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diminution of university prestige and
student political influence. Moreover, as
students become more radicalized and
violent, national liberal leaders, many of
whom were student activists themselves,
become disillusioned and less coopera-
tive with the student movement."’

The resistance of national leaders to
student a~tivists is further enhanced by
recognition that they are less likely to
be spokesmen for nonstudent interests,
In the past students have served as
representatives for the less articulate
worker and peasant. However, as these
groups organize, create indigenous
leaders, and engage in independent po-
litical action, student activists have be-
come less attractive and less necessary as
spokesmen.

In essence, the future state of stu-
dent activism in Latin America would
appear to rest primarily upon two fac-
tors. Firstly, the relative success of the
University Reform Movement, espe-
cially as it affects campus politicaliza-
tion, seems critical. Secondly, the ex-
tent to which students are able to ally
with a broader based®® or more power-
ful element of society, such as labor
unions, an agrarian movement, or the
military forces, seems also significant.
Where university reform has been most
suceessful, as in Argentina, conditions
of higher education have bheen appreci-
ably improved and students have been
more apt to conduct their activities in
harmony with popularly accepted in-

terests of the nation and society. But
where the Reform Movement has been
least successful, as in Colombia, student
activists have become increasingly
alienated from their environment and
less responsible in their actions, Simi-
larly, student activists can be expected
to remain restricted to the role of
catalyst except in thos: cases whore
they may become allied to a mass
organization. These factors can be ex-
pected to continue to serve as key
influences in shaping the force and
direction of student activism among
Latin American students in the future,
even as activism promises to continue to
flourish in the seventies,
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Education, in its finest and broadest sense, should . . . aim to
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S5.W. Roskill, The Art of Leadership, p. 39.

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss4/1 64



Naval War College: April 1971 Full Issue o1

Intelligence, communications, and
submerged speed were the critical fac-
tors in wolfpack tactics in the Battle of
the Atlantic. Despite postwar techno-
legical improvements in weapons sys-
tems and sensors employed by both
submarine and antisubmarine forces
(which have largely offset each other),
the advances in submarine design per-
mitting greater submerged mobility and
decreasing vulnerability to surface de-
tection have made coordinated attack
feasible once again.

WOLFPACK:
MEASURE
AND

COUNTER

An article prcpared

Dr. John A. llowe

Chair of Physical Sciences

The history of warlare allords count-
less examples of Lechnological innova-
tion followed by technological counter:
axe-shicld, hody armor-crosshow,
machinegun-tank, o name just a lew,
One of the more impressive sequences
of innovation in warlare has been the
evolution of the submarine as a de-
stroyer of commerce and the accom-
panying evolution ol the delense.

Hialorieally, this process has been
marked by the greal rate with which
changes and innovations lave oceurred
and by the lack of any clear advantage
to cither side. This ehange has con-
tinuced, and in view of the demonstrated
impact of submarine war on commerce,
it is natural Lo ask whal Lhe situation is
now, Although no linal answer can be
provided to this question, perhaps a
uscelul appreeiation may be obtained by
examining the greal convoy hattles ol
World War Il and then speculating on
the efleets of subsequent lechnological
improvementa.

To understand the situation al the
beginning of World War 1L, il is necces-
sary Lo review briefly the lessons learned
during the Greal War, Virst and fore-
mosl, World War T saw Lhe introduction
of unrestricted  submarine  warlare
againsl merchant  shipping. This new
techoique proved capable ol inflicting
intense damage, dircet and indircet, Lo
the Allied war cllorl. Oun the technical
wide, Lhe submarine cmerged as an
oceangoing vesscl, capable ol operaling
submerged lor hours at a time and
carrying mubliple torpedoes. The de-
[ense, in addition lo passive measures
such as barricrs and mining, had cevolved
the depth charge and, in ASDIC, an
underwater scarch eapability.

In the taclical realm, the greatest
innovalion came in 1917 with the insti-
lution ol the couvoy system, Although
this system had been employed in
carlier times, its prineipal ulility now
lay not in the strength of the escorl, but
in  depriving the U-boat of target
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contacts. In Doenitz’ words, “The
oceans al once became hare and empty;
lor long periods at a time the U-hoats,
operaling individually, would sce
nothing atall ... ™"

Thus, in the years between World
Wars I and 11, the British considered
that the convoy protected hy ASDIC.
fitted cscorts provided an cllcetive
counter Lo the suhmarine menace.? On
the other hand, the growing U-boat arm
under Doenitz began Lo devise and
exercise coordinated taclics so that
many boals could “profit” [rom onc
initial targel contact. Further, they con-
tended Lhat the escorl could not cope
with a coordinated U-bout attack,?

The carly stages of World War I[ were
marked by submarine operations con-
ducted mueh as before. It was nol until
the Norwegian campaign had ended and
the U-boats had refitted that the Ger-
mans were able to sail cnough boats to
try the new Rudeltaktik,

During the summer of 1940, U-boat
command dirccted three group opera-
tions which [uiled to make conlact with
their Largets. However, in September,
the new wollpack tactic began lo pro-
duce results: in two such couvoy attacks
16 merehant ships were sunk in the
northweslern approaches. October pro-
dueced even greater suceesses. Convoy
SC.7 lost 17 ships Lo a pack ol six
U-boats. HX.79 lost 14 ships to four
U-boals in a battle lasting 2 days, and
HX.79A lost seven ships to the same
four I-boats, No Il-bouls were losl,

Docnitz jubilantly recorded the sue-
cess of his new “pack” tacties.® For
their part, the British realized that they
had been canght “‘unawares and un-
prepared.™  In fact, Churchill later
wrote in summary, “The only thing that
ever really frightened me during the war
was the U-boat peril,””

Counters to the wolfpack were intro-
duced as rapidly as possible. These
included quantijtative inercascs, morc
cscorts, and morc aircralt. They also
included new devices and capabilitics:

new illuminants, airerafl seacchlights,
aircraft and surlace radar, shiphorne
RDF, ahcad-thrown weapons, and co-
ordinated multiunit taclics,

Nevertheless, the victor of the Batlle
ol the Atlantic remained undecided into
1043, In a baitle lasting from 16 March
to 19 March, 38 U-bouts attacked
11X.229, then the slower SC.122) and
then both convoys as they merged.
Although nearly all the U-boats sulfcred
some damage, only onc was sunk. Allicd
losses were 21 ships comprising 141,000
Lons,

BRut the U-boats did not always win.
The pack altacks on convoy ONS,5
began the night of 4 May and continued
through the night of 6 May. Overall, 12
merchant ships and seven -boats were
sunk, five by the convoy eseorl. From
the U.boal point of view, even worse
than their losses wus the lact that they
had been [rustrated and forced to dis-
cngage by the escorl.

In spite of sporadic succecsses, this
patiern of frustrated wollpack atlack
reenrted throughout the rest of 19443,
By the end of 1943 the Admiralty
realized that the crisis in the convoy war
had occurred during the previous spring
and that they were the vietor,”» 8

Although the U-boal remained a
menace Lhroughout the remainder of
World War 11, the wollpack threat had
been contained, What then had hap-
pened  between  the U-boat  “happy
time” of 1940 and the siluation al the
end of 1943? To answer Lhis it is
neeessary lo undersland the condilions
for a wolfpack attack to develop and Lo
understand some of the possible mcans
lor preventing such a development.

First, the convoy must be detected
and ils presence reported to U-hoat
operational command. Althongh scarch
aireraft  were oceasionally employed,
this usually took the form of a closely
(approximately 25 mnautical miles)
spuced line of U-boals stretched across
the cstimated convoy track. Reporting
was done by high [requency to the
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shore-based command. (Sea-based eom-
mand had been tried and discarded as
being somctimes difficult and in any
easc unnceessary.)

Seccondly, the U-boats involved must
be informed of the siluation and given
appropriate orders. This was donc by
[reqnent high frequency transmissions
from Doenitz’ headquarters,

Thirdly, cach U-hoat involved must
cither be “told,” or must he able Lo
determine for ilsell, Lhe posilion of the
convoy relative Lo its own posilion.
Fnrther, this information musl be up-
dated frequently. Two methods were
employed Lo accomplish this. In the
firsl, “absolute™ geographic coordinales
ol the Llargel were broadeasl, [Towever,
Leeause  navigalional/positional  errors
were apl Lo tesult in “intercepl” ranges
in excess of deleclion range, a second
method was preferred. In this, a U-boat
would shadow Lhe convoy closely while
cmilling beacon signals for other U-
boals Lo home on.

Fourthly, the U-boal musL posscss a
posilion and/or speed advanlage Lo
enable it physically Lo close Lhe convoy
within the time allotted. There was no
workable “standard” procedure for cn-
suring that a U.boal would indeed be
able Lo close Lhe convoy. To Lhe exlent
possible, the situation was mitigated by
“cnlightened™  prepositioning  of  U-
boats, by allowing considerable time for
closure prior Lo the allack, and by using
Lthe higher speed available when running
on Lhe surface. (This laller was in lacl
essenlial.)

Fifth, although not a requisite of the
pack Lactic, U-boal high command and
the U-boats involved must maintain a
“tactical piclure™ as the pack assembles
and after the altacks begin, This was
accomplished by the use ol extensive
high frequency and very high frequency
Leansmissions belween  Lhe parlies in-
volved.

Broadly, the development of the
wollpack attack required delection of
the targel (convoy), designation of the

WOLFPACK 63

target and the U-hoats to attack it,
target vector information, and physical
closure, Should this sequence [ail, the
wol[pack attack would be prevented.

The Allics recognized these facts.
Considering the primary mission to be
the sale delivery ol cargo, they placed
prineipal emphasis on the frustration of
wolfpack attacks.” Counters to the
U-boats were designed accordingly.

As a counler Lo the detection threal,
cvasive rouling ol convoys was cm-
ploycd. The large number of high fre-
questey  lransmissions made by  the
U-boals when intercepled by land-based
direction-linding stations provided the
approximale location of U-hoal concen-
tralions. Should the convoy terminus
permil, Lhis information could be used
to avoid the U-boal scouling line.

No directl attempls, sueh as jamming,
were laken o interfere with Lwo-way
communicalions belween the U-boats
and U-boat high command, However, il
was realized thal intereepts ol such
signals could provide uselul indications
of impending attack. Further, it was
realized that a U-boat that had been
forced below periscope deplh could
neither lransmil nor receive,

Target veetor informalion was denied
in a number of ways, En some cascs,
convoy roules were chosen so as to lic
beyond the range of Genman recon-
naissance aircrafl. In the more common
case, however, such information was
denied by foreing  the  shadowing
U-bout(s) below so Lhal it could nol
transmit homing signals and so that il
could nol keep pace with the convoy. In
accomplishing Lhis Lask, shiphorne high
frequency dircction linding proved par-
ticularly uselul: not only did il indicate
the presence of the transmilting U-boat,
il also provided the approximate Lear-
ing,

A wide varicly of methods, most of
them complementary, were employed
to prevenl a significant number of
U-boats from physically closing the con-
voy. Evasive rouling was used lo deny
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U-boats a favorable position from which
to initiate closure, and zigzag plans were
used to complicate the approach
process.

Most useful of all were the methods
for denying the U-boat the advantage of
his surface speed. With an economical
submerged speed of 4 knots versus 12
knots on the surface,'® a submerged
U-boat stood little chance of closing
unless fortunate enough to lie ahead of
the convoy along its intended track. In
addition to the favorable time-distance
factor, a submerged U-boat would soon
lose the tactical “picture™ and, if suf-
ficiently pursued, might either be dis-
suaded from further efforts or “killed.”

Early Allied efforts to deny U-boats
the surface consisted of feints by the
escort and the extensive use (at night)
of star shell. Subsequently, escorts were
fitted with surface-search radar and
radio direction-finding gear. Aircraft
gimilarly equipped were introduced.
Initially, these were available only near
land, but by 1943 the escort carrier had
come into use. Along with the sensors
wenl improvements in weapons: more
depth charges on escorts, ahead-thrown
weapons, aireraft depth bombs, et
cetera.

As the Battle for the Atlantic pro-
gressed, there was a continual increase
in the quality of sensors and weapons,
especially radar, and a concomitant in-
¢rease in the number of vehicles avail-
able to employ them.'' By the end of
1943 the wolfpack threat had been
contained and resources became avail-
able both to defend convoys and to
hunt U-boats.

Having examined the advantages of
the submarine pack tactic and the
means by which it was defeated in
World War II, it is interesting to com-
pare the situation then and now. In the
area of weapons, current submarine and
antisubmarine systems permit a “hit”
with an attack error that was formerly a
miss: this is achieved either through the
use of nuclear explosives or of self-

guiding homing weapons. Some of these
weapons, rocket or jet propelled, may
be employed at greatly enhanced ranges.

The performance of sensors has
shown a similar improvement. Sub-
marines now carry passive sonars that
can detect suitable targets at tens of
miles and so no longer rely primarily on
visual detection. Aireraft are equaipped
with expendable sonobuoys having a
similar detection capability, and escorts
are fitted with powerful low frequency
active sonars. Radars, high frequency
direction-finding equipments, and radar
intercept warning receivers have all been
improved.

These changes, although impressive
from a purely technological point of
view, do not appear to have led to a
clear advantage for either the submarine
or antisubmarine sides. There is, how-
ever, one change since World War 11 that
does not appear to have been coun-
tered: the submarine need no longer
operate on the surface at all. In the case
of the Snorkel-equipped diesel sub-
marine, the principal advantage lies in
the relative immunity against radar and
visual detection. Generally, although
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such a submarine is not hampered by
underwater endurance, it is still limited
somewhat by its submerged speed.’?

WOLFPACK 65

{aster, than the convoy or its escorts,
Moadern technology has thus elimi-
nated the decisive element in the defeat

The nuclear-powered submarine, when
opcrated prudently, enjoys an cven
greater immunily to radar and visual
detection, It is not limited by sub-
merged speed and can run as last, or

of the wollpack Lactic, the lack of
subsurface mobility., Whether such a
tactic is optimum loday is moot. How-
ever, il is apparent that the coordinated
submarine attack is once again feasible,
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In many ways, the submarine takes the art of the guerrilla to
sea, The same features prevail: stealth and concealment;
ambush and evasion; anonymity and ambiguity; initiative and
surprise, It is a made-to-order instrument for an enemy which
has traditionally sought its victories at limited commitment
and cost.

Vice Admiral John S. Thach, USN, to the
Royal Australian Naval College,
27 March 1963
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The TFX/F-111 has been making headlines for nearly 10 years and is still an
emotionally charged case in military management. The elements of the case and the
implication for the defense manager are profound and deserve the sincere attention
of all who have a function or interest int this Nation’s security.

THE TFX F-111 AIRCRAFT:

A PERSPECTIVE IN MILITARY COMMAND

AND DEFENSE MANAGEMENT

An article prepared

Rear Admiral Henry E. Eccles, U.S. Navy (Ret.)

Introduction. In the last 15 years,
U.8. military affairs lhave been domi-
nated by three highly controversial mal-
ters:

® |lcayy combat involvemenl in

Southeasl Asia,

® The design aud prodnetion of ad-
vanced weapous systems.

® The inlroduction of sophisticated
management coneepts iu the Depart-
ment of Defeuse,

These matters share three major at-
tributes: all have arouscd strong cmo-
tions, all arc very complex, and all three
illustrate the conflict between cstab-
lished concepts and habits of thonght
and the new ideas of ambitions, aggres-
sive young men, More important, how-
ever, is lhe faet that sophislicated
management concepts played an impor-
tant part in the latter lwo problems.

While we eannot hope Lo resolve all
the differences among the conlending
idcag on Lhese subjecls, we nevertheless
should learn what we can as soon as
possible. The first step in such a learning
process is Lo understand what has hap-
pened and then we mmst, to the best of
our ability, determine why it happenced.
Such an investigation musl neecesarily
be a eontinuing historical avalysis of the
perlinent military-political cvents that
hear on the problem. In a broader
eontext and as illustrated in figure 1,
historical analysis sueh as this is an
essenlial to military theory and educa-
tion,* and it should include case his-
torics of both sucecss and failure, lor
instance:

*See Henry E. Eccles, “Military Theory
and Kducalion; the Need for and Natlure of,”
Naval War College Review, Vebruary 1969, p.
70.79.
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HISTORICAL NARRATIVE
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ACTION

«

DISTORTED PRIMARILY BY
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THE CHIEF AREAS OF INTEREST
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THERE IS MUCH OVERLAP I THESE AREAS.
A WAR COLLEGE SPANS BOTH AREAS.
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Figure 1
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Examples of Success:
Grant’s Vieksburg Campaign—1863
IFlect tng Navajo—1940
Marshall Tslands and

Marianas Campaign—1944

General Molors 271 dicsel
Jeep
.4 fighter
U.5.5, Nautilus

Examples of Failures:
Loading out for Sanliago—18%8
British Flanders Campaign— 917
Suex—1956
Bay of Pigs—1901
TIX/F-111-1961-1970

The full story of the TFX/F-111
aircraft probably can never be ade-
quately told in a single book. Neverthe-
less, with the release of the McClellan
Snbecommittee Reporl,® the mass of
authoritative cvidence is now adeqnate
Lo draw significant conclnstons and re-
learn important lessons,! This paper is
based on unclassificd sources, particu-
larly the U8, Senate TT'X Invcshgalmg
Committee report of 1963,% the Senate
and House Armed Forces Commiltee
hearings on military procnrement and
postnre of 1967 and 1968, Rebert
Art’s book, The TFX Dccxs:on,4 and
special articles in Barron’s® and For-
tune,®

What I present is therefore only an
introduction to a fascinating and impor-
tant case history which, like the Suex
erisis of 1950 and the Bay of Pigs in
1961, will affeet the security of the
United Stales lor many years,

As with many other national prob-
lems, the case of the TFX/F-111 has
beeu an emotional controversy. For
example, in an editorial on 2Y Decem-
ber 1970, The Washington Post stated:

It was ecight years ago this
month when Lhe Senate Perma-

*See appendix [ for the summary and
conclusiona of the McClellan Suhcommittee
Report of the TFX Contract Investigation.

nent Subcommillee on Investi-
gations [irst began poking into the
conlracl thal the Pentagon was
about to sign for an airplanc
called the TFX, In Lthe years sinee,
no single military conlracl has
slirred so much controversy, so
much rancor, and so much distor-
tion of the trmth. The TFX is
flyimg now as the F-111 and the
Air Foree says it is a snperb
airplanc. Seerclary McNamara, on
whose head most of the rancor
fell, hag been gone Irom the Pen-
tagon almost two ycars. But last
week, in came Lhe Scnate Sub-
commillee with another report on
the TEFX jusl as [ull of bitterness
and just as one-sided as was its
first ronnd of hearings on this

subject in 1963.7

And on 2 January 1971, The New
York Times editorial slated:

The final report of the Senate
Permanent Iuvestigations  Sub-
committee on its long inquiry into
the F-111 airplanc contract might
well be called *“The Revenge of
the Military-Industrial Com-
plex.” ... As parl of his sue-
cessful cffort at the Pentagon to
make civilian control a Innction-
ing reality for the first time, he
cut across scrvice routines and
rivalrics to insist, wherever pos-
sible, on the eoucept of “com-
monality "—usc of the same weap-
on or cqnipment by all the scr-
vices. . . . The mistakes which Mr.
McNamara made in this instance
gnalify bul do not offset his many
brilliant successes in managing the
huge Pentagon establishment and
increaging  its  effectivencss b
these same managerial methods.

It is unlikely that the opposing pro-
tagonists could even agree on precise,
quantifiable criteria by which to jndge
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this let  alone  accuralely
analyze Lhe cnsuing mass of statistical
data, Therefore, il is necessary Lo go lo
(undamental theory and prineiple Lo
achicve understanding.

Strategic realism requires Lthe analysis
of Objectives and Assumptions and the
appraisal of Expeetations. s very na-
Lure requires that the lirst twoe processes
be largely intuitive or, in other words,
political and military  objectives—in-
cluding related assumptions—are largely
the [ruils of inluilive judgment. The
study of Systemns Analysis as relaled Lo
Operational Readiness and Combat kf-
fectiveness is cssential Lo the realistic
practical appraisal of military expecta-
Lions,

The essence ol these very basic fun-
damcatals is that the military profes-
gional must be able Lo combine rigorous
quanlitative analysis® with sound in-
Luilive judgmenl, Jerome Bruner’s com-
mentls on inlnition are therefore perli-
nenl:

pr()grum,

In contrast Lo analytic think-
ing, intailive Lthinking characleris-
tically does nol advance in carelul
well-delined  steps,  Indeed, it
lends Lo involve maneuvers based
scemingly on an implicil pereep-
tion ol the lolal problem, The
thinker arrives al an  answer,
which may be righlt or wrong,
with little il any awareness of the
pracess by which he reached it
He rarely can provide an adequale
aceounl of how he oblained his
answer, and he may be unaware of
just what aspects of the problem
situation lie was responding Lo,
Usually intuitive thinking rests on
Jomilinrity with the domain of
Enowledge involved and wilh ils
steneture, which makes it possible

*For further discussion on this point, see
Stuart J. Yuill, “Quantitative Information {or
Strategic Decisions,” Naval War College Re-
view, November 1974, p, 16-29,

for the thinker to leap about,
skipping steps  and  cmploying
shorl culs in a manner thal re-
quires a later rechecking of con-
clugions by more analytic means,
whether deduclive or induclive,

| Emphasis added. |

The complementary nature ol
intoitive and analytic thinking
should, we think, be recognized,
Threugh intuitive thinking the in-
dividual may oflen artive al soln-
lions to problems, which he
would not achieve al all, or at best
more  slowly, through analylic
thinking. Onee achieved by in-
Luitive methods, Lhey should if
possible be ehecked by analylic
methods, while at the same Lime
being respeeted  as worthy  hy-
potheses lor such checking,

Professional judgment and in-
tuition are almosl synonymous. In
both, the mental process draws on
patlerns of expericnce and study
imbedded in the subeonscious,
The tecognition of similaritics and
differcnees in Lhese malkers scems
completely unpredictable but il
also seems dependent on a special
kind of involvement that is akin
to the tuning of a radio cirenit.
An experienced acute mind de-
velops a special {eel for a situation
which cnahles il Lo respond per-
ceplively Lo an aberration or lault
of reason or action which will
cscape Lhe notice of the untunced
mind.?

The Perspective. In dealing with this
case, we liral should recognive the dis-
tinetion between command and manage-
menl, The Army Staff Manual states
this clearly: “Good manugement is one
sxpression ol celfective command  and
leadership, Management is inherent in
command, although it docs not include
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the extensive authority and responsi-
bility of command,”

The President of the United States is
the Commander in Chicl. He is not
titled “The General Manager™ His
management responsibilitics eome from
his command status. He delegates his
authorily in various ways as preseribed
by law and his own judgment.

Regardless of what blend of civilian
and military authority cmerges [rom
these laws and judgments, military eom-
mand has the responsibilities Lo ercate
combat [orces, lo support combal
forces, and to employ combat forees; all
in order to attain political purposcs.

In discharge of these responsibilitics,
the major political-military decisions are
command decisions, the administralive
and the routine decisions which result
[rom these major decisions frequently
are matters of the applying ol manage-
ment techniques, aud thus can be con-
sidercd “Military Management.”

This dilferentiation is importanl for
many teasons but cbiclly because com-
mand decisions may involve the issue of
peace or war—they involve the issue of
lilc or death for individuals and for
groups. Manugement  education  aud
literature do not discuss such issues nor
should we cxpeel trained managers to
decide them on the basis of Lheir man-
agemenl experience,

For these reasons, the deeisions made
in Lthe casc of the TI'X should be
discusscd [rom Lhe perspeclive of com-
mand if their Lrue implications arc Lo be
understood, for they involved the three
major responsibililics of command: Lo
create, Lo supporl, and Lo employ com-
bat lorces.

The lssues, The central issues posed
by the TFX are:

® Civilian ¢ontrol of the militory.

® (Concepls of operational readiness
and combat effcctiveness,

® Concepls of requiremenls determi-
nalion.

® Cancepls of procurcment.

® Concepts of logistics and military
management,

All of these have many complex
subordinate issues; all five are inex-
tricably interwoven, and all are impor-
tant elements of military theory, All
must be dominaled by a clear sense of
the objective.

Because of ils complexity and its
far-reaching political, cconomic, and
military implications; the numher of
powertul personalitics involved; and the
tens ol thousands of pages ol evidence
the thorough study of the TI'X, by
itscll, would constitute an cxcellent
year’s advanced coursc in logistics and
military managemenl. Throughout the
whole story Lhere are the Lwin themes—
the nature and usc of prolessional judg-
ment and intuition and the incxorable
opcratiou of the law of diminishing
rcturns, particularly as  they ailcel
operations rescareh and systems analy-
gis. lronically, the speeific issue of pro-
curcment—that ol contract award—~
which raised the greatest [uror was
almost completely irrclevant from the
military poinl of view for there is no
evidence that Boceing could have doue a
significautly better job than General
Dynamies. For that reasou 1 will not
dwell on the cveuls which apparently
look place concerning the contract
award in Oclober-Noyvember 1962, hut
for those who do wish to read a good
yarn, [ rccommend Mr. Seth Kanlor’s
I,cc;tlmongf belore the McClellan Com-
miltee,

The program objeclives were stated
on 21 March 1963, when Mr. MeNamaray
in Lestifying staled:

As a basis for loday’s discus-
sion, perhaps [ can summarize
very quickly in 2 or 3 minutes my
position. I is simply this: 1t is my
responsibility Lo make a decision
such as this. 1 made il and |
assume full responsibility Lor il

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss4/1
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My objectives wilh respect to
the TIX Program were three:
First, it was my objective to en-
deavor 1o introduce during the
lattee part of this decade inlo the
Air Foree and Navy an adyvance
fighter aireralt to replace Lhe
F-105%, and 411’ which will be
the backbone of the tactical
(ighter lorces of those Llwo [orces
dnring the decade ol the sixties.

It was my objeclive lo inlro-
duce this aircralt in the latler part
of the decade, with subslanlial
peeformance  advanlages  over
fighters of the lwo carlicr models,
the I"-105 and FATL That was my
first objecltive.

The second objective was 1o
maximize the dependability of the
new aircraftl, and the third was Lo
minimize ils costs,' !

The TFX History. The chronology in
appendix [L sketehes the history of the
TEX with special emphasis on the eriti-
cal phase [rom its inceplion Lo the
award of the contract in lale 1962, The
construction and test periods from 1963
to 1967 are extensively discussed in the
June 1967 issuc of Fortune'? and in
the reports ol the Iouse and Senate
Committee Hearings on the Armed
Forees Procurement and Approprialions
for Fiscat 1969.13

It is significant that by mid-1967 it
was crystal clear that the Navy I-1HID
was 50 completely unsatislactory that it
could never be effectively produced and
operated. The Navy then olficially
hedged its position by initialing the
VEX study with Grumman in Qctober.

The status of current procurement is
shown on figure 2. The later version of
the Air Foree planes (I-11117s) now in
service arc perlorming resonably close
to the original standards {sce conelu-
sions ol appendix 1). The Navy is using
its few planes for lest purposes. Hoth

the Air Force and Nayy are developing
their own (ollow-on planes, Lhe I'-14
and the I'-15, which incorporate many
of the leatures of the TEX, While the
TI'X has perlormed certain lunclions in
a creditable manner, il is obyious Lhal it
[ailed o meet ils staled objectives, This
failurc has been enormously expensive
in moncy, in energy, and in time.

23 R&D aircraft (18 F-111A-USAF/
5 F-1118-USN)
2 F-111B production aircraft (USN)
2 F-111K for Great Britain {salvaged}
24 F-111C for Australia
76 F8-111 for SAC
F-111A for TAC—Nellis AFB
96 F-111D for TAC—Cannon AFB
82 F-111F for TAC—-Macdill AFB
94 F-111E for USAF Europe—
RAF Upper Heyford

540
Fig. 2—October 1970 Status of F-111 Program

The TFX case, however, is guile
diflerent than the usual case of 20-20
hindsight, In this case, Lhe loresighl of
the military professionals and their ex-
pericneed eivilian  assistanls was  spe-
cilically reversed by Secrctary  Me-
Namara. This is shown by his stalement
readd Lo the Senate Investigating Sub-
committee on 13 March 1963:

The concept of a major multi-
service weapons system is new, |
would be less than eandid with
you it [ did not admit that the
majority ol experts in the Navy
and Air Foree said it couldn’t be
done. As late as the 22d ol August
1961, alter the Navy and the Air
Force had been working together
for almost § months, it was re-
ported to me by both serviees that
development of a single TBX air-
cralt Lo (ulfill stated requirements
ol bolh services was notl lech-
nically Ieasible,

While this attitude, based on
years of going separale ways, was
wnderstandable, 1 did not consider
it was o realistic  approach,
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considering the versatility and
capabilities that could be built
into a modern aireralt because of

requircments as presently eslab-
lished cannot be recommended.! ®

advanecs in technology. I was also Rear Admiral Ashworth testified:

convineed that, if we could
achieve a single tactical fighter, we
would save at least $1 billion in
development, production, main-
ienanee, and operating costs, In
short, alter study and review, I
believed that the development of
a single aircraft of genuine tactical
utility to both services in Lhe
projected time frame was tech-
nically feasible and ceconomically
desirable. [ dirceted that we con-
linue to work toward this objec-
tive. Becanse this decision was
peculiarly my own, [ kept mysell

The Chairman, Lel’s see whatl
that meant,

Admiral Ashworth. The fol-
lowing paragraphs explain that,
gir, Shalt T proceed?

The Chairman, In other words,
they were getting furlther away
from an aceeptable plane Lthan
they were coming closer to il, is
that what this meant?

Admiral Ashworth, Yecs, sir;
cxaclly.

The Chairman. All right, pro-
ceed,r®

fully advised of the development And later:

of the TFX as it progressed over
the succeeding 14 months,

The basic judgments on my
parl which determined my deci-
sion were:

Both the General Dynamies
and the Bocing designs met stated
mililary requirements and wonld
provide significant improvements

in combat capabilities of the Navy
and the Air Force,'*

Mr, McNamara’s statements are in
sharp contrast to the statements of
several naval officers. For example:

On 10 May 1962, Rear Admiral
Masterson, the Chief of the Burcan of

[ have added the cmphasis to
point out that it would appear
that the best efforts of the two
contractors had proved that it was
impossible to arrive al a single
design capable of meeting simul-
taneonsly the requirements of
cach scrviee as then defined in the
work stalement.

.+. You will reeall at the end
of the sceond ronnd, the per-
formance of both aireraft was
degraded attempting to meet the
requirements of the Air Foree and

the Navy.'”

Neverthcless, in spite of this sincere
Naval Weapons, in forwarding the report  opposing point of view, Mr, McNamara

of the Souree Sclection Board staled; on 21 March 1963 testified:

...concurring in the position
taken by the Navy member of the
Source Seclection Board, ... It is
significant that current proposals
fail to meet performance require-
ments and  weight goals by a
grealer margin than the original
submission. ... Therefore any
further cffort to mect the joint

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss4/1

The decision to procced with
the new lighter program was rela-
tively casy to arrive at in Novem-
ber 1962 becausc by then it was
clecar that we conld meet all our
objeclives. However, the sclection
of a source {or the development
and production ol that aircraft
was far more difficult.'®
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Alter the initial major deeision in
1961, the studics procceded, and the
Source Selection Board was [ormed to
evaluate the proposals of industry, The
program gathered momentum and began
Lo oceupy more and more time of
Government, military, and industrial
officials. Although the story is volu-
minously documented, there arc still
some obscure aspects which may never
be completely elarified. Tn particular, no
one has satislactorily explained:

® The Scth Kantor story in the Fort
Worth Press which announced the selee-
tion of General Dynamics as the prime
contraclor one week belore the Source
Selection Board sclected Boeing.

® ‘I'he preeise inllucnce of President
Kennedy, Viee President Johnson, and
President  Johnson upon  Seerctary
MeNamara’s deeisions,

® What was said in the diseussions
between the Chiefls of Naval Operations
and the Secretarics of the Navy and
Secerclary of Defense in the period
1961-1967.

However, we do kitow that:

® At the time it was made, the
contracl was the largest single contract
ever made,

¢ The Source Selection Board spent
about 275,000 man hours in its studics,
only to have their recommendations
reversed,

® The time ol the contract decision
—late October and carly November
1962—-coincided with the critical period
of the Cuban missile crisis, 14-28 OQclo-
ber, in which top Government officials
were intensively involved,

® The total produetion of F-111 is
now forecast at 540, all but 28 for the
U.5. Air Foree, in contrast to the 1,700
originally planned.

® The development of improved
fighters for Navy and Air Force was
delayed at least 5 years by the assump-
tion that the I-111 would suceced.

® Once Scerctary MeNamara left
office, the hedge position that he had
aceepted in 1907 was adopted and the

F-L11 program was draslically cut as the
F14-AF 15 program began to pick up.

® As ol late 1970, service ex perience
with the F-T11JA indieates that the basic
concepl ol a swing-wing (ighter bomber
combination cquipped with advaneed
avionics is sound and produces a very
ellective airerall.

The real tipofll as to the progress ol
the program oceurred when in late 1966
or carly 1967 McNamara implicitly
acknowledged his personal [ailure by
taking over as F-111 Project Manager.
Fvery other Saturday he held his per-
sonal hearings with the presidents of the
conlracling companics, making the
major decisions as the contraclors strove
Lo compensate [or the latal, incscapable,
and previously predieled consequences
of massive overwerght,

The magazine Ordnanee in November
1967 commented:

Air Armament—F-111 Project
Managers

Hoth the Air Force and the
Navy have replaced Lheir program
managers  in  the controversial
F-111 program., .. There proba-
bly has never been a military
weapons system development pro-
gram in which so mmeh adminis-
trative interferenee  has  been
present,

The new managers will, at
least, be allowed to attend the
biweekly mectings with Scerctary
McNamara and the respective
presidents of the contractors, This
was a privilege not alforded their
predecessors until recently,'®

The Significance of Events. Since the
chronology gives many dctails ol the
course of cvenls up to 1968 and since
the June 1967 issuc of Fortune provides
an cexeellent account of the problems
and the efforls being made to handle
them,?® [ will mention only what |
consider most significant.

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971

77



74 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW
Naval War College Review, Vol. 24 [1971], No. 4, Art. 1

By January 1966 the reports of the
initial tests of the F-111B disclosed
scrious fundamental defeels, primarily
caused by cxecssive weight. The per
formance was so poor and the nature of
the overweight so [undamental that it
was abnndantly elear that no series of
fixes would produce a plane satisfaclory
lor ils designed use aboard a carrier,

By this time it was also apparent Lhat
the performance of the Air Voree ver-
sion had becn fundamentally degraded
by incorporating featurcs required only
by the Navy version,

In spite of this, Lthe Deparlment of
Defense maintained its adamant insis-
tence on procecding with the original
conceepl.

Fortune commented:

...No matter what coentrac-
tors did in the way of weight
removal Lhey were under strict
Department of Defense orders to
do it to hoth the Air Foree and
the Navy planes....rom the
Secretary down, most ol the par-
ticipants—though not all—olten
seem to be entangled in what
seems to he the half-truth or the
half-lic because of lack ol can-
dor.?!

1n Novemher 1967 Ordnance staled:

... the controversial F-11113
{once the TFX) has been declared
unsuitable as of now for use by
the Navy.

Because of its overweight (as of
now 16,000 pounds over) further
modifications will be neccssary in
Lest models,

When the TFX was in the daily
headlines at the start of the ven-
lure 3% years ago, the then Assis-
tant Scerctary of Defense, Ros
well L. Gilpatrick, [sic] would
brook mo opposition or stand for

any professional criliciem of the
TFX program, He has departed
for other ficlds of endeavor, leay-
ing carricr commanders, crews,
and pilots to sweal it ont in their
inabilily Lo mecl battle missions
elficiently,??

The hearings of the Senate Armed
Services Committee in Fchrnary 1968
clearly show how the officials of DOD
were  slill  strongly  supporting  the
F-111B long after its failnre was well
recognized by the Navy.?? The tesli-
mony ol these officials on crilical ques-
tions was frequently irrelevanl  or
evasive or simply uninlormed. For ex-
ample, no one revealed in 1962 that
Seeretary McNamara had rejected the
Weapons System  Evaluation Group’s
(WSLEG) first study of the TFX with the
words, “I'his is not the answer | want.”
Within 6 months alter, a sccond WSEG
sludy and sccond unfavorable report,
the Dircetor of WSEG was relieved.

1 parlicularly recommend the careful
sindy ol Robert Arl’s book, The TFX
Decision,®® not only as an invaluable
bibliographic refercnce, but also for
some ol the speeial comments which he
makes almost parenthetically or in his
footnotes, On page 161, withoul ap-
parcntly epprecialing the disastrous
resulls of McNamara’s TFX decision, he
writes almost admiringly:

The revolutionary manner in
which MeNamara made his deci-
sions (revolutionary, that is, for
the Defense Department) trans-
ferred the “expert” carcer burcau-
crat into the “novice” and the
“inexpericnced political  ap-
pointce” into the “professional,”
By demanding that decisions be
made through a cost-effectivencss
analysis, McNamara freed himsell
from the Seerctary’s usual depen-
dence on the expericnee and
knowledge of the military offiecr
and the corcer civil servant, By

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss4/1
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demunding something that only
e and his small personal stalf
possessed and had competence to
do, MeNamara declared in-
sullicicnt, or invalid, or both, the
customary criteria for making de-
cisions and the traditiona) grounds
for making them.?*

Program Results, [t behooves s 1o
learn as much as we cam from this afTair,
I1 is irrelevant simply Lo ask the ques-
tion: ls the present operating version of
the TFX/F-111 a good mililary aircrafll?
The issne i Lhis case is whether or nol
the aircraft met the objeclives of (he
TEX program as staled by Sceretary
McNanrara in 1903:

® To provide advanced fighter for
Air Force and Navy Lo be wtroduced in
the late sixties,

® T'o maximize dependability of the
new aircrafl,

® To minimize its costs (implement
cotmonalily),

As of January 1971, the results of
the T'FX program are:

¢ The development ol suitable
planes for Navy and Air Foree was
delayed at leasl 5 yoars,

® [arge sums of money, talent, and
encrgy were wasled,

® Scll-deceplion, oflicial cequivoca-
Lion, and misrepresentalion  were on-
couraged,

¢ Confidence in the high command
was diminished,

® Relations belween Congress and
the ILxceculive unnecessarily
strained,

e Both our military posture and our
defense system were damaged, The in-
tegrily of the procurcmenl system was
undermined,

® The British and Australian defense
plang were disrupted, and our relations
wilh these allies were harmed,

® Managerial talent and  exceutive
cnergy ol very senior members of the
execulive branch were diverted o an

wore

TFX 75

unproductive project when they were
badly nceded clsewhere, i, Yielnam,

® llinally, one of the worst [catures
of the TEX/F-V 11 affaic has been that
n the recenl controversy over the mili-
tary industrial complex the military
have been blamed for the excess cost of
the procurcinent programs. Those who
demand more civilian control seem Lo
forpet that, as Robert Arl  wriles,
civilians dominated the entire concepl
and program,

The failure of the program  was
caused by a disastrous combinalion of
wndellectual Taults, Lo wil:

® Pushing stale of arl in a dual-pur-
pose aircrall simultancously in:

—Acrodynamics
—Metallurgy and fabrication
~ Propulsion

~Electronics and Weapoury

® [alse assumplions as Lo:

—Cost and time of development

—Cost of produclion

- Nature of commonalily

- LCost of commonalily—both in
degraded performance and in
side effeets, such as carrier
modification.

® [Yilure of the Seerelary of De-
fense to appreciate the regenerative or
snowball ¢fleel of excess weight in both
and  cost,  This  weight
reduced  performance in acceleration,
climbing, maneuvering, and landing,
This had 10 be “lixed” by additional
engine power, which in lurn raised the
for the additional power itsclf
required more tine, moncey, fuel, and
weighl, Furthermore, there was a redue-
tion in [flexibility lor the cxcessive
weight Ielt no room for future improve-
menl,

As  these  regencrative  cumulalive
faults appeared, they were compounded
by a further very common and plausible
fault. The integrity and continuation of
an approved program became the main
objective rather than the accomplish-

perlormance

casl
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ment of the objective for which the
program was instituted.*

Conclusions and Observations. Mr.
McNamara as Secretary of Defense had
some notable accomplishments on his
record. He had forced the services to
make an improved and more rigorous
relation of logistical programs to na-
tional strategy and to force structure.
This involved more extensive and better
quantification than that previously
used. He had assumed personal responsi-
bility for closing unneeded military in-
stallations and had been unusually suc-
cessful. He had shown courage in
cutting back programs which had strong
popular support but uncertain military
justification. He strengthened other use-
ful programs that had been starved.

The claims for dollar savings in his
administration are difficult to measure:
first, because many of these claims
cannot be verified without a better
knowledge of the need for reserve
stocks; second, many successtul mea-
sures were instituted in previous admin-
istrations and came to fulfillment in his;
third, some of his advertised cost
savings, as for example, great reduction
in cost of packaging for overseas ship-
ment of Navy material, caused unneces-
sary waste in Vietnam,

The very vigor of his administration
attracted strong support and strong dis-
sent with protagonists of both sides
quick to emphasize or perhaps exag
gerale the cvidence in [avor ol the
particular position taken.

On the basis of the public record, the
TFX case is a clash of two intuitive
judgments—one by Navy professional
planners represented by Admiral Ander-
son, Rear Admiral Ashworth, and Mr,
Spangenberg, the senior Navy civilian on
the Source Selection Board, all of whom

*A case in point is the Battle of Flanders,
from July to November 1917, when 300,000
British troops were killed for no significant
gain.

had had years of practical experience
and responsibility in the operational
field of knowledge involved; the other
that of Robert McNamara who had had
no experience or active responsibility in
that operational field of knowledge.

No real new lessons have been de-
rived from the TFX study. Fundamental
principles cannot be violated with im-
punity, and the result of the progran
was predictable and was predicted, The
whole affair illustrates that there is
simply no substitute for professional
compelence, and that the cost for per-
sistence in a hopeless venture can be
enormous and incalculable.

But we must not forget that other
factors contributed to the desire to
impose greater civilian control on mili-
tary affairs. For example:

® The basic size and complexity of
the issues of strategy, weapons procure-
ment, and budget allocation became
frustrating which in turn caused an
exaggerated reaction toward centraliza-
tion,

® The military themselves had in-
dulged in dishonest justification for
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Control; Command Logistics; Cuba—October
1962; and numerous artieles for professional
joumnals.
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expensive projects. Slanted stafl studics
were frequent and were expeeted.

& Senior military men  knowlingly
and deliberately refused to undertake
adequale logistie rescarchi in 1952-1961.

® Logistic dutiesa were known as
“the kiss ol death.” Logistic education
was inadequale,

® When Mr, MeNamara ook ollice,
mosl so-called “strategic” and “contin-
geney” plans were worthless because
they were not logistically supportable,
thus destroying the credibility ol our
senior offiecrs who had responsibility
for lormulating such plans,

Therelore, the military professional
should not (ecl in any way complacent
because in Lhis alflair the prolessional
turned oul Lo be right and the eivilian
secretarial  wrong, [or the intangible
“integrity of command” had heen vio-
lated repeatedly  and  (lagrantly by
military prolessionals, The slang
expressions such as “Don’t ket it happen
on my waleh,” “Don’t make waves,”

TFX 77

and “Your job is Lo make your boss
look good™ are just as bad as the overt
misrepresentation and ruthless repres-
sion ol dissent shown in the TTX
investigation.

While the TFX care has notl produecd
any revolutionary concepts or insights
in management, it does shed some light
on the whole philosophy ol bureau-
cralic organization and deeisionmaking,

In the late 25 years political, cco-
nomie, social, and military concepts
have changed throughout the world to a
degree which approaches a massive cul-
tural transformation, Among others
there has been a major change in the
structure and coneepts of high military
command as shown in figure 3,

Muceh of this change in the meaning
and organizalion of command has been
incvitable., Some of il has been wise,
some has been unwise. [n particular, the
manner in which civilian control has
been  exercised  through highly een-

EVOLUTION OF MODERN HIGH COMMAND

INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION INVOLVED WHOLE NATION IN ANY WAR.

TECHNOLOGIGAL REVOLUTION PRODUCED :

A. THERMO NUCLEAR MISSILES WHICH THREATEN WORLD DISASTER,
WITH CONSEQUENT OEMAND FOR .
RAPID INTELLIGENCE .
QUICK DECISION 8 ACTION .
STRICT POLITICAL CONTROL.

B. DATA PROCESSING.

ADVANCED RECONNAISSANCE.

FAST COMMUNICATIONS .
FAST TRANSPORTATION.

PROVIDED NEW CAPABILITIES,

NEW CONCEPT N NATURE AND EXERCISE OF COMMAND.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION .

CENTRALIZATION. AND

CIVILIANIZATION .

ELABORATE ELECTRONIC
COMMAND CONTROL
SYSTEMS .

Figure 3
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tralized opcrational deeisions has been
unsalisfactory, [requently [frustraling,
and somelimes eounlerproductive.

The truc malignancy of burcaucracy
is caused by a well-known facl: when
you lake the power of decision away
from a mau, you simultancously start to
reduce bolli his inclination and his
ability to make decisions,

The same principle applics Lo insliLu-
tions. When yon frustrale the respon-
sible action of a high-level inslilution,
its best members leave il and organiza.
tional degencration is inevitable, Also,
when men are deprived ol authorily,
they tend to become adepl in shirking
or avoiding responsibility and in cover-
ing np mistakes.

This, in turn, produces a variely of
harm{ul effects:

® They lose their ability for cear
analy lical thought.

® The image of the service or of the
man becomes the goal rather thau the
substanlive rcalitics of eombat efleclive-
ness and elliciency.

® They lose Lheir credibilily in the
cyes of their subordinates.

® Aclual responsibilily  becomes
overly diffused throughout Lhe neces-
sarily large personal staff ol the top
command slruclure  with consequent
loss of effective command control,

The cumulative elfeet becomes a
form ol moral and intellectual corrup-
tion, a continuing degeneration in the
integrity of command and a conseguent
loss of morale and combat cifecliveness,
Evidences of this degencration are hest
scenn in Lhe Vietnam war and the mei-

® Mcn become alraid to act de-  dents involving the Pueblo and the
cisively in times ol emergeney. Coast Guard entter Vigilant,
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APPENDIX [—TFX CONTRACT INVESTIGATION

REPORT
91st Cong., 2d sess,, Senale #91-1496

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
SuMMARY

The history of the TFX program is one of a series of management
blunders, & series of poor decisions at the highest levels of the Depart-
ment of befense, which compounded error upon error as the TFX pro-
gram stumbled along year after year. This report on the history of the
program shows that at least five major management errors were made
during the course of the program, ns follows:

First, the original decision by Defense Secretary MeNamara to start
the TRX program, made on September 1, 1961, was wrong

This decision to proceed with a multimission TFX overruled the
recommendations of the Air Force and Navy that separate TFX air-
craft developments should be undertaken. The service recommenda-
tions were based on careful studies which showed the multimission air-
plane project to be techmically infeasible if the separate mission
requirements were to be attempted with one airplane. However, the
project was ordered started by Defense Secretary McNamara without
any attempt to resolve the fundamental incompatibility in design
requirements between a carrier-based air superiority fighter and a
land-based supersonic ground attaclk fighter-bomber. The program was
doomed to farlure right from the begiuning.

Second, the decision in November of 1962 to choose the second best
TFX proposal at the higher price was wrong
The decision of the civilian Secretaries in overruling the recom-
mendations of an objeetive source seleetion process, withont consulta-
tion or advice on the merits of their action, constituted inexeusable
procedure by high ranking Government offieials, This assumes, of
course, that the contract was awarded to General Dynamics Corp. for
the reasons stated in the oflicial memorandum for the record outlining
the Secretaries’ rationale for their decision. In addition, the tenacious
defense of the contract award when the decision was questioned and
the insistence upon the worth of their unprofessional stated judgments
on such teehnical issnes as commonality, titanium, thrust reversers,
et cetern, had the effect of locking the Jecretaries into an inflexible
policy on design ehanges during research and development. The effect
of their arbitrary stand was to prevent desirable technical changes
from being made in the selected design because these factors had been
stated ns rensons for rejecting the top-rated proposal,

Third, the failure to heed warnings in February, July, and October o
1964, of technical difficultics and to allow redesign of the F—111
was wrong

If the adviee to redesign the Navy plane had been heeded at this
very early state of the research and development program, then a use-
ful F-111B most probably could have been produced. This step would
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have required the admission of the error of the multimission decision
of September 1061 and the failure of the commonality concept which
was emphasized in the contract award of 1962, but it would have saved
hundreds of millions of dollars which ultimately were wasted and
wonld hove enhanced the Nation’s defense posture by providing a com-
bat-worthy airplane at an early date.

Fourth, the order to start Project [carus in August of 1966, and to
place personal management of the TFX in the Secretary of De-
fense’s office, was a poor management decision. Obviously it was
made in desperation

The imposition of Project Icarus upon the program reflected a lack
of perception of the true import of the research and development re-
sults at that time, which had shown conclusively the lack of potential
in the F-111 airplanes ever to fulfill their operational requirements,

Project Icarus also resulted in interferenco with the services’ manage-

ment of the program without resulting in any substantive improve-

ments to the designs of the F-111's,

Fifth, the decision to continue the production line on the F-1114 in
April-May 1967 was wrong

Production should have been stopped at that time nntil the many
technical design {)roblcms were solved and the fixes were tested. The
problems all had been reported to the Project Iearns meetings and dis-
cussed therein. The resu]pt of the decision to continue with production
was the building of hundreds of inferior and substandard tactieal
F-111's, Becanse of this, the available funds for the F-111 program
largely were used nup on inferior versions of the airplane, and the Air
Force could no longer afford to bny the ndeqnate aiveraft, the F-111F,
which finally emerged.

These major management errors in the TFX/F-111 program all oc-
curred at critical points in the history of the program, points where
sound jndgment in accepting the adviee and counsel of the profes-
sionals and experts whose job it was to proenre aireraft for the Depart-
ment of Defense would have resulted in vastly different results for the
TFX program,

Certainly the evidence is nnimpenchable that the multimission pro-
gram never shonld have been started. But once that error wns made,
selecting the airplane design rated ns the second-best attempt to fulfill
the impossible requirement was compounding error with error.
Whether this selection error was made for the reasons stated, such ns
“commonality,” or for other unacknowledged rensons, it certainly
represented a second-bost attempt to rectify o provious blunder.

The refusal in 1964 to recognize that the previous actions had
resulted in failure, and the insistence then that the commonality prin-
ciple be maintained at that critical point in the program obviated the
last chance to snlvage the TI'X and to produce superior (but separate)
aiveraft for the Air Force and Navy. At this carly stage of research
and development it would have been possible to reorient the TFXs
into two separate nirplane designs unenenmbered by the commonality
requirement, with very little waste of money or slippage in schedule.
The refusal to ndinit to failure at this peint in the TFX's history was
the most inexcusable error because it was made when the evidence of
failure was overwhelming and irrefutable.
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The decisions which followed—the personal attempt by the Secre-
tary of Defense to manage the program through Project Iearus and
the decision to continue production without completing research and
development—simply continued to compound the effects of the previ-
ous errors, These decisions to continne the program were made in the
face of conelusive evidence from the flight tests of the planes that they
were deficient—for instance, they were grossly nnderpowered—in
their tested configurations, A principal result of these decisions to press
on with the production program was, as stated before, to use up funds
nvailable for tactical I'~111’s largely in the purchase of hnmdreds of
infevior F-111s,

CoxcrustoNs

The TFX program has been a failure. The Federal Government will
spend more than $7.8 billion to proewre about 500 aireratft, although
the oviginal production schednle called for more than 1,700 aiveraft to
be purchased for less money, Of the 500 planes we will have, less than
100 (the F-1111"s) come reasonably close to meeting the oviginal
standavds. Spending so great a s for so few niveraft represents a
fiscal blimder of the greatest magnitude. It is elear that vital financial
resources were squandered in the attempt to make the TFX program
produce satisfactory vesults.

The billion dollar savings in the TFX program, so grandiloquently
promised by Seeretary of Defense MceNamara, becnine instead a
dirvectly accountable waste of more than one-half billion dollars spent
on the T-111B, the F-111K and the RI*-111 versions of the plane, all of
whiclt weve unaceeptable and had to be cancelled and abandoned before

roduetion. The total failure of the attempt to produce a satisfactor

P-1111 has eansed o long and unnecessary delay in filling the Navy’s
requirement for a new earrice-lased fighter, The lack of fighter mnneu-
vernbility in the Air Foree versions of the F-111 plane made it neces-
sary to nndertake the development of another fighter—the I"-15—to
fill this role for the Air Force in the 1970%. The excessive costs of the
Air Foree versions foreed drastic cutbaeks in the numbers of aiveraft
which ean be procured to fill the tactieal and strategic inventory. The
long delays in getting the F-111’s into operational nse certainly have
had an adverse impact on our defense posture.

Aside from the serions impact which the TFX program has had
upon onr national security and aside from the obvious waste of scarce
resources, the TTX case also has affected public confidence in our de-
fense establishient. As this report makes clear, the primary cause of
the TTX finseo was mismanagement. A series of management blunders
made for vavious reasouns, compounded errors with more errors and
caused the failure of the propram. The management blunders were
made at the highest echiclons of the Government. Top Presidential ap-
pointees in the Department of Defense dnrving the McNamara era over-
rode expert advice to impose personal judgments on complex matters
beyond their expertise. ‘These same officials then made extraordinary
offorts to conceal the resnlts of their errors in the TFX case. These
efforts included deliberate attempts to deceive the Congress, the press,
and the Ameriean people. Understandably, this sorry record has done
nothing to enhanee pnblic confidence in the integrity and eompetence
of the people who are charged with preserving the national security.
Nor has it improved the public image of the Igepu.rtment of Defense.
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‘What should be done to correct these conditions? Announcements
have already been made of greater decentralization of the manage-
ment system within the Pentagon so that technical aspects of weapons
development programs would be managed where they should be—by
the individual services which eventually will be responsible for using
in combat the weapons that they develop. There is stated to be in-
creasod awnrenecss of the nced for current and valid assessments of
program status and progress. There also is stated to be concern with
the problems of conducting research and development concurrent with
carly production. The subcommittee believes that these trends in man-
agoment policies, if diligently followed, could lcad to improvements
in the weapons acquisition process and in management effectiveness
within the Pentagon.

The subcommittee is hopeful that the civilians who now run the
Department of Defense, ns well as those who will follow, will be com-
mitted to a policy of candor and truthfulness in their relations with
the press, the public, and the Congress. Snch a policy, if observed,
should do mueh to improve public confidence in the crcdibility of the
Pentagon,

Tt would be foolhardy, however, to nssnme that snch errors as are
oxemplified in the TFX program could not bo repeated. A mujor les-
son of the TFX case is that the Congress must not hesitate, in the exer-
cise of its oversight function, to exninine major procurcinent proce-
dures, decisions, and programs, partienlarly whenever there is obvious
deviation from established practices. The Congress must be ever watch-
ful, because there could be recurrences of thoe serious and domaging
mismanagement that nttended the TFX program from its inception,
as reflected in the subcommittee’s hearings and as summarized in this
report.,

The following members of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations have approved this report:

Jouwn I.. McCrrLLan. KarL I, Muxpr.
Hrnry M, JacksoN. Cuartes H. Prroy.
Sam J. Iinviw. Epwarp J. GUrNEY.

Annaniam Ripicorr.
I.ee METcaLr,

The members of the Committes on Government Operations, except
those who were memnbers of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on
Tnvestigations, did not sit in on the hearings and cxeeutive sessions on
which the above report was prepared. Under these circumstances, they
have taken no part in the preparation and submission of the report,
oxcept to authorize its filing as a report made by the subcommittee.
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1958-59

Early 1960

Mareh 1960
April 1960

June 1960
November 1960

February 1961

@ Mareh 1961

7 June 1961
22 August 1961
1 September 1961

1 September 1961

1 September 1961
1 Oelober 1961

6 December 1961
19 January 1962

24 January 1962

1 April 1962

May 1962

Late May 1962

20-21 June 1962

1 July 1962

APPENDIX 1I-TFX/F-111 CHRONOLOGY

Bocing and General Dynamics started small-scale wind tunnel icsts
of TFX coneept on assumption Air Force would nced advanced
tactical fighter.

Navy proposed F-61) Missilecr to sueceed F-4H tactieal fighler for
fleet air defense.

NASA tested swing-wing design—dcclured technically sonnd.

Air Foree R&D and TAC and NASA sgrecd on swing-wing tactical
fighter.

Proposed 16 test aireraft first [light test for May 1963,

OPS AVAILABILITY Oct 1965.

SOR 183 issued by A 11Q.

Secrctary Gates halted work on both TFX and ¥-6D to avoid
committing Kennedy administration.

MeNamara says T1'X should be made to fulfill requirements of Air
Force, Navy, and Army,

Assistant Sceretury Navy R&D Wakelin stated to Dr. York, DOD
Director of R&1D, that TFX {SOR 183) not suitabte for Navy and
warned against overemphasis on “eommonality.”

McNamara eoncludes TFX should fulfill requirements of only Air
Force and Navy,

Air Force and Navy report to MeNamara they are unable Lo reach
agreement over joint requirements for TFX,

Sceretary McNamara authorized joint development
(estimated savings of §1 billion over scparate programs).

program

DOD announces new tactical fighter program for 1).S. Air Foree and
U.S. Navy, naming U.S. Air Foree as cxccutive agent for the
program,

McNamara unilaterally sets requirements for Air Foree and Navy for
TTX.

Air Foree issues request for proposul and work statement to
airframe industry.

Six leading aireraft manufacturers submit first proposals regarding
tactieal fighter to DOD, Source Scicetion Board,

Source Selection Board votes unanimously to recommend Boeing as
winner of ‘TFX contract.

Air Foree Council rejects Souree Selection Board’s decision and
recommends 8-week extended eompetition between Boeing and
General Dynamies-G rumman.

Bocing and General Dynamice-Grumman submit second proposals to
Souree Selection Doard,

Source Selection Board (14 May) and Air Force Council (24 May)
recommend award of eontract to Boeing, but Navy refuses to go
along.

Korth and Zuckert reject decision and order a third 3-week
competition between DBoecing and General [Dynamies-Grumrman.
Bocing and General Dynamics-Grumman submit third proposals to
Source Sclection Board.

Source Selection Board and Air Force Council again recommend
award of TFX contract to Bocing, but Navy refuscs to go along.

McNamara orders final rnunoff between Boeing and General
Dynamics-Grumman on basis of open “payof(f points,”
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11 Seplember 1962

Mid Oclober 1962
14-28 October 1962
15 Oetober 1962
24 Oclober 1962

2 November 1962
7-8 Novembher 1962

8 November 1962

9 November 1962
9-24 November 1962
18 November 1962
21 November 1062
23 November 1962

24 November 1962

1 August 1963

24 Oclober 1963

January 1964
April 1964

21 December 1964
6 Janvary 1965

5 March 1965

6 April 1965

12 April 1965
10 May 1965

2 July 1965
27 July 1965

8 October 1965

3 December 1965
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Bocing and General Dynamics-Grumman submit their fourth and
last proposals to Source Selection Board.

Evaluation by Sourec Seleetion Board.
CUBAN MISSILY CRISIS,
Navy deeided on Boeing.

Forth Worth Press announced seleetion General Dynamics (Kantor
story}.

Source Seleelion Board unanimously selected Boeing,

Generals Sweeney, Bradley, Sehricver and  Admiral Masterson
concnrred.

General LeMay, Admiral Anderson coneurred.
Seeretarics Korth and Zuckert bricfed in latter’s office,
Seeretaries considered,

Secretary Zuckerl made up his mind as to award.

Seeretary Zucker! wrote memo also signed by Secretary Korth and
coneurred in by Secretary MeNumara; RECOMMENDED
GENERAL DYNAMICS.

Seeretary Zuckert informed General LeMay that General Dynamics
had been selecled.

DO names General Dynamies prime contractor for development of
23 taetical fighters, now called F-111, with Grumman ag principal
and associate subcontractor. (I8 for LS. Air Force, 5 for LS,
Navy)

Air ['orce Secretary Zuckert testilied at lenglh as to impossihility of
making aceurafe cost lorecasts of complex new weapons systems,
(p. 21002120 of Senate TI'X Investigation).

DOD ammounees Ausiralian Government agreement Lo purchase 24
-1’ for the Royal Australion Air Foree. Esl. cost $125 million,

Superweight improvement program inslituted (SWIP).

Production contract to General Dynamics for 431 F-11 s through
1969. Eventual procurement forceast as 1,600,

First -1 11A {light completed at Forth Worth, Tex,
Variable wing tested for first time at Forth Worth, Tex.
I-b 11 completes its first supessonie flight.

Seeretary of Defense Robert S, MeNamara confirmed the (1S,
Government had made an arrangement with the lritish Government
cnabling Great Rritain to obtain F-111 aireraft for the Royal Air
Foree.

POD announced letter contract for 431 produetion I-111 airerafl.

Lt. Col. James W, Wood becomes the first Air Foree pilot to fly the
I-111A,

Grumman coinpletes first supersonic flight with F-L11B version.

Capt. D.C. Davis, 1SN, hecomes the first Navy pilot to fly the
F-111.

Group Capt. C.H. Spurgecon, Royal Australian Air Foree, few the
F-111 at the Air Foree Flight Test Center to become the first
foreign pilot to fly the Air Foree’s latest figbter.

Secrctary of Defense anmounces deeision to develop RF-111A
tactical reconnaissance version of the F-111,
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10 December 1965

16 December 1965

7 January 1966

22 February 1966

27 May 1966

August 1966

October 1967

January 1968
February 1968

2 February 1968

2 February 1968

15 February 1968

1 Mareh 1968
4 March 1968

4 March 196B

4 March 1968

4 March 1968

4 March 1968

Plan announced to develop the FB-111 strategic bomber version of
the F-111,

RATF Wing Comdr. G.I3K, Fletcher hecomes the first British pilot to
fly the P-111,

U.S. Naval Air Test Center made final report on Phase 1 preliminary
evalnation of F-111B airplane T 0301-65 (CONF) stating the
F-111R airplane unsatisfactory for service use,

British announce intention to purehase F-111 aircraft for the Royal
Air Foree,

The tirst production prototype F-111, aireraft number 12 in the test
series, made its initial flight at Forth Worth, Tex, This aireratt
incorporated all the significant changes bhased on the flight test
program.

Seerctary MeNamarn took personal eharge of Program. He became
the project Manager of “Project Learus,™

Navy initiated VFX study and received proposals from Grumman
and later from three other eompanics for plane to do fleet air
defense at less weight than F-111R8,

British ecanceled order for F-111,

Scerctary of Defense estimated cost of 235 I'-111A through FY
19469 as $6,76 million cach,

Sceretary MeNamara stated Navy VFAX would be possible
alternative if F-111B did not perform satisfactorily but that this
seemed unlikely.

Secretary MeNamara testified to Senate Armed Forees Committee
that all present analyses indicated F-111B would funetion
satisfactorily on and off the carrier.

Page 501. In questioning Dr. Foeler, Senator Syminglon stated in
Senate Hearing ““it is hard to follow reasons why it is better for us to
keep on fighting to get the F-111B the right airplane for the Navy,
when nobody in the Navy wants it,”

Clark Clifford succecded Robert McNamara as Secrctary of Defense.

Senator Symington stated at hearing that nearly all DOD statements
about cost and performanee had been wrong and that he had fonnd
serviee disagreement to point of eontempt for cfforts to promote
TFX/F-111R.

Senator Symington at 1118  hearing mentioned that the
determination of DOD to make “an honest woman” out of the TFX
had prevented development and production of adequate missile
system,

Sceretary of the Navy Ignatius etated fly away cost F-111B as
around $8 million,

Seeretary of the Navy Ignatius testified to Senate Armed Forees
Committee that he antieipated that “production—eonfigured
F-111B—will satisfactorily mecet urgent requirement for supersonic
platform for highly promising PHOENIX missile system.” And that
Navy requested funds for 30 produetion F-111B aircraft to begin
fleet introduction.

Secretary of the Navy lgnabtius and Asst, Sceretary of the Navy
Frosch, Admiral Moorer, and Vice Admiral Connolly discussed at
length with Senate Armed Forces Committee the pros and eons of
canceling F-111B; at conelusion Senator Stenmis stated that he
muh’ln’t go on buying F-111B’ “with the unfortunate limitations it
has.’

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss4/1

90



2 May 1968

6 June 1968

20 June 1968

24 June 1968

25 June 1960

4 Seplember 1968

7 October 1968
Oclober 1960
B October 1968
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Representative Hlardy of Mouse Armed Serviees Commitice stated
“we have been milked by the F-111 up to now. 1 hate to sce us
pouring more money trying lo make something work which was a
brainstorm that ought not Lo have heen started,”

Secretary of the Navy lgnatiuy reported to 1louse that as a result of
Navy Fighter Study Group work, Navy reduced requirement from
30 to 8in FY 1969 budget. ('The hedged approach.)

Dr. Froseh stated that Senate Armed Forees Committee had
authorized no funds for F-1111,

Seeretary of Air Force Harold Brown stated that F-11TA was
proving to be an oulstanding aircraft in aclual combat operalions in
SE Asia.

At House Armed Serviees Commillee, Secretary Brown and General
MeConnell, USAF, expressed vital need for an all-weather fan jet
variable sweep-wing plane wilh good avionies and that I'-111 would
provide this vital capability better than any available aireraft, They
did not answer Mr, Bates’ question “Tf you could tum the clock
back would you go down the same road?”

Ausiralia took delivery of its first F-111C at Forth Worth and later
announced it would take no more until defeels were eorrecled.

Sewalor Symington snggested ferminating the 2111 program,
Estimated cost for Australizn order $294 million,

Ausiralia’s 24 F1I's ordered in 1963 wow 18 months behind
schedule,

Y

The Armed Forces will never show a dollar-and cents profit.

Observation by unidentified officer, c. 1950,
quoted in the Professional Soldier, Janowitz.
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THE BAROMETER

{This discussion is in reply to Mr. Neil
Sheehan’s article litled “The Role of the
Press™ published in Lhe February issuc,)

“A Reply to Mr. Neil Shechan™
by S.L.A. Marshall

Having spent 5O years in Lhe same
business, 1 believe there is need [or some
rebuttal Lo the lead article of the Feb-
ruary Review wherein Neil Shechan of
The New York Times aircd his opinions
on Lhe role and respousibility of the
press,

There are Lhree reasons for pro-
ceeding,

® The magazine and college by lis-
lening and publishing contributed of
their prestige Lo a purely personal view
that could give young wrilers the wrong
idea,

® While Mr, Shechan’s posilion is all
loo common among the younger school
of reporters, il is ollensively [alse and
indeed repugnant Lo many velerans in
the business,

® The third point is Lhat relations
between the press and Lhe military are
alrcady suiliciently strained and Mr,
Shechan™s view of how Lhe journalist
should stand may only make them
worse,

So lo make my own posilion clear
from Lhe start 1 will tell of an argument
some years ago wilh another correspon-
dent, Maleolm Browne, the lorum being
al Michigan State University.

“My job,” said Mr. Browne, “is Lo
gel somelhing on governmenl or get
something on the services,”

T answered: “T eall thal monstrous,
You are nol Pinkerton, Paul Pry or

Hawkshuw. Your job is Lo seck oul that
which is new, intercsting and needing Lo
be told, then write it Lo the best of your
ability, I[ it happens to be a scandal
coneerning your best friend, then lie has
to sulfer along,”

Toward the end of his disquisilion
Mr, Shechan said: “A journalist ought
lo be fair. .. |Ile] should make judg-
ments aboul the meaning of the in-
formation he has acquired.”

Both poinls are sound so lar as Lhey
go, thongh “ought™ is a weak word
when f[airness is a pogilive requireinent,
Then [ would ask, what is Lhe basis {or
all of this judgment? A writer who has
been a wriler only is not a Solomon or a
Univac by rcason of his possession of
that enc talent. ven if he has labored
long as a [oreign and war correspondent,
lic has not [elt the wind of the world in
his [ace. Writing never ol itself gives one
aceurale  depth perceplion, analylical
keenness, and the authority Lo discrimi-
nale belween opinion and fact, IL s
cssenlially  on-thejob training in the
production of passable copy, and thal’s
all,

Yel, [ heartily agree with Mr, Shee-
han where he says that all of this talk
ahoul objectivilty in reporling is bosh,
No wriler, no speaker, may denalure
himself when he mills oul words, What
he is like as a person, the sum Lotal of
his ideas and emolions must condition
in some  degree his work, Tt should
follow then that the broader has been
his experience, the more varied  Lhe
fields in wlich he has fruitfully served,
the better qualificd he should become
lo distinguish hetween soundness in
information and its opposile,
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Still, it does noel work thal way in
journalism. A maan is senl fresh Lo the
Pentagon and by virtue ol his assign-
ment he bhecomes an instanl experl on
matters mililary, though he may never
previously have touched base with the
armed foree in his lile.

I next suggest thal if he adopis the
position that Mr, Shechan thinks essen-
tial to sound reporlorial enterprise, he
will never emerge from the eocoon, The
fundamental technic of the newsman
has always Dbeen, and will ever be, the
cultivation of sources. 1L is never done
through standolf suspiciousness, There
musl be warmth il there is ever o
develop mutual trust, and withont that
lubricant, communication cither dies or
stalls al the superficial stage. To imply
that such a relationship mnst in some
degree  bind the reporter and  hence
conlaminale the pure walers ol Lhe
press is ercanl nonsense. The late Mark
S. Watson ol Lhe Baltimore Sun was
beyond doubl the ablest, most tluent,
and best-informed correspondent ever
scated in Lthe Penlagon press room, Ilis
integrity was profoundly respected by
his every colleague, and the military
were devoled Lo lim.

As for the extolled virtue ol a pro-
tagonisl relationship, what is the objeel
of the conleution? Surcely the reporler
does nol cast himsell as a gladiator
commissioned Lo hack away al Govern-
ment or e military and il need be,
bring cither down. IL is much oo heroie
a mold, for those are frightfully long
odds, [Te may win & few but he will also
lose aplenty. If, on the other hand, the
argnment goes that he is more likely Lo
come up with sensalional picces, wholly
veriliable or otherwise, | would donbt
it, though I am reminded of an old
jingle, written, I believe, hy AP, Iler
bert:

You cannol ehange, nor bribe,

nor iwist,

The sturdy British journalist;

But then on seeing what hell do

Unbribed, there’s no oecasion Lo,

In the headlong rush of a reportorial
mob into Cambodia | year ago, three in
particular among the reenforeed platoon
that was caplured are worth remem-
bering. When finally released by the
Viet Cong, the lady, speaking lor the
trio, said thal they eould not think of
themselves as heing in an adversary
relationship Lo their caplors,

But if it was not that, then they had
to he friendlies,

One of the gentleman on being made
prisoner had identified himsell as an
“international correspondent.”

There is no such animal and he was
in facl an American,

Al three were aceredited Lo the US,
military. Yel they believed that, owing
o their status, they were entitled Lo
have il both ways, Their own serviees
should give them full trust of informa-
tion while winking at the lact that they
were quile willing Lo play loolsic with
the enemy.

Such presumptlion, T helieve, is al
dead center of the cause ol [riclion, or
call it increasingly distant relationship,
between the military and the press. To
be Munt about it, the military does not
trust the average correspondent and it
has full reason for mistrust, so long as
the correspondent thinks ol himsell as a
protagonist, Aller all, this is his country
and his role as reporter does nol make
him any less the citizen with a personal
responsibility for its keeping,

In Korea while the 8th Anny was in
reteeal amd had not yet elosed on Seoul,
this being around Decemnber 1950, one
service wire writer pul in the elear our
order of battle in the north,

AL the same time Lthe press gallery in
Seoul, except for a fow veleran corre-
spondents {(amul none had heen near the
fight), was writing that the battle had
Lheen last along the Chongehon River
because the Army had bugged oul, or
quit the Tight, which was totally falsce.

11 heeame my Lask, al the request of
Gen. Walton Walker, o confront the
gentlemen aud tell them what they were
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doing. Tt was put te them in shout the
following terms: “You are Americans
first and reporters second. Your country
and this Army are in decp lrouble.
Freedom of the press gives yon no
license to [ubricale stories and lic to the
American public aboul what is happen-
ing. 1 ecan’t direcl you to siraighten up
and fly right but I can say Lo yon that
you beloul yoursclves by [lonting Lhe
ethics of our trade.”

Thercaller we had no real trouble,
though 1 recommended thal censorship
be imposed as qnickly as possible.

I have had a many-sided and long-
suffering expericnee with the dilettan-
tism aud reckless arrogance ol American
correspondents in the field, There are
oceasional exceplions, aud not all of
them are veterans in the true sense. One
of the best in Viclnam was a youngsler
representing the college press. [tis only,
however, when the correspondent wears
the high, stiff collar of the Fourth
Estate, as if so doing relieves him of
personal responsibility as an American
cilizen, that he puls an acule pain in my
neck.

Nuts 1o that! If there is not to be
machinelike objectivily, then in its place
there must be accountubility by the

whole person. The reporler is not an
especially  privileged individual, He is
not made a stulcless person by his
calling. For him to think of himself as a
protagonist in his relations with Govern-
ment or the Army or Navy is less a
coneeit than an illnsion, Those are but
institntional names and this is a world
ol people. Does he therefore think of
himself as a protagonisl in all human
relationships in life, for example, those
with his wile? [t would be one hell of a
marriage.

So 1 end with my vision of the truly
qualified American news hawk and the
image gocs something like this:

A person who, having sulficient
knowlege of our past, wonld wallc fairly
constanlly with the thought thal it puts
him in debt and he has an obligation to
its futnre,

He would walk carefnlly and
prondly, and also a bit humbly lest he
default that obligation.

He wonld walk, saying Lo himself: *1
am [lirat of all an American and there-
fore whatever 1 do, however small, has
some importance.”™

Given that kind ol reporter with
whom Lo deal, the military open their
doors, minds and hearts,
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CORRESPONDENCE
COURSE
DESCRIPTIONS

In the “Challenge!™ ol the Naval War College Review, October 1970 issue,
the President of the Naval War College forctold of future changes to Naval War
College correspondence courses. These changes will oceur in several stages, The
first of thesc is described below.

Announcement

The total correspondence course offering of the Naval War College has been
converled [rom mine “courses” with 32 available “installments” to nine
“subject arcas™ with 32 available “courses,” Fach of the new courses is a
single-installment study. Kach may be nndertaken independently except where
prerequisites are indicated, Fach course completion will be recognized by a
letter to the student via his command, copy to his headquarters record.
Reservista’ completions will continue to be sent to their serviees’ recording
activilics.

Officers who are working towards o Naval War College diploma will find no
change in total requirements under this stage of revision, but will be more free
to vary the sequence of courses, Subject mattér content is the same as in the
1970 courses, so repetition will nol give duplicate retirement points,

Officers may start or continne their atudics with any course that they desive
cxcept where prerequisites apply. This provision is expected to become more
responsive to each olficer’s professional needs.

Over the next several years, after considerable reorganization of subject
matter content and student work requirements, further changes will be
announced,

The new standard information and descriptions follow,
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U.S. NAYAL WAR COLLEGL

Newport, R.I. 02840

CORRESPONDENCE COURSE INFORMATION
1971

The President of the Naval War College extends the benefits of the College by
offering appropriale correspondence courscs, These courses are conslantly reviewed
and updated to keep them in consonanee with the resident courses,

ELIGIBILITY AND APPLICATIONS. Naval War College correspondence eourscs
arc available Lo all officers of the U.S, military scrvices of the grade ol Navy
licutenant (or equivalenty and above in active service or in the Inactive Reserve.
Selected Government employcees ol the grade GS-10 {or equivalent) and above may
also cnroll. The waiver of rank or grade may be granted for qualified individuals in
lower grades. Applications from active duty officers shonld be Dby letter via
Commanding Offieer or by the application card provided in the Naval War College
Review and in hrochures. Applications [rom inactive duty naval officcrs should be by
letler via Commandant, Naval Districl, or by letter or card via command maintaining
record.

Request for more information may be sent to:

Director, Correspondence School
Naval War College
Newport, R.L. 02840

LEVEL OF STUDY. Courses are on a graduate level, are subjeetive in nature in
that there are no “school solntions” to the exercises and problems posed, and require
creative work. Stndents who enroll should plan to spend at least five hours a week in
study and to press forward consistently, to sustain the henelit of cach stndy session.

The deseription of subject arcas and courses indieales the estimaled study hours in
parcnthesis. Naval Reserve retirement point cvaluations are shown aud are certificd
to recording activilics of the Navy and other services, Satislaclory completion of
cach course is ereditable,

The Naval War College Correspondence Course Program Design—and Awards, The
program i8 designed so that a studenl may sclect the single courses of particular
interest to him or may work towards o SUBJECT AREA certificate or a diploma,

Enrollment is in onc course at a time, in any case, Students who indicate the
infeni to take an entire SUBJECT AREA will reecive material for subscquent courses
in that AREA with less delay hetween courses. Students may change their intentions,
of course, They must request to be enrolled in any subscquent course before
enrollment will become effective.

Prerequisites are requircd ouly when experience has proven that an carlier course
is neccssary foundation for another or when the later course depends upon the
student’s own work developed in the previous course. Prerequisites may he waived if
a student submits information on his qualilications.

Order of listing SUBJECT AREAS is not indicative of a required or cven a

rccommendcd SC(]LICI'ICC.
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Order of courses within a SUBJECT ARIA is a logical sequence and is
recommended, but is rot required uuless a prerequisite is indicated,

Letlers of completion are issued upon suceesslul completion of cach course;
capies are sent Lo the Chiel of Naval Persounel or other appropriate authorily for the
student’s sclection jacked,

Certificates arc issucd upon successfnl completion of all courses in a SUBJECT

AREFA,

Diplomas arc awarded Lo those stndents completing seleeted groups of SUBJRCT
AREAS which closely parallel the levels ol studies offered in the Naval War College
resident programe of Naval Command and Stalf and Naval Warlare, Requitements
are:

The Correspondence Course of Naval Commmand and Staff. Gradualion from
this program indicates successlul completion (no waivers) of all required courses in
five SUBJECT ARFAS: National and International Security Organization, Military
Planning, Naval Operations, Command Logistics, and Military Management.

The Correspondence Course of Naval Warfare. Gradualion [rom Lhis program
indicates suceess(ul completion of the Correspondenee Course of Naval Command
and Suall plus all courses (no waiversy in the [our additional SUBJECT AREAS:
Internationat  Relations, Counterinaurgency, Inlernational Law, and Strategic
Planning.

COURSE DESCRIPTIONS 1971

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

Subject Area 14. NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY ORGANIZA-
TTON. 2 Courses. 16 Points each. (48 Study Hours ea.)

Course 14-1—National Security Organization. Provides an understanding ol our
nalional sccurily structure with special emphasis on the problems of the Sevenlies.
Components studied include:  the Presidency; his Fxeeulive Office; Congress;
Seerclaries of Defense and State; Military Departments; Joint Chiels of Stail;
Unified, Speeified, and Joinl Commands,

Course 14-2—Internationnl Security Organization. Provides a further understand-
ing of our national sceurily struclure with respect Lo the United Nations, Colleetive
Defense Treaties, and Foreign Assistance, Bmphasis is placed upon NATO and its
Combined Commands, SEATO, the coneepl of alliances in general, and changes that
are likely during the wext decade. {Prerequisite: 14-1, only unlil course revision

about 6/71.)

Subject Area 15, COMMAND LOGISTICS, 3 Courses. 15 Points each. (45 Study
Hours ea.)

Course 15-1—Basic Logistics. Introduces lhe major Armed Forees logislics
organizalions, and examines logistics diseipline and interrelations ol strategy, laclics
and logislics,

Conrae 13-2—Logistic Planming. Provides logistic planning procedures and Lools;
and requires caleulation of commaodily requirements,

Course 15-3—Operational Logistics Problem. Poses an operational problem
situation designed Lo develop the student’s ability Lo apply logistic considerations in
Manuing, ulilizing the military planning process, (Crerequisite: 15-2)
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Subjeet Area 16. INTERNATIONAL LAW. 6 Courses. 21 Points each. (63 Study

Hours ea.)

Course 16-1—Foundations of International Law. Provides a general background in
the basic concepts of international law, Includes the sources and nature of
international law and the obligations of a U.8, Naval officer Loward inlernational law,
problems of statchood, belligereney, insurgeney, recognition, functions ol diplomatie
agents, dispute scttlement and international ageeements,

Conrse 10-2—-Jurisdictional Concepts in International Law. I'ocuscs on the
delerminalion, aequisilion and exercise of jurisdielion over persons, ships, Lerritory,
marginal scas and inland wuters, and air and space in Lime of peace. Tncludes the
consideralion ol Status ol Forees siluations and the exercise of jurisdiclion over
nonnationals. {Prerequisite L0-1)

Course 16-3—Rights and Dnlies of States Beyond the Limits of Nalional
Territory. Considers the jurisdictional rights of 4 state outside the limits ol national
territory, Lhe abuse of territory (Nuclear Test Ban Treaty) and the use of loree
(scli-help, reprisals, intervention and invilation). (Prerequisite: 16-1)

Conrse 16-4—Principles of the Laws of War and the Rules of Land Warfare.
Introduces the basic principles underlying the laws of war (war erimes, reprisals, and
prohibited weapons and acts), the wles of lid warlare (nilitary neeessily and
reasonable proportionality, actions within oceupicd  Llerritory  and  permissible
weapons and Laetics) and international humanitarian econventions. (Prerequisile:
16-4)

Course 16-5—Rules of Naval and Air Warfare. Underlakes a study of the basie
principles of naval warfare (weapons and taclics, hlockade and control of shipping)
and the bagie principles of air warfare (mcdical airerall, acrial blockade and acrial
bombardment), (Prerequisite: 16-1)

Course 16-0—Neutrality and the Termination of War. Fxamines the vights and
dutics of nculral stales, warships in nentral ports, overllight of uneutral Lerritory,
interference with neulral commeree and problems incident to the Lermination of war
and peace treaties. (Prerequisite: 10-1)

Subject Area 17. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, 6 Courses. 18 Points each. (54
Study Hours ea.)

Courvse 17-1—Basic Prineiples and Concepts of Iuternational Relations. Awalyzes
the characleristics of a nation and the nalion-state system inclading consideration of
sovercignly, national inlevests, national power and diplomacy,

Course 17-2—Reclationships of Nalional Power and Interests. Studies the dynamic
forees belween nations incliding inlernational economics, armaments and balance of
power syslems., Considers Lhe problems ol international trade and linance, war and
arrug control, (Prevequisite: 17-1)

Course 17-3—World Ovder. Considers Lhe nature and [unctions of regional and
inlernational organization; the role of law, including the Soviel and Westlern views, in
relalions among nations. Fxamines the Tegal aspeels of several recent international
incidents, (Prerequisite: 17-1)

Course 17-4—Comparative Foreign Policy | (Major Western Powers). Studics
lorcign policy structires and processes of Brilain, Germany, France and the United
States, Fixamines prineipal policy objeclives of these nations and the issucs and goals
of Japan’s loreign policy. (Prerequisite: 17-1)
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Course 17-5—Comparalive Foreign Policy Il (Soviel and Chinese). Considers the
role of communist ideology on foreign policies of the Soviet Union and People’s
Hepublie of China; examines the nature and funetions of foreign aid, and alliance
systems such as Lhe Warsaw Pacl and NATO, (Prerequisite: 17.1)

Course 17-6--Politics of the Third World and U.S. Foreign Policy. Studies the
political, social and cconomic aspects ol developing nations; internal and exteenal
forces allecting the Middle East; and long-term goals and challenges o ULS, Toreign
policy. (Prerequisite: 17-1)

Subjeel Area 18. MILITARY PLANNING. 2 Courses. 18 Points cach. (54 Sludy
Hours ca.)

Course 18-1-asic Military Planming. Studies Lhe systematic lechniques of logical
analysis as applicd Lo military planning and the development of a Commanders
Fstimate of the Situation hased on a given problem situation,

Course 18-2—The Staif Study and the Naval Directive. Studics the Naval Staff, its
organization and funclions; requires preparation ol a StalT Study and a Development
ol the Plan based on the previonsly completed Commanders Falimate in Course 18-1.

{Prerequisite: 18-1)

Subjeet Area 19. NAVAL OPERATIONS. 4 Courses offered. Only 2 required for
cerlificale or diploma. 24 Points cach. (72 Study lours ea.) (For either a cerlificale
in the subjecl area of Naval Operations or a diploma, a combination of 19-1 and
19-2, alone, may nol be selecled.)

Course 19-1—Subnarine Operations. Studies the concepts, doctrine and character-
islics of submarine operations and the development of an antishipping plan and
direclive ulilizing the Military Planning Process. (Prerequisites: 18-1 and 18-2

Course  19-2—Antisnbmarine Operations.  Studies the concepts, doctrine and
characteristics of ASW operations and the development of a plan and directive
atilizing the Military Planning Process. (Prerequisites: 18-1 and 18-2)

Course 19-3—Attack Carvier Striking Foree Operations. Studies the concepls,
doctrine and characteristics of ACSE operations and the development of a plan aned
dircelive utilizing the Military Planning Process. (Prerequisites: [8-1 andd 18-2)

Counrse 19-4—Amphibions Operations. Studies the concepls, doetrine and charae-
leristies of amphibious operations aned the development of a plan aud dirveclive
utilizing the Military Planning Process, (Preregnisites: 18-1 and 18-2)

Subjeet Area 20, STRATEGIC PLANNING. 2 Courscs, 18 Points each. (54 Study
Hours ea.)

Cowrse 20-1—National Stralegy. Fxamines mililary, cconomie, social, scienlilic,
aud political lactors involved in the development ol a nalional strategy paper at the
Kxceulive level, (Prevequisites: 14-1, 17-1, and any one ol the other courses in
Subject Area 17)

Course 20-2—Military Strategy. Studies the factors and procedures for joinl
glrategic planning at the JCS tevel and the considerations vested in the formulation of
a military strategy, ulilizing the student-prepared Nalional Strategy Paper in Course
20-L. (Prerequisite: 20-1)

Subject Area 21. COUNTERINSURGENCY. 4 Courses. 16 Points cach. (48 Study
Hours ea.)

Course 21-1—Elements and Aspects of Insurgency and Counterinsurgency.
Provides a historical evolution of insurgencies illustrating basic causes for and taclics
used Lo combal insurgencies,
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Course 21-2—Communist Insurgency Methods. Studies the development of
communist idcology and doetrines with respecl te wars of national liberation and the
developing world.

Course 21-3—U.8, Roles in Modernizing Traditional Societies. Gives background
of U.S. national objectives rclating to internal defense and the U.S. foreign policy in
the 1970’ as they relate to the developing nalions,

Course 21.4—U.5. Planning to Counter a Hypothetical Insurgency. Oultlines the
U.S. national sceurity mechanism, concentrating on its role in comhating insurgen-
cies; casts the student in various roles for planning and implementing the developed
hypothetical plan, (Prerequisites: 21-2 and 21-3)

Subject Area 22. MILITARY MANAGEMENT. 3 Courses. 20 Points eaeh, (60 Study
Hours ea.)

Course 22-1-Foundations of Management. Studics basic management theorics,
principles, processes, and concepls in military and modern business enterprise
environments, Highlights the relationship of management to similar ficlds of activity
and study, and compares the application of sound management throughb speeifie
examples of military and busincss enterprise procedures,

Course 22-2—Explorations in Management. Explores Lhe scientific and economic
tools available to the military inanager, Through specific applications, establishes
logical uscs of the computer and scientific aids to defense problems for national
sccurily,

Course 22-3—Applications of Military Management. Reviews the interdependence
between the Department of Defense’s decision making process and the Planning-
Programming-Budgeling and Resources Management Systems. Considers resource
allocations in the light of present day and future requirements and problems,
including persounct problems,
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NAVAL WAR COLLEGE CORRESPONDENCE COURSES ORGANIZED INTO SUBJECT AREAS

NWC SUBJECT AREAS Prarequlsites Study Resarva
Courses (Note 1) Hours Points
14 NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY ORGANIZATION
1441 National Security Organization a8 16
14-2 International Security Organization 141 48 16
{Note 2}
15 COMMAND LOGISTICS
15-1 Basic Logistics 45 16
15-2 Logistic Planning 45 15
16-3 Opaerational Logistics Problem 15-2 45 18
16 INTERNATIONAL LAW
161 Foundations of International Lew 63 21
16-2 Jurisdictiong Concepis in Inlernational Law 16-1 63 21
16-3 Rights and Duties of States beyond the Limits of National Territory 1641 63 21
16.4 Principles of the Laws of War and the Rules of Lend Warlare 16-1 63 21
16-5 Rules of Naval and Air Warlare 16-1 63 20
16-6 Neutrality and tho Termination of War 16-1 63 21
17 INTEARNATIONAL RELATIONS
171 Basic Principles and Concepts of International Relations 54 18
172 Ralationships of National Power and interests 171 54 t8
17-3 World Order 171 54 18
174 Comparative Fareign Policy | {Major Western Powers) 17-1 54 18
176 Comparative Forgign Policy 11 (Soviet and Chinese) 17-1 b4 18
17-6 Politics of the Third World and U.5. Fereign Pelicy 171 54 18
18 MILITARY PLANNING
1841 Baesic Military Planning 84 18
18-2 The Stall Study and the Naval Directive 18-1 64 18
19 NAVAL OPERATIONS {Only two courses naeeded for Subject Ares credit) 18
191 Submerine Operatiens Select 72 24
19-2 Antisubmarine Operations 2 72 24
12-3 Attack Carrier Striking Force Operations but not 72 24
194 Amphibious Operations & H2 72 29
20 STRATEGIC PLANNING {Nete 3)
201 National Stralegy 54 18
20-2 Military Stratepy 201 54 18
21 COUNTERINSURGENCY
2149 Elements and Aspects of Insurgency and Ceunterinsurgency 48 16
21-2 Communist Ingurgency Methods 48 16
21-3 U.S. Roles in Madernizing Traditional Socisties 48 16
214 U.5. Planning to Counter a Hypothaetical Insurgoncy 21283 48 16
22 MILITARY MANAGEMENT
221 Foundatiens of Manegement 60 20
22.2 Explorations in Management GO 20
22.3 Applications of Mililary Managemant GO 20

NOTES: 1 — Prerequisites may be waived en submission of specific experience or aducation.
2 — Prerequisite only until course revision, about G/71.
3 — Preraquisites are 14-1, 17-1, and one other courss in Subject Area 17,
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