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CHALLENGE !

Since its establishment in 1884, the
U.S. Naval War College has provided
advanced education in the science of
naval warfare and related subjects to
hundreds of senior naval officers, en-
hancing their professional competence
for higher command responsibilities.
Over the years new teaching techniques
and innovations in curricula have kept
pace with the increasingly complex de-
mands thrust on today’s naval profes-
sional. Perhaps the greatest of these
innovations have come in the field of
war gaming.

Since 1894 when the first serious war
games were conducted in Newport, the
Naval War College has been in the
forefront of devising ever-more valuable
war gaming exercises. In 1934 when the
initial war games were conducted on the
newly constructed deck of what is now
the Pringle Hall coffee mess, those
simple facilities were described as the
most advanced in the world. In the
decade before the Second World War,
the games played on that deck led to
the development of tactical innovations,
including the first circular formations
used by our task forces. Operating
aircraft carriers in the exercises gave
future task group commanders the
unique opportunity of gaining experi-
ence in the deployment of carrier task
groups before the ships which they
would later command even existed.

In 1958 the War College began op-
erating the Navy Electronic Warfare
Simulator (NEWS)—at that time the
most modern and complete war gaming
facility in the world. Since then the
NEWS equipment has been steadily up-
dated.

The NEWS facilities, located in the
Naval War College's Center for War
Gaming, are staffed by officers, enlisted

personnel, and civilians under the com-
mand of Capt. Frank N. Quinn, USN.

The individuals who operate and main-
tain NEWS possess skills encompassing
all aspects of naval warfare and com-
puter technology. The War College has
also recently established a faculty Chair
for Gaming and Research Techniques to
be filled at a later date.

The gaming faciliies of the Naval
War College are regularly utilized for a
variety of one- and two-sided games in
support of and complementary to the
respective curricula of the resident col-
leges. These include Political-Military,
Fleet Planning, and War-at-Sea games
for the College of Naval Warfare; and
Escort-of-Convoy, and Joint and Com-
bined Operations games for the Naval
Command College. The students and
staff of the College of Naval Command
and Staff have participated in Carrier
Striking Force, Joint Amphibious
Operations, and Antisubmarine games.
The NEWS has also been used to present
demonstrations of such historical naval
battles as Midway, as well as dynami-
cally illustrating the modern aspects of
antiair, antisubmarine, amphibious, and
mine warfare. Additionally, the Center
for War Gaming fills the recognized
need of maintaining and improving the
mobilization readiness of the Naval Re-
serve by conducting ten 2-week courses
annually in war gaming for reservists.
During the past 2 years, over 1,000
Reserve officers have attended.

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1972
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In late 1968 I was privileged to
participate in “Establish Contact I,"" a
NATO oriented war gaming exercise
designed to test the contingency plans
of NATO’s Striking Fleet Atlantic. I was
impressed by the unique opportunity
provided by NEWS to test all of the
plans then on the shelf for the Atlantic
Fleet and Allied Command Atlantic.
That initial utilization of the NEWS by
NATO has developed into a regular
annual exercise, the most recent of
which was held in December 1971,
entitled ‘‘Establish Contact IV."

As in the past, we seek to continue
to expand the scope of gaming, improve
its techniques, and update its facilities.
Perhaps the most significant new im-
provement is the phased installation
over the next few vyears of digital
computers to replace the older, larger,
and less efficient analog computers. The
digital computer system will allow the
games to proceed at a faster pace,
particularly with regard to damage as-
sessment. The new computer system
will also make possible a greater utiliza-
tion of the war gaming facilities since
the time required to reset the machinery
and prepare for an exercise will be

significantly reduced. With the analog
computer system, each variable has to
be reset by hand; the digital system will
allow this to be done by magnetic tape
almost instantaneously. The digital
system is also capable of more realis-
tically reproducing the effects of the sea
environment itself. Some of the factors
which determine the outcome of a
battle, including the condition of the
sea, visibility, weather, and other in-
tangibles, can now be taken into ac-
count.

These new war gaming facilities have
a new title: Warfare Analysis and Re-
search System (WARS), and their final
installation will gquarantee that the Naval
War College houses the most modern
and complete war gaming facilities in
the coming years.

Ao

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

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1
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In recent years Robert McNamara and the revolutionary methods he brought with
him to DOD have been the focus of considerable dissatisfaction voiced by military
men as well as civilian critics of the Defense Establishment. Perhaps this is nowhere
more evident than in Mr. McNamara's methods of analyzing and passing judgment on
alternative weapons systems. By reexamining the now familiar arguments of both the
former Defense Secretary and his critics in the context of a relatively unpublicized
issue—the selection of conventional vice nuclear power for CVA-67—a better
appreciation of the roles played by both the institutions and individuals involved
may emerge. In this particular issue, the findings take exception to two basic tenets
of the McNamara philosophy—the implied doctrine that the military did not know
what was best for itself and the doctrine of sufficiency, which in effect states that
second best is good enough.

CONVENTIONAL VERSUS
NUCLEAR POWER FOR CVA-67:
A STUDY OF DEFENSE MANAGEMENT

A research paper prepared

by
Professor Allan A. Spitz

Introduction, The foundations of a
nuclear-powered navy were laid in 1946,
shortly after the Second World War,
when a number of naval personnel led
by Capt. Hyman G. Rickover were
assigned to study applications of atomic
energy at Oak Ridge, Tenn. Foliowing
this initial effort, a joint Navy-Atomic
Energy Commission (AEC) organization
was formed, which in 1948 was assigned
the task of building the first reactor
suitable for naval propulsion.! The first
fruit of this effort was the submarine
Nautilus, which joined the fleet in 1954.

Under the guidance of Rickover, the
reactor program and Nautilus proved
successful; however, the Navy and the
Defense Department, perhaps reflecting
the “innate conservatism of the mili-
tary,””? were slow to take advantage of

nuclear propulsion. Congress played a
significant, perhaps decisive, role in
overcoming the military's reluctance
and prodding the administration into
building a nuclear submarine fleet.?
Even before the battle on submarines
was resolved, the effort to apply nuclear
power to surface ships had begun with a
program to build reactors for an aircraft
carrier. The early progress of this pro-
gram was unsteady. It was canceled
once, in 1953, only to be reinstated in
1954; and in the last half of the
1950's, with the submarine program
progressing, the Navy and the Depart-
ment of Defense requested and were
granted funds to construct three nuclear
submarine prototypes, a guided nussile
cruiser (Long Beach), an aircraft carrier
(Enterprise), and a quided missile frigate

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1972
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(Bainbridge)®. During the same time
period, 32 conventionally powered wat-
ships of destroyer size or larger were
also funded.

The next 2 years brought a hiatus in
nuclear surface ship construction ap-
proval, but funds were provided in a
supplement to the 1958 budget to begin
the quided missile Polaris submarine
fleet, which was to become a mainstay
of American strategic retaliation.
Another conventional aircraft carrier
was also funded; sources differ on
whether the Navy wanted atomic power
for this ship, but, at any rate, the
Department of Defense ruled that the
ship would be oil powered.®

In the 1963 Defense budget, the first
““McNamara' budget, another aircraft
carrier, designated CVA-67, was pro-
posed. Once again the Navy requested,
though perhaps with some ambiva-
lence,” that the ship be atomic pow-
ered, and again the Department of
Defense refused. The propcsal for a
conventionally run carrier was sent to
Congress, and although some thought
this move a mistake, the matter did not
become a major issue since neither the
Navy, which lacked experience in the
operation of nuclear surface vessels, nor
Congress was prepared to fight for
nuclear power at this time. By early
1963, however, congressional and naval
apathy on this issue disappeared, and
pressures increased to change the 1963
authorization to nuclear power. Who
brought those pressures to bear, for
what reasons, and with what results is
the subject of this paper.

CVA-67 and the Nuclear Carricrs:
The Actors, The key elements of the
pronuclear coalition formed around the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
(JCAE) of the U.S. Congress; a com-
mittee established following World War
II, and given authority to oversee all
aspects of nuclear energy, including all
military applications.® The structure of
this committee was somewhat atypical

in that it was composed of both Sena-
tors and Representatives, with the chair-
manship rotating on a year-to-year basis
between the senior Senate and House
Member. In the period that concerns us
here, the alternating chairmen were
Representative Chet Holifield of Califor-
nia and Senatotr John Pastore of Rhode
Island, the latter being chairman in
1963. Another important member of
this committee was Senator Henry Jack-
son of Washington, who headed the
military applications subcommittee, and
who had served on the committee as
both a Representative and a Senator.
Several other legislators of note served,
including Richard Russell, but none of
their roles is significant enough to he
covered here, since members of the
minority party played a negligible part
in the nuclear controversy.

It appears that the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy was responsible for
the promotion of atomic propulsion for
submarines. In 1962 its interests in
nuclear propulsion grew, and it began an
investigation of surface ships, with an
inspection of the newly commissioned
Enterprise (CVAN-65), from which a
recommendation that the use of nuclear
power be considered for all future war-
ships resulted.® When opposition to the
decision to make CVA-67 carrier con-
ventionally fueled surfaced early in
1963, Senator Pastore, in a letter to
McNamara, expressed the committee's
stand favoring nuclear power'® and
requested that McNamara keep the com-
mittee fully informed of developments
in the case.

While the Joint Committee was the
focus of the nuclear propulsion lobby,
nuclear power for the Navy received
support from other groups and organiza-
tions as well. In the 1963 controversy
the most important of these groups was
the Navy itself. The commanders of the
nuclear-powered ships already in opera-
tion extolled the virtues of nuclear
propulsion and spoke of how difficult it
would be to tell their crews that their

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1
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ships in the future would be “less than
the best.” Allied with these officers was
Admiral Rickover, head of the naval
nuclear reactor program. Rickover’s
status within the Navy hierarchy is
unclear. Twice, while involved in the
early reactor program, he was passed
over for promotion,'' and his re-
appointments to his present position
have been delayed on several occasions
for no apparent reason'? (approval fol-
lowing only after strong congressional
pressure). These delays have been ex-
plained as establishment prejudice
toward Rickover’s Jewish heritage. It
seems equally likely, however, that his
stubborness and abrasiveness concerning
Navy affairs—especially regarding the
nuclear issue—made him unpopular with
some fellow officers. His position with
Congress, on the other hand, has been
enviable. In conjunction with Congress
he fathered the atomic submarine
forces, and he remains popular with
congressional advocates of nuclear pow-
er. His testimony before congressional
panels continues to be received with
respect and attentiveness.

Another powerful person in the Navy
was the Department Secretary Fred
Korth, who had replaced John Con-
nally. Korth's stand on nuclear power
changed greatly during his term of
office. He was initially allied with the
McNamara elements of the Defense De-
partment and was not merely an "ad-
mirals’ errand boy."!'? In 1962, while
testifying before the Senate Appropri-
ations Committee, he mentioned the
advantages of atomic power in naval
vessels, but said that lack of experience
and higher cost presently ruled it out
(he estimated the cost of an atomic ship
to be one-third to one-half higher than
conventionally powered vessels).!* By
carly 1963, however, continued study
and experience with the Enterprise had
convinced him of the benefits of nuclear
power; he requested that the Secretary
of Defense approve the conversion of
CVA-67 to atomic power.!® Later in

the controversy, Korth openly criticized
McNamara’s decision to keep CVA-67
conventionally powered and his rejec-
tion of several Korth-sponsored studies
which recommended nuclear power,

A less powerful organization than the
Navy in the controversy was the Atomic
Energy Commission. It had worked to
develop the reactors, and it recom-
mended through its Chairman, Glenn
Seaborg, an increased application of
nuclear propulsion. The dominant mo-
tive of the Commission quite likely was
a sincere belief that atomic power was
right for the job. The AEC was not
terribly active in the controversy, but it
should be noted that Rickover was its
employee, as well as the Navy's, so
perhaps the Commission felt it had
adequate representation. In addition,
the battle soon shifted to issues not
related to the Commission’s sphere of
competence.

One man, Robert McNamara, was
opposed to these supporters of nuclear
power. McNamara's role is vitally im-
portant because, in the controversy on
CVA-67, he was victorious. It is impor-
tant to understand why.

McNamara came to the Defense De-
partment with the Kennedy administra-
tion. His goal was essentially to make
Defense more efficient and to reassert
civilian control of the military. The
heart of his approach has been termed
‘‘cost-benefit'” or ‘“costeffectiveness’
analysis. There are two important as-
sumptions underlying the McNamara
method. The first is that there exists a
scarcity of resources; thus, we cannot
afford to build all the systems that are
available, but must choose only those
systems that can best accomplish the
most necessary goals.'® The second is
that decisions on weapons systems
should be made '‘rationally, not emo-
tionally’'' 7 and that this rational analy-
sis is neutral (i.e. not political or ideo-
logical in nature). Some have disputed
the wisdom of such neutrality,'? since
decisions on weapons must be made

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1972
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according to different assumptions of
strategic requirements, and under the
McNamara system these decisions of
strategy are isolated from the weapons
decisions in such a way as to lose sight
of them.

Besides featuring a strong emphasis
on methodology, McNamara's system
was highly centralized. The individual
heads of the component Departments
{(Army, Navy, etc.) were no longer
representatives of the individual depart-
ment interests, but rather administrators
representing the final decisions of
McNamara and his analysts. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff were also controlled.
Their power to reflect the individual
viewpoints of their services was re-
stricted, and they were required, more
or less, to be spokesmen for the
McNamara ‘“line.”!® Thus, the battle
over CVA-67 was not fought solely over
the merits of atomic energy, but also
over the assumptions and methods of
the decisionmaking process itself.

CVA-67 and the Nueclear Carriers:
The Issucs. The surface issue in the
1963 dispute was the issue of the
CVA-67 itself, its cost, and military
effectiveness. Underlying this question
were several more basic concerns: first,
the methods by which comparative
costs were computed and the question
of whether the Navy's ships should be
the best or merely sufficient; second,
the question of the future strategic role
of this particular carrier and, beyond
that, of the Navy in general; finally, the
merits of cost-effectiveness decision-
making and its application to national
defense. Each of these topics deserves
cansiderable discussion.

The most important issue in the
CVA-67 controversy was the relative
military value and cost of the proposed
nuclear carrier. Much of the battle was
fought over whether atomic power was
worth the extra cost, and indeed, over
exactly how much extra cost was in-

volved. Everyone, including McNamara,
spoke of the Enterprise and the other
nuclear vessels as far superior to conven-
tional ones.?® A nuclear-powered ship
could sail long distances at top speeds
without refueling and so would not be
dependent on oil tankers*' (a conven-
tional carrier was limited to 3 days
sailing at top speed before requiring
fuel, while the Enterprise could sail
180,000 miles from a single fueling); in
addition, it would be able to carry 50
percent more fuel and ammunition for
its planes.??

Balanced against these advantages
was the cost differential. However, there
was no agreement as to exactly what it
amounted to. Early in 1962, when the
choice of conventional power was not
yet controversial, Secretary Korth had
estimated that the cost of atomic power
would be one-half to one-third higher
than conventional fuel. One Navy esti-
mate was that at $440 million the
Enterprise had cost $80 million more
than a comparable conventional ship.
McNamara, on the basis of some ques-
tionable accounting, saw a nuclear car-
rier costing $160 million more than a
conventional carrier,2® Later ostimates
released by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy showed that over the
projected 25- to 30- vear lifetime of a
nuclear ship, extra costs might be as
little as 3 percent more.>* It is difficult
to determine which of the estimates was
most correct, but the approach leading
to some of the lower figures seems to be
more valid. The determination of rela-
tive cost is complicated by the fact that
each of the nuclear ships contained
innovations in addition to atomic ener-
gy; however, there are indications that
McNamara's cost calculations were ex-
aggerated.

McNamara apparently based his esti-
mation of relative costs on the cost of
construction of a nuclear carrier versus a
conventional one, Upon inspection, the
flaws in this method are obvious. First,
the construction costs of a nuclear ship

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1
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include the initial fuel for its atomic
reactor.>® In the early ships this
amounted to fuel adequate for 4 or 5
years of operation; newer atomic ships
may run up to 13 years on their original
uranium. Estimates of conventional ship
costs, on the other hand, include no
estimate of oil costs or the cost of
tankers required to transport this oil or
the escort ships which might be needed
to protect the tankers in wartime.

McNamara also added to the pro-
jected costs of the nuclear carrier the
cost of the additional warplanes it
would be able to carry, even though the
Navy had stated that it had no intention
of asking for these planes, and even
though, had this been the intention of
the Navy, this cost (which was esti-
mated as one-third the differential of
the cost) could not reasonably be
charged to nuclear power.>®

Even if McNamara's accounting had
not been defective, his total analysis
remained faulty. While admitting in
general terms the superiority of nuclear
power, he declared that this superiority
was not worth the additional costs,
without systematically totaling up ad-
vantages to balance the extra expense or
attempting to express these advantages
in concrete economic terms. Several
years after the controversy, another
Secretary of the Navy expressed anguish
aver the failure of cost-effectiveness
analysis to consider the real advantages
of atomic energy in this case.?’

Beyond the bickering over the actual
costs lay different conceptions of the
kind of quality required. McNamara
seemed to have a “‘big war” fixation; he
thought the carrier added little to our
power against a direct Soviet threat and
said that because of America’s overall
naval superiority, she did not need the
extra strength.?’® Qur conventional
power might be second rate, but it was
sufficient. Further, McNamara stated
that America would be foolish to buy
the most technologically advanced
weapons—that was not the policy of his

department.2® This idea was sharply

challenged by many, especially in the
Navy. The commanders of the three
present atomic ships wanted the best for
their men, and as Rickover said several
years later, the Navy should always
build the best.>® In fact, the Navy
expressed its willingness to make do
with fewer ships, if the remaining ones
began to use atomic energy for propul-
sion®! (the Navy claimed that five
nuclear task forces were as effective as
six conventional ones®?—apparently
without citing any facts, McNamara
replied that he was '"absolutely sure’’
that this was not correct).®?

The second area of contention was
strategic doctrine. One thing that be-
came clear in the course of the contro-
versy was that McNamara conceived of
the aircraft carrier largely in terms of its
direct strategic capability against the
Soviet Union,** and he seemed to have
serious questions about the ability of
the carrier to effectively perform this
role. In truth, the aircraft carrier was
not at its best, strategically, in the
narrow European waters near the Soviet
Union, and much of its capability would
be wasted as a launching platform for
massive nuclear bombing missions—it
could hardly compete in this mission
against ICBM's. The carrier's advantage
was not to be found in idling around the
edges of a fixed target area, but rather
in its ability to respond with over-
whelming force in widely separated
areas in the tactical terms of limited
warfare.?® MecNamara's fixation with
weapons useful only in strategic situa-
tions is difficult to square with his
supposed introduction of the doctrine
of flexible response into the Defense
Department.

During the late 1950's and 1960,
the strategic role became less appropri-
ate while at the same time, limited war
doctrine was being developed slowly.?®
The Defense Department was giving
serious consideration to reducing the
number of attack carriers® 7 and, in fact,
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the advantages of nuclear power were
not so salient in a strategic context.
Much of the discussion of the fate of
CVA-67 was carried on under these
influences. There was, however, a recog-
nition of the importance of some lim-
ited warfare roles, such as air support in
a war like Vietnam, but McNamara did
not seem to consider these possibilities
at all, viewing carriers only as inefficient
equivalents of intercontinental rockets.

Rickover thought that one possible
reason for McNarmara’s decision for a
nonnuclear carrier was a desire to re-
duce the future role of the Navy.?® A
related decision which reduced the
Navy’s future role was handed down at
approximately the same time as the
final carrier decision. The Navy had bid
for a greater role in the Indian Ocean,
where only a few minor ships were
stationed from time to time. Nuclear-
fueled ships would have enabled the
Navy to operate in this arena without
the necessity of an elaborate series of
bases. The Navy's request was denied,
and two Army officers were given re-
sponsibility for this region.*?

The final issue considered was the
validity of cost-effectiveness methodol-
ogy to military decisionmaking. Some
of the flaws of the system as McNamara
applied it to this case have been men-
tioned (the accounting practices and the
failure to consider the operational ad-
vanhtages associated with atomic propul-
sion). In truth, these were not so much
failures of the basic analysis idea as they
were flaws in its execution. However,
where the system did break down, the
scientific aura that surrounded it pre-
vented some due criticism. Bevond
these weaknesses there was a belief
among some critics that the military
should have the right, within reason, to
decide what kind of weapons they
wanted.*® Even more basic was the
belief that vital national defense could
not be judged by economic criteria and
that the defense needs of the country
were in fact being sacrificed to penny-

pinching.*' Of course, Secretary of

Defense WcNamara denied this, but
after his testimony hefore the Joint
Commission on Atomic Energy, late in
1963, many people simply did not
believe him.,

The Decision ls Made. The struggle
to convert CVA-67 to atomic propul-
sion was joined early in 1963. 1t is hard
to determine the precise catalyst in the
controversy, but the role of the Navy
was probably most important. Crigi-
nally, the Navy had justified not re-
questing that its new carrier use nuclear
propulsion because of its lack of oper-
ating experience with the Enterprise.*?
By the late autumn of 1962 it could no
longer make that claim. Enterprise had
been a part of the task force partici-
pating in the Cuba blockade, and ac-
cording to the task force commander,
Admiral Hayward, had performed
superbly—even uniquely, as the admiral
expressed in a letter to Secretary
Korth.*® As a result of this informa-
tion, together with letters from the
Naval Research Advisory Council and
the Atomic Energy Commission Chair-
man, plus some mysterious internal poli-
ticking, Mr. Korth reversed his decision
and in February asked Secretary
McNamara to reconsider the issue,
which McNamara agreed to do, pending
further study.**

In agreeing to review the matter,
McNamara included the requirement
that the studies submitted to him focus
on the issue of whether the nuclear
carrier would provide equal defense for
the same expenditure as conventional
ships and on the question of future
applications of nuclear power to naval
goals.*® The Navy prepared two studies
for Korth, which were forwarded to
McNamara. The first, in April, was
rejected for not conforming to the
Defense Secretary's required methodol-
ogy. The second, in September, was
more comprehensive and focused specif-
ically on cost differentials, but it was
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not accepted either.*® It would not be
surprising to find out that the Navy
never did understand what the sub-
stance of their studies should be. At any
rate, the character of McNamara's testi-
mony later gives rise to serious doubts
that the Navy could have done anything
to change his mind. The Navy's Septem-
ber report had taken a hard line in favor
of the application of atomic power to
all major future vessels, so there was no
evidence that it was backing down,*’
but with the rejection of this report, the
issue was settled to McNamara's satisfac-
tion. On 9 October, 1963 he directed
Korth to proceed with the construction
of a conventional carrier.*®

In a letter dated that same day, the
Chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, Senator Pastore (who
was annoyed at the failure of the
Defense Department to Keep the com-
mittee informed on the deliberations on
the nuclear propulsion issue), inquired
about published reports that the de-
cision against nuclear power had already
been made.?® Pastore had written
McNamara earlier in the year, expressing
his committee’s interest in and support
of nuclear power for the CVA-67, and
reminding the Department of Defense
of his committee's legitimate interest in
the matter. In response to Pastore’s
letter was a letter from Roswell Gil-
patric on 11 Qctober, denying that the
final decision had been made.*® That
same day Navy Secretary Korth person-
ally requested that McNamara withdraw
his decision. McNamara declined to do
so; a ‘'violent" shouting match was
reported by The New York Times to
have taken place between the two
men.5! Korth's resignation was sub-
mitted the same day.*?

The actual reasons for Korth’s resig-
nation are not entirely clear, and there
should be caution against ascribing the
move solely with the carrier issue alone.
Korth had been involved in conflict of
interest charges in connection with the
TFX case, and he may have become a

political liability. The official reason
(accepted by the Times, at least) for his
resignation was misuse of official Navy
stationery,®® but not directly in the
context of the TFX involvement (for
which his resignation was supposedly
requested). Korth's letter itself pleaded
“'pressing personal matters,” and he
denied being asked to quit, which was
not refuted.”* Mollenhoff supports the
conflict of interest explanation,®® but
the coincidence of the reported argu-
ment over the nuclear issue is, at the
very least, suggestive. It appears no
definite conclusion can be reached.

In his letter Pastore had informed
McNamara that hearings would be held
on the nuclear propulsion controversy
beginning 30 October. Just 5 days be-
fore the scheduled opening date,
McNamara again ordered lame-duck Sec-
retary Korth to proceed with construc-
tion of a conventional carrier. Under-
standably, this move angered the Joint
Committee of Atomic Energy members,
who felt that they were being deprived
of their rightful advisory role and also
that Gilpatric's former letter to them
had been a lie.

Three days of hearings were held in
late October and early November. Most
of the witnesses, including Korth and
Rickover, criticized McNamara's deci-
sion sharply. The only firm stand
against nuclear propulsion was taken by
McNamara himself. He repeated that the
benefits of atomic power were not
sufficient to offset the high costs, which
he claimed were excessive. Almost every
statement he made on the issue was
challenged. He mentioned several names
of persons who, he said, supported his
position, but who, in fact, supported
atomic propulsion in their own state-
ments.® ¢ Finally his backers were re-
duced to one nonnaval officer, who
recommended that no carrier be built at
all.s?

McNamara's performance at the hear-
ings was judged below par by observers.
In previous appearances before congres-
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sional panels, he had been well prepared
and self-assured and was able to back up
his statements with much statistical
evidence. There was little of that now.
His analysis was challenged, his posi-
tions rebuked, and in the end it seemed
obvious that the decision, if not made
solely on his personal whim, at least was
not really justified by the evidence. He
left convinced that he was right, his
opponents equally convinced that he
was wrong.

In December the committee re-
ported—unanimously—that the Defense
Department's decision was a mistake.
McNamara's arguments were called “‘in-
correct,” “illogical,”" ‘'‘misleading,"
“misinformed,” and "not realistic.”*?
The evidence he cited from individuals
and studies was rejected, and the com-
mittee reported that it still "does not
know of any qualified technical person
or group who recommended to the
Defense Department that nuclear pro-
pulsion not be installed in the new
aircraft carrier.”®® Nuclear propulsion
was seen as possessing significant mili-
tary advantages, with extra costs that
were minor. The recommendation was
that all future first-line warships, be-
ginning with CVA-67, should have nu-
clear power®? and that research and
development in the field should con-
tinue. In spite of this report,
McNamara’s decision was allowed to
stand. Early in November McNamara
had convinced Kennedy that he was
correct; some claim that McNamara did
not tell Kennedy the whole story. Inter-
estingly enough, one of the arguments
that Kennedy would use to justify
McNamara’s position was that if more
nuclear carriers were built, they would
require additional nuclear escorts®’
(but that’s another story!). No further
action was taken on the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy report at this
time. The appropriations bill of 1364,
which would have had to be amended to
add the extra funds for the nucleariza-
tion of CVA-67, was not modified,

‘lacking a request from the Defense
Department.'® 2 The contracis for the
ship, having been delayed a year, were
carried forward with unusual rapidity —
some suggest this was to avoid the
chance of the decision being reversed.

Of the men recommending nuclear
power, both Pastore and Holifield were
politically proadministration. They had
no partisan ax to grind. Though
McNamara claimed at the hearings that
he would not feel justified going back to
Congress for the needed additional
funds, there is little evidence that Con-
gress would have denied his request.
Nongovernmental opinion, too, was crit-
ical of the decision. Hanson Baldwin,
respected military analyst of the Times,
thought it was a mistake,®® and the
Times editorial page backed him up.5*
U.S. News & World Report declared
that the CVA-67 (eventually named the
John F. Kennedy) was obsolete before
it was built.®® But built it was.
McNamara was willing and able to force
the decision through on his own, and
Congress did not seem to know how to
go about stopping him. When faced with
Defense Department reluctance on
future naval power issues, Congress was
later to prove more aggressive, and
successful.

Evaluation of the Decision. If the
CVA-67 decision is taken as a good
example of cost-effectiveness in action,
then there was something seriously
wrong with the system. The original
decision in 1962 to use conventional
power for the ship, though made against
the Navy's weak protest, was perhaps
not blatently mistaken, on the part of
the Defense Department. The Navy, on
the other hand, wasted, by its lack of
direction and indecisiveness, a real
opportunity to put the project into
proper perspective; it was apathetic
toward an idea that it eventually sup-
ported strongly. If the original authori-
zation for nuclear power had been
intensively supported by the Navy in
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1962, it would have at least aroused
more controversy in Congress. By
1963-64, when the Navy was ready to
back atomic energy unequivocally, the
time was late, and the delay had already
provided the Department of Defense
with an excuse to cancel another
ship.®¢ By this time any proposal to
change the ship would have necessitated
starting from scratch, and congressional
inertia seemed to forestall this course of
action. But even if Congress had solved
its problem, the final decision of con-
ventional power for CVA-67 would
ptobably not have been different. As
Congress discovered during a related
controversy several years later {the issue
of nuclear escort ships), it is difficult for
the legislative branch to force action on
the executive departments.

In the final action taken, the role of
the Defense Department was decisive.
The position it took under the McNa-
mara ‘‘whiz kids" is difficult to justify.
The strategic assumption that the only
eventuality for which to prepare was a
direct threat from the Soviet Union and
that, consequently, naval forces might
well be reduced in the future, was
somehow at odds with the doctrine of
flexible, limited response to provocation
(in fact, McNamara later backed down
from his attempt to directly reduce
naval force levels,®” though his reluc-
tance to request funds for new ship
construction certainly aged the Navy
and reduced its effective power). The
evidence points to the conclusion that
the cost-accounting methods used by
the Department of Defense to compare
nuclear-powered and conventionally
powered carriers were generally invalid;
it appears that no attempt was made to
calculate systematically the military
benefits of atomic energy, which should
be at the heart of defense strategy.
Exception may also be taken to two
other tenets of the McNamara philoso-
phy, especially the implied doctrine that
the military did not know what was best
for itself, and the doctrine of sufficien-

cy, which states that, in weaponry,
second best is good enough.

The military should know best its
needs, and, in the case explored here,
the Navy was certainly cautious and
conservative in its behavior. Its role
throughout the whole nuclear naval
period was skeptical, beginning with the
Nautilus in the early fifties; it did not
rush to spend the taxpayers’ money on
nuclear trinkets. Thus, when after much
thought the Navy embraced the idea of
nuclear propulsion for surface vessels, it
should have been evident that this was
not a whim, but a well-thought-out
decision. When the Navy offered to trim
its appropriations in other areas, in
order to offset the costs of nuclear
power, it was told that this was un-
acceptable. The Navy was not even
considered qualified to judge the rela-
tive merits of its own weapons systems
and the percentage of total allocation
which should go to them.

The sufficiency doctrine is another
point of contention. In principle, it is
difficult to disagree completely with
this concept. Certainly, defense expend-
itures are not justifiable in themselves;
certainly, defense must be gauged to the
capabilities of the expected opposition.
But this is probably more applicable to
total budget levels than to individual
weapons. Besides, it is difficult to
predict what margin of superiority will
be sufficient. The best weapons of
today are often not equal to tomorrow's
challenges, and what is merely obsoles-
cence today may soon be criminal neg-
ligence.

On the whole, the actions of the
Defense Department left much to be
desired. Besides the doubtful assump-
tions and the shoddy accounting
practices, the Department failed in its
duty to keep the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy up to date on its plans.
Then, when the decision to reject
nuclear power was made in October, the
Defense Department was not candid
about the decision. Finally, there is a
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strong suspicion that the Department of
Defense acted purposely to avoid the
will of the Congress,®® and did not even
feel constrained to offer a serious just-
fication of its decision.

The Joint Committee’s actions were
generally commendable. It had, in the
past, more or less forced the develop-
ment of nuclear submarines. With its
report on the Enterprise tour, it had
established its position early and set out
some respectable evidence on the signifi-
cance of nuclear propulsion, sounding
the opening gun in the CVA-67 battle.
In 1962, two of its members, while
serving on the House Armed Services
Committee, had attempted unsuccess-
fully to add nuclear propulsion to this
ship,®® and Pastore’s letter of early
1963 repeated the Joint Committee’s
unanimous position to Secretary McNa-
mara. The hearing held in the fall of
1963 examined McNamara’s case, found
it wanting, and explained why. The
hearing of that year, together with those
in 1966, 1967, 1968, 1969 and 1970
served as valuable forums, and their
reports were important ammunition for
pronuclear advocates. But in 1963 the
Joint Committee could do no more
when the Appropriations Committee
and the Congress as a whole declined to
take action, and so this battle was over.

Epilog. CVA-67 was eventually com-
pleted as a conventionally powered war-
ship, in accordance with the Defense
Secretary McNamara's dictum. It was to
be the last of its kind. A certain low-key
attack was kept up over the general
issue of future use of nuclear propulsion
for warships, but for the next 2 years
the Department of Defense, perhaps
chastened by its experience at the hands
of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, sought to avoid the issue by
failing to request funds for construction
of any major surface ships.”® Though
no nuclear ships were authorized, re-
search and development continued, with
the result that a two reactor propulsion

system was perfected. Enterprise had
used eight reactors, and a nuclear
CVA-67 would have required four; re-
ducing the number of reactors led to a
substantial saving. The Enterprise, Long
Beach, and Bainbridge continued to
earn accolades for their performances.
In addition, McNamara was finally dis-
suaded from his attempt to reduce
major carrier strength. To say which of
these events was the most important to
actions subsequently taken is not possi-
ble, but some authors stress the role of
the fight waged by the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy in 19637' as the
most significant.

For whatever reason, McNamara
eventually reversed his stand. His budget
for 1967 requested funds to start a
second atom-powered carrier,”? the
first of three projected over a 5-year
period.” Even before the battle on nu-
clear carriers was won, the field of
battle shifted to the question of atomic
propulsion for escort vessels, with this
controversy continuing, in some sense,
up to the present. With the escort issue
were introduced new technical and stra-
tegic concerns and a new actor, Repre-
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sentative L. Mendel Rivers of South
Carolina. His actions in the 1963 debate
were not particularly notable, but sev-
eral years later, having assumed the
Chairmanship of the House Armed
Services Committee, he prodded Con-
gress into several direct challenges to the

13
Execultive on this issue’® and was even-
tually victorious, at least in part. This
second round of the nuclear surface
vessel construction controversy is in
many ways more interesting than the
first, but its exploration must neces-
sarily await a later study.
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While domestic action is not a new concept for the American Armed Forces,
recent experience in working with local communities both here and abroad suggests
that perhaps the Department of Defense’s resources are not as readily adaptable to
domestic action tasks as some would believe. Undoubtedly the struggle to overcome
America's social problems will be long and costly. The military can and should play a
role in this enterprise, but its contribution should only be made after thoroughly
studying the socio-political problems to be confronted as well as frankly appraising
both the assets and the liabilities inherent in military participation in local
community self-help efforts.

TOWARD A CONCEPT
OF MILITARY DOMESTIC ACTION

An article prepared
by
Dr. William R. Corson

These are not happy times for the
American Military Establishment, Viet-
nam Veterans Against the War are in the
streets. Wars are unfashionable. There
have been serious racial and drug abuse
problems in each of the services, antiwar
dissent in the ranks, a weakening of the
chain of command, and, finally, a seri-
ous questioning within the officer corps
of the premises and values on which its
professional life is based—the concepts
of duty, honor, and country. Some have
reacted to all this with bitterness and
self-pity. However, the Department of
Defense has rejected these symptoms of
anomie and, in its statement of Human
Goals,' has chosen to reemphasize the
role of the military in its contributions
to the improvement of our society
through domestic action.

This is a heady idea. The cynical
might contend it is one born cut of the

political necessity to change the mili-
tary's image rather than one based ona
genuine concern in the military with the
social problems and conditions in
America. Regardless of individual points
of view, all agree that something must
be done to erase the crisis of confidence
in America's military occasioned by the
bleeding, “'no-win'' war in Vietnam, the
shame of the mad minutes at My Lai,
colossal mismanagement of defense con-
tracts, the inglorious Pueblo episode,
and the public disaffection of the intel-
lectual community and the upper
middle class with the judgment dis-
played by America's military and politi-
cal leaders in recent years. The outcome
of the present drift in public attitudes
and the attitudes of those in the mili-
tary services, if unchecked, is un-
thinkable, namely, a Nation incapable
or unwilling to defend itself. “Today,””
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Brig. Gen. Theodore Mataxis wrote in
one of the military journals, “the ser-
vices are facing the signs of disruption
of discipline which could lead to
anarchy and defeat on the hattlefield."
Whether the adoption of a domestic
action mission will lead to a new role or
a revitalization of the military services
in the seventies and thereby reverse the
signs described by General Mataxis is
not certain; however, what is certain is
that the military services must act in a
positive manner to convince the Ameri-
can public that it is and will remain an
extension of civilian society. Domestic
action is a way, although not the only
way, to accomplish the ''Americaniza-
tion'" of our Nation's military forces,
and more importantly, it may prove to
be an effective means in the difficult,
costly battle to solve America's social
problems.

The idea of using the military within
the United States in nation building or
domestic action tasks is not a new
notion. Historically the military services
have long played a significant, but
largely unpublicized, role in imple-
menting domestic policies and im-
proving our society. In addition to
fighting the Indian wars, the U.S. Army
played a valuable role in opening the
frontier by helping local communities
plant and harvest their crops and
managing three out of the four western
railroads built by 1900. Military medical
efforts provide an even more impressive
testimonial to the constructive potential
of the armed services, as opposed to
their rather more pullicized traditional
destructive capacity. In 1900 there were
350,000 cases of typhoid fever in the
United States, of which 35,000 resulted
in death. An Army Medical Board team
headed by Maj. Walter Reed eliminated
this health problem, and other teams led
by other less well-known Army officers
developed methods for controlling
yellow fever, beri-beri, and malaria.

The economic development of the
United States was promoted by the

work of the Army's Corps of Engineers
which, in addition to their well-
publicized flood and disaster relief
work, has completed 3,600 major en-
gineering and/or construction projects,
built or improved more than 300 har-
bors, and constructed and maintained
more than 30,000 miles of coastal and
inland waterways.

In more recent times the military's
ability to carry out domestic action
projects was evidenced by the role
played by the Army in the organization
and administration of the Civilian Con-
servation Corps (CCC). The CCC, as one
of the New Deal welfare “‘workfare’
programs, was organized in 1933 to
provide employment in the field of
conservation for 250,000 single men
between the ages of 18 and 25. Initially,
responsibility for the CCC was to be
shared between the Departments of
Interior and Agriculture. Spokesmen
from these departments were particu-
larly opposed to giving the Army arole
in the CCC program. Many in the Army
itself did not want such a role. However,
shortly after the legislation establishing
the CCC was passed, it became obvious
to those concerned that Interior and
Agriculture were incapable of running
the program, As a result, the Chief
Forester, who had heen one of the most
vocal opponents to Army participation
in the CCC program, formally requested
the Army to take over the major respon-
sibility for administering and setting up
the program. The Chief Forester's re-
quest was honored, and Congress sub-
sequently amended the CCC legislation
to give the Army almost complete re-
sponsibility for the CCC. The results
speak for themselves: within 80 days
after the Army was given the respon-
sibility for the CCC, 1,315 conservation
camps were in operation staffed by
3,640 Regular and 1,774 Reserve offi-
cers, In legs than 8 years 3,500,000
young men had participated successfully
in the program, many million acres of
denuded land had been reforested, and a

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1

20



Naval War CollegMAL{IITABFXH QsQel“ESTIC ACTION 17

major social tragedy had possibly been
averted.

Nonetheless, in spite of these histori-
cal precedents, the case supporting the
use of America's military forces in a
domestic/civic action role? to help solve
current domestic social problems re-
mains essentially unproven. There are
those, both in and out of the military,
who argue that efforts spent on domes-
tic action programs would detract from
military preparedness. This is certainly a
valid consideration; however, it is not
equally applicable in each of the mili-
tary services at all times. For instance,
there is no way a Polaris submarine crew
on patrol could undertake and carry out
a domestic action task. Yet, in certain
other situations, military commitments
can be restructured in such a way that
those commitments are matched against
social and domestic action priorities
without any diminution in a unit's
combat readiness or state of prepared-
ness. Further in this regard, one might
contend that a unit's actual combat
readiness may be enhanced because of
the diversity of experience gained in
carrying out a domestic action task, For
example, time spent in aiding local
authorities to initiate and carry out a
drug abuse education and treatment
program may help commanders at all
levels to understand more about the
problem of drug abuse in their own
units; the point being, of course, that
many of America’s social problems are
not and cannct be confined to any
sector of civilian society. There is no
way to immunize the military against
the process of rapid social change under-
way in America. But old ideas die hard,
particularly the one that combat readi-
ness is a precise finite function of
strictly defined ““military” variables, in-
cluding time spent on ceremonial func-
tions as well as on the rifle range. To
wit: for a division to be stamped and
certified as combat ready it must con-
duct a division-sized parade, an activity
which consumes some 135,000 man-

hours, Aside from the fact that combat
readiness requires a broader view to be a
useful concept now and in the future,
however, there is no assurance that it
will be enhanced by a domestic action
program.

There are those who argue that the
individual soldier, sailor, airman, or
marine’s morale is improved as a result
of his participation in domestic action
projects and, therefore, they are, in turn
more amenable to pursuing their mili-
tary requirements with greater interest.
There is some evidence in support of
this view. Nevertheless, the results to
date from domestic action programs
indicate that such activities court
disaster if less than the best-trained,
motivated, and prideful men are used to
carry out the effort.

Project Nation Building, which began
in January 1971, is a good case in point.
It was a very tentative experiment,
essentially a pilot project, conceived by
Lt. Gen. John J. Tolson to use the civic
action skills of Special Forces teams in
two extremely poor North Carclina
counties adjacent to Fort Bragg. The
counties were Hoke and Anson. The
Special Forces teams sent to these coun-
ties worked at a variety of different
tasks—clearing out clogged drainage
ditches, repairing public buildings, and
teaching physical fitness in the local
schools. In addition, the medics in each
of the teams assisted the Public Health
nurses in taking and reading blood tests,
immunizations, urinalyses, and paper-
work. Dr. Riley Jordan, one Hoke
County’s two private physicians, in
commenting on the value of the Special
Forces in such a role said, “They are
serving a tremendous local need. A lot
of people are being seen who wouldn't
otherwise be seen.'"? The Special Forces
efforts in Boke and Anson Counties as
well as those in Glenn Springs, 5.C,, and
at Lame Deer on the Tongue River
Indian Reservation, home of the North-
ern Cheyenne, in Montana, clearly
demonstrated that organization’s
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capacity to carry out military domestic
action projects. However, their per-
formance does not guarantee similar
results could be achieved by other Army
units, let alone the other military ser-
vices. At the present time Department
of Defense opinion is divided over
whether the experimental efforts of the
Special Forces in military domestic
action should be expanded to a nation-
wide program with participation by
each of the military services or not.
Admittedly much of the concern of
those opposed to such a move is based
upon the unpredictable reaction of
special interest groups such as the
American Medical Association, labor
unions, and other existing centers of
political power, to the military doing
what they have either failed to do or
have done badly.

Aside from these considerations, the
issue involved in giving the military an
expanded domestic action mission
should also properly take account of the
possible negative feedback on the mili-
tary such a mission might engender.
That is, the military might alleviate one
problem and be blamed for the two
created in its place. Further in this
regard, the fundamental problem rela-
tive to using the military in a domestic
action role is whether its inputs can
predictably influence events. As a corol-
lary to this problem, can the military
design a methodology for solving prob-
lems which could be effectively trans-
posed and replicated in the local en-
vironment, and can the local authori-
ties—officials—leaders be encouraged to
understand and implement the design
effectively and efficiently? A basic con-
sideration in this context is the recogni-
tion that the military itself does not
initiate or conduct domestic action on
its own; it only supports local activities.
This often overlooked gap between con-
ceiving a program and then having
someone else do it as you envisage Is
critical to the ultimate effectiveness of
military domestic action. Approaches

conceived in the Department of De-
fense, or in similar levels in the execu-
tive hranch of the Government, may not
be administratively feasible in what may
be called America’s poverty structure
and its underlying value system. This is
likely to he the greatest single handicap
to the military in carrying out an
expanded domestic action program; that
is, determining what is really relevant
and what really can be made to work.

Proponents for an expanded domes-
tic action mission for the military also
tend to justify such a mission in terms
of America’s history of cooperation
with other nations to help solve their
domestic problems. They ask, “If U.S.
military forces can be used tc assist
foreign populations, why cannot a
similar effort by our military services be
directed at helping disadvantaged peaple
in this Nation?" Without attempting to
evaluate either the quantity or the
quality of assistance our military has
provided the plain people of other
nations, there is an important barrier to
effective domestic action which parallels
out experience abroad. Namely, the
basic problem standing in the way of
the successful application of external
(nonlocal) assistance is the inability of
the status quo powers to deal prag-
matically with the political issues and
bring about the changes needed to
encourage local development.

In light of the vast array of social
problems confronting us, clearly it is
inappropriate to speak of “a" military
domestic role. Rather, we must think in
terms of many Federal Government
domestic action roles. For the military
the refinement of these roles further
relates to the broader considerations of
national policy which, of course, identi-
fies the overall purpose or objectives in
carrying out a domestic action program,
It should be borne in mind that the
military enjoys certain capacities that
constitute special areas of competence
or strength in relation to carrying out an
integrated program of domestic action.
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For example, the Department of De-
fense operates the largest educational
establishment in the world, controls the
largest pool of specialists in the Nation,
and buys more goods and services than
any other public or private organization
in the United States. By virtue of its size
alone, the Department of Defense can
make a more rapid and profound impact
on American society than any other
single institution. It has been calculated
that if each member of the Department
of Defense spent 1 hour a month on a
socially productive project, this amount
of time would exceed that provided by
all volunteer welfare agencies in 1 vyear.
Toe much should not be made from
such statistics. The size and strengths of
the military are, of course, useful in a
military sense, but those listed below
have particular relevance to the problem
of domestic action. These strengths
represent flexibility and should exert a
strong guiding influence over deter-
mining the logical and appropriate mili-
tary domestic action role. They include
the military's:

® Planning capacity—integrated pro-
graming, comprehensive view

® Resources capacity—materials,
equipment, and funds

¢ Evaluation capacity—monitoring,
assessment, and reporting on develop-
ment processes

® Technical expertise—industrial,
military, and administrative.
Other considerations should be

noted. Not all military domestic action
roles in support of a local community
will be logical or fully rational. For
example, Department of Defense policy
decisions may simply result in a deter-
mination to aid community X regardless
of what any careful preassessment of
the conditions might reveal and pre-
scribe as a logical military domestic
action role. Such a Department decision
could be in response to important politi-
cal factors, a threatened breakdown in
social services, or an imminent disaster.
Further, it is readily apparent from
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America's recent history of domestic
turbulence that most local governments
are unable to undertake the realign-
ments or reforms that are desirable or
necessary to remove the social-political
causes of their problems; nor are they
going to conceptualize domestic action
in the same light or perspective that the
military will view it, Thus, the political
exigencies, both at the national and
local level, are likely to be the primary
determinants of the overall military
domestic action role. Such a politiciza-
tion of the military is not without
hazard. Nevertheless, if military domes-
tic action is adopted as a national
policy, the individual military com-
mander will be required to do the best
possible with the means available to
him. It is important, therefore, that the
military commander charged with a
domestic action mission be equipped
properly to do the things he can do
well. In order to do this the military
commander must be able to measure
each domestic action program or sub-
program against criteria which will
ascertain its relevance and potential
effectiveness in helping the local com-
munity to solve a specific problem.
These criteria include:

e Analysis of the problem’s causes(s}

® Analysis of the anatomy and
nature of the problem

® Analysis of the degree and extent
of the problem

® Establishment of policy objectives
or milestones for rendering new or more
assistance

® The nature of support options that
exist within the policy framework

® The local environment and par-
ticularly the social and political context
in which the military assistance will be
given

® Analyses of resources and opera-
tional capacities of the local government

® Examination of the local govern-
ment's conceptualization of the prob-
lem
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® Department of Defense and/or
national administration and local politi-
cal determinants

® Department of Defense and/or na-
tional administration interest, limita-
tions, and available tools

® Analysis of the local opposition's
strategy

Using the above criteria, the military
domestic action role can evolve in two
ways: (1) it can be the outcome of a
careful preassessment resulting in an
integrated program design indicating
what the military can or cannot doin a
given situation; or (2) it can be the
result of a policy decision to simply
render assistance to a lecal community
regardless of what such a preassessment
might determine. In either case, it will
be the role of the military commander
to render_ the best possible assistance
from the inputs decided upon. This is
the point where the conceptualization
of social problems and domestic action
is so important. It is important because
the task after the decision has been
made to render assistance is primarily a
matter of skillfully applying the various
military domestic action tools within
the framework of the local govern-
ment’s approach to social problems,
that is, within the given environment.
Let us look at the tools and see how and
where they can be used effectively in
the local government framework.

First, what are the military domestic
action tools? Let us establish these
clearly in mind before describing their
areas of applicability and limitations.
They are:

® Personnel —advisory, operational,
supportive, and instructional

® Materiel—equipment, installations,
raw materials, food, et cetera

® Funds—appropriated and
appropriated

® Training—of local government of-
ficials in military facilities or in the local
environment

® Analysis—evaluation
mance

non-

of perfor-

These tocls can be applied in the
form of programs. The most important
factor relating to these tools is their
relevance in application, i.e., in directing
their unique capacities towards specific
objectives. It is appropriate, for ex-
ample, for a military domestic action
program to provide medical assistance
tools if the objective is to get results in
the health area. An example of im-
proper tool relevance, however, would
be to provide medical tools and assis-
tance on the assumption that they can
address or relate to the resolution of a
problem such as job discrimination due
to a person's race. This illustrates the
importance of a proper conceptualiza-
tion of the capacities of the various
tools that can be used. Proper con-
ceptualization becomes absclutely criti-
cal, for it is the only means by which
perspective can be maintained between
and among problems and which can
relate various tools to their precise area
of appropriate applicability and maxi-
mum effectiveness. Further, it must be
recognized that, notwithstanding the
political aspects of a domestic action
program, the military, by the very act of
rendering support to a local govern-
ment, is, by definition, taking part in a
social-change process in the area. This
makes the use of military domestic
action tools an even more delicate mat-
ter—to ensure that they are properly
conceived and appropriately integrated
into the local government's overall ef-
fort, as well as with those items or
programs carried out by other elements
of the Federal Government.

As indicated earlier, the military’s
domestic action tools are often assumed
to be useful because they have generally
been useful, or at least reasonably well
accepted, in the foreign assistance en-
vironment. Still we must ask: Are they
truly relevant to America's poverty cul-
ture and its value system? Are they even
useful in a local government’s social-
political environment? It may be well to
question their use in any form.
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Advisers, for example, are considered
to be an effective domestic action tool;
however, there is ample evidence to
question whether their presence at cer-
tain administrative levels is either
needed or useful. Qur foreign assistance
experience with advisers, as well as the
results from the so-called "War on
Poverty,"” indicates that expertise per se
is not enough. Too often the adviser
dampens local initiative and short cir-
cuits or tends to circumvent the existing
local administrative structure. In the
case of domestic action, it should be
remembered that the military adviser, as
opposed to supportive and operational
personnel, is a unique individual with
certain qualities which are assets in a
military environment, but these same
qualities may bhecome deficiencies or
handicaps to the outsider when he is
injected into the environment of local
government officials and employees
who are not necessarily ‘'mission
oriented" or impressed with the chain
of command. If advisers are to be made
a part of an expanded military domestic
action program, there is the added
requirement that they guard against
holding the view that whatever they
offer in the way of ideas is valuable
since it derives from a more “efficient"
system that gets more “results.” In this
sense, even if the adviser curbs his
natural hubris—an assumption of su-
periority combined with arrogance and
ego—and practices humility and works
to develop empathy with local officials
and employees as well as the plain
people, there is a danger to the domestic
action program if those in charge of the
adviser fail to recognize that the pri-
mary role of an adviser is very un-
dramatic and colorless. That is, advisers
in a military domestic action program
cannot be aevaluated in normal ef-
ficiency report terms such as force,
command presence, courage, et cetera.
They must be rewarded, or at least not
be dammed with faint praise, for their
performance in helping a local official

to see the need to undertake or alter a
given course of action. This is a slow
drab process which may vitiate the use
of military advisers in a domestic action
program at the local level. Also, the
view held by those who support an
expanded military domestic action pro-
gram that almost any reasonably well-
educated soldier, sailor, marine, or air-
man who is recruited for the task and
given ample preparation can effect
social change in a local environment
overlooks the differences in values and
requirements between the military and
local environment. These considerations
signal the necessity to go slow.

As the role of the adviser in a
domestic action mission can be ques-
tioned, so also can the other tools—
materials, funds, training, and evalua-
tion. Are materials and equipment pro-
vided by a military domestic action
program, without an appropriate local
government to absorb and maintain
them, relevant and effective as support
inputs? Is the provision of funds by the
military, either directly from their ap-
propriations or indirectly from other
Federal agencies, a relevant and effec-
tive act if it precludes the need for the
local government to implement tax re-
forms? Does the military even have the
proper understanding of local American
social-political-economic problems to
provide training that will truly assist
local govemnment officials and em-
ployees in dealing with their situation?
Does the military have the under-
standing to monitor, assess, or evaluate
a social problem in a local American
environment? The answer to these ques-
tions at the present time, with the
exception of specially organized and
specially selected personnel, is in-
variably no. In plain terms the U.S.
military has more problems of a social
nature than solutions to those problems
within its own house, Yet, in spite of
this condition, there is considerable
truth and value in the contention that
by applying existing military resources
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and skills to help solve America’s social
problems, the military might acquire the
compassion and understanding required
to solve its own internal problems.
However, for our purposes, the answer
to these questions in the future should
depend less on the military's current
spate of troubles and more on the
military's ability to use specific domes-
tic action tools in specific situations.
These questions are only raised here in
response to those who simplistically
advocate an expanded domestic action
role for the military, automatically
assuming its tools have relevancy in the
local social problem environment and
that the military’s conceptualization of
those problems will be accurate and
adequate.

Now this is not to reject out of hand
the idea of an expanded domestic action
mission, but rather to set forth some of
the real, practical, and conceptual diffi-
culties which must be faced before such
a mission is adopted. Failure to deal
objectively with these difficulties, for
any reason, is inexcusable. America's
military men and the people they may
set out to help cannot and must not be
allowed to become anyone’s or any
group’s political guinea pig or stalking
horse. Quite obviously, pressures are
bound to mount to use the power, sheer
size, and capacity of the military for
more than nonproductive repetitive
training and flag showing. As we have
suggested, the problem of restructuring
military activities, with the goal in mind
of developing the capacity to address
social ills while maintaining combat
readiness, is well within the realm of
current feasibility in many cases. For
example, without interfering in the ac-
tivities of committed active contingent
units, a Naval Reserve Construction
Battalion (Seabees) of approximately
1,000 men could be directed to spend
its annual 2 weeks of active duty in
constructing and refurbishing schools,
hospitals, and living quarters on an
Indian reservation. The same is true for

a Reserve Army Field Hospital Unit
which could be ordered to a hard-core
poverty area in Appalachia to provide
needed medical and dental assistance to
the people. The point is, of course, that
not only can these kinds of activities be
done by the military, and done ex-
ceedingly well, but also that they are
likely to remain undone if left strictly
to other agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment and local government bodies.
While no one will deny the merit of
these kinds of activities, however, they
are far from being apolitical in nature.
There is a political reality to domestic
action, and the difficulties described
above are real and must be surmounted
if counterproductive disruptive end re-
sults are to be avoided.

The fact, promise, and hazard of
military domestic action are well illus-
trated by the Special Forces experience
in Anson County in early 1971. In his
after-action report,® the Commanding
Officer of the 5th Special Forces, Col.
Jay B. Durst, noted:

The Command and Control
(C & C) Headquarters in Wades-
boro, provided the central focus
for consolidation and reconciling
project planning and execution.
The rapport established between
the C&C element and the elected
officials and influential citizens of
Anson County largely contributed
to the success of the operation.
The experience received by the
members of this headquarters
element was undoubtedly the
closest peacetime training vehicle
for stability operations training.
This exposure provided the offi-
cers and senior NCOs of the com-
mand section with a sobering
example of the complexity of
communications with local power
and interest groups, even when
there is no language barrier. The
C&C Group rapidly learned that
caution, tact, and sophistication
are more than more generalized
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concepts. The rapid adjustment

and resultant ability of the C&C

to influence local action, through

the medium of the local govern-
ment and social structure, speaks
for itself. The training given to the
young soldier, from the time of
pre-deployment orientation to
post-Anson County brief backs,
was excellently received and near
perfectly executed. The oppor-
tupity for the young soldier to
contribute to solving the problems
of underprivileged citizens pro-
vided strong motivation and en-
hanced morale. The training for
stability operations and imple-
mentation of the “Nixon Doc-
trine” of people helping people
help themselves cannot be better
achieved in a peacetime environ-
ment. Well over half of the troops
involved in Anson County volun-
teered for additional similar field
exercises. This type of mission has
appeal to the young, idealistic,
intelligent soldier occupying the

Special Forces ranks today.

Colonel Durst does not overstate
what his men were able to do and leam;
however, their performance does not
justify a massive servicewide commit-
ment to domestic action projects. Both
Colonel Durst and the men directly
involved and selected for duty in Anson
County were, and are, exceptional by
any standards. Certainly they should be
able to carry out such a mission, but
before less skilled and experienced units
and leaders are given such a respon-
sibility, the military in general needs to
understand much more about the
process of domestic action.

Care must be taken to recognize that
domestic action is not a formula
process. What we have suggested herein
is that for a military domestic action
program to have a reasonable chance for
success the problem under attack must
be continually reassessed, and the pro-
gram methods themselves must be

sufficiently flexible in order to keep
abreast of changing conditions as well as
emerging new problems. That is, al-
though military domestic action may be
directed at what appears to be intransi-
gent longstanding social, physical, or
environmental problems, the process of
application is necessarily fluid. An in-
direct approach may be the best. The
planning and evaluation criteria we set
forth above are applicable at any time,
but the overall domestic action frame-
work and the military’s efforts to cope
with social problems in a local in-
digenous situation require a set of basic
principles—a benchmark—on which a
sound program can be built,

The following are essentially a 'first
cut” at the set of basic principles that
should guide local officials, local govern-
ment employees, and civilian volunteers
in initiating, carrying out, or deciding
upon domestic action programs which
require or rely upon military assistance.
They may also serve as a tentative guide
for military personnel and their organi-
zations in providing human and organi-
zational resources in such assistance
programs. The listing is fairly compre-
hensive, but should not be considered
exhaustive of all quiding principles—or
an attempt to cast a unified field theory
for military intervention in domestic
social conflict.

For local government officials, em-
ployces, and civilian volunteers:

1. The local government should
have a definable political objective that
is attuned to the traditional value sys-
tems of the population.

2. The local government should
establish an organizational mechanism
for maintaining focus on the problem
selected for action and for planning
local and military inputs. The organiza-
tional mechanism must balance all of
the local area’s interests in considering
their response 1o the problem.

3. The local government must
assess with great care the causes of the
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problem, the nature of the problem, and
other key related elements in order to
determine if military assistance will be
relevant to help resolve it or to deter-
mine if the problem primarily consti-
tutes an institutional-resource contest,
i.e., one not resolvable by remedial
military domestic action and/or assis-
tance. Ais a corollary to this principle we
note that the causes of social problems
are fluid and must be constantly
assessed to determine if changes have
taken place which can alter the nature
of the problem and hence the tools that
can be used to combat it.

4. The local government should es-
tablish, or reestablish, an effective com-
munication channel with the ohjects of
the domestic action program (the
people of the community afflicted with
the problem) in order to exploit possi-
bilities of compromise within its pro-
gram. That is, all things are not possible
at once, or simultaneously. Priority
ordering, to be effective, requires politi-
cal give and take between the people
and their government.

5. The local government should
maintain its organization and managerial
integrity. Special or bypassing systems
that prevent their structure from func-
tioning in a normal way while simul-
taneously handling the program should
be avoided lest the effort collapse once
the military contribution is terminated.

6. The local government can ap-
proach resolving the recognized problem
through either the causal route (social
change) or through the resource route
{mobhilization-stabilization). Inequities
and/or lack of appropriate resources
comprise the two basic elements of any
social problem, and by not approaching
resolution through these two channels,
government action condemns itself to
merely dealing with the effects of a
prohlem.

7. The local government must
recognize the separate strategic areas of
national policy (regional redevelopment,
successive '‘wars on poverty,” Federal

manpower training programs, et cetera)
as involving an attempt to achieve broad
social change and realignments of
power, wealth, and opportunity. Under
the broad national policy a range of
options or compromise possibilities
exist which can be used to help address
social problems and their causes in their
local areas. That is, regardless of a local
area's racial bias or orientation, pro-
grams such as preventive first aid or
improved hygiene may be received as
plus for all citizens.

8. In the same vein, local govern-
ment should recognize that their sub-
strategies may be structured in such a
way as to represent specific and selec-
tive fragments of sector and/or regional
activities that can contribute to overall
national efforts or policy and, as such,
may enable the local government to
qualify for Federal assistance they
otherwise would be ineligible to receive.

9. The local government should
recognize that the key to the solution of
any social problem is the reaction of the
people affected by that problem, in-
directly and directly. Thus, popular
cooperation with the government in
identifying and pursuing goals is para-
mount,

10. The local government should
organize a public information and edu-
cation effort that is able to combine
features of its domestic action objec-
tives with those of private, fraternal,
and social organizations in order to
elicit the widest possible support for its
objectives.

For military personnel and their or-
ganiza tions:

1. The military personnel respon-
sible for planning and executing domes-
tic action programs must first assess the
social preblems in the specific local area
to determine their precise nature. Based
on this information, the military person-
nel are then in a position to best utilize
their organization in its proper support
role. The first assessment should be
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conducted consistent with the criteria
described previously and be in accord
with overall national policy. Such an
assessment should include an examina-
tion of the possible tools that can be
provided and their suitability in the
local environment.

2. The military domestic action
inputs should be selected so that they
help the local organization energize its
local governmental structure as well as
supplement performance requirements.

3. The military domestic action in-
puts should be divorced as much as
possible from identification with local
political parties. They should be devised
so as to contribute to the long-term
interests of the people and not alone
represemt short-term aid to sustain one
political group or another in power.

4, As a corollary to the above
point, the military domestic action in-
puts should not stand in the way of
natural local forces that can bring about
needed changes in the socio-politico
environment. This is probably the most
difficult principle of all to apply be-
cause, by its very nature, the participa-
tion of the military is likely to inhibit—
at least temporarily —those persons seek-
ing social change who are outside the
existing power structure.

5. The military domestic action
assistance efforts should be geared to
allow institutions to develop within the
local area which are responsive to local
patterns of hehavior, to the particular
needs and values of the people, and not
be prescribed in the abstract by persons
at the national level.

6. Military domestic action should
be orchestrated under a central “co-
ordinator” who can harmonize the con-
tributions of each military service in a
unified effort.

7. In a local environment, military
domestic action assistance must be or-
ganized so that the design of the central
“coordinator” (national policy) is con-
sistently preserved and implemented by
individual military commanders and

their organizations.

8. Military domestic action inputs
should be kept in proportion and per-
spective to maintain the fact that not
only must the local government actually
strive to implement those inputs, but
the activities carried out must be geared
to the future resource base that the
local government can maintain on its
own. The military inputs should avoid
sophistication that is not consistent
with the local government’s managerial,
resource, and maintenance capability.

9. Military domestic action inputs
should generally be supportive in
nature, except in those rare cases when
the President determines that a social
problem (not a natural disaster or riot)
directly threatens the national interest
and therefore directs the military to
assume an active operational role.

10. The military should recognize
the inherent limitations of some of its
tools for domestic action purposes—
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personnel, materials, funds, and training
capacity/ahility—and work to modify
these tools to overcome their limita-
tions.

This paper, of course, is not offered
as the final word on military domestic
action. The best assembled findings and
data would be open to discussion and
modification as time goes cn and addi-
tional experience is gained by the mili-

tary services. This paper, however, does
provide a more logical, practical way of
examining and evaluating an expanded
domestic action program by developing
a new conceptual scheme. It provides a
nucleus of the fundamentals required to
understand the subject in current situa-
tions and environments and to develop
genuine expertise in the activity. Itis a
beginning.

FOOTNOTES

1, Commander’s Digest, 1 November 1969, "to contribute to the improvement of our
society, including its disadvantaged members, by greater utilization of our human and physical
resources while maintaining full effectiveness in the performance of our primary mission,"

2. U.S. Dept. of Defense, Department of Defense Directive 5030.37 of April 1971 defines
these terms in the following manner: Domestic Action—Military civic action and community
relations activities designed to assist the civilian leadership in solving their community problems;
Civic Action—Military civic action is the use of military forces in cooperation with civil
authorities, agencies or groups, on projects useful to the local population at all levels in such
fields as education, public works, health, sanitation, and others contributing to the economic and
social development which would also serve to improve the standing of the military forces with
the population; Community Relations—The relationship between military and civilian communi-
ties, including such actions as cooperation with local government officials and community
leaders; participation of military personnel and dependents in activities of local schools, churches,
fraternal, social, and civic organizations; sports and recreation programs; conducting tours and
"open houses'; participation in public events; liaison and cooperation with local associations and
organizations; people-to-people programs; and humanitarian acts,

3, “Nation-Mending at Home,"” Time Magazine, 21 June 1971.

4. 6th Special Forces Group (Airborne), 1st Special Forces, 'After Action Report-Anson
County (ORBIT WINGS VII),"” Fort Bragg, N.C., April 1971,

: ¥

You cannot do the things that need to be done, as I call it to
wage the peace, merely with arms. You have got to have the
human understanding of human wants, and you have got to
make it possible to achieve something in satisfying those
wants if we are going to wage peace successfully.

Dwight D. Eisenhower, News Conference, 23 January 1957,
Public Papers . . . Eisenhower, 1957
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The insufficiency in which the 1907 Hague Peace Conference was able to deal
with the problem of placing some international controls on mine warfare at sea is
amply demonstrated in the mining campaigns of both World Wars, The numerous
unsuccessful attempts to draft a more comprehensive and effective code covering the
conduct of mine warfare bears out a simple truism—the outlawing or control of
successful weapons systems by international action has hardly ever been successful.

MINE WARFARE
AND

INTERNATIONAL LAW

A lecture delivered at the Naval War College

by

Professor Howard S. Levie

Charles H, Stockton Chair of International Law

.. . As they were slowly passing the
Brooklyn, her Captain reported “‘a
heavy line of torpedoes [mines] across
the channel.”

“Damn the torpedoes!’” was the
emphatic reply of Farragut. ‘‘Jouett,
full speed! Four bells, Captain Dray-
ton."

Parker, the Battle of
Mobile Bay, p. 29 (1878)

Some naval historians trace the in-
vention of the mine (or, as it was once
called, the torpedo) back to 1585 with
Gianibelli's attempt to destroy the
bridge which the Spanish had con-
structed across the Scheldt, blocking
Antwerp from access to the sea.’ Others
may more accurately place this event
with the American Revolution when a
direct forbear of the mine, devised by
David Bushnell, was used against the
British. [t was then called the ““Ameri-
can Turtle"? and was apparently just

about as effective an instrument of war
as its namesake. Fulton improved the
mine and attempted, without much
success, to interest first France and then
England in its manufacture and use in
the war in which those two countries
were then engaged.?> The Earl of St
Vincent, First Sea Lord during that
particular pericd of the Napoleonic
Wars, is said to have criticized Pitt, the
Prime Minister, for displaying interest in
the potentialities of the mine, with
these words: "Pitt is the greatest fool
that ever existed, to encourage a mode
of war which they who commanded the
seas did not want, and which, if success-
ful, would deprive them of it.”* As we
shall see, Lord St. Vincent’s position
was that of the British Government
when the question of placing inter-
national restrictions on the use of mines
arose a century later.
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The first really effective use of mines
in warfare occurred duting the Ameri-
can Civil War when the Confederacy
demonstrated the value of this form of
warfare in fighting an opponent with a
far superior navy.® They were next used
extensively in the Spanish-American
War (1898).% In this conflict, where
Dewey disregarded the mines at Manila
but Sampson permitted them to curtail
his operations at Santiago, one of the
first of the major legal problems arising
out of the use of mines occurred—the
question of the purposes for which they
might be used. Early in the war the
rumor spread that the United States
proposed to lay mines all along the
blockaded coast of Cuba. Neutral na-
tions considered that this would be a
violation of the international law of
blockade,” as set forth in the Declara-
tion of Paris of 1856.% Whether or not
it had intended to do so, the United
States did not lay mines along the
Cuban coast. The complete destruction
of the Spanish Fleet on 3 July 1898, at
the Battle of Santiago, made any such
action unnecessary.

During the Russo-Japanese War
{1904-1905), mines were used exten-
sively by both sides, and this usage
created a situation which gave rise to
another legal problem, the question of
the types of mines which might be used.
Many of the mines used were either
unanchored or easily broke loose from
their moorings and remained armed--
floating down the coast and out to sea
where they played havoc with neutral
shipping,® particularly that of the Chi-
nese,'® long after the hostilities had
ceased.

Experiences in the Russo-Japanese
War had thus demonstrated that mines
were dangerous not only to the enemy
against whom they were used, but also
to neutrals and, not infrequently, to the
minelayer itself! Accordingly, the pro-
posed agenda circulated by the Russian
Government prior to the 1907 Haque
Peace Conference included an item en-

titled, “the laying of torpedoes.”'! The
search for a solution to the prohlem of
mine warfare was referred by the Con-
ference to its Third Commission which,
in turn, referred the problem to a
Committee of Examination. The report
of that committee is quite illuminating.
It said, in part:

...[Wle must take into ac-
count the incontestable fact that
submarine mines are a means of
warfare the absolute prohibition
of which can neither be hoped for
nor perhaps desited even in the
interest of peace; they are, above
all, a means of defence, not costly
but very effective, extremely use-
ful to protect extended coasts,
and adapted to saving the con-
siderable expense that the main-
tenance of great navies re-
quires. . . . Now to ask an absolute
prohibition of this weapon would
consequently he demanding the
impossible; it is necessary to con-
fine ourselves to regulating its
use.'?

The controversies with respect to
mine warfare which arose during the
Conference in the course of the drafting
of the convention, which was destined
to become 1907 Hague VIIL,'3 clearly
revealed the wide differences of opinion
which existed between the major naval
powers of the world of that day. At the
risk of over-simplification, it may be
said that the problems to be solved with
respect to mine warfare fell into three
general categories: (1) the types of
mines which might lawfully be used; (2)
the purposes for which mines might
lawfully be used; and (3) the places
where mines might lawfully be used.!*
1t is of interest to examine the nature of
each of these problems and the manner
in which they were solved, or put-
portedly solved.

With respect to types of mines, it is
important to recall that at the time that
the Conference met in The Hague in
1907 there were only two categories of
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mines in existence, and it is apparent
that little thought was given to the
possibility of improved technology and
development of new types of mines,'?
The two types then in existence were
the electrically controlled and the auto-
matic submarine contact mines.'® The
former were used for close-in protection
of bays, harbors, river mouths, etcetera.
They were directly controlled from a
shore facility, being detonated from the
controlling station when enemy vessels
were detected within the minefields.
This type of mine was comparatively
noncontroversial. The automatic sub-
marine contact mine, on the other hand,
was out of the control of the minelayer
as soon as it was laid. It detonated on
contact, and was either unanchored or,
if anchored, could easily break loose
from its moorings and was then equally
dangerous to the minelayer, to the
enemy, and to neutrals. It is this type of
mine which had caused such widespread
destruction after the Russo-Japanese
War, a conflict which ended just 2 years
before the 1907 Conference met.

Early in the Conference the British
Delegation tabled a complete proposal
in which the first two paragraphs would
have flatdy prohibited the use of un-
anchored automatic submarine contact
mines, as well as prohibiting such mines
when anchored unless they were so
made as to become harmless if they
broke loose from their moorings.'? The
U. S. Delegation expressed general con-
currence in this portion of the British
proposal,!® but the majority of the
nations represented at the Conference
did not entirely agree with it. The
relevant provisions of article 1 of the
Convention, as ultimately adopted by
the Conference, prohibited the laying of
“unanchored automatic contact mines,
except when they are so constructed as
to become harmless one hour at most
after the person who laid them ceases to
control them."'® (This exception was
made because the German Delegation
wished to preserve the right of a war

vessel which was being pursued to drop
off free mines in order to delay or
destroy its pursuers.) There was, how-
ever, agreement on the British proposal
to prohibit '‘anchored automatic con-
tact mines which do not become harm-
less as soon as they have broken loose
from their moorings.”?°

It will readily be noted that in each
quoted provision of article 1 of the
1907 Convention the language used is
“‘automatic contact mines.' It is for this
reason that the thesis has been advanced
that the Convention does not apply to
the subsequently developed magnetic
and acoustic mines.®' Strangely
enough, it does not appear that this
argument was made by any of the
belligerents in the disputes with respect
to the use of mines which occurred
during both world wars.

Apart from the possibly limiting
factor introduced by the totally un-
necessary use of the restrictive term
“automatic contact mines,"?? the
agreement reached on article 1 was a
fairly successful step forward as it elimi-
nated the basic causes of the disasters
which had occurred after the Russo-
Japanese War—unanchored mines and
mines which remained armed after they
had broken loose from their moorings.
But at this point, sad to relate, we have
all but completed a review of the
effective provisions of the Conven-
tion.23

The next problem attacked by the
conferees was concerned with the pur-
poses for which mines could be used.
The British proposal would have flatly
prohibited the use of mines to establish
or maintain a commercial blockade.??
This proposal was unacceptable to the
Conference as a whole, which finally
agreed on an article which prohibited
the laying of ““automatic contact mines
off the coasts or ports of the enemy,
with the sole object of intercepting
commercial shipping.”*® (Emphasis
added.) This wording was strongly, but
unsuccessfully, opposed for two
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reasons. First, it introduced "'a subjec-
tive element. .. which would give rise
to difficulties in application.””?® Thus, a
belligerent had only to claim that its act
of minelaying off the enemy's coast was
not solely for the purpose of inter-
cepting commercial shipping, thereby
avoiding the prohibition of the Conven-
tion.?” Second, it created new ques-
tions with respect to hlockades.

The venerable Declaration of Paris of
1856 had stated that a blockade to be
effective must be “maintained by a
force sufficient to really prevent access
to the coast of the enemy.”?® Did
Hague VIII mean that if blockade was
not the belligerent’s sole purpose, in
effect, it could blockade by mine with-
out using any surface forces? The
American Delegation, in its report, said
that under article 2 of the Hague Con-
vention “‘a blockade may not be estab-
lished and maintained by the sole use of
submarine mines.””?® Some writers go
even further and take the position that
not only does article 2 not affect the
Declaration of Paris, but that mines may
not even be used to supplement a
hlockading surface force;*® while others
would permit the use of mines for this
purpose as long as the helligerent ef-
fecting the blockade also uses ships,
submarines, or planes.>! One writer
criticizes article 2 because, he says, “the
difficulty is rather adjourned than
met.”?? This has proven to be a valid
criticism.

To summarize, article 2 of the 1907
Hague Convention no. VIII is ambigu-
ous, introduces a subjective determina-
tion into the problem, and can be
construed as being in conflict with the
Declaration of Paris regarding block-
ades. In this latter respect, it is inter-
esting to note that 2 years after the
Hague Conference, in 1909, a number
of the same nations drafted the Declara-
tion of London which specifically re-
peated the provisions of the earlier
Declaration of Paris with respect to
blockades.?® Did this mean that those

nations were demonstrating that Hague
VIII was not intended to affect the
Declaration of Paris? Or did it mean
that they felt the need to revalidate that
Declaration?

The third, and perhaps most diffi-
cult, problem which confronted the
conferees at The Hague was that relating
to the places where mines might law-
fully be used. The British proposal
would have permitted the use of mines
in territorial waters only (defensively in
one's own territorial waters and offen-
sively in the enemy’s) with the sole
exception that the protection of forti-
fied ports mining for a distance of up to
10 miles would have been allowed.?* In
substance, the British wished to prohibit
substantially all use of mines on the
high seas. Here they met the determined
opposition of the Germans who wanted
to be able to use mines wherever naval
operations were taking place, even on
the high seas.®®

In the discussions which took place
in the Committee of Examination, pro-
posed articles 2 and 3 were drafted
prohibiting the laying of mines beyond
a distance of 3 nautical miles from
low-water mark, and extending that
distance to 10 nautical miles off mili-
tary ports.®® (This latter provision was
included in order to permit the defense
to keep warships far enough out to sea
to prevent naval bombardments of mili-
tary ports.) The Committee's report
specifically stated that it had held to the
distinction between coastal (territorial)
waters and the high seas.®”

Both of these two proposed articles
related to the use of mines for defensive
purposes. Proposed article 4 made the
same limits applicable when mines were
used for offensive purposes by laying
them in the enemy's territorial
waters.>® And, finally, proposed article
5 provided that mines might be laid
outside the limits of territorial waters
when that action was taken within the
sphere of the belligerents’ immediate
activity; but in such a case the mines

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1

34



MINEWARFAORE: ANDINFERNATIONAL LAW 31

had to be of the type which would
render themselves harmless after 2 hours
at most.>® Thus, in this respect, the
German proposal was adopted, rather
than that of the British, but with the
2-hour limitation.

When the report of the Committee of
Examination reached the Third Com-
mission, that body took such action
which would seem to be incomprehen-
sible in today's world. The Commission
struck out all four proposed articles
dealing with the subject of the places
where mines might be lawfully laid and
left the draft convention with no pro-
visions whatsoever relating to this sub
ject; and it was in this form that the
Convention was ultimately adopted. In
this area, the deliberations of the Con-
ference were, indeed, an exercise in
futility.*® The statement has been made
that '‘belligerents may, it would appear,
use mines anywhere upon the high
seas.”*! On the other hand, it is arqued
that when the principles of the freedom
of the seas and the rights of belligerents
come into conflict, the former pre-
vails.*? Unfortunately, this has not
been the practice of states.

Hague Convention No. VIII was
drafted in 1907, was ratified by many
of the participating nations during the
next few years, and had its first major
application with the onset of World War
I in August 1914, 1t was very quickly
demonstrated that the criticisms di-
rected against it were completely valid.
As early as 11 August 1914, Great
Britain advised the United States that
the “Germans are scattering mines in-
discriminately about the North Sea in
the open sea” and that it reserved the
right to do likewise.® Efforts by the
United States to obtain an ad hoc
agreement between these two belliger-
ents under which they would not lay
mines on the high seas, except for
defensive purposes within cannon range
of harbors, were unsuccessful.** Several
hundred vessels, British and neutral,
were lost*> and in November 1914

Great Britain retaliated by declaring the
entire North Sea to be a *'military area.”
Thereupon, Germany retaliated by de-
claring the waters around the British
Isles to be a “military area.”*® Within
these ‘‘military areas’ (or ‘‘war zones'')
enemy ships were subject to being sunk
on sight, and neutral ships entered at
their own risk. As the declarations were
primarily enforced by mining, the areas
or zones constituted a substantial inter-
ference with the freedom of navigation
and safety of neutral shipping.®” Most
experts in the law of naval warfare have
found these declarations to have been in
violation of international law.?® Never-
theless, World War II saw a repetition of
the problem, magnified by the develop-
ment of the magnetic and acoustic
mines and by the use of aircraft as
minelayers.?® The fears concerning the
ambiguity of the provision of article 2
of the Hague Convention, which pro-
hibited the laying of mines ''with the
sole object of intercepting commercial
shipping,”’ proved justified. Germany
claimed that as long as commercial
vessels moved in convoy with warships
present, the laying of mines was per-
missible as it was directed against the
warships, and not solely against com-
mercial shipping.®® And toward the end
of World War II the United States
undertook, through the use of mines
dropped by hombers, the complete
blockade of the home islands of Japan—
Operation Starvation.®! It is difficult to
make this action jibe with the statement
made in the report by the American
Delegates to the 1907 Hague Confer-
ence in which they had said that under
article 2 of the Convention ‘‘a blockade
may not be established and maintained
by the sole use of submarine mines.”?

There have been, since 1907, numer-
ous unofficial attempts to draft a more
comprehensive and effective code
covering the conduct of mine war-
fare.®® However, governments have in-
dicated no interest in such a project. In
the light of their comparatively un-
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inhibited activities in the field of mine
warfare during two major conflicts,
their attitude is, perhaps, understand-
able.

It might be argued that article 2 of
the 1958 Convention on the High
Seas®? restricts the use of mines on the
open sea because the first sentence of
that article states: ‘“The high seas being
open to all nations, no state may validly
purport to subject any part of them to
its sovereignty.'' Certainly the mining of
the North Sea and of the seas around
the British Isles and the home islands of
Japan were actions which, at least tem-
porarily, denied freedom of navigation —
one of the attributes of the freedom of
the seas—to neutrals. But the very next
sentence of that article provides:
“Freedom of the seas is exercised under
the conditions laid down by these ar-
ticles and by other rules of international
law."” (Emphasis added.) It will un-
doubtedly be contended by any belliger-
ent desiring to lay mines on the high
seas that the right to bring the war to
your enemy wherever you find him,
including on the high seas, is one of the
“other rules of international law' re-
ferred to in the 1958 High Seas Conven-
tion.

There has been considerable fear
expressed that the nuclear powers
would use the seabed and the ocean
floor as a platform for the emplacement
of nuclear weapons. Recognizing this
problem, on 7 October 1969, the
United States and the Soviet Union
jointly tabled at the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, in Geneva,
a Draft Treaty Banning the Emplace-
ment of Nuclear Weapons on the Sea-
bed. Article 1(1) of that Treaty, as
finally approved, prohibits the em-
placing beyond the outer limits of the
contiguous zone (the 12-mile limit) of:
“ .. any nuclear weapons or any other
types of weapons of mass destruction as
well as structures, launching installa-
tions or any other facilities specifically
designed for storing, testing or using

such weapons.”5 5

At that time the U.S. representative
indicated that the term ‘‘other weapons
of mass destruction” referred to weap-
ons ‘‘such as chemical or biological
weapons.”’ He also stated that the treaty
would prohibit nuclear mines that were
anchored to or emplaced on the sea-
bed.’® Certainly, conventional explo-
sives, no matter how potent, would not
fall within the concept of weapons of
mass destruction so there is no reason to
believe that any nonnuclear mine would
fall within the restrictions of the treaty.
Such a weapon could be emplaced on
the seabed or ocean floor—provided that
it meets the requirements of article 1 of
the 1907 Hague Convention of be-
coming harmiess if it breaks loose from
its moorings.

The Draft Treaty was approved by
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the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament, and on 7 December 1970
the United Nations General Assembly
adopted a resolution recommending the
treaty to states.’’ It was opened for
signature on 11 February 1971 but is
not in force as it has not yet received
the required 22 ratifications, including
those of the United States, the Soviet
Union, and the United Kingdom.

In Conclusion. It has been said that
successful weapons are never outlawed
by international action. On this basis we
would certainly have to find that the
much maligned mine is a successful

controls which have been placed on it
are minimal-—-the requirements that, if
unanchored, it must disarm itself within
1 hour; and that, if anchored, it must
disarm itself should it break loose from
its moorings. Obviously, these pro-
visions were to the advantage of all
concerned, and hence agreement could
be reached on them. Where proposals
were considered to be contrary to the
war plans of nations, they were either
watered down to a meaningless state or
were eliminated completely. It is obwi-
ous that the international community
has neither been effactive nor looked its
best in the legislation of rational con-

weapon. The meaningful international  trols for mine warfare.
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The mine issues no official communiques.

ADM William V. Pratt, USN: In “Newsweek '’ magazine
5 October 1942
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The relationship between the military and civilian sectors of American society and
more particularly the role played by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in Washington's policy
formulation and execution becamne the focus of strident debate in the 1960'. The
conflict surrounding the role of the JCS during the Kennedy and- Johnson
administrations can perhaps best be appreciated by first examining the military's own
view of its proper function and then comparing this prescription with actual practice.
While no formal definition of the JCS's proper function may satisfy everyone,
effective strategic planning and coordinated use of power in support of political
objectives cannot be achieved in the absence of some agreement between the
President and his military advisers over the latter's position.

THE DECLINE AND FALL OF
THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

A research paper prepared
by
Licutenant Colonel William A. Hamilton I11, U.S. Army
College of Naval Command and Staff

Introduction. Today the United instance? Was force improperly used?

States finds itself withdrawing its mili-
tary forces from Indochina despite the
fact that the outcome of the conflict in
that region is still in doubt. This has
never happened before in American
history. It will be yeats before historians
will be able to judge the correctness of
the policies pursued by the United
States in Southeast Asia, and, undoubt-
edly, that judgment will be tempered by
the relative success of the venture. Even
at this point in time, however, certain
aspects of the war are already being
debated. Inevitably some of the ques-
tions being raised center around the
conduct of the war as a possible ex-
planation for its excessive cost and
duration. Was military force inappropri-
ate to attain the national goals in this

Was our strategy correct? Were our
tactics sound?

By law * . . . the Joint Chiefs of Staff
are the principal military advisers to the
President, the National Security Coun-
cil, and the Secretary of Defense.”! Did
the JCS provide sound or unsound
advice? Did the President listen to their
advice?

The answer to the last two questions
will be a long time coming. More Presi-
dential papers will have to be made
available, volumes of documents will
have to be declassified, and a number of
books and memoirs will have to be
written before the answers can be
found; however, it is possible to ex-
amine the environment in which the
JCS operated during the Kennedy and

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1

40



JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 37

Naval War College: April 1972 Full Issue

Johnson administrations in order to
assess their collective influence upon the
formulation of policy involving the use
of the Armed Forces.

Before initiating an inquiry of this
sort, a normative model describing the
relationship between a Commander in
Chief and the leaders of his Armed
Forces must first be established in order
to set a standard by which actual
interactions between past Presidents and
their military advisers can be measured.

The choice of a proper model is not
difficult when so few exist. In this case
the selection is small because whatever
the differences between individual
American military services over the
years, they have uniformly supported
the concept of civil control over the
military. However, support of civil con-
trol was not held to mean that the
military would give up its advisory
function in the policymaking process.

While the literature in this area is
uniform, it is also scarce. It is not clear
whether this paucity is the result of
oversight or the general unanimity of
opinion in this regard.

The model chosen comes from a
book first published by the U.S. Naval
War College in 1936 called Sound Mili-
tary Decision. The book was used for
years to enlarge the viewpoint and
broaden the basis of the professional
judgment of officers. Based on an enor-
mous body of literature which included
all available and pertinent military
writings, Sound Military Decision be-
came a '‘bible’’ to students at the Naval
War College prior to Pearl Harbor and
throughout World War 1L

What influence the following passage
from Sound Military Decision had upon
the drafters of the Act of Congress
making the Joint Chiefs of Staff '‘the
principal military advisers to the Presi-
dent, the National Security Council and
the Secretary of Defense”? is unknown,
but given its general acceptance among
the military services, as well as the fact
that it predates the National Security

Act of 1947, we may safely accept it as
the model relationship.

The Advisory Function

Understanding between the
civil representatives of the State
and the leaders of the Armed
Forces is manifestly essential to
the coordination of national
policy with the power to enforce
it. Therefore, if serious omissions
and the adoption of ill-advised
measures are to be avoided, it is
necessary that wise professional
counsel be available to the State.
While military strategy may deter-
mine whether the aims of policy
are possible of attainment, policy
may, beforehand, determine large-
ly the success or failure of mili-
tary strategy. It behooves policy
to ensure not only that military
strateqy pursue appropriate aims,
but that the work of strategy be
allotted adequate means and be
undertaken under the most favor-
able conditions.?

Looking at the last decade (and
particularly at the war in Southeast
Asia) in light of the model relationship
described above, one is moved to ask:
What measure of understanding existed
between the civil representatives of the
State and the leaders of the Armed
Forces? Was wise professional council
available to the State? Were the policy
aims of the United States such as to
enhance the chance of success of the
military strateqy? Conversely, was the
military strategy the correct one to
accomplish the aims of policy? Were
adequate means allotted to support the
strategy, and was the strategy under-
taken under favorable conditions?

While the temptation to address all
these questions is strong, such an effort
lies beyond the more limited constraints
of time and space available here. Rather,
the task of this paper is to examine only
the degree of understanding or mis-
understanding which existed between

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1972

41



38 NAVAL WAR COLLEQE REVIEW

Naval War Col

the Commander in Chief and the JCS
during the Kennedy and Johnson ad-
ministrations.

* ok kK k * % &

John Fitzgerald Kennedy became the
35th President of the United States on
20 January 1961. He brought to the
Nation his considerable talents, certain
preconceptions about the military, and
his brilliant and aggressive Secretary of
Defense, Robert Strange McNamara.
Before the first 100 days of his adminis-
tration were over, President Kennedy
came to rely upon Mr. McNamara for
military advice and profoundly changed
the relationship between the office of
the Commander in Chief and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.®

John F. Kennedy was raised in a
home which placed high value on public
service. There can be no doubt that
Kennedy was proud of his own military
service. He was also proud of his oldest
brother, Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr., who
was killed in a tragic military accident
during World War II.

Theodore Sorenser, President Ken-
nedy's close friend and biographer, re-
counts the loss of the President’s
brother:

Joe volunteered for an experi-
mental mission—flying a Liberator
bomber loaded with explosives
from which he would bail out
once a control plane had directed
it on target. With an earth-shaking
blast that was never explained, his
plane dlsmtegrated in the air while
still over England.*

Obviously something had gone
wrong, and it would be difficult to
escape the conclusion that those who
planned the experiment had miscalcu-

*See Lawrence J. Korb, '"The Secretary of
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff: Con-
flict in the Budgetary Process, 1947-1971,”
Naval War College Review, December 1971, p.
30-34.
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lated. What effect this tragedy might
have had upon John Kennedy's later
attitudes about the military in general
cannot be known, but one would have
to be extremely charitable not to form
at least a subconscious association be-
tween military bungling and the loss of
a loved one.

His own experiences as a naval offi-
cer left him unawed by generals and
admirals. In 1944, while he was recover-
ing from the injuries he received during
his courageous exploit as the skipper of
PT 109, he wrote to a friend about the

. super-human ability of the

Navy to screw up everything they
touch ... Even the simple de-
livery of a letter frequently over-
burdens this heaving puffing war
machine of ours. God save this
country of ours from those pa-
triots whose war cry is, ““what this
country needs is to be run with
military efficiency.’””

Kennedy's personal view of the Mili-
tary Establishment did not lessen his
interest in military affairs, however.
Once he indicated to Ted Sorensen that
if he (Kennedy) were ever to be a
Cabinet officer, the only two posts
which he would consider were Secretary
of State or Secretary of Defense.®
Later, as President, he took great inter-
est in his role as the Commander in
Chief, frequently inspecting the Armed
Forces, examining military equipment,
and discussing concepts such as “flexi-
ble response’ and "‘counterinsurgency.”

One of the major thrusts of Ken-
nedy's presidential campaign was that
we were falling behind the Russians in
usable military power and that our basic
strategy of reliance upon ‘'massive re-
taliation” was unrealistic, leaving the
United States only two options: “world
devastation or submission.””” Under-
scoring his concern for the state of
national defense, he conducted an ex-
tensive talent hunt to find a man who
would be a strong Secretary of Defense
—a man who could unify the efforts of
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the separate services and put an end to
the bickering among the JCS. The
search led to the newly elected presi-
dent of the Ford Motor Company,
Robert S. McNamara. Characterized by
the military as a “civilian on horse-
back,” McNamara's approach with the
JCS was one of ““divide and conquer.”

Losing no time, the President-elect
directed Mr. McNamara to conduct a
survey of the Defense Establishment
and to report his findings. Shortly after
Kennedy's inauguration, Mr. McNamara
reported to the President that he had
found in the Pentagon:

... A strategic nuclear force
vulnerable to surprise missile at-
tack, a nonnuclear force weak in
combat-ready divisions, in airlift
capacity and in tactical air sup-
port, a counterinsurgency force
for all practical purposes non-
existent, and a weapons inventory

completely lacking in certain
major elements but far over-
supplied in others. . .. Too many

automatic decisions made in ad-
vance instead of in the light of an
actual emergency, and too few
Pentagon-wide plans for each kind
of emergency. The Army was rely-
ing on airlift the Air Force could
not supply. The Air Force was
stockpiling supplies for a war last-
ing a few days while the Army
stockpiles assumed a war of two
years.®
President Kennedy’s worst suspicions
were confirmed. Even if the new Presi-
dent stopped to consider that the JCS
had been merely carrying out the Eisen-
hower-Dulles strateqy, making do with a
budget ceiling imposed by a Republican
administration, it is doubtful that he
was favorably impressed with those
aspects of Mr. McNamara's report which
evidenced a lack of coordination and
cooperation between the military ser-
vices.
Surveying the shakeup of the JCS,
President Kennedy regarded them as
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individuals “inherited’ from the Eisen-
hower administration.” The Chiefs,
however, had an apolitical institutional
history and were equally loyal to Re-
publicans and Democrats.* Neverthe-
less, Kennedy longed to have his own
appointees make up the JCS saying,
“Any President should have the right to
choose carefully his own military ad-
visers.”' @

Prior to the Bay of Pigs, the Presi-
dent appeared content to allow normal
attrition to change the membership of
the JCS because he had already arranged
an interim solution by the appointment
of former U.S. Army Chief of Staff
Gen. Maxwell D. Taylor as his personal
adviser on military affairs until the time
came when he could make him Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.!!

While it is not within the scope of
this paper to recount all of the events
surrounding the Bay of Pigs, this unfor-
tunate event was a turning point in the
newly developing relationship between
the President and his chief military
advisers. Having lost further confidence
in the Chiefs as a consequence of the
Cuban disaster, President Kennedy
chose to substitute Secretary McNamara
and a number of ad hoc advisers in place
of the JCS. A common pattern of poor
communications between the President
and the JCS was evident before, during,
and after the Bay of Pigs and played a
significant part in the deterioration of
civil-military relations at the highest
levels.**

*President Eisenhower, according to a
report in The New York Times of 12 January
1961, was satisfied with the performance of
the JCS,

**In this examination a degree of reliance
is placed on Mr. Schlesinger’s and Mr. Soren-
sen's accounts as they shed some light upon
President Kennedy’s thoughts about the JCS;
however, it should be kept in mind that Mr.
Sorensen, and especially Mr. Schlesinger, are
not generally regarded as objective reporters
of events concerning President Kennedy and
his administration.
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From the early stages, the JCS were
not happy about the CIA conducting
large-scale military operations. The mili-
tary Chiefs held the project at arm’s
length, only providing their comments
on the military feasibility of the plan
when required to do so. Accordingly, in
January the JCS commented in writing
that the CIA plan to land at Trinidad
had a chance of initial military success
and “,..that ultimate success would
depend upon either a sizable uprising
inside the island or sizable support from
outside,”!?

Mr. Schlesinger criticized the JCS for
the indecisive stance they took in the
early preinvasion deliberations. He
noted that the JCS paper ‘‘without
restating the alternative conditions for
victory, . .. concluded that the existing
Plan, if executed in time, stood a ‘fair'
chance of ultimate success.’’!?

By March, however, the JCS noted
that “...Cuban resistance was in-
dispensable to success. They could see
no other way short of United States
intervention—by which an invasion
force of a thousand Cubans, no matter
how well trained and equipped nor how
stout their morale, could conceivably
overcome the 200,000 men of Castro's
army and militia.”'*

As time went on, President Kennedy
ingisted that changes be made in the
Plan to reduce evidence of U.S. involve-
ment. As a consequence, new landing
sites were sought. The Joint Chiefs were
asked to comment upon the Zapata
area, the Bay of Pigs, and one other
area, ‘‘The Joint Chiefs...on 14
March, agreed that Zapata seemed the
best . . . but added softly that they still
preferred Trinidad.”"'® (Emphasis
added.) On the other hand, Mr. Soren-
sen reports that the JCS failed to tell
the President that they still preferred
Trinidad.'®*

While the White House and the JCS
felt that a revolt of the Cuban people
was essential to the success of the
operation, the CIA operatives in charge

of the operation were prepared to go
ahead without an uprising. Here was a
communications breakdown between
the CIA and the rest of the administra-
tion. ‘... the invasion plan, as under-
stood by the President and the Joint
Chiefs, . . . assume(d} that the successful
occupation of an enlarged beachhead
area would rather soon incite organized
uprisings by armed members of the
Cuban resistance.’'” But, after the
disaster, Allen W. Dulles, the former
CIA Director, stated in his book, The
Craft of Intelligence, that “ ... I know
of no estimate that a spontaneous up-
rising of the unarmed population of
Cuba would be touched off by the
landing.'"*®
Unfortunately, the preparations for
the operation moved inexorably onward
as if the project possessed a life of its
own. As Mr. Schlesinger describes it:
Our meetings were taking place
in a curious atmosphere of as-
sumed consensus. The CIA repre-
sentatives dominated the dis-
cussion. The Joint Chiefs seemed
to be going contentedly along.
They met four times as a body
after March 15th to review the
Bay of Pigs project as it evolved;
and while their preference for
Trinidad was on the record and
they never formally approved the
new plan, they at no time op-
posed it. Their collaboration with
the CIA in refining the scheme
gave the White House the impres-
sion of their wholehearted sup-
port. (Emphasis added.)"®
It is terrifying to think that a govern-
ment could proceed on such a hazard-
ous course on the basis of an assumed
consensus or that the President could

*Mr. Schlesinger’s hearing may have been
better than Mr. Sorensen’s. In any event, the
actual landing site was later changed to the
Bay of Pigs which was evidently the third
choice of the JCS, It should be remembered
that there was no uprising nor was any direct
U.S. military support provided.

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1

44



Naval War College: April I'9(7)211<Nul! Issue

undertake to make such an important
decision on the basis of an impression
that his military advisers supported the
plan and seemed to be content with it
when the JCS had repeatedly gone on
record stating their preconditions for
success. The point at issue is not
whether the JCS should be blamed or
not for the abortive Bay of Pigs in-
vasion, rather the question which must
be answered is how such a state of
affairs could come to pass. Could this
situation have occurred if the National
Security Council (NSC) machinery had
been used as it was by President Eisen-
hower?

Research in this area has been ham-
pered by an unwillingness of the mili-
tary participants in this decision to
openly discuss the subject.* The Joint
Chiefs side of the story can only be left
to speculation. How could a group of
dedicated and distinguished military
officers and the Commander in Chief of
the Armed Forces so misread the inten-
tions of the other? The President was
convinced that the JCS would not let
him plunge into an unwise military
adventure, and yet he seemed deaf to
their warnings that to succeed the plan
would have to be bold and its execution
forceful.?® Perhaps the JCS became
convinced that it was the President who
kept pushing the CIA's “‘covert” invasion
project since it would not die a decent
bureaucratic death even after all the
preconditions and reservations raised by
the Joint Chiefs. Or perhaps the JCS
wanted to show the new President that
they could get along with the CIA and
were not just parochial nitpickers.

The CIA planners were so secretive in

*In February 1971, almost 10 years after
the Bay of Pigs, the author, in a discussion
with General Lemnitzer, tried to open the
subject but was courteously refused any
information other than the Ffact that the
members of the JCS had great respect for
President Kennedy's courage and, in keeping
with their oath of office, the Chiefs had
remained silent.
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their approach that the JCS had torely
upon a patchwork of briefings ‘'about”
the invasion plans rather than receiving
a formal operations plan which could
have been subjected to minute scrutiny
and to which the JCS could have ap-
pended formal comments. The changes
urged by Kennedy's civilian advisers
which canceled 40 of 48 planned air-
strikes were unknown to the Joint
Chiefs until the last moment. Attempts
by the CIA and the military to restore
the strikes were to no avail.?' Dr. Mario
Lazo, former leader of the anti-Castro
underground inside Cuba, stated in his
article, “Decision for Disaster,” which
appeared in the September 1964 issue
of The Reader's Digest, that the plan
which the JCS approved was changed at
the insistence of President Kennedy’s
advisers without the knowledge of the
JCS. ''These changes doomed the in-
vasion to disaster before it even got
underway."

Lyman Kirkpatrick, former Deputy
Director of the CIA and at the time of
the Bay of Pigs episode the Inspector
General of the CIA, found no fault with
the JCS in his postmortem of the entire
affair:

Throughout the rest of Wash-
ington, after the Bay of Pigs there
was a general effort to try and
move out of the hot seat and put
somehody else in it. There were
those that tried unjustly to blame
the Defense Department and Joint
Chiefs of Staff, whose participa-
tion had been limited.??

When it was all over and the Presi-
dent and the Nation had been humili-
ated, it was clear to the President that
many mistakes had been made, and
many people shared in the blame. Pub-
licly, he took all of the blame upon his
own shoulders. Privately, he expressed
to his intimates great disappointment in
the performance of his advisers and then
slowly began to replace those whom he
felt had failed him. For political reasons
he could not move too fast, but even-
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tually the errant (or thought to be
errant} individuals were removed and/or
their functions replaced by organs of his
own design.

Despite President Kennedy's accep-
tance of responsibility for the invasion's
failure, the controversy surrounding this
ill-starred venture was just starting. Con-
gress was the first to attack. Senator
Gore wanted the JCS dismissed.?® Sena-
tor Long wanted General Lemnitzer
removed.?? Secretary McMNamara was
painfully slow to defend the JCS, but
President Kennedy had them pose with
him in the rose garden for an official
photograph which was accomplished
with more than normal publicity.?®
Finally, in June, former President Eisen-
hower came to their defense,?® for the
most part ending the attacks coming
from outside the administration.

Although the President made no pub-
lic denunciation of his military and
civilian advisers, he did, according to
Schlesinger and Sorensen, make a num-
ber of comments about the JCS.* The
comments he allegedly made about the
Joint Chiefs and the military bear re-
peating because they reflect an attitude
that was to carry on throughout his
administration. Schlesinger speaks for
the President:

The President reserved his in-
nermost thoughts and, in the end,
blamed only himself. But he was a
human being and not totally free
of resentment. He would say at
times, “My God, the bunch of
advisers we inherited. . . . can you
imagine being President and leav-
ing behind someone like all those
people there?" My impression is

*The author’s investigations reveal a most
cordial and respectful relationship between
the President and the JCS, Whether President
Kennedy actually said or helieved the things
which Schlesinger and Sorensen say that he
said about the Joint Chiefs is open to debate.
Either way, the impact of such thoughts
within the administration served to under-
mine the prestige and influence of the JCS,

that, among these advisers, the

Joint Chiefs had disappointed him

most for their cursory review of

the military plans.?”

He felt that he now knew
certain soft spots in his adminis-
tration especially the CIA and the
Joint Chiefs. He would never be
overawed by professional military
advice again.?®

[But with the exception of
General Shoup] the President was
convinced after the Bay of Pigs
that he needed military advice
that neither Bundy's civilian staff
nor the holdover Chiefs of Staff
were able to give.??

A year and a half later, Mr. Sorensen
reports the President as saying, “The
advice of every member of the Execu-
tive Branch that was brought into advise
was unanimous—and the advice was
wrong.” Then Mr. Sorensen goes on to
say:

In fact, the advice was not so
unanimous or so well considered
as it seemed. The Chiefs of Staff,
whose endorsement of the mili-
tary feasibility of the plan particu-
larly embittered him, gave it only
limited piecemeal study as a body,
and individually differed in their
understanding of its features. Inas-
much as it was the responsibility
of another agency and did not
directly depend on their forces,
they were not as close or critical
in their examination as they might
otherwise have been, and de-
pended on the CIA’s estimates of
Castro’s military and political
strength. Moreover, they had
originally approved the plan when
it called for a landing at the city
of Trinidad at the foot of the
Escambray Mountains, and when
Trinidad was ruled out as too
conspicuous, they selected the
Bay of Pigs as the best of the
alternative sites offered without
informing either Kennedy or

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1

46



Naval War College: April JOINF IGHIEFS OF STAFF 43

McNamara that they still thought

Trinidad preferable.®®*

The President and the White House
staff felt that they had indeed learned
some hard lessans and, according to Mr.
Schlesinger the JCS learned also: “'The
Chiefs had their own way of reacting to
the Cuban fiasco. It soon began to look
to the White House as if they were
taking care to build a record which
would permit them to say that, what-
ever the President did, he acted against
their advice.’?!

When the question of intervention in
Laos came up later, Mr. Schlesinger had
this opinion, *...the Joint Chiefs,
chastened by the Bay of Pigs, declined
to guarantee the success of the military
operations. . .. "2 2**

Thus, if understanding, mutual trust,
and respect are essential to achieving the
proper relationship between a President
and his military advisers, the JCS as an
institution was now defunct for all
intents and purposes. Under such cir-
cumstances the Chiefs could hardly per-
form their proper advisory role as this
last quote from Mr. Sorensen suggests:

... the Bay of Pigs fiasco had
its influence. That operation had
been recommended principally by
the same set of advisers who
favored intervention in Laos. But
now the President was far more
skeptical of the experts, their
reputations, their recommenda-
tions, their promises, premises and
facts. .. . “Thank God the Bay of

Pigs happened when it did,” he

would say to me [Sorensen] in

*Mr, Schiesinger’s account differs in that
he says that the JCS “added softly’ that they
still preferred Trinidad, See footnote on
Page 40,

**[ronically a political failure in Cuba,
which was an area of wvital interest to the
United States, would later serve to undermine
the credibility of the JCS which had consis-
tently carried Indochina much further down
on its list of priorities than Cuba and which
was generally opposed to going ashore in Asia.

September, as we chatted about
foreign policy in his New York
hotel room. ... ""Otherwise, we'd
be in Laos by now-and that
would be a hundred times
worse."??

Obviously the President of the
United States cannot carry out his
duties as Commander in Chief without
professional military advice. President
Kennedy recognized this. Having dis-
missed the advice of the JCS as un-
reliable, the President felt it necessary
to search elsewhere for military counsel.

The President had long been an
admirer of Gen. Maxwell D. Taylor.
Taylor's credentials were impeccable.
He had a fine combat record. He was
urbane, sophisticated, skilled in lan-
guages, and was regarded by many as an
intellectual.

Under President Eisenhower, General
Taylor was unhappy with the Army’s
diminished role in the framework of the
massive retaliation doctrine and hence
retired as Army Chief of Staff to write a
book called The Uncertain Trumpet
which expounded the virtues of flexible
response. Kennedy had been impressed
by Taylor’s thinking and even before
the Bay of Pigs brought Taylor to the
White House as his personal military
adviser.

This solution was only partially satis-
factory because the President felt that
he could effect the changes he wanted
in the Defense Establishment faster if
his own man was the Chairman of the
JCS. Further, General Taylor had good
relations with the Congress. Clearly,
bringing General Taylor out of retire-
ment, although unprecedented, would
satisfy both the Congress and the Chief
Executive.

In January 1961, Khrushchev made a
speech which made a significant impact
upon President Kennedy. ln an 8-hour
oration, Khrushchev outlined three
kinds of conflict between East and
West: nuclear wars, conventional wars,
and wars of national liberation. Dis-
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missing nuclear war as too dangerous
and the second type as possibly leading
to nuclear war, he said that he saw wars
of national liberation as an acceptable
means of pursuing world communism.
Kennedy immediately began to assess
the capability of the United States to
counter this type of warfare.

He asked Rostow to check into
what the Army was, in fact, doing
about counterguerrilla training.
He was soon informed that the
Special Forces at Fort Bragg con-
sisted of fewer than a thousand
men. Looking at the field manuals
and training literature, he tossed
them aside as “‘meager’” and in-
adequate. Reading Mao Tse-tung
and Che Guevara himself on the
subject, he told the Army to do
likewise.? ®
After examining the available train-

ing literature and the field equipment
available to the Army for counter-
guerrilla operations, President Kennedy
decided that a major effort should be
made to increase the Army’s capability
in this area.®® The President called in
the Army Chief of Staff, Gen. George
H. Decker, and told him to expand the
Special Forces and to change their
mission from one of training to foster
insurgencies behind enemy lines to one
of putting down insurgencies within
countries whose governments were
friendly to the United States. Kennedy
was convinced that counterinsurgency
was the mirror image of insurgency, and
since the Special Forces knew how to be
insurgents by simply applying their ex-
pertise upside down and hbackwards,
they should be best suited to lead the
way to counterinsurgency.

There were those in the Army who
were reluctant to see the mission and
capabilities of Special Forces altered.
They preferred to see the Army in
general develop a counterinsurgency
capabhility, leaving the Special Forces to
practice its arcane skills unmolested.
This faction felt that an expansion of

the Special Forces on the scale proposed
by the President would soon degrade its
proficiency—a fact which special head-
gear {like the Green Beret) would be
unable to mask.

Some in the Army questioned the
entire idea of counterinsurgency. Did
the United States, the greatest revolu-
tionary country in the world, really
wish to line up on the side of the status
quo and be classed by the Third World
as the supporter of colonialism and
imperialism?®7  Nevertheless, if the
Commander in Chief felt he needed a
counterinsurgency capability to support
national policy, the Army would pro-
vide it. General Decker, in order to give
the President’s idea emphasis, appointed
a rising general officer to oversee the
expansion of the Special Forces.

General Decker was delighted with
President Kennedy's interest in the
Army and the President’s desire to
increase the strength and capabilities of
the Special Forces, but when the end of
General Decker's first 2-year tour as the
Army Chief of Staff came on 30 Sep-
tember 1962, General Decker made
known his wish to retire. He was 60
years old, had served for 38 years, and
his office was weighing upon the general
and his family. General Decker's desires
were accepted by the President who
was, at the time, opposing pending
legislation which would have established
the terms of the Chiefs at 4 years.?3

On 30 September 1962 General
Decker retired. On that same day Gen-
eral Lemnitzer turned over the Chair-
manship of the JCS to General Taylor
and departed for Europe and NATO.

Now the President’s own man was
the Chairman of the JCS. Of the Chiefs
inherited from Eisenhower, only Ken-
nedy’s favorite, General Shoup, the
Commandant of the Marine Corps, re-

mained.?®* With the Eisenhower Chiefs

*General White retired on 30 June 1961
after serving two terms. Admiral Burke retired
on 1 August 1961, having served three terms
on the JCS.

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1

48



Naval War College: Aprilj@lmﬁn GHIEFS OF STAFF 45

gone, President Kennedy now had his
own team of military advisers.

Gen. Curtis E. LeMay hecame the
USAF Chief of Staff in June 1961.
Adm. George W. Anderson, Jr., took
over as Chief of Naval Operations in
August 1961. Although neither of these
officers was inherited from Eisenhower
nor were they on the JCS during the
Bay of Pigs, both of them were soon to
run into trouble with Secretary Me-
Namara.

With a slate of officers appointed by
the incumbent President, the relation-
ship between the Commander in Chief
and principal military advisers would
hopefully more closely approach the
model set forth at the outset. Unfortu-
nately, the events of the Cuban missile
crisis did little, if anything, to improve
the stature of the JCS.

The literature ahout the Cuban mis-
sile crisis is rich, for as President Ken-
nedy later said, ‘“‘Success has many
fathers....”¥® But even with the
euphoria that one finds in this litera-
ture, the Joint Chiefs do not come out
unscathed.

Early in his administration, President
Kennedy admonished the JCS to
' .. base their advice not on narrow
military considerations alone but on
broad-gauged political and economic
factors as well.”®! While our model
recognizes the relationship between
policy aims and military strategy, it
does not license the military to atternpt
to determine national policy. Conse-
quently, if the President were to ask the
JCS about the propriety of the United
States using force to accomplish its aims
in Cuba, it would be improper for the
military to answer.

Given the parameters of the model,
the only questions the military chiefs
could legitimately respond to would be:
What military means does the United
States have to terminate the missile
threat? What military courses of action
doss the United States have? Which
course of action will have the greatest

chance of success? What will each
course of action cost in terms of lives
and equipment? What military steps can
be taken if the Russians intervene?

Perhaps the President’s dicturn to
offer “broad-gauged’’ advice should not
have been taken literally by the JCS. At
the Bay of Pigs the JC5 was condemned
for not looking hard enough at, or not
being vocal enough about, the pitfalls in
the CIA plan, and later the JCS was
criticized after the Cuban missile crisis
for not considering the implications of
their recommendations.

It is interesting to note the impres-
sions made by the Joint Chiefs on those
who have written “ingside’’ stories about
what took place during the high-level
deliberations. First the President’s
brother, Robert, recalls:

[The President] ...was dis-
tressed with the [military] repre-
sentatives with whom he met,
with the notable exception of
General Taylor, seemed to give so
little considerations to the impli-
cations of steps they sug-
gested. . . . President Kennedy was
disturbed by this inahility to look
beyond the limited military field.
When we talked about this later,
he said we had to remember that
they were trained to fight and to
wage war—that was their
life. ... It was for these reasons,
and many more, that President
Kennedy regarded Secretary
McNamara as the most valuable
public servant in his Administra-
tion. . .. 42

Mr, Schlesinger quotes the President
as saying ' ... an invasion would have
been a mistake—a wrong use of our
power. But the military are mad. They
wanted to do this. It’s lucky for us that
we have McNamara over there."”*? Mr.
Sorensen recounts a conversation with
the President on 19 October 1962 as
follows: ““The President called me in, a
bit disqusted. He had just met with the
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Joint Chiefs, who preferred an air strike
or invasion. . . . "%

Historians will know someday
whether or not it was correct to guaran-
tee Cuba against invasion as the quid
pro quo for the removal of the mis-
siles.” The possible existence of a Soviet
missile submarine base at Cienfuegos in
1970 arques against the President’s 1962
decision. Would an invasion have led to
a nuclear exchange? Doubtful, but in all
probability, it will never be known.

None of those who were there and
who have written about the high-level
conferences seemed disappointed with
the performance of General Taylor who
had just assumed the Chairmanship of
the Joint Chiefs, Neither Robert Ken-
nedy, Mr. Schlesinger, nor Mr. Sorensen
reveal what General Taylor had to say,
but, whatever it was, it satisfied the
President. Most dramatic events must
have villains as well as heroes. The press
took Ambassador Stevenson to task for
some of his conciliatory recommenda-
tions, but Robert Kennedy and Soren-
sen defended him. In a neat balance, the
Joint Chiefs, except the Chairman, were
criticized for being too belligerent.

The Chiefs were praised for the
manner in which the quarantine was
conducted and the rapid response of all
ground and air forces. Ironically, it was
during the conduct of the naval block-
ade by Admiral Anderson that he had
an encounter with Secretary McNamara
which was, to some deqgree at least, to
lead to Anderson's premature retire-
ment.

When Adm. George W. Anderson
joined the JCS on 1 August 1961, he
was the ‘“new hoy." Generals Lem-
nitzer, Decker, White, and Shoup had
been on board for some time, with
Ceneral LeMay coming to the JCS at
the end of June 1961. Capable, ener-

#It should be noted that no physical
inspection was ever made to ingsure that the
missiles had actually been removed,

getic, and outspoken, he developed a
number of ¢concerns which he wanted to
discuss with Mr. McNamara and the JCS
in executive session. The older members
of the JCS had been having their prob-
lems with Mr. McNamara for some time,
and they were quite content to let the
newcomer “‘bell the cat." Clearing these
subjects with the other Chiefs, as it was
protocol to do, he was encouraged by
them to speak out.

Admiral Anderson made an issue of
three individuals on the staff of the
Secretary of Defense who were ap-
parently hostile to the uniformed ser-
vices either in approach or attitude, or
evidenced a lack of understanding. One
of these civilians had boasted that he
could make or break any general or flag
officer in the Pentagon. To Secretary
McNamara's astonishment, Admiral
Anderson asked him if this was so.
Turning to one of his advisers, Mr.
McNamara asked if such a thing could
be true. To which the adviser is reported
to have said, '“No, he's too smart to be
caught saying anything like that.”

Admiral Anderson found it difficult
to disguise his lack of enthusiasm for
““whiz kids"’ and other nonprofessional
military advisers in the Pentagon, and
his willingness to bring up the subject of
civilian officials allegedly throwing their
weight around served notice on the
fast-growing Office of the Secretary of
Defense that Admiral Anderson would
bear watching.

As time went on it became clear that
the basic problem between the Secre-
tary and the Chief of Naval Operations
was a personality clash. They were hoth
able and strong-willed men, and neither
one was intimidated by the other. Ad-
miral Anderson did not hesitate to
dissent when he felt it proper. Clearly
the law stated that Mr. McNamara was
Admiral Anderson's superior, and if the
President had to choose between the
two of them there could be little doubt
as to which of them would have to seek
other employment.
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Admiral Anderson lasted two
years, and his experience in the
Cuban crisis of 1962 was perhaps
the outstanding illustration of the
low regard in which the Service
Chiefs were held. First there was
an incident on October 6. The
Defense officials decided they
wanted to send a squadron of
Navy [carrier] fighters from
Oceana, Virginia to Key Woest,
Florida, and to put the squadron
temporarily under Air Force con-
trol. Deputy Defense Secretary
Gilpatric, without going through
channels, ignored the Chief of
Naval Operations, and called
directly to Admiral Robert L.
Dennison, the Commander in
Chief, Atlantic, at Norfolk, Vir-
ginia, to give him the order. . . .

As the crisis grew worse, the
United States undertook a naval
quarantine of Cuba. Secretary
McNamara began spending time in
the Navy's Flag Plot, or opera-
tions center. This room, under
Marine Guard, contains visual ma-
terials locating the position of
every ship. It also has communica-
tions links with ship commanders.
McNamara insisted upon making
decisions on the spot. He wanted
to call ship commanders directly
on the voice-scramhling, single-
side-band radios. Admiral Ander-
son tried to dissuade the civilian
official. The Navy uses formal,
stylized voice communications
with coded names going through
the chain of command. McNamara
was inclined to ignore or belittle
those techniques. He pointed to a
symhal for one ship at sea and
demanded of Admiral Anderson,
“What's that ship doing there?”
The Chief of Naval Operations
replied, “'l don't know, but | have
faith in my officers."*$
In fact, Admiral Anderson did know

what the ship was doing in that loca-

tion. The ship, a U.S. destroyer, was
sitting on top of a Russian submarine
which had been detected by a highly
classified means of detection. Present
with Secretary McNamara were some of
his civilian staff and with Admiral An-
derson some of his own officers who
were not cleared for this particular piece
of highly sensitive information. Later,
the CNO was able to get Mr. McNamara
aside and explain the situation. This
calmed the Secretary, but as Mr. Mc-
Namara and his entourage departed the
Flag Plot, Admiral Anderson said
jokingly, “Don’t worry Mr. Secretary,
we know what we are doing down
here." Apparently, Mr. McNamara took
no offense at the remark at the time but
later chose to conclude that it meant
that the CNO did not need any civilian
help and had little time to answer
questions—even from the Secretary of
Defense,

The final break took place when
Admiral Anderson refused to endorse
the TFX project after McNamara in-
sisted that he support the all-service
fighter plane.* Anderson may have been
right, but he had crossed the Secretary
too often as Mr. Sorensen relates:

Anderson had overstepped the
bounds of dissent with Kennedy
and McNamara on more than one
issue, and the meaning of his
departure was not lost on his
fellow brass; but his many backers

in the Congress were unable to

make out a case of martyrdom

when Kennedy put his con-
siderable talents to use by naming
him Ambassador to Portugal*

Rocky as the relationship between
Admiral Anderson and Secretary Mec-
Namara was, there is no evidence that
Admiral Anderson and President Ken-

*The TFX is now the ill-fated F-111
fighter which the Navy could not use on
carriers and which the Air Force found was
better suited for use as a lowlevel SAC
bomber,
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nedy were ever at odds. Their relation-
ship was always cordial and mutually
respectful., Anderson never criticized
President Kennedy and loyally carried
out his wishes. The President and Ad-
miral Anderson liked each other, but
both were caught in a situation where
the admiral had to do what he thought
was 1ight for his service and for the
Armed Forces while the President had
to back up his civilian secretary. And so
Admiral Anderson hecame the second
member of the JCS to retire after only
.one term. Later, President Kennedy
would indicate his displeasure with
General LeMay by extending him for
only 1 year after his first 2-year term
instead of the normal 2 years.*” At the
time of President Kennedy's assassina-
tion, only General Shoup of the original
group of Chiefs remained as a member
of the JCS.

When Lyndon Johnson became the
36th President of the United States, his
mental baggage included preconceptions
of his own about the military. During
the Johnson administration the JCS
would be Kkept busy training and
equipping troops and transporting them
to Southeast Asia, but they would not
be called upon to act as the President’s
principal military advisers. They would
be called upon to carry out military and
political decisions reached in the White
House between the President and a
small group of trusted civilian advisers.

Hugh Sidey, who covers the White
House for Time-Life, provides insight
into Johnson’s ideas about military men
in general in his book, A Very Personal
Presidency:

His deep suspicions of the mili-
tary went back to his first days in
the Congress...he was given a
seat on Carl Vinson's powerful
Naval Affairs Committee. There

wore on their chests. He found
them contemptuous of new ideas,
mean and thoughtless in dealing
with those below them. He de-
tected an alarming amount of
sheer stupidity which was self-
perpetuating hbecause of the
academy caste system. He found
no companionship with military
men. . .. In fact, the general level
of competence which Johnson
found among the admirals who
came hefore the Naval Affairs
Committee convinced him that
the nation could not put its com-
plete trust in the military in such
hazardous times. How America
met the threat had to be planned
in detail, in Johnson's view, by
the politicians.

This lack of confidence in the
officer corps never really left
Johnson . .. he felt that the mili-
tary men almost always were too
narrow in their appraisals of a
given problem, often ignoring the
political implications in the
United States or the reaction
abroad . . . Johnsen could be mer-
ciless when he told about the
generals. None got harsher treat-
ment than the old bomber pilot
Curt LeMay, chief of the Air
Force under Kennedy and John-
son. LeMay was credited with
having offered the advice for the
air war in North Vietnam. “We
ought to bomb them hack into
the stone age.”... Johnson sub-
scribed heartily to an axiom that
Kennedy propounded before his
death. One night in his office with
friends, JFK said, “Once you
decide to send the bombers, you
want men like LeMay flying them.
But you can't let them decide if
they should go or not.”*3

he watched the high brass parade,
and he was disturbed. He found
that too many military men grew
arrogant behind the ribbons they

Johnson'’s own military experience
was limited to one tour as a lieutenant
commander in the Navy during World
War 1L
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...going into uniform as a
Navy Lieutenant Commander on
December 14, 1941. He had a
desk job in San Francisco from
then until May 6, [ 1942] when he
went into the Pacific as President
Roosevelt's personal emissary. He
arrived in the war sector on May
14, One month and four days
later his tour of duty was over; a
fever kept him in Australia a few
more days but he was back in the
States and out of uniform by July
16,1942.%7
As President Johnson assumed office,

he inherited a foreign policy formu-
lating structure modified to meet the
needs and desires of a predecessor
keenly interested in foreign affairs and
impatient with bureaucracy.

President Kennedy, acting on
the advice of McGeorge Bundy
and Walt Rostow, scrapped the
entire structure of the National
Security Council and chose to rely
on small groups of flexible com-
position that were given respon-
sibility for both policy formula-
tion and execution with respect to
particular countries, regions, or
functional problems.*®
The Joint Chiefs of Staff had simi-

larfly been written off by President
Kennedy and eclipsed by the rising
power of Secretary McNamara. This was
a meager legacy for a new President who
was passionately interested in domestic
affairs and who had little interest in
foreign and military affairs. As Town-
send Hoopes points out:

President Johnsoh, a man of
little background and much un-
certainty in foreign affairs, had
inherited an organization for their
conduct that had heen made de-
liberately loose and flexible by
President Kennedy, a man of
broad knowledge, intuitive grasp,
and determined initiative in that
field. This inheritance, which ad-
versely affected both the scope of

deliberations on Vietnam policy
and the quality of President John-
son's decisions from the fall of
1964 onwards, showed itself in
the structural weakness of the
National Security Council and in
inadequate attention to longer-
range policy planning. The princi-
pal results were fragmented de-
bate, loose coordination, and an
excessive concentration on prob-
lems of the moment.®!

Early in his administration, Johnson
could have conceivably changed U.S.
policy in Vietnam. His administration
was new, and in Vietnam President
Diem and his brother Ngo Dinh Nhu
were dead.” During the next 18 months,
10 other South Vietnamese Govern-
ments were to rise and fall.

It was a time of great instability.
Many speculate as to what President
Kennedy would have done about Viet-
nam had he lived. Some think that he
would have replaced Rusk and Ros-
tow.*> But given Johnson’s lack of
expertise in foreign affairs, he chose to
keep Rusk and Rostow, with Rostow
eventually replacing McGeorge Bundy in
1966 as the President's National Se-
curity Affairs adviser. Given the same
set of advisers and his own uncertainty,
there was not much chance that John-
son would set a different course in
Vietnam. ‘‘Understandably, President
Johnson's opening policy theme was
“Let us continue’’; and just as he
inherited the Kennedy Policies, so also
the presidential elections still loomed

*President Diem and his brother were
deposed largely as the result of an uncoordi-
nated message which President Kennedy re-
leased because he thought that Rusk and
McNamara concurred with it. The message let
it be known in South Vietnam that U.S, aid
would continue even if President Diem were
removed from office,” ° The death of Diem
and his brother Ngo Dinh Nhu was not
intended by the Vietnamese generals. They
were killed by a South Vietnamese Army
major who had a personal grudge against
them.
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rapidly would, at the very least,

have materially impeded Hanoi's

aid to the Vietcong and might
have shaken the North Vietna-
mese hierarchy.® !

Undoubtedly the bomking as con-
ducted by President Johnson made life
more difficult for the North Vietna-
mese,5? bhut it had little effect on the
infiltration of men and supplies into
South Vietnam.®? The long and drawn-
out bombing episode provoked criticism
of the United States both at home and
abroad and was to prove to be a
stumbling block rather than an induce-
ment to negotiations.

The frustrations of the military
became known to the Congress who
tried to intercede with the President:

During a bombing pause [ Presi-
dent Johnson] received a call
from an influential Senator who
offered some pointed military
advice. “Mr. President," said the
caller, “vou've got to win this
thing now. You've got to go for
the jugular. 1 urge you to turn this
war over to your military com-
manders. They are the men who
know how to wage war, and they
will win it.” Johnson did not
hesitate in his answer. "Not as
long as I am President. As long as

I sit here, the control will stay

with the Commander-in-Chief."

The Senator persisted: “‘We've got

to win it.... That's why Roose-

velt and Truman were so great.

They let their military leaders do

the job.” Again Johnson had an

answer. ““I was around in those
days,' he said. '"There were not
many decisions made that Roose-
velt did not know about. And

Harry Truman watched everything

closely.... 'm not going to let

the hounds loose,"%?

Paradoxically, while the President
exercised minute control over the
bombing, he was generally content to
allow his commander in the field, Gen.

William C. Westmoreland and later Gen.
Creighton Abrams to conduct opera-
tions in South Vietnam without inter-
ference.®® Unfortunately Johnson's
strateqy of '"‘gradualism' was not com-
patible with the strategy of "attrition”
being pursued by the U.S. Saigon Com-
mand.

Returning to the model relationship,
it cautions:

.. . While military strategy may
determine whether the aims of
policy are possible of attainment,
policy may, beforehand, dster-
mine largely the success or failure
of military strategy. It behooves
policy to ensure not only that
military strategy pursue appropri-
ate aims, but that the work of
strategy be alloted adequate
means and be undertaken under
the most favorable conditions.
(Emphasis added.)®®
Apparently, Johnson had qreat ad-

miration for his top commanders in
Vietnam.®7 He was willing to provide
them with almost anything that they
wanted in terms of troops, material, and
funds.®® But he was not willing, despite
repeated pleas by the JCS, to call up the
Reserves whose combat support and
combat service support units were badly
needed. As a result, the support struc-
ture for the war came ‘out of the hide"
of the active forces. The mobilization of
the Reserves might have gotten the
Nation involved in the war and perhaps
behind the war effort, but Johnson's
rule was 'guns and hutter."” Thus the
war was fought by a small professional
cadre of officers and noncommissioned
officers leading a force of conscripts
who, as time went on, became increas-
ingly aware of the inequity of the
Nation's being involved in a major war
while it was business as usual on Main
Street. Johnson was willing to provide
free mail service, ice cream, post ex-
changes—anything to make life in
Southeast fsia more bearable—but he
did not provide what was really needed
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-a war palicy which would permit his
commanders to achieve the national
aims.

Having dwelt upon Presidents Ken-
nedy and Johnson up to this point in
our discussion of civil-military relations
in the Government, we now turn to the
role played by Robert S. McNamara
who, as the eighth Secretary of Defense,
served longer in this capacity than any
other man in history. During his tenure
the military power of the United States
rose to its highest point since World War
II while the influence of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff sank to an all-time low.

Mr. McNamara, prior to his brief
stint in the military during World War
II, spent most of his adult life in school
either as a teacher or a student. After
World War II he went to the Ford Motor
Company and in 14 years worked his
way up to the presidency.®®

Although MeNamara's energy, dedi-
cation, and methods were impressive
enough to result in his selection as the
first non-Ford-family president in the
history of the company, his reliance on
numbers and measures sometimes led
him astray.

...Many Ford men became

dubious of the whole statistical

analysis approach when the com-
pany halted production of an

Edsel automokbile. *'It was killed,”’

insisted one executive, "not be-

cause of its repulsive front grill or

because we were slow huilding a

strong sales team but because

McNamara's charts showed there

was no more market for a medi-

um-priced car—something General

Motors promptly disproved.

"“Those charts,” the executive

dryly noted, ‘‘give you funny

answers sometimes.”” ®

While Mr. McNamara was working his
way to the top of the Ford Motor
Company, a number of changes were
being made in the Pentagon which
would someday allow Mr. McNamara to
dominate the JCS just as he had his staff

at the Ford Motor Company.

Paradoxically, the high-water mark
of JCS influence occurred during World
War 11 when the JCS did not officially
exist. President Roosevelt reposed such
trust and confidence in the Chiefs that
.. he refused to issue a formal defini-
tion of JCS duties and functions, argu-
ing that a written charter might hamper
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in extending
their activities as necessary to meet the
requirements of the war.””!

Beginning with the Naticnal Security
Act of 1947, the role of the JCS began
to be prescribed and circumscribed. As
the threat posed by the expansionist
policies of the Soviet Union grew, there
were serious and honest disagreements
among the armed services over the best
method of containing the threat. This
controversy was naturally reflected in
the JCS as the Chiefs attempted to
define the best military strategy. Fairly
or unfairly, these deep concerns earned
a bad image for the JCS, and it was said
around Washington that ' ... The Con-
gress debates, the Supreme Court delib-
erates but the Joint Chiefs bicker.” In
an effort to minimize the effect of this
bickering on defense policy, the Con-
gress and the Executive took a number
of actions which greatly increased the
authority and control of the Secretary
of Defense over the service components.

In 1953 the JCS were taken out of
the chain of command so that it ran
from the President to the Secretary of
Defense through the civilian service sec-
retaries to the commanders in the field.
In 1958 the service secretaries were
taken out of the chain of command, and
the JCS were given operational respon-
sibility for the unified and specified
commands but were specifically for-
bidden any executive authority. The
scope of the Chairman’s duties was
increased, giving him more influence
over his fellow members, but at the
same time a formal restraint was placed
on easy communication between the
JCS and the Congress. Free communi-
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cation with the President was, of course,
inhibited by the chain of command.”?

By 1960 the stage was set for Robert
McNamara. Seizing the initiative and
armed with the requisite legal authority
and the unqualified backing of President
Kennedy, Secretary McNamara began to
bring all activities in the Defense De-
partment under his own control. Central
to this effort was Mr. McNamara’s con-
viction that, ‘... the direction of the
Department of Defense demands not
only a strong, responsible civilian con-
trol, but a Secretary's role that consists
of active, imaginative and decisive lead-
ership of the establishment at large, and
not the passive practice of simply ref-
ereeing the disputes of traditional and
partisan factions.””?

The first step was to change the rules
by which decisions about military
strategy and procurement were made.
To do this McNamara brought into his
office a staff of systems analysts. Mc-
Namara and his staff felt that the
generals and admirals relied tco much
on their judgment and experience as a
basis for decisions. The generals and
admirals felt that some things just could
not be quantified and had to be decided
on the basis of judgment and experi-
ence. Over the McNamara years the
battle centered on just where this fine
line lay.

The outcome of this struggle was
vital to the future roles the generals and
admirals were to play. For the systems
analysts the contest was not as crucial.
Systems analysis had proven itself to he
a useful management tool, and its future
was assured. The future was not so
certain for senior military officers be-
cause if almost everything could be
quantified and rationalized mathemati-
cally, then generals and admirals were
simply anachronisms in every regard
except for holding command in the
field. If intuitive judgment and profes-
sional experience were to be relegated
to a minor role in the decisionmaking
process, then general and flag officers

are not needed anymore at the highest
levels of the Defense Establishment be-
cause it is primarily for their judgment
and experience that they hold positions
in the defense staff.

Traumatic as the McNamara experi-
ence was, it was certainly not without
benefit to the military. ‘... Probably
McNamara's most significant contribu-
tion to military strength,” said one
veteran, was that “he forced the Ser-
vices to get at the heart of their own
basic logic on why they want things."”*

It took the military setrvices a while
to adapt to the new rules in the Penta-
gon, and a number of new faces were
brought in to cope with McNamara's
“whiz kids." It was not long before each
military service formed its own staff of
systems analysts who were just as
knowledgeable and bright as the ones
from the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD). The benefit of sub-
jecting service originated plans and
proposals to systems analysis had be-
come obvious. At the same time the
services learned that by using certain
assumptions one could make the answer
come out most any way that was
desired.”® The manipulation of these
assumptions became, in fact, the basis
for the fundamental disagreement be-
tween OSD and the services, Reports of
this practice on the part of OSD began
to circulate, and McNamara's honey-
moon with the ever-watchful Congress
began to end. Nowhere was this and the
struggle for existence by the generals
and admirals more clearly demonstrated
than in the controversy over the TFX.

Both the Navy and the Air Force
were badly in need of a new attack
aircraft, a new air-superiority aircraft, a
new interceptor, and new reconnais-
sance aircraft. It seemed logical to
McNamara that one airplane could be
built to do all or most of these missions
and that one airplane could be made
suitable for use by both services. How-
ever, there were three obstacles to
prevent the accomplishment of this
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worthy goal. First, the Navy and the Air
Force operated from entrely different
environments. The Navy airplane would
have to be launched by catapult from
the deck of an aircraft carrier and
recovered by slamming into the carrier's
deck and catching its tailhook on a wire.
The Air Force aircraft would have to
operate from the ground and be sub:
jected to dust and debris not found at
sea. Secondly, the state of the art was
not such to permit the combination of
all the desired capabilities into one
airframe that anyone could maintain.
Third, and perhaps most serious, no
Secretary of Defense had ever before
told the services that they must com-
bine everything into one airplane, told
them how it was to be used, told them
that they must all use the same aircraft,
and told them just which aircraft manu-
facturer was going to produce it.

Before it was all over, the TFX issue
became complicated by charges of intel-
lectual corruption on the part of the
analysts in OSD as well as under politi-
cal manipulation of the procedure
whereby the contract was awarded to
General Dynamics over Boeing. In the
final analysis, however, the military
view was vindicated when it turned out
that the TFX could not do what OSD
and General Dynamics said that it
would do and when it cost more than
twice what OSD said that it would.”¢
The Navy found that the TFX {or F-111
as it came to be called) was too heavy to
land on carrier decks. The Air Force
Tactical Air Command found that the
F-111’s performance was no match for
what was known about Russian fighters
already in mass production. Ironically,
it was the Air Force Strategic Air
Command that was made to take the
F-111 as the FB-111 and put it in the
inventory for a role not originally en-
visioned by McNamara—as a low-level
nuclear bomber.””?

If the TFX issue was a microcosm of
the struggle for supremacy in the Penta-
gon, then its failure was an example of

the consequences of ignoring the advice
of the professional military. There was
little solace in the TFX episode for
anyone, and if it was a victory for the
JCS it was clearly Pyrrhic,

McNamara and the JCS would con-
tinue to struggle, but in almost every
case the Secretary would be the winner
as long as he enjoyed the strong backing
of the President. ““Never before had a
Defense Secretary enjoyed such rapport
with and unqualified backing from the
White House. ‘I couldn't accomplish
anything over here without Presidential
support,” he had once said. ‘It is abso-
lutely fundamental. [ wouldn't and
could?’t stay here one minute without
it':u"n'

When White House aides pointed the
finger at the JCS after the Bay of Pigs,
McNamara waited a week before he
bothered to issue a halfhearted rebuttal.
When General Lemnitzer pointed out
that OSD had not given the JCS time to
consider McNamara’s directive on how
developments in space would be pur-
sued, he was ignored.”® When Mec-
Namara and Admiral Anderson clashed,
Anderson was sent to Portugal.

Despite difficulties, disagreements,
and almost open warfare between the
OSD staff and the JCS and service
staffs, Mr. McNamara continued to meet
with the JCS at almost every Monday
afternoon meeting. As time went on the
discussions became less and the silences
grew longer until, toward the end of
McNamara’s reign, Mr. McNamara and
the Chiefs just sat around the table and
looked at each other across a silent
chasm that had grown too wide for any
of them to bridge.

Mr. McNamara was and is a sincere
and dedicated patriot. Much of what he
did for the Defense Establishment was
beneficial, but the reality is that his
abrupt managerial methods, his lack of
understanding of the values prized so
highly by his military subordinates, and
his chilling personality prevented him
from accomplishing all that he could
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have, and thus many of his changes
failed to outlive his own tenure.

The lack of “understanding between
the civil representatives of the State and
the leaders of the Armed Forces" was
manifestly evident from 1961 to 1968.
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson,
though different in many ways, shared a
certain distrust of the views offered by
the JCS. The McNamara secretaryship
challenged the military on their home
ground and placed them on the defen-
sive.

Unfortunately this serious internal
conflict took place at a time when
decisions were made that pitted the
might and prestige of the United States
in a new and, in many ways, frustrating
environment. While the intentions of
the men involved were clearly the best,
the result of the adversorial relationship
which developed between the civilian
and military leaderships of this country
(particularly when viewed in light of the
Vietnam experience) has had a most
grievous effect on national security.

* ok kK kx k&

If genuine civil control over the
military is the ideal, as most observers
suggest, then the President and the
Congress not only are obliged to define
the role of the military, but also to
protect the role of the military. The
military can defend the Nation, but it
may not be able to defend itself.

The military will most likely play
whatever role is allotted to it by civil
authority regardless of how it sees its
own role; however, when invited to
enter the political arena, it becomes
difficult for senior military officers to
resist the siren call to become “soldier-
statesmen.”’

There is little in the background of
the average American President to pre-
pare him for the awesome task of
becoming the Nation’s grand strategist.
The wise President seeks the counsel of
his military leaders. He is not compelled

to accept their advice, but it would
seem that wisdom would dictate that he
at least listen, and, further, wisdom
would dictate that he insist that the
military observe the precepts of their
profession and offer “purely” military
advice.

The civil-military environment in
which the JCS operated during the
Kennedy-Johnson era was marked by
degrees of prejudice, pride, arrogance,
and dillettantism. The attitudes and
actions of both Presidents Kennedy and
Johnson were affected by their preju-
dices regarding the military. The fric-
tions that grew between Secretary
McNamara and the Joint Chiefs found
their roots in the seedbed of Mc-
Namara's enormous pride and intellec-
tual arrogance. Dilettantism was prac-
ticed by all three men.

In the end it is the President and the
Congress who should determine the role
of force in each situation, but the
military can best define the capability
of that force to achieve the given policy
objective. If it is the duty of the civil
authorities not to misapply military
power, then it is the duty of the
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military not to overstate the capabilities
of its forces and to make it abundantly
clear in a given situation just what the
forces can and cannot be expected to
accomplish.

Unfortunately, the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations saw neither the
need for, nor the virtue of independent,
professional military advice on policy

matters which were fundamentally mili-
tary in nature.

There are exceptions to all rules, and
there are times when it is better to
operate outside the proven and tradi-
tional parameters; however, improvisa-
tion over the long term will eventually
exact its price, and the price in the
1960's might well be called—Vietnam.
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THE CHALLENGE OF LOGISTICS:
AN OPEN LETTER

by

Captain Clarence 0. Fiske, U.S. Navy

In conversation, a longtime friend of
the Navy suggested to me the need to
upgrade logistics so as to make it more
attractive to line officers. He thought it
worthwhile to highlight the recent in-
crease of the rank levels of the Chief of
Naval Material and the Vice Chief to
four-star and three-star ranks, respec-
tively, and felt the next logical step
would be to upgrade the Service Force
Commanders’ job to three stars. He
analyzed the general material condition
of our naval forces and concluded that
logistics performance would continue to
hamper future combat effectiveness,
especially sustained operations.

I, for one, would support his general
thesis. Daily, from the mass of informa-
tion that I read in the Directorate for
Logistics in the Joint Staff and in the
College of Naval Warfare, 1 have become
increasingly aware that the combat
readiness and effectiveness of our major
operational commands is hampered by
real logistical restraints.

The post-Southeast Asia era of evalu-
ation is here, as evidenced by the
Long-Range Logistics Manpower Policy
Board, the Blue Ribbon Panel, and the
Joint Logistics Review Board. These
high-level efforts to focus on the prob-
lems of logistics and personnel are quite
normal and represent the usual after-
the-fact analysis that is paid to our
management of major conflict situa-
tions. I believe it is an opportune time
to provide something in this field that is
constructive for the Navy.

The military services are highly sensi-
tive to the role of logistics in both peace
and wartime environments and are all
endeavoring to encourage some of their
best officers to pursue duty in the field.
The Long-Range Logistics Manpower
Policy Board saw fit to concern itself
with the image of logistics. Most “top
drawer’ line naval officers of junior,
middle, and senior ranks fully under-
stand the virtue of command at sea, but
view the assignment to duty in logistic
hillets anywhere as “Endsville.” This
low opinion of logistics is fairly per-
vasive throughout the Navy and has
evolved over many years. Any change to
this attitude will have to be generational
and evolutionary in nature.

Fortunately for the Navy, the general
lack of interest by line officers to seek
challenging jobs in logistics, per se, has
not seriously jeopardized overall Navy
logistical support. In fact, naval support
of combat operations in Southeast Asia
has been quite excellent. Moreover, with
a variety of forces, all having intrinsic
mobility, the Navy enjoys an inherent
logistic capability which continues to be
appreciatively admired by the other
services and our allies. Nevertheless, this
valuable Navy characteristic does not
seem to generate suitable pride of par-
ticipation within our officer corps, par-
ticularly in line officers.

Moreover, this attitude of the line
officer is inconsistent with the real
world at sea. Every combatant com-
manding officer actually expends a good
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part of every working day on logistic
matters. It is seldom that the com-
manding officer of a ship or an aircraft
squadron does not concern himself for
the better part of each working day
with such things as the best opportunity
for replenishment or maintenance avail-
ability or tracing the progress of a vital
spare part or estimating the credibility
he can put into the operating effective-
ness of the 3M program. In achieving
these and other real logistic objectives,
line officers tend to think of the com-
manding officer's logistic efforts as
some unknown, unnamed, vague, and
otherwise something else. There is a
great habitual lack of identification be-
tween the word logistics and the many
varied command actions which fall
within its definition,*

It is my impression that there is a
widespread superficial thought among
naval officers that logistic problems are
resolved in some obscure and distant
staff, by supply officers, bureaucrats, or
people at some unnamed support ac-
tivity—all remote from line and com-
mand functions. In general, naval offi-
cers tend to view logistics as synony-
mous with supply, a staff function, and
nothing could be further from the truth.
Instead of seeking to remedy this state
of affairs, we have retrogressed in

*JCS Pub, 1 defines logistics as:

The science of planning and carrying
out the movement and maintenance of
forces. In its most comprehensive
sense, those aspects of military opera-
tions which deal with: a, design and
development, acquisition, storage,
movement, distribution, maintenance,
evacuation, and disposition of materiel;
b. movement, evacuation, and hospi-
talization of personnel; c¢. acquisition
or construction, maintenance, opera-
tion, and disposition of facilities; and
d. acquisition or furnishing of services,

(For a more comprehensive description of
logistics, see Naval War College Review, De-
cember 1970, "Evolution of the Concept of
Logistics,”’ by Lt. Col. G.W, Rider, USAF.)

identifying Navy logistic functions fac-
tually. In the past, the now defunct
Fleet Logistic Air Wings were a constant
semantic reminder of naval logistic
presence and mobility, as were the old
bureaus, although they did not use
logistics in their titles. It seems that we
in the Navy have never used the word
properly. Years ago the line engineering
officer at sea thought of the Bureau of
Engineering as his technical “papa san.”
He particularly noted that the Chief of
the Bureau was an unrestricted line
officer and that some outstanding offi-
cers did take the Operating Engineering
PG course (like Adm. U.5.G. Sharp).
Even in those days, logistics functions
within the Engineering, Qrdnance, and
Aeronautic Bureaus were not so named.
In time, the Chief’s job became engi-
neering duty only (EDC): the Bureau
title disappeared, the career attractive-
ness to line officers atrophied, the sup-
porting postgraduate school course dis-
appeared, there was less direct Bureau
interest and attention to operating than
in building new ships—fleet maintenance
seemed to suffer—and now today, com-
petent operating engineering officers are
in critical supply.

Such an evolution, taking place in all
seagoing departments (and the addition
of many new postgraduate courses since
1945) has camouflaged and confused
sea-shore-sea subspecialty patterns for
the younger officers, especially at that
critical time in their careers when they
must ‘elect” a subspecialty. Non-
weapons or platform-type fields such as
foreign relations, systemns and opera-
tions analysis, and management are the
postgraduate fields that portray attrac-
tive careers with glitter, glamour, and
publicity. Against these, logistics does
not appear very interesting. Yet, no
future navy can do without it, Year by
year logistics becomes more technical,
more complex, and more necessary,
quantitatively. All these aspects further
complicate the ‘'need-satisfaction”
equation offered to young officers in
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relation to their decision to seek logistic
experience. Many a naval officer has yet
to learn a fundamental logistic prin-
ciple: Logistics planning must be con-
ducted on a concurrent, coordinated,
and integrated basis with operations
planning.

The logistics discipline needs more
visibility, and more realism should he
attached to it in our day-to-day opera-
tions. We should give logistics its due by
elevating the term to the level of such
prominent shipboard terms as opera-
tions, readiness, and administration.
Ashore it must compete against pro-
graming, budgeting, or plans and policy.
If the term logistics and its meaning
were to be accepted realistically in the
minds of all naval officers as a visible
and major function of at-sea command
in the Navy, then more promising offi-
cers would come to feel at home,
competent, and would achieve career
satisfaction with logistic billets afloat
and ashore.

In this connection it is gratifying to
note that the Chief of Naval Material
affords logistics a prominent place in his
organization. There is a Fleet Main-
tenance and Logistics Support Direc-
torate in the Naval Ship Systems Com-
mand, an Assistant Commander for
Logistics Fleet Support and an Interna-
tional Logistics Office in the Naval Air
Systems Command, and a Deputy Chief
of Naval Material for Logistic Support.
While this is a step in the right direction,
the generalist versus specialist syndrome
that exists will still deter middle-grade
officers from seeking duty in logistics-
related jobs. This attitude would bhe
dispelled as soon as a significant number
of the early selectees for lieutenant
commander through flag rank come
from this type of background. The
recent move to designate certain model
desks or project managers as ‘“‘major
command’ equivalents is also a step in
the right direction. Clearly it is time for
action, and this brings me to my final
point before I get down to some sugges-

tions for improvement.

We must get away from the idea that
necessary forces and assets will always
be available to support an operation or
plan. Greater emphasis must be placed
on capabilities planning in the future.
This is requirements planning, and our
failure to plan around available assets is
indicative of the weakness in so many of
our current plans. We need good ana-
lysts—capabilities planners—who can
look at what is available and then advise
their commander on the prospects for
the attainment of specified goals within
existing logistical limitations. (This
opens the door to another way to derive
strategy, but that subject is best left to
another paper.)

These are some of the things we can
do now:

® Realistic use of the word 'logis-
tics''

—Retitle appropriate fleet com-
mands and billets. Rename the present
Service Forces "'Logistic Forces.”

—Identify logistic billets in major
fleet and type commander staffs and
designate them with “Logistic” in the
new titles.

—Centralize supply, maintenance,
medical, transportation, and construc-
tion functions under a Fleet or Force
Logistics Officer. Despite our new Naval
Training Command, we might even
throw in relevant aspects of training!

® Broaden the scope and utilization
of our present logisticians

From time to time, we should
detail highly qualified line officers to
detached tours within industries related
to logistic management. This would
provide a nucleus of talent for such
industry-related jobs in the Navy as
container operations, port and terminal
operation, petroleum, transporation,
construction industries, or public utili-
ties and communications. Use of such a
procedure would give the Navy a group
of high performing officers, knowledge-
able and proficient in broad logistical
matters. From their ranks could he
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drawn selected individuals for further
training and assignment to joint or
combined duty in logistic billets and
assignments as faculty members at the
senior service colleges or in secretarial
offices in DOD.

® Highlight all commanding officer
duties into the broad areas of activity
such as operations, logistics, and admin-
istration

Consider revising chapter 7 of

Navy Requlations to identify current
command tasks or responsibilities as
logistic functions of the commander.
Inclusion of such a paragraph in Navy
Requlations would place logistic man-
agement and planning in a realistic
context. [t would ameliorate the errone-
ous conception that logistics is more a
function of the supply specialty and
Shore FEstablishment than a line sea-
going management tool or task.

® Seek more formal investment in
acquiring experience in logistics

Increase the opportunity for line

officers and those with appropriate
specialty designators to attend advanced
management schools at Monterey and
Harvard, or other comparable institu-
tions such as logistic schocls of the
other services and our allies. This latter
thought is right in line with CNQ’s latest
Z-gram {Z-100), the PEP Program.

Develop a correspondence or reading
list course based on joint logistic plan-
ning documents such as Unified Action
Armed Forces (UNAAF) (JCS Pub. 2),
Joint Logistics and Personnel Peolicy
Guidance (JCS Pub. 3), Organizaticon
and Functions of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS Pub. 4), and the Joint Cpera-
tion Planning System (JOPS); the Uni-
fied Command Plan (UCP) and Joint
Reporting System (JRS); and a selected
bibliography of leading works by both
military and civilian authors, such as
those by Eccles and Dyer, and include
pertinent DOD and Navy directives. For
example, while every officer should
thoroughly understand DOD Directive
5100.1, Functions of the Department of

Defense and Its Major Components, few
have ever heard of it. Both the Regular
and Reserve Navy would benefit from a
better understanding of joint logistic
planning in the environment of the
unified command.

® Accentuate using logistic expertise

Assign a larger number of our
graduates from the Industrial College of
the Armed Forces to logistic manage-
ment and planning billets within the
Department of Defense and the Navy.

® Reexamination of a logistic sub-
specialty, formal or informal

Officers serving in supply, pro-
curement, munitions, maintenance, and
construction management positions are
actively involved in building an equity
in a logistic subspecialty. The Army
formally certificates an officer as
“Logistician of the Army’’ once certain
training and duty assignments have been
fulfiled. Perhaps we need a similar
program in the Navy.

It may be worthwhile for our experts
to look into the DOD Intelligence
Career Development Program (DOD
Directive 5010.10) to determine
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whether there would be utility in a
similar program for a logistics career
pattern. It may well be that we could
use an assured input of officers dedi-
cated to a line logistics specialty career.

The net effect of these actions would
be to reinforce the learning process of
individual officers and substantiate a
new emphasis on enhanced career ad-
vancement through duty assignments in
logistic-related billets. In February 1969
Admiral Clarey stated, “...we have
permitted, in recent years, hardware
acquisitions to preoccupy our decision
process at some real sufferance to the
professional preparation of our people,
upon whom our Navy’s success is singu-

larly dependent as measured by its
performance.”’ It may well be that the
best approach to our people problem
related to logistics—as one career path—
would be to order a few of the most
promising officers and top performers
from lieutenant commanders to captain
to billets specifically identified as logis-
tic in nature. The future progress of
such officers by promotion and assign-
ment to command is the best means of
advertisement, readily understood by
all, and should do much to destroy the
“gut feeling” that duty in logistics is
bad for a line career. I, for one, believe
it can be both a challenging and reward-
ing career,

... Logistics considerations belong not only in the highest
echelons of military planning during the process of prepara-
tion for war and for specific wartime operations, but may
well become the controlling element with relation to timing

and successful operation.

ADM Oscar C. Badger, USN, “Principles of Command and
Logistics,” U.S. Naval War College Information Service

for Officers, December 1951
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Nowhere else are the elements of strategy and tactics essential to military success
more dramatically etched than in the accounts of past military disasters. Although
U.S. forces have logged an impressive record in the field of amphibious operations in
recent history, this has not always been the case, Turning back to the War of
American Independence, we have, in the following account of the ill-fated colonial
expedition to Penobscot Bay, an object lesson in the fundamentals of any military
operation which in this case were observed in the breach.

THE AMERICAN NAVAL EXPEDITION
TO PENOBSCOT, 1779

An article prepared

by
Ensign Craig L. Symonds, U.S. Naval Reserve

In the summer of 1779, while the
major land battles of the American
Revolutionary War were being fought in
the Carolinas, one of the first American
amphibious operations in history was
being prepared in New England against a
British base which dominated the har-
bor at Penobscot Bay. The attacking
American Fleet consisted of 19 warships
armed with 345 guns in all. Opposing
this armada was a British squadron of
only three ships, mounting but 56 guns.
Yet, for some reason, the American
Fleet lay anchored in Penobscot Bay for
3 weeks, unable or unwilling to come to
grips with the much smaller fleet of the
British Navy. Likewise the American
Militia, after a successful landing,
merely entrenched itself in fortifications
without ever seriously challenging the
British troops for possession of the port.

Despite its dramatic failure, this
expedition demonstrated that a com-

bined naval-infantry operation might be
feasible if led by a responsible and
courageous commander, Unfortunately,
that description can hardly be applied
to Commodore Dudley Saltonstall, who
must accept responsibility for the
Penobscot fiasco. By examining this
early American amphibious operation,
one may gain a greater appreciation of
the dangers and pitfalls inherent in any
amphibious operation, regardless of
sophistication of weapons and tactics
employed.

In mid-June 1779, some 800 British
regular troops and Scottish Highlanders,
under orders from Whitehall, were trans-
ported to the coast of Maine near the
city of Castine. Castine was not a vital
strategic point in the war of the Ameri-
can Revolution, but its large and well-
protected harbor in Penobscot Bay pro-
vided an excellent location for a
shipping base. Maine at that time was
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still a part of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, and the patriotic citizens
of that State were angered by the
thought that a British base lay within
their territory, “When the news of the
British occupation reached Boston, the
general court was in session, and it was
soon determined to drive out the enemy
if possible, before he had time to
strengthen his position.”"

In Boston Harbor an expedition was
readied with unusual speed. The small
navy of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts was to lead the fleet, while
privateers were encouraged to join with
the promise that the government would
make good any losses suffered as a
result of their participation. Twelve
privately owned vessels finally agreed to
accompany the expedition under these
conditions. The Massachusetts Navy
consisted of three brigs: the Hazard, the
Active, and the Tyrannicide—each of
which was armed with 14 guns. The
privateers were, in several cases, more
powerfully gunned than the navy ships.
Four of the privately owned ships
carried 20 quns each, four carried 18,
while the remaining four carried from
eight to 16. In addition to these 15
ships, the armada also included the
Hampton, a New Hampshire Navy ship
of 20 guns.

The preparation of this formidable
fleet for sea was quickly completed, but
before it could set sail, it was reinforced
even further by the arrival in Boston
Harbor of a squadron of Continental
Navy ships under the command of
Commodore Dudley Saltonstall. The
command of the proposed expedition
was immediately offered to the dis-
tinguished Saltonstall, and he promptly
accepted. The addition of the Con-
tinental Navy vessels brought to 19 the
total number of warships and greatly
increased the overall firepower of the
fleet. Saltonstall's flagship was the
32-gqun frigate Warren, designed hy
Joshua Humphreys especially to serve in
the Continental Navy and one of the

most beautiful ships in the service of the
Americans. The other ships of his squad-
ron were the 14-gun hrig Diligent, under
the command of Captain Brown, and
the sloop Providence with its 12 guns,
under Captain Hacker. The latter ship
was another famous vessel, having once
been commanded by John Paul Jones.

This formidable fleet of armed ves-
sels was to accompany an even larger
fleet of transport vessels on which were
embarked the landing forces of the
expedition under the command of Brig.
Gen. Soloman Lovell of the Massachu-
setts Militia. Generals Cushing and
Thompson, who were the commanders
of the militia of Lincoln and Cumber-
land Counties, respectively, had been
ordered to furnish 600 men each, while
Brigadier General Frost of York County
was ordered to provide 300 men.
Despite the fact that 1,500 men had
been ordered to Boston for the expedi-
tion, just over 1,000 actually reported.

Although most of the men supplied
their own arms, the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts provided an additional
500 muskets for the expedition. Even
more importantly, the Massachusetts
troops were also well supplied with
powder and ammunition, for loaded on
board the transports were 50,000
musket cartridges, an equal number of
balls, and six barrels of powder. Other
supplies included six fieldpieces, 200
artillery rounds, and all “the necessary
supplies and camp furniture.”?

On Monday, the 19th of July, the
initial group of 16 warships and 20
transport vessels put out from Nan-
tasket Roads. Two days later, on the
21st, the fleet arrived at the small
seaport village of Townsend where the
militia and the rest of the naval fleet
were waiting. Two more days were
spent in getting these troops ready to
embark and in planning the strategy of
this, the largest American naval expedi-
tion ever assembled. Finally, on Friday
the 23d, the militia embarked amid
much confusion. The next morning the
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fleet left Townsend and ‘‘favored by a
pleasant N.W. gale, arrived at Penobscot
Bay...."

Prelude to Batile. The bay at Penob
scot is a widemouthed and very deep
harbor dotted with dozens of large and
small islands. The entrance to the pro-
tected inner portion of the bay is
divided by a narrow strip of land ap-
propriately called Long Island. The
British fort was located just beyond this
island on a peninsula jutting out into
the bay and commanding the principal
passage into the inner harbor (see map).
Having sighted the entrance to Penob-
scot Bay, the American Fleet took the
rest of the day to tack up the inlet and
draw within sight of their ultimate
objective. About 2 o'clock the following
afternoon, the fleet anchored off Mage-
bagiduce Harbor wherein lay the three
British sloops of war that had escorted
the British soldiers to Castine.

PENODSCOT
AY

Henle ol Klies

R
o i T E] 1 ]

al o [ —

kit

L

PENO KNS OCOT

| i,, T |

~

Tonghude Weu BAS dnme Gromslih

Source: Gardner W. Allen, A Naval His
tory of the American Reveolution (New York:
Russell & Russell, 1962), v. II, p. 425,

The British ships were the North, of
20 guns; the Albany of 18 guns; and the
Nautilus, also of 18 guns. On the penin-
sula itself an enormous British flag flew
above the hastily erected dirt fort which
enclosed the redcoated soldiers of His
Majesty's Army. According to a witness
on board the privateer ship Hunter, "'the
whole made a very formidable appear-
ance.”?

While the sailors in the American
Fleet thought the defensive works pre-
pared by the British looked rather for-
midable, they were in reality improvised
dirt walls never higher than 4 feet
anywhere along the length of the fort.
“'The fort at this time was ill prepared
to resist an enemy.”® On the northern
face of the fort the walls were only 4
feet in height, and the sides were merely
gentle slopes topped by a low stone
fence., From the rear the fort was
completely undefended, there heing
only a slight depression in the ground to
mark the edge of the fort. There was a
moat or ditch around the walls, but it
was nowhere over 3 feet deep. “So low
were the walls that a soldier was heard
to say that he could jump over them
with a musket in each hand.””® What
was even more remarkable was the fact
that not a single piece of artillery had
been mounted anywhere in the fort.
The platforms for the cannon had not
even been prepared.

The British commander at the fort,
General McLean, had intended to pre-
pare a permanent fortress on the penin-
sula, but he received word of the im-
pending American expedition in July
and immediately set his men to work
preparing emergency fortifications. *‘His
troops were kept vigorously at work by
night and day,’”” so that when the
American Fleet was sighted rounding
Nautilus Island in the center of the bay,
the British ‘“fort” consisted of a U-
shaped dirt wall surrounded by a shal-
low ditch.” The very day that the
American Fleet anchored just out of
range of the fort, the British managed to
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mount a few cannon on shore, but it
was not until the next day, the 26th,
that the fort was actually inhabited by
the British troops.

It was fortunate for the British de-
fenders that the American forces were
not disposed to act immediately. The
afternoon of the 25th, the American
warships sailed up to within range and
fired a few broadsides at the fort and
then retreated back up the bay. The fort
answered the American cannonade by
firing their few hastily emplaced can-
non, but according to one observer, the
shots were fired 'with little annoyance’
to either side.®

Faced by an overwhelming enemy
fleet, the three British sloops shifted
their anchorage to a point farther back
in the bay, where they would be pro-
tected by the guns of the fort. Their
withdrawal gave the Americans the first
opportunity to land troops. Heretofore
they had been afraid that the British
ships would be used to harass the
landing, but their new anchorage, away
from the prospective landing site,
obviated such fears.

The first goal of any landing party
necessarily was the British battery on
Nautilus Island, for so long as the
British commanded both the island and
the mainland, the Americans would be
subject to a crossfire. Consequently, at
about 6 o'clock in the evening of 26
July, some 200 militia landed on an
unprotected shore of Nautilus Island.
Since the British post was manned by
less than 20 marines, the Americans
were easily able to overrun the post and
capture the battery. But the main land-
ing of troops on the peninsula was
delayed until the following day.

The next morning, Commodore Sal-
tonstall convened a council of war on
board his flagship, the Warren. The
consensus of the ship captains at this
meeting was that the marines on the
Navy ships should join the militia in
making a mass landing on the western
edge of the peninsula. The new location

of the British warships precluded a
landing on the southern or eastern sides,
but those ships would be unable to
interfere at all with a landing on the
western shore. It was agreed that two of
the larger privateers would cover the
landing which would be made that
evening under cover of darkness.

At about 2 o'clock on the morning
of the 28th, the privateers Hunter and
Sky-Rocket preceded the transport ves-
sels in approaching the landing site. At 4
o’clock the two ships opened fire while
the militia clambered into their landing
boats. The beach in front of them was a
very narrow strip of sand, and directly
behind it was ‘“a very high hill full of
trees, brush, and craggy rocks, where
two or three hundred Highlanders and
some Britons lay in ambush.”®

The 200 marines and 200 militia
piled ashore and picked their way up
the stony beach in the darkness. Their
landing had been preceded by a half-
hour bombardment of the land behind
the beach, but that cannonade did not
succeed in driving off the British troops.
As soon as the Americans landed, the
Britons on the high ground behind the
beach began to fire upon them with
musketry. In the first few minutes, 16
men were killed and as many wounded.
Nevertheless, the Americans "returned
the fire, ascended the most impassible
| sic] precipice, routed them and took
possession of the hill. . .. "% It should
be noted that the party of Americans
who ascended the hill and forced the
British from their strong position were
nearly all marines; a contemporary
stated that the militia stayed behind
hugqging the beach and taking cover
behind the large boulders that lined the
water's edge. Consequently, it was the
marines that suffered the most in the
battle. Their commander, a captain of
marines from the Warren, was killed in
the assault along with 29 others,

General Lovell expressed great
optimism after this successful assault
despite the loss of 30 men. "“We are
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within 100 rods of the enemies [sic]
main fort, on a commanding piece of
ground,” he reported. 'l hope soon to
have the satisfaction of informing you
of the capture of the whole army."!'
Future events, however, failed to con-
firm the general’s bold prophecy.

The Land Battle, The remainder of
Thursday as well as all day Friday and
Saturday found the American militia
constructing their own fortifications on
the peninsula. By the evening of Friday,
the 30th of July, the peninsula pro-
jecting into Penobscot Bay held two
forts, about half a mile apart, about
equal in strength, and nearly equally
manned. While the American militia
built its fort, the British regulars con-
tinued to improve their own fortifica-
tions, and neither side demonstrated
any desire to dislodge or interfere with
the other.

On 31 July, Commodore Saltonstall
called another council of war. His new
plan was to disrupt the communications
between the British fort and their small
fleet of warships lying anchored in the
tiny bay behind the fort. The plan that
evolved at this council was for about
200 marines to go ashore at midnight
and, in conjunction with the troops
from the American fort, to attack the
breastworks guarding the point of land
closest to the British ships. By capturing
this position Saltonstall hoped the
British would be unable to coordinate
defense plans, and the Americans would
be able to deal with each part of the
British forces piecemeal.

This attack was finally carried out at
ahout 2 o'clock in the morning, Sunday,
““with great vigour and resolu-
tion...."'? The American marines
carried the breastworks, but no sooner
had they dislodged the British troops
than the British ships began a bombard-
ment of the position so recently
occupied by their own land forces. The
fire from the ships drove the Americans
out of the breastworks, and it was

reoccupied by the British.

Foiled in his plan to divide the
enemy, Saltonstall wasted the next 2
days cannonading the fort from long
range. From the 2d of August until the
6th, the Americans and the British
passively confronted each other with
meager results. Each day of delay
worked to the advantage of the British,
however, in that they were expecting
reinforcements from Halifax, while the
Americans had failed to make provision
for additional reinforcements. The posi-
tion of the American Fleet, anchored
deep within the bay at Penobscot, was a
very dangerous one should any enemy
vessels arrive at the bay entrance. In-
deed, the entire American Fleet could
easily be trapped between British forces
already in the bay and newly arrived
reinforcements.

On 6 August the commodore again
displayed the flag signal for “all Cap-
tains,”” and another war council was
held on board the Warren. This time the
commodore's plan was for the militia
and the marines to attack the fort while
the navy attacked the DBritish ships
behind the fort. But this plan was not
accepted by General Lovell who claimed
that his men could not assault the fort
unless supported by naval gunfire. He
claimed that since his army was com-
posed primarily of militia, untrained
and inexperienced, they could not he
trusted to attack entrenched regular
troops. Finally the council concluded
that the American forces should con-
tinue to entrench themselves in their
positions while further reinforcements
were sought from the authorities in
Boston. This being decided, a message
was sent off to Boston in a whaleboat,
asking for additional troops, and the
war council broke up.

During the period of waiting that
followed, the American position became
mote untenable with each passing day.
Having lost the momentum of their
original assault on the beaches, the
American land forces committed several
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irresponsible acts, including the burning
of many of the houses and barns of
local inhabitants who were citizens of
the State of Massachusetts and therefore
the very people the Massachusetts
Militia had been sent to protect. A
witness on beard the Hunter wrote:
“The procedure [of burning the houses
and barns| was judged to be conducted
with great imprudence, as it would only
have a tendency to distress the poor
inhabitants. , .. "'?

This policy of delay continued until
the 9th of August when again there
appeared the familiar signal of ‘“‘all
Captains’’ above the Warren, At this
conference, the captains urged that the
naval fleet be used to attack the British
ships, but the commodore ‘judged
. .. that the attack would be attended
with great risque and danger of having
our ships much injured.”'* The fact
that a commodore who commanded 19
ships of war mounting nearly 350 guns
should fear to attack three sloops at
anchor was the most remarkable of
Saltonstall’s many injudicious decisions
throughout the campaign. The commo-
dore rejected this proposed attack, and
once again the decision of the council
was to do nothing. An observer on
beard the Hunter noted at this time that
“A general uneasiness is discovered
through the fleet at being detained so
long, many desert from the ships every
ﬂlgh t. nls

On Tuesday, 10 Auqust, another
conference was held on board the War-
ren, and this time a positive decision
was made to attack the British fort and
the ships simultaneously. The attack
would commence the next day when
General Lovell would lead the militia
and the marines against the fort, while
Saltonstall would lead the American
Fleet against the British ships.

The following morning General
Lovell led some 750 men out onto the
plain between the British and American
forts, and they shuffled about in con-
fusion while the general tried to put

X
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them in some military order. The plan
of the militia attack was for a small
detachment of about 250 to parade in
front of the British fort just out of
musket range in order to tempt the
British to sally forth: the small detach-
ment would then lead the British into
the jaws of the larger group of militia
across the plain. It was a simple plan,
almost naive, but it proved to be re-
markably successful in its primary goal.
The detached party of 250 pro-
ceeded across the plain toward the
British fort. The ensuing activities were
described in the journal of the ship
Hunter:
...a detached party of 250 pro-
ceeded to the small battery near
the S.E. point to excite the British
troops to attack them from their
citadel; after they had paraded
themselves in the battery, about
fifty-five reqular troops sallied
from the citadel, and advancing
with resolution and intrepidity,
put the whole party to flight,
without discharging a gun; they
pursued them to the main body,
and then discharging a volley,
drove the whole seven hundred
and fifty into the fort, in the
greatest confusion imaginable—the
officers damning their soldiers,
and the soldiers their officers for
cowardice, many losing their im-
plements of war, &c.'®
The captains of the American Fleet
were in excellent position to watch the
rout of their land troops, and Commo-
dore Saltonstall called off the proposed
attack on the ships. That night the
American commander called another
council of war. General Lovell claimed,
with understandable anger and disqust,
that his troops were not capable of
opposing British requlars “‘on account of
their inexpertness and want of cour-
age."” The general felt that since the
American soldiery was inadequate and
since no reinforcements were imminent,
it would be best to raise the siege. But
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view,

ava

the captains of the fleet voted to con-
tinue the siege despite the fact that they
felt themselves unable to launch a full-
scale attack on the British fortifications.
The next day their lack of sound judg-
ment and foresight would be clearly
demonstrated.

The Battle at Sea, Friday, 13 August
1779, began as a rather warm, but foggy
day. The writer on board the Hunter
wrote that “‘very great uneasiness ap-
pears throughout the fleet at being thus
detained at the risk of British reinforce-
ments arriving, and the prospect of
reducing the place, either by sea or land,
was so dubious.” It is safe to assume
that his disqust was general throughout
the fleet. The attitude of the invading
force was now radically changed. Rather
than planning action against the land
forces, the eyes of the fleet captains
locked regularly toward the entrance to
the bay, fearing the arrival of British

warships. The journal on board the
Hunter eloquently stated the situa-
tion:

Three weeks have now elapsed
since our siege began, and little or
nothing is affected to ocur advan-
tage. In the meantime our op-
ponents are fortifying, and have
completed a very formidable
citadel, where they are secure
against us; which at our arrival
was only a breastwork, containing
five or six pounders, which then,
in all probability, we could have
reduced very easily....in the
course of which time thirteen or
fourteen councils of war have
been held, resolving one day to
attack, and the next reversing
their schemes. The Commodore
complaining that the General is
backward, and the General that
the fault is in the Commodore;
the people censuring both, and are
determined, unless something is
directly done . . . that they would
leave the ships, and not risk an
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attack by a superior force which

was daily expected.'”’

With the American Fleet thus resting
at anchor, the officers undecided as to
the proper course of action, and the
troops demoralized, a lookout on board
the Warren sighted the topsails of a
ship-rigged vessel standing into Penob-
scot Bay; it was followed by another,
then another, and the alarm spread from
ship to ship as seven British men-of-war
rounded the headlands of the bay and
bore down on the American vessels. The
last entry in the journal of the Hunter
reads:

.. . five or six British ships hove in
sight, making a formidable appear-
ance, which has thrown our fleet
and army into great consterna-
tion, the ships are all heaving up,
the land forces embarking on
board the transports, waiting to
see what force this consists of,
and consulting how to escape if
the force should be superior, con-
cluding to attempt an escape by
the west side of Long lsland, or
run the ships ashore and hetake
ourselves to the woods.'®

Commodore Saltonstall now planned
to slow up the advancing British as
much as possible in order to allow the
transports to escape. He formed his
ships in a rough crescent across the bay
and waited there for the advance of the
British Fleet. The advancing squadron
consisted of one 64-gun razee, the
Raisonable, three small frigates, and
three sloops. All together, the British
Fleet mounted some 210 guns to the
Americans' 345, but the larger British
ships were capable of throwing a heavier
weight of metal. There was no thought
of battle in the American commodore's
mind. As soon as the lead British ship, a
small 20-gun frigate, approached the
massed American Fleet, the entire mass
turned and made all sail to escape. The
British ships advanced according to the
speed of each individual vessel, with the
smaller frigates and sloops reaching the
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American Fleet first. Clearly, their posi-
tion would have been dangercus had the
Americans decided to make a fight of it,
but the Americans were already on the
run and the British hurried their retreat
by firing their bow chasers.

Two of the American vessels tried to
escape by sailing up the narrow passage
on the far side of Long Island, but they
were cut off by a British frigate and
they ran themselves aground. The rest
of the fleet fled upriver. Eventually all
of the American vessels were burned or
blown up to prevent their capture. The
loss of the Warren was a serious blow to
the infant American Navy—she was one
of the few reqularly commissioned war-
ships in service in 1779, and she was
virtually irreplaceable. The only warlike
action on the part of the American
forces that day was a halfhearted at-
tempt to send a fireboat downriver
against the British ships. But the British
ships easily towed the burning sloop to
shore, and the battle at sea came to an
ignominious end for the American
armada.

Conclusions, The preponderance of
blame for the spectacular failure of the
American forces in the Penobscot ex-
pedition of 1779 must go to its com-
manding officer, Commodore Dudley
Saltonstall. His appointment to com-
mand had been political in the first
place, and he repeatedly demonstrated
his military incompetence throughout
the course of the 3-week siege of Penob-
scot Bay.

Two weeks after the fiasco of Penob-
scot Bay, Commodore Saltonstall was

ril 1972 Full Issue
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tried by court-martdal on hoard the
frigate Deane in Boston Harbor. The
court found that Saltonstall should be
peremptorily dismissed from the Navy.
His conviction by that court was all the
more damning in that the charge against
him was one of “cowardice.” Certainly
Saltonstall erred badly when he refused
to attack the three British sloops on
first arriving at Penobscot Bay. He erred
even further in refusing to fight the first
advance ships of the British relief force
on the final day of the siege, but his
greatest error was in waiting 3 weeks
between these two events and refusing
to take any action at all. Gardner W.
Allen’s conclusion: “The whole affair is
a record of blunders and lack of fore-
sight’”'® could hardly be more war-
ranted.
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.. . an officer may be highly successful and even brilliant, in
all grades up to the responsible positions of high command,
and then find his mind almost wholly unprepared to perform
its vitally important functions in time of war.

RADM William S. Sims, USN, Address to
Naval War College, December 1919
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THE BAROMETER

(Writers'
mander Coye's article ‘“The Restricted Un-

comments on Lieutenant Com-

restricted Line Officer: the Status of the
Navy's Woman Line Officer'’ which appeared
in the March issue.)

Lieutenant Commander Coye's ar-
ticle on the place of women in the Navy
has been written at a most appropriate
time, for with the women's movement
gaining momentum in the civilian com-
munity, it is time for the military
services to reevaluate their women’s
programs. One of the attractions of the
military for women in the past has been
that women did have greater oppor-
tunity for equal rights in the military
than could be found in civilian occupa-
tions. Now the bars are being lowered in
the civilian market not only with re-
spect to equal rights, but also with
respect to equal opportunity. Conse-
quently, it behooves the military to take
a hard look at their women's programs.
If they are to be continued, they must
be competitive or at least in the case of
the Navy, it will not attract the talent
that it has been able to expect in its
women officers.

Miss Coye claims in the introduction
to her article that the senior women
officers are slow to work for new
policies. I believe that our senior women
officers realize the necessity of the
development of acareer pattern and the
need to consider the desires and goals of
our junior women officers if we are to
continue to have women in the Navy.
They have always been available on call
to the ‘“‘quasi-chain of command"” and
fully realize that the Assistant Chief of
Naval Personnel for Women (AC/P(W})

cannot accomplish the changes single-
handedly. She needs the help of the
senior male officers in the Navy who are
in the positions of authority over all our
personnel, male and female. While she
does have support at the policy level,
the managerial level is not yet com-
pletely ready to institute the needed
changes.

It is my understanding that re-
evaluation of the career development of
women officers is part of an appraisal
study being conducted of the total
officer structure. Opening to women of
the country area regional specialist
(CARS/CARSC) program and new
opportunities through the operational/
managerial route are part of this re-
evaluation. These developments have
evolved since the writing of Miss Covye's
article—which in some respects has been
overtaken by events—but, nevertheless,
the young woman officer needs guid-
ance today regarding what is important
for her to consider in the development
of her career.

It will take time to evolve all new
career development patterns for women
now being studied by the Bureau. While
they are in the process of being de-
veloped, it might be well for an interim
pattern to be published to assist any of
the women officers who are at that
stage of their careers that they may find
need of same.

As for my personal philosophy, I
would like to see women assigned
initially as generalists, deterring the
formal commitment to a specialty until
selection for postgraduate school or for
lieutenant commander, whichever

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1972

75



74 NAVAL WAﬁ, CI%ngﬁElJeiE

ava r ge

comes first. At the point where the
woman goes to postgraduate school or is
selected for lieutenant commander, she
should be expected tc be assigned pro-
gressively to more responsible jobs in a
single field. She and her detailer would
need to collaborate on what this field
should be, It should be based on motiva-
tion, experience, education, and
training. Service school and training in
management should be part of the
package for all women officers who
demonstrate superior performance,

Cne of the biggest dilemmas in this
scheme is how to insure that women
will get progressively more responsible
jobs. At present the Bureau of Naval
Personnel can order a woman toc an
activity for duty fully intending her to
be utilized in a challenging assignment.
However, the commanding officer may
have already determined that an officer
already on board will be moved into
that slot, and this could be prejudicial
to the woman in gaining an acceptable
and fulfilling job. Instances such as
these demand some sort of centralized
control to insure their prevention in
situations of discrimination.

I would like to see the records of all
women above the rank of lieutenant
moved to the appropriate rank desks as
quickly as possible, starting with the
rank of commander and subsequently
including the ranks of lieutenant com-
mander and lieutenant. Monitoring of
their assignments might be necessary,
until such time as de facto discrimina-
tion no longer exists. Such monitoring
should rest with the administrative staff
in Pers B1.

One of the most serious defects in
the women’s program in the past has
been the reluctance to assign women to
jobs where they would be in supervision
of a male staff. This is being overcome,
but is also an area where monitoring is
advisable. Key middle management jobs
are essential steps to 0-6 and flag rank. I
hope the day has passed when a com-
mand is permitted to refuse to take a

v

view,

t
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woman officer because it “already has
its quota.”

In the past, women have had a
definite advantage over the men with
respect to the opportunity for post-
graduate education. Four years’ experi-
ence as a member of the PG Board gave
evidence that the percentage of women
before the board who are selected each
year is larger than the percentage of
men. This possibly reflects their su-
perior educational qualifications and
also the advantage that continual shore
assignments give to the woman who is
interested in preparing herself for selec-
tion through off-duty education. Oppor-
tunities for command, for service
schools, and key middle management
jobs have begun to be made available to
women, but we need the continuing
help of the Navy male leadership to
insure proper utilization of woman-
power. Upper management positions
and selection to flag rank are still on the
back burner, but I am optimistic encugh
to think that this will also be a reality in
the not too distant future.

[ believe that a review of the
women's program, as Miss Coye recom-
mends, would reveal that changes are
overdue in the way in which we manage
our womanpower, a fact that is already
known by Navy policymakers. The
author's basic study has accumulated
many teferences and reviewed much
sociological background which might be
of value to people involved in the
utilization of women personnel. Perhaps
Miss Coye's article could assist the
Assistant Chief of Naval Personnel for
Women in her efforts to provide the
senior male officers in the Bureau of
Naval Personnel with proof that woman-
power is vocal, is interested in a chal-
lenge, and is eager for equal opportunity
and the responsibilities that go with it.

Anne L. Ducey

Captain, U.S, Navy
Joint Chiefs of Staff

XXX XXX
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Having read the article dealing with
discriminatory Navy policy toward
women officers by Lit. Comdr. Beth F.
Coye (March 1972), I take this oppor-
tunity to comment on her thesis. Not
only has she brought to the reader's
attention many of the problems facing
the woman officer today, but she has
also provided practical solutions which
may be employed by the Navy as
corrective measures,

Lieutenant Commander Coye
pointed out that, generally speaking,
Navy personnel consider the feminist
movement ridiculous or amusing, which
is unfortunate, Hopefully, this will not
remain the case. If so, the Navy is sure
to continue losing many talented indi-
viduals because of this apathetic atti-
tude. And, going one step further, some
may not feel threatened by this loss, as
they see no need for women in the
military. However, clarification of the
necessity of the female naval officer is
irrelevant, and even the imposition of
such a question is insulting. Women
should not have to feel apologetic about
their sex nor give reason for their
utilization. However, our present
society has vet to fully realize the
capabilities of its female members.
Therefore, the Navy must offer educa-
tion on this subject to its personnel, as
Lieutenant Commander Coye suggested.

One of the primary restrictions
placed on the woman line officer is the
lack of opportunity provided by the
Navy. When [ joined the service 2 years
ago, I did so having no idea that I
would, in all probability, enjoy a career
of administrative work. Presently 1 am
serving as a Public Affairs Officer and
Educational Services Officer and have
worked in Enlisted Personnel. Even
though 1 have absorbed valuable knowl-

edge from these billets, and for the most
part enjoyed them, I shudder at the
thought of spending years in this type
of work. | am certain most junior
officers agree. However, Navy policy
dictates that [ have no other course to
follow as an unrestricted line officer,
except for an occasional tour in com-
munications, intelligence, or data
processing.

And what about the enlisted women?
The Director of the Waves has called the
problem of retention of enlisted women
““disastrous.”” Many of the junior en-
listed personnel are dissatisfied with
Navy policy and consequently are leav-
ing the service. They too experience
very limited opportunity because being
born female they must bear the “bur-
den'’ as such.

Even though there is much to be
overcome, | am optimistic about the
future of the Navy woman. The Navy in
recent years has proven itself to be the
leader of the armed services in meeting
and rectifying various social ills declared
50 by our modern society.

A need for change in Navy policy
toward women having been established,
I support Lieutenant Commander
Coye's proposition that a study be
conducted by the Bureau of Naval
Personnel, encompassing the objectives
she stated. And, of the three policy
options she proposed, I feel that *'Policy
# 2: Different but Equal Opportunity”
is the most practical. If an individual is
qualified and interested in a particular
billet, she should not be rejected as a
potential incumbent by the Navy on the
basis of sex.

Lillian A. Williams
Lieutenant (junior grade) U.S, Navy
VA-127, NAS LeMoore
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RESEARCH IN THE
MAHAN LIBRARY

THE ARCHIVES OF THE CONFERENCES OF THE
NAVAL WAR COLLEGES OF THE AMERICAS

by
Captain C.O. Fiske, USN

Captain Fiske was involved In the planning for the establishment of the First
Conference of the Naval War Colleges of the Americas. He was Secretary for the
Sixth Conference and served as Permanent Coordinating Secretary from 1969-1971.
At present, he Is the Head of the Military Strategy Study in the College of Naval

Warfare.

As a result of agreement reached at
the Second Inter-American Naval Con-
ference in Key West in June 1960, Adm.
Arleigh Burke, then Chief of Naval
Operations, undertook a series of events
designed to further a common and
better understanding of the naval pro-
fession among the inter-American
Navies. That program culminated in
what is today a series of seven spe-
cialized Conferences, all under the aegis
of the Inter-American Naval Confer-
ence, attended by all of the Chiefs of
Naval Operations of the inter-American
Navies. These are: (1) Conferences of
Naval Communications Chiefs, (2) Con-
ferences of Naval War College Presi-
dents, (3) Conferences of Directors of
Naval Intelligence, (4) Conferences of
Naval Academy Superintendents, (5)
Conferences of Naval Surgeon Generals,
{6) Conferences of Naval Research
Chiefs, (7) Conferences of Oceanog-
raphers of the Navies.

One of the first of these activities to
get underway was the Conference of the
Naval War Colleges of the Americas, also

referred to in Latin America as the
“Directors Conference.” A meeting of
college presidents was convened at the
Naval War College, Newport, R.L, 9-11
April 1962. It was followed by another
in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 29 July-1
August 1963, and a third in Lima, Peru,
19-23 October 1964. At Lima it was
decided that future meetings would be
held every other year. Accordingly, the
Fourth Conference met in Newport, 4-6
October 1966, and the Fifth Conference
in Buenos Aires, Argentina, 9-12 Sep-
tember 1968. In recent years the dele-
gates voted to hold all even-numbered
Conferences in the United States and
odd numbered Conferences in other
member nations. In keeping with the
new schedule, the Seventh Conference is
scheduled to take place in Valparaiso,
Chile in September of this year.
Currently, membership consists of
Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colom-
bia, Ecuador, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru,
United States, Uruguay, Venezuela. Ob-
server delegations include Canada,
Dominican Republic, the Inter-
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American Defense College, and the Pan
American Division of the Office of the
Chief of Naval Operations (OP-613B).

Over the years the Conference has
evolved a series of rules relating to
parliamentary procedure, membership
status, logistic and financial support,
voting, provision of escorts, and similar
matters. At the Sixth Conference held
in Newport, 59 October 1970, the
Conferees formally adopted a “'Pre-
amble to the Rules'" which reads in
part: "' ... With our efforts we hope to
improve the professional competence of
our students for assumption of higher
responsibilities of naval leadership and
also to qualify them in enlightening
public opinion on the profound influ-
ence of maritime power in the develop-
ment and security of our countries. ., ”

Owver the years this Conference series
has addressed and reached agreement on
such matters as the exchange and trans-
lation of course materials and books,
the exchange of lecture teams, develop-
ment and play of an inter-American war
game, exchange of video and magnetic
tapes and slides, and a general philoso-
phy on the goals and objectives of
professional education for naval offi-
cers. It is gratifying to realize that the
accomplishments in these areas have led
to similar series conducted by the other
services.

The nature of other business ranges
from the propriety of the study of
counterinsurgency, standards for selec-
tion, admission and grading of officer
students, the value of a War College
education relative to the future com-
mand and promotion potential of the
individual officer, development of com-
mon tactics and doctrines, and the need
for a joint dictionary of military termi-
nology similar to the U.S. Joint Dic-
tionary (JCS Pub. 1).*

At the conclusion of each Con-
ference, a Record of Proceedings is

*The Inter-American Defense College is
developing such a document.

RESEARCH 77

published which contains a list of the
delegates in attendance; the agenda and
current rules; discussions, either ver-
batim or abridged; a country-by-country
analysis of progress reached on past
agreements; a status report of the cur-
rent activities, plans, and programs of
each country; and a summary of the
nonplenary and social activities.

At the Fourth Conference (Newport,
1966), the U.S. Naval War College was
elected to serve as the Permanent Co-
ordinating Secretariat to maintain
records, provide continuity and infor-
mation during the 2 years between
meetings, and to coordinate matters of
mutual interest to all members. The
archives of the Naval War Colleges of
the Americas, which are housed in the
Naval Historical Collection of the col-
lege, consist of documents, reports, and
photographs associated with the plan-
ning, management, and post-Conference
work of the six Conferences. Of particu-
lar value are tapes, transcripts, and
translations of the Fourth and Sixth
Conferences which were held at New-
port and holograph transcripts and
translations of the three Conferences
held in Latin America. Also important
are exchanges of official and personal
correspondence. To the student con-
cerned with professional education of
naval officers, the archives can be a
valuable source. Since each Record of
Proceedings is thoroughly indexed, it is
quite easy to determine the scope of the
subjects upon which information is
available,

Coupled with the post-Conference
reports of the Inter-American Naval
Conference series and the independent
International Seapower Symposia, the
researcher can expect to gain a unique
insight into the roles, missions, func-
tions, and operations of smaller navies
quite unlike the more conventional
views held by and in the larger navies.
Surely the problem that exists between
the United States and its smaller navy
allies will be quite similar to those one
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could expect as the Soviet Union broad-
ens its contacts with the smaller nation
navies of Africa and the Middle East.
Considering the current expansion of
Soviet naval power, the value of such
information to both planner and stu-
dent is evident.

Those interested in planning or con-
ducting international conferences would
find a cornucopia of details on agenda
development, planning, logistics and
finance, protocol, parliamentary pro-
cedures, translation and interpretation,
international travel, customs and port
clearance, and similar details. The pho-
tographic coverage available is that usual
to such a conference but when coupled
with the correspondence files could well
yield excellent visual support for bio-
graphic research on a particular individ-
ual. The files in general are not classi-
fied, although some specific discussions

and presentations are and have been
placed in the classified section of Mahan
Library. By use of cross-reference pages,
continuity of the complete file is pre-
served.

A final note addresses the parent
Conference—the Inter-American Naval
Conference series. As a result of the
sixth such Conference, hosted by Adm.
Elmo Zumwalt, USN, in Newport, R.L,,
(19-23 April 1971), the Chiefs of the
Inter- American Navies lent their strong
support to continuation of the seven
specialized Conferences. As a conse-
quence, it can be expected that the
Naval War Colleges of the Americas
Conference files will grow in both
volume and enhanced value to re-
searchers and scholars. It is quite likely
that some video tapes will be added in
the future,

GIFTS AND ACQUISITIONS

Capt. Harry H. Caldwell, Command-
ing Officer, Fleet Training Center, New-
port Naval Base, has presented a copy of
a journal of cruises of the U.5.5. Con-
cord, steam gunboat, in east coast and
South American waters for the period
June 1891-June 1893, The journal was
written by Captain Caldwell’s father,
Harry H. Caldwell, Sr., who at the time
was serving aboard the Concord as a
naval cadet apprentice. The senior Cald-

well graduated from the U.S. Naval
Academy in 1893. In addition to a
lengthy narrative of events and observa-
tions, the volume contains pictures of
foreign naval vessels which were encoun-
tered on the cruise and clippings from
contemporary newspapers relating to
the U.S5.5. Concord. The qift was pre-
sented to the college through the Naval
War College Foundation.

W

For books are not altogether dead things, but do contain a
progeny of life in them to be as active as that soul was whose

progeny they are.

John Milton: Areopagitica: 1644
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PROFESSIONAL
READING

Barber, Stephan. America in Retreat.
New York: Barnes & Noble, 1971.
19p.

America's will to lead has eroded. As
a result, America is on the verge of
turning right and inward. The meaning
for Britain and Europe is clear: they had
better be prepared to stand on their
own. This is Stephan Barber's central
thesis.

The arguments supporting the thesis
are simple: The thousand days of Came-
lot under President Kennedy were a
kind of Alexandrine flowering of Ameri-
can esprit. But, alas, the bubble burst,
and the mystique was more high-flown
rhetoric than anything else. As a result
we blundered into Vietnam, which pro-
duced disenchantment and gave rise to
radical nihilistic leaders, The possibility
of an economic recession, the returning
embittered soldiers (who are seen as the
equivalent of the French Army in the
1950's), and the intractahility of the
race problem hopelessly compound
America’s problems.

The author sees Middle America
turning inwards and to the right as a
result of the problems of the 1960's. He
also sees no solution to the race prob-
lem. To him American politics and
gqovernment are irretrievably corrupt. To
him the American spirit {whatever that
is) is dead and America is doomed.

These gloomy predictions are made
in overstatements, such as the 1960°
saw American ‘‘spirits crack under the
burdens of world leadership” (p. 41).
The reader is told “The nation's leader
class is on the verge of a nervous

breakdown of alarming proportions’ (p.
182).

Such crude journalistic hyperbole is
accompanied by several glaring factual
errors. Woodstock, of Rock Festival
fame, is placed in Connecticut and not
in New York (p. 150). Amherst is a
“private New England School™ and not
a college (p. 151). The Communist
forces in Korea were insurgent forces
and not North Korean (p. 101). The
author implied General MacArthur
crossed the 38th parallel on his own
initiative (p. 101). As chief of London's
Daily Telegraph Washington Bureau, Mr.
Barber could at least have checked his
facts, as any good reporter should.

Mr. Barber strains credulity by
stating with religious certainty that Vice
President Agnew has ‘‘subtly curtailed
freedom of comment in America's lead-
ing newspapers.’' This may he dogma at
the Washington Press Club, but it is
hardly accepted a priori outside certain
liberal, intellectual circles. The Washing-
ton Post and The New York Times can
hardly be called tame and compliant,

America in Retreat seeks to address
itself seriously to several profound prob-
lems. Unfortunately, the author relies
extensively upon his own observations
and experience to substantiate his con-
clusions, which have only a limited
validity. The conclusions are superficial
and simplistic, not only because they
are based on limited data and generaliza-
tions, but also because the author lacks
an understanding of American Govern-
ment, the American people, and
America generally. For example, the
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author does not explain how the Na-
tional Government can be cumbersome
and "a great creaking engine,” while at
the same time placing “incredible execu-
tive power” in the hands of the Presi-
dent.

This is such a bad book that it should
be an embarrassment to the author. One
would hope that other foreign corre-
spondents are more careful with their
facts and are more perceptive in writing
about America. Our problems are too
complex to be addressed with only
sarcasm and generalizations.

B.M. SIMPSON, III
Lieutenant Commander, U.5. Navy

Freidman, Wolfgang. The Future of the
Oceans. New York: George Braziller,
1971. 132 p. Index

Hood, Donald, ed. Impingement of Man
on the Ocean. New York: Wiley
Interscience, 1971. 698p. Index
A topic of increasing impact upon

the naval community is the use of the

sea—ecologically and legally. Injunctions
against the military commander's right
to use a hbeach for maneuvers are an
additional preoperational factor, as evi-
denced by the recent proceedings in the

Bay of Maine. A rash of 200-mile

territorial sea proclamations has dic-

tated a revision of sea routes of inno-
cent passage and establishment of new
fishing areas.

The Future of the Oceans is a well
organized primer addressing the ques-
tion of international ownership of the
oceans and the land underlying it. Of
the more than 130 national states com-
prising the international community, 29
have no seacoast and only 24 have the
present technological facilities to ex-
ploit the medium to a depth of even
200 meters. What rights does an ad-
vanced country such as Switzerland,
with no seacoast but many rivers drain-
ing to the ocean, have? What rights does
a nation such as the Somali Republic,
poor economically and technologically,

and with a negligible continental shelf,
but strategically located, have? Dr.
Freidman argues the necessity of an able
and strong international management of
the ocean floor and the waters above it.
Unlike much of international law and
requlations, which correspond to and
are often diluted by previous national
postures, much of “Law of the Seabed"’
is unimpaired by precedent. This book
is an excellent discussion of the prob-
lem, and is current and easy to read sans
prior background.

Impingement of Man on the Oceans,
by contrast, is an outstanding reference
for anyone concerned with the oceanic
environment. Donald Hood has com-
piled a series of papers dealing with
subjects ranging from oceanic influences
on the atmosphere to long-range pollu-
tion effects of petroleum products on
oceanic biology. Every paper is current,
the contributors are authorities in their
fields, and the interrelation of the sub-
ject matter is logical. The pendulum
swing, precipitated by the ecological
concern over our lakes and rivers, has
passed into the realm of hysteria
occasionally, often without facts to
justify it. Here one can find his subject
of interest covered in detail, admittedly
with some bias but not hysterical, allow-
ing the reader to develop the attitudes
and understanding necessary to discuss
and deal intelligently with the subjects
of pollution control and efficient con-
trol of the oceanic resources. This com-
pendium is a logical element of the
professional reading for everyone con-
cerned with the sea and the world he
lives in.

Both books complement each other
well. The reader who reads Future of
the Oceans and those parts of Impinge-
ment of Man upon the Qceans which
further his particular interests will be
well oriented, regardless of previous
exposure.,

H, DIXON STURR, JR.
Lieutenant Commander, U.S. Navy
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The Institute for Strategic Studies.
Problems of Modern Strategy, Fore-
word by Alastair Buchan. Studies in
International Security: 14. New
York: Praeger, 1970, 219p.

The Institute for Strategic Studies
was founded in London in 1958 to
provide an international forum for
thinkers and authors in the field of
strategic studies. Problems of Modern
Strategy is a collection of nine essays
written as papers for the Institute's
1968 annual conference and revised as a
result of the discussions held.* The
essayists were set the task, each in his
area of specialization, of analyzing the
development of strategic ideas over the
past 15 to 20 years. The book thus
constitutes something of a retrospective
state-of-the-art show for strategic stud-
jes but is much more than a contribu-
tion to the history of strategy. The
essayists identify the problems con-
fronting today's theorists and practi-
tioners, and several of them suggest
possible paths toward their solution.

1t is impressive to read in Alastair
Buchan's forewotd that the mold of
traditional strategic thinking shaped by
writers such as Clausewitz, Mahan, and
Douhet was broken in the 15 to 20
years leading to 1968. Its breaking was
occasioned by the development of
nuclear weaponry in a time when the
ideological conflict between the Great
Powers of the world was inhibiting their
communication with each other, em-
pires were throwing off ot losing their
colonies, and strategies of revolutionary
warfare were succeeding, It was a time
to intensify and expand the study of
strategy and to apply hitherto unused
disciplines in the effort. Scholars
throughout the world responded and
produced a virtual renaissance in strate-

*For an excellent review from a different
perspective see Noel F. Parrish, ‘“The Civilian
Analysts, in Their Pride and Their Fali,” Air
University Review, July-August 1971, p. 3-13.

gic thinking. The nine essays in this
book are an appraisal of the effort.

Raymond Aron, the French member,
in “The Evolution of Modern Strategic
Thought," leads off with the thesis

. .. that the partial neutralization

of nuclear arms, and the provi-

sional absence of armed conflict
between the nuclear states serve
to focus our attention once more
on traditional problems of a strict
military nature, while strategic
thought, on the other hand, ex-
tends its scope to include all the
various permutations of relations
between states in peace or war.
He returns again and again to the theme
that the entity of strategic thought
embraces far more than those elements
of a situation which can be managed by
systematic analysis of physical or eco-
nomic aspects. Aron categorically
asserts that “'strategic thought is never
separate from political thought.” And:
“At the highest level, strategy is virtu-
ally identical with the conduct of a
state’s external affairs."” He relegates the
systems analysts’ scientific attempts to
quantify decisions to a niche in history
when he asserts that, after theory had
iluminated the implications of nuclear
weapons, strategic thought seems to
have ''finished absorbing innovation”
and to have returned to the traditional
historical analysis approach only partly
medified by the contributions of the
analysts.

In ‘““The Classical Strategists,
Michael Howard surveys the strategic
problems, controversies, domestic and
international, and the work of the theo-
rists who aided the Eisenhower,
Kennedy, and Johnson administrations
in the development of massive retalia-
tion concepts, in NATO defense poli-
cies, and in their transition to flexible
response. Howard outlines the French
contributions to modern strategy, their
doctrines of nuclear multipolarity, revo-
luticnary war, and indirect strategy.
Questioning the assumptions underlying

EE
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Andre Beaufre’s concept of indirect
strategy, he argues ‘‘that it is not simply
a theory of strategy but also a theory of
international relations.” Yet in cnti-
cizing Beaufre, Howard seems to sup-
port him, for he himself goes on to a
discussion of strategy’s dependency on
technological competence when
attempting to solve problems in deter-
rence and on political, economic, and
sociological competence when address-
ing limited war, revolutionary war, and
indirect strategy. “Increasingly the
fields overlap,” he says, and questions at
the end whether ‘“‘classical strateqy,’ as
a self-sufficient study, has no longer a
valid claim to exist.

Kenneth Boulding's “'Social Systems
Analysis and the Study of International
Conflict'" attacks the "national secu-
rity" school of strategic thought repre-
sented by the concepts discussed in the
two preceding essays. Boulding explains
the two major branches of sociology’s
attack on strategy: the social systems
approach and the peace research
approach. The social systems advocates
accuse the international nation-state
system of epistemological blindness,
lack of ability for radical self-criticism,
and insistence on the application of
sterile literary, philosophical, and histor-
ical research methods to the problem of
war. The peace researchers see the insti-
tution of war as the prime enemy, “The
major human conflict is seen as between
the world war industry and the civilian
population . . .rather than between
national states.” Boulding concludes
that since the world population has
achieved social self-consciousness, and is
learning how to refuse the dictates of
“history,” we face 'a crisis and a
revolution of an intensity with which
traditional studies are quite unable to
cope.” He says, "The social systems
approach may not be able to cope with
it either, but at least it seems to have a
better chance.”

‘“The Reappraisal of Limited War,"
Robert Osgood’s essay, examines the

efforts since the advent of nuclear weap-
ons to ‘bring force under control as a
rational instrument of policy.” Osgood
regards America's experiences in Korea
and Vietnam and the Russians’ buildup
of limited war capabilities as constraints
on future American intervention in local
wars. While limited war theory is well
developed, little of it has been tested
and none conclusively; nor will we see
the comprehensive perfection of limited
war theory and practice. Osgood credits
both the limited war strategists and the
nuclear age itself with having instilled a
respect for ‘‘the deliberate control and
limitation of warfare.” ‘That respect,”
he says at the very end, “is a more
significant and enduring achievement of
limited-war strateqgists than any of their
strategies.”

““The Ethical Problem of Modern
Strategy,” according to Carl Friedrich
Freiherr von Weizsaecker, stems from
the fear of nuclear weapons effects
which has driven us to elaborate lesser
means of resolving conflicts by force.
We should, instead, be seeking ways to
change the assumedly implacable wills
driving the conflicts, by means other
than force. Von Weizsaecker acknowl-
edges the present need to preserve the
balance of terror and pays great respect
to the strategists and statesmen who
have managed to do it. Somehow we
“have to learn not to impose our will,
but to change our will,” and he apolo-
gizes for not providing the formula.
However, having been asked to write the
essay, his position is that debating war
means instead of political ends amounts
to nothing more than a casuistic
second-best approach to world problems
which will be self-destructive in the long
run.

“Arms Control; a Stocktaking and
Progpectus’’ is Hedley Bull’s criticism of
the assumptions underlying arms con-
trol. While he credits the ‘‘new think-
ing" of 1960 with having ‘'brought arms
control out of the realms of cynical
propaganda and scholastic irrelevance
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and into that of serious international
politics,”” Bull argues that the results so
far are disappeinting. Like von
Weizsaecker, Bull questions the premise
that the balance of terror is the guiding
principle of international security and
that the preservation of that balance is
the chief aim of arms control efforts.

Bernard Brodie on ""Technology, Pol-
itics, and Strategy' asserts that tech-
nology and systems analysis have been
overrated because they neglect political
considerations and fall short as a substi-
tute for ‘'the name of the game which is
strategy.’™ The Swiss contributor, Urs
Schwarz, produced in his''Great Power
Intervention in the Modern World" a
conclusion that Great Powers can no
longer intervene successfully in the
affairs of smaller nations. His arguments
complement Boulding’s social systems
arguments and to von Weizsaecker's
ethical logic.

In the “Strategic Uses of Revolution-
ary War,”' Brian Crozier writes that "it is
impossible to say, with sweeping final-
ity, either that revolutionary war is
invincible or that the techniques of
counterinsurgency have been mastered
once and for all.” The evidence indi-
cates that revolutionary wars will con-
tinue to be a problem, especially if
South Vietnam goes under.

Some of the essayists arque among
themselves, Does Aron believe, for ex-
ample, that the moeld of traditional
strategic thought has been broken as
Buchan asserts in his foreword? Are new

*For new views on this subject see Stephan
T. Possony and J.E. Pournelle, The Strategy
of Technology, Winning the Decisive War,
{Cambridge, Mass.: University Press Dunellen,
1970}, 189p.

approaches to strategy at hand? Robert
Osgood senses the end of an era in
military affairs but confesses to having
little idea of what lies ahead. He places
strategic imagination on “a rather flat
plateau.” Aron believes that strategic
thought is no longer absorbing innova-
tion and is reverting to earlier methods.
Schwarz dismisses Great Powers inter-
vention as a no longer useful concept,
and Michael Howard questions the
assumptions of Beaufre's indirect strat-
eqy, but Crozier leaves both revolution-
ary warfare and counterinsurgency open
to further development. Kenneth Bould-
ing, with support from von Weizsaecker
and Schwarz, argues that the social
systems school offers better paths
toward conflict resolution than the dis-
credited route traveled by the national
security strategists. Aron and Michael
Howard seem to agree that strategy as a
generic concept has expanded to em-
brace new disciplines. Strategy, in its
new form, has considerable influence on
international politics.

The lasting impression is the agree-
ment among the essayists that strategy
is an art rather than a science. The
strategist is an artist, and his aim today
is world stability. He strives to achieve
structure, harmony, truth, and univer-
sality and is frustrated by conflicts,
contradictions, and failures. Yet, the
few successes give hope for the future.
Therefore, one is inclined to disagree
with Michael Howard when he cites
Voltaire's description of strategy as
“murderous and conjectural.” The an-
cient art is, perhaps, closer to Bach and
his Well Tempered Clavichord than that.

CHARLES A. BYRNE
Lieutenant Colonel, 1J.5. Air Force
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CORRESPONDENCE
COURSE
DESCRIPTIONS

ANNOUNCEMENT

Tn a conlinuing cffort to provide the Naval War College correspondence student
with courses that are Doth relevant and managcable, the Center for Conlinuing
lducation will shortly offer four new courses. ‘These include three in the subjecl avca
of Scapower and an objeclive response version (multiple choice) of Course 14-1,
National Sceurity Organization, designaled Course 14-1x.

In light of the rapidly changing balance of power with an expanding Soviel Navy
aud the reduclion in size aud conlinuing obsolescenee of the U.S, Navy, the three
Scapower courses will offer the student a unique opporlunily Lo study all aspeels of
scapower. ‘They will also provide him with a wehicle Lo convey original crealive
thinking based on his sludics and praclical experience.

IFor (bose sludents striving Lo achieve a Naval War College diploma, the Seapower
courses will be restricled Lo Naval Warlare sludents (commanders and caplaing).
owever, for the nondiploma student the course will be available to liculenants and
above.

In response Lo the many sludents who, because ol the press of dulies, could nol
alford ample time to complele comprehensive subjective courses, Course 14-Ix, an
open book, mulliple-choice response lype course was developed. ‘I'his courae is {ar
more manageable Lor the busy naval officer while still meeting the objeclives of the
priot course. I1 will also serve as a pilot program Lo determine the feasibilily of using
the objeetive formal in the other Naval War College eorrespondence courses,

The above new courses will be available in the late spring or carly summer of
1972, Additionally, revised correspondence courses in the Military Management
subject arca will be available in April 1972, This subjecl arca has been revised Lo
include current management philosophies both within and outside the Department of
Defense. Added emphasis has been placed upon systems analysis and cconomic
analysis, The revised Military Management courses should provide a sound back-
ground in current academic, busincss enlerprise, and DO management techniques
and lools.

I'or those sludents pursuing a Naval War College diploma by correspondenee, a
gyslem of course clectives will be promulgated so as not Lo increase the number of
courses required Lo carn a diploma.
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CORRESPONDENCE COURSE INFORMATION—-1972

The President of the Naval War College extends the henefils of the College by
ollering appropriate correspondence courses, These courses are constantly reviewed
and updated to keep them in consonance with the resident courses,

ELIGIBILITY AND APPLICATIONS. Nuval War College correspondence courses
are available o all officers of the US, military services of the grade of Navy
licutenant (or equivadenty and above in aclive service or in the Inactive Reserve,
Selected Government employees of the grade GS-14 (or equivalent) and above may
also coroll, The waiver of rank or grade may be granted lor qualified individuals in
lower grudes. Applications from active duly officers should be by letier via
Commanding Officer or by the application card provided in the Naval War College
Review and in brochures, Applications from inactive duty naval oflicers should be by
letter via Commandant, Naval District, or by letler or card via commane mainLaining
record.

Request for more information may be sent Lo:

Dircelor, Center Tor Continuing lducation
Naval War College
Newporl, 11 02840

LEVEL OF STUDY. Courses are on a graduate level, are subjective in nature in
that there are: no *“school solutions” o the exercises and problems posed, and require
creative work. Students who enroll should plan Lo spend at least five hours a week in
study and Lo press forwanl consistently, Lo sustain the benelit ol cach study session,

The Naval War College Correspondence Course Program Design—and Awards. The
program is designed so that o student may select the single courses of particular
interest Lo him or may work lowards o SUBJECT ARYA certificate or a diploma,

Earollment is in one course al a Lime, in any case, Students who indicate the
intent lo take an entire SUBJICT AREA will receive material for subsequent courses
in that AREA with tess delay between conrses. Students may change their inten tions,
of course, They must request o be enrolled in any subsequent course belore
cnrollment will become effective,

Order of listing SUBJECT AREAS is not indicutive ol a required or even a

recommended sequence,

Order of courses within a SUBJECT AREA s a logical sequence and s
reccommended, bul is net required vuless a prerequisile is indicated.

Letlers of complelion are issued upon successful completion ol each course;
copies are senl Lo the Chiel of Naval Personnel or other appropriate authority for the
student’s seleclion jackel,

Certificates are issued npon successful completion ol all courses in o SUBJECT

AREA,

Diplomas are awarded Lo those students completing sclected groups of SUBJECT
ARIAS which closely parallel the levels ol studies offered in the Naval War College
resident programs of Naval Command and Stall and Naval Warlare. Requirements
are:

The Correspondence Course of Naval Command and Staff, Graduution from
this program indicales suceessful completion (no waivers) ol all required courses in
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five SUBJECT AREFAS: National and International Security Organization, Military
Planning, Naval Operations, Command Logistics, and Military Management,

The Correspondence Course of Naval Warfare. Gradualion from this program
indicates successinl completion of the Correspondence Course ol Naval Command
and Staff plus all courscs (no waivers) in the four additional SUBJECT AREAS:
International  Relations, Counterinsurgency, Inlernalional Law, and Strategic
Planning,

COURSE DESCRIPTIONS

The following subject arcas and single-installment courses are offered:

Snbject Area 14. NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY ORGANIZA-
TION.

Course 14-1—National Security Organization. rovides an understanding ol our
national sceurity structure with special emphasis on the problems of the seventies,
Components studied include: the Presidency; his Lxccutive Oflice; Congress;
Sceretarics of Defense and State; Military Depariments; Joint Chicfs of Staff;
Unificd, Specified, and Joint Commands,

Course 14-}x—National Security Organization. Au abbreviated version of Course
14-1, National Seceurity Organization, designed for the officer who desires a basic
understaudiug of the subjeet bul who docs not have the time for more inlensive
study. Covers Lhe Presidency, the Fxceculive Office, including the National Sceurily
Conneil and the Central Intelligence Agency, Congress, and the Departments of State
and Defense. The latter includes the Military Departents, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
the Urificd Commands. Ixamination is open-book and consists of 40 multiple-choice
queslions,

Cowrse 14-2—International Security Organization. Provides a further understand-
ing of our uational sccurity structure with respect to the United Nations, Collective
Defenue Treatics, and Forcign Assistance. Fmphasis is placed upon NATO and its
Comb.ned Commands, SEATQ, the coneept of alliauces in general, and ehanges that
are likaly during the next decade.

Subject Area 15. COMMAND LOGISTICS.

Course 15-1—-Basic Logistics. Introduces the major Armed [orces logislics
organizations, and examines logistics discipline and interrclations of sirategy, Lactics
and lo gistics,

Couree 15-2—Logistic Planning. Provides logistic planning procedures and Lools;
and tequires calenlation of commodity requirements,

Covrse 15-3—Operational Logistics Problem. Poscs an operational problem
sitnation designed to develop the student’s ability to apply logistic considerations in
planning, utilizing the military planning process. (Prerequisite: 15-2)

Subject Area 16. INTERNATIONAL LAW,

Course 16-1—Foundations of International Law. Provides a general background in
the busic concepts of international law, Includes the sources and nature of
intern: tional law and the obligations of a U.S. Naval officer toward inlernational law,
proble:ns of statehood, belligerency, iusurgeney, recognition, functions of diplomatic
agents, dispute scttlemeut and international agreements,
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Course 16-2—Jurisdiclional Concepls in International Law. l'ocuses on the
deteeminalion, acquisition and exercise of jurisdiction over persons, ships, Lerritory,
marginal seas and inland watees, and air and space in time ol peace. Includes the
consideration of Status of Forces situations and the exercise of jurisdiction over
nonnationals, (Prerequisite 10-1)

Course 16-3—Rights and Dulics of Stales lleyond the Limits of Nalional
Territory, Considers Lhe jurisdictional rights of a state outside the limils of national
territory, Lhe abuse of territory (Nuclear Test Ban Trealy) and the use of loree
(acll-help, reprisals, intervention and invitation), (Prerequisite: 16-1)

Course 16-4—Principles of the Laws of War and the Rules of Land Warfare,
Intraduces the basic principles underlying the laws ol war (war crimes, reprisals, and
prohibited weapons and aclsy, the rules of fand warlare (military necessity and
reasonable  proportonalily, actions  within - occopied  territory  and  permissible
weapons and  Lactics) and inlernatiotal  humanilarian conventions, (Prerequisile:

16-1)

Course 16-5—Rules of Naval and Air Warfare, Undertakes a study ol the basic
principles of naval warlarc (weapons and tactics, blockade and control of shipping)
and the basic principles of air warlare (medical aireralt, acrial Mockade and aerial
bombardment). (Prerequisite: 16-1)

Course 16-6—Neutralily and the Termination of War. lixamines the rights and
duties of neutral states, warships in neutral porls, over{light ol neutral Lerritory,
inLerlerence with nentral commeree and problems incident Lo the termination ol war
and peace leealies, ('rerequisile: 10-1)

Subject Area 17, INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS.

Course 17-1—Basic Principles and Concepls of International Relations. Analyzes
the characteristies of a nation and the nation-state system including consideration of
sovercignly, nalional intlerests, national power and diplomacy.

Course 17-2—Relationships of National Power and Interests. Studics the dynamic
forces between nations including internalional economies, annaments and balance of
power systems. Cousiders the problems of internalional Lrade and finance, war and
arms conlteol, (Precequisite: 17-1)

Course 17-3—World Order. Considers the natlure and lunctions ol regional and
international organization; the role of law, including the Sovicl and Weslern views, in
relations among nations. Fxamines the legal aspects ol several reeent internalional
incidents. {Prerequisite: 17-1)

Course 17-4—Comparative Foreign Policy 1 (Major Western Powers). Studies
forcign policy structures and processcs of Dritain, Germany, Franee and the United
States. Kxamines principal poliey objeetives of these nalions and the issues and goals
of Jupan’s foreign policy. (Prerequisite: 17-1)

Course 17-5—Comparative Foreign Policy I (Soviet and Chinese}. Considers Lhe
rolc of communist ideology on foreign policics of the Soviet Union and People’s
Republic of China; examines the nalure and lunclions ol foreigu aid, and alliance
syslems such as the Warsaw Pact and NATO. (Prerequisite: 17-1)

Course 17-6—Politics of the Third World and U.S. Foreign Policy, Studies the
political, social and cconmnic aspecls of developing nations; internal and cxlernal
forees alfeeting the Middle Fast; and long-term goals and challenges Lo U.S. foreign
policy. (Prerequisite: 17-1)
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Subject Area 18, MILITARY PLANNING.,

Course 18-1--Basic Military Planning, Studics the sysiematic techniques of logical
analysis as applicd to military planning and the development of a Commanders
Estimate of the Situation bascd on a given problem situation,

Course 18-2—The Staff Study and the Naval Divective, Studics the Naval Stalf, its
organization and functions; requires preparalion of a Staff Study and a Devclopment
of the Plan based on the previously completed Commanders Estimate in Course 18-1,
(Prerequisite: 18-1)

Subject Area 19. NAVAL OPERATIONS.

Course 19-1—Submarine Operations. Studies the coneepls, doetrine and charac-
teristics of submarine operations and the development of an antishipping plan and
direclive utilizing the Military Planning Process. (Prerequisites: 18-1 and 18-2)

Courge 19-2—Antisubmarine Operations, Studies Lhe concepls, doctrine and
characteristics of ASW opcrations and the development of a plan and dircelive
utilizing the Military Planning Process. (I'rercquisites: 18-1 and 18-2)

Course 19-3—Attack Carrier Striking Force Operations. Studies the concepts,
doctrine and characteristics of ACSI' operations and the development of a plan and
dircelive ulilizing the Military Planning Process. (Prerequisites: 18-1 and 18-2)

Course 19-4—Amphibious Operations. Studies the conecpts, doctrine and charac-
teristics of amphibious operations and the development of a plan and dircclive
ulilizing the Military Planning Process, (rerequisites: 18-1 and 18-2)

Subject Area 20. STRATEGIC PLANNING,

Course 20-1—National Strategy. Examinca mililury, economic, social, scienlific,
and political factors involved in the development of a national strategy paper al Lhe
Exceulive level, (Prerequisites: 14-1, 17-1, and any one of the olher courscs in
Subjecl Arca 17)

Course 20-2—-Military Strategy. Studics the factors and procedures for joinl
strategic planning al the JCS lovel and the considerations yesled in Lhe lormulation of
a mililary stralegy, utilizing the stndent-prepared National Strategy Paper in Conrse
20-1. (Prerequisite: 20-1)

Subject Area 21, COUNTERINSURGENCY.

Course  21-1—FElements and Aspects of Insurgency and Counterinsurgency.
Provides a historical evolution ol insurgencics illustrating basic causes [or and tactics
used Lo combal insurgencies.

Course 21.2—Communist Insurgency Methods. Studics the development of
communisl ideology and doclrines wilh respecl Lo wars of national liberation and the
developing world.

Course 21-3—U.S, Roles in Modernizing Traditional Socielics. Gives background
of U.S, national objcclives relating o internal defense aud the US. orcign policy in
the 1970 us Lhey relate Lo Lhe developing nations,

Course 21.4—U.8, Planning to Counler a Hypothetical Insurgeney. Oullincs the
U.8. national sccurily mechanism, concentraling on ils role in combaling insurgen-
cies; casls Lhe studeul in various roles for planning and implementing the developed
hypothelical plan. (Prercquisites: 21-2 and 21-3)
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Subject Area 22, MILITARY MANAGEMENT,

Course 22-1-Foundations of Management. Studics basic management theories,
principles, processes, and concepls in military and modern business enterprise
envitonments. Tlighlights the relationship of management Lo simitar fields of activity
and study, and compares the application ol sound management through specific
examples of military and business enlerprise procedures,

Course 22-2—Applications of Military Management. Reviews the interdependence
between the Department of Delense’s decisionmaking process and the Planning-
Programing-Budgeling and Resources Management Syslems.  Considers  resource
alloeations in the light of present day and future requirements and problems.

Course 22-3—Explorations in Managemnent. Fxplores the scientific and cconomic
tools avaitable 1o the military manager. Considers {uture military manager cduca-
tional requirements, use of compuier systems and the application of system analysis
and ceonomic analysis in delermining Department of Defense resource requirements,

Subject Area 23. SEAPOWER.

Course 23-1—Seapower: General Concepts, Considers the meaning of seapower as
a coneepl, the sources of scapower, and the military and nonmilitary elements that
give scapower substance, Studics the challenges facing the US, Navy in the next
deeade (i.e., Soviel maritime capabilitics and strategies) as well as major scapower
issues and explores the vcean, as both an operational constraint and national
resouree,

Course 23-2—Seapower: Employment of Forces, lixamines the Navy’s missions
(Strategic Delerrence, Sea Control, Projeclion of Power, and Overseas Presence) in
terms of employment of forees, dealing with the conceplual and actual employment
and deployment of naval forees. Designed Tor strategic level of thinking, not laetical,
(Prerequisite: 23-1)

Course 23-3--Seapower: Major lssues of Naval Strategy. Considers the nature of
future naval counlrontations and the role US, noval forces might assume therein,
Studies major controversial igsues LS. naval planners will be meeting in the next
decade. Examines new coneepls and Tuture developments that will inftuenee 1S,
naval steategies, (Prerequisiter 23-2)
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NAVAL WAR COLLEGE CORRESPONDENCE COURSES DRGANIZED INTD SUBJECT AREAS

NWC SUBJECT AREAS Praraqulsites Study Reserve
# Courses {Nota 1) Hours Pointa
14 NATIONAL ANO INTERNATIONAL SECURITY ORGANIZATION

14-1 National Security Organization 48 16

14-1x National Securily QOrganization 24 8

{Note 2}

14-2 International Security Organization 1441 48 16
16 COMMAND LOGISTICS

16-1 Basic Logistics 45 16

16-2 Logistic Planning 45 16

16-3 Opevational Logisties Problem 15.2 45 15
16 INTERNATIONAL LAW

16-1 Foundations of International Law 63 21

16-2 Jurisdictional Concepts in Intarnational Law 16-1 63 21

16-3 Rights and Duties of States bayond the Limiws of National Territory 16-1 63 21

16-4 principles of the Lews of War and tha Rules of Land War{ere 16-1 63 21

16-6 Rules of Naval and Air Warfare 161 63 21

16-6 Neutrality and tha Termination ol War 16-1 63 21
17 INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

171 Basic Principles and Concepis of International Relations 54 18

172 Relationships of National Power and Interests 17-1 64 18

17-3 World Order 171 54 18

17-4 Comparative Foreign Policy | (Major Wastarn Powers} 171 54 18

176 Comparative Foreign Policy 11 {Soviat and Chinese) 171 54 18

17-6 Palities of the Third World and U.S, Foreign Policy 171 54 18
18 MILITARY PLANNING

181 Basic Milltary Planning 54 18

18-2 The Steff Study end the Naval Dirsctive 18-1 54 18
19 NAVAL OPERATIONS (Only two coursas needed for Subjact Arsa cradit) 18

19-1 Submarine Qparations Selecz 72 24

19-2 Antisubmarine Operetions 2 72 24

19-3 Attack Carrier Striking Force Oparations but not 72 24

19.4 Amphibious Operations #1 & #2 72 24

Combined
20 STRATEGIC PLANNING [Note 3)

20-1 National Stratagy 54 18

20-2 Military Strategy 201 54 18
21 COUNTERINSURGENCY

211 Elemants and Aspects of Insurgency and Counterinsurgency 48 16

21-2 Communist Insurgency Meithods 48 16

21-3 U.S. Roles in Modernizing Traditional Societies 48 16

214 U.8. Planning to Counar a Hypothatical Insurgency 212843 4B 16
22 MILITARY MANAGEMENT

2241 Foundations of Managoment €0 20

222 Applications of Military Management GO 20

22-3 Explorations in Management 60 20
23 SEAPOWER

2341 Generel Concepls 30 10

23-2 Employment of Forces (Nota 2) 30 10

233 Major Issuas of Naval Strategy 30 10

NOTES: 1—Prerequisites may be waived on submission of spacific axperiancu or education.

2—Tentative pedning final evatuation,

3—Preraquisites are 14-1, 17-1, and one other coursu in Subjact Araa 17,

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol25/iss4/1

92



	Naval War College Review
	1972

	April 1972 Full Issue
	The U.S. Naval War College
	Recommended Citation


	CHALLENGE
	CONVENTIONAL VERSUS NUCLEAR POWER FOR CVA-67
	TOWARD A CONCEPT OF MILITARY DOMESTIC ACTION
	MINE WARFARE & INTERNATIONAL LAW
	THE DECLINE & FALL OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
	THE CHALLENGE OF LOGISTICS
	THE AMERICAN NAVAL EXPEDITION TO PENOBSCOT, 1779
	THE BAROMETER
	RESEARCH IN THE MAHAN LIBRARY
	PROFESSIONAL READING
	CORRESPONDENCE COURSE DESCRIPTIONS


 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 403.26, -9.78 Width 101.09 Height 650.00 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     403.2617 -9.7842 101.0871 650.001 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     0
     91
     0
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 395.65, -9.78 Width 48.91 Height 646.74 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     395.653 -9.7842 48.9131 646.7402 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     2
     91
     2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 400.00, -9.78 Width 81.52 Height 650.00 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     400.0008 -9.7842 81.5219 650.001 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     4
     91
     4
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 411.96, -9.79 Width 92.39 Height 635.87 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     411.9573 -9.793 92.3915 635.8711 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     7
     91
     7
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 401.09, -9.79 Width 116.30 Height 558.70 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     401.0877 -9.793 116.3046 558.6963 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     23
     91
     23
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -19.57, -9.79 Width 42.39 Height 339.13 points
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -8.70, -9.79 Width 548.91 Height 47.83 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -19.5652 -9.793 42.3914 339.1309 -8.6957 -9.793 548.9141 47.8262 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     24
     91
     24
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -5.43, -5.83 Width 21.74 Height 652.17 points
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -223.91, 618.08 Width 593.48 Height 28.26 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -5.4348 -5.8301 21.7392 652.1748 -223.9135 618.084 593.4794 28.2607 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     27
     91
     27
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 393.48, -9.79 Width 97.83 Height 645.65 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     393.479 -9.793 97.8263 645.6533 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     33
     91
     33
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -47.83, 615.91 Width 458.70 Height 30.43 points
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 293.48, 580.04 Width 108.70 Height 64.13 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -47.8262 615.9102 458.6966 30.4346 293.4788 580.04 108.6959 64.1309 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     34
     91
     34
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -33.70, -5.83 Width 471.74 Height 31.52 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -33.6957 -5.8301 471.7401 31.5215 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     34
     91
     34
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -11.96, -5.83 Width 33.70 Height 642.39 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -11.9565 -5.8301 33.6957 642.3926 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     34
     91
     34
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -16.30, -9.79 Width 542.39 Height 39.13 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -16.3044 -9.793 542.3924 39.1309 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     35
     91
     35
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 404.35, -9.79 Width 141.30 Height 648.91 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     404.3486 -9.793 141.3046 648.9141 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     35
     91
     35
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -38.04, 296.73 Width 56.52 Height 345.65 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -38.0435 296.7295 56.5219 345.6523 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     38
     91
     38
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 405.44, -9.79 Width 96.74 Height 647.83 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     405.4356 -9.793 96.7393 647.8271 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     51
     91
     51
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 400.00, -9.79 Width 76.09 Height 640.22 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     400.0008 -9.793 76.0871 640.2188 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     53
     91
     53
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 384.78, -8.71 Width 138.04 Height 591.31 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     384.7834 -8.7061 138.0438 591.3057 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     55
     91
     55
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 396.74, -9.79 Width 89.13 Height 479.35 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     396.7399 -9.793 89.1306 479.3486 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     59
     91
     59
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 403.26, -9.79 Width 75.00 Height 513.04 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     403.2617 -9.793 75.0002 513.0449 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     61
     91
     61
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -8.70, -6.11 Width 23.91 Height 648.91 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -8.6957 -6.1133 23.9131 648.9141 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     62
     91
     62
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 408.70, -9.79 Width 10.87 Height 456.52 points
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 405.44, -9.79 Width 28.26 Height 402.17 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     408.6964 -9.793 10.8696 456.5225 405.4356 -9.793 28.2609 402.1748 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     63
     91
     63
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 404.35, -9.79 Width 64.13 Height 473.91 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     404.3486 -9.793 64.1306 473.9141 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     65
     91
     65
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 402.17, -9.79 Width 68.48 Height 619.57 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     402.1747 -9.793 68.4784 619.5664 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     67
     91
     67
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 400.00, -9.79 Width 101.09 Height 644.57 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     400.0008 -9.793 101.0871 644.5664 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     69
     91
     69
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 415.22, -9.79 Width 42.39 Height 644.57 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     415.2182 -9.793 42.3914 644.5664 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     73
     91
     73
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -21.74, -9.79 Width 26.09 Height 648.91 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -21.7392 -9.793 26.087 648.9141 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     76
     91
     76
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 84 to page 84
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (510.14 11144.61) Right top (552.53 11783.74) points
      

        
     0
     510.1384 11144.6074 552.5298 11783.7393 
            
                
         84
         SubDoc
         84
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     83
     91
     83
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 83 to page 83
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (85.14 11144.61) Right top (116.66 11791.35) points
      

        
     0
     85.1376 11144.6074 116.6594 11791.3477 
            
                
         83
         SubDoc
         83
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     83
     91
     82
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 82 to page 82
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.27 11144.61) Right top (579.70 11790.26) points
      

        
     0
     499.2688 11144.6074 579.7038 11790.2607 
            
                
         82
         SubDoc
         82
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     83
     91
     81
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 78 to page 78
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.05 11144.61) Right top (553.62 11788.09) points
      

        
     0
     509.0515 11144.6074 553.6168 11788.0869 
            
                
         78
         SubDoc
         78
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     83
     91
     77
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 86 to page 86
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (510.14 11144.61) Right top (581.88 11793.52) points
      

        
     0
     510.1384 11144.6074 581.8777 11793.5215 
            
                
         86
         SubDoc
         86
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     85
     91
     85
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 85 to page 85
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (75.36 11144.61) Right top (112.31 11790.26) points
      

        
     0
     75.355 11144.6074 112.3116 11790.2607 
            
                
         85
         SubDoc
         85
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     85
     91
     84
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset -32.61, 273.90 Width 47.83 Height 368.48 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     -32.6087 273.9033 47.8262 368.4785 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     86
     91
     86
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 89 to page 89
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (41.66 11366.35) Right top (116.66 11796.78) points
      

        
     0
     41.6592 11366.3467 116.6594 11796.7822 
            
                
         89
         SubDoc
         89
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     88
     91
     88
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 88 to page 88
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (514.49 11144.61) Right top (591.66 11794.61) points
      

        
     0
     514.4863 11144.6074 591.6603 11794.6084 
            
                
         88
         SubDoc
         88
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     88
     91
     87
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: current page
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 407.61, -9.79 Width 100.00 Height 650.00 points
     Origin: bottom left
      

        
     1
     0
     BL
    
            
                
         Both
         58
         CurrentPage
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     407.6095 -9.793 100.0002 650.001 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

        
     89
     91
     89
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base



