be
indicated, as the reader may have al-
ready noted, that Palestinian Impasse is
far broader in scope than its subtitle
would indicate,

Those who are interested in the
subjects encompassed by these books—
whether professionally or avocationally
—will find Palestinian Impasse and
Political Terrorism useful sources for
the raw data. Neither of the books have
great armchair reading potential, but
they do deserve consideration for inclu-
sion in private and institutional libraries.

AUGUSTUS R. NORTON
Major, U.5. Army

Southworth, Herbert Rutledge.
Guernica! Guernica! Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1977.
537pp.

Herbert Southworth is a certified
aficionado of the Spanish Civil War, and
this 500-page study is a reflection of this
interest. It is without doubt the most
heavily researched and documented re-
statement of the ex post facto obvious
since Will Shakespeare's would-be lover
was subjected to literary scrutiny.
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Subtitled "A study of journalism,
diplomacy, propaganda and history," it
is exactly that. The difficulty, if one
may express this view, is that it features
overkill. The subject is the devastation
by Axis/rebel bombing of the Basque
center of Guernica in April 1937. It was
the first major application of terror
bombing of civilians as Europe practiced
for the tasks of World War II.

For 500 pages we refight the propa-
ganda event following upon the murder-
ous J-hour attack. There is no doubt
today that Franco forces were respon-
sible, and, for that matter, even on that
eventful day, there was no doubt who
carried out the bombing. There were,
after all, victims, survivors, and eye-
witnesses. Yet, surprisingly enough, the
intervening years led to a sordid battle
between Spanish loyalists and rebels and
their international supporters about
who really carried out the raid.

The book pursues each and every
lead, each and every article, and each
and every charge and countercharge,
down to the present. It becomes tedious
as the propagandists beclouded the
issue. Yet, one question remains and
eventually Southworth airs it: why
Guernica, a small, but historically im-
portant Basque symbol?

The answer, something of a shocker,
goes back into the ideological history of
the era, pitting the Catholics against the
"Reds.” The reality, it would seem, is to
be found in the psychological contradic-
tion, offensive to the nationalists, that
Spanish Basque Catholics were largely
loyal to the republic, alleged to be
Communist. One could not easily
mount an international campaign based
on the Catholic right, if an important
historic enclave of Catholic Spain re-
mained loyal. Thus, the Condor Legion
employed its skill to break the Basque
morale and support.

I found the book too long, though
professionally done. The viciousness of
that civil war was amply demonstrated,
and to me the cynicism and utter
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unscrupulousness of the international
defenders and detractors both to this
day represents a low point in the history
of ideology.

ROBERT F. DELANEY
Naval War College

Stuart, Bérault, Seigneur Q'Aubigny,
Traitd sur I'Art de la Guerrs. Edited
by Elie de Comminges. The Haque:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1976. 77pp. (Inter-
national Archives of the History of
Ideas, v. B5.)

This treatise on the art of war was
written in the eatly 16th century by a
Frenchman of Scottish descent. He was
a man who had had a great deal of
experience in war and diplomacy during
the period of the first series of wars that
France fought in her attempt to domi-
nate Italy. It was a complicated period
in diplomatic and military history, but
it is one that reveals the beginnings of
the modern pattern in international
relations.

Bérault accompanied King Charles
VIII of France on the 1494 invasion of
Italy and was sent on diplomatic mis-
sions to Florence, Milan, Naples, Man-
tua, Ferrara and Rome in an effort to
secure a free hand for France in his
ambitions. However, the epaliton of
opposing princes in the Holy League
forced France to retreat. At the high
point in the first invasion, just following
the French capture of Naples, Bérault
was appointed commander of French
forces in Calabria and later fought the
army of Gonzaga de Cordoba and Ferdi-
nand II of Spain. When Naples was lost
to Spain, Bérault and his army were
withdrawn, but the dream of French
conquest in ltaly was not forgotten. In
1500, Louis XII launched another
attempt. This time, Bérault was named
Governor of Milan and later, envoy to
Naples and Calabrla. As a lieutenant
general, Bérault commanded a victori-
ous French Army at Terranova. In the
end, however, the French were defeated

and Bérault, himself, surrendered at
Rocca Angistola after a long siege. The
final outcome of the war proved Spain's
ability to defend her position as a Medi-
terranean power by controlling Italy as
well as Sardinia and Sicily. Following
the end of the war, Bérault was returned
from imprisonment and resumed his
service to France. He died in Edinburgh
in 1508 while on a mission that com-
bined an official embassy to England
and Scotland with a personal pilgrimage
to the Shrine of St. Ninian at Whithorn,
the first Christian church in Scotland.

This edition of the Traité sur I'Art de
la Guerre is a collation of six known
manuscripts and one early 16th-century
printed version. The scholarly ap-
paratus, introduction, notes, and appen-
dices are longer than Bérault's 24-page
work, but they do provide fascinating
and useful information with which to
understand it. Elise de Comminges has
edited the document with great care and
erudition, All of the material presented
in this edition adds something to our
knowledge of Bérault and to the history
of the Italian wars. The document,
itself, is written in 16th century French
which requires some expertise to read.
However, that task is eased for us by the
editor's contribution.

Bérault’s study is an important ex-
ample of that large body of military
writing influenced by Vegetius's Epitoma
Rei Militaris. While Bérault is certainly
part of that tradition, his work is also
notably different. He appears to be the
first modern soldier-diplomat to cite
examples of his own time and ex-
perience rather than to limit himself to
the events of classical history. Bérault's
work has five chapters: how to conquer
a country, how to besiege a city, what
to do when a country is invaded, how to
defend strong places, and the order of
battle for war. In addition to drawing
upon clasgical history, he effectively
illustrates his points from his own
knowledge and experience in all of these
areas. The result is a series of maxims
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that are concise, full of sound advice for
a contemporary soldier, and strictly
practical. Undoubtedly they wers in-
tended to be puhlished as a guide for
future leaders.

The general views Bérault expressed
were not new but the unique aspect of
them lies in the personal element that
he added to a work on the art of
warfare. As such it is substantially dif-
ferent, but far overshadowed by Four-
quevaux’ Instructions sur le Facit de la
Guerrs, the most famous and widely
quoted 16thcentury military work. Elie
de Comminges has made a substantial
contribution to the study of military
writing by making Bérault's work more
widely available,

JOHN B. HATTENDORF
Pembroke College, Oxford

van Creveld, Martin. Supplying War:

Logistics from Wallenstein to Patton.

Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 1977. 284pp.

General works on the history of
logistics are few and far between, and
even studies of logistics in particular
campaigns are far outnumbered by tacti-
cal and strategic studies. Supplying War
attempts to give a broad outline of the
development of logistics between the
Thirty Years' War and World War II. In
a subsequent article (“Supplying an
Army: An Historian's View," Journal of
the Royal United Services Institute for
Defence Studies, June 1978, pp. 56-63),
van Creveld summarizes his argument
and carries it on to the present day.

In approaching his subject, van
Creveld asks some of the basic questions
appropriate to a study of the influence
of logistics on strategy: what were the
logistics factors limiting an army's
operations? What arrangements were
made to move it and keep it supplied
while moving? How did these arrange-
ments affect the course of the cam-
paign, both as planned and as carried
out? These are extremely important

PROFESSIONAL READING 123

answers to them is an important and
useful one. However, the title of the
book misleads the reader into assuming
that the author's subject is much
broader than it is. It i8 not a book about
supplying war, but a study of army
logistics. The broader aspects of war
logistics that must surely include some
reference to national finance, the inter-
relationship of land, sea, and later, air
forces, the structure of coalitions when
they are used, the “fricdon” of
bureaucracy, are not considered in any
great extent. The subtitle defines the
topic of supplying war as logistics from
Wallenstein to Patton. The names of the
men give us a clue that this is a book
about armies, yet when we look into it,
we discover that the subject covers only
half of those 300 years. In fact, the
book is about the period from Napoleon
to Patton.

It is unfortunate that Dr. van Creveld
has dismissed the 17th and 18th
centuries summarily, for there would
seem to be much more there for his
subject than he allows. In terms of the
British Army, for example, there are
further points to be made about the
operation of armies on distant stations,
The operations of the army in Spain
during the War of the Spanish Suc-
cession, across the Atlantic in the War
for America, or in Spain during the
Napoleonic wars offer additional
perspectives. Some of these have al-
ready been studied by other scholars in
terms of logistics. There is much more
to be said about the Blenheim cam-
paign of 1704, and these matters may
be gleaned from the works of such
German and Austrian historians as E.
Ritter, Braubach and Mathis.

Van Creveld begins his study in
earnest with the Ulm campaign of 1805
that he uses to illustrate an army living
off the country. Then he begins to jump
to a number of other campaigns in the
following century and a half that illus-
trate other points. He uses the campaign
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horse-drawn transport in the conditions
of the Russian winter. The Franco-
Prussian War is an illustration of the use
of railroads and the inadequacy of
transport from railheads. Nineteen
hundred and fourteen is used to show
the limitations on the military use of
railroads. In World War II, he looks at
the problem of the German Army in its
eastern campaign struggling with the
transition to a mechanized force, a
transition that he shows was completed
in the Allied forces by 1944. Finally, he
looks at some of the unique aspects of
Rommel's desert campaigns.

In the chapters on World War I, the
author has made valuable use of his own
research in German archives at Freiburg.
In other chapters, he has supplemented
published studies with reference to
manuscripts in the Depot de Guetrre,
Vincennes, the Public Record Office in
London, and the Liddell Hart Centre for
Military Archives, now at King's Col-
lege, London.

Despite the qualifications that one
must have concerning the 17th and 18th
centuries in this book and the narrowly
defined understanding of war logistics,
Dr. van Creveld makes a very important
contribution by showing to us the
largely untouched subject of logistics in
war history. It is a thought-provoking
study that one hopes will encourage
further studies and reinterpretations in

the field.
JOHN B. HATTENDORF

Pembroke College, Oxford

Watson, Peter, War on the Mind: the
Military Uses and Abuses of Psy-
chology. New York: Basic Books.
534pp.

This rather hefty volume by an
author who is both a clinical psycholo-
gist and an editor of the London Sun-
day Times may be just what its dust
jacket proclaims, '‘the most compre-
hensive work on the psychology of
warfare ever published."” Peter Watson
assesses his subject under five broad

of Loyalty and Treason, Survival, and
Bsychology of Counter-Insurgency. He
has pursued his inquiries in eight coun-
tries and estimates that there are 146
separate institutes where the suhject is
being investigated, '‘the overwhelming
majority (130) in the United States.”
His annotation, in the back matter, is
extensive though there is no hibli-
ography.

In a tempered, near conversational
style Watson probes into the welter of
experimentation in his field now on-
going across the globe (mainly non-
Communist). He pinpoints the U.S.
Army's psychological warfare school at
Fort Bragg as “the most sophisticated
institution of its kind in the world."” He
has interesting things to say about a
varioty of intriguing experiments, e.g.,
tactual communications, distinctions be-
tween leadership and command, assess-
ments of the personality type liable to
commit atrocities, or the manipulation
potential of witcheraft and sorcery.
Some of his commentary is extensive
and persuasive, such as the sections on
interrogation and brainwashing; some is
skimpy, such as that dealing with ani-
mals as weapons.

It is in certain of his conclusions that
the author may give one pause. He thinks,
for example, that politicomilitary re-
search ought "‘to be carried out openly,
or at least to be published openly, so that
it can be freely reviewed and criticized
and its implications fully aired.”” Again:
“the deliberate development of weapons
of unnecessary suffering . . . is out,”” be-
cause ideas can be stolen and because
scientists suffer from overheated imagi-
nations anyway. Or: psywarriors come to
learn so much ahout the makeup of a
given enemy that they tend to lahora-
toryize him and so transform him into a
"lesser human being."

But let it not be said that Watson is a
fangs-bared antimilitarist. He concedes
that “it has recently been shown that
the military mind is not more ideologi-

pibfisions; Gambaty ftressyDetsrminants,, o3 than the non-military mind; if any-
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thing ... it is more pragmatic.”” He is
probably correct, too, in his belief that
military psychologists could enrich their
endeavors if they contrived somehow to
keep fully abreast of what each was up
to and toward this end Watson proposes
yet another “institute.’

In short, this volume may be perused
with profit by all elements of the armed
services. For senior officers it should fall
little short of mandatory status. They
will find it at once enlightening and
exasperating.

CURTIS CARROLL DAVIS
Lisutenant Colonel, U.S. Army Reserve (Ret.}

Webb, James. Fields of Fire. Englewood
Qliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1978.
344pp.

The sound and smell of combat in
Vietnam at the platoon level permeates
Fields of Fire with a completeness that
is extraordinary and a realism that is
almost eerie. Webb's book reeks of
gunpowder. It is unusual for an author’s
first work of fiction to be so real,
particularly when describing combat
and all its horrors. Webb also master-
fully addresses the subleties of the
personal relationships of soldiers at war.

This book is not only for those
Amerjcans who went to Vietnam, It will
be an intense reading experience for
others as well, primarily because of
Webb's ability to paint a picture with
words and to put his reader on the
scene. Additionally, the glossary of
terms included at the end of the hook
will translate all of the colloquialisms of
marines in Vietnam into everyday
language.

Fields of War is reality revisited. Set
in 1968-69 in the vicinity of An Hoa,
with such place names as Liberty
Bridge, Go Noi Island, Arizona, Charley
Ridge, and the Razorback easily recog-
nizable to a generation of marines, the
book conjures up memories long sub-
merged.

The attitude of the ''grunts” (in-
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pany level} in the book also portrays
reality. There was a “Catch-22" feeling
among marines in Vietnam that Webb
accurately described in the dialogue.
For example, ID cards were issued to
the friendly populace so the VC/NVA
could be identified. The net effect,
however, was that VC/NVA acquired
them, and the civilians lost them
through VC intimidation or subversion.
The resettlement village was set up to
isolate the VC from the populace, but
poeple weren't relocated there because
corrupt politicians kept the village only
half filled in order to pocket money
intended for its support of the village.
The destruction of rice was intended to
starve the enemy and force him out of
the mountains, but the effect was to
starve the populace and alienate them,
thus driving them to the enemy side.
The author’s intimacy with combat
marines is noticeable in his development
of the grunts’ outlook. For example, the
grunt view of "pogues' (rear area per-
sonnel not involved in frequent contact
with the enemy) was universal and
vividly portrayed. The difference in
attitude of grunts and poques is re-
flected in the difference in priorities.
What was important to a pogue didn't
matter in the least to a grunt (at least
generally speaking). The adjustments
necessary when the platoon returned
from the field to the combat base were
realistic and at the same time amusing
because the two areas were worlds
apart. Webb sensitively portrayed the
emptiness and frustration felt by men in
Vietnam because of the feeling that
nobody really cared, To what seemed to
be the majority of the American public
during 1968-69, Vietnam was just one
more unpleasantness (and one that
could be turned off-or at least
ignored). The man in the trenches had a
very hard time understanding why the
America that sent him to war was not
willing to support his effort in that war.
The combat in Fields of Fire is a
/géirrorlike image. The use of supportirllgs
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arms, the sweeps through the rice pad-
dies, the anxiety of moving toward a
village, the exhilaration of being shot at
(and missed), the telltale signs and
indicators of enemy presence, the re-
action and movement during combat,
the professional execution of responsi-
bility by sometimes surprising people,
all teil it like it is. Many readers of this
book undoubtedly will recall the appre-
hension felt when the point man re-
ported the absence of water buffalo in
the fields surrounding the next hamlet.
The impression that events occur in
slow motion and with great focus and
clarity during moments of actual com-
bat seems, at first blush, to be odd, but
the fact is that although the events are
cccurring at blinding speed, they are
individual scenes on the screen of one’s
memory.

The relationships among the central
characters sketched by Webb are high-
lights of the book, and the agsociation
of the platoon commander with his men
was experienced by literally thousands
of marines in Vietnam. The standoffish-
ness and apprehension of both Lieu-
tenant Hodges and the men in the
platoon when he first arrived was a
natural reaction. The descriptlon of
Hodges, the central figure, growing into
his responsibilities is beautifully done.
His gradual acceptance by the platoon,
followed by genuine comradeship with
them, reflected on the professional as
well as personal qualities of both
Hodges and the platoon members. The
dependence of these men upon each
other was total and, although quietly
aware of that fact, they didn't fully
understand the concept and all that it
portended. Webb's treatment of these
relationships and the men's dependence
upon each other is well done. De-
pendence is developed throughout the
book and its lessons are brought to a
convincing climax in the final chapter.
Although one would not expect the
combat veterans in Hodges' platoon to
admit it, the central theme in the book

is man's love for his fellow man and the
love and mutual respect that develop
among warriors in combat.

Webb's portrayal of the new man in
the unit was poignantly and accurately
painted. The feeling one experiences
when he is the new kid on the block is
unforgettable. Likewise, Webb's devel-
opment of the "nmew guy’' turning into
an “old quy' over a period of time and
the personal effects of combat reflect
his intimacy with the environment and
his sensitivity in understanding marines.
Webb's presentation of the concept that
combat affects different people dif-
ferently is subtle but enduring.

The sadistic sense of humor dis-
played by the central characters is mag-
nificently presented. There was nothing
—absolutely nothing—sacred among the
grunts in Vietnam, and Fields of Fire is
chock-full of humerous {perhaps shock-
ing for the uninitiated) vignettes.

A comparison of Rumor of War and
Fields of Fire will strongly favor the
latter. Both books accurately describe
and reflect combat in Vietnam at the
platoon level, even though the situation
and terrain are different. However, there
is a sense of negativism that pervades
Rumor of War from start to finish, and
the reader is left with a sense of
disappointment and frustration at its
conclusion. Conversely, Fields of Fire,
despite the ultimate demise of all the
central characters, is positive in tone
and at the end the reader is dis-
appointed only because there is no more
good reading.

The only weakness in Fields of Fire
is the shallow treatment given the com-
plexities of the Vietnamese people.
Lieutenant Hodges and the members of
his platoon did not understand the
Vietnamese people, their culture and
their environment and vet this was one
of the greatest difficulties of the Viet-
nam war—the difference between the
American and Vietnamese people and
their values and the inability of Ameri-
can money, firepower and lives to
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bridge the gap. On the other hand, this
lack of understanding was a common
failing in Vietnam, and Webb's book
deserves credit for presenting the issue
as it really was. Nonetheless, some
readers will undoubtedly recoil at the
characters’ inability to put events into
perspective at several polnts in the
baok.

In summation, Fields of Fire is a
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because it closely paralleled actual
events. It is an outstanding war story
and an accurate and detailed reflection
of combat in the vicinity of Liberty
Bridge in 1968-69. While the reviewer
has not read all the books about Viet-
nam, he has read most of them. Fields
of Fire is unquestionably the best. The
rest aren't even closs,

FRED T. FAGAN, JR.

solid piece of war fiction made better Major, U.S. Marine Corps

RECENT BOOKS
Selected Accessions of the Naval War College Library
Annotated by

Ann Hardy, with Kathleen Ashook
Doris Baginski, and Mary Ann Varoutsos

Adler, Mortimer J. Aristotle for Everybody. New York: Macmillan, 1978.
204pp. $8.95

In this exposition Adler seeks to introduce the layman to the fundamentals of

philosophical searching as well as to Aristotle’s thought.

Blanchard, Benjamin S. Design and Manage to Life Cycle Cost. Portland, QOre:
M/A Press, 1978. 255pp. $24.95

Life cycle cost analysis is a concept for management based on the total cost

of a project or system rather than segments of cost, such as development or

production. Case studies play a vital part in Blanchard’s treatment of the

subject.

British Defence Policy in a Changing World. London: Croom Helm, 1977.
295pp. £9.95

This compilation contains ten detailed thematic studies that treat significant

strategic and organizational aspects of British defense policy since 1945.

Taken together, the essays provide a comprehensive picture of British policy

as a whole from the perspectives of economists, historlans, and political

scientists.

Budnick, Frank 8., et al. Principles of Operations Research for Management.
Homewood, IIL.: Irwin, 1977. 756pp. $17.95

An eight-step decision paradigm is the basis for this comprehensive survey of

the concepts of operations research techniques and their application to

https:// fﬁlggﬁlc%%%%lsl}ghwc.edu/ nwc-review/vol32/iss2/36 130



War College: February 1979 Review

128 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

Bupp, Irvin C. and Derian, Jean-Claude. Light-Water: How the Nuclear Dream

Dissolved, New York: Basic Books, 1978. 241pp. $10.00
The authors, with 15 years’ experience in U.S. and French nuclear power
programs, explain the American light-water reactor technology domination of
the global market in the 1960s. Theirs is a telling disclosure of the acceptance
of expectations and shortsighted expense estimates instead of actual
experiential knowledge and true costs. Misjudgments in both business and
government management of the light-water reactor process led to three phases
of controversy over nuclear safety. The economic, political, and social
ramifications of nuclear power are considered, and remedial action for “the
abuse of a technology' is suggested, encompassing compromise and open
options.

Chung, Chin O. P'yongyang between Peking and Moscow: North Korea's
Involvement in the Sino-Soviet Dispute, 1958-1975. University: University
of Alabama Press, 1978, 230pp. $15.00

Poised between the two largest Communist regimes in the world, North Korea

has needed to maintain a delicate balance in her foreign policy. A descriptive

analysis is made of eight major stages in P'yongyang’s foreign policy from

1958 to 1975, showing the adroit maneuvers with which North Korea

enhanced her independence by forcing China and Russia to compete for her

support.

Corson, William R. The Armies of Ignorance: the Rise of the American

Intelligence Empire. New York: Dial Press, 1977. 640pp. $12.50
As he relates the exploits of spies from the country's early history, the
beqginnings of an institutionalized system during World War I, and its
evolution thereafter, William Corson establishes an historical perspective for
his study of the American intelligence community. During the post-World
War II period, Corson’s focus is on the relationship between the intelligence
agencies and the presidents.

Gaddis, John L. Russita, the Soviet Union and the United States; an

Interpretive History. New York: Wiley, 1978, 309pp. $12.95; paper $7.95
Criginally U.S.-Russian relations were good, based on common interests, but
in the late 19th century, ideology and public opinion adversely affected the
association. After the Bolshevik Revolution, conflicting Leninist and Wil-
sonian doctrines led to a breaking of diplomatic ties; and later the national
self-seeking manipulations and strategies within the World War II Grand
Alliance generated inevitable hostility between the United States and the
U.S.58.R., affecting security, political theory, and technology. Gaddis analyzes
the erratic course of this cold war that involved the whole world in its phases.
An outstanding bibliographic essay follows the text.

Graham, Daniel O. A New Strategy for the West: NATO after Détente.
Washington: Heritage Foundation, 1977. 72pp. paper $3.00

In this plea for a reassessment and revitalization of NATO strategy, Graham

deplores the slide from containment into détente, permitting deterioration in

the balance of power between NATO and the Soviet Union. He states: “The

Soviet strategy is global; NATO's counterstrategy must be global as well.”
Published by U.S. Naval War gollege bigital Commons, 1979 % g
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Required is a need to recognizé commonality of interests and mutual and
reciprocal responsibilities among the NATO allies, together with a strengthen-
ing of conventional forces and limited nuclear options; the author questions
any meaningful results from SALT and MBFR.

Haber, Eitan. Menahim Bagin: the Legend and the Man. New York: Delacorte
Press, 1978. 321pp. $9.95

Here is presented a sympathetic account of the adventurous and dramatic

career of Israel's prime minister. The author recounts Begin's dedication to

militant Zionism from the time of his youth, his imprisonment in Siberia

during World War II, his activities as a terrorist in Palestine, and his

subsequent role as a right-wing opposition leader in Israeli politics.

Harkavy, Robert E. Spectre of a Middle Eastern Holocaust: the Strategic and
Diplomatic Implications of the Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program. Denver:
University of Denver. Graduate School of International Studies, 1977.
126pp. $3.50

Harkavy addresses one of the most fearsome prospects of our times—the

probability of a nuclear war in the Middie East. Considering Israel’s stage of

nuclear development and state of mind, he contends that the likelihood of
such a war must not be underestimated. He outlines several alternative
scenarios and nuclear doctrines to shed some light on a very uncertain future,

Hoffman, Stanley. Primacy or World Order: American Foreign Policy since

the Cold War. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978. 331pp. $12.50
In his evaluation of U.S. foreign policy through 30 years of the cold war,
Vietnam, and the Kissinger diplomacy, the author holds that this country
always tried to maintain its primacy in the international scene. He diagnoses
particularly the ills and complications of the Kissinger era, and offers a
prascription for the future treatment of a world now suffering from a
multitude of maladies. Rational steps toward a world order based on
interdependence, cooperation, and common policies must be the first priority
for the United States; there is no alternative to a joint effort to alleviate the
global disorders.

Kudirka, Simas and Eichel, Larry. For Those Still at Sea. New York: Dial
Press, 1978. 226pp. $7.95

Upon receiving his freedom, Simas Kudirka, the Lithuanian seaman who was
mistakenly denied asylum by the United States, pledged to tell the world
about the labor camps, isolation cells, death trains, and psychiatric tortures
he encountered after being forcibly returned to the Soviet Union. Combining
both immediacy and objectivity, this semiautobiographical account fulfills his
promise to these political prisoners 'still at sea.”

Martin, Earl S. Reaching the Other Side: the Journal of an American Who
Stayed to Witness Vietnam's Postwar Transition. New York: Crown
Publishers, 1978. 281pp. $10.95

Twice assigned by the Mennonite Central Committee to voluntary agency

projects in Quang Ngai province, the author became fluent in the Vietnamese

tongue and made friends in both the Nationalist and revolutionary folds.

Upon their urging, in 1975 when the guerrillas and Provisional Revolutionary

https:// CGgivdrenorn forces. «dokvwontiol/ ke vémdivied to photograph and record his
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observations of the ‘Communist takeover and the people's reactions in the
province and along the route he followed to Saigon.

Marx, Robert F. Into the Deep; the History of Man's Underwater Explora-

tion. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1978. 198pp. $9.95
The underwater demolition teams of World War II, the sponge divers of
ancient Greece, and the inventors of the first submarine all play a part in this
sweeping account of man's attempts to live and work underwater. Given the
rapidly escalating demand for natural resources by a geometrically expanding
world population, man must strive to develop the seas’ potential to provide
minerals and food for the future.

Michael, Franz. Mao and the Perpetual Revolution. Woodbury, N.Y.:
Barron's, 1977. 326pp. $9.95

The complexities of recent Chinese history are woven into this description of

Mao's early life, lengthy career, and ideological development,

Norman, Albert. The Panama Canal Treaties of 1977: a Political Evaluation.
Northfield, Vt.: The Author, 1978. 48pp. $6.50*

This slim pamphlet contains the 1977 Panama Canal treaties and four short
essays that examine the history of the Canal, the provisions of the treaties,
and the sovereignty of the Canal Zone. Although the Canal's importanca as an
international public utility might someday overturn these agreements, the
transfer of sovereignty from the United States to Panama is viewed as a
charitable act of great magnitude.

*For sale by the author, Albert Norman, 3 Alpine Drive, Northfield, Vt.
05663

Sanders, Nancy K. The Sea Paoples: Warriors of the Ancient Mediterranean

1250-1150 B.C. London: Thames and Hudson, 1978. 224pp. $12.95
The mystery of the who, how, and why of the Dark Ages in early
Mediterranean history is sought in this profusely illustrated volume in the
Aspects of Greek and Roman Life Series, Eqyptian historical inscriptions and
archeological discoveries throughout the entire area suggest the identity of
the invading forces whom the Egyptians called the Peoples of the Sea:
actually a heterogenaous group from the northern regions and the islands who
conducted both land and sea raids contributory to the long period of decline
and destruction of much of the civilization of the era.

Smith, Philip C.F. Fired by Manley Zeal: a Naval Fiasco of the American
Revolution. Salem, Mass.: Peabody Museum of Salem, 1977. 115pp.
$10.00

On 7 July 1777 off Nova Scotia British and American ships engaged in a

battle that featured poor judgment, indecision, and, especially, lack of

communication between the two American captains. The obdurate animosity

that estranged the two men and led to the escape of one and capture of the

other is highlighted in this interesting report of the association and of the

battle and its effects on the two Americans. Contemporary sketches and
Publishepaintingxalarify thelpgognessof shenaatiomo
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The Southern QOceans and the Security of the Free World: New Studies in
Global Strategy. London: Stacey International, 1977. 256pp. $15.00

The basic premise underlying each paper presented at this international

symposium on the strategic importance of the Southern Oceans in general

and Southern Africa in particular is that the security of the United States and

Western Europe is being seriously undermined by the growing Soviet strength

in the region south of the equator.

Spencer, John H. Ethiopia, the Horn of Africa, and U.S. Policy. Cambridge,
Mass: Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 1977. 70pp. $5.00

Ethiopia's domestic situation and the rapidly expanding Soviet influence in

the horn of Africa are the main concerns in this critical analysis of U.S. policy

toward Ethiopia for the last 40 years.

Waterbury, John and Mallakh, Ragaei El. The Middle East in the Coming
Decade: from Wellhead to Well-Being? New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978,
217pp. $9.95; paper $5.95

Viewing their subject from the North-South perspective, the two authors of

these studies consider the major issue in the Middle East to be the manner in

which the great oil wealth will be employed to enhance the national
economies and regional cooperation and power. They present differing
opinions on the prospects, Waterbury foreseeing an era of competition, and

Mallakh envisioning a period of cooperative relationships among the various

tountries of the area.

Wilson, Desmond P., Jr. The [.S. Sixth Fleet and the Conventional Defense
of Europs. Professional Paper No. 160. Arlington, Va.: Center for Naval
Analyses, 1976. 48pp.*

The European theater i3 used as a case in point in this study that assesses the

effectiveness of the attack aircraft carrier in a conventional warfare

environment. Because of the extreme vulnerability of projection forces in the

Mediterranean, all evidence points to the deemphasis of carrier aviation in the

Sixth Fleet and a return to the situation that existed prior to the end of

World War II.

*For price information, contact the Center for Naval Analyses, 1401 Wilson
Boulevard, Arlington, Va. 22209.

\.P
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