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ROLE OF THE NAVY IN A FUTURE WAR

A lecture delivered
at the Naval War College
on 18 February 1064 by
Admiral Robert B. Carney, U.S.N.,
Chief of Naval Operations

The President of the Naval War College has asked me to
speak on the Navy's role in future war. I accepted because the
subject is vital, and because I felt a responsibility as the Chief
of Naval Operations to offer my thoughts on this urgent and
complex topic. Nevertheless, I accepted with no little trepidation
for, in doing so, I am embarking on an extremely grave project —
one which should have months of undivided attention in the prep-
aration rather than the short time vouchsafed me.

A few words describing my own mental processes in or-
genizing this discussion may help you, and others, to clarify their
own analyses,

As I endeavored to bring the title into focus, the word
“future” caught my attention, I realized that the boundaries of
“future” must be delineated before I could even bhegin to sort
out the factors and arrange them into any intelligible pattern.
Tomorrow? 195667 19607 19647

For the purposes of this discussion, it makes a great dif-
ference which segment of the future we contemplate, Fortunately,
the problems of the very immediate future solve themselvea: We
gimply use what we have to cope with the initial conditions im-
posed upon us by the aggressor.

Contemplating from the military standpoint the near and
remote phases of the future, there is one cloudy stretch, the
true significance of which too often is lost upon the planners.



And yet, its very murkiner orovides the key to its importance,
I refer to that period of 1e which follows the beginning of
hostilities.

Not being aggressively inclined, we simply do not know
when war will occur, nor what will precipitate it, nor what it
will produce, nor how long it will last., The only truly sound
conclusion to which we may come is that not being an aggressor
nation we dare not entrust our safety to any single rigid and
unalterable course of action; rather, we must — costly as it may
be — be prepared for numerous contingencies. In short, even this
first step — defining the meaning of ‘“future” — counsels flexibility.

In reality the future is a moving thing like time. 1964 is
the future to us, now; but in 1964, people will be thinking of the
future just as we are today.

The point is this: At any given moment we will be in
possession of certain demonstrated facts and proven techniques
and equipment, but will be groping into the future in search of
improvement and progress. We can expect the future to present
new factors to the equation only in the sense that the dawn is
always new. That concept is not just a bit of philosophizing; it
is important because it is subject to translation into terms of
budgets and hardware and it provides a fundamental key to military
business,

As far as the Navy is concerned, the bulk of the fleet
will always be of the present and the proven past, spiced up
with a leaven of the things to come. That fact does not shackle
our imaginations but it will always serve to impose some physical
limitations on our operational planning.

So much for the “future” per se. Let us now examine
gome other factors in our effort to see what the Navy’s role
would be, should we be forced to defend ourselves.



The title raises another pregnant question: What sort of
war do we have in mind ? If we are honest with ourselves, we will
acknowledge that there are big warg, little wars, general warsg,
localized wars, Marquis of Queensbury wars, and savage ruthless
wars; atomic wars and, perhaps, non-atomic wars. What can we
expect? What can we count on to guide us in our planning?
Again, if we are honest with ourselves, and have the wit to see
the possibilities for varied political contingencies, we will conclude
that we cannot say, for sure, just what kind of conflict the
next international crisis might precipitate.

If the answer is “Atoms!’, that is one thing. Were the
criterion to be “No Atoms!’, we are militarily right back where
we started.

I cannot, nor can anyone else, forecast the blueprint for
an ultimate show-down of the nations now in ideological conflict.
1t is entirely conceivable that we might see a limited use of atomic
weapons. We might see, and probably will see, a continuation
of the so-called brush fires. Or — we might see, as has so far
been the case with chemical and bacteriological warfare, a nuclear
stalemate with both sides refraining for fear of retaliation.

Confronted with great uncertainty in this respect, I see no
alternative but to hedge our strategic bets, ready to rush into
the future, but also prepared to meet, and rely on, the methods
of the recent past.

S0, here appears to be another useful clue and one which
bears out the idea born of our attempt to define the meaning of
“future.” Consequently, as another general conclusion, I would say
that something new and something old are both needed in the
military locker. Obviously, no more specific conclusions as to forces
and weapons would be possible for the simple reason that we can
not pin-point all possible threats, politically or geographically. We
can only say that the current threat is posed by the communistic
bloe and go on from there,



Whereas I am working — not too deviously, [ hope — toward
conclusions concerning the Navy, is must be borne in mind that
the Navy is but one component of our armed strength; it must
be remembered that military power is but one element of national
strength., And global thinking forces us to recall that American
astrength is but one element — albeit a powerful one -—— of allied
power. I shall not attempt to elaborate here, but I will ask you
to keep in sight the fact that before we can get down to U, 8.
Naval brass tacks, there must be a prior consideration of the
roles and migsions of the United States in the free-world scheme
of things. Having defined our .national role, we then fit together
the economic, military, and other elements of our national strength
and come up with a military strategy that will best support our
national aims. Within the framework of a national military pos-
ture are dovetailed the roles, missions and tasks of the individual
services.

The Navy’s place in the great design will depend in part
on the measures our side intends to initiate, and will also be
powerfully influenced by the capabilities and intentions of poten-
tial enemies as we understand them. The size of our naval forees,
and their composition will stem from the specific jobs to be done
if we are to enjoy the seas’ blessings and deny them to our
pdversaries. Certain it is that we want a Navy which can make
a major contribution to projecting American power overseas and
which can be depended on to hamstring any enemy effort to
project his own strength in our direction via the watery highways
and help to guard the ocean airways.

This sort of thinking, in actual practice, evolves into a
geries of steps which apply the tests of feasibility against the
desiderata — locking into the purse of resources to see how far
we can indulge our strategic appetite. This is really the way

a “New Look” evolves.

The approach to the current United States New Look has
been just such a process of integrated analysis, with every pre-



dictable factor considered, and every reaponsible element of Govern-
ment participating in the deliberations. Even public opinion has
been in the act, for the public has evinced a keen interest in the
New Look and it is a constant topic of public discussion,

This New Look will be reflected, in a practical way, in
force levels and budgetary support; and these, in turn, will be
worked out on the basis of acknowledged roles, missions, and re-
sponsibilities of the several services. The roles, missions, and re-
sponsibilities are, in themselves, formulae to cope with the strength
and assumed intent of potentially unfriendly powers, and to permit
our own side to initiate measures in support of our own objectives.

Stated in its simplest terms, the Navy's traditional job
has been, and still is, to gain and maintain control of the seas.
More specifically, the U. S. Navy in conjunction with allied naval
forces must exercise pogitive control over those sea areas needed
for our own uses and those other sea areas of critical importance
to the enemy. The Navy will also have collateral tasks in support
of the Armies and Air Forces, and these additional responsibilities
may be expected to increase with the Navy’s ever-increasing range
of tactical influence.

By “sea,” we no longer mean the surface of the sea. The
air above the sea, and the darkest depths below the surface, are
now part and parcel of a vast 3-D strategic area. Both offensively
and defensively our operations are being projected farther above
the surface, and farther below it. Strategic air attacks may ap-
proach their targets from seaward; submarines will stealthily
approach the coasts to launch deadly missiles. Missiles of all sorts
will be triggered to their assault or defensive misgsions; some will
carry atomic war-heads. And mark you! — The tidal wave of nu-
clear propulsion, although satill barely visible, is rolling in; it is
as surely building to crescendo as was the inevitable eracking of
the atom itself. All of these things not only complicate but in-
crease the urgency of the sea-controlling job.



And make no mistake: The sea still is, and for the far-
thest forseeable future will be, the avenue for the movement of
the vast majority of the things and stuff and men that must
be shuttled around in the prosecution of a war, and for the
feeding of insatiable war industries.

The requirements of sea transport are not always under-
stood, but an examination of the list of critical materials which
our industry must seek from abroad would bring us to some
gloomy conclusions if we thought the Navy could not keep the
sea lanes open. Were we or our suppliers to be completely blockaded,
the best we could hope for would be perilous isolation.

And if this is a matter of such importance to this fabulously
endowed country, what of England and Japan? What of the Med-
iterranean countries with their willing and intelligent man power
and their impoverished natural resources? All of the spirit and
pasgion for freedom of such allies would avail little, if they were
to be throttled by the enemy at sea. This is a very real threat
which takes an important place in any New Look in search of
the optimum strategy.

Our over-all strategy — the plan for making optimum use of
available resources — is strongly infiuenced by our appraisal of the
capabilities and intentions of potential enemies. Qur Navy thinking
must take Russian naval thinking into account. Russian ground
strength has long held our attention, and was in no small measure
responsible for that urge for collective security which brought
about the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. More recently, Soviet
nuclear achievements have grabbed the stage and precipitated much
sober thought — and a measure of hysteria. In the meantime there
has been another manifestation of major Soviet policy which has
been eclipsed in the public thinking by these developments, but
it is a development which merits our very serious consideration.
I refer to Russia’s emergence as a maritime power.



Unobtrusively, and without fanfare, she appears on the
stage as the second stronpest naval power in terms of numbers
of ships in commission — second only to the United States. She
is flooding the shipyards of our allies with orders for merchant
tonnage and she is building formidable combatant types in her
own plants. She has recognized the importance of naval aviation
and is improving that arm of sea strength. At present, in keeping
with her geographical position and basic naval policy, her naval
air-arm is land-based, but we cannot exclude the possibility that
she may at some future time build aircraft carriers.

Russia’s Navy is the one Soviet service that is more heavily
manned today than during World War II.

These are the unmistakable signs that portend a steadfast
Soviet determination to make a bid for a powerful place on the
seas, Qur cue is obvious; our own forces must be tailored, equip-
ped, and trained to meet the challenge if need arises — and meet
it successfully and decisively.

For our primary business of bossing the oceans in time of
war, I see our operations including the old, savage, endless, nerve-
testing campaign against the enemy submarine with our escorts
plodding around the convoys and our Hunter-Killer groups em-
ploying every new device and weapon and technique. I see massive
attacks on enemy bases and threatening air fields. I see ships and
planes on vigilance patrols to warn of impending air attack on our
shores and to shoot down the planes and missiles that threaten.
I see the old, grim minp warfare, though the mines and counter-
measures may take new forms,

Guns, with their limited ranges, will become secondary to
a family of swift and implacable missiles,

Electronics will perform lightning calculations for attackers
— and electronics battles will be waged between opponents, mea-
sure and countermeasure — momentary suctess, frequent frustra-
tion.



The Navy will respond to calls for support in the strategic
air astruggle, It will be prepared to supply the Army and to give
some direct air support to the troops.

The Fleet Marine Force will provide a powerful and highly-
specialized mobile striking force to seize beachheads and to outflank
enemy’s line of communications, a ready-poised element of the
self-contained naval team, which is conceived, equipped, trained,
and directed by a single great weapons-system understanding and
dedicated to gaining and keeping mastery of the seas — the Navy.

These things we can forecast on the basis of our own
objectives and our assumptions as to the capabilities and intentions
of possible enemies. The crystal ball hints of other things but
does not reveal them: The developments that would come about
after the die of war is cast. About all we can predict of them
is that they will prove to be merely new tools for the immutable
fundamental role.

For example, the next war might start with an aggressive
act of sufficient magnitude to warrant prompt, large-acale retal-
iation. Then, would follow a period when both sides would pick
up the pieces, dust off the atomic residue, and make a re-estimate
of the situation which might well result in both sides settling
down to a struggle chiefly involving the old conventional weapons.
Regardless of how the war is fought, of one thing I am certain:
It will end on the ground, politically and economically, even if not
by frontal assault, Guerilla bands, armed with bamboo spears may
stalk each other across the remaining ashes. But, and of this
I am certain also, they won't walk on the water.

Actually, it is safe to say that future war will not change
the Navy’s basic role in the pattern of national defense. The cam-
paign may be waged at a hitherto undreamed-of tempo; the des-
truction may dwarf all of the experiences of history; new and
distant targets will come within reach; there will be crying need
for electronics to supplement the capabilities of our inadequate



human mental processes; there will be a greater inter-play and
mutual dependence among the services and between allied forces.
But it will be the old familiar job of controlling the sea for our
own use and denying it to the enemy.

Today, new concepts of war are being advanced as people
ponder the effects of our new invention.

New concepts are often in conflict with time-tested proced-
ures; some zealots will oppose new concepts — others will relig-
iously oppose everthing else. Special applications often are mistaken
for new principles. Common sense shows that balance is needed
and my earlier remarks about the new and the old give a good
clue as to the nature of that balance at any given moment, We
must keep a watchful eye on both extreme-ism and entrenched
conservatism. Time moves, and we must move with it — and even
ahead of it if possible; but time™ applicable lessons should not
be junked.

The factors bearing on grand strategy are constantly
changing with the changing fortunes and trenda of nations; atra-
tegic conclusions must be periodically reviewed. Therefore, strategy
itself is a fluid thing, shifting under the influence of the circum-
stances of the times. The principles of war (the implementation
of strategy) are constant, but strategy itself chinges.

Changes in strategy will induce changes in emphasig with
reapect to the tasks of the several services, but the fundamental
roles and missions are far less subject to change. Were war of
serious proportions to be thrust upon us in the near future, the
role of the Navy under the New Look strategy would be identieal
in most respects to its assigned job in World War II; there would,
however, be variations from the exact pattern of operations of the
past. For example:

We must be prepared to utilize atomic weapons on
naval missions;



We must be ready to assist and support our sister
gervices in atomic operations;

We must be prepared to utilize either atomic or con-
ventional methods, depending on the way the con-
fliet develops;

We must be ready to operate in conjunction with
our NATO partners and in the forces of other
associated nations.

None of those things are departures from our fundamental
role; they are new, true; but they are merely adaptations of new
things to old and unchanging principles.

All factors taken into account — the increaged swiftness of
passing world events, the increased emphagis in Soviet maritime
growth, the future trends of sea utilization, the potentialities of
nuclear propulsion, and the historic dependence of the world on
sea comunications —I am convinced that sea power is on the
threshhold of greater significance than ever before.

Here, a word of warning is very much in order. Allied sea
supremacy is not an automatically assured fact. That depends
on our composite efforts, our wisdom and our determination. Sea
aupremacy, like the sea itself, is something that the sailor — and
his country — must never take for granted.

If you think back for a moment concerning the points I
have made, you will be impressed with the staggering and in-
creasing complexity of naval warfare; which raises an extremely
important question. What sort of men will plan these forces ? What
sort of men will fight these complicated ships and weapons? Even
a pugh button must be pushed and it will still require intelligence
to estimate P-moment — it will still take disciplined team-work to
prepare everything to respond to the push — it may require even
more guts and diseipline than ever before to fight the battles
of the future.
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One thing is certain: No push button will produce leader-
ship, loyalty, quality, courage, character; and those are the es-
sential ingredients of this weapons-system which we call the Navy,
no matter what the future may bring.

Certainly one of the most important roles of the Navy
— in my opinion, THE MOST important — in peace and in war,
is the developing of people who will be_equal to the exacting re-
quirements of peace-time preparation and to the gruelling ordeals
of a war that may be worse than anything we have yet experi-
enced.

There is much that the Navy can do in this respect on its
own initiative. There is also much to be done which can only be
accomplished with the help of the Government and the people
from whom the Government derives its powers — and its mandates.

The staggering complexity of modern warfare, to which I
just referred, poses another problem with respect to the people
who man our Navy. Today, no one man can master all of the
tactics, techniques, capabilities, and workings of the ships and
planes and weapons and equipment of the Navy; a mere general
understanding is no mean achievement. The moral is clear: De-
centralization to indoctrinated and trusted subordinates is man-
datory. And there is an equally apparent corollary: A large mea-
sure of specialization is inevitable and the specialists must be
accorded worthy goals within their specialties, Mark those
points well, for the writing is on the wall and if we fail to discern
its meaning, the Navy will suffer, and will surely fall behind the
times,

As an approach to the future, I would strongly urge an
open-minded outlook with the hatch always cracked for the ac-
ceptance of new and sound ideas. I would caution against the
danger of “Compartmented mentality,” compartmented either in
the sense of thinking of military power in terms of any single
facet, or in the sense of thinking of war as it used to be. This
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sort of thinking is perhaps as great a threat to the security of the
United States as the ponderous capabilities of the Soviet Union. The
naval officer should never forget the use of troops, planes, military
formations ashore, and fleets deployed at sea. I cannot conceive
of a major military campaign for the future that would not
involve full participation of all the services, and all of the capa-
bilities of each, all clogely interwoven in the fabric of total national

Admiral Carney was Chief of Staff and Aide to Admiral
Willilam F. Halsey, Jr., Commander of the South Pacific Force,
from July 1943 to June 1945, after which he was assigned to the
gtaff of the Commander of the Third Fleet in the same capacity.
In November 1944 he received the Navy Cross “for extraordinary
heroism” in operations against enemy forces during the Battle for
Leyte Gulf (23-26 October) in the invasion of the Philippines. On
30 August 1945 Admiral Carney formally accepted the surrender
of Yokosuka, Japan’s second largest naval base, at the entrance
to Tokyo Bay. Ordered to duty in February 1946 as Assistant
Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics) at the Navy Department,
Admiral Carney five months later assumed the duties of Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations for Logistica and continued in that
capacity until 1950,

Aboard the battleship MISSOURI on 1 April 1950, Admiral
Carney took over forma! command of the Second Task Fleet, in
the Atlantic. Five months later he was designated to succeed
Admiral Richard L. Conolly as Commander in Chief of the United
States Naval Forces in the Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean.
He assumed his new duties on November 1 at the United States
Naval Headquarters in London, On 18 June of 1951 General
Eisenhower announced the appointment of Admiral Carney as Com-
mander in Chief of Allied Forces in Southern Europe and of the
Allied Naval Forces in Southern Europe. He continued to fill these
three important posts simultaneously until he assumed his present
position as Chief of Naval operations on 17 August 1953,



SEA POWER AND STRATEGIES FOR THE
CONTROL OF THE SEAS
A staff presentation delivered

at the Naval War College
on 17 March 1854 by

Captain George R. Phelan, U.S.N.

Gentlemen:

Today, the United States is the dominant sea power of the
world — unchallenged by friend, unchecked by foe. This position is
as novel to the history of the republic as the advent of the atom
bomb. This is a fact that is not widely appreciated because pre-
occupation with the problems of the atomic age has left little
room in the public mind for consideration of either the problems
or implications of our new position at sea. Yet, the influence of
sea power will be as realistic a factor in determination of our
national future as the atom. For the United States is, and will
continue to be for the forseeable future, a major maritime power,

Although continuous maritime interest is an American his-
torical fact, it has varied greatly in degree according to the inter-
nal or external orientation of national interest and policy. In a
like manner, sea power in the United States has developed in an
erratic fashion; it has usually reached a maximum in war due to
intensive building programs for support of war operations, and
then deteriorated due to lack of public support in times of peace.
Until its tremendous development in World War II, United States’
sea power in war or peace has been inferior relative to sea power
distribution throughout the world.

During all but the most recent periods of United States
history, U. S. foreign policy has developed against a background
of British domination of the seas; American sea power, itself, has
risen to its present position in alliance with the British in two
world wars. While the history of British sea power shows that it
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has grown out of broad maritime interests of trade and colon-
ization, the history of its modern American counterpart shows
that it has grown from a narrower naval base and is really
the result of a successful strategy of war produection.

Although as students at the Naval War College we are
thoroughly familiar with this historical background, it is impor-
tant that we keep it in mind in any discussion of sea power, for
our thinking has been unconsciously influenced by it. The poaition
of the challenger is more natural to us than that of the champion,

With the foregoing in mind, I shall now proceed to discuss
in more or less broad termg certain fundamentals of sea power
and the strategy of control of the seas that derive from it. In
developing my subject, I shall break my discussion into three
main parts: First — sea power, its fundamental theory and its
relation to grand strategy; second — control of the seas, its basic
prineciples and their application in strategy; and, last, the United
States problem of control of the seas today.

The use and control of sea communications has been the
object of many wars in the past and the fate of nations has hung
on its gain or loss. Well could Mahan write of the sea as “a wide
" common over which men could pass in all directions but on which
well-worn paths show that controlling reasons have led them to
choose certain lines . . . . rather than others . ... and the reasons
that have determined them are to be sought in the history of the
world.”

In the past, as nations have ripened and decayed, so has
their marine activity ebbed and flowed. These two processes have
not necessarily been in phase or always shown evidence of direct
connection. For there have been great powers without maritime
activity and there have been great nations with impressive inter-
ests who were not counted among the great powers of their time,
Be this as it may, it seems well-established by history that the
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order and dominion of those great powers which have been assoc-
inted-with the sea have had greater prosperity and influence than
those in which the sea element has been lacking or of secondary
importance. From this relationship between the maritime activ-
ity of such nations and their national potency derives sea power.

Modern sea power is complex in character and widespread
in its ramifications. These characteristics, as well as loose usage,
often lead to ambiguity as to just what is meant by the term. In
this discussion, I shall use the term “sea power” in three senses:

{(a) in the sense of the strength and efficiency of a nation,
or of nations, generally to conduct sea warfare — a “might” sense;

{b) in the sense of a nation having international infiu-
ence on the seas -— an “influence” sense; and

(¢) in the sense of an abstract integral, representing the
resultant of the complex interaction of the “might” and “infiuence”
senses with elementa of national power — a “total” sense. It is in
its total sense that sea power assumes an importance that trans-
cends the sea activities from which it stems. In fact, so vital has
been its significance to some great states, such as the British
Empire, that its character has closely approached, if not actually
achieved, that of a national interest.

In modern times, as in Mahan's day, the decisive factor
in the control of sea communications is naval force. Hence, the
“might” sense of sea power has come to mean naval power. How-
ever, it is well to remember that this is a convenient oversimpli-
fication. The basic object of sea power is the control and exploit-
ation of the sea lines — and sea power, itself, is the sum total of
all elements of national power that contribute to this end.

Without examining in any detail the complexities of sea
power throughout the ages, we must look at certain fundamental
principles and characteristics it has shown in the past in order to
understand its present relation to grand strategy and its genera-
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tion of maritime strategy. For these do not change, though their
pattern in each succeeding situation is ever new.

The fundamental fact about sea power is that its primitive
base lies in the geographic nature of the sea itself, The land
areas of the globe are interspersed in a vast water area which
covers over 70% of its surface — and although these areas are
called oceans and seas, they are in reality all one. Thus, the gea
has from time immemorial served as a barrier and a highway: a
barrier behind which an insular nation could pursue its internal
ends unmolested, and a highway by which it could reach the
littoral of any land area in the world. In the present age, the sea’s
role a8 a barrier has become unimportant due to advances in the
technology of marine communications as well as man’s conquest
of another medium of universal communication —the air. On the
other hand, modern technology and economic development have
enhanced rather than diminished the value of the sea as & medium
of communication, and the use of the air medium has tended to
complement rather than s.:persede,

While the use of lines of communication has always charac-
terized maritime activities in peace or war, the power to establish,
maintain, and exploit control of the sea lines is characteristic of a
sea power ; and the extent, degree, and efficiency by which this can be
done furnishes the scale of its evaluation.

Not all maritime nations, no matter how strong the urge,
develop the power necessary to ensure desired control of sea com-
munications. Again, some nations develop sea power of a local or
secondary significance. In explanation of this, Mahan enumerated
six conditions which aflected the development of sea power. Today,
some of these seem of doubtful validity or at least of negligible
effect. However, the history of sea power in the last forty years
seems to have pretty well established that three of his conditions,
translated into modern terms, are the real governing factors in
its development, These are: geography, economic resources, and
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industrial development. This means that any nation which is strate-
gically situated, which has sufficient economic resources and a
large enough industrial potential, can, if it chooses, develop sea
power of an order proportional to the value of these factors.

Likewise, sea power has developed best where it has not
had to compete for national resources with other elements of
national security. Thus, all things being equal, the sea power of a
nation that has to defend a land frontier will be of an order inferior
to that of an insular nation whose frontiers lie wholly on the sea.
This was both true of the Dutch versus the English in the seven-
teenth century, the Germans versus the British in World Wars 1
and II, and should be true of the United States and Russia in
case of World War IIL

The power to control sea communications or the position
of the dominant sea power has always acted as a magnet to those
maritime nations who are not in direct conflict with it. Thus, in
the past, Great Britain — dominant on the seas — has not only
been able to secure the help of allies in opposing power on the
continent, but has also been able to secure the cooperation of
friendly neutrals whose maritime interests were subject to her sea
power. So strong has this factor been in the grand strategy of the
past wars that sea power has been said to fight with allies —a
statement that is both figuratively and literally true. In the mod-
ern world of economic internationalism, this characteristic of sea
power can not be overrated in the grand strategy of a future war.

If, as has been stated previously, the realization of sea
power lies in the establishment, maintenance and exploitation
of the sea lines of communication, then control of those areas
which contain these lines must be the primary object of mari-
time strategy.

Here, maritime strategy differs from that school of military
thinking in which destruction or containment of the enemy's
armed forces is the ultimate object. Considered alone, destruction
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of an enemy force is not in itself a legitimate objective in mari-
time strategy; only in so far as destruction is related to control
of the sea or exploitation of that control can it be considered
as a proper objective in naval warfare.

During their long tenure of dominant sea power, the Britigh
have well understood the overriding and ultimate character of
control of the seas as “the object” of maritime strategy. That their
concept of naval warfare is sound has never been better illustrated
than by the success of their maritime strategy in World War 1.
By a combination of geographical advantages and an overwhelming
concentration of naval forees in the North Sea they established and
exploited control of the world sea routes, in spite of the existence
of the powerful German High Seas Fleet, Although the crisis of
this particular part of British strategy, the Battle of Jutland,
might be viewed as a tactical vietory for the Germans, there can
be no doubt that the German High Seas Fleet was no more able
to interfere with British control of the world trade routes after
the battle than before. In other words, from the point of view
of over-all British strategy the previous satisfactory containment
of the German fleet was maintained. More aggressive action on their
part for the purpose of inflicting heavier losses on the Germans
was not justified when considered in light of the effect that pos-
sible British losses could have had on the main object of control
of the geas.

Control of the seas, as used here, is a technical term of naval
warfare describing a strategic and dynamic process and the stra-
tegic condition which it engenders. A nation has control of the
seas when it can use the lines of communication thereon for its
own purposes and can deny their use to others.

Control of the seas, as just defined, represents an ideal
rarely attained in practice, Mahan has pointed out that surrep-
titions use of the seas is possible, no matter how firmly control
has been established. There have been few times in history where
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a power has had free use of the sea in war without the con-
tinuous application of force thereon. The Crimean War of 1854.56,
in which the British control of the seas was unchallenged by the
Russians, is probably the best as well as the most modern example
of this.

It is more usual for an enemy to challenge control by
whatever means he can bring to bear. Regarded in this light,
practical control of the seas may be said to have been established
when operations for this purpose have produced a condition in
which a state’s ability to use or deny the sea lines of communi-
cation has reached a degree that is satisfactory to the require-
ments of over-all strategy,; conversely, control may be said to
have been lost when enemy threats or activity reduce use or
denial of the sea lines below the sfandard of strategic requirements,

For instance, in World War II, a basic and primary require-
ment of British strategy was the maintenance of a steady flow
of supplies and raw materials into the United Kingdom; without
this, Britain could not survive — much less, wage war. Although
the bulk of these supplics had to pass along the North Atlantic
trade routes, British control of this area never reached an absolute
value; in the first six months 164 merchant vessels and one air-
craft carrier werc sunk by submarines, and 12 merchant vessels
and one converted cruiser were sunk by battleship and cruiser
raiders. From the point of view of over-all British strategy, eontrol
of the North Atlantic was satisfactory because the flow of es-
sential supplies along its lanes was maintained above a critical
level.

On the other hand, control of the Mediterranean was lost
in 1941 through increased cnemy activity, especially in the air.
From this time on, fighting for control was continuous and though
some use was made of its communication lines, the amount of
control was nol suflicient to meet the requircments of over-all
stralegy; shipping had to be routed around the Cape of Good
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Hope and the allies were unable fo deny to Axis forces the use of
the trans-Mediterranean support lines to North Africa.

Many other examples could be cited to emphasize the fact
that the strategic condition of control of the seas in the face of
enemy opposition is one of dynamic rather than static stability
and a condition whose stability will be quickly lost unlesa: (1)
operations for its establishments are positive; (2) operations for
its maintenance are continuous; (3) the forces assigned to these
tasks are adequate, and (4) the priority of the tasks themselves
are properly fixed.

Heretofore, in the interest of clarity, control has been dis-
cussed mostly in terms of control of sea lines of communication.
This has had the advantage of focusing attention on the funda-
mental object of control, and the means by which it is exploited.
It also has the advantage of suggesting its connections with the
general geopolitical and military problem of communications in
peace and war. However, when we consider the practical problem
of control, this term is incorrect since control of sea lines of com-
munication ean not be established and maintained in the limited
manner of those on land. From the very nature of the sea, sound
strategic control of these lines must be established in a wide enough
area to prevent control being lost by the projecting of enemy force
from areas in which control has not been established, These areas
must be sufficient in extent to meet the requirements of the
atrategic concept of the war that generates it.

This does not preclude establishing control of the seas
of a local character extending only within definite limits. However,
this concept is usually the characteristic of a weaker sea power.
By a judiciously selected balance between naval, land, and air forees
and an advantageous geographic position, an inferior sea power
can establish and maintain control of a local area by setting a
pgreat price to the challenger. Such was the case of the Germans
in their coastal waters and the Baltic in World Wars I and 1II,
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and such seem to be likely Ruasian strategy in the Baltic and
Black Seas in any World War III,

Such local control can not be maintained against a superior
sca power which has control of global lines of communication, and
which is willing to accept the losses entailed. Such a power, espec-
ially in this air age, can, at a time and place of its own choosing,
concentrate overwhelming strength from global resources and pro-
ceed by a series of progressive steps to secure or neutralize the
area concerned. Hence, local control of the sea approaches is no
insuperable barrier to invasion by a dominant sea power.

So far, we have been concerned with control of the seas
and its relationship with the maritime aspects of national strategy.
However, the control condition is not the result of spontaneous
generation, but of positive measures deliberately undertaken for
its establishment, maintenance and exploitation. Therefore, if con-
tro! of the seas is the primary object of maritime strategy, estab-
lishment of control is the primary task in its execution, and the
maintenance of control the prime necessity for its exploitation,
it therefore follows in a logical fashion that operations carried out
in support of such strategy fall into three categories: (1) estab-
lishment of control; (2) maintenance of control, and (3) exploit-
ation of control. We can best understand the scope and character,
as well as the strategic relationships, of all three catagories if
we examine them against the background of their separate appli-
cation.

Establishment of control of the seas is the primary task of
naval forces in support of a maritime strategy. Successful accom-
plishment of this task requires positive measures and adequate
forces. It does not result automatically from a preponderance of
naval power. Those sea areas in which we have not established
control are available to the enemy for his own use or to deny
use to us; or, lacking enemy action, neutral powers will have free
use in furtherance of their own interests, which may be adverse to
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our war aims. Our own declaration of armed neutrality and the
Western Hemisphere Defense Zone in the last war is a good illus-
tration of cussedness of neutrals. While our action was in support
of British war efforts, in other times and circumstances such action
by a neutral would have been extremely detrimental to the British
conduct- of the war at sea.

In peneral there are three basic strategic situations which,
gingly or in combination, form the climate in which the control
problem develops in war:

(1) Where the enemy does not challenge control of the
high seas,

(2) Where enemy sea power is relatively large and its
naval power concentrated in sufficient force to seriously threaten
control of the seas. This situation ig ugually characterized by oper-
ations of opposing fleets.

(3) Where enemy sea power is limited and its naval
atrength or deployment is such that it can only control local
areas and/or attempt to deny or weaken our control of the high
seas. This situation is characterized by diverse enemy operations,
among which is usually some form of “guerre de course.” For
convenience in reference, 1 will use the label “default” for the
first situation; the label “fleet” for the second; and *guerre de
course” for the last. Remember that these labels are not descrip-
tive of method or operation, but are simply convenient tags.

You will notice that the differences between situations as
here classified are functions of enemy concepts, actions and capa-
bilities. This highlights the axiom that the initial strategic attitude
of the superior sea power in a maritime strategy must perforce
be defensive, though the operations which this attitude engenders
may be —and often are — offensive in character. Establishment
of control of the seas is a necessary primary step, and it is the
enemy who determines the climate in which this step will be taken.
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With regard to the situations themselves, the firat or ‘“de-
fault” situation is by far the simplest as well as the rarest in the
history of sea warfare. At the start of war, it is generated by
enemy weakness or his adoption of a strategic concept such as
that of a “fortress fleet,” or both. However, it is more likely that
the “default” situation will develop later in a war, after the enemy
has suffered decisive defeat at sea. In this case it forms the
climate for the maintenance of control, or its exploitation, rather
than its establishment; the case of the Japanese towards the end
of World War II is a good example of this. 1t is well to note,
though, that no matter how absolute the “default” situation is,
control measures must be instituted and maintained. For if they
are not, other nations not neceassarily friends will profit from the
use of the sea lanes.

The second or “fleet” situation is the one that has been
most frequent in maritime warfare of the past. In this situation,
destruction or containment of the enemy’s concentrated naval force,
because it offers the greatest obstacle to control of the seas, is
the primary and overriding objective of naval strategy. It should
always be remembered that any control of the sea area must be
temporary in nature and unpredictable in tenure if the area lies
within the radius of capability of an enemy force which threatens
it.

This is the real meaning of an oft-misquoted and mis-
understood axiom of Mahan that “the main objective of a navy
is the enemy's navy.” However, in connection with Mahan's axiom,
it is also well to keep in mind another most valuable maxim
originated by Captain McCartney Little, of the War College Staff
during Mahan’s time: “a principle applies when it applies and
don’t apply when it don't apply.”

The classic example of modern times of this “fleet” type
of strategy has already been mentioned — the operations of the
Grand Fleet in 1914. By the Grand Fleet’s concentration in nor-
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thern waters the German High Seas Fleet was forced into a
position of being contained, or accepting battle against superior
forces and on disadvantageous terms. At the same time, this
gtrategic employment of the Grand Fleet served to protect the
United Kingdom from attack and invasion, to cut the German
colonies from their home communications, to protect the North
Atlantic food routes and the French troop routes from North
Africa, and was the basic measure for bringing about conditions
favorable to empire concentration on the battlefields of France.

The third situation, “the guerre de course,” is the one most
likely to be encountered if war comes in the immediate future.
It does not permit quick solution of the control problem by des-
truction or containment of enemy naval concentrations because
they do not exist. We are all familiar with the various means
by which the enemy conducts war against our lines of communi-
cation in a “guerre de course” —air, mines, submarines, and raiders.
All these must be countered in establishing control of the seas in
this situation. Time does not permit full discussion of the “guerre
de course” gituation. It presents a knotty problem which is both
time and resource-consuming in its solution. While a greater
amount of concentrated force is required to establish control of
the seas under the “fleet” condition, a greater “number” of units
of diverse types is required for this purpose in a “guerre de course.”

Once established, control of the seas must be maintained.
During the whole course of a war, positive effort must be exerted
to maintain control of necessary sea areas. So long as the enemy
has a capability to attack our use of the sea, naval forces must
be employed in the often drab and unexciting chores of main-
taining control of the seas. And the number of units required will
always be larger than the number of units in the enemy threat.
To you who have been raised on these chores, I need not elaborate.
However, there is one point that can not be too often repeated,
for it is seldom recognized except in a post-mortem of a loss of
control. This is that control of the seas, once gained, can be and
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has been lost by political and military mistakes or defeats as well
as by mistakes or defeats of naval forces. In the past year, the
entry of Spain on the Axis side would have effectively closed the
Western Mediterranean to the Allies; the entry of Italy into the
war did lead to loss of control of the central Mediterranean, and
that of Japan to the loss of the Western Pacific. The military
defeat of France brought about the loss of control of the Bay
of Biscay and immeasurably increased the problem of control of
the North Atlantic. A basically political decision to build up blind
bombing of Germany — at the expense of providing adequate air
support for British naval forces —led to the loss of control of
the trans-Mediterranean lines of communication to North Africa.
A further consequence of this was the large and costly North
African campaign.

The final category of control operations, “exploitation,” rep-
resents the fruition of maritime strategy. In exploitation, control
of the seas transcends the narrow field of naval strategy for the
broader national one. Any wartime operation — political, economic,
or military — which requires the use of sea communications is
in fact the exploitation of control of the seas. Consequently, this
control is not only the concern of the Navy but of all elements
of the Government who have a responaibility for furthering the
national interest in time of war.

If a modern sea power succeeda in eatablishing control of
the seas in war on a global basis, exploitation of this success leads
to an ever-increasing expansion of its power position relative to
its world distribution and, especially, in relation to its availability
for war purposes. Such a nation, by a series of progressive steps,
can project its power into critical areas at times and points of
its own choosing. At the same time it may increase its concen-
tration of power to overwhelming proportions by mobilization of
world-wide resources, while denying them to the enemy. The titanic
power position of the United States at the end of two world
wars, both overseas and at home, is a concrete illustration of the
result of successful exploitation.
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Besides in support of grand strategy, exploitation of control
of the seas may be carried out in a more modest fashion — in sup-
port of naval or military campaigns, or parts therof. These are too
numerous to mention here and most of us are familiar with some
of them as actual participants. It is only necessary to point out
that the greatest support contribution of sea power is control
of sea communications itself. No matter what form naval sup-
porting operations take, they will always stem from control of
the seas.

Although in theory operations for control of the seas should
be carried out in the logical order of establishment, maintenance,
and exploitation, this can rarely be done in practice. Establishment
and maintenance tend to merge into a continuous pattern, while
there are always maintenance requirements during an exploitation
phase. However, it should be written in words of gold: That any
attempt to carry out exploitation of control of the seas before it
has been established and provision made for its maintenance is
to court disaster against any but the weakest enemy. Where this
has happened in the past, it has generally indicated that the
power concerned has outrun its basic plans. Such operations charac-
terized the later phases of the Japanese advance into the South
Pacific and led to well-known results.

So much for the fundamentals and principles of sea power
and control of the seas. Let us now look at the control problem
of the United States today.

The strategic value of control of the seas to a state can
always be gauged by the role that sea power plays in its national
interest and the synthesis of its national power. Today, the nat-
ional interests of the United States requires it to maintain a
world-wide gystem of alliances and commitments which could be
neither formed nor maintained in face of superior and hostile sea
power. Again, the global power pogition of the United States is
in no small measure due to this country’s superior status rel-
ative to the present distribution of sea power throughout the globe.

28



The power structure of the United States’ opposition to
communism is built around a base of maritime resources and is
dependent for its maintenance and aggrandizement on maritime
activities. As both the exploitation of maritime resources and
the conduct of maritime activities require sea communications, it
follows that the stability of the western anti-communist alignment
is dependent on their use. Consequently, any deterioration of the
capability of the United States and its allies to control the sea
areas required by their political commitments will cause a propor-
tional deterioration in their influence in a world power alignment.
And, as a corollary, the recovery rate will always be much slower
than that of deterioration.

Come war with the U.S.S.R,, it is generally acknowledged
by the United States and its allies that control of the seas is
8 necessary requirement of their grand strategy. But to just what
extent it shall be established, the method of its accomplishment,
and the priority of tasks for this purpose vary greatly according
to point of view. While such divergence of thought is to be
expected, there is a fundamental difference between contrel of the
geas in the past and, today, which it is important to recognize in
delimiting the present control problem of the United States: This
is that the center of gravity of sea power has shifted outside
of Western Europe.

The strategical significance of this geographical shift in
relative strength and distribution of world sea power is often
obscured by the persistence in our thinking of its pattern of former
times. After all, Britain dominated the seas for the last three
hundred years and it was she that set the pattern for their
control in the last two major wars. It is, therefore, to her mari-
time strategy that we instinetively turn for guidance in interpreting
the tasks of our new sea power position.

The fundamental principles that have governed British mari-
time strategy in the past have been thoroughly treated by Mahan,
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Corbett and Churchill, and are well known to you. It is only
necessary here to point out certain highlights which are peculiar
to British thinking. First, the basis of British sea power has
been a favored geographie position relative to the sea lanes and
distribution of sea power on the FEuropean continent. This strat-
egic advantage has proven over-whelming against continental sea
power, but has shown an increasing weakness against that out-
side Europe. Second, the British ingular position has become a source
of weakness as well ag strength due to British dependence on
overseas supply and the increasing vulnerability of its supply
syatem to attacks from the continent, or elsewhere. These factors
of strength and weakness have been, and still are, the center
of British strategie thinking — if the security and supply of the
home base can be maintained, victory will follow in due time from
the global resources of the British Empire and its allies.

That such thinking has been sound has been many times
proven in the past, but it must be remembered that its strategic
philosophy is oriented around the power center of the British
Isles and necessarily emphasizes British interests and objectives.

Such a philosophy becomes local in scope in a world situa-
tion in which the Eurasian land mass has been substituted for
Europe, and the insular base of the new power center is the
American continent — several thousand miles from Western Eu-
rope. In this new world situation, the maritime strategy of the
dominant sea power — the United States — in case of war against
the dominant power of the Eurasian land mass — the US.S.R. —
can not be developed from the age-old point of view of British
gea power; nor can the character and scope of its problem of
control of the seas in war be appreeiated unless it iz examined
from the point of view of the United States as the center of
gravity in the global distribution of sea power.

From this point of view, the American continent is in
reality a huge insular base, situated at the strategic center of
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an immense water area called the Atlantic and Pacific oceans.
The United States, through a happy combination of political and
economic factors, is the central core of this American island whose
positional advantages and economic resources are available to this
country to a limited, but effective, extent in peace or war. In terms
of lines of communications, over three-fourths of the air and
sea traffic of the world flows along lines capable of strategic
dominance by the United States.

In relation to the U.8.8.R., the location of the United States
is poor, positionally, but strong, strategically. Positionally, it is
not contiguous to the Russian power complex; it does not dom-
inate the main lines of communication that support the Russian
economy. Strategically, it is relatively strong because of the re-
moteness of its power sources on the American continent, its
favorable position relative to global communications, and its access
via these communication lines to areas of strategic vulnerability
of the U.S.5.R. Although the Russian heartland, in geopolitical
theory, is the center of interior lines radiating throughout the
Eurasian land mass, the practical strategic values of these lines
is much less than one would expect when calculated in terms of
time, space capacity, and feasibility. Calculations made in this
manner show the power centers of the United States to be
nearer to many parts of the Eurasian periphery than the power
centers of the U.S.8.R.; this is especially true in parts of Asia
and Europe,

Such, in broad terms, is the geopolitical background against
which the United States must carry out its strategy for control of
the seas in a future war.

Now let us look at some of the specific features of the
United States’ problem if war should come tomorrow or in the
immediate future.

No matter how you look at it, this problem is dominated
by the requirement for continuous support of our forces currently
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deployed in possible theaters of war in Europe and Asia. These
forces are dependent on maritime communications — both for their
logistic support and their build-up or evacuation, as the case may
be. While from a military point of view the forces in Europe have
a priority over those in Asia, from the point of view of security
and internal politics they are all equally important. As it seems
probable that the initiative will be with the enemy during the
start of the war, their time of greatest need for the support of
sea communications will coincide with the time in which these
communications are most insecure — hecaugse control of the seas
will not yet have been established.

However, the requirements of our forces deployed abroad
are not the sole determinants of the size of our initial control
tasks. Support of allies, global mobilization, and policies towards
neutrals all have requirements for control of the seas. All in all,
thia addas up to the certainty that we will have more initial require-
ments for control than there will be forces necessary to carry out
its tasks.

There can be no real appraisal of the problem of control of the
seas in World War III, unless it is projected against a background
of probable conflict — and this is basically a matter of the capa-
bilities and intentions of the U.S.S.R.

From your studies and lectures of the past year, you should
be familiar with current estimates of the Soviet capabilities and
intentions as well as their probable courses of action on the
Eurasian land mass in event of World War III —a global and total
war. In such estimates, Soviet naval capabilities are generally
limited to control of local sea areas, limited amphibious operations
and conduct of a ‘“guerre de course” against our lines of com-
munications, Although such general statements are satisfactory
for high planning and policy purposes, they distort the true capa-
bilities of the Russian naval forces — which can only be deter-
mined by considering their employment in relation to the Soviet
objectives, military operations, and political scheme of things.
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To put it very briefly, it seems most likely that Soviet offen-
give naval operations — other than those in local areas — will be de-
signed and timed to support Soviet attainment of military objec-
tives in Eurasia, or political objectives throughout the world. For,
unless they are less realistic than they have shown themselves
to be, the Soviet leaders in the Kremlin are fully conscious of the
limitations of Soviet sea power: that it ecan not challenge the sea
power of the Western Allies directly; that isolation of the British
Isles will not neutralize a center of sea power in America; and,
finally, that in glebal terms disruption of sea lines of communi-
cation, except those dominated by communist or communist-seized
territory, can be only temporary. Consequently, Soviet campaigns
outside of their home waters will be fer purposes of diversion
and attrition. And their basic object will be to weaken our forces
oppoesing achievement of Soviet objectives — political or military.

Of course, there is no positive evidence that the Soviets
will attempt to disrupt the control of the high seas by the U. S.
and its allies; they might confine their naval operations to waters
over which they have positive control — as they have done in the
past. Nevertheless, they can do otherwise if they so wish — and
their capabilities for air, submarine, mine and raider warfare,
as well as paranaval operations, are too large to assume that they
will not use them.

You have heard many times from this platform diacussion
of Soviet air, submarine, mine and raider capabilities. Some has
been frightening and some not. I should like to say, however, that
it is not in the individual Soviet capabilitieas in each type of warfare
that the true dimension of their threat against our use of the
sea lanes lie, but in the integrated and coordinated operations of
all types,

Considered alone, the close coordination of air, submarine,
and surface types forms an impressive threat to sea communi-
cations. But this is not the whole story, as far as the U.S.S.R.
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is concerned; for in her case the dimensions of the threat can be
greatly increased by her exploitation of certain geographic and
politico-subversive advantages, together with our corresponding
vulnerabilities.

I shall sketch these briefly :

Geographically, today, the Soviet Union i{s in a far better
position to wage modern warfare than was Germany — even after
the fall of France. She has free access fo the North Atlantic and
Pacific; and while her pogsition, relative to the focus of trade lanes
and terminal ports of the British Isles, is no better than Ger-
many’s, her access to the world trade routes isg infinitely more so.
It is not often realized that the U.8.8.R. has not only a long coast
line on the Arctic Ocean but also over three thousand miles of
coast line on the Asiatic mainland, from Hainan to the Bering
Sea. The posgibilities of this coast line to support raider oper-
ations are obviously enormous. -

As to politico-subversive advantages: The world-wide com-
munist organization and influence offera important support to any
Soviet ‘“guerre de course’; first, by political and logistic aid in
neutral countries; second, through provision of secret bases, air
fields, and reconnaissance; and, third, by paranaval operations —
including clandestine operations destined to destroy shipping at
ports of origin or transshipment. These may vary from small
submarine and other underwater attacks to the sabotage of vessels,
cargoes, and facilities; from strikes and political pressure to rev-
olution; from un-neutral acts to the enemy maintenance of base
facilities in neutral territory.

Ags to our vulnerabilities: Our basic vulnerability against
the Soviet Union at sea is that the initial logistic requirements
of ourselves and our allies is so large that we will not have the
forces to protect them in convoy, and time schedules will be so
tight that ships can not be held in port or diverted by circuitous
routes. Moreover, our problems will be much more global in charac-
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ter than it was in previous wars; not only will we have to support
forces on the two opposite sides of the world but also the enemy
will have access to our back door, g0 to speak. By use of con-
ventional “guerre de course” and paranaval operations he is in a
position to destroy vessels or cargo in, or en route to and from,
ports of origin — many of which are located in primitive or semi-
primitive countries whose internal and external security is small.
- In this connection, it is well to observe that a vessel sunk at a
port of origin is just as sunk as one at or near a terminal port in
Europe.

Finally, not the least of our vulnerabilities are those of
our allies, Most of these countries lie in range of heavy Soviet
attacks and will require our full support to withstand them. Britain,
our principal ally, is wholly dependent on an overseas supply
system whose concentration of lines and terminal ports are in-
creasingly subject to attack and damage. The strategic value of
the United Kingdom as a base ig seriously impaired by its increas-
ing vulnerability; not the least of which is the necessity to sup-
ply its large civil populace under any and all conditions. For
instance, if the Soviets made an attack in the Middle East or Asia
and at the same time launched atomic and undersea attacks
against the United Kingdom, a large part of our maritime re-
sources would have to be diverted to its support, to the detriment
of our capability to support operations against the Russian thrust.

While some of this may seem far-fetched, it is well to
remember that the pattern of the next war will not be that of
the last war. In this connection, there is a maxim of the German
General Staff that is particularly applicable — “the enemy always
attacks where you are most vulnerable.” The Russians, if they
challenge at sea, will attack our weak points — not our strength.

Such are the highlights of the control problem that faces
us if war comes in the immediate future. It is global in character
and demanding in maritime resources. Future control of the seas
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is not likely to be more than a highly dynamic balance — easily
upset by any one of a horde of unpredictables. We can forsee no
situation that can not be solved In time, but time is seldom
available in sufficient quantity once the chips are down— and, so
far, nobody has devised a way to stockpile time.
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF LECTURER
Captain George R. Phelan, U.S.N.

Captain George R. Phelan, U.S.N. was graduated from the
U. 8. Naval Academy in 1925 with a B.S. degree.

Ags a junior officer he was assigned various division duties
in battleships and destroyers and from 1929-830 was District Intel-
ligence Officer, Third Naval District. He served as Assistant Fleet
Intelligence Officer, Asiatic Fleet, from 19338-38 and was assigned
to the Far Eastern Desk in the Office of Naval Intelligence from
1988-39. During the early part of World War II Captain Phelan was
Commanding Officer of the USS TRACY, the USS ALWIN, and the
USS TERRY and Commander, Destroyer Division Eight. In 1944
he returned to the Office of Naval Intelligence where he remained
until 1949, serving first as Head of Technical Intelligence and then
Head of the Intelligence Staff, He served as Commander, Destroyer
Squadron Five, and then was assigned to the Staff of CINPAC/
CINCPACFLT, where he served as Fleet Intelligence Officer and
J-2 until 1951.

Following other intelligence duties Captain Phelan reported to
the Naval War College in 1952 as a student in the Course of Ad-
vanced Study in Strategy and Sea Power, his present assignment.

Another lecture by Captain Phelan, entitled “Introduction to
Command Intelligence,” appeared in the December, 19568 issue of
“Naval War College Review.”
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RECOMMENDED READING

The evaluations of books listed below include those recommen-
ded to resident students of the Naval War College. Officers in the
fleet and elsewhere may find thése of interest.

Many of these publications may be found in ship and station
libraries. Some of the publications not available from these sources
may be obtained from the Bureau of Naval Perasonnel Auxiliary
Library Service, where a collection of books is available for loan
to individual officers. Requests for the loan of these books should
be made by the individual to the nearest branch of the Chief of
Naval Personnel. (See Article C-9604, Burean of Naval Personnel
Manual, 1948),

Title: American Foreign Assistance. 615 p.

Author: Brown, William A., Jr. Washington, Brookings
Institution, 1958,

Evaluation: A detailed analysis of American foreign assistance from

World War I to the present. Three-fourths of the book
is devoted to assistance since World War II. The study
presents the circumstances, incentives and policies which
have influenced the United States in setting up and
running our aid programs. The substance of the aid
given, and evaluation of each aid program are included.
The last two chapters are valuable reading for all officers
since they provide a summary and over-all appraisal of
our foreign assistance programs, and outline criteria for
successful conclusion of such assistance,

Title: The Fight ot Odds. 430 p.

Author: Richards, Denis. London, H. M. Stationery Office,
1953.

Evaluation: An official account of the Royal Air Force in the Second

World War. It tells of the pre-war plans and preparations,
improvised intervention in Norway, heroic efforts by the
AA8F. and the Air Component in France; of the des-
perate days of the Battle of Britain; of the growing use
of aircraft against the U-boat and the surface raider; and
of the whole scries of campaigns in 1940-1941 for control
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Title:
Author:
Evaluation:

Title:
Author:
Evaluation:

Title:
Author:
Evaluation:
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of the Mediterranean and the Middle East. The author has
developed his work by presenting the top levels of British
thinking behind the various campaigns. By the use of
eaptured documents, he has compared the British thinking
and estimates with those of the enemy. He deals effectively
with minute details which are illustrated, when appropriate,
by excerpts from the diaries of pilots and crew members
The operations leading up to the development of doctrines
for the employment of anir power are throughly covered.
This is an outstanding book. It is recommended reading
for all astudents of the art of war, both for the materinl
covered and for pleasure,

Shirt-sleeve Diplomacy 303 p.
Bingham, Jonathan, B. N, Y., John Day, 1953.

A review of the operation of the “Point 4" Program and
a presentation of adminiatrative problems now facing the
program, The major theme is an argument for retention
and support of “Point 4” as a separate program with a
distinet purpose. The author cites, throughout the volume,
many of the political, social and economic facts which
influence the status and behavior of the under-developed
countries participating in the program. These facts were
garnered by U, 8. technicians working with both the
peoples and governments of these countries. He also pre-
gents in clear and simple terms reasons why certain
more or leas typical American attitudes and approaches
to foreign mssistance are workable. The book is valuable for
reading in part. To derive full value, scanning of the
entire volume is recommended. Chapters 10-14 are recom-
mended for reading in their entirety.

The Peoples of the Soviet Far East. 194 p.
Kolarz, Walter, N, Y., Praeger, 1954.

The author sets forth and deseribes policies of the Soviet
Government towards the many states and nationalities of
the far eastern U.8.8.R. He gives a clear and interesting
descrlptlon of how colonization was accomplished, policies
and methods used, and the effects of communism in the
different states of the Far East. The policy of White
Soviet Far East and the accompanying treatment of orien-
tal peoples iz discussed, not only from the viewpoint of
history, but also from its effect on the future.

Asia and Western Dominance. 530 p.
Pannikkar, K. M. N. Y., John Day, 1954.

A tracing of the influence of Western civilization and



Title:

Author:

Evaluation:

Title:
Author:
Publication:

Annotation:

politics on Asia from 1498 to 1045, in 609 pages, results
in each period of time and type of influence ecovered re-
ceiving only the author's opinion. The book is anything
but objective; it iy of value principally as a study of
Mr. Pannikkar’'s way of thinking. It is well to note what
the February 8 issue of NEWSWEEK had to say about
the author: “A smooth-talking B8-year-old Indian diplo-
mat with a Lenin beard, is an enthusiastic neutralist
with a pinkish streak, As India's envoy in Peking {(from
1948 to mid-1962), he praised Mao Tae-tung's ‘greatness’
and was known as ‘Red China’s best ambagsador.’ Shifted
to Cairo sixteen months ago, Pannikkar tried to sell neutra-
lism to the Araba”

Japan's Role in Southeast Asian Nationalist
Movements, 1940-1945. 182 p.

Ellsbree, Willard H. Cambridge, Harvard
University Press, 19563.

An interesting dissertation on Japan’s attempt to establish
the Greater East Asin Co-Prosperity Sphere. The con-
flicting policies of the Army, Navy and Foreign Office
are clearly shown as the occupation forces attempted to
fan the flames of nationalism in this area in order to
further their own interests. It is shown that the strength
of thiz nationalism was ecompletely underestimated and, in
the end, was able to exert enough pressure to force an
alteration in Japanese policy. Although the entire area
is discussed, the greatest emphasis has been given to
Indonesia, Of special current interest is the chapter on
minority groups as it shows the important role of Overseas
Chinese and Indians in this part of the world. The author
leaves it to the reader to form his own opinion as to
whether or not this Japanese action hastened the indepen-
dence of the countries in this area. The buok is good
background reading for a study of Southeast Asia, an
area very much in the news today.

PERIODICALS

In Conference
Bales, Robert F,

HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW, March-April,
1964, p. 44-50.

An excellent article on committee meetings, Deseribes the
operation and results to date of an experiment being con-
ducted at Harvard University. Excellent recommendations
on composition of commitiees and rules of procedure.

41



Title:
Author:
Publication:
Annotation:

Title:
Author:
Publication:

Annotation:

Title:

Author:

Annotation:

Title:

Author:
Publication:
Annotation:

Title:
Author:

Publication:

Annotation:

42

The Pivot of History.
Kruszewski, Charles
FOREIGN AFFAIRS, April, 1954, p. 388-401,

A semi-biographical account of the contribution of
MacKinder to the field of geopolitics, provides a guide
to hiz writings and an insight into the influence of his
theories on foreipn affairs and history.

The Spirit of Inter-American Unity.
Dulles, John Foster.

THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE BULLETIN
March 16, 1954, p. 379-383.

The text of an address made by the Secretary of State
at the Tenth Inter-American Conference at Caracas on
March 4.

The Impact of Political Factors on Military
Judgement

Gale, Richard N., General Sir, K.C.B., K.B.E,,
D.8.0., M.C.

A British view of the place of the soldier and the politi-
cian in the formulation of national policy, by a lecturer
who has been both,

The Dullea Doctrine: ‘‘Instant Retaliation” —
Will it Deter Aggression?

Morgenthau, Hans J.
NEW REPUBLIC, March 29, 1954, p. 10-14.

An editorial and an article raise questions as to the mill.
tary soundness of massive atomic retaliation as a deter-
rent to future communist aggression.

The Final Secret of Pearl Harbor

Theobald, Robert A., Rear Admiral, U.S.N.,
(Ret.)

U. 8. NEWS & WORLD REPORT, April 2,
1964, p. 48-98.

The complete text of a forthcoming book by an officer
who was stationed in Pearl Harbor in December, 1941,
served as eounse! for Admiral Kimmel during subsequent
investigations, and has made a study of official and dip-
lomatic records from which he has drawn the conclusions
presented in this work,
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