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that it has not been published elsewhere.
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Newport, R.I, 02840. Published bimenthly, distribution is generally limited to: U.S, Navy,
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PRESIDENT’S NOTES

In assuming the helm of the Naval
War College from Vice Admiral Jim
Stockdale, 1 have done so with a great
sense of privilege and a great awareness
of the responsibilities I have under-
taken. It is my earnest hope that my
stewardship will measure up to the high
standards my predecessors have estab-
lished and maintained over the long
history of this fine institution.

Vice Admiral Stockdale’s retirement
marked the end of the active naval
career of a truly remarkable officer
whose contributions will be remem-
bered for a very long time. Jim Stock-
dale, the man, should give us all food
for thought, and his teachings and
example are a legacy to all of us in the
Navy, the nation, and the world about
us. All of us at the Naval War College
wish him great success in his important
position as President of the Citadel.

During my short period at Newport,
I have been greatly impressed with the
quality of the War College faculty and
staff, the student body, and the physical
plant. The curriculum makes sense. The
seas of debate that attended changes in
the past have subsided and those
changes have resulted in a sound, naval-
oriented education. Iintend to keep the
Naval War College pointed toward the
fleet, and I look to a good interaction
with operator and policymaker, defense
analyst and scholar alike. Such a dia-
logue is essential if Newport is to
continue and improve as the nexus for
naval strategic thought.

It seems that a corollary to this
effort must be an enlargement of our
knowledge here at Newport on Soviet
naval strategy and doctrine. A great deal
has already been done in this area; a
great deal more can be done for the
Navy and the student body. An im-
portant part of this undertaking will be
a careful integraton of intelligence
factors into the education scheme.

The curriculum and our associated
work here will continue to evolve as the

dynamics of our profession demand. As
many of you know, our war gaming
facility is being updated to cope with
these dynamics. The advance of tech-
nology will induce further refinements
and changes in the courses. We will
continue to seek to produce graduates
with. an effective blend of intellectual
perspective and technological awareness
and skills—with the former never sur-
rendering primacy to the latter.

The Naval War College Review has
earned its place high up on the rolls of
professional journals. I urge that each of
you, our readers, provide us with com-
ments whenever your urge so dictates.
The editor reminds me that all indi-
vidual subscriptions expire with this
issue and that to ensure continued
receipt of the Review the card at the
back should be returned as soon as
possible.

I look forward to my tour as Presi-
dent of the Naval War College and I am
happy to be aboard.

Vbn Lt

EDWARD F. WELCH, JR.
Rear Admiral, U.3. Navy
President, Naval War College
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The Admiral Richard G. Colbert Memorial FPrize is awarded each year to the Naval
War College student author of the best of the professionally worthy essays submitted
in competition for the prize. The 1979 winner here analyzes the consequences of the
present high costs of nuclear attack submarines and suggests some steps to lessen the

severity of those consequences.

PRICING OURSELVES

OUT OF THE MARKET:
THE ATTACK SUBMARINE PROGRAM

Captain Linton F. Brooks, U.S. Navy

The U.S. Navy’s nuclear attack sub-
marine program represents a major and
potent element of national power. As
the Secretary of the Navy recently
stated, ‘“The qualitative edge we
hold...in both equipment and per-
sonnel is awesome."! One of the many
challenges the Navy faces as it enters the
19805 is that of determining the future
of this exceedingly capahle—and exceed-
ingly expensive—force. In deciding
where to go from here we need to face
four realities: (1) We are on the verge of
pricing ourselves out of the attack sub-
marine business; (2) We should be
worried about that because the attack
submarine can make a major contribu-
tion under a wide variety of assump-
tions about the nature of a future war;
{3) If we don’t act soon we will face, in
the late 19805, a choice between accept-
ing several years of degraded force

levels, conducting a huge and costly
crash program, or both; (4) Most of the
things we can do have some drawbacks,
making the selection of what course to
follow more difficult but no less urgent.

The following more or less typical
comments illustrate the widespread
agreement on the importance of
present-day nuclear attack submarines
(SSNs). From a U.S, Senator: **The
submarine is perhaps the best anti-
submarine weapon in our current force
structure, and there is no reason to
think its utility in this role will lessen."?
From a defense commentator: ‘. . . the
life or death of our planet may be in the
hands of a few hundred young
submarine officers.”® From the Soviet
Navy's Commander in Chief: “[in
future warfare] to an ever greater
degree combat operations will move
into the subsurface.”* These and a host



of similar statements attest to the high
regard in which serious students of
defense hold modern attack submarines.
While many are concerned over the high
cost of these ships, few deny their
exceptional effectiveness as fighting
machines.*

Those who share such views of the
importance of submarines find recent
trends in submarine procurement dis-
concerting, Faced with increasing
sophistication—and its consequent in-
creasing cost—and ever greater fiscal
constraints, the attack submarine pro-
gram is being slowly but inexorably
squeezed out of the market. Consider
the following:

1. The final major buy of the
Sturgeon (SSN 637) class submarine
cost an average of $68.2 million in 1967
dollars. In fiscal year 1979 terms this
equates to $170.5 million. In contrast
the single Los Angeles (SSN 688) class
ship in the fiscal 1979 budget was
priced at $433 million,®

2. In fiscal year 1967, 19 percent of

*Dissenters do exist. For one of the most
forceful see Worth H. Bagley, Sea Power and
Western Security, Adelphi Paper 119
{London: International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1977), pp. 22-5 and 39. Bagley, a
retired Vice Chief of Naval Operations, holds
that the attack submarine's utility in ASWisa
myth fostered by the U.S. tendency to view
the Soviets as mirror images of ourselves while
ignoring differences in tactics. In his view
attack submarines are inferior to mines in
countering transiting submarines and are in-
effective against Soviet Navy joint surface/
subsurface coordinated operations. U.S. SSNs
should therefore be relegated to an anti-
shipping role while halting submarine con-
struction for '‘at least five years [while]
evaluating technological advancements that
affect submarine usefulness.” While Admiral
Bagley's warning against '‘mirror-imaging’’ is
well taken, his conclusions are at variance
with those of most other analysts, Obviously
if he is correct there is little to fear from
future drops in American submarine force
levels, It is the contention and the underlying
assumption of this paper that Admiral Bagley
is in error and that the common perception
that attack submarines are effective and im-
portant in war at sea is accurate,
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the total shipbuilding budget enahled us
to procure five attack submarines. Buy-
ing five submarines in fiscal 1979 would
have taken over 43 percent of the
shipbuilding budget.® This disparity
reflects both the increasing cost of
submarines and the decreasing size of
the shipbuilding budget.

3. Largely as a result of cost in-
creases the SSN building program has
been reduced steadily over the past 3
years. In March 1976 the approved
5-year program included eleven attack
submarines {two per year plus a third in
fiscal 1977). In January 1977 the Ford
administration submitted a plan for
building three SSNs every 2 years. One
month later the incoming Carter
administration deleted one of the two
proposed fiscal year 1978 ships, in the
words of the Secretary of Defense
“simply because there is already a large
backlog of SSN orders.”” Although in
announcing this decision in 1977 Secre-
tary Brown stated that future procure-
ment would be at a rate of two SSNs
annually, by March 1978 the approved
program had dropped to one ship a year
where it remains.

These cutbacks have had a drastic
effect on the Navy's ability to reach its
long-held goal of a stable force level of
90 attack submarines, Maintaining such
a force level requires annual procure-
ment of an average of 3.6 ships, assum-
ing a 25-year service life. Because of the
impending mid-1990s retirement of a
large number of attack submarines of
the Sturgeon class delivered between
1967 and 1972, temporary increases
above this building rate will be required
in the late 1980s to maintain even the
current force level of 72 SSNs, let alone
to reach 90 ships. Present Defense
Department thinking makes an
expanded building program unlikely,
Last year, for example, Secretary Brown
testified that the 90 SSN force level
“will be very hard to reach so long as we
are spending over $400 million apiece
on individual SSNs.”® Figure 1 shows
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the effect on submarine force levels of
continuing the present building rate
indefinitely as well as of increasing to
either two or three ships per year at the
end of the current five-yearplan (i.e., in
fiscal 1985), As can be seen, in all of
these cases force levels will drop below
those of today in the early 1990s,
Ultimately, of course, one or two ships
a year and a 25-year lifetime would lead
to a stable force of 25-50 8SNs on
active service.

This paper examines the effect of
these projected reductions in attack
submarine strength and considers some
mitigating alternatives. The approach
will be to examine the role of sub-
marines in various possible wars, to
consider what capabilities might be lost
if force levels were to be reduced and
how this loss of capahility might be
minimized and, finally, to suggest

alternatives to simply acquiescing in this
degradation of effectiveness.

Force Planning Dilemmas, The prob-
lem of planning the future submarine
force is complicated by growing concern
for the accelerating rate of technological
development. One need only recall that
at the time the Los Angelesclass sub-
marine was conceived land-attack cruise
missiles, if discussed at all, were rele-
gated to “pie-in-the-sky' studies. By the
time the first ship of the class was
commissioned the potential employ-
ment of such missiles as Tomahawk in a
strategic role was of sufficient impor-
tance to be a major issue in SALT II
negotiations. One recent prize-winning
essay suggested that the pace of techno-
logical change is becoming so rapid that
the Navy should shift to “throw-away"
ships, ‘smaller high-technology ships




designed for an extremely short
(Gyears?) lifespan.”® It is true that
recent rapid advances in technology
have done little to reduce the value of
the submarine or to alter radically its
method of employment. There has been
no change in undersea warfare, for
example, comparable to the changes
wrought in surface warfare by the cruise
missile. Still, in an era of serious argu-
ments for 5-year ship lifespans it is, at a
minimum, thought provoking to realize
that attack submarines now take 6 years
from authorization to commissioning or
to see the Navy give serious considera-
tion to extending the 25 year old U.5.8,
Nautilus {(SSN 571) on active service to
help maintain adequate force levels.”
The Navy is faced with a difficult
dilemma. On the one hand the impera-
tives of technology and of change
suggest sophisticated ships with rela-
tively short lives. On the other hand the
imperatives of fiscal reality demand less
expensive (and hence less sophisticated)
ships with longer service lives. Before we
can intelligently discuss possible solu-
tions to this dilemma we must consider
the roles of attack submarines in a
future war. The utility of any weapons
system in any war is a function both of
the capabilities and limitations of the
weapons system and of the nature of
the war. The relevant capahilities of
present U.S. attack submarines include:
covertness (the ability to operate in
areas where the surface of the sea is
under the control of the enemy); endur-
ance (the ability to operate without
external support of any kind forupto 3
months, subject only to the depletion of
weapons onboard); reliability (not
inherent in submarines per se, but a
significant strongpoint of the present

*Submarines are, of course, not unique in
facing these problems, The present service life
extension program for aircraft carriers will
result in extending carrier lifetimes to 45
years, This is equivalent in time, if not in
technology, to having used U.5.5. Langley
(CV 1) on Yankee station.
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U.S. submarine force); mobility (the
ability to shift operating theaters
rapidly; this too is not inherent in all
submarines but only in those, either
American or foreign, that are nuclear-
powered); antisubmarine warfare effec-
tiveness (a primary consideration in the
design of U.S. submarines; specifically,
existing U.S. submarines enjoy signifi-
cant acoustic advantages when com-
pared to other antisubmarine plat-
forms); antishipping capabilities {over-
shadowed by the ASW role in recent
years, but now revitalized with the
advent of the Harpoon antiship missile);
and land attack potential (a currently
nonexistent capability that could be
gained by the deployment of a long-
range cruise missile such as Tomahawk
with a nuclear warhead). Other special-
ized submarine capabilities such as re-
connaissance, mining, and covert
swimmer delivery, while useful in
certain cases, are less directly applicable
to modern war at sea or are of a
sufficiently infrequent nature to have
little affect on required force levels.
These capabilities, taken in the aggre-
gate, relate to the sea control function
and, to a lesser extent (through protec-
tion of carrier strike forces or use of
land-attack missiles) to the function of
power projection. At first glance attack
submarines have little to contribute to
strategic deterrence or peacetime
presence—the remaining two of the four
functions in terms of which much
recent analysis of naval forces has been
conducted. The unseen nature of sub-
marines at sea, their unimpressive
appearance in port, and the large num-
ber of states that do not welcome visits
of nuclear-powered ships all comhine to
limit the usefulness of attack subma-
rines in a peacetime presence role, The
contribution of such submarines to
deterrence is complex and difficult to
assess. There is a growing tendency on
the part of many to stress the inherent
linkage between strategic and general-
purpose forces in the deterrence of war,
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Indeed, recent posture statements by
the Chief of Naval Operations have
listed only sea control and power pro-
jection as roles of naval forces, tying
deterrence to overall military readiness,
In addition, many argue that a land-
attack cruise missile would contribute
to deterrence, even under its more
limited strategic definition, by compli-
cating the Soviet defense picture. But
air-launched cruise missiles already pro-
vide this complication or will do so
shortly. Barring radical changes in sub-
marine operating patterns, few cruise
missile equipped submarines can he
maintained routinely on station year in
and year out. Yet the principal value of
the sea-based deterrent lies in the invul-
nerability that results from keeping a
large fraction of the force constantly at
sea. To the extent that central strategic
systems (as opposed to total military
capability) deter war, deterrence might
be enhanced in time of crisis by rapid
deployment of submarines equipped
with land-attack cruise missiles. Because
in the face of a serious threat of
imminent war we would put all available
submarines to sea in any case (both for
survivability and for readiness) and be-
cause most of these submarines would
be required for other missions, the
potential contribution of attack sub.
marines to classic strategic deterrence
should not form a primary basis for
force planning. It appears, therefore,
that attack submarine capahilities for
sea control and, less directly, power
projection are the appropriate determi-
nants of force levels. It is next necessary
to turn to the second half of the
equation, the estimation of the nature
of a possible future war.

Character of Future War. Categoriz-
ing submarine capabilities is relatively
straightforward; predicting the future—
especially the shape of a future war-is
more challenging. At the outset it must
be assumed that for the foreseeable
future “war"” means war with the Soviet

Union. No other nation has the ability
to threaten seriously the dominance of
the United States at sea. A war involving
massive projection of power ashore
(such as Vietnam) is possible but it is
difficult to see submarines being any
more relevant to this type of warfare in
the future than they were in the past.
Thus submarine force levels should be
(and are) determined solely on the basis
of a possible war with the U.S.S.R,
There is substantial disagreement over
the most probable form of such a war;
most projections, however, fall into one
of the following four general types:

1. A war that, however it starts,
rapidly escalates into an all-out strategic
nuclear exchange in which both nations
are effectively destroyed as functioning
societies. This i5 the type war basic
countervalue deterrence is designed to
prevent. In such a war, winning is seen
as a meaningless term and general-
purpose forces, including submarines, as
irrelevant.

2. A large-scale war fought primarily
in Europe away from the territory of
both the United States and the Soviet
Union. Such a war might follow a Soviet
“land grab" in Europe or might result
from escalation followirg some incident
in time of crisis. Tactical nuclear
weapons might or might not be used.
The existence of strategic deterrent
forces would inhibit any attacks on the
home territory of the major combatants
(although some arque that limited
attacks against active military bases
could occur, especially in coastal areas).
This is the war on which present U.S.
general-purpose force planning is based.

3. A limited nuclear war involving
counterforce attacks on the territories
of both major opponents. What distin-
guishes this from the previous case is
not the use of nuclear weapons but the
removal of most inhibitions against
attacks on U.S. and Soviet territory.
One version of this war involves a
disarming first strike by the Soviet
Union after which victory would be



determined by the relative fighting
ability of the surviving forces.'®

4. A geographically limited conven-
tional war remote from Europe, possi-
bly resulting from each side intervening
in a war between two client states. Such
a war would differ from Korea or
Vietnam in that U.S, forces would be in
direct conflict with the Soviets rather
than fighting presumed surrogates. As a
result, the danger of escalation would be
greater and American mastery of the
seas could not be taken for granted. The
Middle East is one possible scene of
such a conflict. A special case of this
form of war might be the so-called ‘‘war
at sea.' This could involve a relatively
large-scale conflict between the United
States and the Soviet Union either as a
result, for example, of Soviet attempts
to cut off oil supplies from the Persian
Gulf or of both sides attempting to
prevent reinforcement of client states
engaged in war. In this special case the
geographic limitation would be sea vs.
shore but actual hostilities might take
place at widely scattered locations,

At first glance this smorgasbord of
possible future wars appears to require
either accurate prediction of the one
most likely war or construction of
forces capable of meeting any future
threat. While this is generally true—and
is part of the dilemma facing the Navy
today in planning future forces—the
situation with regard to submarines is
somewhat simpler. First, if the model of
an all-out, spastic nuclear war is correct,
neither Soviet nor American naval
forces (except hallistic missile sub-
marines) are relevant. In either the
large-scale European war or the limited
nuclear war the Soviet Navy would have
essentially the same missions (although
the relative emphasis among these
Soviet missions might vary). Such
missions would include blunting U.S.
power projection capahilities through
anticarrier warfare, interrupting the
flow of reinforcements and supplies to
Europe, suppoerting the forward move-
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ment of the Red army, defending Soviet
ballistic missile submarines, and
attempting to locate and destroy Ameri-
can S8SBNs. The chief difference
between the two wars would be the
number of U.S, forces destroyed in U.S.
ports by a Soviet disarming strike. Such
destruction would obviously be a func-
tion of warning time; if some period of
tension preceded actual hostilities, a
substantial fraction of the fleet might be
at sea. A second difference would be the
vastly increased logistics problems in-
volved if continental U.S. ports were
destroyed. These problems may well
limit the amount of time that the forces
at sea will be able to fight. But in either
war Soviet and U.S. tasks at sea would
be roughly similar, with the Soviets
attempting to carry out the missions
enumerated above and the United States
and its allies attempting to counter
these Soviet efforts, to project power
ashore, and to resupply Europe. Espe-
cially if, as many believe, the large-scale
European war entailed use of nuclear
weapons both within Europe and at sea,
even if the home territories of the two
superpowers were not attacked, the two
models tend to merge for the forces
surviving the initial strike. This merger is
particularly valid for submarines that
are not directly concerned with land-
based forces and that would thus have
similar missions under either model.
Similarly, the use or nonuse of nuclear
weapons at sea has less effect on sub-
marine warfare than on other forms of
naval combat. Surface ships have some
ability to absorb hits from conventional
weapons attacks and still survive, Shift-
ing to a nuclear war at sea changes the
surface ship survival picture as no leak-
age of incoming weapons past defenses
can now be tolerated. In contrast, sub-
marines depend for survival on not
being attacked or, more exactly, on
attacking first. They are therefore less
sensitive to the introduction of
high-yield weapons as they sutvive pri-
marily by not being located.
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In a geographically limited war the
Soviet MNayy might play no role,
might attempt to blunt U.S. power
projection in the general area of the
conflict without widening the war
(for example by using cruise missile
firing submarines against U.S. carriers
in a hypothetical future Vietnam or
Backfire bombers in the same role in
a Persian Gulf conflict), or might
attempt to interrupt the flow of sup-
plies either to the war zone or {ln
the special case of oil) to the United
States. In very broad terms these
tasks can be viewed as subsets of the
misgions the Soviets would have in a
conventional European war. If the
United States can prevail in the one
case it can prevail in the other. For
example, if power can be projected
ashore in Europe in the face of
Soviet opposition then it can be pro-
jected ashore in areas (such as Korea}
that are remote from the main
sources of Soviet power in the west-
e U.S.S.R. More specifically, U.S.
submarine employment in such a geo-
graphically limited war would consist
of countering any Soviet attempt to
use submarines either against carriers
or in attempts to sever the sealanes.
But if the Soviet submarine threat
can be overcome in the Adtlantic,
close to Soviet submarine operating
bases in an all-out war, it can almost
certainly be overcome in locations
more remote from the U.S.S.R. in a
less-than-all-out conflict. This is partic-
ularly true given the present lack of
Soviet forward bases for submarine
operations outside the Mediterranean.
Even if the Soviets were to establish
a submarine operating base in, for ex-
ample, Vietnam, the United States has
equal or better capabilities to provide
submarine support in forward areas
and would be at no more of a disad-
vantage from the purely submarine
standpoint than in a North Atlantic
conflict. Thus although geographically

limited war is possible, we may set it

aside in designing submarine force
levels because those forces adequate
for a NATQO war will be capable of
handling a limited war as well.*

This analysis suggests that the
course of a future war at sea, at least
from the standpoint of the submarine
force, may be somewhat less
scenario-dependent than first appears.
The relevance of the struggle at sea
to the ultimate outcome of the war
obviously would vary with the nature
of the war. So would the forces avail-
able for that struggle. But in a broad
sense the missions of the two navies
will be the same in any type of war
{excluding the total, spastic strategic
nuclear exchange). Regardless of
whether the war is limited to a third
country, is fought primarily in
Europe, or involves attacks on each
other's territory and regardless of the
use or nonuse of nuclear weapons at
sea, the United States will be seeking
to cross the oceans to support and
resupply ground forces while the

*This is not to say that such a war has no
significance for U.8. planning. For example, if
a major war in Europe were preceded by a
war in Korea, U,S. forces would be far from
the scene of the primary battle during the
opening days or even weeks of the war, a
period believed by many to be decisive in a
short, high-intensity war., This is the reason
that .S, forces are sized for a war in Europe
and a simultaneous contingency elsewhere,
But for submarines a war in Korea would be
irrelevant unless there were Soviet attempts to
counter U,5. power projection, In this case
both U.S. and Soviet forces would be remote
from the Atlantic/European area. The point
here is that because submarines primarily
fight opposing navies (unlike surface ships,
especially carriers, which can project power
ashore) a third-nation war cannot tie up U.5,
submarine forces without also tying up Soviet
forces. Thus the degrees to which we must be
able to fight simultaneously a big war in
Europe and handle a minor (or not so minor)
contingency elsewhere, an issue of great sig-
nificance in planning force levels for carriers,
the Marine Corps and tactical air forces
generally, need not be considered in deter-
mining submarine force levels.



Soviet Union seeks to prevent such a
crossing. If this analysis is correct we
must discuss submarine requirements
not in terms of the fundamental nature
of a future war but in terms of Soviet
missions that must be countered regard-
less of the type of war we find ourselves
fighting.

Capabilitics vs. Missions. The com-
bination of Soviet naval missions and
American submarine capabilities has the
following implications for submarine
employment in any type of war:

1. Soviet antipower projection (anti-
carrier) missions would entail shore-
based naval air attacks plus cruise mis-
sile attacks from surface ships and sub-
marines. U.S. submarines can assist in
defending carriers against both the sur-
face and subsurface threats. Two or
three submarines might be included in
each battle group to provide this de-
fense.* Because of the nature of carrier
operations, the high-speed Los Angeles
class is uniquely suited to this role.

2. The task of interrupting the flow
of men and material to Europe would
fall to Soviet submarines and {perhaps}
naval aviation. Unless the Soviets
employ a sea-based air platform, U.S.
submarines can do nothing to counter
the air threat. In contrast, countering
the submarine threat would involve bar-
rier operations, area sanitization, and
direct support of particularly important
convoys, all tasks well suited to U.S.
submarines, The importance of this par-
ticular mission is directly related to the
dutation of the war; because a very
short war probably means a U.S. defeat,
it is necessary to plan on the war lasting
long enough for reinforcement of
Eurcpe to be meaningful.

*Battle groups are the basic fighting units
of the U.S. Fleet. Their composition varies
but typically includes one carrier, four to six
escorts to provide both antiair and antisub-
marine defense and two or three attack
submartines, Escort and subymarine numbers
vary with availability of forces.
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3. Soviet efforts to protect their
own ballistic missile submarines would
take the form of attacking U.S. antisub-
marine warfare forces and of attempting
to exclude American forces from the
Barents Sea. Attack submarines’ covert
ability to operate in a hostile environ-
ment coupled with their ASW cap-
abilities make them suitable for the
counter-SSBN role should the United
States elect to undertake such a task.™
This is another way of saying that the
Soviet Navy, strong on cruise missiles
and weak on ASW, could less easily
exclude attack submarines than other
forces. Given present estimates of Soviet
abilities to conduct antisubmarine war-
fare, no U.S. action, submarine or other-
wise, is required to safequard U.S.
SSBNs; these ships will continue to
depend on their inherent invulnerability
from detection for their survival.

4. Soviet efforts to support the Red
army would probably be limited to
amphibious operations in the Baltic or
the Black Sea. Because the shallow
nature of the Baltic makes it ill-suited to
the employment of U.S. high-speed,
deep-diving submarines they could play
little role in opposing such operations;
opposition by allied submarines might
be valuable. Submarine penetration into
the Black Sea would probably be impos-
sible.

5. If a nuclear-armed, land-attack
cruise missile were deployed, U.S. sub-
marines could supplement other forces
in limited attacks on Soviet bases. This
would be most valuable under condi-
tions of limited nuclear war when carri-
er assets might be reduced and inhibi-
tions against attacking Soviet territory

*Some argue that in a war in which
neither side's home territory had been
attacked Lhere would be an incentive to
refrain from attacks on SSBNs for fear of
sending a false signal of impending escalation.
This has an aura of unreality for many
professional officers. In any case if such
attacks are undertaken SSNs are a suitable,
even ideal, vehicle.
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would have vanished. The feasibility of
such employment of attack submarines
obviously is dependent on the extent to
which development and deployment of
a submarine land-attack cruise missile is
affected in future years by SALT limita-
tions.

Three obsetvations should be made
concerning the foregoing analysis. First,
the arguments reinforce the premise
that from the standpoint of submarine
warfare (excluding the possibility of
land-attack mission} fundamental Soviet
missions are more important than spe-
cific war scenarios in assessing future
requirements. Second, it is the antisub-
marine capability of the SSN that is
most significant in most cases. Finally
the reader should note the deliberate
absence of any discussion of commerce
destruction on the scale of World War II
as an important mission for either Navy,
The dependence of the United States on
seaborne commerce is well known and
one writer suggests a similar dependence
for Asian Russia.’! But economic stran-
gulation takes time and a fundamental
assumption in present American plan-
ning is that a future major war will be
relatively short, months rather than
years. If this assumpticn is in error it
affects far more than the role of one
particular weapons system; if it is
cotrect there is insufficient time for
either side to attempt such strangula-
tion. Two possible exceptions exist:
Persian Gulf oil and resupply of the
Hawaiian Islands. But in a general war
the Soviets would almost certainly at-
tempt to cut off oil at the source rather
than on the high seas, while supplying
the Hawaiian Islands is simply the Pacif-
ic analogue on a smaller scale of the
resupply of Europe. Thus the oft-cited
comparison of the present Soviet sub-
marine force with the far smaller num-
ber of German U-hoats in 1939 is
misleading, not because it is untrue but
because it compares a force attempting
long-term economic attrition in the face
of overwhelming control of the surface

of the sea by the Allies with a Soviet
force seeking to challenge that control
in a far shorter war.

How Much is Enough? The discus-
sion to this point has suggested various
roles—chiefly antisubmarine warfare
ones—for U.S. attack submarines in a
future war and has further suggested
that these roles are more or less inde-
pendent of the nature of that future
war, arising instead from the interaction
of Soviet naval missions and American
submarine capabilities. Moving beyond
the general discussion to address the
specific question of how many
submarines are required presents several
challenges. Derivation of exact force
levels is analytically difficult, requires
access to a large amount of data, much
of it classified, and is heavily dependent
on judgment. The announced Navy goal
of 90 SSNs is at least partly influenced
by estimates of what is attainable; the
Chief of Naval Operations recently indi-
cated that the ‘“real” goal was 144
attack submarines.! ? Space, data availa-
bility, and security classification
preclude any attempt in this paper to
derive exact force levels. It is possible,
however, to examine one hypothetical
way of employing 90 SSNs in order to
show that such a force level is at least
reasonable, The Chief of Naval Opera-
tions in his annual repert to Congress
estimates that 85 percent of the total
fleet could deploy in time of crisis.'?
With 12 carriers and 90 attack subma-
rines one might expect 10 carrier battle
groups and about 75 submarines to be
available early in the war, Allowing two
to three 5SNs for direct support of each
carrier battle group accounts for 20-30
submarines. Five S5SNs are routinely
deployed to the Mediterranean and
would continue to operate there after
the outbreak of hostilitles. Most com-
mentators assume that other attack sub-
matines will form barriers off such bases
as the Kola Inlet (Soviet Northern
Fleet) and Petropavlosk (Soviet Pacific



Fleet), as well as in such chokepoints as
the two exits from the Sea of Japan, the
Strait of Gibraltar and the gap between
Iceland and the United Kingdom,
Assuming three to five SSNs in each of
these barriers would require anather
twenty-odd ships. But to he effective
barriers must be maintained continu-
ously, Allowing for transit and reload
and resupply time it might require an
average of two submarines to keep one
barrier station constantly occupied (the
actual number would vary with the
distance from the resupply site to the
barrier). Thus we account for an addi-
tional 20 SSNs. This leaves fewer than
10 ships for direct support or protection
of any high-value formation other than
carrier battle groups, for operations
against deployed Soviet SSBNs, for land
attack missions or reconnaissance, for
area ASW off ports of embarkation and
debarkation, for reinforcement of the
Mediterranean or for replacement of
losses. It should be stressed that this
simplistic approach is not intended to
describe actual U.S. planning, either in
method or results. Neither is it intended
to represent a rigorous derivation of
submarine requirements. It is intended
to show that a force goal of 80 attack
submarines is plausible and that higher
levels would not be excessive. If this
approach—and the Navy's goal—is even
approximately correct the anticipated
mid-1990s force level of 45-65 subma-
tines will be inadequate to carry out all
of the probable submarine missions.

Alternatives, There are at least three
possible approaches to this mismatch
between requirements and assets. First,
the Navy might drop lower priority
missions or missions in theaters of
secondary importance. Second, the
Navy might attempt to devise more
efficient employment methods so that
fewer submarines could carry out the
same tagks presently envisioned for G0
SSNs. Finally, of course, we could build
more submarines. The first alternative is
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the least palatable. It is also the alterna-
tive we will be forced to adopt if we
continue on our present course. It is
therefore useful to consider how a
significantly reduced submarine force
might best be applied. One approach is
to reexamine the present split between
the Atlantic and the Pacific Fleets and
shift a greater percentage of submarine
assets to the Atlantic where the main
Soviet Fleet ig and where NATO sup-
port is most direct. This approach risks
allowing Soviet Pacific submarines to
close the sealanes to Hawaii and/or
Japan. A second alternative might be to
limit submarines to an ASW role, fore-
going any opportunity for land attack
and, except incidentally, for antisurface
warfare. This approach simply recog-
nizes that when assets are limited they
must be employed where they are most
effective. Because, as was seen above,
most submarine missions are related to
antisubmarine warfare, this limitation
would have only a slight effect on
required force levels. It might, however,
have fiscal benefits as it suggests that
the current fascination of many subma-
riners with long-range cruise missiles
may be misplaced, not because such
weapons are ineffective but because the
submarine platforms will be required for
ASW. Finally the United States might
be forced to choose between blunting
the Soviet submarine threat to the sea
lines of communication and defending
the carrier power projection forces as a
role for the submarine force.

Neither abandoning the Pacific nor
eliminating the submarine contribution
to protection of carrier battle groups are
attractive responses to the problems
arising from future reductions in num-
bers of submarines. Some combination
of improved effectiveness and increased
construction is therefore needed to
counter the potential adverse results of
smaller force levels. It would be pleasant
to solve the problem by increasing
production of the highly capable Los
Angeles-class submarines. But as noted
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at the outset these are expensive ships
and any significant increase in construc-
tion will take money—indeed a great
deal of money. It is not likely that total
Navy budgets will be increased to allow
such an increase in production. One
need only recall the intense controversy
surrounding the proposed $2.3 billion
increase {in real terms) in the entire
fiscal year 1980 defense budget in order
to meet a formal commitment to NATO
to evaluate the chances—or lack
thereof-of finding the $1.8 billion
annually needed to go from a building
rate of one ship per year to a rate of five
ships per vear.'*® Increasing SSN con-
struction by reallocation of funds with-
in existing limited Navy shipbuilding
budgets also appears improbable, On a
sustained basis a significant increase in
S5N construction would require either
the virtual elimination of the construe-
tion of escort ships or the actual elimi-
nation of the Trident program. But escort
ship levels in the Mavy are already low
and choosing SSNs in preference to
them simply transfers the problem,
Similarly, unless the nation is prepared
to either (a) extend Poseidon lifetimes
well beyond 25 years (the technical
feasibility of which has not yet been
demonstrated), or (b) accept an even
more drastic reduction in sea-based stra-
tegic platforms and weapons than is
now foreseen, some strategic submarine
construction is essential in the coming
decade.

If building more of the present ships
is unlikely, perhaps greater operational
availability can be gained from the
existing force. For example, a
Sturgeon-class SSN may spend as much
as 3 years out of 10 in overhaul during
which time it is unavailable for wartime
service. If this could be improved to the
20 months out of 10 1/2 years now
projected for Poseidon submarines
{which have similar power plants and
auxilary systems) there would be a
significant increase in the number of
deployable submarines.'S Some

improvements in this area are now heing
undertaken; they should be continued.
Simple mathematics, however, will show
that the 85 percent availability figure
requires an improved overhaul schedule
and the attainment of extended operat-
ing cycles. Another possibility would be
to increase the service life of existing
and future submarines from 25 to 30
years. There is technical risk in this,
both in terms of cost and of obsoles-
cence as most existing ships were
designed for a 20-year lifetime. Costs
for service-life extension might range up
to $50-60 million per ship based on
similar costs for extending the life of
Possidon submarines.' ® In the long run
a 30-year life would reduce the required
steady-state building rate to three ships
annually; in the short run a 5 year
extension of Sturgeon<class lifetimes
would delay the drastic reduction in
force levels from the mid to the late
1990s. It should be noted that the
Navy, with no fanfare, has already
extended the lifetime of existing SSNs
from 20 years to 25 vears {(based on
comparison of current and past congres-
sional testimony).!”’ The Navy also
recently gave serious consideration to
extending the life of U.5.5. Nautilus
{SSN 571), the nation’s oldest nuclear
submarine beyond 25 years.'?

A different approach to reducing
SSN shortages through increased effi-
ciency is to seek other ways of perform-
ing the missions now assigned to subma-
rines. For example the addition of
towed array sonars to Knox (FF 1052)
class frigates has resulted in highly
capable passive ASW platforms. Con-
tinued improvements in this technologqy
and expanded procurement of towed
sensors may allow frigates to replace,
partially or totally, direct support sub-
marines in defending carrier battle
groups. Such a replacement would
reduce total submarine requirements
and should be pursued. Replacement of
barrier submarines is less likely, at least
in the early phases of the war, in that



the air and sea surface above the logical
chokepoints may be contested and no
other ASW platform has the submarine’s
ability to operate securely in such an
environment.

Design to Reduce Cost and Capa-
hility. Shifting submarine missions to
other platforms, increasing submarine
lifetimes, and improving operational
availability all serve to lessen require-
ments and to buy time in which to solve
the problem of declining force levels.
All are important in the continuing
attempt to make the most effective use
of scarce assets. Ultimately, however,
the Navy must either accept the reduc-
tion in force levels, with at least some
reduction in capability, in the 1990s or
must buy more—and cheaper—
submarines. [t is important to recognize
that less expensive means less capable; if
we knew how to build existing subma-
rines for less we would be doing so.
Admiral Rickover has often observed
that he was ‘“constantly bombarded
with requests to develop a small, light,
cheap nuclear power plant"” but that
neither he nor anyone else knew how to
do so.'? The question thus becomes the
manner in which submarines are to be
made less capable. Broadly speaking one
can reduce either platform capabilities
such as depth, speed and endurance, or
sensor and weapons system capabilities
such as detection range or fire control
sophistication. Reducing capability by
simplifying sensor and fire control per-
formance has found few advocates. The
reasons are straightforward: in time of
war the side making the initial detection
of the enemy gains a huge advantage as
it alone has the option of joining or
refusing battle and, often, the advantage
of the first shot at an unalerted oppo-
nent. Thus the most logical cost reduc-
tion approach is a reduction in platform
capabilities.

Less capable platforms almost
certainly mean slower and less mobile
ones. (Costs of the platform could also
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be cut by reducing the efforts applied to
quieting; this is equivalent to reducing
sensor performance and is equally
unattractive.) Reduced speed can be
obtained through construction of a new
class of diesel-electric submarines
(which might also offer acoustic im-
provements during battery operations)
or through construction of nuclear sub-
marines with less powerful (and thus
presumably less expensive) nuclear
power plants. Many, both inside and
outside the Navy, argue for the diesel
alternative. For example, Senator Gary
Hart alleges that diesel submarines in
“missions such as barrier ASW, anti-
surface warfare, and mine laying...
could be a useful alternative to nuclear
powered submarines.”2® There are, un-
fortunately, serious flaws in this arqu-
ment. As we have seen, antisurface roles
for submarines are primarily associated
with the defense of carrier battle
qroups, a role demanding high speed and
thus unsuitable for diesel submarines.
Mining is an appropriate submarine mis-
sion only where the surface of the sea is
controlled by the enemy; otherwise
other platforms can lay more mines
faster. But minelaying in hostile waters
implies covert penetration for long dis-
tances, a task far better performed by
nuclear attack submarines. In general,
the effectiveness of a diesel submarine is
highest when it is serving as an intelli-
gent mine of limited mobility but great
lethality and lowest when it faces long
transits in the face of ASW defenses. We
are thus left with the ASW barrier role.
Here a new problem arises. Many will
aqree that diesel submarines might equal
SSNs in some barrier operations but in
wartime other forms of ASW may be
required, particularly if Soviet subma-
rines have been deployed in advance of
hostilities. History is sufficiently rich in
detail that it can '‘teach” us whatever
we want it to. However, history does at
least suggest that wars often do not
develop the way they were expected to
and that single-scenario weapons
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systems must therefore be viewed some-
what skeptically. As an example, in the
late 1930s the Italian Army developed
the L3 tank. Because their scenario
assumed an invasion through the narrow
mountain passes of the Alps, the tank
was designed with a nonrotating turret.
But when war came tank battles were
fought not on narrow Alpine roads but
in open Libyan desert. The point is not
that a bad tank was designed; the L3
was a good mountain tank just as a
diesel submarine with forward basing
would be a good barrier ASW platform,
The point is that weapons optimized for
one narrow scenario often are at a
severe disadvantage if reality fails to
follow the script.

More promising than construction of
single-purpose diesel submarines is pro-
curement of a less expensive nuclear
submarine, essentially similar to the
existing Sturgeon class in cost and capa-
bilities. This would provide basically the
same sonar and fire control system as
later submarines but with reduced speed
{(both reduced maximum speed and
reduced search speed). When all attack
submarines in the current 5-year ship-
building program have been delivered
the United States will have 38 high
speed Los Angeles-class SSNs. This will
provide three submarine escorts for each
of the projected 12 carrier battle
groups, assuming roughly the same
operational availability for attack sub-
marines and carriers. Because it is in
support of high speed carrier operations
that speed is most essential, the mid-
1980s may be the appropriate time to
shift to production of a cheaper, slower
submarine. Such a shift, coupled with
some reduction in escort building rates,
might allow procurement of three SSNs
a year. While this will not allow main-
taining the desired 90-ship inventory in
the 1990s, it represents a far less unsat-
isfactory outcome than that which wilt
result from continuation of the current
program. It is important to note that in
light of the nearly 6 years from

authorization to delivery experienced
recently, such an expanded building
program must begin in fiscal year 1985
or shortly thereafter to preclude at least
temporary sharp reductions in force
levels. This in turn means that design of
the proposed new SSN must start soon.
It is also important to note that this
course is not risk free. Earlier it was
alleged that the escalated cost of a
Sturgeon was about half the cost of a
Los Angeles. Such statements are sus-
pect. The nuclear shipbuilding industry
is in many ways unique and it is possible
that much of the cost of the Los
Angeles class represents not its increased
speed and complexity but escalation
within this specialized industry at a rate
significantly in excess of that being
experienced by the shipbuilding
industry generally. We must not blind
ourselves to the danger that without
taking great care we may end up with
less ship for the same or greater cost by
attempting to introduce a new subma-
rine design. Recently released results of
a Navy study that examined the feasibil-
ity and costs associated with a variety of
possible attack submarine designs show
a 20 percent savings from shifting to
procurement of a new, smaller subma-
rine.?! While details are not yet avail-
able the study appears to postulate a
totally new design, resulting in a ship
with capabilities somewhere between
those of the existing Sturgeon and Los
Angeles classes. It may yet be possible
to achieve greater savings by simply
recpening the Sturgeon production line;
if, however, the 20 percent reduction in
cost determined by the Navy study is
the best that can be obtained, then even
shifting to this less costly ship is
unlikely to allow substantial increases in
attack submarine construction,

A second risk involved in construc-
tion of a reduced cost SSN, especially
one that is only a minimal redesign of
the Sturgeon class, is that such a ship is
a technological step backwards and flies
in the face of the implications of the



accelerating tempo of technological
change. There is no totally satisfactory
resolution of this problem. One
approach might be the application of
the so-called SEAMOD concept now
employed for new surface ships. In this
design approach electronics and other
sophisticated equipment is deliberately
designed to facilitate future modular
replacement with improved equip-
ment.?? Such a design approach is
particularly worthwhile if (as it should
be) a design objective of any new SSN is
to increase drastically the time between
overhauls, ideally to the point of requir-
ing only a single midlife refueling over-
haul. However, modular design has its
limits. The greater the redesign from the
existing basic Sturgeon platform, the
more likely costs are to increase. Even if
the modular concept can be fully imple-
mented for “‘black boxes’ at acceptable
cost, it probably cannot be applied to
the basic propulsion plant or auxiliary
systems. Thus a redesigned submarine of
the Sturgeon class represents a gamble
that present U.S. propulsion capabilities
will be adequate into the 2lst century.
There is a substantial risk here, but it is
less than the risks involved in facing the
Soviet Navy of the 1990s with a dras-
tically smaller submarine force.

Conclusions. The fundamental argu-
ment of this paper can be stated as a
series of assertions: Submarines are im-
portant under most future war
scenarios. They are also expensive; as a
result we will soon have fewer of them.
Things aren't going to get better. There
is no single solution. Nonetheless we
must do something and do it soon. The
exact steps we take may be less impor-
tant than that we do something, for
ships, especially submarines, take time
to build and we will fight with what we
have on hand when the war starts.

This analysis of alternatives suggests
that there is no single answer to the
problem of declining submarine force
levels in the 1990s and that a combina-
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tion of approaches is required. Specif-
ically the analysis indicates that the
Navy should: (1) plan on procurement
of a less capable but less costly attack
submarine starting in the mid-1980s, the
aim to be a building rate of three per
year; (2) employ the high-speed Los
Angeles-class ships for the protection of
carrier battle groups from both surface
and submerged threats; (3) limit other
SSNs to primarily a pure ASW role; (4)
retain some Sturgeon-class submarines
in service beyvond 25 years to smooth
out force levels; (5) continue efforts to
improve submarine operational availabil-
ity and to improve the ASW effective-
ness of alternate platforms; and (6)
study in detail how best to fight if we
are forced to do so with a force of 50
attack submarines in the 1990s; the
undesirability of this condition should
not blind us to the fact that it may
come to pass. One need not accept any
or all of these specific alternatives, of
course, But the need for some action
and for decision soon cannot be
escaped.

In reflecting on their lifelong study
of human history, Will and Ariel Durant
noted that

War is one of the constants of

history . ... In the last 3421

years of recorded history only
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268 have seen no war. ... Peace

is an unstable equilibrium which

can be preserved only by acknowl-

edged supremacy or equal

power.?3

The catastrophic, even apocalyptic,
nature of a major war with the Soviet
Union needs no elaboration. All rational
men hope such a war does not take
place. Yet the stark fact remains that
war may come; the wise man in time of
peace prepares for battle, hoping as he
does so that the very act of preparation
will make war itself less likely. This
paper has suggested some considerations
and some approaches to such prepara-

tion in the field of submarine warfare.
What we must seek is not the attain-
ment of optimum forces but the
minimization of shortcomings. Distaste-
ful as it may be, such an approach is
inevitable in a world of limited
resources. Regardless of our professional
preference, a major building program of
sophisticated and capable submarines is
not likely in the near future. Some
action—now-to face up to our pro-
jected shortages and soften their conse-
quences is essential if the Navy of the
1990s is to be able to meet the chal-
lenge of deterring, or if necessary
defeating, the Soviet Union.

NOTES

1. W. Graham Claytor quoted in “Navy Chief Says U.S, Has Best Submarines," The New
York Times, 25 May 1978, p, 7:1.

2, Robert Taft, Jr.,, White Paper on Defense: A Modern Military Strategy for the United
States (Washington; n.p., 1976); Nava] War College undated reprint, p, G-1.

3, Drew Middleton, Submarine, The Ultimate Naval Weapon (Chicago: Playboy Press,
1976), p. vi,

4, Sergei G. Gorshkov, The Sea Power of the State (Moscow: Military Publishing House,
1976; Naval Intelligence Support Center undated abridged translation), p. 268.

5. 1967 costs from U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Defense
Subcommittee, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1967, Hearings (Washington: 1.5,
Govt, Print, Off,, 1966), p. 257. 1979 costs from James L, Holloway, CNO Report (1979 Posture
Statement) (Washington: U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1978), p, 93, Escalation factors from 1967 to
1979 furnished by Paul Fisher, Naval War Collage.

6. Ibid.

7. Harold Brown in testimony on 24 February 1977, 1.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on
Armed Services, FY 1978 Authorization for Mililary Procurement, Research and Development,
and Active Duty, Selected Reserve and Civilian Personnel Strength, Hearings, pt. 1 (Washington:
U.S. Govt. Print. Off,, 1977), p. 605.

8. In testimony 11 April 1978, U.S5. Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services,
Depariment of Defense Authorization for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1979, Hearings
(Washington: U.S, Govt, Print. Off., 1978}, p, 4304,

9, W.F. Fahey, "Technology and Warship Design: Capturing the Benefits,” Naval War
College Review, Winter 1979, p. 46.

10. See for example Henry Young, ‘“‘Nuclear Deterrence: The Evolving Role of Naval
Forces,” Unpublished Thesis, Center for Advanced Research, Naval War College, Newport, R, 1L:
1978, passim.

11. I.H, Stevens, ""Underyea Power in Maritime Strategy,” Unpublished Research Paper, U.8.
Naval War College, Newport, R.1.: 1964, p. 21.

12, “Future Budget Worries CNC, SECNAV,"” Navy Times, 19 February 1979, pp. 4, 20.

13. Holloway, p. 12,

14, Cost figures for 3% real growth' from Lawrence J. Korh, '‘Press Briefing on the FY
1978 Defense Budget and the FY 1980-84 Defense Program,’” Unpublished Handout, American
Enterprise [nstitute {Naval War Collage Reprint): 1979, Table 3.

15, Sturgeon-class figures based on personal experience in U.S.5. Whale (SSN 638). Poseidon
figures based on testimony of J.H. Doyle in U.S. Congress, House, Committee on fippropriations,
Defense Subcommittee, Department of Defense Appropriations for FY 1979, Hearings, pt. 6
{Washington: U.S. Govt. Print. Off,, 1978), p. 619,

16. U.5, Congress, Senate, committee on Armed Services, FY 1978 Authorization, Hearings,
p. 3428. Data for the record provided by the CNO estimated $580 million to extend 31 Poseidon



SUBMARINE PROGRAM 17

$$BNs from 20-25 years and $2029 million to extend them from 20 to 30 years. Limiting
components are propulsion and auxiliary systems which are similar to those in Sturgeon-class
S5Ns,

17. Compare the statements on 11 March 1977 (ibid., p. 3442), which show Sturgeon-class
retirements in 1992-2000 (a 25-vear life) with J.H. Dovle testimony of 3 March 1976 showing
the Sturgeon-class overage in 1982-1993 (20-year life). Doyle testimony in U.5. Congress, Senate,
Committee on Armed Services, Fiscal Year 1977 Authorization for Military Procurement,
Research and Development and Active Duty, Selected Reserve and Civilian Personnel Strength,
Hearings {Washington: U.S. Govt. Print. Off,, 1976}, p. 2559,

18, '*Sub’s Future in Air,"" New London (Conn.) Day, 29 January 1979, p. 17.

19. Hyman G, Rickever testifying before Congress on 27 April 1977, U,S. Congress, House,
Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee on [ntelligence and Military Application of
Nuclear Energy, Naval Nuclear Propuision Program, Hearings (Washington: U.S. Govt. Print, Off.,
1977), p. 20.

20. Gary Hart, '""The U.S. Senate and the Future of the Navy, International Security,
Spring 1978, p. 181, See also A.R. VanSaun, 'Tactical ASW: Let's Fight Fire with Fire,”" U.S.
Naval Institute Proceedings, December 1976, p. 99ff.

21. Fred 8. Holfman, "‘Navy Study Supports Smaller Subs," New London {Conn.) Day, 5
May 1979, p. 20. See alsc comments by the Chief of Naval Operations on this study earlier as
reported in Dan Stets, ‘'New Submarine Design Studies," New London (Conn.) Day, 13 February
1979, p. 15.

22. See 1).5. Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Department of Defense
Authorizations for Appropriations far Fiscal Year 1979, pp. 4254, 4356.

23, will Durant and Ariel Durant, The Lessons of History (New York: Simon and Schuster,
1968), p. 81

\{J



18 NAVAL WAR COLLLEGE REVIEW

The Soviet Union's efforts to build a powerful fleet, its interest in a naval station
to serve its Mediterranean squadron, its feelers through Persia to a warm water port,
and its special development programs to meet operational requirements have
antecedents in ‘tsarist times. The goals of that earlier flexing of muscle were
confounded by technology and politics. An earlier version of this paper, "Russische
Seemachtbestrequngen In der Epoche des Navalismus," appeared in Marinerundschau

No. 2, 1978,

RUSSIA’S STRUGGLE FOR MARITIME PRESTIGE

DURING THE ERA OF NAVALISM

Commander Dicter Matthei, Federal German Navy

The Era of Navalism. The growing
exchange of goods prompted by the
tapid development of technology in the
1890s brought about a search for more
and more new markets, resources and
raw materials, The interest of those
concerned concentrated on overseas
areas not yet taken by economical and
political consolidation. The relationship
between state powers was determined
by a kind of foreign policy that in-
corporated into its concept the vastness
of the oceans. "Without direct access to
the sea, without participation in the use
of the glohal surface of water,” a
modern nation would appear not to be
able to exist any longer.'! The man-of-
wat (which had met with a fundamental
change in significance ever since ad-
vanced technology had made its entry
into naval affairs) grew into the role of
the representative and the holder of a
nation's power. Technical innovations
such as steel shipbuilding and the intro-
duction of steam power had created

new dependencies that became manifest
in demands for more effective naval
stations and leqally established ship
acquisition programs.

The approaching new era, for which
the American historian William L.
Langer coined the term ‘'‘The New
Navalism' in The Diplomacy of Im-
perialism,? was charactetized by a sys-
tematic buildup of oceangoing fleets as
“a prominent image of a nation's
power.""> The close connection between
politics and technology was very clearly
exemplified by a policy setting in at
that time and aimed at the establish-
ment of overseas bases. This new display
of maritime power received its decisive
impetus from the teachings of the
American naval officer, Alfred T.
Mahan, who pointed at the interdepen-
dencies between geographic factors,
national character, trade and overseas
expansion as the determinant factors of
a seapower. He pointed out that it
wasn't a nation's capability for cruiser



warfare that made it a seapower, but the
existence of a strong oceangoing fleet of
battleships.” Thus, the term seapower
may be used with two different con-
notations, one being the maritime
means that enable a nation to exert
maritime power, and the other being the
nation herself capable of including the
seas in her overall political concept.

Basie Prevequisiles for the Buildup of
Russian Seapower. Even though Russia
had coastal borders twice as long as
those of the United States, unfavorable
climatic conditions and a location away
from the centers of the world's trade
and commerce stood against her devel-
opment of power at sea or overseas. In
addition, there was the economic back-
wardness of a predominantly agrarian
state most clearly evidenced by an
almost chronic lack of funds. Only the
Black Sea harbors remained ice-free
throughout the year, but the access to
thern was under the control of a foreign
power. St. Petersburg on the Baltic Sea
as well as Archangel on the White Sea
were cut off by ice for almost 5 months
of the year. Similar conditions were
found at Petropavlovsk and Nikolayevsk
on the Pacific. It was not until Russia
had acquired the Maritime Territory
that she came into an almost ice-free
harbor, Vladivostok, situated in the bay
named after Peter the Great.® It took,
however, until 1901 before this port
could be linked to the industrial centers
of the European part of Russia by way
of the Trans-Siberian Railroad, the
efficiency of which at that time left a
lot to be desired. Moderate flourishing
of overseas trading was discernible only
in the Black Sea where better climatic
conditions and a more favorable eco-
nomic structure, indispensable pre-
requisites, prevailed. Ships of the Volun-
teer Fleet, a government-owned
shipping company, with Odessa as their
base, maintained connection with the
Far East. However, they were not able
to turn this connection into reqular sea
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trading as most of the time there was
very little freight, if any, on the return
trip. Even though the share of Russia’s
own flags in maritime traffic rose by 20
percent during this period, and the
departures to Eastern Asia tripled,®
development of external trade strategies
incorporating the high sea into its con-
cept still lay in the future.

Unti] the midnineties, general politics
were oriented on continental objectives,
just like politics in the field of eco-
nomics and trade, and were marked by
the expansion into Turkestan and Trans-
caspia and by the desire to take posses-
sion of the Dardanelles. The entry of a
British squadron into the Marmara Sea
had clearly demonstrated the impressive
potential of this strateqic waterway to
threaten Russian Balkan politics. The
Dardanelles problem to Russia was not
only of military significance and pres-
tige, but also was a matter of economic
policy, as Russia’s finances had become
dependent on grain exports shipped
mainly via the Black Sea harbors.”

The Function of Maritime Power in
the Political Concept of Czar Alexander
l1ll. A forcible solution of the Darda-
nelles problem was out of the question
because of Russia's insufficient mari-
time power® and Britain’s predominant
maritime position in the Mediterranean.
Russian policy could only aim for such
limited objectives as, e.q., the opening
of the Dardanelles passageway for Rus-
sian warships and the closing of the
Black Sea to nonneighboring countries.
If these objectives could have been
realized, Russia would have been spared
the necessity of building up two naval
potentials; at the same time, however,
Britain's position in the Mediterranean
would have been gravely shaken. The
situation set the Russian Naval Staff
several tasks. First it was necessary to
protect the coastline in the St. Peters-
burg area, with its concentration of
industrial capacity, against a potential
enemy threat. The buildup of numerous
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flotillas of torpedo boats and the order-
ing of 50 submarines give evidence of
such considerations.”

For the Black Sea, the construction
of a potent fleet with a nucleus of
ironclads and the establishment of a
coastal defense organization were
planned.!® Insuperable difficulties be-
cause of a lack of her own naval stations
curbed Russia's ability to put pressure
on the Dardanelles from the West by
way of permanent presence in the Medi-
terranean. Any Russian force in the
Mediterranean remained dependent on
friendly states bordering the Mediter-
ranean as far as coal supply was con-
cerned. Because of ice in the Baltic Sea,
it was even impossible to maintain a
year-round connection with the home
base in St. Petersburg.

In the event of a military contest
with Britain, Russia's naval strategy
would aim at a disruption of British sea
trading.'' Yet the necessary pre-
requisites to achieve this goal, such as
coaling stations and a sufficient number
of suitable ships, still could not be met.
The idea of commerce raiding warfare
with cruisers was reflected also in plans
to employ the merchant vessels of the
Volunteer Fleet as auxiliary cruisers. In
1885, despite Russia's desolate financial
situation necessitating considerable cuts
into the military budget,'? a fleet con-
struction plan submitted in 1882 by the
Minister of Naval Affairs, LA.
Shestakov, became effective. This plan
visualized the construction of 15 iron-
clads, 10 cruisers and 11 gunboats over
a 20-year period. Its extension to 20
ironclads and 24 cruisers, ordered only a
little later, points out the significance
beginning to be attached to a strong
maritime component of future arma-
ment. Within the overall schedule
individual portions of the plan, upon
pertinent appropriation, were passed at
5-year intervals.' 3

There was no intention to draw level
with the British Navy but rather to form
a fleet which, with allied navies, was

capable of coping with British naval
forces, particularly in the Mediter-
ranean, Even though planning as a
whole still followed the concept of
cruiser warfare, the ironclad gained in
importance. F'rom the early nineties on,
Russia began to put more emphasis on
bringing the oceans into her overall
political concept. Both the journey of
the tsarevitch to Eastern Asia on board
the cruiser Pamjat Azova in 1891 and
the dispatch of a squadron of the
cruisers General Admiral, Admiral
Nakhimov, and Rynda under the com-
mand of Admiral Kasnakov to New
York's Columbus Celebration in 1892
served the purpose of presenting the
Russian flag more intensively on the
seven seas than before.

These activities culminated in the
attempt to gain a footing in the Mediter-
ranean by taking advantage of discord
between Britain and France over the
occupation of Egypt and Tunisia,
respectively, Since 1886 Russia had sent
more and more vessels into the Mediter-
ranean but had not been able to main-
tain a permanent presence there. In the
fall of 1893 a Russian force commanded
by Rear Admiral Avellan went to
Toulon in order to repay the French
visit to Kronshtadt in 1891. The cruisers
Admiral Nakhimov and Rynda, return-
ing from the United States, joined the
ironclad Imperator Nikolai I, coming
from the Baltic Sea, and the cruiser
Pamjat Azova off Cadiz. The gunboat
Terets, stationed in the Mediterranean,
later joined the other vessels. Strength
and composition of this force signalled
the political quality of this visit. France
was looking for an ally against the
powers of the Triple Alliance while
Russia was striving for a naval station to
serve a future Mediterranean squadron.
Such a station would be the conditio
sine qua non for any further advance of
Russian naval forces into the Mediter-
ranean. France, as it were, could only
favor a permanent stationing of Russian
warships in the Mediterranean, as her



own position against Britain would have
been considerably improved this way.
The press of those days consequently
spoke not only of an imminent cession
of naval stations in Bastia, Ajaccio or in
Tripolitania, but also of a possible union
of portions of the Russian Fleet with
the French Mediterranean Fleet.'?

The balance of power in the Mediter-
ranean verged on being upset by these
endangering Russian intentions, as even
then French naval forces were on a par
at least with the British forces and
France, in case of mobilization, after 3
days would have gained “supremacy at
sea” if the British Mediterranean Fleet
were not reinforced by umits from
Britain or if a coalition of several
Mediterranean powers were not accom-
plished.' ® Russia, however, shrank from
too close an engagement with France as
she feared an entanglement with Cer-
many and Italy for which she was not in
the least prepared.

The laying of the foundation stone
for a naval port at Libau, in timely
coincidence with the above mentioned
events, as well as its urgent completion,
showed that Russia had recognized the
weakness of her position. In spite of the
conclusion of a Franco-Russian treaty
of alliance in 1894, no naval stations
were ceded.

When the Toulon visit ended, the
force sailed into the eastern Mediter-
ranean in order to exert pressure on
Greece and Turkey and to coax one of
these nations into ceding a naval station
to the Russians. Because of its
proximity to the Dardanelles, a station
in the Aegean Sea would have been
much more valuable than one in the
western part of the Mediterranean, For
almost 3 months the force lay at anchor
in the port of Piraeus, but negotiations
for the installation of a coealing station
on the island of Poros (where Russia for
some time had owned 7-1/2 acres of
land built up with some houses) did not
yield any result.' ® The firm position of
the British Government, who warned of
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the serious complications liable to
spring from the cession of an island in
the eastern Mediterranean, not only
served to back up Greece's position but
also kept Turkey from joining the nego-
tiating parties.

By the spring of 1894 Russian efforts
to improve her maritime strategic posi-
tion in the Mediterranean had definitely
failed. The outbreak of the Sino-
Japanese War finally induced Russia to
shift the emphasis on her maritime
interests to Eastern Asia. Consequently,
the Russian ships, except Terets, sailed
to Vladivostok.

During that time, however, Russia
had not neglected her interests in the
extreme northern latitudes. There, the
installation of a port on the ice-free
Murman and the Norwegian coasts
offered the possibility of unrestrained
access to the free ocean. Pretending to
build up a base from which to pursue
more efficiently her interests in fishing,
Russia started careful exploration of the
Murman Coast with respect to its suit-
ability for the construction of a naval
base. By supporting Norwegian autarkic
tendencies and by exerting pressure on
Sweden, Russia even tried to get hold of
the Varanger Fjord and Port Victoria at
the Ofoten Fjord (today’s Narvik).'’
These plans, reaching far ahead of their
time, not only failed because of the
political situation and the geographic
problems to be expected, but also be-
cause of the opposition of leading navy
officials.' ®

The Reginning of the Construclion of
a Modern Navy. The nonexistence of an
efficient dockyard and engineering
industry, a well-established, reliable civil
service and a sufficient stock of skilled
labar proved to be a drag on the
systematic buildup of the fleet. The
requirement to build every hull in a
home yard was easily met, but engineer-
ing raised problems so that foreign help
in that area had to be enlisted. The
British firms Messrs. Maudsley, Sons and
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Field, Messrs. Humphreys and Tennant,
as well as Messrs. Hawthorn and Leslie
were predominant in the design and
construcion of propulsion plants,
whereas since 1890 the French firm
Belleville maintained an unchallenged
position in the area of water tube
boilers. The development of ships' arma-
ment and armor plate production were
also strongly influenced by French
firms, but Russia succeeded in pre-
senting noteworthy domestic develop-
ments (12" gun built by Obukov and
distribution of gun mounts on the iron-
clads of the Sinop class). Technological
novelties were regarded with responsive-
ness as was proved by experiments with
submarines conducted by the engineer
Drzeviecki and the instatlation of oil
furnaces on the battleship Rostislav.
The design and construction of iron-
clads and cruisers even then showed
traits of independent development
whereas the design of destroyers was
oriented on the Posadnik and the
Kapitan Kazarki, both built at Schi-
chau's. The new ironclads laid down
between 1886 and 1894, with the ex-
ception of the three units of the Sinop
class, represented six different designs
with respect to the distribution of gun
mounts and to their operational charac-
teristics, exemplifying the search for the
best suited type of battleship. With the
following units of the Poltava and
Peresvet classes, the Russians finally
adopted the technique of building war-
ships by classes. The design of every
Russian cruiser of that time corre-
sponded to the then valid concept of
cruiser warfare. This development was
injtiated by the construction of the
Admiral Kornilov, designed by French
engineers, and it also influenced the
construction of armored cruisers. Even
the giant armored cruisers Rjurik,
Rossijfa and Gromoboi still combined
the operating profile of a commerce
raider with that of an armored
cruiser.’ ? As was proved later on, these
units were a failure hecause of over-

emphasis on offensive capability (high
speed, great range of action, high caliber
armament) over defensive needs (insuffi-
cient armor).

To meet operational requirements
Russia did not shrink from special devel-
opment programs, either, so she built a
number of landing craft in Cdessa for
limited amphibious operations and took
measures for mine warfare in the Black
Sea. Disregarding the regulations relative
to the Straits, Russia transferred two
minelayers ordered at a Swedish dock-
yard in Gbteborg to Sevastopol, camou-
flaged as passenger liners.??

Owing to the energetic promotion of
the Russian Navy by Czar Alexander !II,
Russia took third place behind Britain
and France by 1893." As the progress
in the development shows, a realization
of the 1882 naval acquisition program
seemed possible, even in spite of the still
existing shortcomings in naval adminis-
tration and in the yards.2? The decisive
obstacle proved to be the lack of any
private competition and the lack of
funds which, except in rare cases, pre-
vented placing orders abroad.?’ Effi-
ciency of fleet personnel was indeed
brought up but compared to interna-
tional standards it still lagged behind
with respect to practical and tactical
skills because the lack of ice-free har
bors prevented continuous sea training
and year-round operation of ships.

The Employment of Maritime Power
in Pursuit of Overseas Interests at the
Turn of the Century. In the midnineties,
the Russians fully realized the signifi-
cance of a presence on the high seas for
their nation’s welfare. The naval officer
Klado picked up Mahan's ideas and by
numerous publications on the subject
brought them to the attention of the
public. He succeeded in convincing the
reigning house that Russia, in order to
be able to engage in world politics, had
to have an oceangoing fleet.** Such
considerations, of course, had their
impact on Russian politics, which were



aimed more and more at the political
and economic penetration of Northern
China and Korea. The reinforcement of
the naval forces stationed in the Far
East, and the setting up of a force called
the “Naval Forces of the Far East”
under the command of Vice Admiral
Tyrtov in 1895, were designed to help
establish and secure the expansion. The
situation of Vladivostok with respect to
this ohjective proved most unfavorable,
50 that the acquisition of a naval station
in the Yellow Sea area was considered.
By the insistence of Muraviev, then
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Russia
succeeded in taking possession of the
Liaotung Peninsula in 1898. The ice-free
ports of Port Arthur (Luschun), which
was supposed to be turned into a naval
base, and Dairen (Luta), which was to
be built up as a port for merchant
shipping,®® however, did not satisfy the
naval staff, which instead wanted to
gain a footing on the southeast coast of
Korea. It is true that the Russian Pacific
Squadron no longer had to pass the
winter off Nagasaki but, as a glance at
the map will show, acquisition of Port
Arthur by no means had changed funda-
mentally the strategic situation. An
attempt made a year later to achieve the
objective at Masampo, in spite of the
employment of naval forces off
Chemulpo (Inchon), failed because of
Japanese resistance,’® The Russian
naval staff, however, not only clung to
the demands made so far, but also began
to adjust to future opposition from
Japan. The Japanese regarded Russian
plans as a threat to their own pre-
dominance in the Eastern Asian area,
gained only recently at a heavy cost.?”

Russia succeeded in building up with-
in a comparatively short period of time
an impressive naval presence in Eastern
Asia, but at the cost of a total absence on
other oceans. From 1900 on, Russia had
at her disposal the strongest fleet of
battleships of all the European powers in
Eastern Asia, next in strength and size
only to the Japanese.
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If in the beginning it had looked as if
the concentration of naval forces had
been caused by the Boxer uprising, it
soon became evident that Russia pursued
more portentous goals. Hence, con-
clusion of an Anglo-Japanese alliance
aiming at putting a stop to Russia's
expansionism was a logical consequence.
It soon became obvious that the Russian
Government was unable to bring forth
conditions favorable to the realization of
Russian imperialism. All planning work
suffered from overassessment of her owm
capabilities’® and lacked a clear con-
cept. In particular, there was little
understanding of the requirements an
expanding technology held in store for
those striving to be a modern naval
power.

Russia's efforts to boost her own sea
trade’® were made to the disadvantage
of the naval forces in Eastern Asia, as
was proved by the forced buildup of the
commercial port of Dalniy and the
neglect of Port Arthur. Port Arthur asa
naval station remained rather insignifi-
cant as long as adequate maintenance
and docking facilities were not available,
and as long as the bar across the port
entrance prevented large ships from
putting to sea except at high water.

Another playground of Russian ex-
pansionism was Persia. The demands
made by influential Russian circles to
advance to the Indian Ocean in order to
take possession of a warm-water port in
the Persian Gulf were more than just an
attempt at acquiring a coaling station on
the way to Eastern Asia. Because it was
to be expected that Britain would not
remain inactive over such activities,
Russian naval experts flatly denied the
acquisition of a port like Bandar Abbas,
which could not be defended any-
way.’® The necessity inherent in
Russian politics of having to operate in
three distant theaters, Eastern Asia,
Persia and the Dardanelles, at the same
time proved a serious disadvantage,
especially to the Russian Navy, as
Russia neither succeeded in solving the
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problem of naval stations in the Medi-
terranean®' nor in securing maritime
communication to Eastern Asia by the
acquisition of cealing stations. The
Russian Black Sea Fleet remained
locked up in the Black Sea and to a
great extent dropped out as a political
factor in overseas expansion.

Russian Warship Construction. Under
the influence of Mahan’s ideas the Rus-
sians also turned away from concepts of
coastal defense and commerce raiding
and went to work on the construction
of an oceangoing fleet of battleships
which to them seemed best suited to
make their national interests triumph.
The 1882 program, which had not yet
been completed, was replaced by a new
naval acquisition program in 1898. At a
cost of 396 million marks and within a
S-.year period, this program was in-
tended to increase Russian naval forces
by 8 battleships, 6 large and 10 small
cruisers as well as 36 torpedo boats. As
Russia had decided to build an instru-
ment of power that would enable her to
exert pressure everywhere and at any
time, but above all in Eastern Asia, a
recourse only to the Black Sea ship-
building capacity was out of the ques-
tion.>? ‘Therefore, every unit either had
to be built in Baltic shipyards or had to
be procured abroad.® While the battle-
ship Cesarevich, built by Forges
Chantiers at Toulon, became the proto-
type of Russian battleships of the
Borodino class, the battleship Retvizan,
ordered at Messrs. Cramp in Philadel-
phia, remained a solitary one. Whether
this was caused by the trying experience
undergone with the Niclaussee boilers or
whether economic reasons played their
part remains obscured.

As other navies did, the Russian
Navy, too, turned away from the giant
cruiser type and, instead, started to
develop a protected cruiser of average
displacement and high speed. Only the
Pallada class, conceived by Russian de-
signers before 1898, still made

allowance for the cruiser warfare con-
cept, as was proved by the ammunition
and coal capacities of these ships.

The change in concept that had set in
in the meantime, however, became
manifest in those ships ordered abroad.
The cruisers Bogatyr built by the
Vulkan Shipyards at Stettin, and Novik,
built at Schichau’s, served as samples for
4 and 3 further units, respectively. The
destroyers Sokol and Som were built at
Yarrow's and at Laird's, respectively,
for Russia's account. Both ships were
later copied by the Ishora and Creyton
Shipyard. Another 5 and 4 destrovers,
respectively, were ordered at Schichau
and Normand’s. In spite of great efforts,
Russia did not succeed in finishing the
ship acquisition program by 1903 as
planned. Russian shipbuilding, however,
even though still afflicted with serious
shortcomings in certain areas, showed
considerable ability. A survey of the
battleships and large cruisers®? under
construction in June of 1900 demon-
strates the effort made by Russia to
maintain her position as a major power,
even under changed conditions.

Cruisers above Total

Battleships 5,000 Tons Tonnage

Britain 15 21 431,319

France 5 15 213,392

Russia 11 8 196,692
United

States 8 9 224,700

Germany 8 3 123,100

Russian shipbuilding, however, also
suffered from the concentration of its
entire capacity in the two major areas of
St. Petersburg/Kronshtadt and
Nikolayev/Sevastopol as well as from
lack of private shipyards and armament
industries.? *

Climatic conditions such as the
untimely ice cover of the Kronshtadt
sea canal and the low-water level of the
Bug River necessitated separating con-
struction into a building site. and an
outfitting site. More and more,
Kronshtadt turned out to be a main-
tenance and outfitting center while St.



Petersburg became the site of the gov-
ernment-operated weapons and engi-
neering industry {Ishora, Obukov, Baltic
Works) and ship construction yards.
Conditions at Nikolayev were very
much the same, as in addition to govern-
ment-operated vards, a private firm, The
Black Sea Company, specializing in
boilers and engineering plants, had been
established there. The installations at
Libau and Vladivostok were exclusively
used for repair operations; no new
construction was possible there. Despite
all difficulties, Russia finally succeeded
in shaking off existing dependencies on
foreign shipbuilders. The dominating
position of British firms in the area of
engineering was lost, and Russia even-
tually became independent even in the
areas of armor plate production and
boiler construction, making optimum
use of German and French licenses
(Krupp and Belleville).?® A requlation,
published in 1900, that construction
orders would only be given to Russian
shipyards and only domestic materials
would be used, gives evidence of this
development. The striving for autarky in
shipbuilding not only was a matter of
national prestige (or, perhaps, an indica-
tion of a lack of funds), it also under-
lined the desire to promote general
industrialization. Disreqarding a few
exceptions,®7 it must be admitted that
Russian shipbuilding in terms of produc-
tion time and quality still lagged behind
international standards, the reasons
being not so much the unfavorable
climatic conditions®® or lack of techni-
cal equipment and skilled personne] but
rather the cumbersome bureaucracy and
red tape of upper navy command levels
and naval administration.>®

Problems of Russian Interpretations
of Seapower. As the Russo-Japanese war
soon proved, the Russian Government
had not been able to meet the exigen-
cies raised by the new era of navalism.
There was still very little understanding
of the significance of oceans in modern
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major power politics and of the conse-
quences of technological progress, a fact
which accounts for the incredible at-
tempt of Witte and Kuropatkin to talk
the czar into curtailing funds for the
navy and the Far East shortly before the
outbreak of the war.*°

The true value of a modern seapower
was recognized by only a few, in spite
of impressive naval acquisition pro-
grams. One of those few was Vice Adm.
5.0. Makarov who urged the Russians to
grow sea legs. One of his great objectives
was the opening of the North East
Passage in order to achieve, at least
during the summer months, a rapid
exchange of elements of the fleet be-
tween the Baltic Sea and Eastern Asian
waters. But this plan, as well as the
plans to turn the port of Aleksandrovsk,
founded in the Catherine Bay in 1898,
into a naval port failed, the reason
being, once again, the narrowminded-
ness of the naval staff and government.

The basic weakness of the Russian
Navy was in its organization and its
personnel.*’ Even though some prog-
ress had been made in the training of
personnel, naval thinking was still nar-
rowed too much by the strict rule of
coefficients of action and had severely
neglected practical sea and squadron
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training. The concentration of enlisted
personnel in equipages and their billet-
ing ashore during the winter months
(with the exception of the Pacific
squadron) were bound to have a
paralyzing effect with regard to combat
readiness and mobilization of the fleet.
It still had not penetrated the minds of
the people at major command levels
that modern technology would take an
inexorable toll and would make much
higher demands on the training of per
sonnel and the maintenance of material

than was known before. However, as
long as intellectual dullness and lack of
initiative and responsibility prevailed on
the supreme leadership levels, the hand-
ful of farsighted men was not capabtle of
turning the tide.

In the end, Russia failed to attain her
goal because she had failed to undo the
intricate entanglement of technology
and politics. Thus, the strength of the
Russian Navy as depicted in the navy
rosters was deceptive and did not stand
up against the hard facts of reality.
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Territorial and ideological disputes are not new phenomena in the relations of
China and the U.5.5.R. nor of China and Russia, Cultural differences and personality
conflicts also have made their negative contribution. Now new economic and
political realities are bound to aggravate the disputes and differences.

SINO-SOVIET RELATIONS

SINCE THE DEATH OF MAO ZEDONG

Lieutenani Colonel Burrell H. Landes, Jr., U.S. Marine Corps

Introduction. The death of Mao
Zedong (Mao-Tse-tung) on 9 September
1976, at the age of 82, raised many
questions about the future of Sino-
Soviet relationships, and the effect of
those relationships on world peace. This
paper examines the nature of the direct
competition between these two coun-
tries from the time of Mao's death to
the present. The preponderance of evi-
dence will reflect the polemics and
activity of the Chinese side for obvious
reasons. First, the most dramatic change
in leadership during the period covered
occurred in China. Mao Zedong was
absolute ruler of the People’s Republic
of China (PRC) for the first 27 years of
its existence, while leadership in the
Union of Soviet Socialist Repuhlics
(US.S.R)) is in its fourth generation,
having in more recent times passed
relatively peacefully from one leader to
the next. Second, the Soviet Union is an
acknowledged superpower, industrially
and militarily, with remarkably con-
sistent foreign and domestic policies.

China, on the other hand, is a bona fide
enigma, having experienced major for-
eign and domestic policy changes both
before and after Mao's death, but within
the usual cloak of secrecy that generally
shrouds such activities. Finally, as a
modern superpower with extensive
worldwide interests and concerns, the
Soviet Union focuses relatively less
media attention on China than does
China on the Soviet Union, at least in
the sense of the direct competition
between them. Therefore, Sino-Soviet
relationships during the period are best
viewed in the context of China’s in-
ternal political activities and external
initiatives,

Background. The Sino-Soviet split
that ultimately destroyed Western per-
ceptions of monolithic communism
began in 1956 when Mao challenged
Moscow's preeminence in world com-
munism in the wake of de-Staliniza-
tion.' The origins of this great schism
can be traced to a combination of
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cultural, territorial, nationalistic, ideo-
logical, and even personality factors,
some of them centuries old,

China, with its spiritual heritage of
Confucianism and Buddhism, general in-
difference to the fate of others, and lack
of a Messianic tradition, isapurely Asian
country not easily adaptable to commu-
nism over the short run.? Russia, to the
contrary, is predominantly European in
outlook, passionately and sacrificially
Christian in heritage, and psychologically
inclined to the Messianic, brotherly con-
cern and supreme power concepts soakin
to communism's secular doctrine of sal-
vation.® The result of this cultural dif-
ference between East and West is mani-
fested in the ability to understand the
other's motives and aspirations when
such emotional issues as territorial dis-
putes, nationalism, and personality
factors are introduced,

The territorial dispute, born of
nationalism and ethnocentrism, is at the
heart of the Sino-Soviet conflict. The
first known confrontation between Rus-
sian and Chinese troops occurred in the
Amur River valley during the period
1680 to 1689.* Between 1858 and
1860 the Russians took advantage of
Chinese weakness to impose territorial
cessions involving areas north of the
Amur River, east of the Ussuri River,
and significant portions of the Ili region
of Chinese Turkestan, some 600,000
square miles in all.® In 1911, with
Russian assistance, Outer Mongolia
(now the Mongolian People’s Republic)
declared itself autonomous, becoming
by 1921 a de facto satellite of the
Soviet Union.® It may be said that
Russia’s historic aim has been to break
China into separate autonomous parts,
facilitating the quest for a warm-water
port on the Pacific Ocean, and ensuring
its own security through the prolifera-
tion of relatively weak states along its
border. Similarly, the historic Chinese
aim has been to keep nationalist/geo-
graphic segments of the Greater Russian
State separated, with the ancient Duchy

of Moscovy as small as possible.” To a
large extent then, the lineage of modern
territorial military confrontation, diplo-
matic maneuver, and invective can be
traced back into almost three centuries
of Chinese-Russian history.

If territorial disagreement is truly the
heart of the Sino-Soviet split, ideology
is the lifeblood of the dispute. Although
the great tomes and millions of words
written and spoken in the name of one
interpretation of ideological correctness
or another cannot be easily distilled,
opposing Soviet and Chinese positions
are necessary to understanding the
polemics of their differences. Soviet
ideology is essentially Leninist. More
precisely, it is an adaptation of Marxism
to the Russian social, economic, and
political setting—pragmatism as a reflec-
tion of ideologically conscious policy,
coupled with centralism in relationship
to other country communist parties.®
Chinese Communist political concepts
reflect Mao's considerably more dog
matic interpretation of Marxism-
Leninism. Specifically, the Chinese posi-
tion calls for undeviating support of all
who struggle for revolutionary change in
the strict Marxist-Leninist-Maoist sense,
and acceptance of nationalistic com-
munism, the very antithesis of cen-
tralism.” In practical terms the ideo-
logical Sino-Soviet dispute is a fight for
leadership of international communism
and for influence among Third World
nations.

Conflicts of personality, on top of
cultural differences, territorial disputes,
and ideological disagreement, have cer-
tainly exacerbated the situation. The
contempt of Stalin and Khrushchev for
Mao, and of Mao for Khrushchev and
Brezhnev, are fairly well documented.
But the degree to which such feelings
contributed to hostility, or at the very
least prevented rapprochement, is
neither insignificant nor susceptible to
quantification. Suffice it to say that the
personality factor did, in fact, adversely
affect Sino-Soviet relations,



The factors just discussed, and spe-
cific incidents ranging from disagree-
ment over tactics in the Chinese Civil
War to the nature of Soviet military aid
to the PRC, led to withdrawal of Soviet
advisers from China in 1960, After 1960
there occurred frequent exchanges of
harsh polemics, and few political, eco-
nomic, and cultural contacts. lnter-
spersed were behavioral extremes
ranging from grudging cooperation in
support of North Vietnam against South
Vietnam and the United States to seri-
ous clashes along the Sino-Soviet
border. From 1969 until Mao's death in
1976, party-to-party invective con-
tinued unabated, while state-to-state re-
lationships attained a degree of normali-
zation through border negotiations and
a very modest resumption of trade.
Globally, furious competition for sup-
port from and influence upon national
communist parties ensued.'®

On the eve of Mao Zedong's death,
the disputatious atmosphere permeating
Sino-Soviet relations was expressed by
the domestic PRC press as follows:

Chairman Mao Zedong points out:

“the soviet union [sic| today is

under the dictatorship of the

bourgeoisie, . . . a dictatorship of
the hitler type... khrushchey,
brezhnev |sic| and company have
grown from counterrevolutionary
revisionists into social-imperialists
... the soviet bureaucrat-
monopoly bourgeoisie is a decay-
ing, declining, parasitic and mori-
bund capitalist class . . .""!!

And hy the foreign PRC press:

To oppress the non-Russian na-

tionalities at home and contend

for world domination, the Soviet

revisionist renegade clique s

feverishly preaching hig-Russian

chauvinism . . . all national chau-
vinists take ‘‘racial superiority” as
their theoretical basis. Hitler's
great Germanism was based on the
allegation that the Germanic race
was superior to all others, This is
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also the case with Brezhnev and
company.'?
During this same period, the domestic
press in the U.S5.S.R. commented on
Chinese unrest following the spring
1976 purge of Deng Xiaoping (Teng
Hsiao-ping), Vice Chairman of the PRC
Communist Party following the death of
Zhou Enlai (Chou En-lai):
It is safe to say that Mao has
persecuted no fewer communists
than the Kuomintang and the
Japanese cccupation forces com-
bined. He removes not only those
he sees as real or imagined rivals
but even rank-and-file members of
the organization suspected of less
than blind lovalty to
Maoism .. .'3
And in a foreign broadcast:
The present stage of Maoist sub-
versive activity in the world com-
munist movement is characterized
by continued attempts from the
Chinese leaders to make Maoism
an international trend and to
weaken the international soli-
darity of the brother par-
ties . ... Pro-Maoist elements hide
behind tolerance of the ideclogy
of the Chinese leaders in order to
wedge views, that are alien to
Marxism-Leninism, into the midst
of the communists.'?
But despite the harsh words and the
competition in ideological spheres of
influence, solid contacts between the
PRC and the U.S.S.R. continued in
other areas, For example, the 1976
Soviet-China trade agreement called for
a 40 percent increase in exchange of
goods over that of 1975, and protocols
were signed for continued trade in
1977.'* Significantly, the 1950 Sino-
Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Alliance,
and Mutual Assistance, though mori-
bund since 1966, remained in effect
until China announced in April 1979
that it would allow the pact to expire
one year hence.'® And finally, diplo-
matic relations between China and the
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Soviet Union, at the ambassadorial level,
remain intact despite minimal contact.

Against this background of bitter
utterances, border skirmishes, intense
competition abroad, and continued
trade and diplomatic liaison, Sino-Soviet
relationships since the death of Mao
Zedong may now be explored.

Post-Mao  Sino-Soviet Relalions.
Diplomacy, Immediately following
Mao’s death on 9 September 1976, the
PRC Communist Party Central Com-
mittee announced its decision not to
invite foreign governments, fraternal
parties, or friendly personages to send
delegations or representatives to take
part in the mourning in China.'” This
may have been a ploy to avoid embar-
rassment in the presence of foreign
diplomats and media representatives
should a power struggle or popular
unrest publicly manifest themselves. Or
the decision may have reflected a com-
bination of factors ranging from ethnic
chauvinism to practical concerns for the
ability to lodge, feed, and transport
visiting diplomats.

In a rather transparent attempt to
place the attitude of the U.S.S.R.
toward Mao in proper perspective, and
perhaps even to set the stage for future
relationships with his successor, the
Soviet Union significantly downplayed
Mao's death. Only brief articles an-
nouncing Mao's death appeared in the
Soviet domestic press on 10 September
1976. Just four lines appeared on page
two of Pravda and page three of Izvestia.
On the same day, fiveline articles ex-
pressing condolences from the Commu-
nist Party Central Committee of the
U.S.5.R. to the Communist Party Cen-
tral Committee of the PRC appeared on
page two of bhoth Pravda and Izvestia.
On 14 September 1976, page four of
Pravda reported visits by Soviet Minister
of Foreign Affairs A.A. Gromyko and a
host of lesser lights to the Chinese
Embassy in Moscow to sign the book of
condolences on the occasion of Mao's

death. If faint praise is damning, Mao
Zedong was ignominiously buried by
the Soviet leadership and press. A
further slight may have been perpe-
trated by the Kremlin, Prominent press
attention was given by the Chinese to
those governments that provided
wreaths and had their diplomats in
China attend the mourning ceremony
for Mao. As reported by the Peking
Review, wreaths were sent by Albania,
Yugoslavia, and most other nations of
the world including the United States
and its allies, but no mention is made of
wreaths, if sent, by the USSR, or
members of the Warsaw Pact. Similarly,
embassy officials of the U.S.5.R. and
the Warsaw Pact countries either did not
send diplomatic representatives to the
special mourning ceremony held for
Mao, or their attendance was ignored in
the Chinese press.'® That inferences can
be inaccurately drawn, given the Soviet
press reports of a condolence message,
and the absence of the U.5.5.R. from
the long list of countries sending such
messages that appeared in the Chinese
foreign and domestic press, is readily
apparent. For according to the latter,
only Albania, Yugoslavia, and signifi-
cantly, Rumania, of the East European
and Soviet bloc countries, sent con-
dolence messages.'®

Noteworthy diplomatic exchanges
outside those associated with propa-
ganda initiatives and negotiation of the
border dispute have been desultory
since Mao's death. On 27 October 1976,
Pravda and Izvestia rteported on page
one that Moscow sent Peking a friendly
message commemorating the 27th
Anniversary of the People’s Republic of
China, and calling for normalization of
relations between the PRC and the
U.S.5.R. The Chinese press, character
istically, did not acknowledge receipt of
such a message. On 27 August 1977,
Pravda carried a very brief article on
page five concerning presentation of
credentials by the new Chinese Ambas-
sador to the U.S5.8.R., Wang Yu-ping.



His departure from Peking was broad-
cast by the New China News Agency on
24 August 1977.2° In July 1978 a new
Soviet Ambassador to the PRC, LS.
Shcherbakov, was named,”' apparently
without announcement in the Chinese
press. On page one of the 11 October
1977 edition of Izvestia, a 10 October
1977 meeting of Chairman of the
U.8.8.R. Council of Ministers A, Kosy-
gin, with the new Chinese Ambassador
Wang Yu-ping, was announced, but no
results of the talk were printed. In any
event, little has been reported in either
the Soviet or Chinese press concerning
the activities of these ambassadors or
their respective embassies.

In sum, diplomatic contact between
the U.8.S.R. and the PRC immediately
following Mao's death was minimally
correct on the part of the former,
virtually unreported by the latter, and
almost nonexistent outside border nego-
tiations and exchanges of propaganda-
oriented messages in the name of diplo-
macy.

Prapaganda. The war of words
between the PRC and the US.S.R. is
undoubtedly the salient feature of Sino-
Soviet relations since Mao's death. Anti-
Chinese propaganda is reasonably well
balanced hetween the foreign and
domestic press in the U.5.8.R., and the
content of each is similar, if not identi-
cal. The balance of anti-Soviet propa-
ganda in the foreign and domestic Chi-
nese press is more difficult to assess ag
much of the domestic material is avail-
able only through New China News
Agency English broadcasts of previously
published commentaries. But a definite
disparity exists between the content of
anti-Soviet propaganda published by the
Chinese for foreign consumption, and
that generated for domestic audiences.

Mac's death brought about a hiatus
in Soviet anti-Chinese propaganda, both
foreign and domestic, that lasted unti]
late spring 1977. The pejorative terms,
“‘maocism" and “maoist," disappeared
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from the journalistic lexicon during this
period, first reappearing on page three
of a Pravda article of 25 April 1977
concerning China’s economic difficul-
ties. In the interim, most of the Chinese-
oriented Soviet propaganda focused on
calls to the new PRC leadership for
improved relations. The various articles
and speeches generally adhered to a
format expressing Soviet bewilderment
ahout Chinese behavior, followed by
disclaimers of Soviet blame, recitation
of the many initiatives taken by the
U.S.8.R. to normalize relations, and a
call for talks without any preconditions
(referring to the territorial dispute).
Some articles written in this vein first
discuss the history of the formation of
the PRC and the friendship and help
provided by the Soviet people early on.
All are friendly and supportive in tone.
The first of these articles, and a fairly
representative example of subsequent
commentary, appeared on page four of
Fravda on 1 October 1976. Entitled
“Twenty-Seven Years of the CPR” it
was written by 1. Aleksandrov, long the
pseudonym for a high-ranking state
spokesman with an important message.
After a long review of PRC history and
association with the U.S.S8.R,
Aleksandrov says:
Through no fault of the Soviet
side, in the early 1960s relations
between cur countries and parties
began to deteriorate. The Soviet
Union and the CPSU did every-
thing in their power to stave off
this process . . ..
The article goes on to cite all the
initiatives taken by the U.S.S5.R. to
resolve issues between them, including a
draft nonaggression treaty proposed in
1973, before continuing:
Cur country is prepared to con-
duct businesslike and concrete
talks . .. we are prepared to nor-
malize relations with China on the
principles of peaceful coex-
istence . . . there are no problems
in the relations between our states
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that cannot be solved if there is a

mutual desire to do so in a spirit

of good neighborliness, mutual

advantage and consideration for

each other's interests.

Soviet patience with this unrecipro-
cated conciliatery propaganda thrust
finally wore thin in an article written by
M. Georgiyev and published on page five
of Pravda on 19 March 1977. The text
scored Chinese media attempts to link
the recently purged ‘‘gang of four’’ with
the Soviet Union, and criticized con-
tinued anti-Soviet propaganda ema-
nating from China. Although the term
“‘maoism" was not used, the tone of the
piece indicated Soviet realization that
China’s policy was not likely to change,
despite new leadership. By mid-1977,
the Soviet media had renewed its ''no
helds barred” propaganda campaign
against the PRC, accusing the Chinese of
war hysteria in its attitude toward the
U.S.S.R.,2? preparing for war against
the U.8.5.R.,?? involvement in all sorts
of human rights violations,?* and devel-
opment of chemical and biological war-
fare capabilities.? Not surprisingly,
though, the domestic and foreign Soviet
press continue to intersperse their anti-
PRC commentaries with periodic calls
for normalization of relations in the
apparent hope of ameliorating a tense
situation. Such an appeal most recently
appeared in a Moscow to China broad-
cast in Mandarin on 25 January 1979.2¢

Anti-Soviet propaganda abroad con-
tinued unabated by the PRC despite
Mao’s passing. On 13 September 1976
the following was written for foreign
consumption, using the appropriate
code words {in my italics), in reference
to the U.S.5.R.:

. ..he [Mao]| initiated.. . the

great struggle to criticize modern

revisionism with the Soviet re-
visionist renegade clique at the
core ... promoted the...cause
of the people of all countries
against imperialism and hege-
monism, and pushed the history

of mankind forward . . . . We must
carry the struggle against imperial-
ism, social-imperialism and
modern revisionism through to
the end. We will never seek hege-
mony and will never be super-
power.27
Domestically, the Chinese were so
preoccupied with mourning the death of
Mao, paying him tribute, and at-
tempting to avoid a messy power strug-
gle, that little anti-Scviet material
appeared in the local press until late
Cctober 1976, Then it was business as
usual, as exemplified by these com-
ments appearing in the People’s Daily
and broadcast in Mandarin on 28 Oc-
tober 1976:
... The programme reflects the
foreign economic and trade policy
of Soviet social-imperialism and is
an important part of the Soviet
revisionists’ counterrevolutionary
global strategy for world domina-
tion. ... Everything must be sub-
ordinated to the Soviet re-
visionists’ need, everything must
be at the dictate of the new
tsars . . . . By pushing hegemonism
the Soviet :ocial-imperialists are
only accelerating their own de-
struction,?®
By late 1976, the anti-Soviet Chinese
line focused on internal problems of the
U.5.5.R., oppression of the Russian
people by their leaders, eventual col-
lapse of Soviet society, etc., ete. In
1977 the thrust of Chinese propaganda
ranged from references to the U.S.8.R.
as *“taking on Hitler's manners"?? to
articles such as the one entitled, "'Soviet
Social-lmperialism—Most Dangerous
Source of World War.”*® In late 1977
Soviet Communist Party Secretary L.
Brezhnev was identified in the 5 Decem-
ber edition of Red Flag as a "'fascist.”
On 3 March 1978, an article in Peking
Review accused the U.S.S R, of stepping
up research and development efforts in
biological and chemical warfare, despite
signing the 1965 international con-



vention banning the use, production,
and possession of hiological weapons.
Another piece in mid-1978 identified
the U.5.5.R. as China's “number cne”
enemy,’' raising the vehement pitch of
anti-Soviet propaganda another notch.
The crescendo to date was reached in a
1 November 1978 article in Red Flag,
that said:

.. . Soviet social-imperialism . . . is
also energetically trying to en-
circle Japan and China . . . follow-
ing in Hitler’s footsteps. It has a
great hunger for power. ... [t is
intensifying its expansionist offen-
sive everywhere and thus putting
its head in the noose every-
where . ... The plotter of a siege
will find himself besieged and
ultimately defeated., This is the
inevitable fate of Soviet social-
imperialism.>?

Clearly, from the preceding samples
of propaganda exchanges between the
U.S.5.R. and the PRC, the latter’s pro-
nouncements are considerably more
trenchant and pejorative than those of
the former. There also appears to be an
increasing stridency in the Chinese
propaganda efforts toward the Soviet
Union, that makes it difficult to accu-
rately evaluate in terms of seriousness
and meaning. In terms of propaganda
exchanges, the Sino-Soviet split appears
quite real, deep, a threat to world peace,
and not very susceptible to quick-fix or
short-term cure.

Leadership. Perhaps the most in-
teresting facet of Sino-Soviet relations,
immediate past, present, and future,
involves the leadership of both parties
and their respective governments. On
the Soviet side, the very top leadership
has remained intact for a number of
years. But because it is a bona fide
gerontocracy, there is much speculation
in the Western press about the identifi-
cation of Brezhnev's and Kosygin's suc-
cessors, their attitudes, and the effects
of a potentially tumultuous change in
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Soviet leadership on internal stability,
East-West relations, and Sino-Soviet ten-
sion.

Chinese leadership has undulated and
shifted fascinatingly for years, but per-
haps never more so than after the death
of Premier Zhou Enlai in January 1976.
There are many indications in Soviet
and Western writings that the Russian
leadership preferred the more pragmatic
Zhou Enlai to Mao Zedongand, in fact,
fully expected Zhou to survive Mao and
assume leadership of a potentially more
rational, if not tractable, Chinese Gov-
ernment. While this may only have been
a propaganda ploy by the Soviet media
to defame Mao, it nevertheless helped to
focus attention on the power struggle
that ensued. The jockeying for position
that occurred in China following Zhou's
death and the increasing infirmity of
Mao, involved four main actors: Deng
Xiaoping, Hua Guofeng, (Hua Kuo-
feng), Chiang Ching, and Mao himself.

Deng Xiaoping, now a wily 74-year
old veteran of Chinese politics, has risen
to prominence three times since 1966,
and has been purged twice, though
significantly, never expelled from the
Communist Party in China. After Zhou
Enlai's death, Deng was the odds-on
favorite to succeed him as premier of
the PRC, but was himself supplanted by
the less well-known Hua Guofeng, now
57 years old. Shortly thereafter, Deng
was purged again from his leadership
positions following a series of violent
incidents in Peking’s Tien An Men
Square during a wreath laying in honor
of Zhou Enlai in early April 1976.
Deng's political demise, and Hua
Guofeng's appointment as premier to
succeed Zhou Enlai, was seen by Soviet
sinologists as a power struggle in which
the radical wing of the Chinese Commu-
nist Party, led by Mao's wife Chiang
Ching, emerged triumphant over the
pragmatic wing of the Party, led by
Deng Xiaoping.

After his fall from power, the foreign
and domestic Chinese media was
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ahsolutely dominated by the vilification
of Deng who was blamed for everything
wrong in China from the economy to
correct political thought to the fact that
certain trains didn't run on time! Fol-
lowing Mao’s death, Hua Guofeng was
elevated to the position of Chairman of
the Central Committee of the PRC
Communist Party, succeeding Mao,
Meanwhile, criticism of Deng Xiaoping
remained furiously indignant, particu-
larly in the domestic press. All these
events were followed in the Soviet
media, though in a very low key, cur-
sory fashion.

On 14 October 1976, a page five
article in Pravda reported the arrest of
the Chinese ‘““gang of four’ or “Shang-
hai group,” who were identified as:
Chiang Ching (Mao’s wife), Wang Hung-
wen, Chang Chun-chiao, and Yao Wen-
yuan, on charges of attempt to over-
throw the state. Some 40 other middle-
level officials including Mao's nephew,
and highlevel employees of the paper
Jenmin Jihpao and the state radic net-
work, were also arrested. The Chinese
domestic press reported seizure of the
“gang of four' via the New China News
Agency in an English broadcast of 21
October 1976 and in a Jenmin Jihpao
article in Peking on 24 October 1976.%3

From this point on things moved
quickly in the Chinese power struggle. A
Peking Review article of 5 November
1976 called for readers to “continue to
criticize Deng Xiacping and repulse the
right deviationist attempt to reverse
correct decisions.”?? Although criticism
of Deng continued to appear reqularly,
it began to soften noticeably not long
thereafter. In fact, as early as 19
November 1976 an editorial in the
newspaper Jiefangjun Bao reportedly
stated:

During the struggle to criticize

Teng Hsiaoc-ping. .. Chairman

Mao fully affirmed and approved

the plan and policies formulated

by Comrade Hua Kuo-feng in
accordance with Chairman Mao’s

consistent thoughts, which were

diametrically opposed to the

“"Gang of Fours” practice of fer-

reting out Teng's agents at every

level.?* (author's italics),
This was the first step in the ultimate
rehabilitation of the irrepressible Deng
Xiaoping.

By January 1977 the ‘‘gang of four”
was said to have “acted on their own in
criticizing Deng Xiaoping in an attempt
to overthrow...the government.”3®
Deng’s name then virtually disappeared
from the Chinese press until a Com-
munique of the Third Plenary Session of
the Tenth Central Committee of the
Communist Party of China, adopted on
21 July 1977, identified him as Vice
Chairman of the Central Committee of
the Chinese Communist Party, among
other titles.’” In a related move, the
“gang of four’ were expelled from the
party, and from all posts in or out of
the party.

Interestingly, a page five article in
the 15 January 1977 edition of Pravda
mentions large crowds gathering near
Tien An Men Square demanding the
rehabilitation of Deng 6 months before
it became a reality. As might be ex-
pected, there was no mention of the
incident in the Chinese foreign or
domestic media. The Peking Review of
29 July 1977 did report on page five,
after the fact, that the formal decision
to politically revive Deng was the result
of a suggestion made by Chairman Hua
Guofeng in March 1977,

The saga of Deng Xiaoping continues
to fascinate observers. During the period
15-30 November 1978 a remarkable
display of Chinesestyle ‘“freedom'
occurred in Peking. Rallies and wall
posters first demanded exoneration of
the hundreds of thousands of Chinese
driven from the party and public life
since 1957 by Mao Zedong's ‘campaign
against right wing elements.”*® Then
attacks on Mao and, by implication, on
his successor Hua Guofeng occurred, in
conjunction with a public demand for



Deng Xiaoping to replace Hua. The
criticism continued to escalate into late
November, as more charges were leveled
against Mao and Hua. Demands for
“democracy’’ and ‘freedom' were
heard, and Deng was praised as China’s
strongest leader.””

Deng successfully appealed for a for-
mal reversal of the resolution dismissing
him after the Tien An Men Square
incident in 1976, and his return to
ascendancy seemed complete.?? Yet
indications of a continuing power strug-
gle persist. Orders were issued in late
November 1978 to halt the rallies and
anti-Mao, anti-Hua poster displays forth-
with, thus dampening public enthusiasm
for human rights activism on a large
scale.®! However, small rallies were still
tolerated, and posters critical of the
government’s crackdown on China's
democratic movement continued to
appear®? amid press reports of high-
level Communist Party meetings during
April 1979 to ‘reassess” the liberaliza-
tion drive.?* The on again, off again
criticism of Mao was officially off again,
as the leadership attempted to define his
proper historical niche once and for
all.®? As late as 11 March 1979 a
front-page article in People’s Daily
blamed all of China’s political and eco-
nomic troubles on the disastrous ""Great
Leap Forward” of 195859, though
Mao's name was not specifically men-
tioned.*® Interestingly, the names of
China's current “whipping boys,"" Lin
Piao and the "“Gang of Four' were also
conspicuously absent from the article,
leaving no doubt that Mao was to
blame. To date, Mao's official historical
status is still uncertain. His mausoleum,
closed to the public in December 1978
for ‘‘repairs" (it had been completed in
September 1977), was reopened on 3
May 1979, indicating a reprieve for
Mao, but without a return to his godlike
status.?®

Six months after the great Peking
freedom rallies, many questions remain
about who really wields power in the

SINO-SOVIET RELATIONS 37

People’s Republic of China and what
the political tenor of the government
will be. Prominent leaders such as
Korean war hero Marshal Peng Dehuai
{Peng Te-huai}, purged by Mao, are
being politically restored,*? while
others, who were proteges of Mao, have
been stripped of their posts or de-
tained.?® Critical posters continue to
appear on ‘'freedom wall" in Beijing
(Peking), but political activists and dissi-
dents are being openly arrested.?’
These events are a clear indication of
the presence of at least two power blocs
of nearly equal strength pulling and
tugging at the fabric of China's post-
Mao political realities, in a bid for
supremacy,

Deng Xiaoping's disclaimers that at
74 he is too old to carry the primary
leadership role for the long term are
probably true, However, for the time
being, he appears to be China's strongest
leader in fact if not in titled position.
For it is Deng's economic program that
China has apparently adopted. And it is
Deng who is sufficiently confident of
his political position to travel exten-
sively abroad. Media reports, conversa-
tions with Waestern journalists, and
announcements of new economic
initiatives are further indications of
Deng’s ascendancy. Perhaps the most
compelling evidence of his predomi-
nance in Chinese affairs was his trip to
the United States following establish-
ment of diplomatic relations on 1 Janu-
ary 1979, leaving little doubt that he
was the initiator of this sudden rap-
prochement. On the other hand, Hua
Guofeng has previously demonstrated
the ability to pick the winning side, and
he does in fact command the tradi-
tionally all-powerful position of Chair-
man of the Chinese Communist Party
Central Committee. And he did appear
to consolidate his influence in that
position before initiating, or at least
acquiescing in, Deng's political revival.
So it may be that Deng and Hua need
each other, and that while Deng is



38 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

currently in charge, Hua is the desig-
nated heir apparent, charged with carry-
ing Deng's pragmatic policies on over
the long term. It is also possible that
Hua lacks the political power to over-
ride Deng, and must carefully protect
his position while waiting for the latter
to misstep.

For the Soviet Union, leadership of
the PRC could be crucial in this time of
great tension along the Sino-Soviet
border and competition throughout the
world. The Soviet leadership would per-
haps prefer a continuing power struggle
to ensure continued Chinese weakness.
However, they must also look for open-
ings that might spell the opportunity for
some degree of rapprochement with a
more pragmatic Chinese leadership,
while preparing for a more hostile and
threatening posture signaled by Chinese
overtures to the West.

Military Confrontation. The ele-
ment of Sino-Soviet relations with the
greatest potential for open warfare be-
tween the two is the dispute along their
4,500-mile border. The implications of
this quite serious disagreement relative to
a possible world war were of sufficient
import to stimulate a day-long nuclear
war conference on 7 December 1978 in
Washington, D.C, that specifically fo-
cused on the threat of a Sino-Soviet
nuclear exchange along their border.5°

The border dispute revolves around
the PRC territorial claims discussed
earlier and there are, in fact, meetings in
progress to attempt to resolve the issue.
The U.S.5.R. has a delegation headed by
a deputy minister of foreign affairs that
has been periodically meeting in Beijing
to discuss the problem.' On a lower
level there is a ““Mixed Soviet-Chinese
Commission on Navigation' working to
adopt new rules for control of shipping
on border sections of rivers.* 2 Unfortu-
nately, little progress has been made on
the border issue because neither party is
willing to budge from its respective
positions.

Press reports from both sides lay the
blame for poor relations squarely on the
recalcitrance of the other. The U.S.5.R.
position declares that relations should
ba based on principles of ‘‘peaceful
coexistence,' which basically means
maintenance of the status quo with no
preconditions for agreement to discuss
“minor adjustments’ acceptable to the
Soviet Union.®? The PRC position re-
quires that improved relations be based
on preconditions calling for:

1. A signed agreement main-
taining the status quo on the
borders (as a prelude to negotia-
tion only).

2. Averting armed clashes and dis-
engaging forces on both sides of
the disputed border areas.

3. Formal negotiations on resolv-
ing the border question.

4. Withdrawal of Soviet forces
from the Mongolian People's Re-
public and from all Sino-Soviet
borders.®*

Since neither party will bend, the mili-
tary buildup on each side of the border
continues apace. For the present at
least, invective instead of ammunition is
being hurled back and forth, keeping
the pot stirred and boiling without
overturning it.

In terms of military preparedness,
the supremacy of the U.S.S.R. in virtu-
ally every respect save manpower is
widely recognized.

Though comparatively little is known
of the details of Soviet forces on the
border, it is considered likely that most
of the Soviet formations are concen-
trated in the Far Eastern Military Dis-
trict opposite Manchuria, the heartland
of Chinese industrial capacity.”® There
are thought to be 44 Soviet divisions
quarding the entire 7,500-mile border,
including three divisions in the Mon-
golian People’s Republic. Six of the



divisions are armored, and five of those
are in readiness category I (substantially
ready).5® Of the 38 mechanized in-
fantry divisions on the border, 19 are
cateqory I, 10 are categoty 1l (mar-
ginally ready), and nine are category III
(not ready). The number of KGB border
troops deployed opposite China is
unknown. Approximately 10,000 tanks
and 10,000 armored personnel cartiers
are available for service on the border,
although large numbers are probably
stockpiled in depots, rather than in an
operational status. More than 2,000
combat aircraft of all types are
dispersed on airfields within striking
distance of the border, The standard
complement of artillery, mobile
missiles, antiaircraft weapons, and
nuclear/chemical munitions are avail-
able in support. Certain ICBMs,
IRBMs, and MRBMs are more than
likely targeted for use against China,
but the numbers so deployed are not
available from unclassified sources,
The Soviet Pacific Fleet, generally
consisting of some 70 submarines
{excluding strategic SLBM subs} and
65 major surface combatants, is
capable of operating in virtually all
Chinese coastal waters.

Across the border, China can counter
with the People's Liberation Army
(PLA), a formidable adversary. The size
of the PLA, though a well kept secret, is
variously estimated at between 3.9 and
4.2 million men.”” Approximately 3.5
million men are concentrated in the
ground forces because of China's poor
strategic and tactical mobility assets.”®
Undoubtedly the largest land army in
the world, it is backed by paramilitary
forces consisting of a 7-million man
Armed Militia; an Urban Militia of
several million; the 4-million man
Civilian Production and Construction
Corps; and the basically trained, but
generally unarmed Ordinary and Basic
Militia of 75-100 million persons.®® The
ground forces are organized as fol-
lows: 47
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Main Forees

121 infantry divisions
11 armored divisions
2 airborne divisions
150 independent regiments
40 artillery divisions including anti-
aircraft units
15 railway and construction divisions

Local Forees

70 infantry divisions
130 independent regiments

Weapons, though somewhat out-
dated, include 10,000 Soviet and Chi-
nese-made tanks; 3,500 armored per-
sonnel carriers; 18,000 artillery pieces;
and 20,000 assorted mortars, recoilless
rifles, rocket launchers, attack guns, and
antiaircraft weapons.®' The PLA Air
Force has some 4,500 fighter aircraft of
MIG-15-MIG-19 vintage, about 1,000
bombers and transports, and approxi-
mately 350 helicopters. All are obso-
lete.*? The Chinese Navy possesses 23
major surface combatants, one nuclear-
powered submarine, 74 fleet submarines
and 1,200 assorted destroyers, missile
patrol boats, landing craft and small
coastal defense vessels. In addition, the
navy owns 700 shore-hased aircraft con-
sisting of bombers, fighters and a few
helicopters.®

Deployment of Chinese forces along
the Sino-Soviet border is thought to be
heaviest in the north and northeast,
with some 55 Main Force and 25 Local
Force divisions concentrated to protect
Manchuria and Beijing.®* Farther west
are another 15 Main Force divisions and
eight Local Force divisions. Fully half
of the PLA aircraft assets are dispersed
to defend against any Soviet ground-air
assault, particularly in the northeast.®®

Behind these conventional forces lies
the menace of China's increasing nuclear
strength. By mid-1978 China had con-
ducted 23 nuclear tests, and possessed a
stockpile of several hundred atomic
warheads with yields ranging from 20
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kilotons to three megatons.®® There is
much speculation about China's delivery
systems, but most authors seem to agree
on the data in Table 1.°7 Uncorro-
borated reports variously describe tests
of an 8,000-mile range ICBM, SLBMs
for China's ene nuclear submarine,
10-25 missiles in the 4,000-6,000-mile
range, 400 quns of 203mm with five KT
warheads, and 700 guns of 152mm with
one KT warhead,®®

Lacking sufficient strength to chal-
lenge seriously the Soviet Union, China
has resorted to invective, accusation,
bluff, and overtures to the West in an
attempt to buy time while redressing
her precarious military balance. Domes-
tic Chinese propaganda features such
articles as the one entitled, “Heighten
Vigilance, Be Ready to Fight," that
identifies the U.S5.5.R. as the number
one enemy, discusses Soviet aggression
and expansionism, and laments the in-
evitability of war.®® Similar reports
appear in the foreign Chinese media.
For example, a commentary entitled,
“Heighten Our Vigilance and Get Pre-
pared to Fight a War,” admitted that
the Russians were better armed but
predicted the Chinese people would
prevail.”’® The article continued to say
that China must prepare for a surprise
attack from Russia, but that the PRC
would “never attack first."

On the Soviet side, a published
article accused the PRC of preparing for
war, launching an arms race with the
U.S.S.R., and opposing disarmament,”!
Another piece reported an attack on
China for expansionism and endangering

peace that emanated from a Crimean
meeting of the Secretaries of the Com-
munist Party Central Committees of the
Warsaw Pact countries,”?

Very often, particularly in the Chi-
nese press, a sort of code is used to
discuss the danger of war between the
PRC and the U.S.S.R. Specifically, the
jargon refers to the inevitahility of a war
between the United States and the
U.S.8.R. into which the Chinese will be
irresistibly drawn, ostensibly aqainst the
Soviet Union. The latter, in pursuit of a
peace-loving image, becomes visibly irri-
tated by such attacks, and regularly
pullishes material to refute them.

The most recently reported armed
border clash between the U.S.S.R. and
the PRC occurred on 11 May 1978
along the Amur River in China’s
Heilongjiang (Heilungkiang) Province.
The PRC, in a diplomatic protest,
claimed a Soviet helicopter and 18 boats
purposely crossed the river, wounding
several Chinese before being driven
off.”? The U.S.S.R. replied to the PRC
protest with a note expressing regret for
what the Soviets called an accidental
incursion that resulted in harm to no
one.”!

On the question of armaments, the
state of affairs can best be described as
deteriorating. Soviet perceptions grow
more and more pessimistic as China
pursues arms assistance from the West
and hints at seeking possible alliances
that would tend to isolate the Soviet
Union, Arms sales negotiations hetween
Great Britain, France, and Italy on one
side, and the PRC on the other have

TABLE |
System Range
80 TU-16 bombers 2,000 miles
30-40 MRBMs 600-700 miles
30-40 'RBMs 1,500-1,750 miles
? |CBMs 3,000-3,500 miles




been underway since early November
1978 with antitank weapons, antiair-
craft missiles, AV-8 Harrier VSTOL
aircraft (100}, naval diesel engines for
coastal patrol craft, and military heli-
copters prominently mentioned.’*
Soviet fears of a progressively mote
modern Chinese military capability and
its ultimate purposes are reflected in
this recent Moscow broadcast in Eng-
lish:
Some Western newspapers . . . say
there is nothing wrong with a
sovereign country wishing to pur-
chase arms.... It is really irre-
sponsible, to say the least, to sell
advanced weapons to a country
which has a record of aggression
and whose leaders say openly that
they prepare for a world war
which they think is inevita-
ble . ... There is really no telling
when, or where, will Peking use its
legicns when they are equipped
with modern arms. The entire
adult population of China is now
working 12 to 14 hours a
day . .. to support the program of

China's militarization and
. hegemonistic adven-
tures. ... This is also the ultimate

goal of China's attempts to secure

advanced arms and military tech-

nology from the NATQO coun-

tries.”
According to Pravda, the Chinese are
openly threatening the Soviet Union
with war when PRC Minister of Defense
Xu Xianggian calls for an interna-
tional united front against the U.5.5.R,
while promising, ‘‘China will help all
who wage a resolute struggle against the
USSR.”?T

The result of all this may be Soviet
agitation in other parts of the world to
offset Western arms sales to the PRC,
No doubt there will be considerable
diplomatic pressure applied by the
U.5.5.R. to limit or forestall such sales,
Of more concern is the possihility of a
Soviet preemptive strike against the
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PRC, if the U.S.S.R. perceives Chinese
military modernization initiatives as
changing the balance of power along the
border. From any point of view, Chi-
nese rearmament with modern weapons
creates greater risks of Sino-Soviet con-
frontation as well as increased chances
of general East-West conflagration.

Economic Activity. On 31 July
1977 an article by Vladimir Bolshakov,
on page four of Pravda, announced the
rehabilitation of Deng Xiaoping, and
revival of his “economic program.” The
article went on to provide a pessimistic
analysis of Deng's political revival as a
clear signal to the West that Beijing was
prepared to develop extensive ties, and
would continue its anti-Soviet course,
thus aggravating international tension.
Although some months passed before
Bolshakov's analysis could be corroho-
rated in Chinese media sources, he was
obviously correct for on 24 March
1978, in a speech at the National
Science Conference in Beijing, Hua
Guofeng admitted China’s backwardness
and called for learning from foreign
countries.”® Previously, all China’s
economi¢ woes were blamed on the
“gang of four." An article did appear in
mid-1977 in the foreign Chinese press
that declared the necessity for making
“foreign things serve China.” But the
thrust of this and subsequent articles
was to extol the virtues of self-reliance,
while accusing the *‘gang of four’ and
other enemies of the state of sabotaging
economic and technical growth and
exchange with other countries.”®

It would appear that from the time
of Deng Xiaoping's return to political
power in July 1977 until early Novem-
ber 1978, the ground was being care-
fully prepared in China for a rather
startling departure from a longstanding
PRC tradition of autarky. Given the
power struggle in China in the years
before and after Mac Zedong’s death,
and the incredibly detailed vilification
of Deng and his ilk as ‘capitalist-
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roaders, modern revisionists, and right-
wing deviationists’" for their views on
bringing economic progress to China, it
is not surprising that considerable time
was required. Literally millions of words
had heen written and spoken through-
out the PRC to "educate”” the Chinese
people about the dangers of anything
remotely smacking of free enterprise, or
capitalism, or assistance from another
country. A full year was apparently
required to reverse direction, reeducate
the masses (and most of their leaders),
prepare a course of action, and weed
out the recalcitrants (such as the radical
‘“‘gang of four clique”), before the
dramatic overtures to "‘open windows to
the West” for technology and economic
assistance could be initiated.

Western press reports began to
appear in early Novemher 1978 that the
Chinese were thinking of introducing a
limited market economy, and entering
into negotiations with a large number of
foreign multinational corporations to
help the PRC develop natural resources,
open joint-venture factories, and build
hotels.?® For several months daily an-
nouncements relative to Chinese eco-
nomic initiatives were made as Dengand
his allies launched the "four moderniza-
tions': farming, industry, science and
technology, and the military. The blue-
print for this economic miracle was to
take place in three phases:

1. Within two years, mechanize

agriculture nationwide, and con-

solidate and restructure all
existing industry.

2. During the next five years,
achieve a gquantum improvement
in factory and agricultural produc-
tion. During this phase, seen as
the most important of the three,
China would either build or im-
port as many as 120 new plants.

3. In the final stage, from 1985
to the year 2000, expand produc-
tion to include more sophisticated

consumer goods and such high

technology items as advanced

electronics and computers.?!

Euphoria was rampant in the indus-
trialized nations at the prospect of a
Chinese market of one billion people.
Japan rushed in with announcements of
a 50 percent trade increase with China,
construction of a billion dollar steel
mill, and an exchange of businessmen
and offices in Tokyo and Beijing.®?
France negotiated a trade pact calling
for development of commodity/tech-
nolegy transfers ranging from atomic
industry to hotel management to sugar
production.®® Not to be outdone, U.S.
business and government representatives
offered coal mine development, design
of an atom smasher, a dam on the
Yangtze River, offshore ocil drilling
assistance, and introduction of Coca
Cola and McDonald's franchises, to
name just a few.*

As the stampede for economic advan-
tage in the Chinese marketplace pro-
ceeded, there arose a number of un-
answered questions. The most im-
portant question addressed payment for
and the effect of modernization and
increased contact with Western nations
and Japan cn the political stability of
China.

Some of the answers were not long in
coming. Early in March 1979 Beijing
announced that 30 contracts previously
signed to buy $2 million worth of heavy
machinery from Japan would be re-
negotiated, and pending U.S. deals put
on hold.*® Clearly, the Chinese were
worried about how to pay for the
required technology and how to absorb
it into an agrarian economy with a
low-skill labor base. On 6 May 1979
China’s Minister of Foreign Trade an-
nounced a shift of emphasis from heavy
industrial projects to development of
agriculture and light industry. The code
word ‘readjustment” is now being used
to describe the prudent reappraisal of
China’s financial, technological, and
managerial capabilities to successfully



pursue the “four modernizations.”*®

Readjustment of economic goals may
also reflect a conservative reaction to
the prospect of excessive social strain
and political dissent that could result
from rapid industrialization of a devel-
oping country.

Modernization of China will be a
long, involved, and perhaps unsuccessful
process. The goal of the PRC to "sur-
pass the world's advanced levels by the
year 2000" is probably unrealistic.
However, the Chinese people are capa-
ble of tremendous sacrifice and great
technological achievement when un-
fettered by programs such as the “Great
Leap Forward’ and the "Cultural Revo-
lution,”" The ability of China to become
a nuclear power and to launch and
recover satellites is adequate testimony
to PRC capabilities in particular areas of
concentration, But carryover to achieve-
ment of 20th-century levels of technical
and industrial maturity may not be
possible owing to the magnitude of the
task. Whatever the prospects for reach-
ing established goals, one must consider
the potential military capability of a
modern, industrialized China before
rejoicing.

The Soviet Union is already a
modern, industrialized nation, though
with an economy heavily oriented
toward production of military hardware
and heavy industrial goods rather than
consumer products. But the US.S.R. is
deficient in the technology associated
with computers and their application to
industry, the military, and weapons
systems; and in other areas such as
offshore and arctic oil drilling opera-
tions. As in the case of China, the
U.S.5.R. must look to the West and
Japan for relief.

Conclusion. The period between the
death of Mao Zedong in September
1976 and the present must be viewed as
a time of restabilization and course
setting for China. The death of the
architect of Chinese communism
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produced the inevitable power struggle
associated with the passing of the
dominant leader of a totalitarian state.
As the leadership begins to settle on
new directions for China, the implica-
tions for future Sino-Soviet relations are
unclear but worthy of consideration.

Diplomacy. Prospects for any sort
of diplomatic rapprochement between
China and the Soviet Union depend
heavily on settlement of the territorial
question. Given traditional Soviet sensi-
tivity to the sanctity of purposely
accrued border areas for defense of the
motherland, little help can be expected
from the U.S.S.R. China is perhaps even
less likely to vield on territorial claims
considering the pervasiveness of historic
“middle kingdom" ethnocentrism,

Of almost equal importance to im-
proved rvelations is amelioration of the
ideological quarrel. China appears deter-
mined to carve out an exclusive sphere
of influence among Third World coun-
tries, particularly in Asia. Soviet
attempts for Third World hegemony and
insistence on Marxist centralism are very
much resented by China, and must be
viewed as major stumbling blocks to
improved Sino-Soviet relations.

There are indications that high-level
talks between the U.5.5.R, and the PRC
will soon occur. On 17 April 1979 the
Soviet Foreign Ministry delivered a note
to the Chinese Ambassador proposing
talks aimed at a general easing of ten-
sion between the two countries.”” On
10 May 1979 China announced tenta-
tive acceptance of the Soviet pro-
posal.®® However, unless substantive
progress is made on the disputed terri-
torial and ideological issues, the practi-
cal result will be maintenance of diplo-
matically correct but relatively poor
relations for the foreseeable future.

Propaganda. As long as there is
substantial disagreement between rival
border states, there will exist massive
efforts to propagandize one's own point
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of view at the expense of the other side.
In the case of China and the Soviet
Union, propaganda has been the major
weapon in their confrontation, and can
be expected to continue with little
change in intensity. Compared to the
alternatives, the Sino-Soviet propaganda
war is a healthy outlet for the frustra-
tions of power politics.

Leadership. The effect of leader-
ship changes on- Sino-Soviet relations
will probably be indirect. The Chinese
leadership, despite signs of an internal
power struggle, is apparently in agree-
ment about its foreign policy towards
the Soviet Union. No change in policy is
likely to occur when Deng Xiaoping
passes from the scene. Lecnid Brezh-
nev's age and questionable health indi-
cate the likelihood of a change in
Kremlin leadership in the near term as
well. But again, the transfer of power,
however messy, will probably have little
effect on relations with China, except
temporarily to focus attention on
domestic matters to the exclusion of
foreign policy.

Military Confrontation. Sino-
Soviet recognition of a prevailing
balance of power along their common
border appears to be a reality. The most
compelling evidence was Soviet military
restraint during the spring 1979 Chinese
punitive expedition against Vietnam. It
may be forcefully arqued that the rea-
son for Soviet restraint was a comhina-
tion of uncertainty about U.S. support
for China, interest in concluding a
SALT agreement with the United
States, and the continuing relative weak-
ness of Chinese military strength along
the Soviet border. Whatever the case,
current prospects for other than low-
level conflict along the Sino-Soviet fron-
tier seem remote. However, chances of
serious conflict may increase signifi-
cantly as China attempts to modernize
the PLA. The key to future military
confrontation may well be the extent to

which the Soviet Union feels threatened

by a more capable and better armed
PLA.

Economic Activity. Except as pre-
viously noted, there is relatively little
direct economic exchange between the
U.S.5.R. and the PRC. Though some
increase is possible, the dispute between
them will probably preclude significant
economic ties compared to those sought
with the West and Japan. And while
China and the Soviet Union do not need
each other as trading partners, they may
compete extensively for Western tech-
nology and agricultural production.

Based on past performance, the
Soviet Union can be expected to resolve
the potentially difficult manpower and
energy shortages predicted for the next
20 years and maintain an impressive
economic advantage over China. But the

dramatic expansion plans of the PRC,

however modified by economic reality
and political expediency, are no doubt
viewed in the Kremlin with great con-
cern. For through economic develop-
ment comes modernization, and a
modern, industrialized China could pose
many future problems for the U.S.5.R.
Of equal concern are the contacts that
might be developed through economic
cooperation, which under certain cir-
cumstances could serve to isolate the
U.S.S.R. and further exacerbate Sino-
Soviet relations.
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Communications and navigation facilities, tenders, missile transport and storage
facilities, supply ships, fixed acoustic arrays, cargo handling facilities, and the like are
more susceptible to destruction than the weapons systems to whose support they are
dedicated. Evidence of Soviet attention to this weakest link is presented in this
adaptation of an analysis prepared for the Naval Intelligence Quarterly (Vol. IT, No. 1).

ATTACKING THE WEAKEST LINK:
- THE ANTISUPPORT ROLE OF SOVIET NAVAL FORCES

Lieutenant Commander Floyd D. Kennedy, Jr., U.S, Naval Reserve

Soviet literature available to the
naval analyst contains a great deal of
valuable information intermingled with
the chaff of Leninist polemic. Such
publications as Morskoy Shornik,
Voyennaya Mysl’ and Voyennoistorich-
eskiy Zhurnal are designed to be read by
Soviet professional military personnel
and consequently contain relatively sub-
stantive concepts, once the obligatory
deference to Marxism-Leninism is paid.
Consistent reading of these periodicals
eventually vields an appreciation of
significant Soviet concerns and an un-
derstanding of the factors that make up
the Soviet military perspective,

A primary Soviet concern is the
overall correlation of forges, particularly
nuclear forces. This concern is not just
limited to gross number counts, how-
ever; every aspect of nuclear capability
is a factor in Soviet calculations. In fact,
the clear impression given by many
Soviet authors is that in many instances

the most vulnerable element of a
national nuclear capability is perceived
by them to be not the weapon system
itself but all the support without which
that system cannot function. The
Soviets therefore include this support
element in all their correlation calcula-
tions and place a great deal of emphasis
on the destruction of enemy support
elements {for both nuclear and conven-
tional systems) in time of war. An
examination of this antisupport concept
is the purpose of this paper.

The NATO Naval Threat. The Soviets
visualize several NATQ naval threats,
both to their homeland and to their
military forces. To avoid the debate
over the prioritization of those threats,
they are listed here without regard to
priority: the NATO SSBN threat to the
Soviet homeland, the carrier threat to
the homeland and to Soviet naval and
continental forces, the NATO



antisubmarine warfare {ASW) threat to
Soviet naval strike forces {SSNs as well
as SSBNs), the threat of NATO resupply
of the European theater and the NATO
amphibious threat to the Soviet flanks.
Each of these threats involves primary
systems and a supporting structure, all
of which can be subjected to coordi-
nated Soviet attacks. The various ele-
ments of that support structure are
frequently identified in Soviet literature
and their value assessed by a variety of
Soviet authors.

Auti-SSBN Support Structure. Soviet
emphasis on targeting support elements
of the American Polaris/Poseidon sub-
marine-launched ballistic missile
(SLBM) system grew over the years as
the complexities of the antisubmarine
problem became more appreciated.
Whereas Marshal Sokolovskiy in the first
two editions of his book Military
Strategy (1962 and 1963} talked about
destroying the ballistic missile subma-
rines (SSBN) themselves,' Admiral of
the Fleet of the Soviet Union Sergei
Gorshkov in 1977 discussed instead the
disruption or blunting of SSBN attacks
“to the maximum possible deqree.’”
This may at first glance appear to be
only a subtle difference in semantics,
but it actually reflects what appears to
have been a steadily increasing Soviet
recognition that their ASW capabilities
may not even be able to catch up, much
less keep pace, with the increasing
ranges of American ballistic missiles.
Consequently, the importance of de-
stroying elements of the weapon system
other than the weapon platforms them-
selves has increased markedly in Soviet
priorities.

This is not to say that from the first
deployment of the Polaris A-1 missile
boats the Soviets were not planning to
attack the system'’s supporting elements.
In fact, in a 1964 article, Colonel V.P,
Zhukov enumerated the following anti-
SSBN missions for Soviet aerial recon-
naissance:
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.. .searching for submarines at
advanced positions and home
bases; searching for floating
rocket submarine bases (subma-
rine tenders) and directing naval
strike forces to them; searching
for transports carrying special
weapons needed by rocket sub-
marines and directing naval strike
forces to them; determining the
location and identity of naviga-
tion and communication facilities
needed by submarine rocket car-
riers.’

Zhukov was not the first, nor the
last, to stress the importance of locating
and destroying the support elements of
SSBN forces: submarine tenders, reload
missile transports, navigation and com-
munication facilities. Captain lst Rank
K. Titov in 1972 echoed and expanded
upon Zhukov’s words:

Strategic underwater nuclear
missile systems {e.g., Polaris-
Poseidon) represent a complex of
interdependent elements whose
normal functioning ensures a high
combat readiness for the system.
These elements are: the FBM sub-
marines; command posts and
staffs implementing control of
these submarines; transmitting
and receiving radar centers sup-
porting communications with
them; various navigational systems
permitting the determination of
the coordinates of the submarines
and other data essential for
launching missiles; bases and
mobile logistical means; missile
arsenals and test ranges for storing
and preparing the missiles; and
training centets for training sub-
marine crews . ...*

Two different types of supporting
elements for SSBNs are thus discussed
by Soviet authors. One is the type of
support that services the weapon plat-
form after it has returned from per-
forming a rission: the submarine
tenders and other hases, transports
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carrying reload missiles, training centers
and missile storage areas. While these are
important targets, their destruction can-
not, in Gorshkov’s words, “disrupt or
blunt™ the initial SSBN attack. On the
other hand, destruction of communica-
tions facilities, navigation aids or com-
mand and control elements could have
just that effect. Captain 1lst Rank
Pirumov and others addressed the im-
portance of communications in this
way:
the U.S. Navy's nuclear-powered
submarines armed with Polaris
ballistic missiles with a nuclear
pavload are constantly ready to
launch on 15 minutes notice in
their patrol areas. It is believed
that a delay in transmitting a
signal to them on the start of a
war could have, if not a decisive
effect, at least a very considerable
effect on the outcome of the
combat operations,*
And Captain 1lst Rank B, Makeyev
discussed navigational systems in his
1977 article:
High precision of navigational
computations is...the founda-
tion which permits maneuvering
of the submarine and application
of the weapons it carries. As an
example, even a slight error in
determining the location of the
submarine at the moment a ballis-
tic missile is launched would re-
sult in a significant deviation of
the latter from the target and
could cause failure of the combat
mission. 5
Therefore, while the American Posei-
don and Trident missile-carrying sub-
marine force may be relatively secure
from direct attack by Soviet naval
forces, it is obvious that the Soviets are
trying to find the weakest links in the
overall fleet ballistic missile system, and
they appear to have seized upon the
support elements for the SSBN fleet as
just those weak links. Communications
and navigation facilities are thus priority

Soviet targets at the outbreak of any
general war, and other elements of thg
SSBN support structure such as tenders,
bases, missile transports and storage
facilities can be expected to come under
early attack,

Antisurface Force Support Structure,
Although centralized communications
and navigation aids are not as vital to
the operations of carrier attack groups
and other surface forces as they are to
the SSBN force, destruction of them,
especially navigation systems, will also,
in the Soviet view, have a detrimental
effect on surface operations. But more
central to the war against the carrier
threat in particular, as well as other
surface forces in general, is the destruc-
tion of the replenishment ships that
keep the combatants supplied with fuel,
aviation fuel and ammunition. Engineer-
Captain 2nd Rank V. Yeliseyev dis-
cussed this vulnerability as it relates to
carriers in a 1973 article:

Conventional steam turbine plants

are installed in 15 out of 16

aircraft carriers of the U.S. Navy.

The endurance of an attack carrier

is 90 days. However, the experi-

ence of participation of the attack

aircraft carrier MIDWAY in com-
bat exercises against the people of

Southeast Asia showed that 8,500

tons of ammunition, about

60,000 tons of ship fuel, 30,000

tons of aviation fuel, and also

1,200 tons of other cargo must be

delivered to the carrier every 4 to

5 days. Replenishment at sea is a

lengthy process. This makes the

ship dependent on the operating
efficiency of rear forces and
makes it very vulnerable to enemy
action,”

He went on to say:

Moreover, the ships of the combat

nucleus of an attack carrier group

are largely dependent on re-
plenishment at sea. Destruction or
disabling of the service ships may



result in disruption of the combat

operations of aircraft carriers.®

Soviet interest in the battle against
the supporting elements of the carrier
task force is less intense than the
concern devoted to attacking SSBN
support, but it is nevertheless a topic
that is discussed by Soviet naval officers
as supportive of their anticarrier
mission. Therefore, it must be antici-
pated that if the Soviets feel they
cannot muster the means necessary to
strike directly at a task force, they will
use the resources available to strike at a
“softer'’ target such as lightly escorted
supply ships.

Another Soviet concern that falls
into the category of support targeting is
the destruction of bases and, con-
currently, the ships within them. This
applies equally to all types of ships:
carrier task groups, SSBNs, amphibious
forces, etc. Several articles over the
years have expounded at length on the
success of antibase operations during
World War II and have implied that
these operations have a valid, modern
counterpart.” Rear Admiral Filinov in-
troduced his 1973 work by saying, “In
analyzing the operations it is not diffi-
cult to note that all of them were
characterized by certain principles of
planning and organizing the combat
operations and methods of utilizing
forces and employing weapons which
have not lost their significance even in
out day.” In order to emphasize this
point, he continued later in the article:

According to foreign naval ex-
perts, operations for destroying
enemy naval forces in their bases
can find broad application in
today's context too. This is due to
technical progress and in particu-
lar to the presence of nuclear-
missile weaponry in the inven-
tories of the navies of the main
powers,'°

The shipbuilding industry was also
cited by Captain 1st Rank Mamayev as
another very worthwhile target to
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prevent the replacement of ship
losses:

During a modern war, strikes
directed at shipbuilding firms and
at other industrial enterprises
which cooperate with commercial
and military shipbuilding, would
render it impossible to restore
losses either in merchant ships or
in naval warships. This applies
equally well to escort vessels
which, during an ocean transit,
protect the convoys from strikes
by aviation, submarines and other
naval forces. Thus the forces
which protect navigation could be
increased only by placing pre
viously built ships, those kept in
moth-balls, in operation. '

It is interesting to note that while
professional military literature in the
United States addresses the escalatory
implications of attacking targets such as
bases and shipyards located within the
homeland of the Soviet Union, such
factors are never addressed by Soviet
military authors in the literature avail-
able to the West. Thersfore, it can not
be automatically assumed that the
American penchant for calculating the
escalatory implications of strikes against
Soviet territory is reciprocated by the
Soviets. The military advantages of even
conventional strikes against bases and
shipyards on U.S, territory may, in
Soviet thinking, outweigh the potential
damage to the complex escalation calcu-
lations of American strategic planners.
The Soviets certainly perceaive their own
hases and shipyards to be in jeopardy
and have conducted military exercises
accordingly.

Anti-ASW Support Structure. Unlike
submariners in the U.S. Navy, the
Soviets have little confidence in stealth
as the primary protection for their
submarine forces; instead, they require
active defenses for their ballistic missile,
guided missile, and torpedo submarines.
Carrier task forces are considered a
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primary ASW threat, especially since the
initiation of the multipurpose CV/CVN
concept with embarked 5-3 and SH.-3
aircraft. But in addition to carrier
groups, which have already been dis-
cussed, the Soviets perceive major ASW
threats from NATQO maritime patrol
aircraft (MPA), ASW submarines, sur-
face ASW forces, and fixed acoustic
arrays. The antisupport discussions per-
taining to surface forces includes those
with ASW roles as these destroyers and
frigates are almost as vulnerable to
supply ship interdiction and base and
shipyard strikes as aircraft carriers, ASW
submarines are also as vulnerable to the
destruction of their tenders as SSBNs,
perhaps even more so because the ASW
submarine may expend its weapons in
eithet conventional or nuclear war
phases whereas the SSBN's weapons are
employed conly in nuclear conflict.

In order to reduce the NATO MPA
threat, Soviet naval planners have for
some time planned to attack and de-
stroy the airfields from which these
aircraft operate.!? Soviet Naval
Aviation (SNA) and Long Range Avia-
tion (LRA) medium bombers using
either conventional or nuclear weaponty
are particularly suited to this type of
operation, and the resultant rewards
from successful attacks are potentially
great. Colonel F, Shesterin wrote in
1969, “In all probability, aerial combat
in the future will become less effective
and primary importance in the battle
against enemy aviation will shift to
actions against airfields, enterprises of
the aviation industry, fuel sources and
training centers of flight personnel.”!?
While the last three targets mentioned
would eventually take a toll of aircraft
and crews in combat, the effect of
striking airfields would be felt in the
battle area immediately.

The Soviets believe that NATO mili-
tary forces are aware of this threat and
have responded accordingly. According
to Colonels N.M. Lavrent’yev and L.IL
Gorodenskiy,

Today the basing of ASW aviation
is taking on tremendous im-
portance. Military leaders in the
NATQ countries, for example,
feel that it is desirable to disperse
their bases. This procedure takes
into consideration the threat of
nuclear missile strikes against air-
fields, as well as the fact that ASW
aviation assigned to such bases
will conduct combat operations in
small tactical groups and by single
aircraft. This type of basing, it is
assumed, will provide protection
for forces against enemy strikes
and will increase secrecy of take-
offs by the aircraft (or by tactical
groups) in areas in which sub-
marine search goes on,!*

Consequently, the Soviets perceive
an urgency to reconnoiter and strike
ASW airfields in order to diminish and
make manageable a very significant
threat as soon as possible.

Another ASW system about which
Soviet authors have expressed consider-
able concern is the system of fixed
acoustic arrays identified in Soviet
literature by such names as "SQSUS,"”
‘‘Sea Spider,' ‘'Artemis’ and
“Caesar.””’ * They claim that this overall
network is responsible in many cases for
the initial detection and tracking of
most submarine contacts localized by
NATO naval forces,'® and that, there-
fore, it is an extraordinary threat to
submarine forces.'” It is unthinkable
that the Soviets would permit such a
system to remain in existence at the
outbreak of hostilities, or even for any
length of time after NATO begins
mobilization, The covert dlimination of
such an acoustic detection network
would probably provide, in the Soviet
calculus, a far greater gain than risk,
even long before the commencement of
open hostilities, and could be accom-
plished with comparative ease once the
locations of the devices themselves were
established. Elements of the extensive
Soviet fishing fleet could be tasked to



tear up the offending cables from areas
of particular concern to the Soviets
before significant submarine deploy-
ments were ordered. Later, upon com-
mencement of hostilities, shore-based
terminals and processing centers within
range of Soviet naval aviation could be
brought under attack.

Anti-SLOC Support Structure. The
Soviets have for some time attached
great importance to the disruption of
the air and sea lines of communication
(SLOC) between North America and
Europe. They recognize that the
majority of NATO's strategic reserves of
manpower and weaponry are separated
from the primary theater of military
operations by 3,000 miles of ocean, a
medium that cannot be occupied and
denied to the enemy like territory on
the European continent. Consequently,
they perceive in this geographical cir-
cumstance an opportunity to delay
NATQO's plans for what may hbe a
decisive period. Major General
Dzhelaukhov wrote in 1964:

Under these conditions the proper

selection of the objectives of

strikes—in other words, the wag-
ing of an effective battle against
reserves with the smallest expendi-
tures of forces and means—will be
of great importance. If the main
strategic mission in a theater can
be carried out in several days,
then obviously, delaying the
approach of the enemy reserves
for that period of time will ensure
the completion of the opera-

. tion.'®

He goes on to contend that SLOCs and

air lines of communication are vital:

But combating reserves in conti-

nental TVDs (Theaters of Military

operations) is only a part of the
overall battle against strategic
reserves, since reserves can be
brought in by sea and air trans-
ports. Thus, battle on ocean and
air communications routes is a no
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less important part of combating

strategic reserves.'®
According to Dzhelaukhov, convoys of
ships carrying troops and weapons
should therefore be destroyed either as
they approach the theater of military
operations, or in the ports them-
selves.2?

Dzhelaukhov was both preceded and
followed by many other authors who
advocated the destruction of enemy
SLOCs by means of strikes against the
loading and unloading facilities that
support them. Captain 1lst Rank
Stepanov wrote earlier in 1964:

The contemporary level of devel-

opment of naval technology per-

mits the execution of missions to
disrupt sea and ocean lines of
communication by various tech-
niques such as action against
shipping (missile and torpedo
attacks by submarines and aircraft
on ships at sea and in the ports
and mine barriers across the
shipping lanes) and against the
loading and unloading points and
the sources of supplies (nuclear
missile strikes by submarines, air-
craft, and coastal units on ports,
warehouses, and industrial cen-
ters),?!

Captain 1st Rank Marinin followed with

a 1967 Morskoy Shornik article:

Whereas merchant ships located in
ports beyond the range of enemy
aircraft were considered safe in
past wars, today, with the devel-
opment of nuclear weapons, they
will be more vulnerable than will
merchant ships at sea.??

And Captain 1st Rank Mamayev con-
tinued the discourse in December 1968:
The warring parties now have the
potential to influence all elements
of communications, particularly
the large ports of any continent.

In addition to the loading and
unloading ports, the centers of the
shipbuilding industry will also be

subject to attack.??
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In his 1977 bock on the Soviet Navy,
Admiral Gorshkov himself emphasizes
the importance of the disruption of
enemy ocean and sea communications
to the implementation of the main
wartime mission of his navy.?*® His
words are echoed by Captain 1st Rank
Gontarenko and Captain 3rd Rank
Khomenskiy in two separate articles in
the February 1978 issue of Zarubezh-
noye Voyennoye Obozreniye, and by
Captain lst Rank Ammon in the May
1978 issue of Morskoy Shornik.?’
While none of these articles discusses
the methodology for disrupting NATO's
SLOCs, they all describe their im-
portance to the NATQ war effort and
their place in NATO planning.

The antisupport tactic of destroying
loading and unloading facilities, as dis-
cussed in the 1960s, would seem to be a
viable supplement to direct SLOC inter-
diction in the present day as well,
particularly when one considers the
West's reliance on containerized cargo.
While expediting peacetime shipments
of a wide variety of cargo over land and
sea, containerization requires a large
capital outlay in specialized handling
facilities in ports and railroad yards.
Without these facilities, the normally
rapid handling of containerized cargo
would grind to a halt, In contrast, the
Soviets have invested in Roll-Cn, Roll-
Off (RO-RQO) cargo ships that require
virtually no support susceptible to
attack other than a deep-water pier.
RO-RO type ships provide an additional
bonus in that they are eminently suited
for amphibious warfare, particularly
into ports.

Conclusion. For each NATO naval
threat perceived by the Soviets thereis a
supporting structure they identify in

their writings. For the ballistic missile
submarine threat it is composed of
communications and navigation facili-
ties, submarine tenders, missile trans-
port and storage facilities and training
bases. For surface ships, and particularly
for aircraft carrier groups, the Soviets
identify supply ships as the primary
supporting element, for ASW forces
they specify MPA airfields and fixed
acoustic arrays, and for SLOCs they
pinpoint handling facilities in ports.
Each of these elements is vital to the
proper functioning of the system it
supports, and in most cases each is also
more susceptible to destruction. The
Soviets realize this, and they write
about it; they undoubtedly also con-
sider it in their correlation of forces
calculations and assign antisupport
missions to their naval units. U.S. and
NATQ planners would be well-advised
to consider seriously the effect of this
role of Soviet naval forces.
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The military and political uses of Soviet seapower receive frequent comment
and some see it growing beyond all legitimate bounds. This paper considers those
uses, includes the major (but often overlooked) economic and commercial
requirements of a maritime state, discusses its weaknesses and constraints, and
assesses the threat It poses to the United States.

ASSESSING THE SOVIET NAVY

Steven . Miller

Naval power is known to be a useful
instrument of national policy and has
frequently been employed since World
War II to support the interests of the
United States.! Navies can also be a
source of conflict; thus, it is sometimes
suggested that armed conflict between
the United States and the Soviet Union
is more likely to begin at sea—for
example, in the Mediterranean—than in
Central Furope.? Despite the rather
readily apparent importance of and
dangers associated with seapower, how-
ever, naval issues are not widely fol-
lowed. Unlike the more familiar con-
cerns about the strategic nuclear bal-
ance and the conventional balance in
Europe, the U.S.-Soviet naval balance
has not been the ohject of widespread
and intense public scrutiny. As a re-
sult, both the facts and the implica-
tions of the Soviet naval buildup are
less well advertised; the areas of debate
in interpreting the Soviet buildup are
less apparent.

The broad purpose of this essay is
to provide a survey of the Soviet Navy
that will be useful in assessing the
growing controversy on the Soviet-
American naval balance, It will do so
by presenting brief answers to three
basic questions. First, what are the
Soviet Union's maritime interests?
Second, how has the Soviet Navy
grown? And third, what are the limits
of and constraints on the Soviet Navy?
In answering these questions one hopes
that a balanced picture of the naval
threat posed by the U.S.S.R. will
emerge.

What are the Soviet Maritime Inter-
ests? There is no question that the
Soviet Navy is now much more for-
midable than it was a decade or two
ago. What is the subject of debate is
why the Soviet Union invests signifi-
cantly in naval power (that is, what
interests does it seek to promote in
doing s0?) and the extent to which the



improvement in Soviet naval capability
poses a serious threat to the American
Navy.

It is commonly noted in connection
with the growth of the Soviet Navy
that the Soviet Union is a ‘‘continen-
tal” or a ‘“land’’ power, the implication
being that it has no real business—apart
from messing about with Western in-
terests—making large investments in
naval power. As then Chief of Naval
Operations Elmo Zumwalt, Jr, put it in
a 1971 interview, there is a ‘‘dramatic
difference between what the Soviets
need—as basically a land power--and
what we need—as basically a maritime
power . . . they only can aspire to have
a Navy larger than ours for purposes of
interfering with our vital interests."?
Capt. John Moore, editor of Jane's
Fighting Ships, made essentially the
same point in a somewhat different
way when he concluded in 1975 that
"the ever growing Soviet navy has out-
run the legitimate requirements of
national defense.”® Such views pre-
sume a fairly narrow base of maritime
interests to be defended by naval
power, But, in fact, the U.S.S.R. has
several practical maritime interests to
be served; the extent to which its navy
is still inadequate, merely adequate, or
“illegitimately" oversized relative to its
maritime interests is largely a matter of
interpretation. (On such judgments,
however, hinge conclusions about
Soviet intentions.)

Certainly, some of the tasks de-
manded of the Soviet Navy are ardu-
ous ones, for the Soviet Union's first,
and most important, maritime interest
is the U.S. Navy, At the strategic level,
American submarines armed with
SLBMs pose a severe threat to the
Soviet homeland. For this reason, as
Admiral Gorshkov (for more than 20
years the Commander in Chief of the
Soviet Navy) wrote in Sea Power and
the State, “'the most important task of
our navy in this struggle (against
enemy navies} will be to use our naval
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power against the enemy's strategic
nuclear systems in order to prevent, or
to weaken as far as possible, their
striking power against our own land
targets.”® (If strategic antisubmarine
warfare (ASW) is the primary mission
of the Soviet Navy, then it is difficult
to arque that the U.S.5.R. is possessed
of a surfeit of naval power, as the U.S,
sea-based strategic forces are con-
sidered the most invulnerable com-
ponent of the Triad.) At the same
time, U.S. strategic ASW capabilities
threaten that portion of the Soviet
strategic nuclear force that is at sea.
The U.S.S.R. has a need, therefore, to
acquire naval power to protect its sea-
borne deterrent forces from America’s
far from insignificant ASW capability.
This is affirmed in the writing of
Corshkov who predicts that in the
event of war

the ocean spaces will become the

arena of savage warfare between

navies fighting to secure the
maximum utilization of their
naval power for the sclution of
crucial strategic tasks.... Sur-
face ships...remain the essen-
tial-and often the only—combat
weapon for securing the deploy-
ment of the chief striking force
of our navy: its submarine fleet.®
In short, the Soviet Union has an
interest in defending its territory from
nuclear attack and in protecting a por-
tion of its deterrent forces through the
use of naval power.

At the conventional level the U.S.
Navy has the capability to obstruct
Soviet political and military interests
around the globe. By investing in naval
power, the U.S.S5.R. can raise the costs
and risks of American intervention
with naval power in the Third World
crises, even if it cannot always pose a
credible military challenge. This idea of
denying the United States a “‘cost-free"
intervention is evident in an article on
the Soviet naval presence in the Medi-
terranean by Vice Admiral Smirnov.
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"Already,” he wrote in 1968, “the
very presence of Soviet ships in the
Mediterranean: does not allow the
American Sixth Fleet to carry out the
aggressive ideas of the Pentagon with
impunity. They cannot throw their
weight around so ceremoniously as
before.””” The other side of this point
is that through naval power the
US.S.R. can as well promote their
own interests, whether by ‘“presence”
or ‘‘power-projection.”?

Another military use to which
Soviet naval power could he put—
although it is not clear that it is in-
tended to be used in this way-—is to
disrupt NATO shipping in the event of
a protracted conventional war in
Europe. It would seem prudent to pre-
pare the capabilities to undermine an
adversary's strategy; NATO's calls for
large-scale reinforcement by sea.

In sum, it should not be surprising
that the U.S.S.R. seeks to defend itself
against the military threat posed by
the U.S. Navy and to neutralize and
counter its political threat. The Soviets
may not be able to achieve either of
these large goals, but it certainly is in
their interest to try to do so. These
political-military considerations add up
to a rather compelling rationale for the
Soviet Navy.

But the Soviet impulse toward the
sea has economic and commercial as
well as political and military dimen-
sions. The Soviet Union has become a
major factor in the world shipping
market; indeed, it possesses the largest
cargo liner fleet in the world.® Not
only does this fleet service most of
Soviet seaborne trade, but it has also
captured a significant share (roughly
20 percent) of established trade routes,
and has become a substantial source of
hard-currency income.'® The Soviet
Union possesses as well the largest and
most modern fishing fleet in the world.
It provides approximately “one-third
of the annual total of animal protein
consumed in the Soviet Union.”*' For

the last 20 years the Soviet Union has
been cne of the three largest fishing
nations in terms of catch, Clearly, the
U.5.5.R. has economic as well as mili-
tary interests in the oceans.

That these economic considerations
have a place in Soviet thinking about
naval power is evidenced once again in
the writing of Gorshkov. “Naval power
constitutes one of the most important
factors ensuring the strengthening of
(the) national economy.’ Stressing the
interaction of the military and the
economic aspects of Soviet interest in
the oceans, he arqued that ‘'the totality
of the means used for expleiting the
riches of the World Ocean and the
means used for defending the interests
of the state, when rationally combined,
constitute the sea power of the state
and determine a country’s ability to use
the military-economic potentialities of
the oceans to its advantage."'? While
the economic factor is clearly not fore-
most among the reasons why the
U.8.5.R. is interested in naval power, it
is yet another reason why it must seem
sensible to acquire a powerful navy.

None of this makes the Soviet Union
a maritime power in the same sense that
the United States is a maritime power.
It does not possess a great naval tradi-
tion; it is not thought of as having
historically been a maritime power. It is
not a huge trading power reliant on
seaborne cargoes for its international
commerce. Neither it nor its allies de-
pends on imported oil brought in great
quantities by sea. The Soviet Union
need not ply the oceans in order to
support its allies in the event of major
wars.

Nevertheless, the Soviet Union is a
state whose shores are washed by four
seas, and whose interests are substan-
tially affected by what transpires over,
on, and under those seas. Explanations
of the Soviet naval buildup need not
assume malevolent intentions; the
Soviet Union has more at stake than
simply politically motivated disruption



of Western maritime interests. However,
the problem remains that in pursuit of
its own maritime interests—however de-
fined and weighted—the Soviet Union
jeopardizes Western maritime interests
and places at risk Western naval power.
The question of “why?" is, in the end,
less important than the question ““How
great is the jeopardy?”'

How Has the Soviel Navy Grown?
This leads us to examine the improve-
ments in the Soviet Navy that have
caused it to seem so much more threat-
ening to so many observers, Before
turning to this examination, it is neces-
sary to note the enormous difficulties
associated with evaluations of naval
power, Simply stated, there is no satis-
factory measure of naval power that has
much meaning outside a fairly compli-
cated context.'® Naval warfare is
probably the most complicated form of
armed conflict, combining as it does air,
surface, and subsurface weapons sys-
tems in overlapping missions. Sizing up
navies requires integration of a number
of indicators of naval power, no one of
which can really stand alone. Numbers
of vessels, types of vessels, the nature of
their firepower, their technological
quality, their logistical support, their air
support, are all vital variables. In turn,
these have meaning only in terms of the
missions they were designed to perform
and the strategy they were meant to
fulfill, Even then there remain such
factors as geography, concentrations of
force, and imponderables such as the
weather that would influence the out-
come of any particular naval engage-
ment. Straightforward conclusions
about the Soviet-American naval bal-
ance are, obviously, not possible.

That said, what do we mean when we
write about the “growth'’ of the Soviet
Navy? Part of what we mean is that the
U.S. Navy has shrunk. Between 1968
and 1974 the overall size of the Ameri-
can Fleet declined from nearly 1,000 to
well under 500."* In the mid-1970s it
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was smaller than it had been at any time
since 1940.'* The reason for this de-
cline was the hlock obsolescence of
World War Il vessels whose existence
had inflated the numbers of the U.S,
Navy throughout the postwar period.
But regardless of how legitimate the
explanation and regardless of how un-
important simple accounting is in the
naval scheme of things, this decline in
numbers has affected perceptions of the
Soviet-American naval balance. lt has
led to the impression that, as one
journal put it, ‘the U.S. Navy has been
dwindling while the Soviet Navy has
been expanding....”'% Moreover,
there has been concern that, quite apart
from the relative size of the U.S. Navy
vis-d-vis the Soviet Navy, the American
Fleet has become too small to perform
all of its missions adequately, that it
possesses too few ships to be a bona fide
"two-ocean’’ navy. This is implied, for
example, in former Secretary of Defense
Rumsfeld's final annual report, in which
he claimed as one of the accomplish-
ments of the Ford administration the
‘'steps toward restoration of the Navy's
capability for two-ocean sea control and
projection of power."'7 In short, the
context in which the Soviet Navy has
improved has heen one in which the
American Navy has—in one crude but
highly visible indicator—declined; this
has colored our reactions to increases in
Soviet naval capability.

This leads to a second related point
about what we do not mean by the
growth in the Soviet Navy. In our
imprecision we often use the term in
such a way as to imply substantial
augmentations in the size of the Soviet
Navy., But in fact there has been no
spectacular increase in the size of the
Soviet Navy. In the category of major
surface combatants, for example, Soviet
numbers have been essentially constant
{with a slight upward trend) over the
last decade {see figure 1). The number
of Soviet attack submarines has actually
declined by nearly 200, from 430 in
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1964 to 231 in 1976 (see figure 1).'8
Of course, these broad numbers mask
substantial increases in particular types
of systems: Soviet nuclear-powered
attack submarines have increased in
number from 20 in 1963 to 85in 1978,
while Soviet strategic submarines have
increased from 30 in 1963 to 90 in
1978. But, in general, the “growth” of
the Soviet Navy does not manifest itself
in larger numbers. The most dramatic
changes in the naval "“numbers’’ balance
are a result of American declines rather
than Soviet increases.

Nor is it really trends in shipbuilding
that are the source of concern. The
relative decline in Ametican numbers is
more the result of the pace at which it
has phased ocut obsolete and obsolescing
vessels than of a worrisome lag in
shipbuilding highlighted by current cut-
backs in U.S. Navy ship procurement.
(The problem of widespread obso-
lescence is one the Soviet Navy is only
beginning to face.)'® In the decade
between 1966 and 1976, for example,
the Soviet Union produced many more
ships than the United States, but well
over half of them (480 out of 766} were
minor combatants under 1,000 tons,
while the United States outpreduced
the U.S.5.R. in terms of tonnage and
built many more {30 to 3) major com-
batants of 10,000 tons or more (see
figure 2).2° Overall, the pattern in
shipbuilding is a mixed one, with
notable differences in style (in particu-
lar, the constancy of the Soviet effort as
opposed to the more cyclical nature of
the American program) and emphasis
{with the Soviets focusing on subma-
rines, the United States more on surface
ships).?! But there is nothing here that
would lead one to conclude that there
had been, in the words of one observer,
a “rather spectacular” rise in Soviet
naval strength,?? or that the trends are
moving against the United States. Secre-
tary of Defense Brown noted as much in
last year's hearings, stating boldly that
“there is no great adverse trend there in

terms of ships.”?® (And Michael
MccGwire has arqued that the Soviet
Union suffers from a shortage of naval
surface shipbuilding capacity relative to
its ambitious naval agenda.}?* Neverthe-
less, thers have been areas of real
growth in the Soviet Navy and there are
certain trends that, if continued, could
prove troubling.

This leaves us still with the question
of what we do mean in referring to the
gqrowth of the Soviet Navy. The answer
lies largely in two areas: quality and
deployment.

The quality of the Soviet Navy has
improved dramatically over the past 20
years. This improvement is manifest in
several different ways. First, the Soviet
Union has introduced new types of
ships into its navy. The primary ex-
amples are the Moskva-class ASW heli-
copter carrier that entered service in
1967, and the 40,000-ton Kiev-class
aircraft carrier that carries both heli-
copters and vertical/short take-off and
landing (V/STQOL) aircraft; Kiev entered
the fleet in 1976.%5 Second, the Soviet
Union has substantially modernized its
fleet, introducing many new classes of
existing types of ships. Thus Michael
Klare could write in 1975 that “[Ble
tween 1967 and 1973, the Soviet Union
introduced nearly a dozen major new
classes of warships...."?® The Soviets
have also modernized their land-based
naval aviation with the introduction of
the Backfire, which significantly ex-
tends the reach of land-based airpower
in performing naval missions.?”

Finally, the Soviet Union has ex-
ploited new technologies in pursuing its
naval modernization program. This is
evident in their sustained investment in
nuclear-powered submarines, in their
utilization of V/STOL technology with
their small carriers, and especially in
their acquisition of naval cruise missiles.
The extent to which naval cruise
missiles have or will revolutionize naval
warfare is the subject of considerable
dehate, but there is no question that
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they pose a quite potent threat that is,
at the least, difficult to counter and at
most, puts surface combatants in a
situation of great vulnerability. The
U.5.5.R. has deployed cruise missiles on
everything from fast patrol boats to
nuclear submarines, Many of the newer
classes of Soviet surface combatants are
knovwn as guided-missile destroyers and
cruisers. And while the Soviet Union is
introducing its sixth naval surface-to-
surface missile, the United States is just
beginning to deploy its first. If one
believes, as one expert put it, that the
cruise missile “has altered the naval
equation beyond recognition,” then
there is indeed cause for concern.?® The
official American view is more moder-
ate, but the U,S, Navy is spending
hillions to develop and provide surface
platforms for the Aegis air defense
system designed to counter the com-
bined air/cruise missile threat.

In sum, the modernization of the
Soviet Navy has been quite impressive,
and has transformed it into a much
more formidable fleet. This is one of the
ways in which the Soviet Navy has
ngow.n"”

The second development at the cen-
ter of what we mean by the growth of
the Soviet Navy has been the appear-
ance of the Soviet Navy throughout the
globe. Forward deployment began with
the stationing of a Soviet squadron in
the Mediterranean in 1964. This squad-
ron was augmented during the 1967
war, and was followed in 1969 with the
establishment of a small but permanent
naval presence in the Indian Ocean. By
the mid-1970s Soviet naval activity in-
cluded numerous visits to the Carib-
bean, patrols off West Africa, and ex-
panded activities in the Pacific.?® The
global nature of Soviet naval prowess
has heen demonstrated in two extensive
and worldwide exercises, Okean 70 and
Okean 75.3° And recent history is
replete with examples of the Soviet use
of their now farflung navy for political
purposes in distant areas.®'

The Soviets gqain several benefits
from forward deployment of their
Navy, ranging from the political advan-
tages associated with mere ''presence”
to the possibility of militarily deterring
or at least interfering with American
intervention in Third World crises. While
the Soviet Navy does not possess great
power projection capability, it does
provide, in its present guise, another
instrument of national policy with
which the Soviet leadership can pursue
its interests.

Accompanying the forward deploy-
ment of the Soviet Navy have been
changes in the character of Soviet naval
doctrine and alterations in the missions
it performs. Gorshkov has placed great
emphasis on the peacetime political
utility of the navy.®? And whereas in
the past Soviet naval behavior was ex-
plainable almost completely in terms of
seaborne strategic capabilities (i.e.,
Soviet naval policy was formed essen-
tially in reaction to the strateqic threat
posed by American ballistic missile sub-
marines), now it was evident that “they
are also responding to events in the
international political arena that have
no bearing whatsoever on the strategic
balance—and their actions are not only
responsive but initiatory as well.”?3
Thus, the articulation of a more politi-
cal and aggressive naval doctrine has
emerged in a period in which detectable
changes have occurred in the behavior
of the Soviet Navy. For many in the
West, this fact has reinforced the effect
of Soviet forward deployment in
shaping the image of a growing Soviet
Navy.

There remains a large debate over
whether the assertive political aspects of
Soviet forward deployment ought to be
seen as a secondary and somewhat
incidental task or as the embodiment of
an expansionist Soviet foreign policy.
Some distinquished analysts hold the
former view, Robert Weinland, for ex-
ample, argues that “Soviet naval policy
and practice are in fact predominantly



reactive in character and defensive in
orientation,”** But for others the link
between the expanding horizons of the
Soviet Navy and the outward thrust of
Soviet foreign policy is a clear one. For
example, former Secretary of Defense
Rumsfeld has described Soviet naval
expansion as part of a broader effort to
achieve military supericrity and interna-
tional dominance, and suggests that
“[S]uch maritime expansion clearly is a
central element in the Soviets’ effort to
develop the capability to project power
worldwide, to increase both their mili-
tary capabilities and their political reach
in areas far from their shores.”?* Or, as
then Director of Naval Intelligence
Adm. Bobby Inman explained in 1975:
Russia—whether under czars or
commissars—has historically de-
sired to play a larger role in the
shaping of world events. A num-
ber of elements have conspired in
the past to prevent Russia from
exercising this role and one of the

alements has been the lack of a

sea-going navy to project Russian

influence overseas. .. that weak-

ness has been dramatically re-

versed....’® (Emphasis added.)
Whether viewed as still primarily defen-
sive or as part of the Soviet will to
power, forward deployment of the
Soviet Navy has shattered its former
image as a coastal force and raised it to
a new prominence in Western political
and military thinking,

In conclusion, the U.S.S.R. is putting
more capable ships in more places for
more purposes than ever before, New
capabilities, new deployments, new mis-
sions, new doctrine and, perhaps, expan-
sive Soviet foreign policy: this is what
we mean by the growth of the Soviet
Navy.

Limits and Constrainis? But there is
another side to this story, for there are
limits and weaknesses as well as areas of
growth in Soviet naval capability. The
most obvious limit on Soviet naval
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power is geographical.>” Geography
constrains the Soviet Navy in several
different ways. The vastness of the
U.S.8.R. makes it difficult to implement
an integrated and efficient naval supply
system. The Soviet Union is required by
geography to maintain four separate
fleets that must be configured to
operate independently; reinforcement
between fleets is difficult. The northerly
location of the U.5.S5.R. means that it
has a problem of climate, in particular
in connection with the maintenance of
ice-free ports; only one (at Murmansk)
exists among their major bases in the
Pacific, Baltic, and Barents Seas. Its
northerly position also means that its
navy must travel long distances to ap-
proach major oceans and shipping lanes.
The Soviet Northern Fleet, for example,
is based at least 2,500 miles from the
main sea lines of communication be
tween the United States and Europe.
Finally, the Soviet Navy has a problem
of access to the oceans hecause all of its
egress routes are interdictable. This
makes Soviet naval operations easier to
monitor and easier to disrupt than is the
case for the American Navy. The sum of
these geographical problems constitutes
a significant handicap for the Soviet
Navy. As one observer has written, “a
naval fleet and the national geography
from which it must project its naval
power are two parts of an inseparable
system. Like the Germans [in the World
Wars], the Soviets can have a great
navy, but not necessarily be a great
naval power.'?

A second limit on the Soviet Navy is
its inadequate logistics capability. Be-
cause of its geographic problems, its
supply lines are vulnerable. It, unlike
the U,S. Navy, has not developed a
capability for underway replenishment.
Compared to the United States, the
U.S.5.R. invests relatively little in its
naval logistics capability (see figure 2).
As a result, Soviet naval forces are
extremely limited in endurance and are
hampered by the fact that “[M]ost
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Soviet replenishment operations are
conducted with small craft, at slow
speeds, in protected anchorages, and in
fair weather.” In short, ‘“the logistics
capahility of the Soviet Navy must be
considered its weakest link....In no
way can the Soviets deploy and sustain
a fleet for long periods of time."?*®

Of course, the establishment of over-
seas bases could help to compensate for
logistic difficulties."® But try as it
might, Soviet diplomacy has largely
failed to obtain for the Soviet Navy
anything like the still extensive—though
diminished—-network of American bases.
To be sure, there have been a few,
mostly minor, sometimes short-lived,
successes but the Soviet Navy does not
have access to such facilities as the
full-service U.S. bases at Subic Bay in
the Philippines or Rota, Spain. Indeed,
it has few enough small overseas bases,
and is forced to rely extensively on
anchorages.

The extent to which the effectiveness
of the Soviet Navy is enhanced or
degraded by access or loss of access to
overseas basing facilities is illustrated by
the fate of the Soviet squadron in the
Mediterranean. When the U.S.S.R. ob-
tained bases in Egypt, the capability of
that squadron was considerably aug-
mented, When President Sadat deprived
the U.S.S.R. of those bases, the Soviet
naval presence in the Mediterranean
suffered.*!

No doubt Soviet diplomacy will con-
tinue to seek overseas bases for the
Soviet Navy, and no doubt there will be
future successes (and setbacks), but
overall it seems highly unlikely that the
U.5.5.R. will be able to establish a chain
of significant bases in the foreseeable
future. Moreover, the fact that Soviet
foreign policy must be attuned to the
needs of the Soviet Navy draws atten-
tion to the fact that the Soviet Navy can
be a determinant as well as an instru-
ment of Soviet foreign policy. As Ken
Booth has said in connection with the
Soviet involvement in the Mediter-

ranean, “To a degree, the naval tail has
wagged the foreign policy dog for the
Soviet Union . ...""% This leads to the
further observation that in its new role
the Soviet Navy can be a burden as well
as an asset, for there can be political
(and economic) costs of overseas de-
ployment. (And the political costs are
not only associated with the need for
bases, but also from the simple demands
of involvement. Curt Casteyger has writ-
ten that ‘A stronger and wider presence
brings with it not only advantages but,
sooner or later, new responsibilities and
unforeseen or unwelcome burdens for
the power involved. The Soviet Union
will be as unable to escape this as any
previous imperial power.")*? Thus the
Soviet Union has an obvious interest in
(and need for} overseas bases, and be-
cause it has thus far had only limited
success in obtaining them, its naval
power is constrained.

Another weakness, indicated by the
Soviet inability to develop sufficient
supply and basing networks, has been
the pace of change. The Soviet Navy has
come to its giobal pretensions rather
quickly and has in some respects outrun
the ability of the U.5.8.R. to accommo-
date its changed orientation. This is
clearly the case in the areas of logistics
and overseas basing. But a particular
problem in this regard is that dramatic
increases in the operations of the Soviet
Navy have been accompanied by only
incremental changes in its naval force
posture. This has led to a situation in
which the Soviet Navy has been
‘*severely overstretched'' opera-
tionally,** As a result, overseas deploy-
ments are overly long, smaller vessels are
sent out on the high seas, ships are used
for unintended purposes, etc. The rapid
“growth' of the Soviet Navy has
stretched it thin.

One way to rectify this problem is to
accelerate shipbuilding in response to
the new demands placed on the Soviet
Navy. This the U,5.5.R, has failed to do.
Rather, constant resource allocation has



been a hallmark of the Soviet naval
program. Over the long run, of course,
this can lead to significant cumulative
increases in naval forces. But in the near
term, it makes it difficult to respond
flexibly to a more demanding mission
structure, particularly as ships now
coming into service are the product of
designs and decisions of as much as a
decade in the past. Moreover, Soviet
shipbuilding capacity is not unlimited,
and its shipbuilding program has not left
a lot of slack. Therefore accelerating
shipbuilding would first require purchas-
ing new shiphuilding facilities.
MccGwire has argued that to meet the
requirements of the Navy Admiral
Gorshkov would like to have (and feels
he needs) “would entail a substantial
increase in naval surface shiphuilding
capacity.' ® This has not occurred, and
therefore the Soviet Navy works within
the framework of “long-term physical
constraints.”® This is another limit on
Soviet naval power.

That the Soviet Navy has, for the
most part, failed in its effort to obtain a
larger allocation of resources suggests its
internal political weakness. [t inevitably
competes for resources with the other
branches of the Soviet armed services,
two branches of which—the Army and
the Strategic Rocket Forces—have been
more favored by the Soviet leadership
than the Soviet Navy. The navy is not
directly represented on the highest de-
fense decisionmaking bodies, the Polit-
buro and the Defense Council, and
“| T\here is good evidence that the
Defense Ministry and the General Staff
have at times exerted more influence
than the Mavy on naval policy deci-
sions.,”*” A common interpretation of
CGorshkov's ‘‘Navies in War and Peace”
series is that he was seeking to defend
the Soviet Navy's interests from internal
attack by illustrating in great detail the
importance and usefulness of the navy.
There is little doubt that in the early
1970s a debate occurred over whether
the Soviet Navy is really a cost-effective
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instrument of Soviet foreign policy, and
Gorshkov's articles appear to be a public
salvo aimed at providing a rationale for
a stronger navy. What weakens the
navy's position in this internal fight is
that the U.S.5.R. reaps the political
qains of forward deployment at present
levels of resource allocation while
acquiring the capability to pose a
credible military threat in, say, the
Indian Ocean, would cost a lot more
money. Thus far it appears that the
navy has lost its battle for more re-
sources (while avoiding cuts). As a
bureaucratic actor, the Soviet Navy has
its problems.

In addition to these broad con-
straints on Soviet naval power, there are
some specific operational “flaws" in the
Soviet naval posture that limit its mili-
tary capability. The most important of
these is the almost complete lack of
sea-based airpower. The Soviets have
attempted to compensate for this prob-
lem by improving land-based naval avia-
tion {e.g., Backfire), emphasizing cruise
missiles for some air missions, and by
building the Kiev-class V/STOL carriers.
None of this really compensates for the
lack of true attack carriers with aircraft
as capable as the American F-14.
(V/STOL carriers are an improvement
over no fleet air, but large penalties in
aircraft performance are paid in order to
achieve the V/STOL capahility.) What
this means is that Soviet naval capability
is highly sensitive to the availability of
land-based airpower. Even with Back-
fire, this would represent a sizable con-
straint in any naval engagement.

A second operational limit on the
Soviet Navy is that it is configured
primarily for antisubmarine warfare. As
a result, it does not possess a powerful
power projection capahility. A related
point is that, partly as a result of its
ASW orientation, the Soviet Navy
heavily emphasizes submarines, which
are quite useful for that purpose but less
useful in the ‘“presence” or “crisis
management' mode.
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A final point that deserves mention is
that the relative strength of the Soviet
Navy is diminished by the fact that
American allies are not insignificant
naval powers, whereas the Soviet
Union’s allies have quite minor navies.

In sum, while the Soviet Navy has
shown impressive growth in several
areas, it is limited by problems in
others. Geography inhibits Soviet naval
power, logistic and basing inadequacies
limit its endurance and effective reach,
its overall effectiveness has been
diminished by a pace of change that has
overtaxed its naval force posture, its
ASW configuration and lack of major
seaborne airpower limit its military
potency, while its relatively weak
bureaucratic position and relatively
fixed shipbuilding capacity prevent it
from moving to reduce as much as it
would like those of its weaknesses
which can be remedied.

Conclusion. Given our propensity to
disagree among ourselves about the mag-
nitude of Soviet military power, the
difficulty of evaluating naval power, and
this mixed picture of Soviet naval
strengths and weaknesses, it is inevitable
that there would be a broad range of
views about the nature of the Soviet
naval challenge. In seeking some reason-
able general conclusion about Soviet
naval capability we will find no clear
answer in Western opinion, for there is
no consensus on this issue.

At one extreme are those who feel
that the United States has already been
surpassed as a naval power by the Soviet
Union. ‘‘Everybody knows by now,” it
was reported recently in The New Re-
public, “that it is not we but the
Russians who rule the seas, the relevant
seas at least.”® Whatever that com-
ment may mean, it is representative of
the not infrequently expressed general
impression that the United States is
lagging behind in the naval race. Thus
Senator Jake Garn at last year’s hearings
on the defense budget: “I don't think

there is anybody who doubts—even
school age children know-that our
Navy is dropping behind versus the
Soviet Union's; it is rather general
knowledge.”*® Thus Rear Adm. Ernest
Eller who wrote in 1973 that Soviet
advances in naval capability “make the
U.S.S.R. the number one sea power in
the world.”3°

A variation on this “alarmist’’ theme
is advanced by those who argue that
while the present naval balance is satis-
factory to safeguard U.S. interests, the
trends are against us and therefore the
future bodes ill for the American Navy
unless remedial action is taken. This
attitude is reflected in the 1971 com-
ment by then Chief of Naval Operations
Elmo Zumwalt: “If the U.S. continues
to reduce and the Soviet Union con-
tinues to increase, it's got to be in-
evitable that the day will come when
the result will go against the U.S.”%! In
this analysis the answer is, of course, for
the United States to buy more naval
capability in order to reverse the un-
pleasant trends.

This perception of the Sowviet-
American naval balance is not so far
from that which is in evidence in official
U.S. Navy thought. The United States,
so the arqgument goes, maintains a '‘slim
margin of superionity” in the naval
balance, but has lost its ‘“‘margin of
confidence.” In order to ensure that we
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can be confident of the adequacy of our
Navy in the future we should spend
more money on it.> ?

On the other side are those who are
less worried about the Soviet Navy. Ken
Booth, for example, describes the Soviet
Navy as “an irritation rather than a
deterrent,” and concludes that “the
Soviet Navy need not hinder [U.S.]
intervention.”*? Similarly, MccGwire
argues that while the expanded presence
of the Soviet Navy has complicated U.S.
naval policy, there is not “much evi-
dence that it has inhibited the use of
naval forces by the United States.”®?
How one falls in this range of views
depends on how one weights and ranks
the gains and weaknesses of the Soviet
Navy, Those who emphasize the gains
are concerned about the severity of the
naval threat they see; those who feel the
limits outweigh the gains are more
sanguine about the challenge posed by
the Soviet Navy,

This is a difficult debate to dis-
entangle because there are facts that fit
both interpretations of Soviet naval
might. On balance, it seems fair to say
that as a military threat the Soviet Navy
is an uneven opponent. In those regions
—the Northern Seas, the Eastern Medi-
terranean, the Northwest Pacific—in
which the Soviets have a large concen-
tration of forces and the support of
land-based naval aviation, the Soviet
Navy is a highly potent force; those are
“high-risk' areas of operation for the
U.S5. Navy. On the other hand, in many
other areas—the South Pacific, the
Indian Ocean, the South Atlantic—the
military potential of the Soviet Navy is
marginal or insignificant.

As for Soviet naval capabilities, they
too are uneven. Certain capabilities—in
particular the Backfire aircraft and the
nuclear submarines—represent a serious
military threat and are quite worrisome,
But others—the surface fleet, the ASW
capability —seem much less of a chal-
lenge. As Vice Adm. G.E. Miller hag
written, the Soviet surface-ship threat
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“'warrants attention and respect, but it
can be defeated rather easily under most
conditions.” $

The sum of the total military threat
posed by the Soviet Navy is, on the
whole, substantially less impressive than
the most impressive of its parts. The
military power of the Soviet Navy is
diminished by its large functional and
regional areas of weakness.

It is, if possible, even more difficult
to assess the Soviet Navy as a political
threat. The ‘‘presence” of the Soviet
Navy in forward deployment areas has
perhaps brought the US.S.R. some
political advantage, though to what
degree and to what good is difficult to
measure. No doubt forward deployment
has reinforced the perception of the
U.5.S.R. as a superpower. There was
probably advantage to the US.S.R, in
offsetting (in a political sense) the for-
ward deployment of the U.S. Navy.

In terms of crisis management, the
expansion of the Soviet Navy has cer-
tainly altered the political calculation of
the risk of U.S. intervention, while at
the same time providing some {limited)
capability for Soviet intervention. How-
ever, the military weakness of the Soviet
Navy in most forward deployment areas
reduces its political value. Moreover,
naval power itself has limits as a politi-
cal instrument. MccGwire has written
that ‘[ S]uccessful intervention overseas
now requires a favourable balance of
political forces in the host country, as
well as sufficient weight of sustained
involvement.”*® Navies cannot guaran-
tee the former condition, and are not
the best means of ensuring the latter.

It is sometimes argued that the
Soviet Navy is more a political than a
military threat. There are two observa-
tions that should be made about that
possibility, First, there is nothing short
of war or arms control (equally bad in
some views; equally unlikely in any
case) that the United States could have
done to deny the U,S.S.R, the political
gains that have accrued as a result of the
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expanded presence of the Soviet Navy. susceptible to being countered by politi-
Second, to the extent that the Soviet cal and economic as well as military
naval threat is primarily political, it is means.
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Wellington's armies defeated Napoleon on the Iberian Peninsula but sea power
exercised by the Royal Navy was required to install those land forces and to maintain

them,

THE ROLE OF THE ROYAL NAVY
IN THE NAPOLEONIC WARS

AFTER TRAFALGAR, 1805-1814

by

David Syretl

The Royal Navy has a tradition of
victory that reaches back into history at
least as far as the reign of the Tudors.’
The strength of this tradition is evident
in the unbroken series of victories
achieved by the Royal Navy during the
French Revolutionary and Napoleonic
Wars, a series in which the Glorious
First of June, Cape S5t. Vincent,
Camperdown, the Nile, Copenhagen,
and Trafalgar are only the high points.
How did the British achieve victory
after victory in the ‘“Age of Fighting
Sail""? The answer to this question,
particularly during the period of the
French Revolutionary and Napoleonic
Wars, lies in part with the makeup of
the officer corps of the Royal Navy.

When the guns stopped firing off
Cape Trafalgar in the late afternoon of
21 OQOctober 1805, for most of the
officer corps of the Royal Navy it was
the end of another battle among many
in years of conducting war at sea, Most
flag officers, and even a few senior post
captains, were on their third war; and

for the majority of officers and ratings,
it was their second war. By 1805, the
officers of the Royal Navy had spent
years at sea and collectively they had
fought hundreds of victorious actions.
There was, however, more to an officer
of the Royal Navy than his vast experi-
ence at naval warfare: he was part of a
tradition of victory. The post captains
of the Royal Navy during the Na-
poleonic Wars had learned their profes-
sion under such officers as St. Vincent,
Cornwallis, Nelson, and Collingwood;
and the flag officers had served under
men like Howe, Rodney, and Hood,
who in turn had served under Pocock,
Hawke, and Anson, This tradition of
service and victory was the professional
heritage of the officers and men of the
Royal Navy during the Napolecnic
Wars,

During this period the officer corps
of the Royal Navy believed to a man
that it had a special mission; for the
British Navy was the only force that
constantly had protected not only
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Britain but the entire world from the
ravages of the French Revolution and
Bonapartism. The Seven Years War had
been a war of the ancien régime and as
such had been fought over such things
as colonies and commercial advantages.
The American War started as a civil war
within the British Empire and deeply
divided the British. But the French
Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars
drove the ruling classes of Britain to-
gether to oppose what they saw as not
only a danger to the “Rights of English-
men’’ but also a threat to European
civilization, To the rulers of Britain, the
French Revolution was opening up the
seams of society and producing an
outpouring of strife, anarchy, and
atheism while Napoleon's rule of France
conjured up all their traditional fears of
continental despotism and militarism.
Britain believed that the excesses of the
French Revolution and of Napoleon
must be fought to the bitter end.

The Royal Navy fought on year after
year with dogged determination as
French armies won victory after victory.
As long as the British Navy stood as a
barrier between France and the British
Isles, no matter how many victories
French armies won on the Continent,
the war would continue unresolved until
Britain and the true values of European
civilization were finally victorious. The
officers of the Royal Navy fought with
great skill, determination, and ruthless-
ness in the belief, especially when
Britain was the only nation actively
fighting the French, that their efforts
alone would save Britain and European
civilization. England not only expected
victory from the Royal Navy but re-
quired it for survival.

In the Roval Navy of George IIl's
reign an officer needed “interest' as
well as ability in order to have a
successful career. Skill and luck alone
were not enough to enable a young
officer to reach the rank of post captain
and obtain further employment. The
Royal Navy was full of aged lieutenants

who through lack of “interest” could
not advance to the rank of commander
and then to post captain. To have
“interest” was to have the support of a
person who had access to the high and
mighty and who could intercede to
insure that a young officer received the
commands and appointments necessary
for his advancement up through the
ranks of the officer corps.? Nelson’s
protector or interest, for example, was
his uncle Maurice Suckling, the Comp-
troller of the Navy.” By interest alone
an officer might gain the rank of post
captain, but without skill and luck he
would remain a post captain on half pay
for the rest of his life, In 1780, Adm.
Gecrge Rodney promoted his 15-year
old son, John, who had been at sea less
than 2 years, from lieutenant to post
captain in 10 days.* But John Rodney
spent most of his life on the beach as an
unemployed post captain.

It took skill, ability, and unremitting
attention to master such subjects as
gunnery, seamanship, navigation, and
especially the difficult arts of adminis-
tration, strateqy, tactics, and diplomacy.
The training of an officer in George III's
Navy began at a young age and took
place at sea, Nelson first went to sea at
the age of 12 and Cornwallis and Col-
lingwood at 11.° The early career of
George Keith Elphinstone, who as
Admiral Lord Keith commanded the
Channel Fleet from 1812 to 1814 and
during the Hundred Days in 1815,
illustrates how a young man was edu-
cated to become an officer in the Royal
Navy. Elphinstone was born near
Stirling in 1746 and at the age of 15
entered the navy as an able seaman in
H.M.5. Royal Sovereign. Elphinstone
was rated as a midshipman and he
served for the next few years in a
numher of different ships that were
commanded for the most part by kins-
men. At his own request, Elphinstone
was discharged from the navy in 1766
and he signed on the East Indiaman
Tryton as third mate for a voyage to



India. Upon his return to Britain from
the East Indies, Elphinstone reentered
the navy, and in 1769 he was made
acting Lieutenant in H.M.S. Stag. After
being commissioned a lieutenant,
Elphinstone rose slowly but steadily up
through the commissioned ranks of the
Royal Navy. Although he never took
part in a major fleet action during the
American and French Revolutionary
Wars, he became an acknowledged ex-
pert on the conduct of blockades and
amphibious operations. He reached the
pinnacle of his career in 1812 when he
was appointed to command the Channel
Fleet; Elphinstone was 66 and had
earned this appointment through hard
work and long service.®

Elphinstone never would have been
appointed to this command if, during
the course of his career, he had per-
mitted ‘‘too huge and obvious a blot to
soil his naval escutcheon. If he did, he
ran the risk of being ‘broken’—dismissed
from the Service."” At the beginning of
the Seven Years War, Admiral Byng was
executed for an error in judgment, and
over the years a number of officers had
been dismissed from the service for
failing to do their duty. However, the
usual method by which the Admiralty
dealt with an unfit officer was simply
not to employ him, leaving him to sit
out his life ashore on half pay.” The
sanction of heing dismissed from the
service or, more often, not being em-
ployed, hastened the development of
professionalism among the officer corps
because it weeded out unfit officers.

During the last quarter of the 18th
century and the first decade of the 19th
century, the Royal Navy was a weapon
of war being constantly improved. Some
of its greatest advances, however, had
nothing to do with arms and seamanship
but concerned the health of seamen.
The long blockades of French ports
carried out during the French Revolu-
tionary and Napoleonic Wars were made
possible by a vast improvement in naval
medicine. The efforts of the Royal
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Navy, led by such men as Dr. James
Lind, Sir Gilbert Blane, M.D., and Dr.
Thomas Trotter to prevent or at least
control or mitigate such diseases as
smallpox, scurvy, and typhus is one of
the first, largest, and most successful
programs of preventive medicine in his-
tory.® The campaign to save seamen in
the Roval Navy from death from disease
was difficult and drawn out owing in
part to a general lack of medical knowl-
edge during the late 18th and early 19th
centuries. Compounding the problem
was the inability of flag officers, cap-
tains, naval administrators, and even
naval surgeons and doctors to learn
from experience--Cook’s voyages, for
instance. Even though a number of
naval officers and doctors saw the con-
nection bhetween the consumption of
fresh fruit and the indices of scurvy, it
was not until St, Vincent’s close block-
ade of Brest in 1799 that the Admiralty
ordered lemons and oranges to be issued
on a reqular basis. Scurvy could be and
was for the most part eliminated by the
reqular use of citrus juice. Jenner's
discovery of cowpox vaccine did much
to control smallpox by the end of the
18th century., No cure was found for
fevers such as typhus, but by the last
decade of the 18th century a number of
naval officers and doctors were begin-
ning to see that there was a connection
between personal and public hygiene
and the rate of typhus on a warship.
Numerous efforts were undertaken to
improve shipboard hygiene in the Royal
Navy by various enlightened captains,
doctors, surgeons, and flag officers; and
although a large number of these medi-
cal and hygienic measures were done on
an ad hoc basis, they did much to
reduce the ravages of disease. In 1778,
for example, out of a total strength of
60,000 seamen and marines authorized
by Parliament, some 15,978 were sent
ashore sick, In 1780 the situation had
not improved, for out of an authorized
total of 85,000 men, 32,121 were sick.
By 1805 there was a dramatic improve-
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ment, with only 8,083 sick out of a
total of 120,000. In 1806, out of the
same number, only 7,662 were sent
ashore sick.” The ahility to end, con-
trol, or at least reduce the indices of
disease among the men of the Royal
Navy during that period enabled the
ships of the Royal Navy to stay at sea
almost continuously. Strategies of con-
stant close blockade and campaigns such
as Trafalgar would have been impossible
without the advances in preventive
medicine made by the Royal Navy,

In the last quarter of the 18th
century the Royal Navy introduced a
number of innovations in naval gunnery
designed to increase the firepower of a
warship. As early as the autumn of
1779, Rodney requested that the can-
non of his ships be fitted with locks,?
mechanisms similar to those used to fire
muskets; and by 1782 all the guns of
Rodney’s ships had been so fitted.!!
The use of locks instead of matches not
only increased the rate of fire for each
weapon but also, when combined with
changes in the way in which gunpowder
was handled on board warships, greatly
reduced the number of accidents.'?
About the time locks were introduced,
springs and other methods to reduce
recoil were fitted. Methods also were
devised to enable a gun mounted on the
side of a ship to fire at a 45-degree angle
forward or abaft the beam, a great
improvement over a fixed gqun. Also, a
new type cannon-—the carronade--was
introduced. Carronades were lightweaight
guns that could be mounted on places
such as the poop, quarterdeck, and
forecastle of a ship. They were capable
of throwing a very heavy shot with great
smashing power at short ranges, The
hitting power of the carrcnade at short
range fitted perfectly into the Royal
Navy's doctrine of engaging the enemy
gun port to qun port.'’ Another
weapon developed and deployed at the
beginning of the 19th century was the
Congreve rocket. These missiles were 3
feet 6 inches long, 4 inches in diameter,

weighed 32 pounds, and had a range of
about 3,000 yards. They were designed
primarily for shore bombardment and
were described by their inventor as
“ammunition without ordnance, the
soul of artillery without the body; and
has for the first principle of its flight a
decided advantage for the conveniency
of use over the spherical carcass.”
Congreve's rockets were used with vary-
ing degrees of success at Copenhagen in
1807, Aix Roads in 1809, Fort McHenry
in 1814, and in support of Wellington's
army along the north coast of Spain.'*

During the American War the Royal
Navy began a reformation of fleet
tactics that culminated in the Battle of
Trafalgar. Led by men like Howe,
Kempenfelt, and Rodney, British
officers began to realize that there was
morg to fighting a naval battle than
having two lines of ships sailing parallel
to each other while exchanging broad-
sides. British commanders began to
think in terms of breaking the enemy's
line of battle, of overpowering part of
an enemy force by bringing the whole
weight of their force to bear on a
particular section of an enemy squad-
ron, or of forcing upon an enemy a
melee in which superor British gunnery
would decide the issue. They reformed
fleet tactics by rewriting various sets of
fighting and additional instructions and
adopting a numerical system of signals,
but these changes evolved slowly and
not very rationally. Throughout the
American and French Revolutionary
Wars, the commanders of different
squadrons and fleets who were inter-
ested in fleet tactics, fighting instruc-
tions, and signals experimented with
various types. They wanted to stop
slavishly following, article by article, the
old standing instructions and to work
out new systems that would give a
squadron commander freedom to
employ his ships as tactical circum-
stances demanded. Tactics employed by
the Royal Navy in battle grew increas-
ingly sophisticated and effective,



culminating in the effort by Nelson at
Trafalgar. After Trafalgar and the death
of Nelson, however, Royal Navy tactics
ceased to evolve because, as Corbett
noted, ""when there was practically no
higher instruction in the theory of
tactics, it was easy for officers to forget
how much prolonged and patient study
had enabled Nelson to handle his fleets
with the freedom he did; and the
tendency was to believe that his suc-
cesses could be indefinitely repeated by
mere daring and vehemence of attack."”
Tactics after Trafalgar tended to follow
the doctrine of ‘‘Never mind manoeu-
vres: always go at them.” But the years
1776 through 1805 were ones in which
the Royal Navy's fleet tactics were
perfected to a point that was not
surpassed during the age of sail.' ®

The Royal Navy's ships-of-the-line
were the heart of British naval power
during the Napoleonic Wars. It was
British strategy to use squadrons of
ships-of-theline tc blockade enemy
naval forces in European ports. Because
of this policy, most of the Royal Navy's
capital units were deployed in Eurcpean
waters, In September 1805, for ex-
ample, Lord Barham, the First Lord of
the Admiralty, calculated that the
Royal Navy had 103 ships-of-the-line,
Eleven were being refitted in British
ports and 72 were deployed in Euro-
pean waters.'® British squadrons of
ships-of-the-line stationed in the western
approaches of the English Channel, the
North Sea, the Gulf of Cadiz, and the
Gulf of Lions prevented major enemy
naval units from putting to sea by
keeping them under blockade, often for
years.

The ability to maintain blockades
that kept enemy capital ships in port
gave smaller warships of the Royal Nayy
the opportunity to exploit the advan-
tages of ‘‘command of the sea.” Accord-
ing to Barham's figures for September
1805, the Royal Navy had 120 frigates

and 420-0dd slcops-of-war and other .

small warships.' 7 These small warships
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carried out such duties as escorting
convoys, supperting minor coastal raids,
hunting down enemy cruisers, and at-
tacking enemy shipping on the high seas
and in European coastal waters.

One of the major advantages of the
British strategy of close blockade was
that it allowed them, with certain
exceptions, to use fewer ships as escorts
for convoys. According to one au-
thority, the convoy system in this
period “'was essentially a secondary line
of protection. The escorts provided by
the navy were sufficient to ward off
privateers and even the odd man-of-war.
They were not sufficient to ward off
raiding squadrons.”'® Even with all the
twists and turns of British military and
political fortunes, the Royal Navy did
not need to provide enormous escorts to
protect British seaborne trade. This was
in marked contrast to the American
Revolutionary War when, after 1778,
the Royal Navy had to use squadrons of
ships-of-the-line to escort British cou-
voys and defend them from major
enemy squadrons.’ ®

Squadrons of ships of the Roval
Navy were stationed at chokepoints of
maritime trade—the western approaches
of the English Channel, the Strait of
Gibraltar, and the Skagerrak—while
scores of small British warships operated
against enemy coastal trade. Year after
year the small warships of the Royal
Navy roamed the coastal waters of
Napoleon's Europe attacking coastal
shipping, undertaking cutting out opera-
tions, and making small-scale raids on
enemy shore positions. This was very
dirty and dangerous duty, but it
affected Napoleon's strategy and also
the economy of regions under his con-
trol. The Royal Navy's operations in
European coastal waters denied the
enemy, to varying degrees, the use of
water transport, which in the age before
mechanical means of transport was not
only less expensive than land transport
but also often the only means of moving
certain types of goods. The movement
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of small coastal craft could not be
stopped completely, but defense against
operations of the Royal Navy in Euro-
pean coastal waters cost Napoleon
dearly in material and manpower. For
example, the French were forced to
build a system of lookout posts and
telegraph stations along entire coastlines
they controlled to give warning of the
approach of British cruisers. By 1810, in
order to protect anchorages and harbors
against British raiders, Napoleon had to
deploy more than 3,600 cannons in some
900 batteries manned by 13,000 ar-
tillerymen, He still was unable to pro-
tect coastal shipping from British
cruisers.* ©

Napoleon's answer to British naval
power was to wage commercial war by
attempting to close the entire continent
of Europe to British ships and goods.
On 21 November 1806 Napoleon pro-
claimed, by means of the Berlin Decree,
a paper blockade of the British Isles. He
prohibited all trade with Britain or in
British goods in those areas of Europe
under his control, This effort was
known as the Continental System, It
became French policy to wage “re-
morseless war against English mer-
chandise.” The British met Napoleon's
commercial warfare head-on with a
series of Orders in Council that placed
under blockade all areas closed to
British goods and then used the Royal
Navy to enforce the blockade and to aid
the entry of British goods into Europe,
Ironically, the neutral United States was
hurt just as much by British and French
commercial warfare as were the two
European powers. Between November
1807 and July 1812, the British seized
289 American merchant ships; and dur-
ing the same period the French, their
allies and satellites seized 468 American
ships. The number of American mer-
chant ships seized by both sides shows
that there were huge gaps in the French
Continental System. As John Quincy
Adams observed, the Continental Sys-
tem was similar to ‘“an attempt to

exclude the air from a bottle, by sealing
up hermetically the mouth, while there
is a great hole in the side."?'

The British had two main advantages
in this armed commercial war with
Napoleon, and both were owing to the
Royal Navy, With naval blockades,
Britain could prevent regions under
Napoleon's control from exporting
goods by sea, and she could also pre-
vent, to a large degree, these regions
from obtaining goods, such as sugar and
cotton, produced outside Europe.

The British Government and British
merchants used every conceivable
method to break the Continental Sys-
tem. With the active support of the
British Government, smuggling was
undertaken on a huge scale. British
goods seeped in from the Baltic to the
Balkans. From strategically located
depots, the Isle of Wight, Malta, Gibral-
tar, and Helgoland, smuggling flour-
ished. Helgoland, an island of about 150
acres known as ‘‘Little London” to the
British, was fortified and used as a base
for moving goods into northwest Ger-
many. In only 3% months duting 1808,
some 120 ships unloaded cargoes at
Helgoland, Hand in hand with large-
scale smuggling—a major occupation on
the Continent—went official corruption.
This in turn produced a huge drop in
customs duties, French customs re-
ceipts, amounting to some 60,600,000
francs during 1807, had declined in
1808 to 18,600,000 francs, and by
1809 had dropped to 11,600,000
francs. The situation got so out of hand
in France that the head of the customs
service seriously suggested that the
government take up smuggling as a way
of undercutting private smugglers. The
British Government further increased
the difficulties Napoleon's officials had
enforcing the Continental System when
it issued a large number of licenses and
fake ships’ papers designed to prove to
various continental authorities that
ships and goods were of non-British
origin, Some idea of the scale of this



operation can be seen in the fact that in
1810 alone the British Government
issued about 18,000 licenses.??

In the years 1808 to 1813, British
trade in the Baltic was carried on by
means of fake papers, licenses, and with
the armed protection of the Royal
Navy. Ships proceeding to the Baltic
would travel under convoy from various
British ports to Vinga Sound near
Gothenburg. Baltic convoys were pro-
tected by naval escorts as they crossed
the North Sea; and they received further
protection by passing through an area
heavily patrolled by British warships.
These warships operated in the Skager-
rak and off the Naze of Norway hunting
down enemy cruisers and cutting com-
munications between Denmark and Nor-
way. At Vinga Sound the ships were
formed into one large convoy for
passage, either through the Sound or the
Great Belt, into the Baltic, The two
passages are very difficult to navigate
and were open to attack by Danish
gunboats. When a convoy was to pass
through the Great Belt or the Sound
into or out of the Baltic, six ships-of-
the-line were deployed along the passage
to act as floating gunboat bases for
protection. These tactics were very
successful; in 1809, for example, 2,210
merchant ships were escorted through
the Great Belt without loss. Once into
the Baltic, the Royal Navy would escort
the merchant ships some 50 leagues and
then the convoy would disperse so that
the merchant ships would not be seen
under protection. Protection against
enemy cruisers in the Baltic was main-
tained by blockading ports from which
the cruisers operated.

Each merchant ship traveling to the
Baltic, British or not, had a set of false
papers showing that she was complying
with Napoleon’s regulations and a
license issued by the British Govern-
ment to undertake a specific voyage; as
long as a merchant ship stayed within
the limits set forth in the license, she
would not be subject to capture by
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British cruisers. The Baltic powers
wanted British goods and also to sell
naval stores, and the British needed all
the naval stores they could get. Thus,
false documentation enabled officials of
various Baltic states to appear to follow
Napoleon’s regulations; the licenses the
ships carried let them, and not the
enemy, through the Royal Navy’s tight
qrip, and Britain was able to obtain
naval stores and pour masses of British
goods into Europe.?® The Baltic was
not the only hole in the Continental
System, however. All along the coast of
Europe, the British used similar
methods to break down the Continental
System,

The Continental System at times
hurt the British economically, but never
to such an extent that they were forced
to make fundamental changes in policy
toward the French Empire.?® One of
the great weaknesses of the Continental
System was that it failed to understand
the strength of British economy. Indus-
trialization gave Britain an advantage in
the world market. Also, the British
economy was flexible and had been able
to adapt to all political and military
changes brought about through years of
almost continual war by finding new
markets as old ones closed. In order to
maintain the Continental System,
Napoleon was forced to invade or attack
any European country that traded with
Britain, or even appeared to be trading
with her. The demands of the Continen-
tal System forced Napoleon to under-
take military operations against such
countries as Portugal and Russia because
they refused, or were unable, to exclude
British ships and goods, and to send
armies to occupy regions, such as
Dalmatia, that were at best marginal to
the Emperor’s main political, economic,
and strategic interests.

Victory at sea does not by itself win
wars against mighty armies, After Tra-
falgar, the Royal Navy controlled the
seas of the world with an iron hand. But
destroying enemy trade on the high
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seas, attacking the coastal trade of the
enemy, blockading enemy warships in
their bases, and punching holes in the
Continental Systemn was hitting for the
most part at the extreme edge of
Napoleon’s power base. His strength was
military control of the European main-
land. Within days of Trafalgar and loss
of the Franco-Spanish flest, Napoleon
moved to strengthen his control of
Europe. On 2 December 1805, Na-
poleon's army defeated the combined
Austrian and Russian armies at Auster-
litz, In October 1806, the French
smashed the Prussians at Jena and
Auerstadt; and on 27 Octoher 1806
Napoleon entered Berlin. Napoleon de-
feated the Russians on 14 June 1807 at
the Battle of Friedland. Several weeks
later he met the Emperor of Russia ona
raft in the Niemen River at Tilsit. At
this meeting Russia agreed to remove
herself from European affairs, and
Prussia was reduced to a minor power,
After the famous meeting at Tilsit,
Napoleon controlled all of Europe from
the Franco-Spanish border in the west
to the Niemen River in the east, and
from the shores of the Baltic and North
Seas to the Mediterranean. The Royal
Navy could not prevent Napoleon from
conquering any place that his armies
could march to; conversely, Napoleon's
armies were stopped at the coast by the
Royal Navy. But how do a shark and a
tiger do battle?

At least since the time of the Second
Coalition, the British Government had
pursued a policy aimed at forcing the
French back to their pre-1789 borders
and destroying the existing government
in Paris. They had tried negotiating with
various French Revolutionary govern-
ments but found that this was a mean-
ingless effort; the French were not
prepared to follow traditional methods
of negotiation and diplomacy, nor were
they prepared to abide by the terms of
an agreement.’® During the Peace of
Amiens in 1802 the British attempted
to negotiate again with Napoleon, but

without success. At the time it ap-
peared to statesmen in London that
Napoleon was forcing the European
balance of power more and more in
France’s favor, and also was attempting
to gain control of the Mediterranean
and eventually to threaten British India.
On 18 May 1803 the Peace of Amiens
ended with a British declaration of war
against France,?®

If negotiation was impossible, only
two courses were open: to put a British
army on the Continent, with the ohjec-
tive of overthrowing the French govern-
ment, or to retreat into maritime isola-
tion. At any time since the beginning of
the French Revolutionary Wars, Britain
could have adopted the latter strategy
and waged only a naval war against the
French without supporting an army or
allies. This strateqy would have been

popular, but it was a dead end. A naval

war is defensive and in many respects
passive, It would have given Napoleon

time to organize the naval and economic '

power of the continent. Britain would
lose political and strategic initiative and
the Royal Navy would be paralyzed, the
threat of invasion forcing its main
strength to be deployed defending the
British Isles. Napoleon knew that the
mere existence of an invasion force
would tie down a huge number of
British warships. To adopt a strateqy of
maritime isolation would let the
initiative fall by default to Napoleon.

As early as the Second Coalition,
Lord Auckland told the House of Lords
that “'The security of Europe is essential
to the security of the British Empire.
We cannot separate them.'' At the time
it seemed to most Englishmen that his
lordship was stating the obvious.?’
Britain could not write off Europe. On
the other hand, Britain ¢ould not count
on her continental allies to assist in the
fight against Napoleon, Ever since the
beginning of the French Revolutionary
Wars, the British had seen French mili-
tary power smash British-led European
coalitions and force continental allies



into hostility and even war against
them, If allies could not be depended on
and maritime isolation was strategically
impossible, the only way that Britain
could gain peace on acceptable terms
was to use seapower to land and support
a British army on the European conti-
nent. This line of reasoning allowed
Lord Castlereagh, the Secretary of War,
to argue successfully after evacuation of
British forces from Corunna in 1809
that a British army must return to the
Continent.?® It took the British a long
time to see that fighting Napoleon's
armies on the Continent was the only
workable strategy.

If victory over Napoleon's armies
could be obtained only by landing a
British army on the Continentand de-
feating the French in battle, the ques-
tion of when and where remained, The
Mediterranean had been a possible
theater of operations since the break-
down of the Peace of Amiens. The
British maintained military forces at
various bases in the Mediterranean—in
1803, 9,380 troops, in July 1810, some
33,000—but for a number of reasons
this force could never be brought to
bear.”” There were several other possi-
bilities. In 1807 units of the Royal Navy
and the British Army attacked Copen-
hagen and destroyed or carried away
ships of the Danish Navy.?® In the late
spring, 1808, Lt. Gen. Sir John Moore
was sent to Sweden with some 12,000
troops on an illogical, foolish mission to
aid the King of Sweden against the
Russians. After reconnoitering the
Swedish situation, Moore saw that a
British army in the Baltic did not make
much sense, and he ordered it back to
Britain.®' It would be the British
Government, Napoleon, and most of all
the people of Spain and Portugal who
would make the rugged terrain of the
Iberian Peninsula the hattleground
where the British Army supported by
the Royal Navy would confront the
armies of Napoleon. In 6 years of
ferocious warfare, French armies would
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leave behind a quarter of a million dead
and the sullied reputations of several
marshals and numerous generals. The
drain put on French resources by the
Peninsular War and naval power was
Britain's contribution to the overthrow
of Napoleon in 1814.

Portugal was Britain's oldest conti-
nental ally, but after the meeting at
Tilsit the Portuguese had been subjected
to mounting French diplomatic pressure
to adhere to the Continental System,
Throughout the summer of 1807, under
great pressure from Napoleon, Prince
John, the Regent of Portugal, accepted
every demand made by the Emperor of
France except one. Prince John refused
to confiscate and hand over to Na-
poleon all British property in Portugal.
Using this act of defiance as an excuse,
Napoleon ordered the invasion of Portu-
gal. On 27 Qctober 1807 Spain, who was
France’s ally, granted French forces
transit rights across northern Spain and
also the right to station troops there to
protect the supply lines of the French
Army in Portugal. But even hefore the
Spanish had agreed to grant transit rights,
some 20,000 French troops had moved
into Spain and were marching on Portu-
gal. By 12 November the French were at
Salamanca. Eighteen days later 2,000
foot-sore French troops entered Lisbon.
But the Royal Navy had frustrated
Napoleon again for Prince John, the
Portuguese Government, treasury,
archives, and navy had sailed for Brazil
under protection of a British squadron 2
days before the arrival of the French.

Napoleon next turned his attention
to Spain. After a complex series of plots
and maneuvers, the Spanish royal family
abdicated, French troops occupied
Madrid and most of northern Spain, and
Joseph Bonaparte was proclaimed King
of Spain. Napoleon, however, did not
take into account the Spanish people.
On 2 May 1808 there were large anti-
French riots in Madrid, followed in a
matter of days by a nationwide rebel-
lion and the beginning of a protracted,
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savage querrilla war. The French posi-
tion in Spain collapsed within weeks,
and Napoleon’s forces began to with-
draw eastward to the Ebro River. In a
battle at Bailen, the Spanish forced
18,000 French troops to surrender. The
great naval base at Cadiz was taken over
by Spanish rebels, the French squadron
there was destroyed, and the port was
garrisoned by British troops from
Gibraltar.

The first effective British military
effort on the Continent in years began
early in August 1808, when a small
British army under the command of Sir
Arthur Wellesley, later known as the
Duke of Wellington, landed at Mondego
in northern Portugal. After being re-
inforced, Wellington began moving
south towards Lishon. Near Vimeiro the
British defeated the French Army of
Portugal, which suffered 2,000 casual-
ties and the loss of 13 guns. On 22
August the French agreed, under the
terms of the socalled Convention of
Cintra, to evacuate Portugal. The
speedy liberation of Portugal, the
disaster at Bailen, and the defeat at
Vimeiro showed that the French could
be beaten. Landing a British army in
Portugal was a change in strategy by the
British Government from ‘small-scale,
colony-grabbing raids" to fighting a
full-scale continental war.??

After massively reinforcing his army
along the Ebro River, Napoleon began a
second campaign on 7 November 1808.
Within a month the French had overrun
most of northeast Spain; and on 4
December, they entered Madrid. It
appeared that all that remained to com-
plete conquest of the Iberian Peninsula
was to mop up in the south and dispose
of the small British Army in Portugal.
As French forces were overrunning
northeast Spain, however, the British
Army in Portugal, only 25,000 strong
and under the command of Lt. Gen. Sir
John Moore, marched from Lisbon to
Salamanca in Spain. Moore had decided
that a retreat was the only course that

he could follow with his small force.
Spanish forces lacked organization and
were of poor quality, and they were
cracking under an attack by some
250,000 French troops. At the time
Moore did not know that the French
had occupied Madrid, but he perceived
that if the British moved very quickly
north or northeast they would threaten
Napoleon's lines of communication with
Bayonne and expose an isolated French
corps under Marshall Soult to surprise
attack and possible destruction. Moore
knew that Napoleon would be deflected
from southern Spain and Portugal and
that he would march north to counter
the movements of the British Army.
Therefore, on 11 December Moore’s
army began marching northward
towards Soult's corps and Napoleon's
supply lines with France.

Napoleon was in Madrid when he
learned of Moore’s movements. Within
hours the first units of French troops
began marching north to attempt to cut
off and trap the British. Every possible
French unit was ordered to drop every-
thing and march north. Moore had been
right in his belief that Napoleon could
not withstand the temptation of an
opportunity to crush a British army. On
2% December at Sahagun, south of
Leon, Moore learned of a large move-
ment of French troops toward his posi-
tion. The British general immediately
ordered a retreat over the Cantabrian
Mountains to Corunna. What followed
was one of the epic retreats in British
military history, Moore's army en-
countered incredible hardships traveling
across the mountains of northern Spain
in the dead of winter. He barely
managed to keep one step ahead of the
French and reached the port of Corunna
in the northwest corner of Spain on 13
January 1809. On 16 January the
French attacked the British at Corunna
in an attempt to prevent them from
being evacuated from Spain by the
Royal Navy. The British easily drove off
the attackers, inflicting about 1,500



casualties. Near the end of the battle,
however, Sir John Moore was hit by a
cannonball and, like Nelson, died at the
moment of victory. Moore's death had
not heen in vain, for he had forced
Napoleon to give up the conquest of
southern Spain and Portugal, and his
victory at Corunna had enabled Britain’s
only army to be evacuated, making
possible its later return.*?

As war on the Peninsula continued, it
became a ‘people’s war." The French
could not break the will of the Spanish
people. Patriotism, religious fanaticism,
and deep hatred for the French pro-
duced a ruthless guerrilla war that raged
throughout Spain. Further, after
Corunna, the British Government did
not give up; it formed an army and sent
more troops to Portugal. This army was
commanded by Wellington, a soldier of
great strategic, tactical, and administra-
tive skill learned in the wilds of India.
Supported by the Royal Navy, Spanish
guerrillas and Wellington's army turned
Spain into a running sore that made
endless demands on Napoleon's military
resources.”

The power of the Royal Navy en-
abled the British Army and Spanish
querrillas to wage war.”* Blockades and
other operations prevented the French
from using seaborne transport and
forced them to use roads under constant
attack by Spanish gquerrillas. In Spain,
important roads hug the coastlines,
making them vulnerable to naval attack.
Lord Cochrane, for example, first made
a name for himself when as a frigate
captain he attacked coastal roads, bat-
teries, enemy troops, and telegraph sta-
tions along the French and Spanish
Mediterranean coasts.>® Ships of the
Channel Fleet ranged along the Spanish
coast in the Bay of Biscay, bombarding
cities, stopping French coastal shipping,
and aiding Spanish querrillas with gqun-
fire and supplying them with money
and weapons.?”’

One of the problems the Royal Navy
encountered in the Bay of Biscay was
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that Wellington did not understand
what types of operations the navy could
or could not undertake. Thisz led to
friction between the army and the navy.
Wellington, for instance, apparently did
not understand the dangers of a lee
shore for a ship-of-the-line operating in
the extreme southeast corner of the
Bay. Finally, Rear Adm. Sir Thomas
Byam Martin was sent by the Admiralty
to Wellington's headquarters to explain
the abilities and limitations of the Royal
Navy. Martin spoke with Wellington and
his officers on 21 September 1813 and
after their conversation cooperation be-
tween the army and the navy greatly
improved,>®

The greatest assistance rendered by
the Royal Navy to Wellington’s army
during the Peninsula War was logistic.
The French had to pass all their supplies
down the Bayonne-Madrid road while
fending off constant attacks by Spanish
querrillas. Wellington's army, however,
was supplied by sea. From 1808 to
1813 hundreds of transports, storeships,
and victuallers sailed from Britain across
the Bay of Biscay to Lisbon and Oporto
almost without incident. This could not
have been done had not the Royal Navy
provided escorts for army supply con-
voys and kept enemy warships in port
by close blockade. One of the major
strategic shortcomings of the Americans
in the opening months of the War of
1812 was their having no units of the
U.S. Navy to send to attack Wellington's
seaborne supply lines.

Royal Navy control of the Bay of
Biscay gave Wellington a very flexible
logistic system. 1n 1813 Wellington
forced the French to withdraw from
most of Iberia when, with one skiilful
move, he changed his logistic base from
Portugquese ports to Spanish ports on
the Bay of Biscay. In May and June
1813, Wellington outsmarted the
French Army by heading north into an
area the French assumed to be im-
passable. He crossed the Dourc River
and marched into the wilderness of Tras
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os Montes. Wellington then turned east,
outflanking the French in western
Spain, and moved along the north side
of the Douro River to Toro. This put
him in position to push the French
before him down the rocad to Bayonne
but instead, in an inspired move, he
turned north and marched to the shore
of the Bay of Biscay at Santander,
thereby outflanking the line of the Ebro
River and placing the British Army
within hitting distance of the French
border at Bayonne. On 17 June the
French learned that Wellington had out-
flanked every possible defensive posi-
tion on the Iberian Peninsula; they had
no choice but to retreat down the
Madrid-Bayonne Road to France. Wel-
lington would not allow the French
Army to slip away unscathed. On 21
June 1813 the British attacked the
retreating French at Vitoria, inflicting
8,000 casualties and capturing 151 can-
non and all baggage. Thus in only 2
months Wellington had forced the
French from Spain and had dealt them a
crippling blow at Vitoria. None of this
would have been possible, however,
without the logistic support of the
Royal Navy, For example, it would have
been impossible to supply Wellington’s
army in northeast Spain overland
through Portuguese ports. As soon as
Wellington reached Santander, army
supply ships were rerouted from Portu-
guese ports to Spanish ports on the Bay
of Biscay. By moving to northeast
Spain, Wellington had shortened his
supply lines.®*?

After Nelson's victory at Trafalgar in
1805 the Royal Navy controlled the
seas of the world. Most enemy warships
were successfully blockaded in port and
those that managed to escape were
relentlessly hunted down and either
captured or destroyed. The story of the
Royal Navy after Trafalgar is not one of
great fleet actions, but rather one of
endless” blockade duty, escorting con-
voys, numercus fights between small
warships, shore bombardment, cutting

out operations, tip-and-run raids by the
thousand, and year after year of danger-
ous, difficult, and extremely taxing
work, What other service had an officer
like Collingwood, the commander of the
British Mediterranean fleet, who in the
4 years after Trafalgar so dedicated
himself to his duty as he saw it that he
literally worked himself to death?*®
From the Baltic to the Eastern Mediter-
ranean, the Royal Navy held the shore
of Napoleon's Eurcpe in an iron grip. Its
strength can be seen in the fact that the
French could not even pass an army
across the Messina Strait.

The Peninsular War saw the ultimate
exploitation of British seapower during
the Napoleonic Wars. Although the
Royal Navy could drive enemy mer-
chant ships from the seas, open enemy
colonies to attack, and punch holes in
the Continental System, it could not
strike a blow at the center of French
power. Seapower alone c¢ould only hit at
the edges of Napoleon’s empire, hut it
was the strength of the Royal Navy that
enabled the British Government to send
and maintain a large army on the
Iberian Peninsula. Towards the end of
the war in the Peninsula, Wellington
stated the importance of the role of the

BIOGRAPHIC SUMMARY

David Syrett is a
professor of history at
Queens College,
CUNY. He received
his B.A. and M.A. de-
grees from Columbia
University and his
Ph.D. degree from the
University of London,
He ig the author of
Shipping and the American War, The Siege
and Capture of Havana, 1762, and co-author
of The Lost War: Letters from British Officers
during the American Revolution. Professor
Syrett also has written a number of articles on
naval history that have appeared in British
and American historical journals,




ROYAL NAVY 83

Royal Navy in his victory when he said, maritime superiority gives me the power
“If anyone wished to know the history of maintaining my army while the
of this war, I will tell them that it is our enemy are unabie to do so."*!
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TECHNOLOGY AND WARSHIP DESIGN: COMMENT, OVERVIEW,
AND BIBLIOGRAPHY OF THE ECONOMICS OF TRANSIENCE

by

Roger D. Litile

“"Technology and Warship Design:
Capturing the Benefits,” the essay by
Capt. W.F. Fahey, USN, that won the
1978 Admiral Richard G. Colbert
Memorial Prize, was earlier published in
this Review.! Captain Fahey’s essay is
important because it stresses the bene-
fits to the Navy that could be derived
from both a broader understanding of
technology and a more systematic
approach to the exploitation of existing
techniques. As the innovation cycle
{invention-development-innovation-
diffusion} becomes shorter, he empha-
sizes the need for better formal educa-
tion in this area. Arquing that “At no
military school is there to be found a
course on pure technology and how to
deal with it,”? Captain Fahey expresses
the opinion that ' ... in our War Col-
lege, Postgraduate School, and Naval
Academy, we need courses that will
teach what technology is and how to
exploit it.”? Over the past several years
I have taught a course at the Naval
Academy that may meet several of the
objectives Captain Fahey has in mind.
My course deals with the economics of
technical change, and although [ am not
certain of the exact connotation of his

teen “pure technology,”’ 1 believe we
would agree that economic factors play
a role, There are strong strands of
economics running through his article
and at several points he alludes to the
idea best summarized by: *... tech-
nology requires that the economics of
permanence be replaced with the eco-
nomics of transience.”*

I am in general agreement with this
thesis. Additionally, I am convinced
that economics has a large role to play
in the study of technology. This is an
area where [ sense, however, that in-
terest is only now beginning to emerge.
For these reasons I am anxious to
describe my ‘'Economics of Tech-
nology" course. Below, I provide a brief
introduction to this subject and recom-
mend in some detail topical readings,
many of which are used in the course.
In addition to describing the course and
explaining the integration of several of
the topics, I supply a fairly extensive
bibliography. Because several appropri-
ate readings are by British authors,
bibliographic material frequently is not
easily found. The materials recom-
mended, however, do not require an
extensive knowledge of economics and
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treat the technology aspect in reason-
ably concrete ways. Finally I raise an
issue concerning the “economics of
transience" and the thesis presented by
Captain Fahey as they relate to what I
see as a change in the roles of men and
weapons con the battlefield.

To quote Captain Fahey again, ‘‘The
most important step in capturing the
benefits that technology offers is to gain
an understanding of what technology is,
and what its economic implications
are.”® To understand technology better
and assist in exploring its economic
implications, some introductory ideas
presented in my course are an appropri-
ate starting point.

Much of the study of the pervasive
influence of technological change
emanates from papers written in the
midfifties by Abramovitz® and Solow.”
Using quite different approaches, both
concluded that only a very small por-
tion of the long-term growth in
America’s output could be explained by
an increasing quantity of ‘real” inputs,
specifically capital and labor, The dif-
ference between actual long-term out-
put and that which could be ‘'ex-
plained”” by observable changes in pro-
duction processes, became Kknown as
“the residual.” Its size, often estimated
at 40 to 50 percent of the total growth,
to quote Abramovitz, is a ‘‘measure of
our ignorance'’ about how the economy
grows. Attempts to quantify factors
that explained this residual took place
during the sixties and culminated in
Denison's Accounting for United States
Economic Growth, 1929-1969.% Deni-
son, in broad terms, studies five factors
that might be responsible for economic
growth in addition to obvious expansion
of labor and capital inputs: (1) improve-
ments in the quality of labor, (2)
improvements in the quality of educa-
tion, (3) improvements in capital, (4)
improvements in resource allocation
(e.g., movements off farms), and (5)
economies of largescale productions.
After exhaustive study of these factors,

and others, he found that fully one
third of our growth had not been
explained. This remaining growth he
attributed to the incorporation into our
economy of advances in our technologi-
cal, managerial and organizational
knowledge.

This brief review stresses the im-
portance of these intangible elements of
change to the macroeconomic growth of
our economy. The problems are then
left primarily to microeconomists and
economic historians who search for
underlying causes of, and explanations
for, the observed macroeconomic
phenomenon. The microeconomic side
of the economics of technology huilds
on the subject within economics known
as industrial organization but carries the
analysis of several aspects of that sub-
iect somewhat further, In micro-
economics a firm sells an existing
product. Theory is used to determine
how the business establishes a price-
quantity combination that maximizes
its profit under various market struc-
tures. Industrial organization addresses
rivalry among firms that is based on
product differentiation as well as pricing
behavior. The microeconomics of tech-
nology goes a step further. It attempts
to analyze how the existing product, or
newly differentiated product, came into
being and how it hecame refined so as
to meet market need and acceptance.
Additionally, it explores changes in pro-
duction processes and the effect of
these changes on production costs.

Before discussing the research and
development required to bring new
products to the market, it is useful to
discuss a few terms. First, we distinguish
between science and technology.
Science is directed toward increasing
knowledge. Technology is directed
toward use. It should be clear then why
economists are more interested in tech-
nology than science: new ideas (or
products) affect the economy only
when they are put into use. Second, a
technique is a way of doing something;



thus technology is the set of all known
techniques. Should this set expand,
technological change has occurred.
Science, of course, may have an im-
portant role to play in expanding the
number of ways of doing something,
but more frequently it is not directly
responsible. Technology builds on tech-
nology, in general, not on science. Most
technological change results from incre-
mental improvements, not dramatic
ones often associated with scientific
discovery. Thus it should be emphasized
that technological change is avolu-
tionary, not revolutionary.

Appropriately defined, technology
has a broader meaning than is com-
monly recognized. It is best thought of
as “tools in the general sense, including
machines, but also including linguistics
and intellectual tools and contemporary
analytic and mathematical techniques.
That is, . . . technology (is) the organiza-
tion of knowledge for practical pur-
poses . . . . Iis pervasive influence on our
very culture would be unintelligible if
technology were understood as more
than hardware.”” Thus every discipline
has its technologies. In economics, for
example, these include the gross na-
tional product accounts, macro-
economic models of economic activity
and the isoquants and indifference
curves used in microeconomics. Techno-
logical change of an economic sort will
occur, for example, if we should
attempt to employ "“tax-based incomes
policies" to deal with inflation,

Much of the intellectual legacy in the
microeconomic area goes back to
Joseph Schumpeter. He was the first to
raise fundamental questions about the
economic role of invention (was it
endogenous or exogenous to the
economy?), innovation and the resulting
structure of industry and competition in
his paper '“The Instability of Capital-
ism."'® To Schumpeter, invention (dis-
covery) and innovation (first use of an
invention) were distinctly different
activities and were carried out by
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different individuals with different
motives. In capitalism, the entrepreneur
had the all important role of unleasing
gales of ‘‘creative destruction” whereby
innovation caused the new to replace
the old and industrial fortunes to rise
and fall. But this pure form of capital-
ism, according to Schumpeter, was dis-
appearing as research and development
became routine in large firms run by
mere managers, not entrepreneurs or
risk-takers. Managed firms and large
oligopoly industries, Schumpeter held,
were becoming necessary in order to
carry out the increasingly complex and
expensive research and development
function required now that most of the
simple, inexpensive inventions had been
made. While this trend would make
industry and thus the economy more
stable, it would also make it less
dynamic and less responsive to change
than competitive capitalism.

Schumpeter's ideas were the inteliec-
tual springboard for economists to ex-
amine the economic role of invention,
innovation and diffusion of new proc-
esses and products as well as the type of
industrial structures most conducive to
dynamic economic growth. These ques-
tions, if they can be satisfactorily ad-
dressed and the results of the inquiries
implemented, bring us full cycle—back to
the observed macroeconomic phenome-
non of economic growth,

But, primarily, it is these microeco-
nomic questions that provide the grist
for my course. We begin by a historical
look at the machine tool industry which
more than any other provided, and still
provides, the basic machine technology
required for enhancing the output of
the capital stock of the country. This is
followed by a section on creativity and
patents. Theories of invention are dis-
cussed, The incentives provided by
patents and the limitations of various
patenting schemes are explored.

The generation of new technologies
is the next section. It is now assumed
that the product or process is available,



88 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

albeit in crude form, and the concern is
with the economic conditions—essen-
tially demand related—that may speed
the process by which refinements occur
and the product or process hecomes
ready for diffusion into the economy.
Assuming, now, that the product is in
some sense ‘“ready’’ to be used, the
innovation step and subsequent diffu-
sion are studied in more detail.

Before considering the effects of
market structure, some attention is
given to theoretical aspects of produc-
tion within a firm. The relationships
between technical change and engineer-
ing production functions, optimal scale
of plant, and cost functions are ex-
plored. Following this examination at
the level of the firm, some theoretical
aspects and empirical evidence of the
effect of market structure—perfect com-
petition through monopoly —on research
and development behavior are discussed.

With this background, the student is
well prepared to study industrial re-
search and development. Subjects are
wide ranging and include determinants
of R&D spending, characteristics of
technologically progressive individuals
and firms. R&D as a barrier to competi-
tion, R&D as a determinant of a firm's
growth, offensive and defensive strate-
gies for firms with different technology
implementation objectives and factors
related to the technical, marketing and
economic success of new products. The
section is completed by an introduction
to the Navy’s RDT&E Manual and an
attempt to compare military and indus-
trial research and development manage-
ment procedures.

Two subjects bring the course to a
close. The first deals with the effect of
technology on use of the factors of
production. Included are readings and
discussions stressing first, the role of
labor and labor organizations in the
design of production facilities, and
second, raw material shortages and inno-
vative responses brought on by changing
factor prices. Lastly the course deals

with a few international aspects of
technological change. Comparisons are
made between the level of U.S. tech-
nology and that of other countries and
reasons are advanced for passing produc-
tion capabilities to less developed
nations over the course of a product'’s
life cycle. Additionally, some evidence
on planning and forecasting of techno-
logical change is presented.

While several of these topics may
appear to have little relevance to the
paper by Captain Fahey that initiated
this exploration into the economics of
transience, they are a package designed
to get the student to thinking about the
economics of change. Although the mili-
tary may be rather inclined to think of
the economic aspects of technological
change as being primarily hardware re-
lated, there is a growing realization that
change has an equally large influence on
the services’ manpower requirements
and use. The recent book by Binkin and
Kyriakopoulos, Youth or Experience?
Manning the Modern Military'' makes
several pertinent arguments in favor of
experience.

Experienced manpower, they hold,
may be preferred in the future because
of costs, demographic patterns and ad-
vances in technology that have trans-
formed the occupational needs of the
armed forces.! 2 If they are right and if
Captain Fahey is right {and I believe
they are), we may be witnessing an
important shift in the relative im-
portance of men and their weapons on
the battlefield. While it is a gross
generalization, I would argue that in the
history of warfare the survival of equip-
ment often has taken priority over the
survival of men. If our military man-
power is becoming more costly, scarce
and less expendable, our hardware is
becoming relatively more expendable.
This argues, I believe, for Captain
Fahey's position with respect to our
military hardware: “the economics of
permanence must be replaced with the
economics of transience.”



In a review of The Production and
Application of New Industrial Tech-
nology the reviewer states that the
area of technological change is “a
field all economists believe to be
important, but which relatively few of
them have explored.”'? It is my
hope that the ideas and bibliographic
material presented here will provide
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some insights and possibly some re-
search ideas that noneconomists will
feel are worthy of further study. In
particular, those whe have an ap-
preciation of the economics of
transience may wish to explore the
changes in the relative importance of
soldiers and their weapons in the art
of warfare.
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 SET AND DRIFT

"

AID AND ASSISTANCE TO DEVELOPING NATIONS

by

George F. Brown, Jr.

Introduction. Discussions on re-
lations hetween the United States and
other nations frequently and naturally
gravitate to a consideration of problems
and prospects involving our major post-
World War II allies and adversaries—the
Soviet Union, the People’s Republic of
China, the members of the NATO
alliance, and Japan. More difficult and
perplexing issues arise, however, when
relations with the nations of the
developing world are considered.
Nonetheless, these questions retain a
fundamental significance to long-term
U.S. interests. Secretary of Defense
Harold Browm noted in the Fiscal Year
1980 Department of Defense Annual
Report that

Many of the most serious inter-
national crises of the postwar era
have arisen, not from... great
global issues, but from regional
threats and instahilities. Because
the United States cannot escape
worldwide involvement, our
security and our defense needs
are a function of these develop-
ments and of the success of our
foreign policy in dealing with
them.

In recent years questions relating to
U.S. involvement in the developing
world have been hoth illuminated and
overshadowed by international events.
The 1973 oil crisis focused attention on
the essentiality of Third-World re-
sources; the Panama Canal treaty de-
bates displayed the complexity of the
relationships between major and lesser
powers; Soviet and Cuban intervention
in Africa and elsewhere called attention
to the growing ability of our adversaries
to influence events in the developing
world; the turmoil in Iran demonstrated
the precarious stability of many devel-
oping nations. During the same period,
however, other events (e.g., the dollar’s
decline and the U.S. balance of pay-
ments problems, increased petrceptions
of the threat to our interests in Western
Europe, and naticnal distaste for in-
volvement in local conflicts stemming
from our involvement in Vietnam)
served to focus attention away from the
problems of the developing nations.
However, it remains clear that vital
long-term U.S. economic, political, and
security interests will be profoundly
influenced by the evolution of U.S.
relationships with them, In this paper, a
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broad survey of the underlying issues is
presented, and a range of policy options
is examined and critiqued,

Background of the North-South
Dialogue. While questions of economic
development have traditicnally occu-
pied a place in international policy
discussions, it is generally agreed that
they moved to center stage around the
time of the 1973 oil embargo. Among
the far-reaching consequences of the
embargo was its demonstration to the
resource-rich nations of the South that
they indeed had bargaining power with
respect to the industrialized and re-
source dependent nations of the North,
Several other events during this same
time period magnified the impact of the
embargo in focusing attention on ques-
tions of economic development. Prob-
lems of food shortages had come into
international prominence. Population
growth statistics caught the world's
attention. Models such as those devel-
oped for the Club of Rome forecast
general decay in the world’s standard of
living and suggested gloomy prospects
for nations striving to match the stand-
ards of living in the industrialized na-
tions. Disenchantment with inter-
national aid programs, similar to that
which emerged in the United States
regarding domestic poverty programs,
emerged as statistics indicated that
several decades of assistance had failed
to solve the problem.

These various events led to the dis-
cussions of the Seventh Special Session
of the General Assembly of the United
Nations, which ended in September
1975. While U.N. discussions on similar
topics had been held regularly in the
past, the Seventh Special Session can be
regarded as unique in two respects: it
was the first instance in which principal
officials from the developed world
actively participated, and it was the first
such session during which serious nego-
tiations took place, While the resolution
that resulted from the session can be

viewed as a patchwork of negotiated
and compromised issues, the fact that
any resclution emerged from the group
was itself significant.

U.S. attention to the problems of the
developing nations continued to be
given priority for several years following
the Seventh Special Session. During the
1976 campaign, the candidates of both
parties addressed aid, assistance, and
North-South relations in major foreign
policy statements, with the Republicans
noting the progress that had been made
in this area following the oil embargo
and the Democrats assailing the Ad-
ministration for insensitivity to
American interests within the devel-
oping world.

Recently, however, the question
“Whatever happened to the North-
South dialogue?” can legitimately be
asked. In terms of attention given it in
policy discussions and in the media, the
problems of the developing world again
have been relegated to the sidelines,
replaced by concerns about the balance
of payments, the declining dollar, com-
petition from other developed world
suppliers, etc. Excluding those devel-
oping nations that either supply oil or
are the scenes of current military con-
frontations involving Soviet-backed
forces, it is difficult to identify any
present attention being devoted to the
developing world.

Why Should the U.S. Concern Itself
with the Developing Nations? The
existence of a rationale for U.S. (and
other developed nations) concern over
the problems of the developing nations
has been hotly debated since the first
official assistance programs were
initiated following World War IL In
addition to frequently cited humani-
tarian reasons for attacking poverty and
misery worldwide as well as at home,
three bases for assistance can be
identified: national security, inter-
national politics, and economics and
commerce.



The national security rationale is
certainly the most pervasive of the
three, with its roots easily traced to
such early programs as Lend-Lease
(1941), the Truman Doctrine {1947),
the Marshall Plan (1948), and the Point
IV Program (1949). The three postwar
programs each explicitty had as an
objective the halting of the spread of
communism within the free world.
Among the frequently cited security
arguments for assistance programs are
the linkages between economic assis-
tance and military alliances, the use of
aid to secure critical overseas bases or
other essential strategic requirements,
the role of development in thwarting
insurrections born in poverty, the role
of development in promoting govern-
mental stability, and the role of eco-
nomic growth in allowing a nation to
assume the burden of its own military
defense against internal and external
foes.

The international political arguments
for developmental assistance can be
traced to the postwar struggle between
the world's two major political/eco-
nomic systems. Broadly, assistance has
been advocated as a tool for enabling
developing nations to join a community
of nations whose political interests and
perspectives are compatible with those
of the United States and her key indus-
trial allies. The arqument often cited
was that evolutionary progress stem-
ming from assistance can enable a
nation to avoid the revolutionary
changes advocated by the Marxists.
Furthermore, economic progress was
frequently cited as a key measure of
success in the comparisons among
clients of the opposing political eco-
nomic systems, providing further
impetus to assistance programs.

The economic arguments for devel-
opmental assistance can be traced to the
traditional incentives present within a
free enterprise system. Development
improves market conditions; a devel-
oping nation presents substantial
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opportunities for productive overseas
investments; developed nations can
evolve into low-cost sources of supply,
not only for raw materials, but also for
intermediate products and finished
goods. Such nations as Japan, Korea,
and Taiwan provide recent examples of
the economic incentives offered by
developing nations, Additionally, the
economic essentiality of developing
nations as raw materials suppliers must
again be noted.

Debate concerning developmental
assistance has not centered so much on
the validity of U.S. security, political, or
economic chjectives such as have been
described ahove as it has on the value of
assistance in achieving them. Any study
of previous recipients of economic and
military assistance must conclude that
the results have been quite mixed; in
some cases, aid can be validly praised
for its contributions in achieving the
goals that have been discussed, while in
other nations the programs appear to
have failed dismally. Even these assess-
ments of success and failure shift
rapidly over time: India, Egypt,
Ethiopia, Somalia, Iran, and other na-
tions provide examples of this.

Viewing the present international
situation, the following key conclusion
emerges: U.S. security, political, and
economic interests in the developing
world are greater today than they have
ever been. Recent years have seen the
Soviet bloc aggressively entering into
competition for resources, including
food, raw materials, technology, oil, and
strategic overseas allies. An entirely new
dimension to their national interests—a
dimension increasingly within their
capabilities to influence—is thus sug-
gested, one that leads many observers to
suggest a reassessment of the traditional
Third-World conflict scenarios. Severe
strains have been placed on even the
Atlantic/Japanese alliance as the result
of resource dependencies and economic
considerations invelving the developing
world. Shifts in regional power halances
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as a result of successes and failures in
development pose particularly delicate
questions for each of the major powers.
The vitality of the developed economies
has been shown to be easily influenced
by decisions of the developing nations,
These and other factors that focus
attention on the Third World show no
signs of abating in the near future. A
clear requirement for national debate
regarding policies involving the devel-
oping world can be identified.

Asgistance wilhin the Larger Scheme.
The importance of the developing world
to the United States, however, in no
way implies that policy choices will be
easily arrived at or implemented. The
mixed record alone of previous attempts
at influencing the progress of economic
development suggests the absence of
easy answers, Several other factors
critically affect policy choices.

First are the domestic economic
situations within the United States and
elsewhere in the industrialized world. A
pericd of spotty economic growth, of
rapid inflation, of budqget cutting, and
of unfunded domestic programs is
hardly the ideal time to suggest new
international initiatives. Virtually any
program that can be contemplated has
opportunity costs easily identified
within the domestic economy—and
pressure groups poised to suggest the
implied trade-offs. It is clearly because
of domestic economic considerations
that few politicians have raised the
existence of problems outside the
borders.

Second among these factors is the
continuing shifts among the developed
economies themselves. In a very real
sense, the U.S, balance of payments and
foreign competition problems—as well
as the dollar’s reaction to them-—can be
considered the end product of an earlier
developmental assistance program,
namely the reconstruction of Western
Europe and Japan. For the several
decades following World War II, U.S.

policies towards Europe and Japan were
beneficent in the extreme. The direct
grants under the Marshall Plan pale in
importance when compared to the in-
direct aid provided by the United States
in the forms of an overvalued dollar,
liberal tariff policies, and financial
market support, all of which served to
make the U.S. market attractive for
foreign producers. The present currency
realignment can be broadly considered
the end to these assistance programs.
Nonetheless, the adjustment problem
thus created presents other real prob-
lems for the United States and her
industrial allies. In that these economic
linkages are critical to overall economic
progress, they will continue to occupy
our attention for some time.

Third is the recent entry of Eastern
Europe, the Soviet Union, and, most
recently, the People’s Republic of China
into the free-world economic structure.
Until the 1970s, the centrally planned
economies played virtually no part in
the international economic system in
which the United States and her allies
participated. Their entry, to date only
at a modest level but with significant
growth potential, suggests another
major adjustment with which interna-
tional economic planners must contend.
Because of the linkages between eco-
nomic and political/military considera-
tions, evolution of East-West economic
relationships will also receive careful
scrutiny.

These three factors suggest the possi-
bility that problems of development will
continue to rank low in the list of
international economic priorities. In
fact, it will take deliberate attention for
them to escape from obscurity, given
the competition.

What Do the Developing Nations
Want? Bluntly, the developing nations
want to develop; their leaders and
people want to achieve standards of life
similar to those they now reqularly see
portrayed in the industrialized nations



through the modern media. Towards
this objective several mechanisms have
emerged that tend to define the de-
mands of the developing world. When
separated from the rhetoric that typi-
cally accompanies such discussions, the
shopping list can be reduced to five
principal items:

¢ Financial resources. The devel-
oping nations clearly suggest the need
for assistance, preferably without
strings, in order to fund programs neces-
sary for development.

® Removal of the burdens of the
past. Primarily, this translates to the
need to get out from the burden of
interest and principal payments on
debts previously accrued.

® Price supports for primary prod-
ucts. In that primary products have
continued to be the mainstay of most
developing economies and that prices of
primary products have recently lagged
behind those of agricultural, manufac-
tured, and petroleum products, price
rises and stability are seen as essential in
ensuring the vitality of the existing
economic bases within the Third World.

® Diversification and industrializa-
tion. Generally, this requirement is
manifested in terms of demands that
industrial relocation occur to bring
manufacturing enterprises closer to the
raw materials supplier. Technology
transfer and manpower training issues
are frequently described as prerequisites
to this.

® Sovereignty over their own eco-
nomic futures, This demand is linked
frequently to former colonial relation-
ships and to developed-nation multi-
national firms.

Within each of these five general
categories, a wide variety of specific
requests from the developing nations
can be identified. Among the most
familiar of these specific proposals are
such items as institutionalizing develop-
mental assistance from the industrial-
ized nations at a level equal to 0.7
percent of gross national product,
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creating special drawing rights for the
developing nations within the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund as an automatic
source of financial transfers, canceling
certain longstanding debts of Third
World nations, indexing primary product
price levels to those of the products
exported by the industrialized nations,
creating commodity buffer stocks to
ensure access and price stability, and
preferential tariff and quota treatment
for semifinished and manufactured prod-
ucts exported by the developing nations.

What Options Might bhe Pursued by
the Developed Nations? Previous re-
sponses to demands such as those de-
scribed in the previous section have
varied widely over time and across the
developing nations. The Swiss and
Swedes, for example, have recently
canceled certain debts of less developed
nations, and many European nations
provide aid at approximately the 0.7
percent level, Initiatives begun in 1975
were aimed at increasing the financial
reserves of the UN. based assistance
agencies. Various agencies and institutes
have been created in recent years to
facilitate technology transfer and to
dampen oscillations in primary product
price levels, Emergency food assistance
programs have been expanded recently.
Cn the other hand, other proposals,
such as those for price indexing, have
been generally rejected by the de-
veloping nations, and the concept of
trade preferences has been discussed
only in terms of linkages with supply
assurance. Overall, the problems of
development have been addressed in at
best a piecemea! fashion, with little in
the way of a focused program emerging.
While the problems of creating and
gaining acceptance for any such pro-
gram are difficult, the following policy
options are among those that must be
considered in blending a program within
these problems.

® Do nothing. This option, which
perhaps best reflects the current policy,
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has both strengths and weaknesses. On
the positive side, two factors are ap-
parent. First is the likelihood that the
developing nations will be unahble to
bring anything stronger than verbal
harassment to bear upon the developed
world; only the remote possibility that
the developing nations will convince the
QPEC nations to use their oil weapon
militates against this assessment. Second
is the fact that doing nothing is the
cheapest policy, at least over the short
term. The first arqument against doing
nothing is the strong possibility that a
series of localized crises will emerge
requiring response from the indus-
trialized world; reacting in a noncrisis
situation has certain advantages that
might be worth preserving. Second is
that inaction by the industrial democra-
cies may invite further Soviet initiatives
within the developing world. Finally,
the absence of action may lead to
initiatives on the part of developing
nations themselves inimical to U.S. in-
terests; nationalization and supply dis-
ruption come most readily to mind,
Generally, the arquments against doing
nothing revert back to the discussion of
the objectives towards which assistance
programs might be oriented; while many
argue the tenuous connection between
assistance and achievement of these
objectives, the linkage is certainly clear
when a policy of neglect is considered,

® Accede, at least to some degree, to
the demands of the developing nations,
While this option will clearly appear the
favorite of the developing nations, three
factors require analysis before any case
can be made in its favor. First is that
even a complete accession to their re-
quests may not produce the desired
results, at least within the near future.
Development is at best a slow process,
and recent examples have clearly
demonstrated the difficulties inherent in
attempts to speed it along. Second is
that such a program will be expensive,
measured in resource terms or in terms
of opportunity costs to the developed

nations. Third, any attempts at restruc-
turing the international economic sys-
tem in order to speed the process of
development in the Third World will
add to the chaos already present in this
system as a result of the first-world
realignment and the entry of the cen-
trally planned economies. These three
factors suggest the need for careful
scrutiny of any program proposals that
might emerge from future discussions;
at minimum, because such programs are
likely to be both costly and disruptive,
there is a need for analysis to determine
the worth of the benefits that might
accrue from them.

® Rely on the international business
community, The concept of using exist-
ing commercial enterprises as the vehicle
for the implementation of development
has swung widely in world public
opinion forums. U.S. policy itself has
ranged from programs designed to en-
courage such actions on the part of its
own multinationals to programs
designed to stifle overseas investments.
On the part of the developing nations,
economic and political considerations
collide when this option is raised. While
virtually every study has concluded that
host nations benefit economically from
the presence of multinationals, at the
same time virtually every less-developed
nation has expressed the belief that
these same multinationals have meddled
in their internal affairs and made deci-
sions contrary to the host country’s
national interests. Within the developed
nations, the dehate regarding this option
closely parallels debates regarding
domestic social programs; the under-
lying question about the proper roles of
private enterprise and government
becomes the central issue requiring reso-
lution. The record of success in develop-
ment enjoyed by the multinationals,
along with the free enterprise philo-
sophical underpinnings of the industrial
democracies, provides a strong rationale
for further consideration of options
within this cateqory.



® Transfer the responsibility for
developmental assistance. For the
United States, there are three possible
candidates upon whom the burden of
assistance might be foisted: the former
colonial powers of Europe, the centrally
planned economies, and the suddenly
rich oil exporting nations. With respect
to the first, questions of capakility and
of the inevitable indirect linkages to the
United States emerge. With respect to
the second group, which has largely
operated outside international develop-
mental assistance programs, the trade-
off between security considerations and
funding availability is obvious. The
Soviets to date have carefully attempted
to shun any responsibility for providing
assistance on other than a quid pro quo
basis. With respect to the third group,
the question of incentives arises even for
those nations whose oil reserves are not
already tied to domestic development
programs, Overall, this option appears
to offer only limited regional possibili-
ties. In the end it is likely that the
principal burden for program initiation
and funding will fall upon the United
States; however, linkages with other
nations may arise as vehicles for miti-
gating some of the costs and other
effects of assistance programs.

® Expand the roles of international
organizations involved with develop-
mental assistance. There are numerous
considerations to weigh in evaluating
options that employ international, as
opposed to bilateral, mechanisms. On
the positive side, use of international
organizations takes some of the burden
from each individual participant, and
simultaneously encourages broader par-
ticipation in any programs initiated.
Additionally, choices can be made that
place part of the burden on the de-
veloping nations themselves, either in
terms of management responsibility or
of restrictions preconditioning the
recelpt of aid. Channeling aid through
international organizations also might
be viewed as a means of lessening the
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inevitable comparisons across recipient
nations regarding donor nation concern,
On the negative side, the linkages be-
tween aid and developing nation conces-
sions (e.g., base rights, resource access)
that have traditionally characterized
assistance programs would be weakened
by any movement towards international
control. Choices among which nations
deserve assistance would similarly be
further removed from each donor na-
tion’s policy councils. Finally, there is
the question of the effectiveness of
international organizations in solving
development problems. Studies of
World Bank programs show the same
mixed performance that characterizes
any donor nation's individual programs.

® Encourage the development of
regional alliances. The lesson of the
European Economic Community might
be drawn upon in formulating further
assistance programs: regional economic
alliances can be viewed as one mechan-
ism for overcoming the problems in-
herent in smallness. In that many de-
veloping nations are too small in terms
of population, market size, resource
availability, and other measures to sup-
port many industries often linked to the
industrialization process, the growth of
tegional confederations offers a possible
solution. To date, however, such efforts
have met with only the most limited
successes, mainly because of political
and cultural obstacles to cooperation.
These types of constraints will likely
persist and prove a challenge to any
progrtams designed towards the end of
encouraging regional cooperation. A
near cousin of this category of policy
options is the development of regional
powers through concentrated assistance
programs designed to allow one nation
rapid and effective growth. This policy
has been followed in an almost explicit
fashion in recent years. There are two
areas requiring further thought in this
respect: how does the designated re-
gional power positively influence de-
velopment elsewhere in the region,
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contributing to both growth and sta-
bility, and to what extent do such
policies stifle, rather than encourage,
competition and rvalry in the region,
the factors which have basically limited
the success of outright attempts at
economic alliances. If the focus on
regional powers is to achieve results
more broadly based than within the
single nation itself, these underlying
questions require consideration as part
of the policy decisions.

¢ Expand the opportunities for
developing nations to export to U.S.
markets. The U.S. consumer has histori-
cally been a critical stimulus to the
growth of foreign economies: the re-
construction of Western Europe and
Japan and the development of the
Korean and Taiwanese economies have
depended fundamentally on U.S, appe-
tites for the products of those nations,
A similar impetus to the growth of
other developing nations could be pro-
vided by preferential tariff policles and
other measures designed to widen the
opportunities for such nations to com-
pete in U,S. markets. Such considera-
tions are certain to be high in the list of
priorities of the developing nations dur-
ing the current rounds of negotiations
regarding international trade and tariff
policy. Questions of preferential treat-
ment for the products of developing
nations are virtually certain to surface.
Three difficulties exist with this pro-
posal. First, such actions would cer-
tainly complicate already difficult U.S.
balance of payments problems.
Secondly, the domestic industries and
labor groups likely to be harmed by
increased foreign competition would in-
tensify their lobbying for protection.
Finally, similar lobbying on an interna-
tional scale would likely occur from the
other nations whose shares in the U.S.
market would be adversely affected by
such measures.

@ Provide assistance in the form of
security assurance. In that national
security is itself one of the primary

objectives of assistance programs,
security assistance programs (including
direct support through alliances, grants
and aid, technical and training support,
and arms transfers) remain an important
policy option that can affect not only
security itself, but also broader political
and economic goals. Certainly the pri-
mary successes of previous develop-
mental efforts, including the reconstruc-
tion of Western Europe and Japan and
the development of the Korean, Tai-
wanese, and Israeli economies, have
been cases in which U.S, security assis-
tance has played a major role. In each of
these cases security assistance programs
served not only to protect the nations
involved from internal and external
threats, but also freed their domestic
resources from defense requirements
and allowed them to be applied to other
national purposes. Japan particularly
stands as an example of the economic
assistance provided by the U.S. military
umbrella. On the other hand, however,
equally numercus examples exist of
nations for which the receipt of U.S.
assistance failed to serve the long-term
national interests for which it was de-
signed; Vietnam and, and more recently,
Iran serve as examples, While the need
of developing nations to insure their
own security and stahility remains a
fundamental prerequisite to growth and
development, several problems must be
addressed in considering policy options
within this category. First, of course, is
again the cost of security assistance;
opportunity costs of defense itself, as
well as costs outside defense, suggest the
need for carefully weighing military
assistance programs. Second is public
concern with involvement in the mili-
tary affairs of Third World nations;
residual concerns stemming from the
conflicts in Southeast Asia remain a
major impediment to such involvement,
even to the extent of providing advisors
and weaponry. Third is the possibility
that U.S. military involvement, either
directly or indirectly, in the affairs of



developing nations may serve to focus
dissident elements not only against the
United States, but also against the host
government. To the extent that this
occurs, one of the primary security
objectives is itself thwarted. A final
factor that must be weighed, as recently
demonstrated in Iran, is the need for a
developing nation to carefully balance
its military growth with other societal
requirements, Funds spent on defense
(and also scarce national resources such
as trained personnel allocated to the
armed forces) are withdrawn from the
civilian sectors of the economy, and
thus represent, at least in the short
term, a detriment to overall economic
progress.

Conclusions. The problems of eco-
nomic development, after a short period
of international attention, have returned
to the too-hard-to-handle category. Do-
mestic economic considerations and re-
alignments within the international eco-
nomic community have focused atten-
tion away from the developing nations
except in a few isolated instances. At
the same time, the importance of the
Third World to the United States and its
industrial allies has grown to unprec-
edented levels along economic, politi-
cal, and security dimensions, Not only
have superpower rivalries regarding the
Third World intensified, but competi-
tion among traditional free world allies
has emerged as a result of recent de
velopments and from the recognition of
the criticality of resource suppliers. All
of these factors suggest the need for a
renewed lock at the issues underlying
the North-South debate.
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Decisions regarding economic assis-
tance programs sponsored by the United
States and other industrialized nations
are complicated by many factors. The
mixed record of previous programs leads
to uncertainty regarding the effect of
assistance on the achievement of na-
tional objectives. Competition from
other programs, domestically and
internationally, makes assistance a ready
candidate for deferral. Each of the
options that might be blended into an
overall program has its individual
strengths and weaknesses, many of
which are only imperfectly understood.
No obvious candidate program emerges
in terms of either the predictability of
its results or the likelihood of qaining
national consensus on its worth.

Furthermore, the success of policy
options pursued by the United States
and other developed nations will depend
fundamentally upon the parallel policies
of the developing nations themselves:
their success in controlling population
growth and their ability to stimulate
domestic investment, for example, will
have dramatic effects on the results of
policies implemented by the donor na-
tions. Nonetheless, questions of aid and
assistance such as have been raised in
the previous sections of this paper are
ones that should be advanced for
further analysis and national debate.
While there are no easy answers nor any
rapid solution to the problems of under-
development, the option of ignoring
them is one that has profound and
disturbing long-term implications for
the economic and political health, as
well as the security, of the United
States.
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MILITARY ETHICS IN THE UNITED STATES:
CLOSING THE GAP BETWEEN CIVILIAN AND MILITARY

by

Paul R. Schratz

and

Francis X. Winters, S.]J.%

One dimension of professional ethics
is frequently overlooked in the search
for morally acceptable standards of con-
duct for the U.S, military profession.
That is the need to overcome the
separation between the military and
civilian sectors of Amaerican society that
inhibits and impairs public debate about
national security policy. The military
commander in the field earns his posi-
tHon because he has the mental strength
and moral power to enable him to
dominate the battlefield. Off the field
that responsibility carries civic obli-
gations as well,

The military professional in a demo-
cratic society has a significant moral
obligation to participate in the debate
on public policy in order to sharpen the
discussion by adding a perspective of
informed opinion and experience. The
prevailing assumption, widely shared
among military professionals them-
selves, holds that the U.S. Constitution
requires silence from the military on
crucial issues of foreign policy.! On the
contrary, participation in foreign policy
debate by the military officer is not
only constitutionally acceptable but is
morally obligatory. In developing and
bringing his views to bear in debate on
national security issues, the moral obli-
gation of the officer in a democratic
society differs little from that of the
diplomat. One concentrates on ends of
policy, the other on means; the respon-
sibility for an effective national policy
that supports the national ethic within
available resources is the responsihility
of both.

In order to counteract the dangerous
assumption that the military should
avoid participation in public discussions
of foreign policy, we will examine: (1)
the ethical responsibilities of U.S, offi-
cers; (2) the historic and constitutional
case for military participation in public
policy debate; and (3) some practical
measures that officers might take—not
without some risk to career advance-
ment—to meet the ethical requirements
proposed.

Ethies for U.S. Officers Ethics is a
prospective discipline, looking ahead
rather than backward. It plans the
future rather than laments the past. But
it is important to study major political
decisions of the past, such as the World
War Il decision to demand uncondi-
tional surrender and, subsequently, to
drop the atomic bomb.? These are
interesting historic questions and they
point to stark failures of moral and
political, and even military imagination
(foresight) on the part of Allied leaders
in planning for the postwar world. If, in
fact, conduct of the war were not keyed
to a specific vision of a postwar wotld,
one may ask, what was sought by force
of arms on the battlefield?

Ethics must begin with remem-
brance. But it cannot end there. As a
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Ethics and International Affairs, School of
Foreign Service, Georgetown University.



prospective or planning discipline, it
looks forward and asks questions such
as, ""What should we do if the U.S.S.R.
initiates nuclear war?" The answer does
not come readily.

Dealing with the future when we deal
with ethics nonetheless ties us with the
past, specifically with our political past
as Americans. For we are discussing here
not only a general question about ethics
and the military profession but specifi-
cally the ethics of the U.S. military
profession and ethical standards appro-
priate for it, We and our military ser-
vices exist in a historical context that,
to some extent, defines the nature of
our ethical response. That is, our politi-
cal responses must conform to the
general outlines of the political philoso-
phy prescribed in the U.S. Constitution
and in such documents as The Federalist
papers that further illuminate the politi-
cal heritage. That heritage, though
drawn from Western Europe and ex-
hibiting similarities to political systems
in Europe, is no less distinctly American
in character. We must act as Americans,
therefore, as a people imbued with a
specific political heritage.

The Heritage of Military Participation
in Public Policy Debate. The ethical
guidelines enshrined in the Constitution
constitute a system of shared power
generally known as checks and balances.
Qur political heritage is based on the
philosophy that power is enhanced and
the danger of uncontrolled power miti-
gated by diffusion among a number of
centers of initiative.® It rests on the need
for popular participation in decision-
making and it looks forward to the
prospect of creative conflict among the
competing factions, interests and opin-
ions that are inevitable in society. Qurs is
a nation that prospers only if there is
continuous public arqument. Indeed, one
observer has defined the free society as
“men locked together in argument.”"*

Attention to the political context of
ethics is crucial because there remains a
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widespread misconception, inherited
from predemocratic societies, that mili-
tary ethics is a matter of obeying (or,
for the elites, of issuing) just commands.
Unfortunately, most treatments of mili-
tary professional ethics begin and end
there—with an examination of mutual
obligations of the various persons within
the chain of command.® Al of this
analysis is very important and has been
too widely neglected. Yet such an
approach to professional obligations is
deficient precisely because it ignores the
contemporary political situation of the
decisionmaker, namely, his citizenship
in a democratic society, It ignores the
fact that in this society the military
commander is supposed to participate in
the determination of what these com-
mands should be. The soldier as citizen
must do more than issue commands and
oversee their execution, He must involve
himself in the arduous process of deter-
mining the structure of U.S. strategy.
Only on the basis of a sound strategic
posture can the commander undertake
the more immediate task of command.

Ethical responsibility for the Ameri-
can military commander is much more
extensive than it was in the somewhat
simpler era of monarchies. In the United
States, the soldier as a citizen also is
sovereign, that is, he shares the responsi-
hility of determining—on moral as well
as political and military grounds—a
sound foreign policy. He cannot simply
accept the existing foreign policy of his
nation and proceed to execute the
military dimensions of it; he cannot
create a defense structure that is not
intimately, actively and creatively re-
lated to the goals of foreign policy.
Participating in the process of deter-
mining the goals of U.S. foreign and
military policy is as important as partici-
pating in developing the means under-
lying those goals. There can be no hiatus
between political and military planning.
The military must become a faction in
the sense advocated for all groups of
U.S. citizens in The Federalist papers.
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Professional military responsibility can
be exercised in this fashion only by first
overcoming the current separation of
civilian and military sectors in our
society so as to achieve a new integra-
tion of politics and strateqgy.

The reluctance of the military to
participate fully in the process of
policymaking finds its inception in what
is generally understood by the term
“civilian control of the military’ and
the unique concept of civil-military rela-
tions in the United States. Huntington
sees the separation of powers between
Congress and the Executive as “a per-
petual invitation, if not an irresistible
force, drawing military leaders into
political conflicts.'"® These conflicts,
however, focus on weapons, technology
and budget, rarely on policy. The
danger is less the domination of policy
by military views than deficiencies in
policy made in the absence of military
views. The essence is a broader con-
ceptual framework within which all
participants in the policy process may
contribute. Specialists in policy discus-
sions—military, political, economic, or
whatever—are advocates. But the mili-
tary leader, reluctant to exercise a
“political" role, limits himself to only
the military aspects of a problem as
more properly his concern and thereby
contributes to strategic difficulties that
prevent conceiving force in other than
military terms. As General Marshall ex-
pressed it, thinking of political problems
in military terms soon makes them
military problems. War becomes a con-
test of logistics rather than of politics.

On the civilian side, important politi-
cal consequences inextricably imbedded
in strategically important events are
isolated from policy as “purely military
matters’’; national goals are subordi-
nated to military expediency. Political
leaders have rarely understood fully the
role—and limitations —of military power
in seeking the ends of policy. Military
leaders, though dominant in the staffing
process, rationalize the lack of full

participation in policymaking as legiti-
mate--if misquided—deference to the
principle of civilian control of the mili-
tary. Yet civilian control in itself carries
no such connotation of isolation for
either the diplomat or the warrior. The
result, therefore, is an enigma of policy
devoid of military participation yet
dominated by military considerations.

In Vietnam, for example, in the
critical stage of the war—the Kennedy
and early Johnson eras--U.S. policy
sought to apply a conventional military
solution to an essentially political prob-
lem in which insurgency was only one
symptom of underlying political causes.
Dependence on military power
neglected the crucial political dimension
that was always the principal determi-
nant of the outcome. Having opted for a
major military role, the second error
was failure to use sufficient military
power in pursuit of objectives. Had
civilian leaders shown greater willingness
to use the military power at their
disposal, U.S. policy would have en-
joved a greater measure of credibility,
an increased possibility of suppressing
the insurgency, and of resolution of the
conflict within the limited aims of U.S.
policy.

The first error represented a failure
to understand the essentially political
nature of the conflict; the second a
failure of the civilian leaders to under-
stand the use of military force once
committed to a political problem,
Better integration of military means
with the aims of policy by civilian or
military planners would have made suc-
cess possible, by both would have made
success likely. Both errors illustrate the
central problem of civil-military rela-
tions, the failure to understand the
decisive fundamental of statecraft, the
integral relationship between foreign
policy and military power.”

Deference to military advice domi-
nated by “purely military considera-
tions” contributed to overmilitarizing
an essentially political problem, to



countering a complicated national rev-
olution with conventional field tactics,
and to measuring success in the field in
engineering rather than in political
terms.

Some may claim that broader partici-
pation by the military in the policy
process leads to domination of policy
by military considerations, even to the
point of substantial takeover of the
government. Yet the record indicates
the contrary. Throughout its history the
United States has been uniquely free of
any reason to fear a coup by its mili-
tary. Its uniformed leaders have in-
variably displayed a proper spirit of
subordination to duly established
civilian authority. At no time did the
officer corps represent a threat of the
kind that restored de Gaulle to power in
France or that troubles so many coun-
tries in Latin America, Asia, and the
Middle East. With varying degrees of
influence of military counsel, key
national security decisions are made by
civilian authority: the decision to build
a hydrogen bomb, the decision to rearm
U.S. and allied forces, the decision to
emphasize nuclear power in the 1950s,
the decision to invest heavily in early
warning defenses but not in bomb shel-
ters, the decision to strengthen conven-
tional and counterguerrilla forces in the
1960s. Civilian leaders called the turn
on ABM, the B-1 and called it in Korea,
the Formosa Strait, Dien Bien Phu,
Suez, Lebanon, the Congo, Cuba, Cam-
bodia, Tonkin Gulf, Hanoi, Luanda and
the repeated crises in the Middle East.
The rare instances of insubordination
have been individual disagreements and
not organized conspiracies. The Mae-
Arthur-Truman dispute, for example,
was a challenge by the commander in
the field to the strategic direction of the
war, but the challenge was to his
military chiefs and the President, not to
the political control of the nation,

Civil and military power in the U.S.
system was deliberately balanced by the
Founders, one against the other, and
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fused in the person of the President. The
status of the armed forces under *civil-
ian"' authority stems from the dual per-
sonality of the Chief Executive in the
Constitution as both a civil and military
official. There is no mandate that specifi-
cally places the military subordinate to
civil authority; it is a heritage that finds
expression only in the multiplicity of
offices held by the Chief Executive. The
President as a civilian is the Commander
in Chief; as an elected official, he is
subject to the control of the people. The
fundamental principles involve popular
power over both the President and the
military, balanced or shared power be-
tween all the branches of the govern-
ment, and military effectiveness despite
the checks and balances. This is not
civilian control over the military as much
as it is a balance of civil and military
authority with a fulcrum held by the
chief of state,

Civilian control over the military,
except through the legislature, was ex-
plicitly rejected by our Founders. The
framers of the Constitution were more
afraid of military power in the hands of
politiciang than they were of political
power in the hands of the military. To a
man they visualized Gen. George Wash-
ington as the first President. They were
certainly aware he was a military offi-
cer. Their concern was less how he
would carry out his civilian duties than
how his successors would carry out the
military function as Commander in
Chief. Charles Pinckney of South Caro-
lina had proposed that ‘‘the military
shall always be subordinate to the civil
power.” This was stricken—the Consti-
tution did not, in fact, provide for
civilian control. But the remainder of
his plan, for control over the military
through the purse strings, was adopted
in revised form.® In short, the Com-
mander in Chief clause, ingofar as opera-
tional authority over military forces is
concerned, seems to be designed no
more to provide than to prevent civilian
control over the military.
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Despite participation of both civilian
and military officials in most, if not all,
phases of the policy process, the mili-
tary leadership has traditionally isolated
itself from its role in the policy process.
After the Bay of Pigs crisis, President
Kennedy, unimpressed by JCS advice,
specifically cautioned the Chiefs against
limiting their counsel to ‘“‘purely mili-
tary considerations,” a directive re-
iterated by each of his successors. The
basic and fundamental isolation of
power and policy in the American value
system is deeply imbedded, however,
especially among older and more senior
participants. Integrated staffs have not
produced integrated planning. It is at
the operational level that a new ap-
proach to truly unified politico-military
planning is clearly needed, not only as
the natural development of the U.S.
national security organization, but as
the extremely important direction of
change for the military in its own
interest. Years before attaining the re-
sponsibility of public office, Henry
Kissinger said,

A separation of strategy and
policy can be achieved only to the
detriment of both. It causes mili-
tary power to be identified with
the most absolute applications of
power and it tempts diplomacy
into an overconcern with finesse,
Since the difficult problems of
national policy are in the area
where political, economic,
psychological and military factors
overlap, we should give up the
fiction that there is such a thing as
“purely” military advice.’

Kissinger visualized the day, as we do
herein, where "“At every stage of
formulation of strategy, doctrine would
be considered as a combination of po-
litical, economic and military factors
replacing the present system which
seeks to compromise two incommen-
surables, ‘purely’ military and ‘purely’
political considerations.”'® Lacking
such a doctrinal framework, the military

leader becomes a technician and not a
strategist, a weaponeer and not a war-
rior.

Some Practical Measures to Aehicve
the Reintegration of Civilian and Mil-
tary Planning and Some Possible Carcer
Consequences. The important aspect of
ethics considred here is the obligation
imposed on the military professional by
his U.8. citizenship to participate in the
public debate on public policy, not
excluding national security policy. How
would a military professional go about
fulfilling these obligations? What mea-
sures could he adopt to exercise his
moral responsibility to sharpen, and so
to shape, the public argument on de-
fense policy? Three avenues of partici-
pation may be suggested that will in
varying degrees and by complementary
strategies bring to bear his professional
competence and experience on the pub-
lic arqument of defense policy: (1)
intra- and interservice advocacy of
sound military policies keyed to na-
tional goals; (2) military-Congressional
dialogue; and {3) writing and speaking
in civilian as well as military fora on
foreign policy. A few words on each of
these strategies may suggest opportuni-
ties for influencing the public dehate as
well as drawing attention to some of the
career risks involved in exercising the
professional responsibility proposed
herein, Dissent, after all, has a unique
role in American tradition that outsiders
often find difficult to understand.

A nation born in revolution finds
dissent a more wholesome emotion than
in a society with a different heritage.
The signatories of the Declaration of
Independence held certain truths to be
self-evident. But behind that statement
lay an assumption that every American
was capable of perceiving these truths
for himself; that each bore an individual
responsibility to his government, Dif-
ferent individuals have different moral
apprehensions, some allowing widely
divergent interpretations of the obliga-



tions they share. Widely varying
opinions are no less with us today on
major issues of policy; indeed no
democracy is fully alive without such a
debate. The question is the degree to
which dissent is taken and the country’s
need for unity at the time,'’

Thomas Jefferson theorized on the
virtue of an occasional revolution and
the necessity of watering the tree of
liberty with the blood of patriots.
Jefferson worried over the stern mea-
sures taken against the Pennsylvania
farmers in the Whiskey Rebellion and
the Massachusetts farmers in Shay's
rebellion. *To punish these errors too
severely,” he said, “would be to sup-
press the only safequard of the public
liberty."

Toleration of opposition to national
policy, however, has not ordinarily been
extended to its military spokesmen,
Legitimate dissent in a military organi-
zation gratifies the soul of the dissenter
but has few other rewards even when
successful. Spirited and energetic sup-
port of a position within the command,
which is not shared by the commander,
has been known to make for a lively but
foreshortened career. The necessity for
full obedience to a lawful order de-
mands conformity in execution but
breeds conformity in planning as well. It
is a rare senior who welcomes dissent at
all, far less one who can display the
placidity of a Thomas Jefferson in
welcoming dissent merely to keep the
spark of freedom alive.

The military commander reaches his
decision not by such democratic princi-
ples as majority rule and protection of
minority rights. He alone is responsible
for the consequences, and he decides
accordingly. When he advises the civilian
leadership of the nation, however, he is
less responsible for the ultimate conse-
quences because no such clear-cut lines
of authority exist. Nevertheless, among
senior military leaders, the spark of
legitimate dissent is still too easily
smothered. Not only does the system
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impress conformity, but agreement is
stressed to a point that substance itself
may often be sacrificed to the necessity
of reaching agreed language. The written
word is “waffled” to accommodate
divergent views in deliberate ambiguity.

Both within his service branch, where
the officer is often called upon to study
alternative policy options and to make
recommendations of one or another
course of action, and in the senior
councils where joint service policies are
established, the military professional
can exercise a great deal of influence on
public debate by informing himself
thoroughly of the political, strategic,
economic and social consequences of
various policy options. Because the only
purpose of military power is to serve the
ends of policy, in truth he can do no
less.

If individual officers are to exercise,
at comparatively senior levels, the
imagination required to see beyond the
bureaucratic interest of their own
branch of service, to see the military
sector of our society as a whole and to
assimilate the perspectives of civilian
society and of the leaders of other
nations, not only will the policy debate
be enhanced but intra- and interservice
debates on policy may also become
more productive, more politically sensi-
tive and consequently more wise. The
instinct to leave the metamilitary mat-
ters to officers at a higher level, to the
civilian leadership, or to other depart-
ments or branches of the government,
or even to the pressure of Allies, has
frequently proven to be shortsighted or
mistaken, One is never sure that one or
all of these other actors will in fact
consider all the alternatives. While such
“think piece'' papets may at first be
extremely unpopular within a particular
branch, or even among representatives
of other services, they may provide an
indispensable contribution to formu-
lating a wiser policy for the nation. One
cannot expect, nor should the structure
of decision demand, that civilian
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thinkers have a sufficient grasp of mili-
tary affairs to comprehend the full
range of military options available to
the executive.

A coequal level of the national
security debate occurs at the level of
congressional committees. When officers
are appointed to serve as witnesses
before congressional committees, they
are initially obliged to represent official
policy. If such a policy were ethically
repugnant to the officer he would, of
course, be morally obliged to refuse the
task of representation and to accept the
consequences of refusal. In most cases,
however, he will be in agreement, or at
least not in substantial mora! disagree-
ment, with the policy. If, in the course
of representing a policy option that he
personally judges to be less wise or
efficient, but still morally acceptable, he
is asked by a Congressman whether he
personally agrees with the proposal, he
is morally obliged to discharge his moral
obligation and offer his own view, pre-
sented as such. The law specifically
provides both the means and the obliga-
tion. While many professional and per-
sonal circumstances would have to be
weighed before making such a decision,
there are situations in which an officer
would be morally obliged to offer a
personal view different from the service
or joint-service option. In such circum-
stances his obligation to express his own
opinion arises from the legislative need
to understand the various policy options
ayailable. The cognizant law, though
castigated by President FEisenhower as
“legalized insubordination,’ supports
testimony derived from military spokes-
men as an indispensable aid to the
exercise of legislative responsibility.'?
The public debate, in other words, may
require an awareness on the part of
Congress of a militarily respectable
difference of opinion on a critical issue
of public policy.

A clarification is appropriate here.
Many an officer who wishes to express
dissent from public policy may feel

obliged—or may be encouraged—to take
off the uniform and pursue his protest
from retirement. However noble the
sentiment, no such suggestion can be
endorsed herein. The record of officers
who retired in order to make their
dissent public is wholly unencouraging.
Gen. Maxwell Taylor is a rare exception.

Finally, there may be a further
forum in which the military officer may
be allowed or even obliged to express
dissent, always excepting that his
official position as executor allows no
choice but wholehearted support of
approved policy. That forum, or more
correctly, those fora, would he consti-
tuted by the various media of public
debate on foreign policy, including pro-
fessional journals of the various war
colleges and institutes, the national
magazines and news journals, profes-
sional conventions, associations, and the
lecture platform. On maftters of such
great public significance as strategic
policy, planning for the defense of
Europe, wars of intervention in de
veloping regions of the world, anti-
tetrorist operations and the like, it
would be remarkahle if there were no
difference of opinion within the mili-
tary corresponding to the range of views
evident in the civilian professional com-
munity. If such a diversity of opinion
exists in the officer corps, there may be
times when it is incumbent on those
who hold minority views to express
their opinion in the appropriate
medium. Once again, the public may be
dependent on an awareness of differing
but respectable military views in order
to make progress in its own respon-
sibility to adopt a wise foreign policy.

Merely to mention the levels of
responsible dissent for an officer sug-
gests the risks involved in the conscien-
tious execution of any professional
responsibility, The officer, no less than
the doctor, lawyer or clergyman, has
responsihilities to society at large that
may conflict with personal career
advancement. His ethics include an



obligation to contribute to public de-
bate on foreign policy by articulating
his views both within and outside the
military services, as occasion demands.
The likelihood that such responsibility
may arrest or hazard a promising mili-
tary career simply underlines the im-
portance and dignity of the military
profession itself, an integral factor in
national well-being. The civilian leader-
ship depends on and must defend the
right of officers to contribute their
perspective and advantages of study and
experience in the art of warfare, in-
cluding the limitation and prevention of
war. It is precisely because civilian
society is so dependent on the military
that it rightly holds high expectations of
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the integrity of the military professional
to declare himself even at the risk of
career development.!® The Nuremberg
International Military Tribunal reached
conclusions in large part based on the
prnciple that the professional military
defendants should have followed not
the orders of Hitler but of their con-
sciences, Those instances, even in the
extreme and at direct peril to one's
survival, are the occasions when the
refusal of a military man to comply is
not insubordinate but positively his
legal and moral duty. In John F, Ken-
nedy's words, "A man does what he
must—in spite of personal consequences,
obstacles and pressures—and that is the
basis of all human morality.”’
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Friedlander, Robert A. Terrorism: Docu-
ments of International and Local Con-
trol. Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana,
1979.V, 1, 572pp., V. 2, 573pp.

The March-April 1979 issue of this
Review included an article entitled "“Re-
flections on Terrorist Havens,'' written
by the author and editor of the volumes
here being reviewed; and the May-June
1979 issue included an article entitled
“Terrorists, Atoms and the Future,' by
Augustus R. Norton. The fact that two
articles on terrorism were published in
successive issues of the Review, and so
recently, is some indication of the im-
pottant position this problem presently
occupies in the affairs of the wortld.
Professor Friedlandet's two-volume
work contains a 200-page essay on the
subject that gives the reader a historical
overview of the problem, followed by a
discussion in depth of its many facets,
political, ideological, sociclogical,
psychological, and legal; and ends with a
not too encouraging look at the future,
The halance of the two volumes con-
tains approximately 1,000 pages of
documents extending from the 1934
League of Nations debates that were
generated by the assassinations of King
Alexander of Yugoslavia and Foreign
Minister Louis Barthou of France
through the 1978 CIA report on Inter-
national Terrorism in 1977.

Anyone who reads Friedlander's
essay and the 102 documents repro-
duced in his work will probahbly have
the same reaction that this reviewer
had: '"Never have so many said so much
and accomplished so little!" {to borrow
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from Winston Churchill). The total of
45 vyears of incidents, investigations,
discussions, proposals, votes, etc., con-
sists of: (1) three International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO) conven-
tions which certainly have not been very
successful in eliminating, or even sub-
stantially reducing, aircraft hijackings,
probakly because this cannot be accom-
plished as long as there is even one
country, like Libya, where the hijacker
can find a refuge after completing his
criminal act; (2) one regional conven-
tion drafted by the Council of Eutope,
all of whose membetr States which ate
potential victims of tertorism and hi-
jackings and none of which gives asylum
to terrorists; and (3) a few tongue-in-
cheek resolutions of the General
Assembly of the United Nations, where
a number of members, as the author
points out, seems much more interested
in protecting terrorists who purport to
act for the benefit of national liberation
movements than they are in protecting
the innocent victims of acts of ter
rotism.

The commentary by Friedlander
makes clear that there is a consensus
among the serious students of terrorism
that the attention the news media,
particularly television, give to every
incident contributes substantially to the
problem. One of the major objectives of
terrorist groups is publicity for their
goals. When, for hour after hour, tele-
vision cameras are trained on a building
that has been occupied by armed ter-
rorists who are holding innocent
civilians hostage, the terrorists are



accomplishing exactly what they
sought—worldwide publicity for their
cause. Only when some means is found
of reducing or eliminating this publicity
will a major step have been taken
toward the reduction or elimination of
the illness itself,

Despite the comparative paucity of
affirmative accomplishment with re-
spect to terrorism by the world com-
munity, these two volumes undoubtedly
will prove invaluable as concentrated
guidance for those involved in this area
of world problems, as well as educa-
tional for the average citizen in enabling
him to better understand what has and
has not been done, why more has not
been done, and, perhaps, what might
possibly be done in the future to solve
one of the major world problems of the
second half of the 20th century,

HOWARD S, LEVIE
Professor Emeritus of Law
Saint Louis University Law School

Gelb, Leslie H. and Betts, Richard K.
The Irony of Vietnam: The System
Worked. Washington, D.C.: Brook-
ings Institution, 1979. 387pp.

The cutput of books on the Ameri-
can experience in Vietnam has reached
the proportions of a small industry.
Peter Braestrup, in a bibliographical
essay in the Spring 1978 Wilson Quar-
terly, brought us up to date but since
then the cascade continues. There is
little hope that there wil be a letup
soon. The best we can hope for is that a
good percentage of the new works will
be useful for the future historian, or
useful to the present student of that
long war. This book is worthwhile on
both counts.

Irony is thoroughly researched, and
draws heavily on the Pentagon Papers.
The study from which those Papers
came was headed by Gelb in the 1960s.
The period covered in the book is the
same as that study—from World War 11
until the Tet 1968 Offensive.
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The title pretty much sums up the
authors’ thesis. Contrary to those who
contend that U.S. decisionmakers
blundered into the Vietnam quagmire,
the authors contend that American
leaders knew they were getting into a
long struggle. They do not contend, of
course, that the events of 1968 were
foreseen, but they do say that U.S.
leadership recognized victory might well
be unreachable. After the Tet 1968
Offensive, LBJ decided to deescalate
because the price of continuing was too
high, and the key variable in that war of
attrition, American public opinion, was
itself victim of attrition. Through all of
this period ''the system worked,” say
CGelb and Betts.

The book is divided into five parts.
Part One is a very useful review of U.S.
decisions concerning Vietnam from the
Roosevelt administration until LBJ's
deescalation decision. Part Two, “The
Imperative Not to Lose," is built around
the proposition that U.5. leaders be
lieved Vietnam not to be vital in itself,
but rather feared the domestic and
international implications of the ‘loss”
of Vietnam in the wake of the *losses"
of China and the Korean war.

The central proposition of Part Three
is that the U.S. presidents involved did
what they deemed minimally necessary
to keep Vietnam out of Communist
hands. Part Four expands on the follow-
ing proposition:

The Presidents and most of their

lieutenants were not deluded by

reports of progress and did not
proceed on the basis of optimism
about winning a near-term or even
longer-term military victory,
This proposition will engender, no
doubt, some controvetsy, depending on
whom one considers presidential “lieu-
tenants,” and the year one is talking
about.

Part Five, ‘'Conclusions,” is the
authors' attempt to set forth the lessons
of Vietnam—a brave effort for anyone.
Here, as they were writing in late 1978,
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Gelb and Betts felt compelled to extend
their study and to take a look at
Nixon’s and Ford's policies. It is under-
standable that they would feel it neces-
sary to review this later period hefore
pronouncing judgment. However, the
coverage is so brief that the insight and
research is not of the high caliber of the
remainder of the book.,

After supporting their thesis that the
system worked, the authors develop two
schools of thought on Vietnam,
summed up and evaluated as follows:

The Win School would have

America vindicate mistakes in

victory, while the Reformist

School would have it avoid an-

other mistake, Neither is com-

forting. The former gives promise
of only threats and force. The
latter suggests a certain
naivete. . . . The problem, then, is
not so much prevention as extrica-
tion, and the solution is not so
much governmental restructuring
as changing fundamental attitudes
about and within the system,
Finally Gelb and Betts conclude that
the basic lesson of the Vietnam war is
“the need for pragmatism more than
doctrines, formulas, and ideologies."”

In the area of its main effort, an
explication and analysis of Washington
decisionmaking on the Vietnam war up
to Tet 1968, the book is excellent and
makes a fine contribution to the
growing body of literature on the war.
Upper level Political Science courses
interested in the study of Presidential
decisionmaking will find it especially
useful.

DOUGLAS KINNARD
University of Vermont

Gorshkov, S.G. The Sea Power of the
State. Annapolis: U.S. Naval Insti-
tute Press, 1979, 290pp.

It may be that Admiral Gorshkov's
book will be as frequently cited and as
seldom read as Mahan's The Influence

of Seapower Upon History is nowadays,
but there seems little question but that
it “will influence navies and govern-
ments for the rest of this century.’” This
last judgment is from a review article,
"A Primer on S5.G. Gorshkov’s Sea
Power of the State,” that appeared in
the Spring 1977 issue of this journal.
That review was of a translation pre-
pared by the Naval Intelligence Support
Center, and while the translation was
widely available to those who knew how
to seek it out, one couldn't pop into the
local hookstore for a copy. That in-
convenience has been erased with this,
the commercial publication of the
“authorized" English version.

Because of the earlier review here,
this note will not presume to provide
further analysis of the work but rather
is intended to announce the book’s
availability and to applaud the decision
of the Naval Institute Press to arrange,
with Great Britain's Pergamon Press, its
American distribution.

Some of Gorshkov's views, particu-
larly on differing American and Soviet
rationale for and contribution to several
episodes in World War II, will be offen-
sive to some readers, but an awareness
of those views adds, as does the study of
this book, to our understanding of the
design and purpose of the man and the
powerful and impressive Soviet fleet
that he has built. Sea Power is essential,
not just to the naval officer, not just to
the military professional, but to all who
ponder international security questions.

W.R. PETTYJOHN
Commander, J.5. Navy

Heilbroner, Robert L. Beyond Boom
and Crash. New York: 1978. 111pp.
In an age known to Michael Harring-

ton as ‘“The Twilight of Capitalism,”

one rarely encounters authors temer-
arious enough to protest that reports of
the demise of capitalism are, indeed,
greatly exaggerated. Witness the per-
sonification of capitalism, Henry Ford,



resigning from the eleemosynary institu-
tion that bears his name, protesting that
too few people understand that philan-
thropy is often the child of capitalism
{The New York Times, 12 January
1977, p. B6). Witness the phenomenon
of stagflation that, in the opinion of
some, now puts John Maynard Keynes
in the antediluvian category of Adam
Smith. Examples could be multiplied;
see, for example, the discussions in the

April 1978 issue of Commentary:
"Capitalism, Socialism, and Democ-
racy.”

Now comes Robert L. Heilbroner,
author of The Worldly Philosophers and
An Inquiry into the Human Prospect, to
propose, with Yugoslav economist
Branco Horvat, that after competitive
capitalism (1700-1875), monopoly
capitalism (1875-1930), and welfare
capitalism (1930-1973), we have bequn
a fourth period—that of planned capital-
ism. To be sure, Heilbroner is no
Micawber. He contends that ‘'deep
changes will be required,’” and that the
shift to economic planning is “'the only
institutiona! transformation that
can . . . give a new measure of life, albeit
a limited one, to the capitalist system.,”
Simply put, Heilbroner's thesis is that a
merger of the irresistible logic of eco-
nomics and of ecolegy justifies and
commands ‘‘planning the economic
process in a way that has never before
been necessary.’’

Heilbroner adamantly contends that
planning is the salvation of capitalism,
rather than its bane. He says it best
himself:

It is not planning, as such, that will
be the Trojan horse of democracy,
if democracy perishes. It will be
severity of the seismic disturbances
against which planning was meant
to safeguard us, or the unwilling-
ness or inahility of a society to
make bold alterations inits institu-
tions, while these can still be
carried out through appeals to rea-
son and by democratic means.
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Although he maintains that financial
and environmental perils clearly indicate
the need for “an unprecedented degree of
monitoring, control, supervision, and
precaution over the economic process,”
Heilbroner is a fan of neither the wholly
planned economy of the Soviet Union
nor of multinational corporations. To
Heilbroner's mind, the American
economy is still the world's most power-
ful. Although willing to concede that
America's manufacturing position may
have declined, he says that America's
position as the world's breadbasket is
practically preeminent. He points out
that America has no significant political
party that urges us to convert to large-
scale “socialism™; he argues that the
dollar “would seem to be one of the
soundest, not one of the frailest, curren-
cies,” and that the American political
situation is mercifully stable. Because
unrestrained inflation is invariably the
consequence of political collapse, he
thinks that ‘“a runaway inflation is
[not| a matter to be taken seriously.”

Unhappily, there is something cava-
lier about Heilbroner's clarion call for
reasoned econcmic planning in a book
of 89 pages of text; he has, in fact,
completed more of an outline than of a
substantial, clothbound book. More-
over, the little book is marred by a
number of editorial errors. Words such
as preferable, stanched, management,
and occurrence are misspelled in the
book, These matters aside, this small
book is worth reading—if only because
it is conspicuous by comparison with
other books in its steadfast refusal to
argue that capitalism alone is respon-
sible for all the ills of mankind from
alienation to acne.

Is it then possible to strike the
balance between the desideratum of
economic planning and the consequent
risk (if not certainty) of political op-
pression? Perhaps Eric Hoffer said it
best:

I used to think it self-evident
that freedom means freedom from
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iron necessity. But it is not quite
so. The moment necessity no
longer regulates and disciplines
there is need for imposed regi-
mentation. On the other hand, a
society living on the edge of
subsistence cannot afford free-
dom, Thus the zone of individual
freedom is midway between the
extremes of scarcity and abun-
dance. [Harper's, October 1978,
p. 78]
One hopes that Heilbroner, in his next
work, will define more exactly the
boundaries of the area that exists
somewhere between the boom and the
crash,

JAMES H, TONER
Norwich University

Holmes, W.J. Double-Edged Secrets.
Annapolis: Naval Institute Press,
1979. 231pp.

The code name given to the World
War Il variant of today's COMINT
{(Communications Intelligence) was
ULTRA, Deriving useful intelligence
about Japanese fleet operations in-
volved a painstaking, two-part process:
first, the intercept of coded radio
transmissions and second, the decryp-
tion of those messages from code into
plain language—Japanese and then
English. Secrecy shrouded the entire
process. Documents containing ULTRA
material were boldly marked with a
warning that reveals the double edge of
Holmes' fascinating memoir: *“No
action is to be taken on information
herein reported, regardless of tempo-
rary advantage, if such action might
have the effect of revealing the exist-
ence of the source to the enemy.”

Double-Edged Secrets tells the story
of U.S. communications intelligence
operations in the Pacific during World
War II and is written by one of a
handful of dedicated men who
operated a complex operational intelli-
gence center in a Pearl Harbor base-

ment. Based principally on the re
collections of its author, Capt. W.J.
Holmes, the book will almost certainly
be at odds with many of the official
and unofficial accounts of those intelli-
gence activities that are beginning to
fill the shelves since recent archival
declassification {the Naval War College
Library is currently processing over 40
separate titles). However, Holmes' per-
sonal narrative captures uniquely the
mood of the period and gives rare
insight into the problems and per-
sonalities of the Pacific Fleet. The
reader joins the author at FRUPAC
(Fleet Radio Unit, Pacific) head-
quarters in the middle of an intriguing
drama that unfolds in the aftermath of
Pear] Harbor.

Communications intelligence was in
its infancy and had only recently
managed to outlive the famous mora-
torium of 1929 when President
Hoover's Secretary of State, Henry
Stimson had withdrawn support for
the “Black Chamber” by declaring that
gentlemen do not read each other's
mail. After sketching a brief history of
cryptanalysis in the years just before
the war, Holmes plunges into the
myriad problems of breaking Japanese
operations code. However, there is
much more to this fast-moving history
than random additives and combina-
tions and permutations of 5-digit
groups. Thankfully, his recollection of
failures is as good as that of the many
victories produced by the dogged,
learn-as-you-go work of the crypt-
analysts. Their tasks were monumental
and the infrequent rewards silently
shared until new codes would send the
small team back to start all over again.
The great breakthroughs in decryption
came from a mixture of extraordinarily
long hours, odd coincidences, and a
good measure of luck. These factors
came together repeatedly in large part
because of the exceptional personal
chemistry, sensitivity, and dedication
of the first unit. From the start it was



manned by nonconformists with seem-
ingly unlimited analytic aptitude and
mental capacity, handpicked because
of their unusual talents in language,
mathematics, and operations, By war's
end, a stiff bureaucratic organization
evolved to manage a larger but prob-
ably less effective and certainly less
idiosyncratic group of analysts. Woven
throughout the book is a colorful
anecdotal history of the war: students
at Roosevelt High School in Hawaii
carrying their gas masks to the stage to
receive diplomas at a June graduation
following Pearl Harbor; the misleading
and dangerous battle damage reports
sent out by both sides; the U.S. Navy's
problem with predetonation and the
running depth of its torpedoes; assessing
the strength of garrisoned troops on the
basis of the privy density of an island;
the decision to eliminate Admiral
Yamamoto; and the tragic and ironic
loss of U.S.S, Indianapolis.

Intelligence collection and analysis of
radio intelligence was undoubtedly a
crucial factor in the outcome of the
war, Without ULTRA, many more lives
would have been lost and the problem
of the island warfare in the Pacific
would have been greatly complicated.
Histories and biographies of the war will
not be changed as a result of this book,
but I think those who read it will agree
that there were many quiet, unsung
heroes whose work in support of the
fleet was as important as directing gun-
fire or leading troops ashore. The
dilemma of having intelligence that can-
not be used, of being in a position
where the obvious need for secrecy
“constipates the flow of information”
at a time when it can mean life or death,
is truly the telling message of the book:
“Secrecy is a double-edged weapen, and
it sometimes inflicts deeper wounds on
its wielder than upon his opponents.”
This lesson should not be forgotten.

I1.P, MORSE
Lieutenant Commander, U.S. Navy
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Korb, Lawrence J. The FY 1980-1984
Defense Program: Issues and Trends.
Washington, D.C.: American Enter-
prise Institute for Public Policy Re-
search, 1979. 53pp. and Pechman,
Joseph A., ed. Setting National Pri-
orities: The 1980 Budget. Washing-
ton, D.C.: Brookings Institution,
1979, 229pp.

A nation's military posture, the size
and composition of its armed forces, is
largely the consequence of decisions to
commit financial resources to defense
made in a series of annual national
budgets. The federal budget for FY
1980 will determine the nature of U.S.
military forces through the next decade.
While much is written about the defense
budget, two sources of description and
analysis that have proven most useful in
the past have been Lawrence J. Korb's
annual monograph for American Enter-
prise Institute and the multiauthored
chapter on the defense budget in the
annual Brookings Institution analysis of
the federal budget proposed by the
President for the forthcoming fiscal
year. Readers should find these two
studies as full of helpful information
and stimulating policy discussions this
year as they have been in the past.

Korb's work is the richer in pre-
senting the defense budget in its various
possible formats and in giving compari-
sons over time in relation to the na-
tional economy and the national bud-
get. There has been and will continue to
be debate over the proposal of the
Carter administration to limit the
growth of the overall federal budget so
that in the domestic area,- with the
inflation rate projected when the budget
was published, domestic spending would
not grow overall in real terms while
defense was scheduled to have its out-
lays grow by 3 percent in real dollars as
part of NATO’'s agreement to try to
redress the relative strength of NATO
and Scviet forces in Europe,

Korb provides an enlightening dis-
cussion of the debate about increasing
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real defense spending and shows how
the measured amount of real growth is
sensitive to the base one uses for
reference. The growth in real defense
spending for FY 1980 that Korb shows
(2.7 percent above the FY 1979 outlay
level approved by Congress) is less than
Brookings and most other sources cite.
Inflation has been proceeding much
more rapidly than the rate assumed in
preparing the FY 1980 budget, so
unless action is taken to raise outlays
from the $122.7 billion proposed there
may be no real growth in FY 1980
defense outlays, (Ed. note: The
administration took such action 11
September 1979.)

Most of the Brookings' chapter is
spent examining key force structure and
policy issues;, and Korb also treats the
policy and program implications of
major defense spending areas. As in his
earlier monographs, Korb provides a
useful background on how national
security policy assumptions and goals
are established in the guidance used in
drawing up the FY 1980-1984 defense
progtam budget. The central program
issue areas that these works analyze are
the strategic nuclear forces, naval forces,
and forces for NATO,

In the strategic nuclear area the
United States has seen the strategic
balance turn against it and has been
impelled to go forward with the devel-
opment of new generations of strategic
systems such as the MX mohile missile.
However, Korb believes that delays in
starting new systems, slowing the pace
of programs like Trident missile subma-
rines, and canceling the B-1 strategic
bomber program have eroded the U.S.
strategic position, The Brookings
authors see the primary concern in the
strategic deterrence area essentially as a
need to develop a better strategic plan-
ning framework before rushing into new
commitments to strategic weapons
systems that may impose prohibitive
costs in the future and complicate stra-
tegic stability with the Soviet Union.

The naval balance is another area
where Korb and Brookings analysts view
the problem differently. Korb finds the
U.S. naval position relative to the Soviet
Union to have deteriorated as a result of
the number of U.S. naval ships being
halved from FY 1969 to FY 1979 while
the Soviet Fleet has continued to grow.
He believes that the current naval hal-
ance makes it problematical whether the
U.5. Navy could carry out its wartime
missions of sea control and projecting
power on NATO's northern and
southern flanks, Brookings, however,
cites analysts who believe that the
Soviet Navy is not designed for high seas
combat with the U.S. Fleet and because
this threat probably does not exist the
U.S. Navy should consider buying more,
but less capable, ships than it has
purchased with the Soviet threat in
mind. This naval program would provide
the United States with the larger num-
ber of ships it needs for worldwide low
threat and peacetime naval presence
missions. However, as the ''dissenting
analysts'" see the Soviet Navy attacking
forward U.S. Fleets in the European
theater, it would seem that the U.S,
Navy will still require high-capability
ships and aircraft if it is to support
NATO?’s flanks.

Both Korb and the Brookings anal-
ysts express concern about the emphasis
in designing ground and air forces for
fighting a short, intense, conventional
war in central Europe, Korb argues that
this “NATO first” effort may still not
give the United States the ability to win
a conventional war, while it makes U.S.
forces less flexible and capable in other
parts of the world. The Brookings
authors also question whether the
United States should make more Army
divisions heavily armored and mecha-
nized, and invest in prepositioned equip-
ment stocks for NATO at the expense
of forces that would be needed to deal
with threats to U.S, security in other
regions, such as the Middle East. The
Brookings chapter discusses a number of



possible problems with the emphasis in
key Army procurement programs and
the need for considering trade-offs be-
tween Army and Air Force systems in
such common areas as air defense and
fire support. Brookings also believes
that a modernization of theater nuclear
forces should not be undertaken until
the United States develops a coherent
doctrine for the use of theater nuclear
forces.

Both works contain several other
sections that should interest readers,
such as Korb's discussion of military
retirement reform and Brookings chap-
ters on the relationship of the federal
budget to the economy in 1980, on key
issue areas in the domestic budget, and
on the problem of inflation, Considering
the complex nature of the material they
are dealing with, these publications are
well written; and a reader will finish
them much more knowledgeable on
important areas of public policy than
when he began.

JOHN A. WALGREEN
Wheaton College

Marder, Arthur J. Jutland and After,
May 1916-December 1916. From the
Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, The
Royal Navy in the Fisher Era,
1904-1919. v. II1, 2nd ed. (Revised
and Enlarged). Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1978. 363pp.

A dozen years ago, when Professor
Marder completed his Jutland and
After, historians hailed as definitive his
gplendid treatment of the much debated
engagement between the British Grand
Fleet and the German High Seas Fleet.
Marder has been moved, however, by
the opening of new private and public
materials to undertake an extensive
revision of his masterwork. The revised
edition confirms the main themes of the
earlier version with considerable addi-
tional evidence, but it also adds insights
into personalities and into the more
technical aspects of the battle.
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Especially noteworthy is his thoroughly
revised chapter of reflections on the
battle.

Marder still holds that Adm. John
Jellicoe, the Commander in Chief of the
Crand Fleet, was an astute, forceful
leader endowed with far more courage
than his critics would concede and that
Adm. David Beatty, the Commander of
the British Cruiser Fleet, was more
cautious than his publicized heroics
might suggest. Jellicoe's offensive ardor
was cooled, however, by the knowledge
that his primary objective was to retain
control of the sea and that one false
move on his part might (in Churchill’s
words) "lose the war in an afternoon."
Marder acclaims “the peak moment of
the influence of sea power on history"”
Jellicoe's opening maneuver that en-
abled him to cross the German T and
that placed the British Fleet between
the inferior enemy and his home ports.
He sees Jellicoe’s later controversial
order to turn away from the torpedoes
fired by charging German destroyers as
entirely within the framework of pre-
vailing British naval thought, and he
holds that probably no tactics by Jelli-
coe on that fateful afternoon in May
could have enabled the admiral to deal
decisively with the German Fleet by
nightfall. Some of Beatty's actions, on
the other hand, are clearly difficult for
Marder to defend.

Marder is extremely critical of the
overconcentration of authority in the
British commander in chief's hands that
discouraged his subordinates from
assuming the initiative and that may
explain their repeated failures even to
inform Jellicoe of German movements.
Indeed, failures in communication
within the Grand Fleet and between the
Admiralty and the Fleet were perhaps
the single most important factor that
enabled the High Seas Fleet to escape to
its home ports.

Marder points out that neither Jelli-
coe nor Beatty were in the habit of
calling their captains into conference, as
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had Nelson and Howe, so that the juniors
would know instinctively how they
should act in battle. Perhaps still more
surprising, British destroyers never en-
gaged in rigorous tactical exercises be-
fore Jutland, and their captains entered
battle without written orders outlining
offensive destroyer doctrine, Nor were
the British prepared to fight at night,
given the poor quality of their search-
lights and their inahility after dark to
recognize friend from foe. Even had he
been alerted that the High Seas Fleet
was breaking through the British line in
a dash for home under cover of dark,
Jellicoe would not have reopened battle.
Instead, he would have retired eastward
to a position from which he might
intercept the Germans at dawn.

Material deficiencies also plagued the
British at Jutland, It was powder ex-
plosions arising from inadequate anti-
flash protection rather than insufficient
armor that cost the Grand Fleet three
battle cruisers. German ships were well
built, but their ability to survive British
fire is attributed by Marder to faulty
armor piercing shells that exploded on
impact rather than within the German
ships, where they would cause the
greatest damage. To its credit, the Royal
Navy profited from the lessons of Jut-
land, quickly raising the Grand Fleet to
a high level of efficiency,

Marder praises the High Seas Fleet
for the quality of its ships, for the
precision of its movements, and for the
superiority of its gunnery in the early
phases of battle. He rates Admiral
Hipper, the German hattle cruiser com-
mander, the "outstanding sea officer of
the war,” but his estimate of Admiral
Scheer, the Commander in Chief of the
High Seas Fleet, is low as Scheer was
repeatedly outmaneuvered by the
British and as his prime objective, after
learning that he confronted the entire
Crand Fleet, was to flee for home.
Although the Germans claimed victory
on the basis of ships sunk, Jutland
was surely a strategic victory for the

Grand Fleet, which retained control
of the sea.

Marder’s study of the battle and his
superb explanation of the Grand Fleet’s
Battle Orders will delight every naval
professional. It is safe to predict that no
historian in our time will attempt a new
study of Jutland, unless Professor
Marder himself undertakes a third edi-
tion!

WILLIAM REYNOLDS BRAISTED
The University of Texas at Austin

Margiotta, Franklin D., ed. The Chang-
ing World of the American Military.
Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press,
1978. 488pp.

This book of 25 essays by 34 con-
tributors—academics, experienced de-
fense bureaucrats and military officers—
focuses on military professionalism,
international and domestic influences,
manpower issues, organization dynamics
and change, the service academies, and
the future.

It is based on working hypotheses
regarding military professionalism pro-
pounded by Samuel Huntington in The
Soldier and the State {1957) and Morris
Janowitz in The Professional Soldier
(1960). Huntington contributed a brief
foreword and Janowitz the opening
article. Only in a footnote at the end
does one find Maj. Gen. Robert Gins-
burgh's observation of Janowitz' work
as a self-fulfilling prophecy, as one
might argue with respect to Huntington.
A number of the essays, notably those
by Sam Sarkesian, B. Guy Peters and
James Clofelter (coauthors), Charles
Moskos, George Odiorne and James R.
Golden, examine how military profes-
sionalism seems to have been eroded by
various external pressures. Moskos,
arquing a shift from “calling” to “occu-
pation"” and John Lovell, in his
Athenijan-Spartan model, make the most
valiant tries at reconception, while
veteran organizational theorists
Odiorne’s essay on the pitfalls of the



“activity trap’’ is the most diverting and
clearly written piece.

Because of the fragmentation of the
work, not all beads are on the string:
some are strung that should not have
been, or should be strung on another
necklace—a normal problem with a
bhook of essays. Having labored in that
vineyard, this reviewer will not engqage
in easy criticism. Editor Margiotta has
done a very craftsmanlike job. But
because it represents a sympathetic,
“insider" perspective the book, overall,
lacks a certain edge. Conceptual and
critical sallies are incremental, more like
reconnaissance patrols than break-
throughs.

Interestingly, although there are no
essays by academic or official historians,
history is used by many authors not
only to provide examples and embellish,
but often to shore up main arguments,
yet rarely with documentation, This is
the case, for example, in the essay on
military leadership by John Toomay,
Richard Hartke, and Howard Elman,
who suggest that Washington was an
easy disciplinarian apparently in their
ignorance of his monumental temper
and heavyhanded use of field punish-
ment when he first took command at
Boston. On the other hand, the typing
of Napoleon as authoritarian is well off
heading, To learn that the need for
military training in the 18th century
was “'nil” is amazing as that was an era
when estimates of training for seasoned
infantry ranged from 2 to 5 years. What,
indeed, was von Steuben’s function in
the Continental Army? While Marx and
Engels might agree with the suggestion
that ‘‘before the age of technology the
fighting man was motivated almost en-
tirely by material considerations," such
exceptions to this “law" as the Spartans,
Crusaders, the Jesuit advisors to the
Indians, various orders of warrior monks,
the Arab armies of the 8th century, and
the Janissaries come easily to mind,

In a similar vein, in an essay on “The
Future Demands on the Military
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Professional,” Vice Adm. Gerald Miller
suggests that the United States “has
enjoyed relatively stable conditions of
government and 200 years of proof that
this system of government is sound.” A
hundred, perhaps. But did not our
nation suffer the bloodiest Civil War of
modern times? This is followed by an
assertion that changes in society reflect
upon the military in a “traditional and
logical manner.”” Cases of the tail
wagging the dog such as Cromwell's
Ironsides, Napoleon, the Indian
“mutiny," the Kronshtadt sailors in the
Russian Civil War, the Kiel Mutiny,
Italian Fascism, the Spanish Naticnal-
ists, and the Japanese Army, 1923-41
come easily to mind, Did not Truman
use the armed services as an example to
the nation in ordering integration in
1947? At best, this is a chicken-eqg
argument. In Admiral Miller's argument
that “Traditionally and logically, the
operating forces have defined weapons
requirements,” what of Jefferson’s qun-
boats; Congress blocking cavalry appro-
priations in the early 19th century; the
Manhattan project; etc.? Several essays
predicate a mystical past where civilians
left the military in splendid isolation.
How quickly the Truman Committee
has been forgotten, not to mention the
Covode Committee in the Civil War, the
naval repair boondoggles of the 19th
century, the Roosevelt-Root reforms,
the War Industries Board, There is, also,
frequent invocation of a world of al-
most monastic military professionalism
before World War 1. The aura of victory
in World War II seems to have blinded
many to careerism and bureaucratic
maneuvering evident in diaries,
memoirs, and biographies of that era,
and in the official histories as well.
There is also frequent reference to
civilianization as a recent phencmenon.
Yet a century ago, General-in-Chief
Sherman moved to St. Louis to escape
the humiliation of being overriden by
Robert Todd Lincoln, the Secretary of
War, a battle that Sheridan also lost.
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To steer away from the uses and
abuses of history, it should be noted
that many essays herein focus on the
effect of forces and trends in society
upon recruiting, force maintenance, and
training. Three measure academy cadet
traits in respect to Janowitz' original
data and hypotheses, looking at social
class, political, and sex differential atti-
tudes.

There is no point in commenting on
what this hook intentionally excluded:
arms control; effects of technology on
hardware; tactics, strategy, and doc-
trine; weapons systems; missions;
minorities and women. As adaptation to
change is a main theme, however, it is
interesting to consider factors omitted
or treated lightly. There is but passing
reference to the possibility that the
EM-NCQ-officer rank system may stand
as a barrier to recruitment and reten-
tion, or that the service academy 4-year
degree-granting system may offer too
high an entry threshold, in more than
one sense, while ROTC may be too low.
Margiotta in his summary and others,
like Russell Hale and Leland Jordan,
while analyzing new legal and budget
constraints, recognize formal changes in
the wiring diagram of power vis 4 vis
Congress and the executive branch of
government. Yet much external social
change is left unmentioned, particularly
in respect to very recent history, and
there iz very little suggestion of rewiring
the board in the military system itself.
No distinction is made between leader-
ship and the exercise of formal au-
thority. Margiotta comes closest to this
issue in pointing out the extensive frag-
mentation of motive and function with
the growth of the administrative tail,
and suggests that a persistent negative
self-role concept in the military, in spite
of increasing public favor, needs to be
examined more carefully. Indeed it
does, and derivative hypotheses as well,
that the shift from the rewarding, ath-
letic camaraderie of “tribal" life at basic
unit, ship, and aircraft crew levels to the

careerist, sedentary, cerebral, and com-
petitive middle and upper layers is a
vital part of that problem. And that the
military, swimming against strong cur-
rents in the culture, to the point where
the real upper classes are the most
unrepresented element in the officer
corps, tends to attract many who see
themselves short of full status, in a kind
of reverse image of the alienation of the
left.

Margiotta also hypothesizes a de-
clining likelihood of the use of military
force by Western Powers, while Hunt-
ington suggests the same, but warns of
overreaction should forces be employed.
If true, such paramilitary activities as
propaganda, intelligence analysis, and
economic warfare are not receiving
enough attention. Margiotta's prediction
of ‘few Pearl Harbors" in the future is
not wholly reassuring in the nuclear age
when one might be more than enough.
Thus, it seems strange that amid all the
concern about civilian authority over
the military in this book there is no
weighing of the major driving force: the
threat of nuclear war and the ‘‘red
phone." Perhaps this omission is analo-
gous to what Stouffer and his colleagues
noted in World War II, that combat
troops suppress fear of those weapons
statistically most likely to kill or
wound, and fixate instead on exotic
oddities in the enemy arsenal.

Also interesting are Margiotta’s com-
ments on the very wide gap in dif-
ferences between suborganization
function, and between the various
services, a point often brushed aside or
overlooked. Yet, it might also be
asked, have not such differences
tended to blur out in the upper
reaches of the defense bureaucracy? In
all these cases, more research needs to
be done, and this thought-provoking
work has done a solid job of suggesting
where wells are running dry and where
new oneés might be drilled. Perhaps
landmark is too strong a word, but
The Changing World... will be hard



for those interested in strategic studies
to avoid.

ROGER A, BEAUMONT
Texas A&M University

Scherer, John L., ed. U.5.5.R, Facts and
Figures Annual. Gulf Breeze, Fla.:
Academic International Press, 1979,
v. 3. 308pp.

A review in these pages of the 1977
volume of this series commented on the
accuracy and completeness of the in-
formation in that volume and noted
that if ““appropriate information can be
presented in tabular or statistical for-
mat, it probably can be found in
UFFA."” Those comments remain valid.

This, the 1979 volume, continues to
fulfill the promise of its editor to
provide ‘recent, basic data in fifteen
major areas of Soviet life.’” The organi-
zation of the series remains generally
fixed; that is, there are chapters on
Government, Party, Demography,
Armed Forces, the Economy, Agricul-
ture, etc., but information is not re-
peated from year to year. Rather, each
volume of UFFA is planned as a con-
tinuation of earlier volumes. This will
obviously keep the cost of each volume
at a reasonable level but will require
that jts users have access to the entire
series. In this regard it is suggested that
the editor reprint the table of contents
of preceding volumes in the current
Annual or provide some other sort of
index to material previously published.
Scholars and reference librarians will
appreciate the added convenience (as
they must already appreciate the con-
venience of one excellent source for
such a wide range of information).

Institutional libraries and individuals
whose research requirements include
broad Soviet data will come to depend
on UFFA (and they may wish to enter a
standing subscription with the pub-
lisher) but even the casual browser will
benefit (list of new Soviet movies, infor-
mation on crime and crime rates, instant

PROFESSIONAL READING 121

history in the year in review, major
avents from 1917 to the present, lists of
artists and scientists, the complete con-
stitution of the US.S.R,, rental rates,
the price of a television set, particle
beam weapons assessment, biographic
sketches, etc.). U.S.S.R. Facts and
Figures Annual is the World Almanac of
specifically Soviet information.

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

Scott, Harriet Fast and Scott, William F.
The Armed Forces of the USSR,
Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press,
1979. 439pp.

In the delicate strategic balance he-
tween the United States and the Soviet
Union, the precise assessment of such
quantitative power factors as orders of
battle, force levels and technological
developments represent only part of the
matrix for determining the current pos-
ture of Soviet military power. Just as
important, even if less tangible, are such
qualitative areas as doctrine, strategy
and organizational dynamics that add a
meaningful thrust to the overall scope
of the burgeoning Soviet military build-
up as it has progressed over the past
decade and a half. Degpite the wealth of
Soviet military source materials that
has appeared during the post-1960
“Revolution in Military Affairs' period,
there continues a distinct Western ana-
Iytical tendency to ‘“‘mirror image” or
otherwise equate Soviet views on these
qualitative factors with those more
prevalent outside the U.S5.5.R./Warsaw
Pact region. In contrast, the work at
hand allows the reader to view the
Soviet Military Establishment as it per-
ceives its own missions and roles in line
with the above trio of qualitative factors
and thereby helps clarify many of the
misperceptions still apparent among the
Western analytical community.

Both authors are highly qualified
ohservers of the contemporary Soviet
military scene. A former Air Force
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attache and intelligence officer, Dr.
Scott served two tours in Moscow from
1962 to his retirement in the rank of
colonel a decade later. Since that time,
he has lectured and written widely on
the topic, as has Mrs. Scott who, in her
own right, has prepared a number of
excellent analyses on current develop-
ments in the Soviet high command and
on the U.8.5.R.’s national civil defense
program over the recent past, With such
credentials, the Scotts are particularly
able to skillfully penetrate the often
perplexing facade of official Soviet
policy pronouncements and precisely
identify key conceptual elements of its
military doctrine and strategy. As
briefly cited above, this facility permits
the reader to better comprehend the
actual nature of modern Soviet military
power while simultaneously avoiding
analytical pitfalls emanating from either
Soviet jargon or from the common
Western propensity for mitror imaging.
Based almost entirely on Soviet sources,
including many written by prominent
military leaders and theoreticians, their
painstaking research effort has success-
fully refined these materials into a clear,
crisp analytical presentation that should
capture the attention of specialists and
general readers alike.

Following a three-part, twelve chap-
ter organization, the work reveals a
major contextual strength with its con-
sistently smooth literary transition from
the more theoretical aspects of Soviet
military doctrine and strategy to their
practical application within the Soviet
Armed Forces and in their militarizing
effect on other key sectors of the
modern Soviet state system. Initially
featuring a comprehensive, but incisive,
historial overview of the Soviet military
from the October 1917 Bolshevik Revo-
lution to the close of World War I, this
chapter serves as solid background for
their later treatment of more contempo-
rary matters. Moreover, their attention
to the Soviet military past as a firm
prelude to the current era continues

throughout the book and provides both
added dimension and flavor to their
discussions of latter-day doctrinal con-
cepts and organizational dynamics.
Another major strength, this feature is
readily apparent in the remainder of
Part 1 (Chapters 2 and 3), which traces
the origins and development of Soviet
doctrine and strateqy, and in their
examination of the high command and
its intricate network of force com-
ponents and organizational support
(Chapters 5 and 6},

The authors’ ability consistently to
maintain a contextual nexus between
the theory and practice of modern
Soviet military affairs is equally as
pervasive as is their historical hent.
After establishing the dominant role
played by the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (CPSU) in both doctrine
and defense policymaking, they further
emphasize that there is but one of-
ficially approved view for the conduct
of modern warfare. The most consistent
theme in recent Soviet military writings
along that line, they ohserve, is that the
development of powerful strategic
nuclear forces on a par with or superior
to those of the United States is an
absolute prerequisite to any projection
of its military power and presence under
either nuclear or nonnuclear warfare
condidons. Carried a step further for
nonconflict situations, this Soviet per-
ception helps explain its recent activities
in Africa and elsewhere in the Third
World. Applying this factor of CPSU
dominance to its political elite’s almost
total control of the already tightly knit,
highly centralized defense structure
with respect to the military, the eco-
nomic sector and the national mohiliza-
tion/training base, the Scotts provide a
penetrating assessment of the U.S.5.R.
as a modern “nation-in-arms"' in Parts II
and III. Their treatment of the military
educational system, particularly its
senior officer academies, in Chapter 11
also deserves special mention for its
impressive insights into Soviet per-



spectives on this vital area. For naval
readers, the sections on the Soviet Navy
in terms of its leadership, doctrine and
operational force components are
especially worthwhile, if somewhat
brief, for their relevance to the overall
fabric of Soviet military affairs.

There area few errrors throughout the
work. For example, the famed Red Army
leader Marshal Blyukher is portrayed as
the chief Soviet Advisor to Nationalist
China from 1924 to 1629 (p. 190). In
fact, he had been expelled in mid-1927
after an abortive Soviet-CCP coup at-
tempt and, by late 1929, had already
commanded the famed Special Red Ban-
ner Far Eastern Army during the first
modern Sino-Soviet border clash that
autumn. Elsewhere, the Soviet IL-12
aircraft is described as “identical” to the
famed U.S. DC-3 transport (p. 158),
when the actual equivalent was the
Lisunov LI-2 which the U.S.S.R. had
both obtained from the U.S. and built
under a Lend-Lease licensing agreement
during the Second World War. Such slips
are merely superficial and hardly detract
from the authors’ otherwise uniformly
superior presentation of much more
substantive issues.

Amply supported by nearly 150
charts and tables along with consider-
able photographic coverage, the work is
as attractive as it is informative in its
portrayal of the Soviet Military Establish-
ment and the doctrine that comprises its
driving force. The Scotts' analysis should
serve as a solid source for forming judg-
ments on such current issues as SALT1I,
MBFR and the East-West military bal-
ance and should endure as an authorita-
tive topical reference.

JOSEPH E. THACH, JR.

Office of the Assistant Secretary

of Defense for Public Affairs
Shawecross, William. Sideshow, Kissinger,

Nixon and the Destruction of Cam-

bodia. New York: Simon and

Schuster, 1979, 396pp.

Sideshow is a gripping portrayal of
men’s frailties. It is a story of man's
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inhumanity to man, of deceit, psycho-
logical shock, bombing, torture, starva-
tion, murder. William Shawcross would
like to establish that Richard Nixon and
Henry Kissinger were the villains directly
respensible for all these excesses. Yet,
somehow, the ultimate impression gained
is that Cambodians themselves were most
cruel to their countrymen, with Vietna-
mese, North or South, showing no
sympathy for their neighbors and run-
ning a close second in cruelty.

If American leadership were error
prone, it was less so than that of the
grossly inept rulers of South Vietnam
and Cambodia. Perhaps another team in
Washington could have dealt with Viet-
nam and Cambodia more to Shawcross’
satisfaction than did Nixon and Kissin-
ger. Regardless of who made U.S. deci-
sions, the problems certainly would
have been vastly different had stronger
men than Sihanouk and Lon Nol ruled
in Phnom Penh, No, the author’s argu-
ment simply won't wash. It is obvious
that the real villains in the story were
the leaders who made fewest errors as
they implacably prosecuted their war,
the Hanoi Politburo, Sideshow does not
include this rationale.

Shawcross seems unable to under-
stand that war is by nature irrational.
War is best regarded as a qutter fight,
where any participant uses the weapons
he has and where even the noble, when
perplexed, can lash out. He misreads
history if he thinks that America had
never lashed out prior to Vietnam.

Henry Kissinger reportedly has de-
ferred publication of his memoirs in
order to refute the record of Cambodia
deduced by Shawcross. This is fortu-
nate, because although Sideshow is
touted as history by its publishers, it is
lacking on two counts.

There is no sense of perspective,
Shawcross has painstakingly compiled
and excitingly related a wealth of facts,
but does not put them in perspective.
He is the barker for his sideshow, but he
doesn’t relate it to past sideshows.
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Vietnam must be classed as a peninsular
war, and a war of land power vs.
seapower. The author had no further to
look than to his own British history of
the Napoleonic wars, particularly in
Iberia, to see that the seapower is forced
to put infantry on the ground and to
deny sanctuary to its enemies. This is a
standard course of action, yet it is
decried in Sideshow because Cambodia's
"neutrality’’ was violated.

Nor does the barker inform his cus-
tomers what else was going on c¢on-
currently in the circus. Shawcross seri-
ously shortchanges the important argu-
ment that Nixon and Kissinger were
able to close out U.S. participation in
the Indochina war by maneuvering at
the tripolar, call it “three-ring,' super-
power level, It is well and good to say
that Cambodia suffered and that
Washington should have placed a higher
premium on Cambodian interests than
on Chinese, Soviet or U.5. interests. But
if this also meant protracted U.5. in-
volvement rather than withdrawal, what
would have been the advantage? Cam-
bodia was not a U.5. pawn in super-
power politics, it was a Chinese pawn.
Peking used it as long as possible to
counter Moscow's use of Hanoi to
further the encirclement of China. As
we now know, by 1970 the Indochinese
war had become an intramural Com.-
munist battle, not a “war of national
liberation.” Nixon and Kissinger saw
and seized the opportunity offered by
China's search for aid (ping-pong
diplomacy) in her burgeoning struggle
with Moscow. Who would contain
Hanoi? Not the United States, but
China. It is fascinating and ironic that
this book, so critical of U.S. superpower
politics, was published at a moment
when China was waging war on Vietnam
directly rather than by proxy.

When a good history of the Indo-
chinese war is written, 30, 50, or 80
years from now, it is likely to tell us
that American participation in Vietnam,
1954-1975, and in Cambodia,

19691975, was only an episode, a
sideshow, in a protracted and passionate
struggle of Asian realignment.

W. A. PLATTE
Captain, U.S. Navy

Smith, E.D. Battle for Burma. New
York: Holmes & Meier, 1979. 190pp.
Burma has been so little in the

American public or diplomatic eye in

recent years that it is easily forgotten

that in World War II Burma was the
center of conflicting strategies of

Britain, China, Japan and the United

States, Brigadier Smith, who served with

the Gurkhas in Southeast Asia during

the war, started out to write about the
battles of the Burma campaign but
found that the actual engagements were

“dictated by national aims and strategic

aims of the combatants’” to such an

extent that his history had to be fitted
into a larger frame.

Brigadier Smith discovered a tangled
trail of political aims. Churchill had an
obsession with the prestige of a speedy
recapture of Singapore, and Burma was
only a means to that end; but, he
wanted to know from the Imperial
Ceneral Staff, why had Americans
liberated the first town in *British
Burma"? The United States saw Burma
only as a means of getting supplies to
Nationalist China; once the successful
two-pronged drive across the Pacific had
ensured that no campaign on the China
mainland would be necessary, the
United States gave Burma a very low
priority and even withdrew many air
units in 1944. For his part, Chiang
Kai-shek was suspicious of the British {(a
suspicion that was returned when
Chiang tried to meddle in British-Indian
affairs) and only agreeable to taking
even a minimal part in what he saw as
an imperialist campaign when the
United States offered him additional
arms or money. The Japanese, once
their thrust toward India had been
stopped, went on the defensive in a



“pointless and futile gesture,” out-
numbered and with no air force. The
author concludes by asking *if the
British or Japanese, for that matter, did
much good by remaining locked in such
a lengthy struggie?®"'

But before he reaches this Peterkin
conclusion, Brigadier Smith tells a good
story of the 1942.45 battles, from the
initial disheartening defeats (the Japa-
nese conquered Burma with two divi-
sions) to the bittersweet capture of an
ahandoned Rangoon in May 1945, The
British and the Americans had to learn
modern jungle warfare practically from
scratch. Brigadier Smith thinks that the
British learned then the lessons that
ware so successful later in Malaya and
Borneo against the Communists and the
Indonesians. There were never very
many men actually fighting in the
Burma campaign, but because of terrain,
weather and logistic problems it became
very much a soldier's war. More Victoria
Crosses were won in Burma than in Italy
or Normandy.

The author is always fair in his
judgments (even to Stilwell), but one
wonders if his greatest admiration isn’t
reserved for the Japanese fighting man,
just as his strongest strictures are saved
for the Japanese high command whose
“inflexible tactics, ili<conceived arrange-
ments for administration, and unques-
tioning optimism became a dangerous
mixture."

J.K. HOLLOWAY, JR.
Naval War College

Steiner, Zara S. Britain and the Origins
of the First World War. New York:
St. Martin's Press, 1977. 305pp.

Zara Steiner has written a worthy
addition to the fine British series,
Making of the 20th Century, edited by
Christopher Thorne. The book fulfills
the series’ promise to examine the major
events of this century through readable,
general studies benefiting from the
latest scholarly interpretation, sources
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and hilbhicgraphy. In this work, the
critical event is British involvement in
the international politics leading to
World War 1.

The reader will find here no sharply
revisionist interpretation of the British
prewar role. Steiner contends that
British foreign policy was relatively con-
sistent and uncomplicated —the product
of enduring and generally accepted ob-
jectives, the almost unchallenged
personal direction of the Foreign Secre-
tary, Sir Edward Grey, and the esca-
lating external threat posed by the
German Empire. That policy is im-
plicitly contrasted with the aggressive
and erratic conduct of concurrent Ger-
man foreign affairs—generated by inter-
nal social, political and economic turbu-
lence, and disruptive personal rivalries
and ambitions. {(German policy is well
analyzed in the companion volume of
this series, Germany and the Approach
of War in 1914 by Otto Berghahn.)

The text clearly identifies the para-
mount trends in 20th-century British
foreign policy. The ohjectives are de-
scribed as essentially defensive: retreat
from overextended diplomatic commit-
ments, consolidation of vital imperial
holdings, and protection and preserva-
tion of an enviable trade preeminence.
Such goals were well established and in
large part implemented by Conservative
Governments at the turn of the century;
they prompted attempts at either
rapprochement, entente or alliance with
Japan, the United States, Germany,
France, and Russia. These policies were
continued with considerable fidelity by
the prewar Liberal Ministries in which
Grey directed diplomacy.

Grey’s preeminence in the control of
British foreign affairs, 1905-1914, is
also thoroughly described. He is shown
as master of his own elitist ministry,
autonomous in thought and action
despite the growing Germaniphobia of
his subordinates. Nor did representatives
of the military succeed in altering the
eourse of policy charted by the Foreign
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Secretary; in fact they were almost
criminally ignored by the foreign policy
establishment. Grey was also relatively
immune from challenges within a
Liberal Cabinet largely ignorant of the
specifics of his policy and reluctant to
jeopardize precarious party unity with
disputes over foreign affairs, Parliament
itself was seldom afforded clear explana-
tions of the implications of Grey's
diplomacy and had little institutional
capacity to influence negotiations
directly even had such information been
forthcoming. Beyond this, the public
was even further removed from the
intricacies of peolicy formulation and
proportionately less able to affect its
course.

Noting that traditional policy and
autonomous leadership operated to
ensure consistency in British foreign
affairs, the author also contends that
circumstances afforded the Foreign
Secretary very little freedom of action.
At home, the Government faced a slug-
gish economy, escalating demands for
expensive social welfare programs, and
sharply rising costs of military hard-
ware; abroad, new challengers arose to
dispute British claims along the frontiers
of empire in Africa, the Middle East and
Asia, while the Boer war and other
adventures demonstrated British mili-
tary inefficiency and impotence. These
factors made it indispensable that Grey
conciliate the most dangerous of
Britain"s rivals, notably France and
Russia; yet the very policies that did so
placed England in the camp of those
powers most vulnerable and resistant to
the growing Continental power of
Germany. Despite the initial lack of
fundamental conflicts in Anglo-German
interests, there were few areas of poten-
tial cooperation. Those there were soon
fell victim to irresponsible and inflam-
matory German challenges to both the
European and world status quo, and
even worse, to the naval superiority
Britain considered vital to imperial
security. Thus Grey was left no choice

but to reinforce an anti-German Conti-
nental balance and Britain's own global
naval supremacy.

The author concludes that when war
came it was the culmination of German
actions which, while not primarily di-
rected against England, seriously threat-
ened long-term British interests and
recent obligations. These actions ulti-
mately required the Foreign Secretary
to lead the British people to war on
behalf of an acceptable European
balance, outstanding diplomatic com-
mitments, and imperial security. Sir
Edward Grey is thus depicted as the
custodian of historic interests and
policies that he skillfully defended until
the final crises of 1914,

The reader need not challenge Pro-
fessor Steiner’s excellent account to
arrive at a far less complimentary inter-
pretation of British foreign policy as
articulated by Sir Edward Grey. Other
scholars have with the same evidence
criticized the Foreign Secretary’s deter-
mination to maintain the imperial status
quo, in conjunction with France and
Russia, at the expense of a more objec-
tive attitude toward the European bal-
ance. They have also marveled that
Britain, who historically had refereed
the disintegration of the Ottoman
Empire in order to prevent the outbreak
of any general European conflagration,
was so insensitive to the equally ap-
parent and even more dangerous threat
of Austro-Hungarian dissolution. And
from the evidence in these pages alone,
anyone can question a policy that on
the eve of crigis left British response
unclear to friends and enemies, cahinet
members and service chiefs, Parliament
and public; that placed Britain’s fate at
the mercy of accidents such as the
invasion of Belgium and imprudent Ger-
manic declarations; that responded so
clumsily and tardily to a situation that
had been the focal point of British
diplomatic maneuvering since the for-
mation of the entente system. This
reader concedes Steiner's claims for the



essential legitimacy and benignity of
Grey's foreign policy efforts, but he
finds little cause for praise in a policy so
lacking in precision and initiative, and
s0 devoid of strategic considerations.

In addition to its contribution to our
understanding of and debate on the
responsibility for the First World War,
this work will inevitably be analyzed in
the context of current U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions, The obvious analogies will be
drawn between Creat Britain and the
United States. The latter will be seen as
a similarly satisfiled power facing
domestic problems and costs, eroding
military credibility, and an aggressive
challenge to its international, and es-
pecially its naval, primacy; and this
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threatened power will also have the
options of détente, preemptive strikes
(as the British considered ‘'Copenhagen-
ing" the German Fleet in 1904}, defen-
sive alliances, or an arms race, to assure
its continued supremacy. One hopes
that any such analogies will note major
differences in the contemporary interna-
tional environment, the nature of mili-
tary conflict, and the policy control
mechanisms of the states involved in
ostensibly parallel situations. But anal-
ysts may legitimately ponder certain grim
reminders of the consequences of error
in assessing enemy intentions and
passivity in the face of challenge.

RICHARD MEGARGEE
Naval War Collage

RECENT BOOKS

Selected Accessions of the Naval War College Library

Annotated by

Ann Hardy, with Kathleen Ashook

Doris Baginski and Mary Ann Yaroutsos

Boston Study Group. The Price of Defense; a New Strategy for Military

Spending. New York: Times Books, 1979. 359pp. $15.00
The Boston Study Group favors a reduction in defense spending affecting
both conventional and nuclear forces. Employing graphic comparisons
between existing and projected U.S. and foreign military forces, they
maintain that American military policy should be reassessed: it should
eliminate half the present Military Establishment, reducing “interventionist’
conventional forces; it should avoid the appearance of having a preemptive
strike capability; it should depend on submarine-launched missiles and & very
limited number of 1CBMs; and it should discourage advanced technology for
developing new weapons systems, and discontinue extensive arms sales
abroad.

Buzan, Barry. A Sea of Trouble? Sources of Dispute in the New Ocean
Regime. Adelphi Papers, no. 143, London: International Institute for
Strategic Studies, 1978. 50pp. $1.50

Long regarded as inexhaustible and inaccessible, ocean resources have

recently become an important source of international conflicts and disputes

because of their realizable economic value and the growth in the number of
sovereign states. After first categorizing disputes related to law-of-the-sea
issues, this incisive analysis surveys past, present, and potential conflicts
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within key regions. Though most of these disputes will not become armed
confrontations, the innumerable technical problems and deep political
divisions attending the changing ocean regime will probably preclude the
formulation of a widely acceptable convention in the near future.

The Changing Pacific: Essays in Honour of H.E. Maude. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1978. 351pp. $39.50

Anthropology and history receive major disciplinary representation in this
collection of essays that recognize Harry Maude's years of governmental and
professorial offices in behalf of the Facific islands. Addressed to social change
in the area, these interesting papers treat many phases of the ancient culture
and tribual customs and affiliations, tracing their evolution and degree of
adaptation to changing situations and world relationships.

Committee on the Present Danger. Is America Becoming Number 27
Washington: 1978, 46pp.*

Maintaining that the Soviet Union seeks military superiority over the United
States in order to pursue her goal of world dominance, the Committee on the
Present Danger stresses the responsibility of Americans to keep informed of
the available facts on the Soviet-American military balance. A comprehensive
assessment of Soviet strategic doctrine and military power, with a discussion
of the implications for U.S. defense policy, is undertaken in this fourth study
by the Committee.

*For price information, contact the Committee on the Present Danger, 1028
Connecticut Avenue, N.W,, Washington, D.C. 20036

Cortada, James W, Two Nations over Time: Spain and the United States,
1776-1977. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1978. 305pp. $22.95

The long-term hostility exhibitcd throughout the course of Spanish-American
diplomacy is attributed to conflicting territorial claims; Spanish misconcep-
tions of U.S. culture; competition for political and economic power; and the
influence of past history, traditions, and dissimilar goals and values. The
author summarizes past research on the subject, which he complements with
his own investigations. There is a bibliographic essay, and appendixes list
Spanish envoys to the United States and American envoys to Spain.

Duignan, Peter and Gann, L.H. South Africa: War, Revolution, or Peace?

Stanford, Calif.: Hoover Institution Press, 1978. 85pp. $5.95
Duignan and Gann contend that the achievement of a just political system is
possible through reform rather than revolution in South Africa, and that civil
war in that country would be disastrous for the whole continent. They fesl
the Western democracies should not seek to isolate South Africa, but should
encourage constructive change by promoting economic development and
political reform within the country.

Ezell, Edward C. and Ezell, Linda A. The Partnership; a History of the
Apollo-Soyuz Test Project. Washington: National Aeronautics and Space

Administration. Scientific and Technical Information Office, 1978, 560pp.

$8.30"

Based upon direct observation at working sessions, on-the-spot interviews,

and ongoing access to reports, correspondence, and memoranda, this official
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history of the first joint manned space flight emphasizes the human
interaction evident in the execution of the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project.
Although most of the narrative focuses on the years 1970 to 1975, the
introductory chapters trace the origins of the cooperative space effort and
provide some background into the state of the art. Photographs, charts,
chronologies, and extensive source notes accompany the text.

*For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U,3. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. 20402

Hayes, James H. The Evolution of Military Officer Personne! Management
Policies: a Preliminary Study with Parallels from Industry. R-2276-AF.
Santa Monica, Calif.: Rand, 1978. 202pp. $10.00

To provide insight into the current practices and problems of military
personnel management, this report traces the evolution of personnel
management policies through six historical pericds, placing particular
emphasis on the 20th century. Comparisons with similar practices in industry
during the same periods show that the military’s management of its officer
corps compares favorably with personnel management in larger firms, and is
better than that found in small or medium-sized corporations.

Heise, Juergen A. Minimum Disclosure: How the Pentagon Manipulates the
News. New York: Norton, 1979. 221pp. $10.95

The Department of Defense is scrutinized to determine how it handles
information possibly damaging to its public image—a problem common to
many government agencies. Heise considers the feasibility of a bureaucracy's
adhering to a news release policy based on the premise that the direct
publication of releasable information, even when painful, is ultimately
healthier for a public agency than attempts to cloud uncomfortable issues.

Johnson, Kenneth F. Mexican Democracy: a Critical View. New York:
Praeger, 1978. 267pp. $19.95

Quotations from Mexico's leading intellectuals strengthen the threads of this

grim psychological study of Mexican political life. The effects of the ancient

Aztec culture on the modern society are emphasized as the historical roots,

present crises, and future prospects of democracy in Mexico are analyzed,

Johnson, Stuart E, with Yager, Joseph A, The Military Equation in Northeast
Asia. Washington: Brookings Institution, 1979, 87pp. $2.95

Calling for a reexamination of U,S. force levels in Northeast Asia, the authors
of this study assess the present balance of power in this region and analyze
the nature and likelihood of various military contingencies from a broad,
strategic point of view. They conclude that a posture matching forces and
needs would not require any permanent ground combat troops in Japan or
Korea, but only the forward deployment of one carrier group augmented by
one or two assault landing ships carrying V/STOL aircraft.

Kinsella, William E., Jr. Leadership in Isolation: FDR and the Origins of the
Second World War. Boston: G.K. Hall, 1978. 282pp. $15.50

Franklin D. Roosevelt's personal and official correspondence, memoranda,

and intelligence reports are researched extensively in this appraisal of his
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acumen in foreign affairs prior to American involvement in World War II
Roosevelt emerges as a skillful, perceptive statesman who foresaw the
inevitability of global conflict, but realized that most Americans would not
support the war until the country was placed clearly on the defensive.

Murray, Russell, The Quest for the Perfect Study. Professional Paper No. 182,
Arlington, Va.: Center for Naval Analyses, 1978, 58pp.*

Russell Murray discusses the purpose, organization, and standards of the

review process at the Center for Naval Analyses, where he served as review

director from 1973-1977.

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

Peterson, John E, Oman in the Twentieth Century: Political Foundations of

an Emerging State. New York: Barnes & Noble, 1978. 286pp. $22.50
After observations on Oman and her people, this study identifies the four
major themes in modern Omani politics. It examines the challenges to the
Sultanate leading to the inevitable coup of 1970 which ended Oman'’s
isolation, liberalized her traditionalism, and brought her into closer social and
political alignment with her modernizing neighbor states. Though the tribal
role has been severely reduced in the process, the dynastic Sultanate still
endures.

Ruge, Friedrich. Rommel in Normandy: Reminiscences. San Rafael, Calif.:
Presidio Press, 1979, 266pp. $12.95

As naval advisor to Field Marshal Rommel from November 1943 to August
1944, Admiral Ruge was in a unique position for closely observing Rommel
on a daily basis as he planned and conducted the defense of the Western
European coastline. Using personal notes, reminiscences, and official papers,
Ruge focuses directly on Rommel's generalship during this campaign,
suggesting that because of his conflicts with the Wehrmacht High Command,
Rommel was not allowed the freedom of action, control of forces, or
resources needed successfully to thwart the Allied invasion.

Soviet Dynamics—Political, Economie, Military. Pittsburgh: World Affairs
Council of Pittsburgh, 1978. 97pp. $5.00

At the 17th Forum of the World Affairs Council of Pittsburgh a panel of five
to six authorities was assigned for each of three aspects of U.S5.-Soviet foreign
relations—political, economic, and military. Their discussions and conclusions
on U.S.5.R. capabilities in each area and their import for U.S. action in
international affairs are reported in the three papers constituting this volume.
Also included are the rapporteur's résumé of the Forum and the text of a
luncheon address by the Honorable George Bush,

Soviet Succession: Leadership in Transition, Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1978.
80pp. $3.00
This Number 59 of The Washington Papers consists of five presentations by
noted Sovietologists in which they scrutinize the structure, qualifications, and
patterns of the present and emerging Soviet elites; the economic problems
facing Brezhnev's successors; and the significance of a new Soviet leadership
for U.5.-Soviet relations,
¥
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