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President’s Notes

Iam pleased to have this opportunity to share with you my great
enthusiasm for being here in Newport at the Naval War College. My
predecessor successtully shepherded the various activities here on campus to
the extent that the college enjoys its righttul place at the center of a
renaissance in strategic maritime thought. It is my intention to continue
applying our best academic effores to improve the operational readiness of the
fleet, Our common challenge, then, is to continue dedicating the impressive
intellectual and physical resources of this institution to this noble end. At the
same time, we will rcdedicate ourselves to meeting the needs and aspirations
of our students and to fostering continued interest in and discussion of the
maritime issues of our time.

These are inspiring times, the more so when one remembers the earlier
efforts of such men as Ernest King, Chester Nimitz, Raymond Spruance, and
Kelly Turner, who formulated and refined strategy and concepts at the
college. That is precisely what is going on in Newport now, and that is as it
should be. 1 am delighted to join a team which has such vital contributions to

make to the future security of the nation. -
ZSE\

R.E. MARRYOTT
Rear Admiral, US Navy
President, Naval War College






Maritime Strategy and Nato Deterrence

F.J. West, Jr.

he 1970s was a period of malaise and turmoil for US national security
interests and organizations. For the US Navy the period was no
exception. At the beginning of the decade, Navy force planning stressed
ASW and convoy protection in the context of a Nato war, and procurement
considerations such as the Sea Control Ship were hotly debated. Considerable
respect was given publicly to Soviet naval power, including statements that
the Soviets could have defeated the Sixch Fleet during the 1973 Middlc East
War, that the US Navy had less than a 50 percent chance of prevailing in a
major US-Soviet war, and that a sea line of communication (SLOC) to our
allics and geopolitical friends (i.e., the PRC) across the Western Pacific might
not be maintained in a major conflict. While some of these assessments may
have been for public consumption in order to influence budgets, they did
reflect a defensive and pessimistic tone.

Similar resonances could be heard in the other services, while in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense in 1977 an cffort was made to codity the self-
perceptions of reduced capabilitics by assuming a reduction in forcign policy
commitments; ¢.g., US forces would not have to transit the Norwegian Sea to
reinforce Norway. In the resultant furor over capabilities versus commitments,
the Department of the Navy produced its own version of naval missions and
capabilitics, called Sea Plan 2000, asserting that a Nato war would actually be
global in nature—duc to the worldwide interests and alliances of both
superpowers—and that US naval forces should, where prudent, attack and not
sit back on the defense. A goal of a 600-ship Navy was suggested. Special
emphasis was given to attack submarines, which were designed for the offense;
to the introduction of phased-array radar AAW cruisers into fifteen carrier
battle groups; and to enhanced clectronic warfare.

Working with the flect commanders in chief and testing the development
and employment concept through repeated wargaming at the Naval War
College, two successive CNOs—Admirals Thomas Hayward and James
Watkins—steadily developed an overall concept for the wartime employ-
ment of naval forces. The plan was a conceptual strategy for maritime forces;

Mr. West has served as Dean of the Center for Advanced Research at the Naval
War College, as the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,
and is currently associated with The Hudson Institute.
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Table
Maritime Strategy Concepts

Numbered listing indicates a Warfighting Concept and, where applicable, a related Deterrence
Concept follows,

1. Warfighting Corcept: War termination without use of nuelear weapons.!

Deterrence Concept: ** Aggressiveness on the part of our ships is the greatest deterrent
we can have. And the Sovicts really underscand chat.”™

2. Warfighting Concept: Nonnuclear option to put at risk Sovict nuclear foree.?
3. Warfighting Concept: Three flanks of the homcland are every bivas important to
the Sovict Union as Central Europe.!

Deterrence Coancept: *“We simulate running strikes mto the Crimea. | would not
preclude an opportunity to go in and clobber the Soviets at the right time and the right
place . . . . T think it is unlikely {on Northern Flank] at a very carly stage.™

4. Warfighting Concept: Our operations arc sequential in a global war strategy ¢

Deterrence Concept: Yoo ifthe NATO Treaty means ;mything, it means we have wo
protcct and to hold Norway. The minimum rcinforcement plans require both the
Marincs and the ACE mobile force to move by sea. They all have to go by ship, to
Norway, after the conflict breaks out. If we allow the Norwegian Sea to be
controlled by the Soviet Union, Norway is untenable.”?

5. Warfighting Concept: ““If we arc swift cnough, we would move rapidly into an
attack on Alekseyevka.™™

Deterrence Coneept: ' . . . we cannat disavow the capability to hit[ with tactical air]
their forces that are threatening our forces . . . .

6. Warfighting Concept: “Very carefully planned and coordinated rollback
operation with heavy SSN combat in the upper Norwegian Sea,”'?

1y

7. Warfighting Concept: **We have to know how effective the SSN surge would be
against the Soviet bastion force around the SSBNs. It is very critical to force them
back up in there.”t!

8. Warfighting Concept: * . . . sequential rollback of the Soviet defenses,” 2
9. Warfighting Concept: “War is inherently unpredictable . . . so nullify the
[Soviet] submarine force in the Norwegian Sea . . . a tough sea . . . may take a

wecek, a month or three months. ™3

10. Warfighting Concept: ““Seizing the initiatives is essential. We have to move up
north of the GIUK Gap. We have to control the Norwegian Sea and foree them back
into the defensive farther norch, under the ice, to use their attack subs to protect their
nuclear missile submarines, to use their attack subs to protect the Kola and Murmansk
coasts, and similarly their Pacific coast. [f we try to draw a ‘cordon sanitaire” and
declare we are not going to go above the GIUK Gap, . .. then they have the
capability to use their attack subs offensively against our SLOCs."™

11. Warfighting Concept: “Our submarines have to go and nullify the Soviet
submarine force before we can send any surface ships, certainly before we send the
Marines up there in amphibious craft . . . we cannot control the Norwegian Sca if
we cannot operate carriers there. In order to put forces into that area, we have to
provide air support for them . . . in the subsequent phases of the operations. !5
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it did not give tactical rudder orders to the fleet and unified CinCs, who are
responsible for the development and cxecution of operational war plans,
[nstcad the maritime strategy provided the policy parameters for operations,
relating campaign options and employment choice risks and realitics on the
onc hand and strategic principles and national goals on the other. When
Secrctary of the Navy John Lehman began speaking publicly about the
forward employment ot US naval forces—to place Soviet forces on the
defensive and to protect distant US allics—he was drawing upon an empirical
body of doctrinal concepts.

What is the Maritime Strategy?

The maritime strategy “is the Navy’s current determination as to the best
overall conventional Maritime Strategy for global war today.”® The
principles of the strategy set forth here are excerpted mainly from the
informative SecNav/CNO testimony to the Senate Armed Services
Commiittee on 14 March 1984. They are summarized in the accompanying
Table, It must be stressed they are general strategic guidelines and it is the
CinCs who design the campaign plans. The maritme strategy provides a
strategic framework by establishing general policy parameters that arc useful
guides to operational thinking,.

Warfighting Aspects. As IDr. Robert Wood of the Naval War College has
stated, “Any deterrence strategy that does not consider how the war will be
fought and terminated is a hollow shell.™? The maritime strategy is
concerned with the actual employment of naval forces capabilitics; that is,
with consideration of how a major US-Sovict war would be fought. The
strategy does not address the employment of nuclear weapons, but employs
conventional forces and campaigns to safeguard Western intcrests and to
secure leverage for cease-fire negotiations.® Its premise is to plan for a
protracted conventional conflict,

The strategy takes scriously Dr. Henry Kissinger's observations that it is
foolish to basc the security of the West upon the threat of mutual suicide.®
The US Navy is confident that, with the coordination of the other US services
and allies, the wartime naval missions of the West can be accomplished, the
oftensive can be seized and Sovict naval power can be gradually destroyed,
enabling Western military assets to be deployed across oceans around the
globe. These principles have been stated repeatedly by naval officials and
similar statements have been contained for the past several years in the OSD)
Posture Statements, rcflecting a growing consensus about the wartime
employment of conventional naval power and how confidence in those
capabilities reintorces the stability of deterrence.

From the Table, five principles of combat emerge.
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First, nuclear weapons are not used.

Second, sequential operations in a protracted war arc planned. There are
no fixed time lines or fixed plans for exccution in a rote manncr.

Third, offensive sea control is stressed repeatedly because the best defense
is a good offense. The United States presumably conserves naval resources by
attacking rather than by defending a ““Maginot Line’” like the GIUK Gap.
Rollback ASW campaigns in the Pacific and the Norwegian Sea are proposed
to prevent Soviet submarine interdiction of the SLOCs. Marines contribute,
especially on the northern flank, to prevent the forward basing of Soviet
aircraft to attack the SLOC. Soviet Naval Aviation bases, where vulnerable,
will be hit. Offensive orientation sceks to pin down, bottle up, or destroy
Soviet forces, conceding no sanctuaries.

Fourth, war termination leverage is sought. There is the option of changing
the nuclear balance by nonnuclear attacks. The Soviet Navy will be
destroyed; there will be few or no ocean arcas the Soviets can claim to control
during cease-fire negotiations. It will be a US option to grant any sector or no
sector of occan to the Soviets. After a cease-fire or during negotiations, the
United States can usc all the scas for commerce, reinforcement, SSBN patrols
and the application of power.

Fifth, by dominating the occans the strategy emphasizes the eventual
application of the effects of US mobilization (e.g., $1 trillion a year), and of
non-European allied mobilization (e.g., another $500 billion a year).

In sum, the warfighting principles of the strategy are:
nonnuclear,
protracted coalition war with sequential and rollback operations,
offensive pressure to protect SLOCs,
war termination leverage, and

® control of the scas to apply effects of a massive Western mobilization.
Only two of the five principles relate to sea control—the maritime strategy in
its cssence is not maritime; it is a conventional war strategy.

Deterrence Aspects. In large measure, US naval planning is based on the logic
of how to fight if deterrence breaks down. In the event of actual conflict, as
former SacLant Admiral Harry Train, USN (Ret.), has expressed it, there are
only a limited number of options.? First, it is possible that the Soviets would
be stopped and would then quickly accept a cease-fire on status quo ante
terms inorder to avoid possible escalation. This is unlikely. Second, the Allies
could be quickly pushed back and accept a cease-fire on Soviet terms, This is
also unlikely. Third, the Allies, losing ground, could initiate a full nuclear
exchange, killing hundreds of millions of people. Fourth, the Allies, losing
ground, conld employ nuclear weapons in a “limited’” way and the Sovicts
would respond in kind. Tens of millions would be killed and either the Allics
would accept a cease-firc on negotiated terms or continue the war without
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further resort to nuclear weapons. Fifth, the Allies, despite initial setbacks
and loss of ground, could continue a conventional war until able to negotiate
an acceptable termination of hostilitics.

Because the first two arc unlikely and the next two are unacceptable,
naval planning procceds from the fifth case. Itis based on two assumptions.
The first is that officers'must plan seriously for actual conflict involving
current capabilities. This is in marked contrast to the long prevailing
attitude that, since the current allied forces are unable to provide a
successful defense, the goal of planners is to list the resource requirements
for a successful defense ten years hence and not to think through the course
of a conventional war if those requirements arc not fulfilled. The second
assumption is that history supports real capabilities rather than deterrent
theories. Deterrence has failed time and again when an aggressor should
have remained deterred (e.g., Japan initiating war againse the United States
or Argentina scizing the Falklands).

Nato planning derives from a different wellspring. Having fought a
terribly destructive war forty years ago, the West Europeans are determined
not to repeat the experience. Nuclear weapons, because they risk the mutual
suicide of nations, have been perceived as the guarantor of nonwar.
Thercefore, many West Europeans tend to take warfighting seriously only asa
means legitimizing the use of nuclear weapons. The role of the hundreds of
thousands of Allied troops in West Germany recling under the impact of
Soviet aggression is to engage the pitched emotions of the 16 Nato nations,
making credible any desperate Western resort to nuclear war. Therefore, the
“deterrent-only” theory views any serious planning for conventional defense
as weakening deterrence becaase it weakens the supposed automatic resort to
nuclear weapons.

The "deterrent-only” theory is based on the credible possibility—in the
event of major conflict—of catastrophic nuclear destruction of Europe and,
as well, of the American and Soviet homelands. This means there can be no
clear fircbreaks beeween bactleficld, theater and strategic levels of nuclear
war. Why? Because to many West Europeans, firebreaks provide a means for
the destruction of Europe alone, while the United States and the Soviet Union
remain intact—this does not sufficiently cnhance the deterrence
of war in Europe. The $5-20s in the western Soviet Union targeted against
Western Europe provide one link between the destruction of Europe and that
of the superpowers, while the Pershing 11 and US cruise missiles in Western
Europe targeted against the $8-20s provide another. Clearly, the West’s
[luC]Car WC:IPO]]S are not scen  as rC(erSSing WCStcrn ShOl‘tCO[nings il]
conventional forces.

Under this theory Nato conventional torces must at least be strong enough
to put up astout detense, to prevent any quick faicaccompli by a Warsaw Pact
blitzkrieg. Enough time and treasure must be expended that che peoples and
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policymakers of Western Europe and the United States tully appreciate that
the war is a struggle to the death. Once the West is deeply and emotionally
committed, then resort to nuclear weapons is credible

Critics argue that this theory of total, even suicidal, commitment is
incredible, not least because those advocating the theory are doing so inorder
to avoid very modest peacetime increases in canventional forces. If the
democracies of the West are unwilling to support even five percent GNP tor
defense in peacetime, critics have observed, they will not choose the final
sacrifice in wartime. True, they admit, the ferocity with which the Western
democracies fought in two world wars, despite having voted against defense
apptopriations even on the eves of both conflicts, suggests that the level of
sacrifice cannot be predicted in advance. But, they pointout, the objective in
previous wars was to build strength in order to win and preserve or restore
the socicties of the West, while the deterrent-only theory for a future war is
to blow up the socicties.

In brief, reliance on nuclear weapons has led some to view as unacceptable
any defense planning which lessens the likelihood of the nuclear apocalypse,
because that is perceived as the essential clement for deterrence. [n contrast, by
assuming a protracted conflict, the maritime strategy rejects the assumption of
the carly resort to nuclear war. Thus it is a threat to the theory of “deterrence
only.” Those wedded to the deterrent theory refuse to plan for conventional
warfighting because such a plan might include initial setbacks or destruction and
mancuver within the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG); such plans arc
politically unacceptable in most West European nations. Therefore, the current
Nato strategy is principally abour the deterrence of war.

How do the five principles of maritime warfighting relate to deterrence?
Deterrence encompasses, inter alia, these following concepts:

® Forward presence—the aggressor sees he will have to fight Americans.

® Rcassurance of allies—Dby forward presence, by the nuclear umbrella,
by contacts and rhetoric, and by credible plans matched to capabilitics and to
the scriousness of the threat.

® Direct Conventional Defense—-the standard interpretation is to add
bulk to the Central Front to defend against a blirzkricg. All too common West
European wisdom is that this defense cannot be done given Sovict strength,
and so should not be done, because it would undercut the nuclear automaticity
which is the true deterrent of any war. The common American view is that
direct defense has less than an even chance today, but could be successful if all
the allics contribute some real growth per year to their defense budgets for
ten years. Unfortunately, the present Warsaw Pact modernization rate is
exceceding the modernization efforts of the Nato allies.

The maritime strategy contributes to direct defense by insuring continuous
reinforcement across the SLOC for protracted war, Thus the Sovicts arc



Maritime Stralegy and Nato Deterrence 11

faced with two tasks: break the center; and seize the flanks and choke off
reinforcements. If the Sovicts cannot choke off allied reinforcements, they face
a long war against an cconomically superior opponent. With the US maritime
principles of rollback pressure on all the Soviet flanks, the probability of the
reinforcements—and so of a protracted war—is high.

® Uncertainty about the terms and costs of the war—this refers to efforts
(sometimes called retaliation, horizontal escalation, analogous response, etc.)
which indicate to a potential aggressor thata war will vt be fought on his terims
or on his choice of territory. For instance, the public voicing of possible Nato
planning options to scize East German (GDR) territory or create an uprising in
Eastern Europe would add to Soviet uncertainty about the terms of a war.2 This
assumes the GDR is vulnerable to a Nato counteroffensive—such action would
gain territory for Nato bargaining purposes, encourage the defection of
Warsaw Pact armics and lead to the disintegration of Soviet control in Eastern
Europe.®

The maritime strategy adds to Soviet uncertainty by declaring that,
regardless of how well the Sovicts are doing on the Central Front, the US naval
policy is to:

® apply pressure globally,
possibly change the nuclear balance,
prolong the war,
apply to Europe the cffects of US mobilization (81 trillion),
assist in the mobilization of Japan and other allics ($500 billion),
possibly transport hi-tech military items to the PRC,
apply pressure on the Soviet flanks,
attack Soviet bases,
destroy the Soviet Navy, and
prevent the Sovict use of any ocean for any reason.

Added together, these capabilities point to a contlict af different dimensions
than a blitzkricg on the Central Front. In deterrent terms, this increases Soviet
uncertainty and complicates Sovict planning.

Im sum, the maritime strategy adds to deterrence through:

Direct Defense, by making it clear that the Soviets must achieve two tasks:
break the center, and seize the flanks to choke down the massive reinforcements
which will be coming across the SLOC. The maritime strategy makes seizing
the flanks and squeczing the SLOC very difficult.

Increasing Uncertainty about the terms of the war. Whatever clse the war will
be, it will not be limited in time to one month or in focus to the Central Front
theater. If the Soviets attack, they must cxpect a world war of protracted {if not
nuclear) dimensions. Because the blitzkrieg cannot cap the US defense budget
or prevent the transoceanic movement af the US assets eventually produced, in
war the Soviets would face a severe long-term problem on a global scale
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Critiques

f the maritime strategy sceks to enhance deterrence, why is ic attacked
so stridently and persistently by scveral critics? Three reasons are

apparent. First, the Navy has not explained its concepts. It is Pentagon style to
give briefings, because that is the only way to get the car of busy officials. But
bricfings are elliptical and there has been no rigorous, comprehensive analysis
setting forch the maritime strategy, Two CNOs—Hayward and Watkins—
have been personally responsible for the strategy and have done so with a
handful of assistants. Routine staff support has been thin. Most naval officers
are, and should be, first and foremost operators. Some tend to be impatient
with concepts, viewing them as irrelevant or academic. In the maritime
strategy, the Navy had a good idea which could add a dimension —protracted
war—to deterrence and to war plans. (Another contribution to deterrence
has been the Army War College work on mancuver and campaign strategies,
which, although possibly at variance with Nato quasi-linear defense, would
seriously contest any Soviet blitzkrieg on the Central Front.) But whether the
Navy will develop and refine the strategy it has announced remains to be seen.
There arc about ten articles written attacking the strategy for every one
written to explain it. Many who champion the Nato deterrent strategy, are
skeptical of the maritime strategy, while the central thesis of this article is
that the maritime strategy actually contributes to Nato deterrence.

Sccond, critics and proponents alike mix and confusc warfighting and
deterrent concepts. The maritime strategy was developed as a discrete set of
warfighting concepts and, later, concepts about deterrence were added. To
the extent thar warfighting concepts are realistic (and perceived as realistic
by the Soviets), they arc also deterrent. They are not two separate branches of
the same tree, but are more closely intertwined. Recently, the Navy has been
developing an agenda for bilateral negotiations with allies, for crisis
management, for signaling to the Soviets, and for dealing with the repertoire
of concerns to policymakers in international security affairs. All of these are
Jegitimate issucs but when they are lumped rogether, there is confusion about
which concepts apply if a US-Sovier conflicr occurs. There is not a clear
distinction between those rheories that enhance deterrence of a major conflict
and those that apply to managing crises.

Third, some critics have genuine disagreements with one or more of the
essential principles of the maritime strategy and do not believe US naval
power contributes to stability in proportion to the resources it receives.

The principles of the strategy address warfighting and articulate a set of
means in a protracted conflict that are premised on avoiding massive nuclear
destrucrion. The maritime strategy says that having a coherent plan for
warfighting—as the Sovicts do—strengthens deterrence, If war comes it still
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might go nuclear, but if war comes and does not go nuclear, the maritime
strategy sceks to contribute to a termination satisfactory to US interests.

Nato Europe prefers to observe that, since any war is unsatisfactory to
Woestern interests, no realistic planning for conventional war can be done
beyond a short forward defense because such plans would reduce the
automatic resort to nuclear weapons and so might encourage the Warsaw
Pact to use its superior conventional strength.

This is a serious dilemma. The US Navy, together with allied support, can
prohahly achieve its wartime tasks of insuring allicd resupply worldwide and
ot delivering mobile firepower, while threatening to destroy all Soviet naval
assets. In simtlar fashion, US and allied tactical air can probably destroy
Soviet tactical air, and should, given that Nato invests twice as much in tacair
systems. But these achicvements do not offset the extraordinary Soviet
mvestment in land, armored warfare,

On a GNP or per capita basis, Western Europe spends considerably less on
defense than does the United States. By the standard, quantitative measures,
the allied inputs are not equal to the conventional warfighting task, unless
carly setbacks and initial loss of territory arc accepted as a real risk. Under
Secretary of Defense Fred C. Ikle has identified this as a critical concern
stating, “‘If wc arc serious about emphasizing conventional defense and
avoiding ‘first use’ of nuclear weapons, we must be serious about the staying
power ot our conventional forces.”

The democracies of Western Europe appear to be willing to accept added
risk rather than to increase peacetime spending. Their preferred solution is to
rely upon an automatic linkage between Soviet conventional aggression and
an allied nuclear response. Serious US Navy thinking and planning for
protracted conventional conflict upsets the comfortable theory of auto-
maticity—which may not prove to be very automatic if put to the test.

Another West Furopcan rescervation is that US naval planming is too
global/diffuse in scope and slow in response. Nato Europe links an attack
upon one nation as an attack upon all. Therefore, many believe the onslaught
of hostilities will spread quickly to the Central Front as the key battlefield ina
ferocious and short {probably less than 30 days) war. In contrast, the US Navy
is sprecad out in the North Atlantic, Norwegian Sca, Mediterrancan and
Western Pacific. The Central Front is not central to naval forces and naval
forces are not central to the Central Front.

Also, while Nato land forces are tied to a political deterrent policy of
forward defense along a thin line which permits little maneuver backward or
forward, naval forces are freer to employ maneuver, testing the enemy before
being committed far forward. The military logic for naval torces is to delay
full-scale engagements until enemy capabilities have been probed, while
Nato land forces do not have the luxury of delay or for large geographic
maneuver. Conceivably, large-scale naval battles may not begin until wecks
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after momentous land battles have been decided. Henee, those planners that
believe the Central Front is the key, quite logically want to reduce resources
for naval forces and insure that those naval torces procured be commiceed
carly-on in a way which supports the Central Front battle.

SLOC support for the Central Frontis perecived by some as achievable with
less investment in carrier battle groups. Carriers in turn are perceived as
contributing less per dollar in allicd tactical air than fixed air bases near the
Central Front. Only if one views conflice with the Soviet Union as occurring on
several fronts, on ascale and length comparable to the previous two world wars,
does the mobility inherent in naval airpower make sense in a major contflict.

In 1984 the perception of allied tactical air superiority gave rise to proposals
forits fulll uti|ity against Sovict armor. Emerging Technologics (ETs) would, on
a cost-cffective basis, enable Nato to target, aterite and disrupt Saviet vehicular
forces 100-300 miles in the rear through the use of precision-guided munitions
(PGMs) launched primarily from tactical aircraft and secondarily by land-based
intermediate-range missiles. The concept of Follow-On Forees Attack (FOFA)
or “Deep Strike” has the added political benefit of placing some potential
pressurc on the Warsaw Pact (at least the GIDR would not be a sanctuary)
without appearing to make Nato, and especially the Federal Republic of
Germany, look too offensive-minded in peacetime.

The trend in US tactical air forces is toward PGMs, and FOFA has been
conceptually linked to the US Air Force.? It is doubtful whether scrious
planning should rely on the application of naval tactical air in or beyond the
Central Front for the initial weeks of a major war. The Soviet submarine and
air-to-surface missile threats, the demands of other regions and the sheer
ocean distances naval forces must traverse all suggest that naval tactical air
not be planned as a substitute to—although it should complement—Iland-
based tactical air in the region of the world most denscly populated by
land-based air systems.

By virtue of its environment and its systems, US naval forces show marked
differences in planning assumption when compared with Nato Central Front
doctrine and the deterrence theory of automaticity. These differences can be
papered over, but they are scrious. US naval planners look to cmploy
conventional systems, even if that means initial setbacks. They look at
theaters around the globe, not at one battlefield. They envision a long
struggle, perhaps punctuated by episodic ccasc-fires, and not a short war.
They view deterrence as resting on the conventional capabilities to achieve
policy objectives, not capabilities to achieve an cmotional commitment and
intensity of sacrifice to compel the initiation of nuclear war without
calculation of the consequences.

Nato Europe has not yet recognized the seriousness or the extent of the
cvolution in US naval doctrine and strategic thought. Within American
circles, there are reservations and suspicions about the naval doctrine. Critics
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suspect naval motivations are for reasons of force structure justification,
especially of large-deck carriers, (The cutting edge of naval strategy,
however, begins with the attack submarine and ASW.) Others believe that
the naval effortis misdirected strategy in terms of geopolitics and that these
resources would be more useful if allocated to Europe to stop a Soviet
blitzkrieg. This reallocation of forces presumes that the US Congress
would vote to do even more for Western European nations (which are
cqually as wealthy per capita as the United States), who as a general rule
are content to put forward half the effort of the United States on a per
capita basis. [t also preswmes conflict will occur in the Central Front, and
that other areas of Western Europe and the globe would benefit less from
the mobile power of US naval forces. Because the strategic challenges to
US interests have been increasing outside the Central Front, the argument
for more US Central Front forces at the expense of more flexible forces is
open to serious question,

The US naval focus has been on persuading all US armed services that the
issuc is not a force structure debate but rather the need to develop a
conventional warfighting concept. This is because the initiation of nuclear
war is not militarily scusible, especially when rhetorically cited as a reason
why wealthy nations do not have to provide prudently for their common
defense by conventional means.

Naval planning strained of the salt water, is a plan for a protracted,
conventional conflict. Since democracies often do not sacritice sufficiently
for security during peacetime, the planning recognizes there may well be
initial setbacks if war occurred. In its realism, it can strengthen deterrence.
Given Sovict nuclear strength, the Western initation of nuclear war, after a
conventional setback, is becoming less credible. What is becoming more
credible is the weakness of the Sovict cconomy and the enormous strength of
the US economy and the economies of other allied or friendly nations. Tn a
major conflict, regardless of how the first month of conventional war went in
certain theaters, the Soviets would have to calculate the one-year, two-year,
and three-year conscquences of US economy with a $1 trillion annual defense
budget with an additional $200 billion annually devored to strategic defense.

With or without the Central Front, US naval planning has been based on
analyses of how to fight conventionally. Because this involves a protracted
war (meaning possible deseruction in Europe) Nato Europe has not addressed
the issue, preferring to cling to a deterrence-only theory. Yet naval planning
can be explained as reinforeing, not reducing, deterrence. As the credibility
of initiating nuclear war weakens, so the comparative strength of mobiliza-
tion economies rises in the calculus of those who must make the decision to go
to war. The cffect of more than a trillion dollars per year in US conventional
and nuclear forces would weigh very heavily on the decisionmakers in the
Politburo when weighing the risks of major conflict. Lastly, US naval
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planning is premised on a basic assumption: a military professional must have
a concept and plan for how he is going to fight.

hen, what are the serious objections to the maritime strategy?
There are four.

First, that US naval losses by offensive sea control would be much higher than if the
United States stayed south of the GIUK gap, stayed out of the Seas of Japan and of
Okhotsk and, in general stayed defensive and let the war play out to a conclusion on the
Central Front.

This is a professional military judgment about net power. The available
cvidence suggests that the United States has the power to press forward and
that losses on the SLOCs would be higher if defensive sea control were
employed.

Second, if the Soviet blitzkrieg destroys the Central Front, the war is terminated and
over.

Why? If we definc blitzkrieg as an attempt to quickly destroy an opposing
army by penetrating its front and driving into its rear, then there have been
several successful blitzkriegs. If we place blitzkrieg within the context of
successful “‘war termination,” then the evidence about blitzkriegs is mixed.
Hitler’s blitzkricg against Poland precipitated hostilitics with England and
France. Hitler’s blitzkrieg against France did not end the war with England, and
Hitler's blitzkrieg against Russia failed to put the Sovict Army out of the war.

How could the Soviets use a blitzkricg attack along the inner-German
border as a means both to start and terminate a war with Nato, including the
United States? Such an attack would have to achieve two objectives—the
defeat of Nato's forward deployed armies and the ncutralization of allied
{e.g., US, UK, Spain and Japan) ability to mobilize and continue to fight in
force. Itis difficult to imagine that the latter objective can be achieved by the
Sovicts without major operations on the flanks of Nato designed to change the
geography of a US-Soviet SLOC war. If this is true, then the US Navy has
considerablc influence on how long a war would last.

The unstated assumption of a blitzkrieg leading to war termination must be
that the United States would be deterred, by the Soviet threat of nuclear
attack, from persisting in conventional attacks and full-scile mobilization.
Heuce, the Soviets win by forcing the United States to accept surrender terms
by the threat of nuclear attacks. This point of view, if correct, would really
undcrmine West Furopean confidence and Nato cohesion because it is a
double denial of US stated policy. First, it denies that we would initiate
nuclear strikes rather than accept the loss of West German territory and
second, that we would be deterred from retaking territory out of fear of
Soviet nuclear strikes.

A successful blitzkrieg 4,000 miles from the United States does not solve a
central Soviet dileinma: how to cap the US defense budget, prevent a shift in
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the nuclear balance in favor of the United States and prevent the United
States from applying massive reinforcement, sooner or later, across the
SLOCs. The old adage applies: “if striking a king, strike to kill.”" How a
blitzkrieg against the European Central Front would result in the de facto
surrender of the United States is not clear. Most likely, the war would not be
over; it would be just beginning.

Third, if the Soviet blitzkrieg does not succeed, the Soviets will accept terms.

This is not to say that SLOCs arc not relevant to the essential battle, or to
the deterrence of that battle. The logic here is that the Soviet General Staff
would plan an attack only if quick victory were anticipated. Only increased
Nato strength on the Central Front will lessen Soviet confidence in a quick
victory, and therefore only increased Nato forces on the Central Front
contribute to deterrence against the blitzkrieg.

This logic has three questionable assumptions. First, it requires more
resources, especially West European, at a time when West European (and
US) defense budgets show no real growth. Second, it denies that a US/allied
capability to change the terms of the war (¢.g., to a global war) strengthens
deterrence. This denial is implicitly a denial of the nuclear deterrent, which
also lessens Soviet confidence by threatening to change the termus of the war.
Third, it denics that the Soviets must seize the flanks and choke off the US
reinforcement through the Atlantic SLOCs, in addition to scizing the center.
[f an initia] Soviet blitzkrieg is halted in the center and the war appears to be
going favorably for Nato (i.c., little or no loss of territory), a Sovict decision
to accept a cease-fire and negotiate is likely only if Soviet prospects for
continued conflict look bleak. If initial defensive success on the Central Front
is bought by Nato at the cost of losing Norway and the ability to sustain the
SLOC, then a decision by the Soviets to avoid a protracted conflict via
negotiations is not likely since, without the SLOC, Nato loses the advantages
in a protracted war.

The maritime strategy complicates Soviet planning and confidence because
the Soviets must scize the flanks as well as the center. Despite the pace or
direction of the land battle in the center, as the fighting drags on allied tactical
air begins to assert itself. (Confidence in allied tactical air is the critical
assumption for endorsing FOFA or “Deep Strike.””) With Nato controlling
the seas and air, Soviet movement against the flanks would be difficult and
probably would not have the characteristics or timing of a blitzkrieg. Hence,
the strategy complicates the Soviet timetable for a quick victory and a quick
ceasc-fire, because it says the war will be protracted, global and fought on
terms chosen by Nato as well as those chosen by the Soviet Union.

Fourth, ;fthe Soviets can be S!opped in their initial blitzkrieg, the war can be terminated
because the allies will be willing to initiate nuclear war.

This logic does not explain why the initiation of nuclear war by the allies is
more credible after a conventional defense of weeks, rather than of days. The
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incentive to escalate is the same in either case: conventional setbacks on the
Central Front. The consequence of escalation—disaster—is not different in
the two cases.

In summary, the maritime strategy sccks to enhance deterrence by
indicating to the Sovicts that aggression against the Central Front may
encounter: successtul dircct defensc; nuclear escalation; or a protracted
conventional war with diffcrent terms added to the couflict (e.g., a shift in the
nuclear balance, a SLOC to the PRC, the mobilized cconomics of Japan, Asia
and other countrics, pressurc against the Soviet flanks, a long war in Europe
and the eventual cffects on the nuclear and conventional balances of a trillion
dollar US defense budget). Given that the United States posscsses a reasonable
sct of capabilities for the maritime strategy, it is not clear why we should deny
oursclves the deterrent cffects which that strategy offers.

The Navy is suggesting that a war between the superpowers and their allies
could remain conventional. Regardless of the initial outcome on the Central
Front, the Soviets would have to contend with the cventual application of the
technological and industrial might of the United States. Unless the Soviets
could persuade the United States to cap its defense budget, eventually the
nuclcar balance would favor the United States. Unless the Soviets could seize
the flanks and approaches to Eurasia and choke the transit of allicd material,
cventually US naval superiority would result in the buildup ashore of a
massive amount of Western military power. This conceptofa protracted war
ts dismissed by somc who believe, as did the Japanese in 1941, that the United
States does not have the will to sustain such a war, or that the Soviets will
initiate nuclear war if they are in danger of losing territories they scized in
their initial conventional attack.

Othcrs reject the possibility of protracted conventional war because to
entertain the possibility would weaken a deterrent which they believe to rest
upon the credible threat of Nato's initiation of nuclear war if losing territory
in the conventional war, However, the credibility of this threat to commit
mutual nuclear suicide has eroded. That credibility cannot be reinvigorated
by rcfusing to examinc the conduct and conscquences of protracted
conventional war.

The Navy and Marine Corps, however, do use resources which,
Congress and world cvents permitting, could be dedicated to a further
strengthening buildup of US forces in West Germany. Those resources
would not in themselves yield confidence in Nato’s initial defense. That
defense would require renewed West Buropean dedication and resource
increases which are not forthcoming, It is generally accepted that the odds
for successful Nato initial defense are decreasing because the West has
chosen not to allocate the required resources. So the choice is not between
confidence in a successful Nato initial defense and plans for a protracted
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conflict. Neither is the choice between such plans and the nuclear
deterrent; it is not suggested that the nuclear forces which provide the linkage
to the nuclear deterrent be reduced.

The protracted war option increases deterrence because it adds to Sovict
uncertainty. Even should the hypothetical major war not escalate to the
nuclear level, the Soviet Union—no matter how successful its initial
blitzkrieg in one theater or another—would have to reckon eventually with
the full force of a mobilized America that has control of the seas and whose
forces could be applied to any theater. As Germany and Japan learned, initial
success in war against the United States is transitory. Knowing that US
defense planners have thought through the course of a protracted conven-
tional war, wargaming on a global scale year after year, complicates the
calculus of Soviet planners and contributes to the deterrence of war.
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JCS Reform: A Defense of the
Current System

Robert |. Murray

have assumed the task of defending the status quo. It is a curmudgeon-

like assignment, implying, I believe, that everything is all right as it is.
Which it is not. I see the need for reform, but of a different kind than is
presently being mooted in most organization studies. But, let me begin by
considering what is good in the current Joint Chiefs of Staft system.

What s good in the current system? [ think at least three things can be said
in its favor. The first is history. The JCS system has taken us successfully
through the most dangerous war in our national life, and has subscquently
carried us safely through four decades of the postwar nuclear cra without
conflict between us and our most dangerous adversary, and without war in
Europe. The Joint Chiefs of Staff system, under civilian authority,
demonstrated in World War II that it can formulate and prosecute a winning
military strategy, notwithstanding—indced, perhaps helped by-—disagree-
ments among military leaders. Our military record of the past half century is
not unblemished, but we should take note that, on the most crucial issues, the
system has worked.

We have, for example, a strategy for the defensc of Europe. Itis a strategy
that is part deterrence, part preparation for warfighting. It is a strategy
fashioned in part from idcas and proposals arising in the Joint system,
developed over along period in conjunction with our allies, Similarly through
the Joint system, plans for the employment of the Rapid Deployment Force in
Third World areas have been created; and, most recently, work is
underway—through war games involving the Joint Chiefs of Staff and all
unified and specificd commanders, and their respective staffs-—to develop
more cohesive strategic ideas for the integration and employment of forces
worldwide in various contingencics. The Joint system is not perfect, but
neither is it in gridlock.

Sccondly, the present JCS system enables—"‘encourages” would be too
strong a word—diverse military points of view to come forward. Sonc

Mr. Murray is a former Under Sccretary of the Navy, a recent Dean of the Center
of Naval Warfare Studies at the Naval War College, and is currently the Director of
National Security Programs at the Johun F. Kennedy School of Gavernment, Harvard
University.
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people think this a demerit, and in fact the Chiefs themselves work hard,
perhaps too hard, to overcome disagreement; but, for my part, [ count
diversity a strength of the system, for it allows informed debate on major
questions of strategy; whether or not, for example, to emphasize strategic
bombing, or coalition defense of Europe, or maritime supremacy, or more or
less dependence on nuclear weapons in strategy, and so forth. Unity of vision
is important for executing policy, but for helping to establish policy, whichis
the first function of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, diversity of advice is preferable.

[t is preferable, among other reasons, because public debate on large
matters, such as national strategy, is needed to help assure public support for
the armed forces and for commitments and actions entered into by the
President. Thus, what is wanted in the first instance from the Joint Chiefs of
Staffis a variety of sound ideas about how to defend the country. The political
process can then debate and refine these ideas, helped by the interaction
between military and civilian opinion, and then civilian authority can choose
the best among them, or the best combination of them. By this process we
achieve a reasonable consensus on national strategy. Not perfect agreement,
for it is a process of continual debate and refinement. But it is a healthy
process.

The third point in favor of the current JCS system is that it has the
important advantage of fitting both the letter and the spirit of the
Constitution. The Founding Fathers, as we all know, had a deep distrust of
any system that vested control of political affairs—and decisions about the
purpose, size, organization, and employment of the armed torces are political
affairs—in the hands of any one person or institution. The Constitution,
accordingly, distributes power widely, while placing most authority for
defense policy with the Congress, the institution closest to the people.

These three points in favor of the present JCS system—that it has given
good advice and direction to the armed forces in critical times on crucial
issues; that it can produce constructive if sometimes diverse and argumenta-
tive ideas; and that it is in the mainstream of American political institutions—
are important assets of the current system.

Deficiencies of the Current System

What, then, is wrong with the current JCS system? What are the charges
levied against it? The principal charges are:

® that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are unable to give sound military advice on
matters of strategy, of service roles and missions, or of resource allocation;
and

® that the joint system, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Unified
Commanders, fails in tbe major mission of carrying out military operations
successfully, as evidenced by military failures in Vietnam, Iran and Lebanon.
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The first charge is made most forcefully by General David Jones, former
Chairman, Joint Chiefls of Staff, and former Air Force Chief of Staff, and by
General Edward Meyer, former Army Cbief of Staff, both men of
considerable experience and ability. They argue that service Chiefs are
institutionally unable to divorce themselves from their individual service
interests, that service rivalry over budget shares dominates military advice,
and that rather than send issues in disagreement to the Secretary of Defense
for decision, as would be required by law, the Chicfs make a great effort to
rcach agreement by compromising the quality and sharpness of their advice if
neeessary,

The sceond charge is made by, among others, Edward Luttwak in his recent
book, The Pentagon and the Art of War. Luttwak asserts that the military
leadership has lost the ability to prosecute war successfully, as was evidenced
in Vietnam by an absence of strategy or coherent direction to the war effore,
mcans unrelated to ends (as, for example, the excessive and inappropriate use
of fircpower), and mission assignments intended more to assure every service
a sharc of the action than to prosccute the war successfully.

These charges are cchoed in a recent Georgetown study of Defense
organization. The members of the study group comprise many of the most
cxperienced insiders, both military and civilian, in the defense business, Jones
and Meycr among them. The study group’s work was endorsed, as worthy of
close consideration by citizens, by every living former Sccretary of Defensc
save one, Thesc are grave charges by scasoned people and must be seriously
regarded.

The Proposed Remedies

The remedies proposed for reforming the system run in similar directions:
steengthen the role of the Chairman, JCS, relative to the service Chicfs, and
the role of the unified commanders relative to the scrvice component
commanders; place the Joint Staff under the authority of the Chairman, JCS,
rather than under the JCS as a corporate body, and build a class of joint service
officers who will rise above service parochialism; and give to the Chairman,
JCS, authority for preparing budgets and programs reflecting his own
priorities and those of the unified commanders.

Some proposals arc more far-rcaching than others. General Meyer, for
cxample, has advocated removing the service Chicfs from the JCS system
altogether, replacing them with cqually senior officers who would work for
the Chairman, JCS, who would bring with them the experience of their
individual services but who would not represent their services and who would
not return to their service (they would redire after this job). The aim, of
course, is for these officers to be positioned to give objective advice to the
Sccretary and the President, through the Chairman, JCS.
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Luttwak would go much further. Fle would create a new category of joint
officers, National Defense Officers, recruited from the best of the coloncels
and Navy captains. These national defense officers would staft the upper
reaches of the Joint system. Recruited as colonels, they would not go on to
command formations at the one-, two-, and three-star levels; such jobs would
be retained by the “single-service” ofticers (those who chose to remain in
their service rather than to pursuce careers in the Joint system). The national
defense officers would, however, command larger formations at the four-star
level; in the meantime, they would attend schools and fill the various joint
staffs, learning the principles and drawing up the operational plans for joint
and combined military operations.

The Georgetown study is less ambitious than Lutewak, but nonctheless
recommends significant change. It would strengthen the role of the Chairman
by making him, rather rhan the corporate Joint Chicfs of Staff, the principal
military adviser to the national command authoriries. It would give the
Chairman a four-star deputy, who would also be rhe Director of the Joint
Staff. The Joint Staff would work for the Chairman, not for the corporate
Chiefs.

Joint staff officers would be frecd from their current restrictions as to
tenure on the Joint Staft. Joint duty would become a separate carcer field, and
vigorous cfforts would be made, through education and through intervention
in the promotion system, to create and advance officers willing to spend
considerable portions of their carcers in joint assignments.

The Chairman would supervise and direct the work of the unified
commanders, The component conunanders would become deputy unified
commanders, very much under the full control and authority of the unified
commander, and ne longer be representatives of their service.

The Chatrman would be authorized to develop strategic and operational
plans that draw on service informational inputs but that do not require service
approval, although the services and the Chiefs would be kept well informed
and able to comment and disagree if they choose. The Chairman would also
prepare his own program and budget, and would have a staft to assist him in
this endeavor, in order to reflect his own priorities and the priorities of the
unificd commanders.

These are significant changes to the currene system, Will they overcome
the deficiencies being complained of?

The Remedies Considered

There were, one will recall, three broad complants raised against the Joine
Chicfs of Staft system: that the Chiefs do not provide a coherent military
strategy, nor are they able to make constructive recommendations for
adjusting roles and missions because of interservice rivalry; for this same
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rcason, the Chiefs do not give uscful advice on resource allocation; and also
for this same rcason, the planning and conduct of military operations is not
done well in the current system where scrvice interests have such a large
voice. Let us examine each complaint against the proposed remedies.

Strategy, Roles and Missions. The search for cohcrent strategy is a long-
standing quest. In some ways it resembles the carlier quest for the
Northwest Passage: both have been pursued by men convinced of their
existence, both have been pursued with vigor and enthusiasm, both have
remained elusive.

We live in a dynamic world, and we are part of a noisy democracy. It is
unrcasonable to expect too much coherence.

Nevertheless, we are not without a sensible strategy: to deter war with the
Sovict Union by posing unacceptable risks of military conflict at least at the
points of greatest interest and danger; to do this in conjunction with our allies;
to strengthen deterrence and to improve our defense posture by deploying
forces forward in certain arcas; to raise the nuclear threshold by maintaining
large, capable conventional forces; to maintain maritime supremacy without
which we could not prosecute any war; and to defend our other interests
around the world to the extent our resources allow. Why is this not a
reasonably coherent strategy? What new strategic outline will result from
modifying the JCS organization in the ways proposed?

To be sure, describing our strategy in this way begs many questions. There
is a level of thought and potential action below the level of strategy and above
the level of tactics which the Russians call “operational art.” It is the theater
level of activity, in which a more precise relationship between means and end
is organized. Here, in my opinion, reform is needed. We need to develop
more sophisticated appreciations of missions, tasks, and force requirements at
the theater level. This will involve rethinking scrvice roles and missions. I¢
will not produce, however, great new defense economies. There already exist
reasonable ground rules with respect to roles and missions for our forces. The
services do represent distinct functional areas, and do not in general have
broadly overlapping mission areas. Indeed, if we think of the most demanding
scenario, one involving war with the Soviet Union, we arc force-poor, not
force-rich. Itis true, for example, that we have airplanes and pilots in all four
services, but itis not clear that we would be more efficient or more successful
if we put all airplanes in a single service. It is clear that we would not need
fewer airplanes as a result—we have too few alrcady. Again, what uscful
changes in roles and missions would result from modifying the JCS§
organization in the way recommended?

[ am not suggesting we have our act together. T am not saying interservice
rivalry is not a problem. [ do see the need for real improvements in the way
we do business, particularly at the level of operational art—the integration
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and employment of multiple forces. I do say that creating a general staff is not
obviously the way to do it.

Programs, Budgets and Resource Allocation. It is a well-known fact that
service Chiefs who advocate in their respective budgets 17 divisions, 27
tactical fighter wings, or 15 aircraft carriers are unlikely, when wearing
their JCS hats, to advocate less, Those who hope cach year that they will,
hope against impossible odds.

The program and budget process is, morcover, extraordinarily complex
and time-consuming, involving many actors and many influences.
Formally, OSD gives planning and budget guidance to the services, based
on guidance rcceived from the President and from the Office of
Management and Budger (OMB). The services develop their proposals for
review by OSD, the Joint Chiefs, the unified commanders, and OMB; and
for review and approval by the Secretary of Defensc, the President, and the
Congress. In the process of preparing the budget and program, and cven
more in the process of review and approval, coalitions of interested parties
arc continually forming and dissolving in the hope of influencing decisions
on specific issues at the various stages in the review cycle.

Into this melec of activity, it is proposed to insert another budget and
program prepared by the Chairman, JCS. Tt is hard to sce how the
Chairman will gather the ability to do this task well—gathering and
maintaining a staff of highly competene analysts in a system which
encourages frequent rotation of personnel is not casy. OSD has an
advantage in this regard. Butevenif suchastaffis created, the dataneeded
for analysis must come from the services, who arc closer to the facts and
who will have a superior understanding of them. It is hard to sec that the
Chairman has any natural advantages in competing with OSI) and the
services in the budget business.

It is also truc that most Administrations have taken the view thae
determining the budget allocations—deciding how the money is to be
spent—is a political responsibility. Why turn this responsibility from OSD
to the Joint Staff? The Chairman is alecady overworked; why give him the
task that is alrcady the responsibility of OS13? The natural advantage of the
Joint system (and its legal responsibility) is in the arca of war planning and
military operations. Rather than spend his time building competitive
programs and budgets, which cveryone elsc in town is already doing, the
Chairman should spend his time improving our war planning and milicary
operations capacity, which very few people in town are working on, and
which is badly needed. Then, if the Chairman brings a wartighting
perspective to the budget table, he will be able to speak convincingly and
authoritatively; but for this he does not need a competitive POM, just good
warfighting analysis and a sense of priorities.
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W ar Planning and Military Operations. Herc is the arca of principal responsibility
for the Chairman and the Joint system. Herc also is the place we have come up
short in recent years. There is convincing evidence that part of the reason for
failure—it would be foolish for any inan to speculate how much—is the result of
scrvice interests conflicting with cffective accomplishment of the mission. Even
if this is true, it is desirable to separatc the services from intimate participation
in the war planning process? Would the plans be better if the service Chicfs
were excluded from considering them? Would military operations be more
successful if they were designed, and perhaps commanded, by officers who spent
most of rheir carcers in joint duty, and who had not themsclves commanded
similar units? I have doubts.

It is a delicate balance between acting out of ignorance because you excluded
important information, and not acting cffectively through compromise with
competing interests. In considering separating the service Chicfs from a
prominent role in war planning deliberations, we lose valuable experience and
judgment and at least one direct connection to the forces who must carry out
military opcrations, In building a new class of joint officers, we may exchange
expert but insufticiently broad perspectives for broad but insufficiently expert
perspecrives. [ do not know the correct answer. 1 do see a danger.

Conclusion

'The Joint system is not perfect. For those of us who have worked within it,
and who have suffered its frustrations, it often seems very imperfect indeed. Yet
in the longer sweep of history, it has not done too badly. [t has, in many ways,
performed as well as a democracy and a committee system allow.

Of course, democracies and committees arc not cfficient, and this fact
frustrates those of us trying to do a job of work. General Jones has observed that;
“Committees can serve a useful purpose in providing a wide range of advice to a
chief cxecutive or even in making some key policy decisions, but they are
notoricusly poor agents for running anything, let alone everything.” The Joint
Chiets of Staff, however, are not meant to run anpthing, let alone everything.
They were established and chartered precisely to give advice. The frustration
arises when we expect the Joint Chicts of Staff to be what they were never
intended to be, That a camel is not a racehorse 1s not the fault of the camel.
Flogging him will not make him into a racchorse either.

Nevertheless, it might help to cut off one hump and turn the camel into a
dromedary. It would reduce his windage and make him uvsefully faster. To
accomplish this, only modest surgery, rather than major reform, is needed.
Thus, while retaining the JCS intact, with its present five members, it would be
helptul to:

® instruct the Chairman, JCS to concentrate on improving our war
planning and our capacity for joint and combined military operations;
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® strcamline the clearance process for statfing papers within the Joint Staff
by requiring the service staffs to provide information to Joint Staff action
officers but not require service approval of draft papers uneil a matter has
reached the three-star (operations deputies) level;

® ransfer to OSD the management responsibilitics acquired by the
Organization of the Joint Chicfs of Staff, in order to alleviate the Chairman's
responsibilities and allow him to concentrate on making a military success of
planning and operations.

These are modest proposals, but they offer the hope that, by focusing rather
than expanding the charter of the JCS we can expect carly improvement in the
arca of principal military deficiency.

In our system of government, with its underlying political realicies, Dol
reorgamzation seldom achieves its laudable objectives. To say the obvious, the
Defense Establishment is huge, and hugeness has implications, one of which is
that, however you reorganize, you must still win the hearts and minds of those
involved in the defense business—in Do), elsewhere in the Exccutive Branch,
in the Congress—to be successful. The Defense Establishment, like a super-
tanker, turns very slowly; but, unlike a tanker, Dol has many de facto captains,
cach controlling a portion of the rudder, and, thus, 4 greatdeal of cooperation is
needed to set a new and beteer course.

What is needed, in my judgment, is less reorganization and more education;
education for senior othicials and senior military officers about ways to do our
defense business more cooperatively and less competitively. Service parochi-
alism is a serious impediment to an cffectual Defense Establishment. Te will not
be cast out by fiat, but it can be lessened through education.

Service competition may be healthy ac the small unir, junior officer level, but
it is unhealthy at the senior officer level, and should not be tolerated from
general and flag officers. A better education is needed for officers av the 0-5
level and abave on the subjects of politics, strategy, operational art, joint and
combined operations, the true strengths and weaknesses ot various military
instruments (land, sca, air) for achieving particular objectives, and ways to
work together to achieve the nation’s military objective, rather than ways to
caprure a larger share of the defense budget. This education will not result from
rcorganization of the JCS.

Ultimately, any reasonahle organization consistent with the Constitution and
our democratic values can be made to work provided the civilian leadership is
willing to excreise its responsibility and authority for management and
dircction and the Joint Chicts of Staff and unitied commanders fulfill cheir
obligations of achicving the most military ctfectiveness from the resources
assigned them. Experienced, competent, rationally oriented stafts will help
civilian and military leaders make good decisions. Choosing good leaders, and
educating good staff, is the key. Major reorganization is a tangent.
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Inside the JCS: Decisions in Crisis

Admiral J.L. Holloway I1I, US Navy (Retired)

One of the principal reasons for public support for a major overhaul of
the JCS system, and the most compelling argument invoked by the
advocates of defense reform, is the popular misconception that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have become so committed to the parochial affairs of their
own services that the advice they provide is neither timely nor objective.
These allegations give rise to a prevailing impression that in time of crisis or
national peril, the JCS system will be paralyzed by the burden of service
self-interest aud that clear, decisive, and prompt operational decisions will
not be forthcoming. If this allegation were true, it would indeed be cause for
the gravest public concern, and constitute adequate justification for a drastic
reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Fortunately it is not true.

During my entire four-year experience as a member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff there was not one single occasion when the Chiefs failed to provide
timely and objective operational advice as a consequence of their inability to
reach a consensus on the proper course of military action. The basis for the
misconception is probably the comment made by General Jones before the
House Armed Services Committee on 12 April 1982, that “The corporate
advice provided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff is not crisp, timely, very useful or
very influential.”

This statement needs to be carefully explained. The military advice of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff takes two forms. First, there is time-sensitive advice
generally related to military operations. The JCS react under these conditious
immediately and with decisive authority. This operational advice, in my
personal experience, has never been late or lacking in quality, and has
generally received high marks by the Secretary of Defense and the National
Security Council. On the other hand, military advice reflecting the
deliberative planning process or long-range policy has not always been as
precise, comprehensive, or as prompt as desired. There are reasons for this,
but the important point is that the popular misconception—that the Chiefs
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Inside the JCS 29

arc unable to provide responsive, timely operational advice—is simply not
truc. Thercfore, it cannot be the compelling reason for making najor
modifications in a JCS system that, in fact, is working well.

Unfortunately, proponents for a major restructuring of the national
military command system have relied on information which often has been
misinterpreted, misrepresented, or does not fully reflect current circum-
stances. While a number of former Defense officials and former members of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff testificd before the 97th and 98th Congresses in
support of major structural changes, members of the current Administration,
including the Secretary of Detense, the Service Secretaries and the members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staft, were unanimous in their opinion that the present
system is essentially sound and that further statutory changes are neither
necessary nor desirable.

Nevertheless, the momentum of a public demand for reform in the
Department of Defense has been slow to subside. The arguments have
coalesced and the battlelines have been drawn. Suggestions for JCS reform
have been put forth in a scries of legislative proposals and some minor features
werce incorporated in the Nichols Bill. More recently, a major study cffort at
the Georgetown Center tor Strategic and International Studics, “The CSIS
Defense Organization Project,’ has proposed drastic alterations to the JCS
system, changing the fundamental precepts upon which the current JCS
concept was established. The CSIS project secks to generate broad public
support, with the end objective of landmark congressional legislation to
reorganize extensively the Department of Defense and the Joint Chicfs of
Staff.

One of the main purported advantages of the proposed rcorganization is
that it would strecamline the decisionmaking process and provide quicker
decisions. It is true that the decisionmaking process could be streamlined, but
only at the expense of climinating the deliberation of considerations and
alternatives which ultimately lead to better decisions. With a streamlined
process, decisions are arrived at with less discussion and no debate. This is not
in the best national interest. No rational person could want a quick decision
regardless of whether it be right or wrong. The proper philosophy should be
to seck the right decision, and make that decision in timne to be effective.

During my four years as a member of the JCS, the Chiefs were able to
provide the best operational advice to the National Comimand Authorities in
a timely manner. In fast-breaking crises, initial JCS recommendations were
often based on the sketchiest of information and tended to be conservative. As
additional intelligence became available, recommendations were continu-
ously refined, and on occasion were substantially altered as a broader
understanding of the sitnation unfolded.

On the other hand, when there is time, as there is in policy or
programmatic matters, there should be exhaustive debate with all of the
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Chicfs participating so that no potential alternative or solution gocs
unconsidered. That is the present system. [t ensures that the frank and honest
views of the four most cxperienced and competent military men in this nation
are given the most careful consideration in the formulation of military advice.
To suppress this debate solely for the purposc of *‘streamlining” the
decisionmaking process would be irresponsible. Agreed, it would be less
frustrating to avoid in-depth examinations of the issues by all of the Chiefs, It
would obviously be less time-consuming to- have decisions made by rhe
Chairman alonc. But the factors that enter into decisions on national security
matters are generally so complex that no one man has the experience or the
capacity to deal competently with them all.

The objective in organizing a national military command structure cannot
be simply to create a mechanism for the climination of controversy. When
challenge and debate arc required to arrive at the best decisions in a complex,
changing, and imperfect world, perfect harmony is not possible. We must
accept the reality of divergent views among our military experts and fashion
a SYStCI]l ill WhiCh thOSC Vﬂrious ':]PPI'O&ChCR cdn bC prCSCﬂtCL] o thC Civilial‘l
authority in a matter which facilitates the best decision in the time frame
allowed by the contingencies.

General Jones' comment on the timeliness and quality of the corporate
advice provided by the Joint Chiefs of Statf was not entirely inaccurate.

It was my experience that the advice on planning, programming, or policy
matters from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the National Command Authorities
was frequently prolix, often late, and too often not what the Secretary of
Defense or the President wanted to hear. There were good and sound reasons
for this. It must be kepe in mind that the JCS are responsible for providing
military advice. Often it relates to an issuc that also invelves foreign and
domestic political and economic considerations. The military aspect would be
only one of the inputs the President would consider. [n these cases the Chicefs’
position represented the military solution to a much broader problem. The
JCS advice was being weighed by the President along with foreign policy and
domestic political considerations. Conscquently, there was good reason for
the Chiefs’ advice not always being included in the final position.

During much of my tenure as a member of the JCS, I served an
Administration that had been elected on a platform of cutting defense. The
JCS were frequently asked to concur in Administration positions that
drastically reduced military spending. To support such policics, and at the
same time fulfill their responsibilities to ensure that the United States
retained a defense posture capable of mecting the threats to our security,
placed the Chicets i a very difficult position. Tt was particularly hard to
endorse policies that proposed to cut military spending and yet would resulein
no reduction in military capability. The Chicts, who telt strongly concerning
their obligation to provide to the Secretary of Defense and the President their
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hest professional advice with total frankness, were more and more frequently
in the position of providing advice that ran counter to the intentions of the
President and policies of his Administration.

This is not to say that the Chiefs publicly differed with their Commander in

Chief. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have clear-cut guidelines for expressing their
opinions. They are perfectly free to oppose or support any proposals of the
Department of Defense in their discussions with the Secretary or the
President. But when the decision is made by the Presidentor by the Secretary
of Defense in the name of the President, the Chiefs are expected to support
that decision. It a Chicf finds he cannot suppore chat decision from a sensc of
professional conviction or moral principle, he should resign.
It was my experience that the Chicfs often disagreed with decisions made
in the White House but none of them felt that any individual decision by the
President was so damaging to the security interests of the nation as to causce
them to lcave. But the fact remains that the Chiefs disagreed with the
President with uncomnfortable regularity. Frankly, they did not like to
disagree with the judgment of their Commander in Chicef, buc ¢hey fele chat
their best support was their frankeste professional military appraisal, to do
with what he wished. In the end, the situation became so awkward that che
Chiefs were quite often not asked for their input, or their advice was
requested so far along in the process that the responses would be so late as to
be after the fact. Consequently, in an effore to be tactful and as supportive of
the President as possible, and still maintain the integrity of their professional
views, the Chicfs’ positions became increasingly labored, and usually late. It
was seldom the kind of advice the President wanted to hear, and as a result the
Chicefs were accused of giving *‘bad advice.”

he CSIS study proposes three major modifications to the JCS system,
all of which are designed to streamline the decisionmaking process by
generally excluding all other sources of professional military advice other
than the Chairman. These changes are:
® Strengthening of the position of Chairman by making him the
principal military adviser to the National Command Authorities (the
President and the Secretary of Defense and the National Security Council)
and essentially eliminating the other members of the Joint Chicfs of Staff
(the respective service heads) from their existing role of military advisers
to the President;
® (Creatinga four-star Deputy Chairman of the Joint Chicfs of Staff who
would function as Chairman whenever the principal was not available. This
would permanently bar access of the service Chiefs to the Secretary of
Defense and the President on operational matters; and
® Reorganizing the Joint Staff so that it works for the Chairman rather
than for the Joint Chiefs as a corporate body.
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These three provisions are completely contrary to the basic philosophy of
out national militaty command structure. )

The national military command structurce muse be fully consistent with our
national ideals and democratic form of government, Systems employed by
totalitarian regites and military dictatorships will not be acceptable to the
Amcrican people. The twin foundations of national policy governing the
concepts of a national military command structure for the United States are:
first, that it will produce the correct military decisions for the survival of the
United States; and sccond, that it will preserve the democratic principles of
civilian control.

The CSIS proposal both violates the safeguards for the assurance of civilian
control, and substantially reduces the chances for arriving at the besr milirary
decisions. This is because the position of Chairman, [CS, becomes too powerful.

First, the Chairman alone assumes the role of principal military adviser to
the President, the Scerctary of Defense and the NSC, displacing the corporate
body of the JCS (the Chairman and the four service Chiefs) from that
function.

Sccond, a four-star deputy senior to the other members of the JCS is
created. Although the proposal requires the deputy to be from a different
service than the Chairman, a deputy by definition is responsible to reflect the
views, policies, and decisions of the principal. The Chairman and his deputy
become a single entity, always available to the Congress, the National
Sccurity Council, the Sccretary of Defense, and the President, for the
presentation of military advice. This effectively eliminates the opportunities
for the other service Chiefs to deal directly with the NCA even in the absence
of the regular Chairman.

Third, the Chairman assumes full authority over the Joint Staff, which
presently supports the corporate body of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint
Staff would be reorganized as an independent milicary staff, with the
Chairman sclecting its officers and taking a significant role in their
subscquent promotions. This would create the classic general staff, comprised
of officers specializing in headquarters-type duty, as opposed to an organiza-
tion of officers rotating through the staff from ficld and operational
asstgnments. Americans have traditionally opposed any military system that
places greater emphasis on headquarters and staff assignments than duties in
command, and assoctated with combat units in the field.

Finally, the function of the service Chiefs as the principal military adviscrs
to the National Conumand Autherities, through their role as members of the
JCS, would be virtually eliminated—there has been interposed a Deputy
Chairman. The individual members of the JCS will no longer perform the
duties of Acting Chairman and participate in discussions with the President

and the National Security Council. Cutting off the communications between
the members of the Joint Chiefs and the Joint Staff by making rhe latter
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responsible only to the Chairman, denies the service Chiefs their professional
input to the decisions and views of the Chairman as they now do through the
Joint staff work process. Further, as the Chairman controls the staff, it will be
responsive to the Chairman’s predilections. Advocacy of alternative
approaches will be lost. Reasoned debate for alternatives and options will be
largely eliminated from the Joint Staff process.

As the power of the Chairman expands and the supporting staff is
increasingly subordinated to reflect only the Chairman’s views, the Secretary
of Defense and the President become isolated from all military points of view
but that of the Chairman. So civilian authority, instead of retaining
commarul, in cffect abrogates that authority to the Chairman of the JCS
because the NCA has no alternative to the military advice the Chairman
provides.

There is another reason why the service Chiefs should not be removed,
cven partially, from the function of principal military adviscrs to the National
Command Authoritics in their role as members of the JCS. To do so would
scparate authority and responsibility. Experience has demonstrated time and
again, this is fatal to the success of military operations. The service Chiefs are
rcsponsiblc for organizing, cquipping and training their forces. The Chairman
15 not.

It is through thesc responsibilities as well as from their professional lifetime
of service experience, that the Chiefs are recognized as the single individuals
with the most comprchensive appreciation of the capabilities and limitations
of the milicary forces of their respective services. Because they are
responsible for the readiness and performance of those units, they should,
theretore, be involved with the chain of command or authority that directs
the employment of those forces.

The Congress has long recognized that to separate responsibility and
authority leads to an impossible system of accountability. It would resultin a
military establishment totally out of control. The views of the Congress on
this point are very well expressed in the language accompanying the Defense
Procurement Authorization of 1968: “The Joint Chiefs of Staff system is
constdered by most authorities to be the finest military decision-making body
in the world because it brings together the views of the four separate services
and combines the responsibility for planning with the responsibility for
exccution.”

From the very beginning, the Congress has opposed a strengthening of the
Chairman’s role. The House Report 1765, 85th Congress, 2nd Session, on the
DOD Reorganization Act of 1958 said: “Nothing in the proposed legislation
or elsewhere in law, scts the Chairman apart from the corporate body of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff or makes the Joint Staff his scrvant rather than che
servant of the corporate body. The loyalty of the Joint Staff must be to the
corporate body of the Joint Chicfs of Staff. The Joint Staff must not become
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the personal preserve of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Were this
to happen, it would constitute a long, and probably final, step toward an
overall Armed Forces general staff.”

World War II was by far the greatest of any epoch in military

history. The technology spawned by that monumental conflict—
the atom bomb, the guided missile and the jet aircraft are but several
examples—has left its indelible mark on the most basic concepts and
philosophy of warfare. Itis not surprising, therefore, that in the aftermath of
World War II, the Military Establishment of the United States was
drastically restructured to accommodate the enormous power and the global
reach of the new weapons and delivery systems.

After extensive discussion and debate, with the experience of World War
II freshly in mind, the National Security Act of 1947 was enacted. It retained
the separate services but placed them under the coordination of a newly
created Secretary of Defense, and established the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The
Act specified that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would “act as principal military
advisors to the President and the Secretary of Defense.” The Act also listed
certain specific duties to be performed by the JCS, including the preparation
of strategic plans, providing for the strategic direction of the military forces,
the preparation of joint logistic plans, the review of major materiel and
personnel requirements of the military forces, and the establishment of
unified commands in strategic arcas. However, nothing was said about a
chairman,

A year’s experience under the 1947 Act resulted in the 1949 amendments,
which created the position of Chairman. During the congressional debate on
this legislation, considerable opposition surfaced, based upon deep concerns
that the new Chairman would become too powerful. These apprehensions
were reflected in the restrictive language that was included in the final
legislation.

In 1953 President Eisenhower instituted another major change. Designed
primarily to strengthen civilian control of the armed forces, it removed the
Joint Chiefs of Staff from corporate responsibility for operations.

In 1958, during his second term, President Eisenhower proposed what was
to be the final major reorganization of the national security system. It was the
logical culmination of the unification process made necessary by the
revolution in warfare brought on by the explosive growth in defense
technology. Strategic planning was completely unified, combat forces were
organized into unified commands, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff were again
given operational responsibilities as the Secretary of Defense’s military staff
to assist in the direction of the vnified and specified commands,

Again, in enacting the legislation of the Reorganization Act of 1958, the
Congress demonstrated its concern over the potential for a chairman to
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acquire excessive power. The legislative language limited the role of
Chairman to that of a senior among equals—the Chairman of the four
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, each with one vote.

The architects of this postwar transformation of the American Defense
Establishment seemed to be prescient in their vision, as the new defense
organization was able to absorb effectively the introduction on new weapons
systems spun off by the postwar technology: ballistic missiles, nuclear-
powered submarines, space satellites, and computers. As each of these
technologies emerged as useful military systems, their application, utilization,
and control were incorporated into the national military command structure
with a minimum of disruption.

Since its inception, the JCS system has served us well —through the Korean
War, Suez, the occupation of Lebanon, the Quemoy-Matsu affair, the
invasion of the Dominican Republic, the Cuban missile crisis, and the war in
Vietnam. Therefore, it seems anomalous that after one of the most benign
periods in recent American military history—the Carter years—there should
be such strong pressures for reform of the Joint Chiefs of Staff system.

The national military command structure or the JCS system should not be
reorganized just for reform sake. We do have a system that is working. It has
served us well in its same basic configuration through two major conflicts and
three decades of cold war with the Soviet Union during which the United
States has vigorously exercised its role of leadership of the Western World.
To tinker with this machinery simply on the premise that we might improve it
would be a most dangerous form of experimentation.

here are solutions to the criticisms leveled at the present system

which are less drastic than the suggested legislation, and would not

require a fundamental alteration of basic concepts. The main arguments for a

four-star deputy are predicated on achieving greater continuity in the office

of CJCS when the Chairman is to be absent from Washington. This potential

problem seems to have been solved. Currently, each member of the JCS acts

as Alternate Chairman for a three-month period on a rotational basis. The

designated officer arranges his schedule during that period so that he will be

in Washington and available to act as Chairman in the absence of the
regularly appointed CJCS.

There will always be the need for some modification in JCS organization
and a general staff dominated by a single Chief of Staff. Historically, the
Congress has assiduously protected the principle of civilian authority and
rejected any proposals that would encourage the development of a general
staff kind of organization dominated by a single, powerful military man.

The National Security Act of 1947 says, ‘““‘Sec.2. In enacting this
legislation, it is the intent of Congress to provide a comprehensive program
for the future security of the United States; . . . but not to establish a single
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Chief of Staff over the armed forces nor an overall armed forces general
staff.”

The House Report 1765, 85th Congress 2nd Session, on the DoD
Reorganization Act of 1958 said: “‘It has, parenthetically, been a concern of
the committee, in considering the proposed legislation, lest a defense
organization be ultimately created in which power is totally concentrated in
the Secretary of Defense only so that it may be wielded and controlled more
effectively by a military tier {Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint
Staff} immediately below him.

““For these and other reasons, Congress has historically rejected an armed
forces general staff and single Chiefof Staff. . . . In response to these fears. ..
the original act limited the size of the Joint Staff to 100 officers; provided for
its balanced membership among the services; made it responsible to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff as a corporate body; and provided that the director be
appointed by, and junior to, the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”

If changes are made to the JCS system, those alterations should be for the
purpose of correcting valid shortcomings of the system that, in fact, represent
a threat to its ability to provide the best possible military advice to the
Commander in Chief, and to implement the policies and the operational
commands of the National Command Authorities to the operating forces in
the field in a timely and effective manner.

The current reform proposals would satisfy neither of these criteria.

-
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An Assessment of the JCS as an Advisory
and Decisionmaking Institution

David K. Hall

F or the first time since the late 1950s, the US Government is
embroiled in a major debate over the proper organization of its
highest military institutions. Since Generals Jones and Meyer released their
articles critical of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) in early 1982, there has beena
continuous series of congressional hearings, proposed bills, journal articles,
think-tank reports and newspaper editorials about whether or not the current
JCS apparatus provides the nation with the best possible military advice, and
whether this apparatus is effective in executing the National Command
Authorities” (NCA} decisions. The debate on this subject is certain to
continue for several more years—given the legislation that has already been
proposed in the 99th Congress, the amount of public attention which the issue
has now attracted, and the reality of the hard strategic and financial choices
which face the United States Government.

This author’s assessment of the benefits, costs and risks of the past three
years of debate about the Joint Chiefs of Staff is as follows:

On the positive side of the ledger, the controversy has accomplished two
things:

First, it has provided additional motivation for the five members of the JCS
who took office during 1982-1983 to review and revise their internal
procedures and external relationships. It also provided them with helpful
political protection against those elements within the Department of Defense
(DoD) reluctant to change. This self-examination began in the summer of
1982 with the arrival of General John Vessey as Chairman of the JCS. It led to
some 40 executive sessions of the Joint Chiefs devoted to the subject of JCS
structure and procedures, and it resulted in a number of significant
adjustments which are only now beginning to be fully fele.

Professor Hall is a member of the Defense Economics and Decision Making faculty
of the Naval War College. He is a specialist in National Security Decision Making
Process, Crisis Management, National Security Export Controls, and the use of
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Second, this controversy over the quality of military advice and
decisionmaking has also had the positive effect of triggering an
investigation into the manner in which other national institutions impacton
military decisions and the ways in which these other structures and
procedures can be improved. Such recent assessments of defense
decisionmaking as the Center for Strategic and International Studies’
(CSIS) Toward a More Effective Defense and The Heritage Foundation’s
Mandate for Leadership I reccommend changes in most of the clements of the
defense structure: the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the service
Secrctaries, the service Chiefs, the Combatant Commanders (CinCs}) and
the Congress. Recognition that improving military advice and execution
tequires systemic change, and not action confined to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff alone, was also found in the Senate and House Armed Services
Committees’ decision in October 1984 to ask every major element of the
Military Establishment for formal comments on Defense Department
organizational issues.

While widespread debate over the quality of JCS advice and
decisionmaking has had these important benefits, it has also created several
risks which need to be addressed. If these risks are not fully considered
during the months of discussion which lie ahead, then the positive
contributions which have flowed from this controversy will ultimately be
outweighed by the costs imposed on the national security process.

There are three categories of risk:

1. The structural and procedural changes which are being proposed for
the Joint Chiefs of Staff greatly exaggerate our ability to improve military
policy through structural reorganization. They paint an unrealistic image
of how national security decisions are actually made at the highest levels of
our government and they raise unrealistic expectations about what can be
accomplished through mechanistic tinkering.

2. If the authority of the Chairman of the Joint Chicefs is increased to the
extent contemplated by some advocates of structural change, then the
National Command Authorities—the President and the Secretary of
Defense—could be isolated from the best military advice available within
the professional armed forces and could become excessively dependentona
single source of military information.

3. Proposed changes in the Joint Chiefs of Staff could undermine the very
important and very useful advances in military “jointness’’ which have
occurred during the past rhree years. There is no proof that this current
jointness will be possible under the changes proposed by the JCS’s critics.

Since these are significant judgiments on the risks of pursuing the
frequently proposed changes in the JCS system, the remainder of this paper
will be devoted to substantiating these views.
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The Impact of Formal Organization on
National Security Policymaking

Critics of the JCS system advocate changes in its formal structure and
procedures on the assumption that these changes will improve the quality of
our national sccurity decisions. What are the odds that this intended cffect
will actually occur?

Some of our predictions about this must be drawn from prior research on
the reorganization of governmental institutions, since we are speculating
about a change in the Joint Chiefs of Staff which has yet to occur. And the
consensus among scholars who have conducted empirical research on
governmental rcorganizations—whether at the federal or state levels—is
quite clcar: there is virtually no evidence that large-scale structural changes
cver achieve the policy goals which drive these reorganizations. One
specialist’s review of the available cvidence concluded: “It is a myth that
reorganizing by itsclf will produce cither real or lasting change. There is little
evidence that it will, and a great deal that casts doubt on it. Reorganizing is
threatening, is at times destructive and it is always costly.™

Another body of research relevant to assessing the utility of JCS
rcorganization is the highly respected work on organizational leadership and
performance conducted by Dr. Fred Fiedler and his associates during the past
three decades. Fredler’s rescarch demonstrates that, of the three basic factors
which impact on the eftectiveness of an organization’s feadership—namely, the
formal authority of its leader, the nature of the organizadional task and the
quality of its lcader-member relations—it is the quality of leader-member
relations which s most lmporeant in dctcrmining unit pcrformancc, and it is
the formal authority of the leader which is the least important in determining
unit performance. These results underscore the view that formal authority in
a situation—the factor with which JCS “reformers’ are preoccupied—is
lcast important in determining the effectiveness of an organization. And,
insofar as any organizational changes in the JCS adversely affect the quality of
the interpersonal relations among the Chairman and the other Chiefs, the
“reformers” will have disrupted the most important predictor of the JCS's
performance.?

Another way to document how little influence formal structure actually
has on the decisionmaking process is to reflect on the many different ways in
which our security tnstitutions have been run without any significant changes
in their official design:

® There have been no formal changes in the statutory powers of the
Secretary of Defense since 1958, when Congress finally mandated that
everything in the Department should operate under “the direction, authority
and control of the Secrctary of Defense.” Despite this absence of formal
change since 1958, few would disagree with the proposition that there have
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been major differences in the actual power of sncceeding secretaries and
actual processes with which they conducted their duties. Caspar Weinberger
has not run the Department the same way Robert McNamara did.

® There have been no statutory changes in the charter of the President’s
National Security Council nor in the formal authority of the National
Security Council staff since passage of the National Security Actin 1947, Yet
no one could deny that succeeding Presidents have used this Council and staff
in very different ways, or that some Councils and staffs have been more
successful than others.

® A similar comment can be made about the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency created by President Kennedy. While the legislation
defining this organization’s mission has remained unchanged, it has played a
different role in strategic arms control policy and negotiations in each
Administration.

The operation of the Joint Chiefs themselves helps to make the point that
drawing the formal structure and reporting lines for an insticution does not
control its role in the national security process. One can compare, for
instance, the role of the Chiefs during the Kennedy administration with that
of the Chiefs in the current Reagan administration. Following the Bay of Pigs
in April 1961, when President Kennedy’s trust in the Chiefs tumbled, the
President established his own Military Representative on the White House
staff. From this location, General Maxwell Taylor assembled his own
military staff, chaired some of the most important policymaking committees
in the US Government and made direct advisory inputs to the Oval Office on
such critical issues as Victnam, Cuba, Berlin and the defense budget. All of
this, of course, directly violated the spirit and probably the letter of Title 10
USC, which makes the Joint Chiefs of Staff the *“principal military advisors to
the President, the Secretary of Defense and the National Security Council.”
This example graphically illustrated just how tenuous were any statutes
which formally mandated JCS power at the pinnacle of the US
Government.?

The Reagan administration, on the other hand, illustrates the close
working relationship which is possible between the President and the Joint
Chiefs within the very same statutes which prevailed during the Kennedy
administration. Since the summer of 1982, the full body of Chicfs has held ten
private meetings with the President to discuss major policy issues. (These
mectings are in addition to normally scheduled National Security Council
meetings attended by the Chairman or Acting Chairman.) Unlike previous
Adminiscrations, where the agenda of the President’s meetings with the
Chiefs were intentionally confined to noncontroversial topics, the current
quarterly meetings with the Chief Executive have addressed such critical
questions as US strategic policy, the size and composition of the Defense
budget and the crisis in Grenada.# It is known, for example, that the
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policymaking mecting which prompted President Reagan’s announcement of
the Strategic Defense Initiative was his session with the Joint Chiefs of Staff
on 11 February 1983 when alternatives to the MX missile were discussed in
depth.s

Onc other important example can be cited to illustrate that formal
definition ot the JCS’s role will not control the way military advice is
formulated and then transmitted to the National Command Authorities. On
19 October 1984, with the signing of the FY 1985 Defense Authorization Bil,
seven statutory changes were made in Tide 10 USC as it relates to the Joint
Chicfs of Staff. Since the passage of these seven changes, internal DoD studies
have tried to define how the law should be interpreted in practice. These
studies have concluded that there arce several possible interpretations for each
statutory change, and that the actnal interpretation of the law will have to be
left to the judgment of the Chairman and other senior officials.

Toillustrate, consider the new provision in Title 10 USC which states that
the Chairman of the Joint Chicfs of Staff now serves ““as the spokesman for
the commanders of the combatant commands on operational requirements.”
One interpretation of this new provision is that the Chairman will speak as
the Washington-based representative for each CinC's position on operational
requircments. However, each combatant commander retains the right to
interact directly with the Secrctary of Defense, the military services and
Congress regarding his operational requirements, An alternative interpreta-
tion of this ncw authority is that the Chairman now has the final say on CinC
operational priorities and resource requests. This, in turn, can be interpreted
to mean that the Chairman is the sole line of communication between the
CinCs, on the one hand, and the Secretary of Defense, the services and
Congress on the other, and that the Chairman will become a much more
active articulator and defender of these operational requirements before
Congress.

Members of the Joint Staff have concluded that there is legal support for
varying interpretations of cach of the other JCS-related changes contained in
the FY 1985 Defense Authorization Bill. Which interpretations any future
Chairman adopts will depend both upon his desires and those of the other key
participants in the national security process. This is just another illustration of
Dean Rusk’s observation, soon after stepping down from eight years’ service
as Sccretary of State, that ““the real organization of government at higher
cchelons is not what you find in texthbooks or organization charts, It is how
confidence flows down from the Presidenc.”™

The Quality of Advice to the National Command Authorities

Onc of the frequently heard criticisms of the current JCS system is thae the
advice which reaches the President, the Secretary of Defense and the
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National Security Council through the current apparatus too often reflects
the parochial interests and expertise of the four service Chiefs. It is for this
rcason that many of the proposed changes in the current system call for
strengthening the advisory role of those military officers less directly
identified with one of the military services. Among the proposed changes are
to make the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (rather than the Chiefs) the
principal military adviser to the President, Defense Secretary and NSC; to
make the Chairman a statutory member of (rather than an adviser o) the
National Security Council; to have the Joint Staff report directly to the
Chairman (rather than the corporate JCS); and to create a four-star Deputy
to the Chairman who would represent the JCS in the Chairman’s absence.
The most extreme advocates of structural change, such as Congressman Tke
Skelton (D-Mo) and publicist Edward Luttwak, would abolish the JCS
altogether and replace it with a single Chief of Staff for military advice and
opcrational execution.

While a cursory look at the statutory relationships among the Joint Chiefs,
the President, the Secretary of Defense and the National Security Council
might suggest that they can be improved, closer examination reveals that the
current system strikes a very delicate and vital balance among the competing
imperatives of adequate military expertise, sufficient integration of this
advice for civilian leaders and continued assurance of civilian control over the
armed forces. As one contemplates the alternatives to the current JCS system,
onc ultimately concludes that any major structural shift in the direction of a
single Chief of Staff runs the risk of isolating the National Command
Authorities from relevant military cxpertise and reduces their level of
control over the Military Establishment,

One of the more bizarre and unfounded claims made by proponents of
change in the JCS system is the assertion that the current apparatus has not
allowed the Chairman to provide cross-service advice and “speak in his own
right’’ vis-a-vis the President, Defense Secretary and NSC. Statutorily, it is
quite clear that the Chairman has this authority. While Title 10 USC 142
obligates the Chairman to present fairly the views of the other Chiefs when
serving as their official spokesman, Title 10 also calls upon the Chairman to
inform the President and the Secretary of Defense of those issues on which the
Joint Chiefs have not agreed. Since the Chairman is a member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, thislatter provision obviously empowers him to speak his own
mind whenever his views happen to differ from those of his military
colleagues.

At a more practical level, it is quite clear that succeeding Chairmen of the
JCS have fully expressed their personal views on military issues to the
National Command Authorities. Critics of the system seem to have forgotten
that one of the complaints about the Joint Chiefs in the mid-1950s (during
“the revolt of the colonels’) was that Admiral Arthur Radford had too much
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influence with President Eisenhower, not too little. The Army’s Chicfs of
Staff at the time, General Matthew Ridgway and General Maxwell Taylor,
indicated that Eisenhower’s massive retaliation strategy and his reduction in
the Army’s size represented an excessive dependency on the military advice
of Chairman Radford. Radford often made the force choices and budget
recommendations to Secretary of Defense Wilson which brought the service
budgets into line with Eisenhower’s stringent fiscal guidelines.?

Quite clearly the Reagan administration has looked to General John Vessey
as a source of independent cross-service advice. As Secretary Weinberger
said in congressional testimony in July 1983, ' believe that. .. Tmust have the
Chairman’s personal advice—not simply as head of a committee, but in his
own right as the nation’s senior-serving military officer.”* That this concept
has been reflected in the Chairman’s behavior was made clear by Dr. David
Chu, the Pentagon’s Director of Program Analysis and Evaluation, when he
testified before the Senate in 1983 about the operation of the Defense
Resources Board which reviews all military department program requests:

Senator Sam Nunn. Are they [the Defense Resources Board] asking him [ the
Chairman JCS] to participate in his own individual view or corporate view?

Dr. Chu. He is being asked increasingly to offer his views, not in the sense
he ignores anyone clse’s but he is being asked to offer his views.

He is being asked as Chairman frequently to head with another officer in
the Defense Department some of the very specific reviews of problems that
the Deputy Secretary identifies . . . .

Senator Nunn. You are asking him for his individual views?

Dr. Chu. Yes, sir.10

Finally, the individual who is most responsible for having launched the
current reassessment of the JCS system—former Chairman General David
Jones—made it quite clear in his February 1982 critique of the system that he
had no difficulty in offering his personal opinion to the President or Secretary
of Defense. Describing the advisory relationships which existed carly in 1982,
General Jones wrote: ‘“The main contact with the President comes when |
participate as the Joint Chiefs’ representative in National Security Council
meetings. Such meetings are scheduled frequently by President Reagan who
has used the National Security Council torum more than any President since
Eiscnhower. [ have the full opportunity at these meetings to express to the
President the corporate view of the Chiefs as well as my personal views on
any matters, regardless of whether the Chiefs have addressed them. I also
have the opportunity to express such views below the Presidential level as a
member of various interagency and Defense working groups such as the
Military Manpower Task Force, the Defense Resources Board and the Armed
Forces Policy Council.”™t

If critics of the current JCS system, such as General Jones, agree that the
Chairman has had ample opportunity to articulate his personal, cross-service
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vicws on major issues, what can we conclude about their desire to strengthen
still further the advisory role of the Chairman vis-a-vis the other Chiefs of
Staff? The only logical conclusion is that General Jones and other advocates of
change would like to eliminate the requirement that the Chairman provide
the President, Sceretary of Defense and National Security Council with the
views of the other Chiefs when these happen to diverge from the Chairman’s
personal view. They do not want the Chairman to have to compete for the
confidence of the National Command Authoritics.

Would cutting off the President, the Seeretary of Defense and the National
Security Couucil from disagreements among the Joint Chiefs be in the
national interest? The question practically answers itself. All empirical and
normative research on the uational security process during the past decade has
come to the same general conclusion: the Chief Executive must do everything
he can to prevent himself from being confined to a narrow sct of value
premises, policy options and intelligence assessments emerging from the
burcaucracy. To prevent such intellectual insulation requires not only the
Chief Exccutive’s tolerance of a healthy amount of competition among his
advisers but the actual encouragement of such analytical rivalry when it is not
spoutaneously forthcoming. This is the fundamental message to emerge from
such highly regarded publications as [rving Janis™ Victims of Groupthink and
Alexander George's Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy 12 Abandoning
the current JCS system, in which the Chairman has an obligation to articulate
any differences which exist among the Chiefs, flies directly in the face of
these carefully documented conclusions.

Qur best Presidents have, in fact, rccognized that when vital sccurity
decisions are being made, they should get as many informed military views as
possible. During the National Sccurity Council sessions in the spring of 1954,
when Dien Bien Phu was falling to Vietnamesce rroops, Army Chicf of Staff’
Ridgway went head-to-head with Secretary of State Dulles and Chairman
Radford and helped convince Eisenhower that American military interven-
tion would be an crror. During the Lebanon and Taiwan Straits crises of 1958,
Eisecnhower consulted with the full body of Chiefs and not just the Chairman.
During the spring of 1961, President Kennedy discovered the full body of
Chiefs deeply divided over whether to intervene in Laos when he invited
them to the National Security Council. During the Cuban missile crisis,
Kennedy called in all five Chiefs. Prior to intervening in Grenada, President
Reagan held a lengthy discussion with the full Joint Chiefs of Staff.t* The
bottom linc is clear: effective Presidents have long recognized that the best
professional military advice which they can obtain is represented in the
experience and wisdom of the corporate body of Chiefs, not just a single
military adviser.

Recent proposals for changing the structure of the military advisory
process would be more persuasive if it were clear that prior military advice
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had been fundamentally flawed. Fortunatcly, however, there is not much
evidence that this has been the case. Some critics suggest that high-level
military advice has not been timely., While this may have been true for some
second-order issucs, it clearly has not been true for important time-sensitive
decisions requiring immediate action by the White House. It is well-known
around Washington that the Pentagon has long provided faster and crisper
advice in a crisis than any other clement of the national security burcaucracy.
President Reagan and Secretary Weinberger have gone on record as saying
that they receive timely military advice.

When one recognizes that criticisms of the [CS’s “timeliness” refer to
lesser-order issues or to those lacking in some action-forcing deadline, this
criticism takes on a different hue. First, like all other important bodies in the
US Government, the JCS has more issues than it can possibly handle. Some
naturally fall to the bottom of the in-basket. Second, some issues are
extremely involved and deserve a highly deliberative examination stretching
over months and even years. In some instances the wisest decision is not to do
anything. Third, the effectiveness of the joint planning process is being judged
against a standard which no onc dares apply to other institutions in
Washington.

Everyone concedes that Congress, the White House and the State
Department take years to address such thorny problems as terrorism, nuclear
proliferation, technology transfer and the budget deficit. Why the JCS should
be different than these other national institutions is not clear. Finally, and
perhaps most importantly, in Scptember 1984 Congress took the legal action
required to rectify any structural cause of untimely military advice. One of the
changes to Title 10 contained in the 1985 Defense Authorization Act provides
that the Chairman will: “provide agenda for the meetings of the Joint Chicfs
of Staff (including any subject for the agenda recommended by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff), assist them in cartying on their business as promptly as
practicable and detcrmine when issues under consideration shall be
decided.”ss

The most plausible interpretation of this new provision is that the
Chairman now has full statutory power to decide when a determination of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff has been reached, both in calling an end to JCS discussions
or in prolonging these decisions, even after a JCS vote. Given this legal
control over the moment when JCS advice moves forward to the Defense
Secretary and the President, it seems logical now to conclude that any future
complaints about the timeliness of military advice can be laid at the door of
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs.

When one turns from the issue of timing and asks whether the JCS system
has provided Presidents and Secretaries of Defense with sound military
advice, it is hard to demonstrate that this has not been the case. (Such an
appraisal of the quality of advice should not be confused with whether civilian
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leaders have liked the advice they have received.) Post-World War IT history
is strewn with examples where the military advice presented to the civilian
lcadership of the country now appears, in retrospect, to have been quite
prudent. The Ariny’s Chiefs of Staff consistently opposed military responses
which risked a tnajor land war in Asia, whether the episode was Dien Bien
Phu (1954), Laos (1961) or North Korea (1969). The Joint Chicfs have
consistently counseled against deep military involvement in countrices where
a civil war is underway, whether the situation has been the Congo (1965), El
Salvador (1981) or Lebanon (1982). The Chiefs have consistently supported
carefully defined and manageable applications of military power, such as in
Cuba (1962), the Dominican Republic (1965) and Grenada (1983). The quality
of military advice to civilians on the big security issues before the
Government—the issues on which the fate of the nation turns—tends to
confirm the wisdom of the current organizational structure.'®

Advances in “Jointness” in the Current JCS System

A recurrent theme in the criticism of the current advisory system is that
only the Chairman and the combatant commanders have the cross-service
perspective necessary for unbiased inputs into the planning and resource
allocation process. The service Chiefs are said to have an inherent role
conflict between their joint responsibilities and their service responsibilitics
which prevents them from acting in the national interest. The answer to this
problem is described as strengthening the formal authority of the Chairman
and the CinCs and diminishing the authority of the service Chiefs in the
planning and resource allocation process.

There is one basic danger in reducing the current role of the service Chiefs
in the defense planning and resource allocation process. It would back out of
the system the only actors who must now, because of their combined
responsibilities, conduct global military planning within the felt limits and
pressures of finite manpower, weapons and supplies. While the Chairman has
a global perspective on the military threat, he has no day-to-day responsibility
for squaring US strategy with the actual organizing, training and equipping
of the armed forces. And while the Combatant Commanders have a cross-
service perspective on operations in their geographic or functional area, they
have a bias toward immediate capabilitics at the expense of longer-term
projects and they have a narrow view of what region or function is critical to
national defense. Given the inherent limitations of all three perspectives—
whether that of the Chairman, the service Chiefs or the CinCs—the objective
of the joint system should be to maintain a balance of power among thesc
three actors, not to give one an advantage over the others.

One of the paradoxcs of the position taken by the advocates of major
change is that their suggestions could actually widen, not narrow, the
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“strategy-force mismatch” which concerns military planners. As the defense
structure now cxists the Joint Chiefs, who agree in “The Tank” on
warfighting plans, can help translate these decisions into meaningful
programs and opcrations by subsequently donning their other hats as the
senior officers in their respective military services. They can directly insure
that the recruiting, organizing, equipping and training of the armed forces
support the national and military strategy. Should the service Chiefs be
excluded from military planning and simply be handed military strategy by a
powerful Chairman and Joint Staff, the chances for miscommunication,
burcaucratic deadlock and service parochialismi rise dramatically. Effectively
intergrating military strategy and force structure under such a system would
ultimately require stripping the military departments of their current
budgeting and administrative responsibilities. An cffort to do so would
impose costs far in cxcess of any likely gains over the current “dual hatting”
which helps integrate force employment with force structure.

It is the paramount need to reinforce the “jointness” of the Chiefs which
makes the concept of a Deputy Chairman for the Joint Chicfs of Staff a bad
idea. The current rotational designation of each service Chief as Acting
Chairman for a three-month period insures that cach member of the JCS sees
the world through the Chairman’s cyes and becomes conversant with those
issues which might arise with the President, the Secretary of Defense, the
National Sccurity Council and the NSC staff. The Chicfs of the services have
commented on how this responsibility has altered their perspectives on
international issucs. Even those who have advocated the concept of a Deputy
Chairman agree that this new rotational procedurce has increased JCS
continuity, expertisc and collegiality.!?

Onc of the most perplexing aspects of current talk about service
parochialism” is the way critics have ignored major strides taken during the
past three years to increase the level of joint planning, joint operations and
joint resource allocation among the four services. Not surprisingly, those
wedded to the proposition that only structural surgery can bring about
“Jointness” arc disinclined to offer a list of such recent accomplishiments by

LN

the military services. Therefore, a pardal list of these recent steps in
Yjointness' is offered here:

Joint Doctrine Pilot Program, In October 1982, four months after he became
Chairman, General Vessey initiated a Joint Doctrine Pilot Program for the
purpose of identifying arcas of overlapping warfighting doctrine, identifying
the gaps and seams in existing doctrine, and initiating projects which would
begin to fill these gaps and scams. After consulting with the Combatant
Commanders, the Joint Staff identified four arcas for the development of new
warfighting doctrine:
® Follow-on-Forces Attack
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® Theater Counter Air

® Tactical Air Support for Maritime Operations

® Strategic Air Support fot Maritime Operations
Despite the absence of new funding or additional manpower for these efforts,
a number of positive outcomes have already begun to flow from the Joint
Doctrine Pilot Program. It has stimulated an active interest in the
development of joint doctrine at the highest levels of cach military service. It
has spawned worldwide consultation and coordination on doctrinal questions
which is unique in American military planning. It has led the Navy to
designate LantComn as its execative agent for interfacing with the other
services and CinCs on issues of warfighting concepts, techniques, tactics and
procedures. And it has begun to produce some new doctrinal products. The
final document for Theater Counter Air should be in the hands of the
Combatant Commanders by the end of 1985. First drafts of the doctrine for
Follow-on-Forces Attack are now being distributed for comment. 8

[n sum, while members of the Joint and service staffs concede that there are
still many very tough issucs to be resolved, such as the precise authority of
arca-wide commanders relative to service components, there is general
agreement that all of the services have made some significant compromises
and that all of the service Chiefs want this project to succeed.

Navy-Air Force Memoranda of Agreement (MOA). In Scptember 1982, at the
same time General Vessey was initiating the Joint Doctrine Pilot Program
within JCS, the Chief of Naval Operations and the Air Force Chief of Stafl
were initialing two Memoranda of Agreement designed to coordinate the
operational activitics of the two services in ten functional areas. Among those
areas affected were antiair warfare, antisurface warfare, indications and
warning, surveillance and targeting, command/control and communications,
acrial minclaying and acrial refueling. These memoranda were signed
because of recognition that the two services nceded to increase their
interoperability, joint training and mutual support if they were to maximize
their warfighting effectiveness.

Unlike some carlier interservice agreements which have had littde
opetational impact, the 1982 Navy-Air Force MOAs have significantly
increased the operational “jointness’’ of the US armed forces. B-52 bombers
have been fitted for delivery of sca mines and delivery of the Navy-developed
Harpoon missile. The Air Force has allocated a fixed percentage of its tanker
asscts for refueling Navy aircraft. LantCom and PaCom require Navy pilots
to be qualified to refuel from Air Force tankers before task forces and battle
groups deploy. Joint doctrine is being written to improve the interface
between such systems as Air Force AWACS and Navy E-2s, The exchange of
Navy and Air Force pilots has been institutionalized at various training
commands. The number of military exercises employing joint Navy-Air



An Assessment of the JCS 49

Force assets has reached an unprecedented level. During 1984, USN-USAF
systems jointly played in 65 of 111 JCS-directed or controlled exercises.
These initiatives have occurred because of continuing interest at the top of
the two services. Several more functional Memoranda of Agreement have been
signed since October 1982 on such subjects as B-52 delivery of sea mines, Air
Force refueling support and B-52 delivery of Harpoon. Since January 1983 a
Navy-Air Force MOA Steering Group of seven flag officers has met quarterly
to review progress in implementing the various MOAs and to oversee the
actions of ten working committees which were established at the staff level.
Those familiar with these efforts are genuinely enthusiastic over the quantum
improvement in USN-USAF cooperation in the last three years.1?

The Chairman’s Role in Resource Allocation/Strategic Plans and Resowurce
Analysis Agency. Cross-service resource allocation is a function which the
Joint Chiefs of Staff are said to be unable to conduct effectively because of
their service-specific responsibilities. There is undoubtedly some truth to the
observation that service Chiefs have been extremely reluctant to forgo
various programs, but the Chiefs have countered that, this so-called
“parochialism’ was nothing more than a response to budget ceilings which
were totally unrealistic in light of the number of US international
commitments and the growing nature of the external military threat. Under
such conditions, no service Chief could agree to cut his vital programs
without sacrificing his professional judgment.2

Whatever the merits of this debate over the reasons for service behavior, it
is somewhat irrelevant to the question of whether today’s JCS system is
adequate to provide the Pentagon’s civilian leaders with resource allocation
advice. Past history is of decreasing utility in answering this question because
of three important changes made during the Reagan administration:

® Appointment of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Seaff to full
membership on the Defense Resources Board which reviews the budget
submissions of the Military Departments and Defense Agencies;

® The active use of the Chairman as an independent source of cross-
service advice on service budgets and ongoing systems projects; and

® The creation of the Strategic Plans and Resource Analysis Agency
(SPRA A) within the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (OJCS) to assist
the Chairman and the other Chiefs in their resource allocation responsibil-
ities.

As was observed in the previously cited colloquy between Senator Sam
Nunn and Dr. David Chu, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs now plays the
same role in the Defense Department’s resource allocation process that he has
historically played at the White House. That is, he represents the views of the
other Chiefs when he knows what these are but he also offers his own
independent judgment whenever he wishes to do so. In the resource allocation
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process, this function is being performed not only at the Defense Resources
Board, chaired by the Deputy Sccretary of Defense, bur also through dircet
exchanges with the Secretary of Defense. The Chairman discusses resource
questions with the Secretary both in his daily mectings with the Secrctary and
at the Secretary’s Performance Reviews of major defense programs to which
the Chairman is personally invited.?

Assisting the Chairman in this role as resource adviser is the new OJCS
staff clement of SPRAA. The Strategic Plans and Resource Analysis Agency
was created in carly 1984, and is now ncaring its full complement of 28
officers, 9 civilians and 9 sccretarial support personnel. Critics of the JCS
system suggest that because SPRAA’s formal charter describes it as assisting
the corporate Joint Chiefs of Staff that it “lacks the ability to bring an
independent cross-scrvice perspective to bear’” on planning and resource
questions.? This criticism ignores, however, the cqually important statement
in SPRAA’s charter that it “analytically and administratively supports the
Chairman, Joint Chicfs of Staff, in his rolc as a member of the Defense
Resources Board (PRB) and Defense System Acquisition Review Council
(DSARC).”® Furthermore, thosc members of SPRAA who support the
Chairman in his responsibilities at the DRB, DSARC and Secrctary’s
Performance Reviews, clearly perceive themselves as working for the
Chairman. The interchangeability between the Chairman and SPRAA is such
that the two-star Director of SPRAA currently attends all DSARC mectings
in place of the Chairman.

CinCs’ Role in the Resource Allocation Process. The Reagan administration’s
major cnhancement of the combatant commanders’ participation in the Do)
resource allocation process is another reason why past criticism of the JCS is
tangential to current reality. Beginningin 1981, the Defense Resources Board
began bringing cach CinC to Washington twice a year to bricl the members
of the DRB. Their views were factored into preparation of the Defense
Guidance in the winter and into the review of the defense program
submissions during the summer. In some programmatic areas—such as airlift
and scalife—the operational priorities of the CinCs had immediate impact on
the shape of the defense budget.

The influence of the CinCs in the resource allocation process was further
strengthened in November 1984 when the Deputy Secretary of Defense issued
a memorandum directing that:

® Each CinC preparce a list of his prioritized needs, to be submitted
directly to the Sccretary of Defense, Deputy Sccretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, at the beginning of the defense program cyclc;

® Each CinCincreasc his interaction with the service components under
his control, to ensure that program requests by these components reflect the
CinCs’ warfighting priorities;
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¢ Military departments prepare a scparate annex to their program
submissions which indicates how they have satisfied the CinCs’ prioritized
requirements and the rationale for not meeting any of these stated needs; and

® Each CinC independently identify program issues for discussion at the
DRB summer review rather than requiring CinCs to depend on the
sponsorship of issues by full members of the DRB, as was the previous case

Obviously, it is too carly to gauge the full impact of these recent procedural
changes on the defense resource allocation process. But what they indicate 1s
that the Defense Department has already taken major steps to increase the
“jointness” of this process. The system is itself cvolving toward the ideal
balance of authority among the threc perspectives of the Chairman, the
service Chiefs, and thc commanders of the unified and specified commands.

Joint Requirements and Management Board (JRMB). Onc of the important
successes of increased “‘jointness’ about which there has been almost no
public discussion is the JCS-sponsored Joint Requirements and Management
Board (JRMB), chartered in March 1984. This Board consists of the Vice
Chicf of cach of rhe four services and the Director of the Joint Staff. It has
been assigned the task of increasing and improving the joint development of
weapons systems, or in the words of the JRMBs charter, ““to provide for carly
linkup with the front end of the acquisition process in order to review
potential system new starts for determination of joint program feasibility. "'
This is one of the resource allocation functions which critics say the current
JCS system can never accomplish since it impinges directly on those military
requirements and specific programs in which the services have a vested
interest. '

Has the JRMB accomplished anything in its first year of operation? To the
surprise of many it has alrcady achieved several things. In the area of
Remotely Piloted Vehicles and tactical cruise missiles, 17 original service
programs have been consolidated into 7 joint programs which, upon eventual
completion, will have saved the Defense Departmenr $4 billion in acquisition
costs. In the increasingly important arca of combat identification systems for
beyond visual range engagements, the JRMB has pushed for joint acquisition
and validation of the Mark XV IFF program. This will cnsure inreroperability
not only among the four services but will also enhance interoperability with
Nato allics. Requirement reviews arc underway in a number of other arcas—
clectronic warfare, C3, and tactical military deception—where security
classification prevents public discussion of actual accomplishments.

Morc has been achieved than increasing military effectiveness and
ctficiency. A joint program review process has been institutionalized which
defies rhe predictions of many. The Vice Chiets whe sit on the Board have
created an atmosphere of mutual trust and confidence critical to continued
success. When necessary, they have rejected service staff positions and opted
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for the larger interest. On 1 April of this year, after a year of operation, the
Board successfully navigated the transition from Army chairmanship to Navy
chairmanship without any of the dirc conscquences predicted by skeptics of
the process. The Board has consistently and effectively relied on SPRAA as
the principal staff resource for its administration.2

Army-Air Force Memovandum of Agreement. In yet another illustration of
interservice cooperation in the resource allocation area, the Army and Air
Force Chiefs of Staff announced in May 1984 the signing of a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) designed to improve coordination of the two services’
missions, budget priorities and weapons acquisition programs. This MOA
covered 31 specific areas of operational interface between the Army and Air
Force, and it triggered the interservice transfer of several functions and the
cancellation of scveral ongoing programs. At the joint press conference at
which the Agrecment was unveiled, Air Force Chief of Staff General Charles
Gabriel said that the instructions given to the team which drew up the MOA
were as follows: “Roles and missions are not the most important thing. 'The
most impaortant thing is how we can best do [our] job better . . . . Just take a
clean sheet of paper and forget about what Service does what mission today . .
.. What's the smartest approach; what’s the most affordable approach?”™?

All of the leaders responsible for the Army-Air Force MOA recognized at
the time that this was only partof a larger, dynamic process in which services
are slowly moving to coordinate their long-range planning. As a resule of a
subsequent memorandum cxchanged among the Army, Air Foree and Navy
in October 1984, the Navy has now identified 11 of the original 31 items in the
Army-Air Force MOA in which it has a particular interest. Points of contact
have been established to begin Navy participation in these projects. Among
the arcas of particular Navy concern are munitions RDT&E, manned tactical
reconnaissance systems, and combat scarch and rescue 2

The overall conclusions to be drawn from these recent advances in cross-
service planning, programming and operations are, that claims of inevitable
service “parochialism™ are more germanc to the past than the present, and
that critics of the JCS system scem to be consciously ignoring considerable
data on recent achievements. Those involved in these interservice enterprises
frequently make one point, however. They believe the key to their success has
been the collegial style of the Chairman and the other Chicfs of Staff, who
have collectively supported these initiatives both inside and outside the
Pentagon. Ina planning and resource system as complex and decentralized as
the American Government, any attempt to impose a similar level of
cooperation through fiat would certainly fail. The current situation has
demonstrated that there is no substitute for having the right people with the
right style in the right places.
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Conclusions

The data presented in this article support the following conclusions.
External scrutiny of the Joint Chiefs of Staff by public and private entitics has
helped improve the procedures employed within the existing structure. It has
encouraged an unusual amount of internal review by the Chiefs themselves. It
has reinforced the goal of joint planning, programming and operations. And it
has provided uscful political support to those in the Pentagon wishing to
increase “‘jointness.”

But to believe that the improved performance of the current JCS system
can be “institutionalized’’ and reduced to statutory print is a mirage. All the
available research on governmental reorganizations, all of the controlled
experiments on organizational leadership and performance, and all that we
know about the actual operation of national security institutions at the
highest level of the US Government suggest otherwise. The quality of
military advice and military decisions made in the Pentagon will continue to
turn on technical expertise and interpersonal relations, not formal authority
and organizational charts,

The point to be recognized is that any Congressional effort to increase
significantly the power of the Chairman of the Joint Chicfs of Staff beyond
what he already enjoys risks excessive NCA dependency on a single source of
military advice, and risks undermining the effective collegiality and jointness
now present in the system. Given the rtotally uncertain and unlikely
performance benefits to be gained from any formal reorganization of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, these risks are far too high a price to pay.

Notes

1. David §. Brown, “The Myth of Reorganization," journal of Systents Management, June 1979, p. 10,

2. Fred E. Fiedler and Martin M. Chemers, Leadership and Fffective Management (Glenvicw, I11.: Scotr,
Foresman, 1974); David R. Hampten et al., Organizational Behavior and the Praciice of Management, 4th ed,
(Glenview, IN.: Scott, Foresman, 1982), pp. 571-575.

3. Maxwell D, Taylor, Swords and Plowshares (New York: Norton, 1972), pp. 178-260; nterview with
[.aurence Legere: 24 June 1971.

4. Address by Admiral James I3, Watkins, US Naval War College, Newpore, R.L: 12 April 1985;
Interview with Laurenee Legere.

5. The Washington Posi, 4 January 1985, p. A20.

6. Interviews with members of the Joine Staft: 5 April 1985,

7. Quoted in [.M. Destler, Presidents, Bureaucrats and Foreign Policy (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1972), p. vi.

8. Matthew B. Ridgway, Soldier: The Memoirs of Marthew B. Ridgreay (New York: Harper & Brothers,
1956), pp. 286-294; Anthony Leviero, “The Paradox That is Admiral Radford,” The New York Times
Magazine, 5 August 1956, pp. 11, 50, 52; Lawrence ]. Korb, The joint Chiefs of Staff (Bloomington, Ind.:
Indiana University Press, 1976), pp. 106-111.

9. Caspar W. Weinberger, “'The Challenge of Organizing and Managing DOIY's Resources,”
Defense/83, Ocrober 1983, p. 3.

10. Organization, Structure and Decisionmaking Procedures of the Department of Defense, Hearings before the
Commitee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate 98th Congress, 1st sess., 10 November 1983, part 9, pp.
407-408.



54 Naval War College Review

1t. David C. Jones, “Why the Joint Chiefs of Staff Must Change,” Armed Forces Journal International,
March 1982, p. 66. Emphasis added.

12. Irving L. Janis, Victims of Groupthink {Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1972); Alexander L. George,
Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The Effecrive Use of Information and Advice {Boulder, Colo.:
Westview Press, 1980).

13. Interview with Admiral Arleigh Burke: 11 August 1977; interview wich General Maxwell Taylor:
10 September 1977, address by Admiral James 1y, Watkins,

14, Interview of National Security Council Staff official: 7 January 1985; Lloyd Norman, *The Chiefs,”
Army, May 1970, p. 38; Organization, Structure and Decisionmaking Procedvres of the Department of Defense, 28 July
1983, part 1, p. 46,

15, Title 10 U.S. Code, Section 142.

16. Lloyd Norman, “The Chiefs,” Army, April 1970, pp. 20-30 and May 1970, pp. 36-43; Roy Guuman,
“Battle Over Lebanon,” Foreign Service Journal, Junc 1984, pp. 28-33; Richard Haltoran, *U S, Army Chicf
Opposes Sending Combat Forces to Aid El Salvador,” The New York Times, 10 June 1983, p. A1} “Latin
Strategy Befuddles High-Ranking Officers,” The Provideuce Journal, 27 July 1983, p. A-8; Richard Halloran,
“Joint Chicfs Supported U.S. Action as Feasible,” The New York Times, 27 October 1983, p. A-23.

17. Organization, Stricture and Decisionmaking Procedures of the Departiment of Defense, 9 November 1983, pp.
349-351; Interview with member of the CSIS Defense Organization Project Steering Commurtee: 29 April
1985.

18. [nterview with member of the Joint Staff: 18 April 1985; intervicw with member of the OpNav Staff:
18 April 1985,

19. Interviews with members of the OpNav Staff: 26 April 1985, “"USN-USAF Memoranda of
Agreement {MOA),” lusert for the Record, Senate Armed Services Committee, 6 February 1985,

20. Address by Admival James D. Watkins.

21, Interview with member of the Joint Staff, 26 April 1985.

22. The Center for Strategic and International Studics, Toward a Mare Effective Defense, February 1985, p.
16.

23. JCS Joint Secrctariat, “Charter of the Strategic Plans and Resource Analysis Agency,” 4 June 1984,

p. 3-4.
P 24, William H. Taft 1V, "“Enhancement of the CINCs' Role in the PPBS, " Memorandum, 14 November
1984,

25. JCS Joint Seercrariat, ““Charrer for the Joint Requirements and Management Board,” 20 Marcl
1984, p. 3.

26, Interview wich member of the Joint Staff: 26 April 1985.

27. Quoted in Benjamin Schemmer, “Historic Army/USAF Agreement to Reduce Roles and Missions
Overlap,” Armed Forces Journal International, July 1984, p. 19. Sce also Milliard Barger, “Tecisions Made or
Near on 26 of 31 [nitiatives Contained in Army/AF MOA," Anned Forces Journal irernational, February 1985,
p. 22,

28. Schemmer, p. 19, Interview with member of the OpNav staff: 26 April 1985,

—



55

Satellites for the Navy:
Shielded by Arms Controi?

George Bunn

he Navy relies inercasingly on satellites. According to its 1985

Report to Congress, the Navy depends “today upon space-based
systems to perform vital command and control, communications, navigation,
environmental and surveillance functions. The Navy is by far the largest
tactical user of space-based systems.”

The shift coward satellites is described in the July-August 1984 issuc of
Naval War College Review in an excellentarticle called *“Satellites at Sea: Space
and Naval Warfare” by Louisc [Todgden. Pointing out that Soviet-US naval
competition is likely to be for contral of scalanes much closer to the Sovict
Union than to the United States, she concludes: “Sovict forces can operate
linked to home bases by short lines of communication, but the United States
must operate at the end of long lines of communication and supply. An ASAT
[antisatellite] exchange that removed or degraded the space-based support
systems of both sides would only emphasize this asymmetry and make the
balance of forces even more unfavorable to the United States. Relative
military advantages accrue to the US Navy with continued access to its
satellites. Therefore, the best interests of the Navy may lie not in a race far
space weapons, but in negotiations designed to ensure the continued viability
of its other, more important space systems.”

The negotiations to which this quotation refers would seck to limit
American and Soviet ASAT weapon development through an arms control
treaty. But in a March 1984 report to Congress on ASAT arms control,
President Reagan concluded that “no arrangements or agrecements beyond
those already governing military activities in outer space have been found to
date that are judged to be in the overall interest of the United States and its
allies.”" And his Science Adviser, George A. Keyworth 11, called for a delay
in any ASA'T negotiations so that future research and development on the
Strategic Defense [nitiative (SDIor “*Star Wars”) would “not be blocked by
a previous patchwork of obligations. ™™

Professor Bunn has served as Dean of the University of Wisconsin Law School, and
as General Counsel and Ambassador for the US Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, Washington, DC, and Geneva, Switzerkand. He is presently on the faculty of
the Naval War College.
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small, two-stage rocket and a miniature homing vehicle, both launched from
an F-15 aircraft. lts first space tests were reportedly successful in targeting the
rocketata simulated target in space.'2 Unlike the fixed-base Soviet ASAT, it
can be launched anywhere in the world where the aircraft can be flown. Its
homing vchicle interceptor does not go into orbit but pursues its target and
damages or destroys the target by direct impact. As with the Soviet ASAT, it
would require another stage to attack targets above low-carth orbit; but
Sovict ocean reconnaissance satellites designed to locate US Navy surface
vessels arc within its present range. In fact, the Soviet Union has more
satcllites in low-carth orbit (and in elliptical orbit with low perigee) than
does the United States,’? And since the American miniature homing vehicle is
much smaller than the Sovict ASAT interceptor, it could be boosted to higher
altitudes with less thrust should that become desirable. Both countries arc
doing research on the possible use of laser beams from the ground or from
space to damage satellites in orbic.!

A new treaty against satellite intcrference might prohibit first use of these
ASAT weapons against a rival state’s satellites, but would not deal with the
possession of ASATSs for self-defense. If the Soviet Union attacked American
satellites, the United States would then have available a weapon with which
to retaliate against Sovict satellites. Thus, such an ASAT limitation treaty
would not prevent a retaliatory response to a violation by another state. It
would instead codify with more precision what is now accepted by most
statcs as international law, while permitting effective self-defensc.

Banning ASAT Testing or Deployment in Space. A larger step toward
preventing a space armsrace would be a treaty limiting testing or deployment of
ASATs. Possible testing limitations were also considered in the 1978-79
American-Soviet negotiations, but no agreement was rcached.!®

The 1983 Soviet draft ASAT treaty would prohibit testing of both *“space-
based weapons'’ for destroying objects in space and “new’ antisatellite
systems.'® A first reading of this language suggests that the Soviets could
continue testing their ASAT becausc itis neither “‘new’” nor “space-based.”
Based on the same language, the Sovicts would apparently ban testing of the
American ASAT as “new”” even though it is not “‘spacc-based.” Probably
ground-based laser systems being researched by both sides would be called
“new’ and therefore prohibited.

The Sovict draft does not limit its ban on testing to space, where
verificatiou is likely to be easicr than onland. Buta “counter draft’ has been
offered by an unofficial American group including Nobel Physics Laurcate
Hans Bethe, IBM Fellow Richard L. Garwin, former Deputy CNO for
Research and Development Admiral Noel Gayler, USN (Ret.), former State
Department Legal Adviser Leonard C. Mecker, former CIA Deputy
Dircctor Herbert Scoville, and other experts gathered together by the Union
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of Concerned Scientists. Their counterdraft would ban all further tests “in
space or against space objects'” (that is, testing in space or from the ground, sea
or air “‘against” objects in space). The weapons which could not be tested
would be those for destroying, damaging, or rendering satellites inoperable,
or for changing their flight trajectory. The restriction to tests “‘in space or
against space objects’’ was made in part to improve chances of detecting
cheating; monitoring tests in space is likely to be easier than on the ground. At
the same time, the draft would not attempt to permit American ASAT tests
while denying those of the Soviet Union. In essence, it would be a “‘no-new-
types’ treaty leaving the Soviet Union and the United States with their
existing ground-based ASATs effective only in low-earth orbit.17

[n addition to limiting testing, both of these drafts propose agreement not
to deploy ASATs in space. Again, however, there are differences in defining
the ASATs and deployments which are to be limited.!® In any event, the
deployment provisions are probably much less important than those dealing
with testing.

There are relevant limitations on testing and deployment in existing
treaties. First, the Limited Test Ban Treaty prohibits nuclear explosions in
space. Such an explosion could destroy or damage satellites, and has been
considered for an ASAT weapon.

Second, in the Outer Space Treaty, parties agreed “‘not to place in orbit
around the Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kind of
weapons of mass destruction. . .or station such weapons in outer space in any
other manner.”” **Space mines’’ containing nuclear weapons in orbit near a
rival’s satellites would be included in this language. So would an x-ray laser
pumped by a nuclear explosive device which was stationed in space. Both are
possible ASATs.19

Third, the ABM Treaty prohibits field testing of strategic ABM systems
which are sea-based, air-based, space-based or mobile land-based. A
potential ABM system will likely have an ASAT capability because satellites
in space are generally easier to shoot down than ballistic missiles. Satellites
are likely to be more fragile than missiles or reentry vehicles, and they remain
in space for weeks, months or years rather than minutes. Yet, some ASAT
weapons could also have ABM capability.

ASAT systems and their components are not prohibited, as such, by the
ABM Treaty. Testing of ASAT interceptor missiles or launchers or ASAT
radars is prohihited only “in an ABM mode.”” Similarly, an ASAT or its
components may not be given the capability *“to counter strategic ballistic
missiles in flight trajectory.” But testing of ASATs against satellites instead
of missiles is not prohibited.2¢ Neither Soviet ASATs (as tested since 1968) nor
US ASATs (as tested in 1984) could counter a strategic ballistic missile except
if—in time of crisis—they happened to be in place near where the missile
would be passing. But the technology that is necessary to intercept a satellite
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can also be applicable to missile interception.! And, the ABM Treaty
prohibition on field tests of space-based, air-based or sea-based ABM
systems or components applies whether the kill mechanism is impact, high
cxplosives, pellets, nuclear weapons, lasers or high-energy particle
beams.?

Fourth, the ABM Treaty would prevent deployment of an ASAT on the
ground, at sea, in the air or in space only if it could ““‘counter strategic ballistic
missiles or their elements in flight trajectory . ...

The rub for both sides in any new ASAT Treaty might well be a ban on
testing. Tests of new sea-based, air-based or space-based weapons technology
against satellites in space could provide very useful information in developing
ballistic missile defenses. A state planning to abrogate the ABM Treaty, in
order to test ballistic missile defenses (BMD) against missiles, could delay
doing so until its potential BMD device was first tested against satellites. As
long as the device was only tested against satellites, the opposition would
likely not know what its capability against ballistic missiles was. Upon
completion of successful tests against satellites, the side doing the testing
could break out of the ABM Treaty and be ahead—assuming the other side
had not followed the same course. Since the ABM Treaty does not prohibit
ASAT testing in space unless the ASAT or its components can *“‘counter
strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory . . . ," are
“components” which contribute to such capability or are tested “inan ABM
mode,” ASAT testing in space against satellites could be conducted without
violating the ABM Treaty.

The overlap between ASAT and ballistic missile defense technology is
striking.? Miniature homing vehicles such as that used in the American ASAT
are also being considered for possible use in midcourse interception of missiles
and even for their boost-phase interception.® A current view is that this
vehicle is “the most fully developed potential BMD weapon” of the new
technologies being studied by the United States,2

Space laser technology, according to Secretary of Defense Weinberger
“could perform a variety of missions, such as antisatellite or ballistic missile
defense.”'?” The Soviet Union is experimenting with land-based lasers with
potential ASAT capability and space-based lasers with potential ASAT and
BMD capability.2 Dr. Keyworth, the President’s Science Adviser, has
advocated an American demonstration of a ground-based ASAT laser
reflected against a large mirror in geosynchronous orbit as a first step toward
a space-bascd BMD system: “‘[t may not necessarily be the best way for the
ASAT mission, but a geosynchronous antisatellite capability is important to
test the technology to destroy missiles.”’ A proposed American space-object
radar tracking system called Talon Gold can be used for tracking both
satellites and ballistic missiles.? Thesc technologies could well be tested
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against satellites without appearing to violate the ABM Treaty—until their
capability as part of a space-based BMI) system became evident.

A new ban on ASAT space testing could thus limit early field testing of
space-based, air-based or sea-based ballistic missile defense technologies,
testing which might otherwise be permissible only by withdrawal from the
ABM Treaty. It could add significantly to the “patchwork’ of treaties
limiting the development of a ballistic missile defense. By the same token, it
could plug a growing loophole in the ABM Treaty. While the Limited Test
Ban and Outer Space Treaties preclude testing or deployment in space of
ASATs using nuclear explosions, the new high-energy technologies
(excepting x-ray lasers) do not rely upon nuclear weapons. For these, the
ABM Treaty is the significant limitation. An ASAT test ban which plugged
an ABM Treaty loophole could thus have significance for BMD development
as well as ASAT development.

Verification of ASAT Limitations

One of the problems involved with any ASAT limitation treaty is defining
what kinds of weapons have “ASAT capability.” The President’s March 1984
report to Congress says this phrase “‘relates to all systems capable of
damaging, destroying or otherwise interrupting the functioning of satellites.”
Besides lasers, and the existing American and Soviet ASATs, there are many
devices having some such capability:

®  Maneuvering spacecraft such as the American Space Shuttle or the
Soviet Progrez which serves the Soviet Soyuz space platform. These can
capture or impact a satellite.

® Electronic jamming countermeasures which can blind a satellite’s
SENsors.

® Directed energy particle beams which have sufficient power to
damage satellites.

® ““Space mines’ stationed near a rival's satellites awaiting a possible
“I>-day”’ when they would be exploded by signal from Earth.3!

Assume that all of thesce devices except the American Space Shuttle and
Soviet Progrez-Soyuz spacecraft are regarded as ASATs. Assume that an
ASAT Treaty bans only interference with satellites in space, deployment of
ASATs inspace and testing of ASATs in space or against objects in space. The
most important and most difficult verification task will then probably
concern the ban on testing.

Verifying a noninterference ban—at least determining whether American
satellites have been damaged or destroyed by hostile action—seems possible.®2
Addirional sensors can be added to our satellites to deal with problem cases.
For the moment, only the Soviet Union has sufficient space capability or
motive to take hostile acrion against our satellites. In any event, a ban on
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interference does not go far beyond existing international law, including the
ABM Treaty. We already have the problem of detecting violations of that
law, whether or not we sign a new noninterference ban.

[n the case of a ban on deployment of ASAT'S in space, some monitoring 1s
also possible. The North American Defense Command has the abilicy to
detect objects one foot in diamcter at 23,000 miles in space, though it
sometimes cannot identify what their functions are because it cannot sce
inside them. 3 Yerwe live today with an Outer Space Treaty ban on stationing
nuclear weapons in space.

If neither the Amertcans nor the Soviets have to destroy their existing
ASATs, the need to be sure that a low-alutude Soviet satellite has no
explosive inside may not be that important because a retaliatory response to
an ASAT attack would still be possible. And the new treaty would not require
us to know how many Sovict ASATs exist on the ground because cach side
would be permitted to keep its existing ASATs (and build more of che same
type).

The most important verification problem would probably deal with the
most significant limitation: an ASA'T test ban. The President’s 31 March 1984
report to Congress on ASA'T arms control said: “The facy char ASAT
capabilities arc inherent in some systems developed for other missions or are
amenable to undetected or surreptitious development makes it impossible o
verify comphiance with a truly comprehensive testing limitation that would
climinate teses of all methods of countering satcllites. Test bans for a more
limited class of ASAT systems may be verifiable ... 7 (Emphasis added.)

As indicated above, the Bethe-Garwin group proposed a ban on ASAT
tests only in space or against space objects” rather than attempting to
prohibit all relevant tests everywhere. They defined an ASAT in much the
same way as the President’s report does, except that they took pains to
exclude devices such as the American Space Shuctle and Soviet Soyuz space
platforms. These are not “weapons for™ actacking satellices. They listed the
tollowing verification tasks for their proposed “no-new-types” ASAT
Treaty (including the noninterference, no-deployment and no-testing
limitations described above): “The U.S. would have to contirm that the
cxisting Soviet ASAT interceptor was not being tested in space; that no new
ASAT weapons were being devised and tested in space or against space
targets, including such new exotic ASATs as ground- or air-based lasers that
could be aimed at low-orbit satcllites; that weapons originally desigmed and
deployed for other missions were not being teseed inan ASAT mode and that
non-weapon space vehicles and programs were not posing significant ASAT
threats,”™s

Aftera lengthy discussion of these tasks and how they could be carried out,
the group concluded that there were no obvious reasons why the treaty could
not be adequately veritied: *There may he some arcas of uncertainty, but not
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so great as to permit the Soviets to pose a signiticane, unanticipated chreat to
US security it we take prudent steps toward improving inrelligence
capabilities and diversitying and protecting vital satellite tuncrions. ™

The United States already monitors space testing to verity Soviet
compliance with the ABM Treaty’s prohibition on field testing of ABM
systems which are “sca-based, air-based, space-based or maobile land-based.”™
[t also monitors Soviet missile tests for both veritication and intelligence
purposes. Ithas followed field tesring of the Soviet ASAT since 1968. What is
proposed would add to existing monitoring responsibilities—Dbuat not
radically.¥

ASAT National Security Threat
With and Without a Treaty

The President’s 31 March 1984 report to Congress on ASAT arms control
concluded that no new treary arrangements have been found to date which
were in the overall interest of the United States and is allies. Bucit described
a continuing scarch for “selected limits on specific types of Space systems or
activities i space’” which might be in our interests. Lo raised numerous
difficulties including particalarly the problems of defining what ASAT
capabilities to limit, and of veritying whatever limits are chosen. Both these
ditficulties are discussed above. Then it listed other specific national securicy
considerations.

High on this list was the Navy's concern abour Soviet surveillance
satellites: “These include ocean reconnatssance satellites which use radar and
clectronics intelligence in efforts to provide targeting data to Soviet weapon
platforms which can quickly attack U.S. and Allied surface fleets . . . . A
comprehensive ASA'T ban would afford a simcruary to existing Soviet satellices
designed to targer U.S. naval and land convennional forces. The absence of a
U.S. ASAT capability to prevent Soviet targering aided by satellites could be
scen by the Soviets as a substantial factor in their ability to attack U.S. and
allied forces and might offset Soviet concerns about the effectiveness of U.S.
and allied naval warfare capabilities.” {Emphasis added. )

As the report makes clear, these are among the tundamental reasons the
United States secks an ASAT. According to President Reagan’s July 1982
National Space Policy: “The Primary purposcs ot a United States ASAT
capabilily are to deter threats to space systems of the United States and its
Allies and, within such limirs impnscd l)y mternational law, to (lcny any
adversary the use ot space-based systems that provide support to hostile
military forces.”

The treaty proposed by the Bethe-Garwin group would leave both sides
with the low-orbit ASAT capability they had when ic went into effect. Both
could continue to deploy their existing nonlaser ASATs. Assuming the US



64 Naval War College Review

ASAT had by then the ability to damage or destroy Sovict occan
reconnaissance satellites (they are within its intended range), the deterrence
difficulty perceived in the President’s 31 March 1984 report should be nuch
reduced. And the United States could then respond in kind to a Soviet satellite
attack. Moreover, existing capability to jam or spoof Soviet reconnaissance
satellites by clectronic means may be considerable. At the same time, the
United States could continue to enhance the survivability of its own satellites
against electronic jamming, laser beams, etc. ¥

What may be realistic as an arms control measurc is a no-new-types sort of
treaty such as the Bethe-Garwin group proposes. It would leave the Soviet
Union and the United States each with an ASAT cifective at low-carth
orbits, assuming US testing produced such capability by the time a treaty
became cffective or testing at relatively low altitudes was permiteed to
continue, Early warning, C3, NAVSTAR, MILSTAR and nuclear-cxplosion-
detection satellites at high altitudes would then be immune from attack—if
the treaty worked. The testing ban would limit development of ASAT
weapons with preater capability, including lasers and other technologics
which might damage or destroy satellites in high orbits.

Without any treaty, both sides will surely compcte for better and better
ASATs and, of course, for countermeasures. Unless the United States is
confident that it can remain ahcad indefinitely, an unrestrained ASAT
competition offers little advantage—except that we (and the Soviets) can test
some potential BMD technologies in space against satellites without
abrogating the ABM Treaty first.

The post-World War II competition with the Soviet Union offers lietle
comfort for cither side that it can remain ahead of the other for very long.
Early Sovict space advantages revealed in 1957 by the first long-range missile
test and the first satellite were soon countered by the United States. American
advantages through the invention of nuclear weapons, carly deployment of
major sublaunched ballistic missile and ICBM systems, and first development
of MIRVs, were soon countered by the Soviets.

With a “no-new-types” treaty, US satellites in high orbits would still not
be entirely safe, No verification system can be totaily “rascal proof,” to use
the late Senator Jackson’s term. And some development is possible without
testing in space or against space objects. 4 Neither side would be limited in the
number of ASATs using existing technology which it built. But a treaty
would slow development and permit greater time to detect and counter
advances made by the Soviets.®

Conclusion

For many, the most persuasive argument against a no-new-types treaty is
that it would prohibit those ASAT tests which could contributc significantly
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to development of a strategic defense against ballistic missiles.® There arc at
least two ways, however, in which au ASAT arns control treaty might meet
this argument. The first would be simply to strengthen the existing law
prohibiting interference by one state with the satellites of another, rather
than attempting any ban on tests or on deployment. In addition to codifying
noninterference furcher, as attempted in the 1978-79 ASAT negotiations,
specific “rules of the road’™ for space could be considered. Following the
model of the U.S.-Sovict Incidents at Sea Agreement, a noninterference
treaty could include, for example, “prohibition of close high-speed passes or
passes in geosynchronous orbit by satellites or spacecrafe near the satellites of
the other superpower. These actions could give rise to fears of imminent
destruction of satellites by ASAT weapons as a prelude to a surprise atrack.
Close passes will obviously appear particularly threatening in the absence of
an ASAT ban.”™?

A sccond method would be to make an ASAT test ban applicable only
above an agreed altitude, say 2,500 kilometers. The idea would be to permit
continued testing at altitudes where tests have already been conducted by one
side or the other, but no higher. This would permic ficld tests by both sides of
their existing ASATs, neither of which has apparently been tested above
2,500 kilometers.# But it would prohibit testing of ASATs against satcllites in
high, geosynchronous orbits.

Both US and Soviet existing ASATs might be made effective against
satellites in high orbits by the addition of another rocket stage. Lasers might
also. A high-alritude test ban would prohibit testing of such ASATs at the
altitude for which they were designed, reducing confidence in their
cffectiveness at high altitude and making their deployment and use less likely.
It would, of course, permit testing of advanced-technology laser ASATs at
low altitudes. Unlike current direct-impact ASATs, this might be sutficient
to indicate the probable effectiveness of the laser ASAT againse satellites in
geosynchronous orbits.® It so, a high~altitude test ban might have less long-
rerm V}]lUC il‘l pl'()t(.‘c[i[lg gCOSyﬂCI]rOHOUS SHtC”‘l[L’S thﬂ.n d batl On tests at all
altitudes in space.

Assuming, however, this was not the case, how would a high-altitude ban
affect the navies ot the Unired States and Sovier Union? As indicated in the
President’s March 1984 report on ASATS, the Sovicts’ radar and electronic
acedn I'CC()nnaiﬁﬂilnCC HKltCIIitCS USCLI f‘()r télrgcting Us SllrFﬂCC VCSSCIS arc l’he
US Navy's most important concern about an ASAT treaty.® These satcllites
orbit at low altitudes where they would be vulnerable to an effective US
ASAT if a war were waged at sea with the Soviets. A ban on ASAT tests at
high altitudes would permit the United States to complete testing of a
low-altitude ASAT to deal with this threae. (By the same token, the Soviets
could test an advanced technology satellite to deal with American occan
reconnaissance satellites which are also i low orbit.)
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The United States is increasingly placing heavy reliance on high-aldtude,
geosynchronous or semisynchronous satellites. Probably of greatest impor-
tance to the Navy arc the newer C3, navigation, weather, and carly warning
satcllites which arc or soon will be in geosynchronous or semisynchronous
orbits.7 These would have greater protection from Soviet attack with a
high-altitude test ban than without, though they might not be invulnerable
from some sorts of attack in the future—for example by ground-based lasers
or nuclear explosions at very high altitudes—cven in the absence of high-
titude testing,

By the same token, however, a high-altitude test ban treaty would not limit
SDI research any more than the ABM Treaty alrcady does. As a Pentagon
scientific witness on SDI has made clear: “The SDI rescarch program would
not be affected by limits on high altitude ASAT systems.”’8

Assuming that verification of a high-altitude test ban was effective, the
Soviets would be subject to the same limits as the United States. While a
smaller proportion of Soviet satellites uses high orbits than is the case for the
United States, the Sovict Union has recently tested communications, carly
warning and metcorological satellites in such orbits.# On balance, a treaty

d

affording greater protection to high-altitude space assets might be actractive
to both sides. Such a treaty “would allow both sides to keep and test their
current low-orbit antisatellite weapons, but it would forbid the development
and testing of all weapons which could reach satellites in geosynchronous
orbits. In such a situation, satellites which are important to conventional
military operations [c.g., ocean reconnaissance satellites] would be at risk,
but those that are crucial to the strategic forces would still be secure [e.g., C3,
missile-launch carly warning, advanced navigaton for ballistic missile
submarines).”

In the US-Soviet arms control talks begun in Geneva in 1985, ASATs arc
again on the table. The Soviets proposed, among other things, a moratorium
on rescarch, testing and deployment of “space-strike arms.”” Their principal
objective appeared to be to stop the US SDI research program, but their
proposal covered ASAT systems.> US criticism, according to Paul H. Nitze,
Special Adviser to the President and Secretary of State on Arms Control,
included the following: “Even were we to find a way to ban the declared
[existing] U.S. and Soviet ASAT systems, most satellites would still be
vulnerable to attack, especially by nuclear weapons. The existing Sovict
Galosh ABM interceptors deployed around Moscow are capable of attacking
low-orbiting satellites, which pose much casier targets than do ballistic
missile warheads. s

Quantitatively, most satellites on both sides are not in geosynchronous
orbit. But, as indicated above, the key new US navigation, C3 and carly-
warning satellites are or soon will be. Because of their long distance away
from Earth, they are likely to be easier to protect from a variety of possible
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threats, with or without a high-altitude test ban. As Nitze states, however,
they would not be completely invulnerable. Either the United States or the
USSR might be able to use nuclear-armed interceptors as high-altitude
ASATs. With a nuclear explosion as the kill mechanism, accuracy and
high-altitude space testing might well be less important. But the use of such
weapons would also have serious disadvantages: “It would breach the nuclear
threshold at a critical moment, and it would generate an electromagnetic
pulse that could disrupt one’s own communications system.’”3

Inmy view, nuclear attacks on high-altitude satellites are unlikely, at least
short of a major nuclear exchange. Nonnuclear ASATs are a more likely
threatin a smaller battle. A banon ASAT tests at high altitude would inhibit
development of nonnuclear ASATs capable of attacking satellites in
geosynchronous orbit. Both sides could likely be better off as a result.
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What Wargaming is and is Not

Peter P, Perla

Lieutenant Commander Raymond T. Barrett, US Navy

he term wargaming has been defined in many ways. In its broadest
application, it is used to describe any type of warfare modeling,
including simulation, campaign and systerns analysis, and nilitary excrcises.
A more restricted and more useful definition is that wargaming is any type of
warfare model or simulation, not involving actual military forces, in which
the flow of events is affected by decisions made during the course of those
cvents by “‘players” representing the opposing sides. This definition includes
not only the training and rescarch games conducted at the Naval War College
but also encompasses a much wider varicty, from the Global War Game scries
with its hundreds of participants to small one- or two-person tnanual or
tabletop games and their microcomputer derivatives.

What wargaming is not is often even less obvious than what it is. Firsrand
foremost, wargaming is not analysis in the usual scnse of rigorous,
quantitative, dissection of a problem. Nor is wargaming real, despite the
similaritics of gaming language and the gaming experience to many aspects of
actual operations. A war game is not duplicatable—one cannot refight a game
changing only the random numbers. In essence wargaming is an exercise in
human interaction, and the interplay of human decisions and the outcomes of
those decisions makes it impossible for two games to be the same. As a result
of such fac.ors, war games arc not universally applicable to defensc problems;
the less important human decisions and the more important physical or
technical parameters, the less relevant is wargaming.
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The Elements of a War Game

A good war game must be structured to help human players make
decisions, and to allow them wo learn about the effects of those decisions.
There are six key elements in such a structure:

®  Objectives
Scenario
Darta basc
Models
Rules, procedures, umpires
® DPlayers.

A war game must have a clearly defined and clearly stated setof objectives.

In specitying objectives, game sponsors, designers, and analysts must clearly
identify how and in what ways the game can provide the type of information
needed to achicve those objectives. The objectives should be as specific as
possible, to allow the game design to focus on those clements critical to the
collection of such information. The definition of objectives should be the
principal “*driver’” of a war game’s entire structure.

The scenario sets the stage for the game, placing players in the sitnation
with which they must deal. The scenario can have a significant, if not
overwhelming, effect on the decisions players are able to make. As a result,
the game designer must carefully determine how the scenario may atfect the
factors he is most interested in exploring. Detailed scenario descriptions
should ensure that players understand these factors and how they arose so that
they are able to comprehend how the underlying assumptions may affect their
scope for decisionmaking,.

The data base contains the information players may use to help them make
decisions. Typically, thisinformation includes forces available, some measure
of their capabilites, physical or environmental conditions, and other
technical facts. Because of its importance to decisionmaking, the data base
must clearly and concisely present the information players would reasonably
have available to them in an actual situation, and in a manner readily
accessible for their use during play.

The fourth element of a war game is a set of models, usually mathematical
expressions, which translate data and decisions into game cvents. Models
must be flexible enough to deal with unforescen player decisions. They should
be designed to allow the data base to change without requiring major changes
to the models themselves. Their mechanisms should accurately reflect those
factors most important to the decisionmaking levels represented by the
players. As much as practicable, the question of whether a model will depend
on random numbers should be driven by the underlying process. Just as real
battles are affected by chance, gamie battles should sometimes reflect the role
of luck in executing any operation, and report on those effects.
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In addition to models, a game must have a set of rules and procedures—
typtcally monitored in large games by a team of umpires—to define what
players can and cannot do and why. These procedures help to sequence game
events, allowing for accurate chains of cause and effect. Game procedures are
also responsible for ensuring that players receive the appropriate quantity and
quality of information during play, and introducing error and delay to
simulate the “‘fog of war.”

Finally, and most importantly, a war game must have players, whose
decisions affect and, in turn, are affected by the flow of events, A game is
most effective when the players are cast in operational roles and are given the
information and responsibility required to make the decisions appropriate to
those roles. Because learning from a game requires an understanding of why
players make decisions, thorough player understanding of game objectives
and preparation for their roles is essential to useful game play.

Levels of Play

There are many ways of describing the different levels of game play. The
most useful taxonomy combines the idea of geographic scope and level of
warfare. For the purpose of out discussions, we will describe three broad
classes that are pertinent to gaming—Global/Strategic, Theater/Opera-
tional, and Local/Tactical.

Global/Strategic. In Global/Strategic games, the primary decisiomnakers
represent opposing National Command Authorities, or NCAs. Typically the
goals of such games are to improve the perspective of the participants, test
strategies, and identify important issues at the global level. These games have
usually focused attention on prehostilities and transition politics and force
deployments, D-day engagements, and escalation or war termination
questions. Their primary output is qualitative, consisting typically of game
narratives with some interpretations of events, and little numerical data.
Games at this scale usually require the commitment of indefinite and large
numbers of people and time, and are seldom, if ever, repeated under identical
conditions.

Theater/Operational, The primary decisionmakers in Theater/Operational
games are typically cast as Commanders in Chief (CinCs) of the unified or
specified commands in a given region. Some games actually combine multiple
theaters to achieve a pseudoglobal scope. However, because decisions are
made at theater level, these games are closer to the operational rather than
strategic scale.

Theater/Operational games are usually designed to explore specific issues
and identify strategic, operational and tactical problems in the theater. Often
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they point out arcas in need of further study. Such games focus on the force
levels and employment options necessary or feasible for carrying out specific
military missions. Although the output of these games is similar in nature to
that of Global/Strategic games, there is a tendency to run follow-on games
and to generate numerical data.

Local/Tactical. ‘The primary decisionmakers in this final category arc
generally battle group commanders or below. As is the case with the
Global/Strategic games, a primary purpose of the lowest level games is to
give its participants an improved perspective or add to the perspective of its
participants. Also Local/Tactical gamies are useful to compare various tactics
and forces. Even more than the other types of gaimes, identifying topics for
further analysis is an important goal of Local/Tactical games.

Typically, these low-level games focus attention on force levels and
tactical deployments, weapon and sensor performance and interrelationships
among various warfare areas. The outputs of these games usually have a
greater balance of qualitative and quantitative results than is the case with the
others. The number of iterations of a Local/Tactical game varies, but docs
tend to be higher than either of the other two categories.

The accompanying Table compares the three categories of games defined
here.

Other Characteristics of War Games

In addition to the level of decisionmaker at which the game is played, war
games may be characterized by:

® The number of players or “'sides,”

® Instrumentality,

® [nformation limits, and

® Format.

Mosr war games are two-sided, one player or team representing friendly
forces and the other the opposition. Often a third, nonplayer team {control},
handles matters outside the scopc of the player decision levels and carries out
umpire functions. Although the two-sided game is far and away the most
frequent type, multisided games, with three or more independent active
player teams, can be useful for many applications, especially political-
military games. One-player games, in which control actually assumes
direction of the opposition as well as its usual functions, are frequently
employed for training purposes.

In addition to players and umpires, games need some sort of tools to keep
track of and display data, force movements, and interactions. In many cases,
such tools consist largely of maps and charts, books of data, and orders of
battle. Such strictly manual games were once the primary mode of
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wargaming, but arc now being complemented by computers. Computer-
assisted  games use machines ranging trom persomal computers o large
mainframes o assist in monitoring force positions and movement, weapons
capabilities and other critical, data-intensive items. Extrapolating bevond such
computer-assisted games are the developments being pursued ac places such as
the Rand Strategy Assessment Center in which the human decisionmaker is
being replaced by computers built around artticial telligence and expert
system concepts. Computer-controlled games ot this type are ditticult o
categorize as true war games, and may develop into a new, but relaced, wol.

Another typical distinetion is between “open™ and “closed™ war games,
Au open war game atlows all players essenually free aceess to all available
informartion (other than the other side’s plans). Typically such games use o
single sicuation map on which torces from both sides are, tor the most part,
opcnly displzlycd, and force c;lp;lhilitics t'rccly accessed. A closed system
introduces limits on information available to players, beteer simulating the
“fog of war.” Closed games almost always require some sore of compurer
assistance unless they are very small in size or scope.

Finally, a war game’s tormat may be characterized as cither seminar games
or system games. Ina seminar game (typically an open game), opposing
players discuss the sequence of moves and countermoves they are likely 1o
make in a given situation, arriving at oo mutually reasonable assessment of
what interactions are likely to occur. The control team assesses the results of
those interactions and reports back to the players. The process is repeated tor
cachof the “moves™ in the game. Usually seminar games use moves of various
lengths of real time (time steps) and so rend o resolve ditterent periods of the
war at diffcrent levels of detail. A system game, which is often a closed one,
substitutes a system of highly detailed rules and procedures for che discussion
process. Players make their decisions independently and the system runs them
against cach other to determine the interactions. The Naval Wartare Gaming
System, when used inits entirety, is an cx;nnplc of whart such SYSLeNt games
are like.

The Use of Wargaming

War games of all types and all levels are best used to investigate processes,
not calculate outcomes. To define the results of war games only in cerms of
what happened, not why, tn terms of “lessons learned ™ not issues raised, " is
to lose sight of whata game really is and where its main benetits can be found.
War games can help explore questions of strategy, human behavior and
warf‘igllting trends, Thcy arc of little use in providing rigorous, quantitative
measures to Cobjectively” prove or disprove technical or tactical theories.
Instead they can often provide the kernel of new theories which can be cested
with other analytical tools.
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Wargaming is most productive when used as an organizational and
exploratory tool, or as an explanatory device. It scems especially appropriate
for exploring the dynamic character of warfare. The design of the game
(organizing) and the play and subsequent analysis of the game {exploring)
form a loop in which the questions and issucs arising from onc play can
reshape or reorganize the game system itsclf to make it a more accurate
representation of reality.

As an organizational tool, wargaming can help designers and participants
tic their thoughts together, and give them a more operational focus.
Designing a game is an ongoing process, requiring comprehensive and
coherent study and modeling of the interplay of different types of forces,
carrying out diffcrent kinds of missions, for different sorts of rcasons. The
designer begins by estimating the types of interactions that may occur under
various circumstances, and the key factors that might determinc their
outcome. Through playing and testing, the designer learns how well his
models work and how players may intetact as they develop different solutions
to the problems posed by the game. Through this design and development
proccess, the game designer translates quantitative and qualitative tactical
analyses into intelligible and practical procedures which allow the players to
concentrate on making decisions, not on remembering rules. Through such a
process, the designer and other participants can sometimes better see how
their understanding of separate clements of combat operations arc linked
together.

As an exploratory tool, wargaming can give analysts and decisionmakers
new insights, leading to further investigation of the sources of their belicfs. It
forces participants to look at “reality” from a different perspective, and can
lead to fundamental changes in how they see that reality. If the initial design
of a game incorporates certain critical factors into its medels and procedures,
the play of the game and the questions and issucs it raises can lead to the
discovery of other factors whose importance may have been previously
unsuspected or undervalued.

By explicitly allowing human decisions—made under the press of time and
on the basis of imperfect or incomplete information—to influence the course
of events and by incorporating randomness and luck, wargaming comes closcr
than any other form of intellectual excrcise to illustrating the dynamics of
warfarc. By helping its designers, its players, and the consumers of its
bricfings and written reports to sec the impact of these “unquantifiable™
factors in concrete terms, a game also helps to illuminate the sources of that
dynamism. Gaming provides an opportunity for deeper understanding of the
rcalitics of warfare, even if it cannot improve the accuracy of estimates of
cxchange ratios.

Finally, as an cxplanatory device, war games can be very cffective at
communicating analytical insights to appropriate decisionmakers. Games
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have the facility to illustrate analytical findings and their underlying rationale
in clear and memorable ways. In addition, decisionmakers involved in such
games can provide new insights which can be explored in subsequent
analyses. In this sense, wargaming is part of a continuous system of examining
and raising new issues.

A war game can be very effective at building a consensus on the importance
of key ideas or factors in the minds of those who participate in it. However,
the power of a war game to communicate and convince is a potential source of
danger. War games attempt to create the illusion of reality and where this has
been done very successfully, the game can be a powerful aud sometimes
insidious influence, especially on those who have limited operational
experience. There is always a possibility that intentional or unintentional
advocacy of particular ideas or programs may falsely color the events and
decisions made in a game; this can lead to self-fulfilling prophecies. The
designer of a game has great power to inform or to manipulate. [tisup to the
players of the game to question the designer's motives and intentions by
ensuring that the methodology is appropriately linked to the game's
objectives.

Wargaming and Analysis

On the surface, wargaming has much in common with systems or campaign
analysis. In all these approaches, scenarios and data bases underlie and
structure the research, mathematical models simulate some aspects of reality,
and some sorts of rules, procedures, or umpires assure the logical flow of
events.

The true value of wargaming lies in its unique ability to illuminate the
impact of the human factor in warfare. The nature of the differences between
wargaming and systems or campaign analysis rests primarily in three areas,
the distinctions between:

® Knowledge and information,

® Decision and calculation,

® Time and event.

While systems or campaign analysis is a technique for processing
information, wargaming is a tool for exploring knowledge, the human
interpretation of information. Campaign analyses use information about
physical processes to calculate the outcome of physical events (typically in
terms of attrition). War games focus on the decisions players make, how they
are made, and the effects thar they have. While in analysis time is just another
variable defining an event, in wargaming time should be the critical factor in
the decisions which cause an event to occur.

Campaign analyses usually preordain a sequence of events (often just a
string of engagements) and calculate the “expected outcome” of those events
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bascd on ““hard’’ information about torces and capabilitics. If one side is badly
beaten, analysts go back through the sequence to determine what changes
could result in a more balanced outcome. The old sequence is discarded and
replaced by the new. This itcrative procedure goes on until the analysts are
satistied that both sides are employing their forces “optimally.” Results,
usually cxpressed as or based on expected attrition, are then calculated and
reported.

War games, on the other hand, afford the playcrs a large measurc of
control over eveuts through their decisions. Decisions are not based on clear
and complete understanding of all the facts, but on how players view those
facts through a cloudy and possibly incomplete frame of reference, often
distorted by the pressure of time limitations; in other words, the “fog of
war.”’ Inmost cascs, a decision once made may not be recalled. Although the
immediate results of decisions are often defined by mathematical models
similar to those used in campaign analyses, their true impact ripples through
all the subsequent game decisions and events. What and how much is lost in
war game engagements and campaigns are far less meaningful than how and
why those engagements occurred as they did.

The end result of a classical campaign analysis can look very much like the
single play of a war game. But it is a play in which all decisions are premade,
poor decisions are self-correcting, uncertainty eliminated, and chance
averaged away. That such analysis has difficulty capturing the dynamic
elements of warfarc or illuminating new facets of reality not already
incorporated into its models should not be surprising. Campaign analysis can
provide little insight into why and how a brilliant hunch, or incredible
blunder, a bold gamble, or paralyzing indecision can destroy carctully crafted
plans or turn ad hoc operations into decisive victories. There are no
Chancellorsvilles in campaign analysis.

War games, by their very nature, seek to explore precisely those questions
campaign analyses ignore, to discover “what we don’t know we don't
know.” However, to accomplish this we must sacrifice the features that
allow a campaign analysis to vary parameter valucs over a wide spectrum. A
war game is not a mathematical experiment whosc initial conditions can be
recreated precisely and varied at will. The fundamental initial conditions of a
game, that is, the statc of its players’ knowledge base, changes with
experience of the game and with replacement of individual players.

In the end, systems or campaign analyses too often become viewed as
“black boxes” whose main outputs are ultimatcly attrition results. The main
output of a gamc should not be the outcome of the play, but rather
interpretations of the processes by which that outcome occurs. If structured
with that goal in mind, war games are appropriate and effective tools for
cxploring decision processcs.
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RESEARCH IN THE NAVAL
HISTORICAL COLLECTION

Gifts and Acquisitions

Evelyn M. Cherpak

During the last year the Naval Historical Collection has acquired a number
of manuscript collections that offer exciting research possibilities for scholars
of naval history. The papers of Roy Campbell Smith, a naval officer whose
carcer spanned the last two decades of the nincteenth century and the first
quarter of the twentieth, is one such collection, The Smith papers were
presented to the Naval War College in two separate lots: the first accession
was donated in 1941 by his son, Comnmander Roy C. Smith, Jr., and consists
primarily of Navy Department orders, while the sccond, comprising the bulk
of the collection, was presented through the Naval War College Foundation
in 1983 by Mrs. William T. Sampson Smith, his youngest son’s widow and
sccond wife. Both donors felt that the War College’s Historical Collection
was the appropriate depository, given Smith’s career connections with the
institution and the Newport Naval Torpedo Station over the years.

The papers consist of twenty-four boxes which are divided into four major
series: correspondence, speeches and writings, subject files and miscellany.
Some of the morce significant materials are Smith’s personal correspondence
with his wife, Margarct, covering a forty-year period from 1888 to 1928;
ofticial naval orders and letters of commendation, 1876-1929; family
correspondence regarding the comnmission of Smith’s father as a United States
Army surgeon in 1847-1848; spceches and writings, 1864-1931, containing his

Dr. Cherpak is Head of the Naval Historical Collection.
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articles on military and naval topics published in the US Naval Institute
Proceedings, the North American Review and other journals of the period; and files
on US Navy personnel and promotion policies, the naval station at Guam
which he commanded, and the Aztec Club of 1847 and the Society of
Cincinnati—patriotic organizations to which he belonged. Photographs,
newspaper clippings, tourist literature, journals, books, and family and estatc
papers complete the collection. A published manuscript register, compiled by
this author, provides detailed box and folder listings to the collection
contents. Taken together, the materials provide insights into the professional
lifc and personal concerns of a career officer who represented an older, more
romantic and less technologically complex navy.

Although Smith never attained flag rank, his naval carcer was marked by
ship and shore assignments that took him all over the world and involved him
in history-making events. Immediately after graduation from the US Naval
Academy in 1878, he cruised to the west coast of South America where he
witnessed events of the War of the Pacific between Chile and the combined
forces of Peru and Bolivia. Other cruises to the southern Western
Hemisphere followed in USS Boston and USS Bennington in the early eighteen
nineties.

Smith’s Newport connection began in 1887 when he was assigned to the
Torpedo Station as a student. He returned in 1892 to command the USS Stifetto
and USS Cushing, the Navy's first torpedo boats. His subsequent four years
there launched his carcer as an author, for he developed an interest in the
Navy’s torpedo boat policy and wrotc the 1897 Naval Institute Proceedings
prizc winning essay on this topic. He continued writing on naval and military
topics for the remainder of his carcer.

From 1908 to 1910, he was a staff member at the Naval War College, where
he drafted reports on Navy personnel and promotion policies. He also served,
concurrently, on the Swift Board which studied and reported on the
reorganization of the Navy Department. Retiring in 1921, Smith returned to
the college for a four-year period beginning in 1925, where he was a memnber
of the Policy and Command, Policy and Plans, and [ntelligence Departments.

Between assignments at the Naval Torpedo Station and the Naval War
College, he served in the USS Indiana during the Spanish-Amcrican War,
where he participated in the decisive Battle of Santiago Bay. From 1903-1906,
he was US Naval Attaché in Paris, France, and St. Petersburg, Russia. His
reminiscences of the Imperial Court arce fascinating and include news of the
birth of Tsarcvich Alexis in 1904 and events of the Russo-Japanesc War of
1904-1905.

In 1912, Smith was named commanding officer of the battleship USS
Arkansas, which he commissioned in Philadelphia on 12 September. The
Arkansas ventured into Central American waters that year, taking President
William Howard Taft and his party to inspect the unfinished Panama Canal.
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The next year the Arkansas was in Mexican waters where she participated in
the occupation of Vera Cruz.

Smith’s post as governor of Guam and commanding officer of its naval station
from 1916-1918 proved to be one of his most professionally rewarding
assignments. During his tenure he instituted many noteworthy reforms,
including universal military training, sanitation measurcs and incentives for
agriculture, After two years, 1919-1921, as Supervisor of New York Harbor, he
retired from the Navy and returned to civilian life. Smith spent his remaining
years in Summerville, South Carolina, and Cooperstown, New York, where he
maintained an interest in community affairs, gencalogy, and patriotic
organizations.

Other manuscript acquisitions of recent note include five rare documents
relating to the lifc and career of Rear Admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan.
Mahan was the Naval War College’s second president, serving from 1886 to
1889, and again in 1892-1893. He also won renown as a naval historian for
his many publications on scapower and naval strategy, including the epoch-
shaping The Influence of Seapower on History. The items, purchased by the
Naval War College Foundation and donated to the college, are: Mahan’s
1856 commission as an acting midshipman, his lieutenant’s commission
signed by President Abraham Lincoln in 1862, his commission as rear
admiral signed by President William Howard Taft in 1911, a holograph
notebook on naval warfare and an 1863 letter from US Naval Academy
Superintendent George Blake ordering him to duty in the practice ship USS
Macedonian.

Two cruisc journals of Commodore John B. Marchand, USN, purchased
jointly by the Naval War College Foundation and the Jones family,
descendents of Marchand, were recently acquired by the Naval Historical
Collection. They were presented in memory of Katherine Marchand
Nelson del Valle, granddaughter of Marchand. The journals recount then
Licutenant Marchand’s voyage in the USS Constitution, one of the Navy’s
first frigates, to the cast coast of South America and the Far East in 1843 and
a cruise to the cast and west coasts of South America in the USS Obhio in
1847-1848.

Although a small collection, the papers of Captain Archibald Douglas,
USN, a Naval War College student and staff member during the nineteen
thirties and fortics, contain valuable career and college related materials,
including his lectures and staff presentations on aviation, the aircraft
carrier and the war in the Pacific and naval warfare. One interesting aspect
of the collection is a file on the USS Saratoga (CV-3), which Douglas
commanded from June 1940 to April 1942, Among other things, it includes
reports on the ship’s torpedoing by the Japanese in January 1942, when it
was on patrol 600 miles west of Oahu.

Finally, a volume entitled Victory at Sea containing Admiral Sims’ World



a2 Naval War College Review ‘

War [ articles was presented to the Naval War College Foundation by Dr.
Llewellyn N, Wiley of San Antonio, Texas. His father, Dr. Edwin Wiley,
Naval War College Librarian, 1915-1922, bound the volume himself and
collected the signatures of naval officers who were students and staff
members at the college during the period 1920-1921. The articles eventually
were expanded and appeared in book form under the same title in 1920. The
book was awarded the Pulitzer Prize in American history that same year.
Accompanying this volume is a holograph thank-you letter from Rear
Admiral Albert Niblack to Edwin Wiley, dated 24 August 1917,

The Naval Historical Collection, a division of the Naval War College
Library and the college depository for archives and manuscripts, is located on
the first floor of Mahan Hall. The collections, which focus on the history of the
institution, naval warfare studies and the Navy in Narragansett Bay, are open
to scholars and interested rescarchers Monday-Friday, 8:00 a.m.-4:30 p.m.,
except holidays. Collection guides and manuscript registers may be obtained
by writing the Curator, Naval Historical Collection, Naval War College,
Newport, RI 02841-5010 or by calling (401)841-2435 ( Autovon 948-2435),

— Y



IN MY VIEW ...

fan Ohivar

A Distorted View on the Indian Ocean

Sir,

Doctor Howard M. Hansen's article, published in the January-Febraary issue
under the title “Superpower Interests and Naval Missions in the Indian Ocean”™
surprises me, first as a naval officer, sccondly as a Frenchman, and finally as a
European.

To begin with, the level of the naval forees of the two superpowers remains in pure
abstraction, with numbers provided neither for a given time nor in their evolution
through the years. An ('xumpch of what is needed is the estimated presence in March
1985.

SSN GV Craiser Destroyer Frigate Amphibious Togiue Scienatic Tand Base
LSA L 1 R} 5 2 -- 6 2 e
' Curcra
USSR 3o~ | 3 - 2 B 7 -

(1 SIGINT)

Also present at the same time in rhe Indian Ocean were:

.

France 1 - - 1 5 1 3 - Dpbouti

' (divsel) 14 Réwnon
Uniced - - - | 1 - 1 -
Kingdom 1

The French Navy has been permanently present tor the last ten years at a level
rarely inferior to this one. My predecessor in the Naval Command College,
Commander Gérard Aublet is presentdy the Commanding Officer of the frigate
Amiral Charner, a ship permanently deployed in the Indian Ocean. This presence is self
explanatory, for France is a riparian country there and is interested in the
continuation of stability in this area of the world.

® The island'of La Réunion is a French regional district (département} and her
600,000 inhabitants enjoy the same rights and the same duties as the inhabitants of
Metropolitan France. One of the former Prime Ministers, Michel Debré, is a
congressman elected by this island and another former Prime Minister, Raymond
Barre, was born on the island to a family which moved there long ago.
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® The people of the island of Mayotte wished to remain with France when the
Comoro archipelago got its independence in 1975.

® The islands of Kerguelen, Saint Paul, Amsterdam and Crozet in the southern
latitudes of the ocean are French territories in which scientific missions are
permanently or temporarily installed.

® The Republic of Djibouti signed defense agreements with France when she
gained her independence in 1976.

® Indirectly, France’s naval interests are revealed by warships built in French
shipyards and bearing the flag of such riparian nations as Pakistan and Saudi Arabia,

All these facts are acknowledged in one of the books quoted by Doctor Hansen:
““The French case is somewhat unique because of the long history of Franee’s activity
in the Indian Ocean and its continued maintenance of both troops and dependent
territories in the area.’ (The Indian Ocean in Global Politics, by Larry W. Bowman and
Ian Clark, edited in 1981 by the authors, page 3.)

The naval officers [ have metin the War College and throughout the USA who are
interested in the Indian Ocean are perfectly aware of the significance of the French
Navy’s presence and of the excellent and constant cooperation established with the
US Navy in this area.

Without any doubt, this cooperation is run quietly and is not widely published.
This makes its very existence known only by the parties directly involved. [ will point
out two examples, withholding the names of officers candidly speaking in informal
discussions.

® Anofficer previously assigned in the State Department told me how highly the
State Department appreciated the deployment of a French anti~mine squadron to
Djibouti in 1980-81 when the threat to the Strait of Hormuz was at its peak.

® A flag officer who recently had command in the Indian Ocean told me of the
very close and personal relations he has built with his French counterpart.

But the French Navy is not the only Western navy present in this ocean.

® The British—who, by the way, are leasing Diego Garcia to the USA and are oil
exporters—have since 1977 deployed two surface ships and a support ship in the
vicinity of the Persian Gulf. About every two years a Royal Navy squadron,
composed of 5 to 6 surface combatants and generally one 5N, is deployed for a six
month’s cruise in the Indian Ocean.

® Periodically the Federal Republic of Germany deploys ships to the area.

® Aboutone half the time an Australian ship is in company with the US squadron,

® During the summer of 1984, France, along with the USA, Great Britain and
Italy, was one of the main participants in sweeping mines out of the Red Sea. France
sent four mine hunters and two support ships.

Meanwhile, even though it is still very important, the position of the Middle East as
a source of energy supply has decreased in the last ten years.

1976: 37.5 percent (22 million barrels per day}t

1983: 21.6 percent {12 million barrels per day) of the world production of crude
oil originates from the area.

A geographic diversification has occurred with the North Sea now providing a
substantial part of European consumption (38 percent). There is also a diversification
in type of energy. In France, nuclear energy is now providing 22 percent of the total
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consumption of energy (59 percent of electricity), decreasing dependence on oil from
66 to 45 percent in ten years and increasing the rate of home produced energy froin 25
to 37 percent. Evenif those figures are still expressing some vulnerability for France,
their evolution over recent years points out the tangible results of a steadfast policy.
The USA is now only dependent on oil coming from the Gulf for 5 percent of their
supply but, on a totally interdependent market, the number of barrels per day shipped
to this country (680 thousand) is still significant in comparison with the quantity
shipped to France (1,200 thousand).

Adding naval presence and energy policy, the statement that since “strategic
materials, especially oil, originating from the Indian Ocean are more vital to the
United States’ allies than to the United States itself, it would be appropriate for these
states to assume a greater respensibility for protecting access to them,”” followed by
statements of “‘lack of willingness™ and “‘lack of capacity” should be backed up not
only by quotations from ather schelars but also by facts with some differentiations
between the Western states.

In this conclusion, Doctor Hansen acknowledged the existence of “perceptions,
interests and objectives of littoral states” which react upon the interests of the two
superpowers. However, his article aggregates indifferently all the other actorsin the
area. This simplification of complex factors is of no help for the prescription of viable
strategy options for the United States in the Indian Ocean.

Commander Michel P. Gevrey, French Navy
Naval Command College, Class of 1985
Naval War College, Newport, Rl

1A}l data on energy comes from the Energy Information Administration in Washington, DC, document
DOE/EIA-0219(83).

SDIl and Et af

Sir:

“SDI and the Objectives of Arms Control,” by Fought and Bierman (Naval War
College Review, May-June 1985) presents some interesting thoughts on its subject for
consideration by both advocates and opponents of the SDI. Curiously, however, the
authors seem to discredit themselves by committing the very transgression which
they take the pains to define. At the end of their first paragraph, they tell us that
“Intellectual honesty demands we go beyond casting aspersion, from efther direction,
and examine whether and how these programs might be integrated to achieve our
overall national security objectives.” With this to set the tone, [ was quite unprepared
for the end of their statement, where I read that some parties are motivated by **. . .
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the glamour of publicly ridiculing the corrent Administration . . .,"" arc members of
‘. . . the current version of the ‘Flac Earth Society’. . ." and are “rock throwers™ to
boot! From their context, itis difficule, if not impossible to interpret these as anything
other than aspersions, cast at opponents of the SIDI. Either a double standard is being
applied, or Fought and Bicrman are being rather careless about what they write.

I can certainly agree that some of what has appeared in the open literature on the
SDIdeserves to be called sophomoric. One of the reasons for this, I suspect, is that in
the current fixation on innovative strategic thought based on conceptions of rapidly
emerging technologics, there is a marked tendency to forget the fact that military
systems, when actually used for their intended purposes, must cope with the harsh
realities of tactical conflict—cven sometimes with a competent eneiny.

If the United States were to deploy a space-based layer of defense against Soviet
ballistic missiles, [ suspect (as do Richard Garwin and others) that the primary
problem would soon be found to be that of defense of such a layer against a diversity
of possible forms of antisatellite attack, both earth-based and space-based. This poses
the obvious difficulty that an attacker can specialize in selected modes of attack,
whereas the general purpose defender, by definition, cannot specialize his resources
for defense. Thus, something like a principle of functional concenrration is operative;
our fighting spacccraft would need to be much more versatile than an enemy’s. In
addition, there is a problem derived from rhe fundamental physics of earth-orbital
mechanics which tends to favor the system attacker. The defender must have enough
units in orbit to provide military strength whenever and wherever he might be
attacked, while the attacker can choose his tiine and place to concenrrate forces, and
poke a hole in the defending system. Once established, such a hole requires significant
time to repair. Thus, the classical principle of concentration of forces is operative; we
would have to have, in toto, many more fighting spacecraft than an enemy, to be sure
of having sufficient defensive power whenever and wherever needed.

I assert that stripped to its essentials, the noriou that space-based, general defensive
systems arc feasible is tantamount to acceptance of two assumptions. The first is that the
United States can establish and maintain technological-military superiority over the
Soviets in virtually all conceivable classes of system-defensive threats, The second is that
we can overcome the time-honored principle of concentration of forces in tactical
conflict, an effect which would stress the demands on our technology yet more!

The nearest analogue to a space-based defensive system against ballistic missiles to
be found in concepts of naval warfare would seem to be close blockade by surface
warships. History suggests that the evolution of technology is the very factor which
has made such a strategy obsolete. Why should we expect some different effect to
prevail in space warfare?

Ido not for a moment doubt the desirability of the SIDI's ultimate objective, or the
sincerity of those who advocate it. I share the advocates” desive to liberate humanity
from the visc of offense-dominated nuclear deterrence. 1 do doubt that “‘they’” are
giving due consideration to the fundamental nature of the problem they are trying to
solve. Perhaps we might gain a better perspective on the problem by reading
Commander Gravatt's interesting paper, which appeared in the same issuc of the
Naval War College Review as the Fought and Bierman statement (see “‘Elements for
Conventional War—Land, Sea, Airand Space’™). Comumander Gravatt’s paper begins
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with the significant words, " Conventional war in one mediumor environment is not
much ditferent from that in another. The tools vary but the work is the same. " 1Fwe
can stop thinking about the SDI in stricely strategic cerms for a moment, we might
betrer appreciate the applicability of Gravart’s words to the problems of the space-
hased portions of the SIDI concepts.

Fought and Bierman suggest that the SDI . .. may offer the only hope o
unravel the intellectual inconsistencies which currently confound the objectivesof
arms control or of national security in general.” This is a racher diffuse scatement
for those who are not members of the Vintellectual community” to digest, and 1
would therefore like to suggest a more comprehensible line of reasoning, as in what
follows.

The objective of the ST, even if it is ever to be atrained, is many years in the
offing, as all will admic. There is the danger that we could be paying the S too
much actention, when we should be considering more immediate eventualitics. The
Savicts, as we all know, have been working to develop antisatellite capabilities for
some ycars, Fortunately for us, their effares have so far achicved only mediocre
success. What if the Soviets were ro achieve a substantial breakthrough in
antisatellice capability, and the United States were not prepared to respond in
timely fashion? Given the time now required to develop new military capabilidies,
we might then face a lengthy period of Soviet offense-deminaed control of space,
Given the apparent reliance of our own various military forces an space-based
assets, at leastin part, such a situation could be detrimental to our sense ot national
seeurity in general.

[ suggest that the pursuit of the SDI is not the only way, or even the most
important way that we should be stadying che possible evolution of national
military capabilitics from rapidly emerging rechnologics. 1 further suggest that
offense-dominated deterrence is the most likely thing to be required of us nexe in
space, and that we had better be prepared for i, siner it is much preferable to
offense-dominated Sovier contral of space.

As to such topics as political and military interactions bearing on national
sceurity, America’s first great thinker on such matters, Alfred Thayer Mahan,
made a most uncharacteristically straightforward scatement. In commenting on
the effectiveness of the Monroe Doctrine, he wrote that, ""Armament alone can
sustain, and to be bloodless, it must be sufficient ‘that the opposed be ware of
thee. " While we would presumably not wish to be guilty of being the first to begin
ta project substantial military capability into space, we had hetter not be far behind
the Saviets if they elect to do so. We cannot expect to prevent any such thing by
negotiations, unless the negotiations are backed by an imminent sustaining base of
capability in space armament. Offensive capabilities in space are a technologically
casier thing to achicve than defensive capabilities. If the Soviets take chis casier
step and we do not, the question of whether we might Tater wish to deploy
space-based ST elements could become quite irrelevant.

Certainly we muse pursue the objective of the SDI in some degree, to guard
against a possible Soviet breakdhirough in the subject of ballistie missile defense.
But the subject seems to have been inflated out of all proportion to its importance
in relation to everything else. The SDT has been deseribed as a new vision of the
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future, Tt is certainly that. But visions ultimately must be discarded if unsupported
by more corporeal things. Whatever may be said about the sophomoric comment
which has appeared since, it is obvious that the SDI's announcement was preceded
by much less thought than has followed it. The quality of thought in cach category
is what we are arguing about.

The S1D1 may be a vision which can be brought to reality. Oun the other hand, it
may be an example of the tragic fact that military theoreticians arce guilty of
ignoring and letting our political leaders ignore even what little we know of the
fundamentals of military conflict.

Theodore C. Taylor
Pacifie Palisades, California

Intelligence, Intelligence

Sir,

Reading Rear Admiral Colwell’s article on “Intelligence and the Okinawa Battle”
reinforces my appreciation of intelligence in generat and Reinhard Gehlen's memoirs in
particular. Written fifteen years ago, it is an instruction of unparalleled perspicacity in
the intelligence literature,

From 1956 to his retirement in 1968, General Gehlen was Chief of the Federal German
Republic’s Bundesnachrichtendienst-BND), i.c., the Federal Intelligence Service, and a
Licutenant General (Reserves) in the Bundeswehr. From 1946 to 1956, Gehlen headed the
BNI’s precursor organization.

Gehlen’s memoirs are lucid and provocative without being staged or presented as any
kind of an exposé. From Gehlen one does not ge the highly dramatized, intricately
platted, nearly unbelievable reconstruction of, for example, what became of Martin
Bormann. But rather a couple of paragraphs which explain, from the inside, that
Hormann was captured and interned by the Sovier Army and died in captivity inside the
USSR-—a fate scemingly not unlike that of Racul Wallenberg, a man who may be
regarded as the antithesis of Bormann.

What makes Gehlen's inemoirs worth reading again and again were his two great and
principal skills; the management of intelligence collection, evaluation and reporting
resources, and expertise in Soviet affairs. Today, it is little remembered that Reinhard
Gehlen was one of the few great Sovictologists of the twenticth century. From 1942 to
1945, as a Wehrmacht Colonel and Brigadier General, Gehlen was chief of the German
General StafP's Fremde Heere Ost (Foreign Armics Fast), and General Staff’s own
dedicated intelligence office for understanding the Soviet Armed Forces. [n chapter two
“Stalingrad and the Citadel,” for example, General Gehlen details how Foreign Armies
East calculated the serength of the Soviet Army in World War [1. Reading chis chapter
puts the recent General Westmoreland vs, CBS and Sam Adams issues in bold
perspective, showing the importance of enemy order~of-battle analyses and its
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somenimes devasting impact on the command and management of battles and wars,
Gehlen’s sources for those calculations were captured Soviet docwments and POW
interrogations, plus two sources who heard Stalin say in March 1942, 1 have to meet the
needs of a six-million-man army.”

From his World War IT experience, General Gehlen cites many examples of Soviet
military policies, strategics, doctrines and objectives which need to be reexamined in
light of issues and activities of the late 1980s. One such is a quotation from a 1943 Soviet
representation to an unnamed Western nation’s military mission in Moscow, i.e., a Soviet
ally: “The principal Russian strategic objective is not onc of regaining lost territory or
pushing back to the west; rather, the Russian war leadership intends to crush the German
army s striking power. " Over forty years later, that intention remains the central theme
of the combar operations for which the Soviet Armed Forces train and fight. Even now,
Marshal of the Soviet Union N.V. Ogarkov, former chicf of the Soviet General Staffand
now the architect and likely High Commander of a renewed Soviet European Theater of
War, reflects on the Soviet objective in World War Il as having consisted of turning “the
country into a monolithic fighting camp,” of destroying German “man-power and
equipment” and of “'wearing down the enemy's crack divisions.”” General Gehlen knew
well with what utter scriousness the Soviets devote themselves to the study and
waging of war and how Soviet military might would be aimed at disarming and
destroying the fighting, war-waging means and methods of its enemics, racher than at
“political solutions.”” His memoirs continue to advise the West that we cannot afford
to misrepresent or to miscalculate this factor,

Gehlen's evaluation of the American course in the Viemam War will not make
pleasant reading. Ten years before Colonel Harry G, Summers’ On Strategy, reminded
us that we do not practice explicit strategic thought in the United States, Gehlen
observed this impoverishment in the Vietnam War. In turn, what one can draw from
reading Gehlen on the Soviet military mind is that the Soviets do not suffer from the
same malady and that the Soviet concentration on military strategy is inspired and
necessitated as a defensive response to the German, not the Amcerican, expertise in
and devotion to strategic thought,

Gehlen speaks clearly and sharply in his memoirs. Reading them is an experience
much like taking instructions from a precise professor whom one knows ta be a
leading authority in his field. Gehlen says, ““The essence of [an] . . . intelligence
service, apart from an all-embracing knowledge, is the ability to follow and project
historical trends into the future,” This is a statement of strong impact because far too
many intelligence specialists behave as if it mattered more what the enemy has done
than what he will do, and why he will doit. **. . . intelligence on political and to a
certain extent milieary affairs is largely 4 matter of prediction. That something may
occur does not necessarily mean it will . . . [but]the value of a prediction is [not] to be
judged solely on the basis of whether that prediction comes true.”

General Gehlen correctly identifies the core of the contemporary intelligence
dilemma as ‘*the modern controversy over effectiveness versus accountability.” No
later book makes this case probably better than Thomas Powers” The Man Who Kept
Secrets: Richard Helms and the CCIA. As Powers says, these “are not neutral subjects.”™
The Powers book, a unique study of great insight on its own merits, confirms the
essential correctness and precison of Gehlen's and the BND's penetrations of
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matters Soviet. Powers points out that CIA’s perceptions of the USSR have been
greatly aided and complemented by those of the BN, This has not extended,
however, to the United States and its allies taking proper or necessarily any
significant cognizance of the USSR's dependencies on its own sca lines of
communication (SLOC}—in preference to a predilection to interfere with Western
SLOCS—particularly the main 12,000 nm Sovict SLOC which connects the
European USSR with the Asian USSR via the Suez Canal or Cape of Good Hope
routes and the Indian Occan, This dependency, also to be seen as an opportunity, has
profound implications for maritime strategics, naval power projections, naval
building programs and foreign policy. Tt explains, in substantial part, the Soviet
Navy's long-term presence, in squadron strengths, in the Mediterrancan and
Arabian seas as well as Soviet military presences in Syria, Ethiopia, Mozambique,
and Vietnam, General Gehlen explicitly recognizes this Sovict dependency, and, as
late as 1978, the BND continued to study and report on the “*Soviet Scuthern Sea
Route.” A careful, empirical *German mind™ like Gehlen’s would not be expected
to expend organizational resources on frivolous or trivial subjects. Fifteen years ago
General Gelilen predicted chat “the Soviet Union will . . . establish strong pointsin
the Mediterrancan, in the Arab world and in the Indian Ocean.” Gehlen called for
“closer collaboration between Nato . . . and . . . the diminutive but palitically and
militarily virile Isracl” to strengthen Nato's soatheastern corer. The year 1984 saw
the first combined naval exercises of the United States and the Israeli Navics.

Thus, the crisp, clear incisive memoirs of General Reinhard Gehlen need to be
resurrected and reexamined, not only as they affect the maritime and naval
strategies of the United States and Nato butas they reflect, in a broader sense, Soviet
motivesand designs as rendered for decision makers” uses on the bases of the qualities
and the necessitics of intelligence and prediceion themselves.

James T. Westwood
Lieutenant Commander, US Navy (Retired)

Middle East Security

Sir:

I am writing concerning James Kurth’s article “American Perceptions of the
Isracli-Palestinian Conflict and the Iranian-Iraqi War: The Need for a New Look,”
published in the January-February 1985 issue. Prof. John Spanier has dealt ably with
the Iraqi section of Prof. Kurth's article, in his “Commentary” printed following the
piece. But he did not address the equally serious conclusions of that section of the
article dealing with the Palestine issue, and the implications for the United Suates of a
policy of supporting the annexation of cccupied Arab lands to Israel, which is in
effect the recommendation of the article.
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Even if one were to accept the distorted picture of regional politics painted by
Prof. Kurth—the idea that there are no nation-states in the Middle East is
questionable in the extreme, and in any case applies in some measure to most other
regions of the world, including some areas of Europe, where the nation-building
process has been slow and difficult. His proposals would spell disaster for US policy in
the region. Prof. Kurth is presumably aware of the religious importance of Jerusalem,
location of the third holiest site in Islam, for Muslims. He cannot but be aware of the
current role played by radical Islamic trends in the region. Nevertheless, he seems ta
ignore the likely fallout for the United States from a policy of condoning the Israeli
annexation of Jerusalem.

Equally grave, he brushes aside the realities which are accepted by virtually every
other serious observer, even those unhappy with what they see: that Palestinian
nationalism is a potent force both inside the occupied Palestinian territories and in the
Palestinian diaspora; that Israeli efforts to destroy it ar pretend it doesn’t exist have
proven futile; and that it plays a major role in inter-Arab politics irrespective of the
rise or decline in the fortunes of the P.L.O.

Asaresultofall of this, Prof. Kurth manages to conjure up a set of proposals for US
policy guaranteed to infuriate Palestinians, Arabs and Muslims alike, to undermine
regimes in the region which are aligned with this country, and to give opponents of
the United States ammunition on a silver platter.

It would be hard o concoct worse policy advice rhan this from the point of view of
the United States and its national interests. The only possible beneficiaries of such a
foolish course of action would be that minority of Israelis symbolized and currently
led by Ariel Sharen, who have spoken openly of dismantling the exisring nation-states
of the Arab world, shattering them into religious and cthnic mini-states among which
Israel would tower as a giant. Such thinking is directed in the first instance at Jordan
(which Sharon, supported by Prof. Kurth, would turn into a “*Palestinian™ state),
Syria, and lraq, of which Prot. Kurth nores: “An undefeated postwar Iraq could
become a serious threat to Israel’s security.”

It is this exaggerated and misplaced concern for Israel’s security, rather than a
sober assessment of the security interests of the United States—not to speak of those
of the Arab peoples—which seems to be at the root of Prof. Kurth’s proposed “new
look.” A new look is indeed needed, but in a very different direction than that
suggested by this article.

Dr. Rashid Khalid;

Fellow, The Woodrow Wilson Center
Associate Prof. of Politics, The
American University of Beirut
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“Nuclear winter adds one more possibility to the spectrum of unknown
conscquences of global war ... it may also add an extra margin of
uncertainty into all of our calculations, and thereby strengthen that part of
deterrence which relies on uncertainty in the outcome of war to guarantee
the peace.”

Peter D, Zimmerman

Commmittee on the Atmospheric Effects of Nuclear Explosions, National
Research Council. The Effects on the Atmosphere of a Major Nuclear Fxchange.
Washington, ID.C.: National Academy Press, 1985. 208pp. $14.50

he idea of *'nuclear winter’' first caught the public’s attention in 1983
because of an article published in Parade Magazine, a Sunday
supplement. An unusual vehicle for scientists to communicate, the Parade
article added extra urgency to their message that any major nuclear conflict
would cause a devastating drop in global temperatures lasting for many
weeks. The Parade article, by Carl Sagan, claimed that its conclusions were
backed up by a scientific paper which had been circulating privately for many
months and which had not been refuted by experts in the fields of atmospheric
physics and chemistry. Sagan’sarticle, as well as the longer “TTAPS” paper,!
so-called from the initials of its authors, contended that even a war in which
only a total of 100 megatons of nuclear explosives were used could produce a
disastrous temperature drop.

LP. Tuwrco, et al., “Globul Atmospheric Consequences of Nuclear War, Interim Repore,” &
Associates, Marina del Rey, Calif., 1983,

Professor Zimmerman is on the faculty of Louisiana State University and is an
officer in the US Naval Reserve.
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The antinuclear movement quickly adopted the 100-Mt scenario and took
the TTAPS paper and its legitimate scientific predecessor? by Paul Crutzen
and John Birks to heart. The notion that northern hemisphere, perhaps even
global, civilization could be wiped out by cven a trivial fraction of the
available nuclear arscnals added additional fears where none were needed. In
short order most physicists and chemists found themselves being asked “do
you belicve in nuclear winter,” as if belief were appropriate in a situation
where the physical assumptions and reasoning could be tested. The National
Academy of Science was asked to examine the nuclear winter hypothesis and
to report to policymakers and to the nation. In late 1984 a formal report was
issucd.

The problem is, of course, an enormously complicated one, withno simple
answers or results. To begin with, the National Academy’s study pancl
adopted a “baseline scenario” in order to have a concrete example to work
from. A war in which 6,500 Mt, about half of the present world arsenal, was
detonated, was chosen to be representative of a truly major global war. Most
of the nuclear yield was expended to maximize blast damage to structures;
1,500 Mt was to be detonated at ground level.

Somc conclusions emerge readily from the National Academy study and
from other efforts as well. Given a large enough nuclear war, a war in which
cities were attacked and burned; given that the war occurred during the
summer months in the northern hcmisphcrc; and given that existing models of
large-scale fires and the injection of smoke into the upper atmosphere are
realistic, then a signiticant drop in most northern hemisphere temperacures,
tasting for a few weeks or longer, is probable. Scrious cffects might occur tor
other sets of assumptions, for smaller nuclear cxchanges or tor exchanges
which avoid cities for the most part, and for cases where the actual fuel
loading (the mass of combustible material per square centimeter) is
significantly less than the 4g/cm?2 assumed by the National Academy pancl.
But rcasonable changes in the scenario might also greatly reduce the magnitude
of the atmospheric cttects. The nuclear winter results are far from *‘robust™
as the assumptions are varied over plausible ranges. For example, the scason at
which the war occurs is critical, During the winter the main heat source for
the northern hemisphere is actually the stored energy in the oceans. A dropin
sunlight would have relatively little effect on the severity of the winter, as
well as a small effect on the growth of vegetation in the spring.

The Report itself tells us that some reviewers cautioned that ““at present the
only scientifically valid conclusion would be that it is not at this time possible
to calculate the atmospheric effects of nuclear war.” I concur. While the
National Academy of Sciences’ report illustrates many of the variables, and

1. Crotzen and J.W. Birks, *The atmospliere after a nuclear war: Twilight at noon,”
Ambio 11, 1982, pp. 114-125,
3National Academy Stady, p. 5.
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discusses them at length in terms which are significant for specialized
scientists rather than for policymakers or the public, its bascline case is
representative of a very large war, and many of its assumptions tend to be
those which might produce severe effects. One problem with the study, from
a technical point of view, is that it docs not take up a wide enough range of
cxcnrsions from the baseline. In particular, it does not include possible
conflicts in which the nuclear exchange might be much smaller (such as the
TTAPS 100-Mt case, although the large temperature drop found by the
TTAPS group in that scenario seems to me to have been produced by
concatenating unreasonable assumptions).

The first papers to explore nuclear winter, the TTAPS study, and the
Crutzen and Birks article, used “‘one-dimensional” models in which the
smoke from the conflict was distributed uniformly over the whole northern
hemisphere, the absorption of sunlight was computed, and that translated into
a temperature drop. More complex “two-dimensional” models permit the
inclusion of nonuniform distribution of the air pollution and also effecrs of
warming from large bodies of water on the littoral regions of the hemisphere.
A full “threc-dimensional” model takes into account some of the stratifica-
tion of the atmosphere.

Computer simulation, however, is by nature limited; an example will show
why. All clouds are patchy. Smoke clouds from large-scale fires such as those
occurring annually in the Amazon basin as part of the program of land
clearing are, as well as those from large forest fires observed from space,
always have clear arcas where sunlight reaches the ground. It matters very
litele if a smoke cloud absorbs 99 percent or 99.99 percent of the sunlight
falling on it, but the smaller arcas where the cloud absorbs only 50 percent (or
less) of the light can produce distinct areas of local warming, spreading as the
cloud moves. The local warm spots adjacent to the cold arcas where the cloud
is fully opaque will generate powerful turbulence which cannot be handled by
global circulation models (GCMs) of a size which can fit into modern
computers. This is just one example of a case where even with good estimates
of smoke injection, rainout, fuel loading and all the other variables, our
understanding cannot exceed a fairly primitive level.

Can morc complex computations alone tell us more? Possibly so, but they
will not answer some of the most important problems. As Freeman Dyson has
pointed out, a science which cannot yet tell us if next winter will be mild or
severe, probably should not be relied upon in a terribly perturbed situation
where most of its usual assumptions have been radically altered. !

The National Academy report raises more questions than it answers, in the
finest tradition of careful scientific inquiry. The work reported is carefully
presented. [t is even clearly presented for the knowledgeable atmospheric

Freeman Dyson, Weapons and Hope (New York: Harper and tow, 1984), p. 21.
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scientist, although a bit opaque for the rest of us. It concludes that severe
cooling of the atmosphere will occur after alarge enough nuclear war, adding
llliSC ry an(_l h()rr()r o whal‘ xlll Z\grcc Wl]l bC i Catastrop}lic Pcrio(_l, llTlmatCth
in history.

The report suggests an appropriate course of research, thankfully
extending well beyond most of what is planned and funded. Most of the
nuclear winter research money is now going into refining computer modeling
of the atmosphere; the garbage in-gospel out syndrome will be perpetuated.
Much more important work remains to be done on the study of the dynamics
of large-scale fires, on analysis of what burnsina city and what is likely to be
ignited following a nuclear attack. For example, bomb light precedes the
shock wave so, the high winds tend to blow out many fires started by the
thermal radiation. [t may be no coincidence that the blasted-out and burned-
out arcas of Hiroshima are very ncarly congruent and coincident.

Much more rescarch effort must be directed to experiments on large fires.
This does not mean the deliberate setting of blazes to mimic nuclear fire
storms; it does mean bcing rca(]y to study targets ofopportunity from forest
fircs to the Amazon clear-cut procedures. The resources have not yet been
committed to allow prompt acquisitton of data from satellites, rapidly
deployed aircraft and, where possible, by sending in atmospheric scientists to
the fire site. Furthermore, the historical record of the Hamburg and Dresden
fire storms has been completely neglected in most of the research which has
crossed my desk. Indeed, the Germans recognized that the fire storms were
unusual events and went to great length to docunient as much as was humanly
possible, These reports are available; their neglect is incxcusable.

But, finally, we are left asking if there are any policy implications to be
drawn from the possibility of nuclear winter occurring—or not occurring—
as a result of any specific conflict, It is improbable that meteorology and
climatology will ever advance to the point where targeting staffs and
Presidents can factor probable climatic effects into the SIOP with even slight
confidence. It is clear that there is no sharp threshold of nuclear destruction
above which the climate alters, and below which little happens. Nuclear
winter adds one more possibility to the spectrum of unknown consequences of
global war—it is a terrible addition, but is it a quantum addition to the
better-understood consequences of fire, blast, radiation and famine? [t may be
at the outer limits of the assumptions which have gone into the models. More
importantly it may also add an extra margin of uncertainty into all of our
calculations, and thereby strengthen that part of deterrence which relies on
uncertainty in the outcome of war to guarantee the peace,
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Andrew, Christopher and Dilks,
David, eds. The Missing Dimension,
Governments and Intelligence Communi-
ties int the Twentieth Century. Chicago,
[ll.: University of Illinois Press,
1984. 300pp. $27.95
One can scarcely pick up the news-

papers these days without reading of
the real or supposed activities of intel-
ligence agencies both here and abroad,
or learning about the latest book by a
former intelligence ofticer filled with
revelations of heroics or misdeeds. But
intelligence with breakfast is only a
rclatively recent phenomenon. For
most of this century even the existence
of such organizations was unknown to
the general public and cven to the rest
of the governments in whose burcauc-
racics they were buried and disguised.
Thus scholars have been unaware of
the impact intelligence has had on the
events they have analyzed. It is this
“missing dimension’ that the editors
of this work have set out to explore.
To be sure, there always have been
spies. What the editors are concerned
with is the development of full-time
governmental organizations charged
with the secret collection of informa-
tion and its analysis,

The witty and knowledgeable intro-
duction and the 11 essays that follow,
rehearse the obvious as well as the
arcane aspects of intelligence and
policy during this century. Any collec-
tion of essays is bound to be uneven in
quality, and this one is no exception.
By and large, however, the essays
provide interesting—even fascinat-
ing—and useful discussions of the
development of intelligence and its
influence on policy.

A number of the essays stress that
early in the century governments did
not know how to use and handle a
stcady source of inforination provided
by new organizations. The result was
that intelligence was often misunder-
stood, misused, and sometimes badly
compromised. For their part, the
fledgling intelligence services ofttimes
provided sloppy, inaccurate intelli-
gence and devoted their energies to
squabbling with bureaucratic rivals.
Nonetheless, intclligence had a grow-
ing impact on foreign policy and in
some cases, sadly, on domestic affairs
as well.

All 11 essays are worth reading.
Onc, however, hasa particular imime-
diacy for the present, and is useful in
dealing with the others. Wesley Wark’s
study of British ilitary intelligence
on Nazi Germany prior to WW II
shows the profound impact military
estimates can have on national policy.

During the 1930s, the three service
intelligence organizations analyzed
military developments in Germany,
while the Industrial Intelligence
Centre (1IC) focused on her war-
making potential. [t should come asno
surprise that these four organizations
operated independently and rarely
consulted or coordinated. Some amal-
gamnation of reporting was done at the
level of the Chiefs of Staff, but there
was no real integration of analysis.

RAF intelligence appreciations of
the Luftwaffe went from one extreme
to the other. Unfortunately, the period
of deepest pessimism with its overesti-
mates of casualties per ton of bomb,
and of the size, sortie rate, and bomb-
carrying capacity of the German Air



Force spanned the period of the
Munich crisis. Optimism followed in
1939 as British aircraft production
began to gain on the Germans.

War Office estimates went through
similar gyrations. Until after Munich,
the War Office *“seems to have been
held spellbound by the rapid expansion
of the German Army and the
modernity of its equipment.” In 1939
the War Office began questioning the
sustainability of the German Army
and wondered if all those divisions
were merely a facade.

Naval intelligence estimates were
the worst. They were marked by
ignorance and wishful thinking,
compounded by reliance on the Anglo-
German Naval Agreement of 1935
which limited the German Navy to 35
percent of British naval power. After
the agreement, the intelligence effort
declined as reliance was placed on
official German pronouncements. By
the time Hitler denounced the agree-
ment in April 1939, the Admiralty had
been misled on the size of capital ships,
on the extent of the submarine force,
and on German naval intentions. The
Admiralty believed, for example, that
Germany was building a fleet pri-
marily for operations in the Baltic and
that unrestricted submarine warfare
was the least likely prospect.

Economic intelligence on Ger-
many’s warmaking potential was
generally on the mark. Nevertheless,
the IIC was carried away by its
interpretation of the control a totali-
tarian state can exercise over its
economy, and explained away or
discounted German economic short-
comings.
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The political ramifications of these
estimates of Nazi military strength
were enorinous. ''Exaggeration of the
German rearmament achievement, a
feature of intelligence reporting for
most of the 1930s, was an important
clement in the pursuit of appeasement.
Equally, the first signs that the arms
race gap was being closed, during
1939, helped to foster that unreal
atmosphere of confidence which was
the background to the fateful British
guarantees to the states of Central and
Eastern Europe.”

ART BEGELMAN
Naval War College

Phillips, David Atlee. Careers in Secret
Operations: How to be a Federal Intelli-
gence Officer. Frederick, Md.: Uni-
versity Publications of America,
1984. 93pp. §15
For 25 years, until his retirement in

1975, David Atlee Phillips was a

career intelligence officer with the

Central Intelligence Agency. Among

his reasons for leaving government

service at that time was his deter-
mination to defend the intelligence
agencies from what he felt was the
unrelenting criticism that they were
being subjected to. That some of the
“criticisms of the seamy side of our
intelligence agencies’ behavior were
deserved'’ he had no doubt; but some
of the accusations, he believed, were
extreme, deliberately obfuscated,
and had the potential of crippling the

US intelligence establishment. For

these reasons, as Phillips stated in the

Introduction of his most recent book,

Careers in Secret Operations: How to be a
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Federal Intelligence Officer, he wanted to
“be free to speak up for the Silent
Services.” Furthcrmore, as he wrote,
“One of my principal concerns was
that young people contemplating a
career in government might hesitate
to be associated with the CIA, FBI,
or the other intelligence scrvices.”

The essential purpose of the book
is to inform and to convince young
people to consider a career in intel-
ligence. To inform them as fully as
possible, Mr. Phillips starts off his
discussion on a carecr in intelligence
by listing the questions most fre-
quently asked him during his many
appcarances on college campuses or
while he talked on behalf of the
Association for Former Intclligence
Officers. Among these questions
were: “‘I've been into drugs. Will I be
hired? Can I beat the lic detector? If 1
work undercover, can 1 ever become
an Ambassador?” To this last ques-
tion Phillips responded that in two
instances former CIA directors,
William Colby and Richard Helms,
had received ambassadorial appoint-
ments. Helms may not have been a
good example for Phillips to cite;
Helms had served in several of the
most responsible positions in the
agency, but had not been posted inan
undercover assighment. To the obvi-
ously ambitious young people who
had asked this question Mr. Phillips
might have replicd that a one million
dollar political contribution would
probably be an casier route to an
ambassadorship.

Other frequently asked questions
related to the danger in serving in an
overseas assignment, its effect on

family life, and the kinds of education
and experience which would be most
helpful for artaining an intelligence
position. Mr. Phillips provided emi-
nently practical and realistic responses
to these questions.

Much of the book offers helpful
guidance for anyone seeking a posi-
tion in an intelligence agency: how,
where, and when to apply for a job
with the CIA, the FBI, or for all of
the other agencies which comprise
the intelligence community. Many of
these departments or agencics are not
usually recognized by the public as
being part of the intelligence com-
munity: the National Security
Agency, the Defensc Intelligence
Agency, the Department of the
Treasury (with three components
engaged in intelligence work), the
Drug Enforcement Administration,
and the Department of State (Bureau
of Intclligence and Research, which
in one instancc Phillips refers to as
the Burcau of Analysis and Re-
search).

Phillips devotes as much of the
book to the CIA as to the other
agencies combined, but this is under-
standablc since he spent his entire
governmental career with the
agency. Included in the first chapter
on the CIA is a brief description of
the four CIA directorates—Intelli-
gence, Administration, Science and
Technology, and Operations. The
work of some of the major offices
and components within the four
dircctorates is described. Among
those components which are exten-
sively discussed are the Office of
Economic Rescarch, the Office of



Political Analysis, and the Office of
Strategic Research, all of which are
in the Directorate of Intelligence.
(Since this Directorate has recently
been reorganized, the functions of
the offices remain bur the names have
been chamgcd. However, this pre-
sents a truth o those interested in
government as a carecr—reorganiza-
tion is a permanent feature of life in
the Federal Governiment.)

In this chapter on the CIA the kind
of work that is being done within the
agency is effectively summarized,
and the reader is able readily to learn
what the responsibilities of an intel-
ligenee officer are, what educational
background would be most useful to
have, and where this type of work
scems to be heading, What results
from this discussion, and from the
book overall, 1s the realization that
there is need in the intelligence
community for econotuists (of many
varictics), political scientists, geog-
raphers, historians, military special-
ists, librarians and information/coni-
puter specialists, geologists, cartog-
raphers, demographers, foreign
fanguage specialists, scientists of
every persuasion, and an and on.
Additionally, there are business
administrators, personnel managers,
psychologists, those trained in the
law, typists, stenographers, ctc.

In a sccond chapter on the CIA
there is a discussion of the Director-
ate of Operations, what Phillips calls
“The Secret CIA." The concentration
in this chapter is on clandestine work,
and here Phillips draws on his experi-
enees gained while he served overseas
for the agency. Some examples of
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what kind of activities represent
operational assignments are given,
and Phillips includes some interesting
anccdotes in this section.

Following the scction on the CIA
there arce briet chapters on the other
intelligence agencies. What is cov-
cred are the functions of each, the
cducational qualifications which
would be most helpful in getting a
job, and the procedures to follow for
submitting a job application and
where the applications may be sent.

In less than 100 pages, Phillips has
tried to tnclude as much on what a
career in intelligence would be like
as one possibly can: retirement bene-
fits, the language of the intelligence
world, the ethics and morality of
secret operations, and a suggested
bibliography for further reading.
What Dave Phillips has written in
Careers in Secret Operations 1s a useful
primer for how to apply for a position
in the several intelligence agencies,
what a carcer in intelligence means,
and a taste of what the profession of
an incelligence officer is likely to be.
Phillips reveals that a 1983 survey
conducted by The Washington Post ot
many thousands of government
employees indicated job satisfaction
tor CIA carecrists (and presumably
for intelligence professionals overall)
was at the highest levels for federal
workers, The dedication PDave Phillips
continues to have for the intelligence
profession is evidenced by this obser-
vation and in all of his comments
made in this book.

FIENRY M. SCHREIBER
Naval War College
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May, Ernest R., ed. Knowing One’s
Enemies; Intelligence Assessment Before
the Two World Wars. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1985.
561pp. $29.50
In early 1756 the British Govern-~

ment wrote off intelligence reports

of an impending French seaborne
invasion of Minorca, then a principal

British naval base, as the product

cither of factional intrigues at the

court of Louis XV or of a French
disinformation campaign. But the

French fleet sailed, the British failed

to relieve their besieged garrison,

and for the loss of Minorca Admiral

Sir John Byng, the British task force

commander, was made the govern-

ment’s scapegoat and shot to death by

a squad of marines on the quarterdeck

of HMS Monarque.

The loss of Minorca represented
both a failure in intelligence ap-
praisal—the gathering and analysis
of data, in Ernest R. May'’s terms, and
in assessment—making decisions
partly by the use of such data. But
historians have noted the intelligence
dimension of this important episode
in the Seven Yeats War only in
passing. And so they have done in
their studies of most wars.

Knowing One’s Enemies; Intefligence
Assessment Before the Two World Wars
is an impressive attempt to begin
casting scholarly light on the most
shadowy of the arts and sciences of
warfare. Most of this collection, its
editor suggests, could not have been
written as recently as a decade ago.
But Western intelligence scandals of
the 1970s forced governments to
release tightly held documents; more

important, historians who earlier
would not have understood the
significance of secret files laid open
under their noses began educating
themselves about the arcane business
of intelligence,

Like most collections of articles,
this one is uneven in quality; but
unlike many others, all of them are
worth reading, and a few of them arc
superb. Given the historical era with
which they are concerned, they
concentrate almost cxclusively on
Humint and have very little to say
about Sigint, which is now regarded
as being more cfficient and having
grcater value than the former.

The First and Sccond World Wars
are hardly neglected subjects, but in
these essays much new wine is poured
from old bottles. For example, no
rcader should miss Paul Kennedy's
“Great Britain before 1914."" The
British intclligence failure, he sug-
gests was largely a failure of imagina-
tion. Well-prepared for a short war,
the British failed correctly to assess
virtually every aspect of the war that
actually took place. At the tactical
level they were reasonably ready,
but they did not anticipate the grand-
strategical aspects of a war involving
all the great powers. “Because the
actual conditions of the military and
naval conflict had not been fore-
seen,”’ Kennedy concludes, "therc
had been anticipated ncither of the
manpower demands which a pro-
longed struggle with Germany would
produce nor of the economic and
industrial impacts of those changed
strategic conditions—no anticipa-
tion, in other words, that the conflict



. would entail a massive loss of
life and resources and a revolutionary
alteration of the practices and assump-
tions of the peacetime Edwardian
political economy.”

[f the British failed to imagine
what they were getting into, the
Austrians failed to execute reason-
ably well-laid plans. Norman Stone’s
piece on Austria-Hungary suggests
that intelligence contributed little to
the disaster that befell the Central
European monarchy in the shape of
the Great War. The military leader-
ship had good sources of information
and understood the information it
received. But when plans went awry,
intclligence was not enough.

Readcrs will go first to the subjects
that interest them most among the 16
chapters that make up this book, but
everyone interested in the historical
dimension of contemporary national
sccurity policy should consult John
Erickson's ““Threat Ildentification
and Strategic Appraisal by the Sovict
Union, 1930-41,"" which makes
remarkably skillful use of frag-
mentary and unyiclding evidence.
Black-humor buffs will appreciate
one episode Erickson recounts. When
in May 1941 Marshal Georgii Zhukov
reminded Joseph Stalin of the alarm-
ing strength Soviet military intelli-
gence had established for German
forces along the Soviet frontier,
Stalin merely replied “You can’t
believe everything in intelligence
reports.”’

An especially welcome feature of
Knowing One’s Enemies is May’s
masterful summing up of its contents
and the lessons to be drawn from it.
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They arc not, in the main, happy
ones.

First, he suggests, the type of
organization appeated to have little
bearing on the quality of intelligence
assessment; continuity counted for
more than form (or, if it ain't broke,
don’t fix it). Second, all intelligence
agencies were better at making
short-run predictions than long-run
projections; they were best, surpris-
ingly cnough, at providing military
warning. Third, governments were
very poor at secing things from the
standpoint of another government,
viz mistaken American assessments
of the intentions of the Japanese.
Fourth, governments failed to ponder
the ostensibly foolish question,
“Who is the potential enemy?” One
of many examples is the difficulty
Imperial Germany put itself in by its
inability to decide whether or not
England was the chief foe. And fifth,
and perhaps most important, “widely
accepted presumptions were often
quite wrong. Though they rested on
flimsy foundations, they were extra-
ordinarily resistant even to question,
let alone to serious challenge. Every
case . . . shows analysts or decision-
makers gripped by beliefs which
turned out to be baseless.”

Precisely because they are so
disquieting, the conclusions to be
drawn from this book make it essen-
tial reading not only for students of
the period in question but for anyone
interested in policy and strategy
today,

L.F. TALBOTT
University of California,
Santa Barbara
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Cockburn, Andrew. The Threat: Inside
the Soviet Military Machine. New
York: Random House, 1983. 338pp.
$16.95
Andrew Cockburn has managed

an unusual feat. He has written a

book about the Soviet military that

probably enrages policymakers in
both the US Department of Defense
and the Sovict Ministry of Defense.

Cockburn’s central thesis is that

Soviet military capability is vastly

overrated in the West. He takes

great pains to discredit not only the

Soviet military cstablishment, but

also those Free World analysts who

suggest that the Soviets are a first-
class offensive threat.

The T'hreat is the outgrowth of an
eatlier project Cockburn produced
for The Public Broadcasting System
(PBS) cntitled “The Red Army.”
The PBS film (originally aired 6
May 1981} reccived such favorable
attention that Random House
commissioned the more detailed
trecatment that became the book.

Cockburn’s credentials and
personal background are almost as
interesting as his narrative. He is an
Anglo-Irish aristocrat, raised in
Ircland and educated in Scotland
and England. He has written for a
number of British publications
including The FEconomist and Defense
Week. His specialty is military
affairs, particularly weapons
systems development. Cockburn
comes by his literary and military
interests through birth. His father
was a popular novelist. A more
distant forcbear was the same
Admiral Sir George Cockburn who

put Washington to the torch during
the War of 1812

Cockburn’s analysis of the Soviet
“military machine,” though thor-
oughly documented, is based mainly
on anecdotal sources which focus on
the poor quality of Sovietequipment,
training and troop reliability. Cock-
burn’s strength lies in the diligence
with which he exploited his various
sources and the wit with which he
spins their tales.

His main failing is onc of style, not
substance. The tone of the narrative
is unnceessarily condescending. This
stylistic overkill is distracting and
diminishes the impact of facts which
speak for themselves. Throughout, it
is clear that this book was written by
a journalist with a point of view.

Most comuercial threat literature
falls into onc of four, often over-
lapping, categories: rational actor
analysis, requirements/mission analy-
sis, burcaucratic politics analysis, and
military-industrial complex analysis.

Rational actor models attempt to
link cost-ctfective responses to objec-
tive threats. Mission analysis is sim-
ilar to the rational actor approach
except the origins of threat percep-
tions are expanded to include history,
geography, tradition, and organiza-
tions. Burcaucratic analysis empha-
sizes the competition aimong military
services and military-industrial inter-
ests. The military-industrial complex
approach tends to emphasize the role
ot cooperation and collusion among
military, political and industrial
interests.

Cockburn’s explanations of Soviet
arms behavior incorporates elements



of both the bureaucratic competition
and the military-industrial collusion
schools of thought. Unfortunately,
these explanations, or any exposi-
tions of Soviet motives, are ironically
similar to the arguments of the threat
intlators. They are alike to the extent
that they all make that giant leap
from military capability to motives.
The “why’ of the Soviet *'military
machinc’” could not be extrapolated
from cven a perfect understanding of
capabilitics (or lack of them). These
arc scparate questions that require
very different evidence.

In all fairness, Cockburn is neither
better nor worse than his “inflation”
collecagues when he strays into the
thicket of explanations. Yet, he is at
his best when he stays with his lucid
exposure of the flaccid side of Sovict
power. Here Cockburn makes a
valuable contribution to the litera-
turc of threat. Most previous contri-
butions to this genre focus only on
the more obvious lore of comparative
strengths, Cockburn does a credible
job of plumbing the murkier and less
savory depths of weakness.

His arguments for the dark side
might have been stronger still had
Cockburn taken the trouble to distin-
guish berween weaknesses and vulner-
abilities. Russophobics might be
titillated to know that Soviet soldicrs
drink too much or that many Slavic
officers are bigots. The impact of
these or related sociological prob-
lems on military performance is at
best uncertain. Further, neither these
nor similar revelations are likely to
be exploited by the West. Weak-
nesses may be embarrassing but they

Professional Readings 103

arc not necessarily vulnerabilities.
And when they are not, they only add
color, not weight, to comparative
threat arguments.

On balance, Cockburn’s preoccu-
pation with the lurid side of the
Soviet military is always amusing
and only occasionally irrclevant. If
nothing else, the seamicr side of
conventional wisdom makes good
reading.

G. MURPHY DONOVAN
Licutenant Colonel, US Air Force

Wolfe, Robert, cd. Americans as
Proconsuls: United States Military
Government in Germany and fapan,
1944-1952. Carbondale and
Edwardsville: Southern Iltinois
University Press, 1984, 563pp.
$27.50
This collcction of essays emanating

from a symposium convened at the

Smithsonian Insticution is a mixture

of personal reminiscence and histor-

ical analysis, which contributes both
to the book’s strength and to its
weakness. The weakness, of course,
as is truc for so many such edited
compilations, is that the chapters are
uncven at times not only substan-
tively but also in the definition of
their content. The strength, which
ourweighs the weakness, is that the
authors are for the most part authori-
tative, partly because time is taking
its toll on the availability of some of
the key players of this unique period
of American history.

To grasp the significance of our
becoming an occupying Power and,
although our predilection toward
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interventionism in Asia stands as a
sharp contrast, we can only be
reminded of the reluctance of the
United States to intervene in wars in
Europe at all. To grant virtually
supreme governing authority over
Japan to a single individual (even
though acting on behalf of his
government) was also historically
significant.

The retrospective view is that for
both Germany and Japan, our efforts at
rehabilitating populations and govern-
ments that had “gone wrong,” proved
remarkably successful. Therefore, it is
useful to recall that at the outset of
these enterprises, success was by no
means guaranteed. It took the inter-
mixture of unusual personal, polit-
ical, military, and economic leader-
ship with the overwhelming power
that the United States had at its
disposal over its defeated enemies to
draw success out of potential failure.
An example of the general uncer-
tainty, if not confusion, of the times
is given by Ambassador Jacob Beam
in his reminiscence concerning
Germany:

“When the surrender finally came,
the terms which we had drawn up
and had been approved at Yalta had
somehow been forgotten. I think the
United States Army’s excuse was
that it was a Combined Chiefs of
Staff document which had been
communicated without specific
authorization of the United States
Joint Chiefs of Staff. The resultant
‘short surrender terms’ were actually
improvised by Winston Churchill
and General Eisenhower late at
night. On May 7, they scared up a

Russian general to sign these terms.
Thereafter, that signatory, General
Souslaparov, disappeared com-
pletely. Following the surrender, the
terms which we drafted in London
were finally proclaimed and became
the basis for our legal actions in
Germany.”

For the historian of this important
period in our national history, as well
as the general informed public, this
combination of personal recollec-
tions by persons—who either played
adirect role at the time or had access
to the papers and documents of those
who did—will prove interesting
reading.

ROBER'T 5. JORIDAN
Naval War College and
the University of New QOrleans

Johnson, Ural Alexis with McAl-
lister, Jef Olivarius. The Right Hand
of Power. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, 1984. 634pp. $24.95
Ural AlexisJohnson was one of the

most successful American Foreign

Service Officers in the post-World

War Il era. His memoirs recount his

odyssey from birth in Falun, Kansas,

in 1908 (the unusual first name was
his mother’s way of hoping that the
world would hold more for him than
the Great Plains) through apprentice
assignments in Tokyo, Seoul, Tient-
sin and Rio to the ambassadorships at

Prague, Bangkok and Tokyo, as well

as posts as Under Secretary for

Political Affairs and chief US nego-

tiator for SALT. In East Asian affairs,

particularly, much of US diplomatic
history is encapsulated and expli-



cated in these memoirs. Some reputa-
tions suffer—Eisenhower is not the
decisive leader recent books show
him to be. Bedell Smith is given
recognition for the first-rate job he
did at the State Department follow-
ing his admirable carcer as a soldier.

Necdless to say, these memoirs are
invaluable for the record of foreign
policy after 1945, Johnson says he is
not “‘a teacher or reformer’” and,
hence, he is merely telling how these
things looked to him. The problem is
that the rcader misses discussion of
policy. There is more than a reminder
of those 19th and early 20th century
almost proconsular DBritish ambas-
sadors who wanted notlling to do
with policymaking; like Bismarck,
they thought diplomatic history was
what one clerk said to the other. Tell
them what was to be done and they
would do ir; flattery, bribery,
threats, patient exposition, good
food, even better wine and perhaps a
little blackmail; these were their bag.
All that business about power bal-
ances, strategic interests, GNP and
trade could be worked out by those
“chappies back in the office who
swot up such matters.”

The real loss is that the undoubted
expertise of these men tends to fall
out of the equation. Johnson's preface
states that his job was “getting things
done.”” No one can fault him for this
but it is equally importaut that the
right thing get done. Johnson's
experience told him, for example,
that the China “card” was a fallacy,
that the Haiphong miniug would not
affect the NV A in the South, that the
Pentagon's ““we have them and they
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don't’’ attitude was fatal for SALT,
but he went along trying mainly (and
often quite successfully) for damage
limitation. The problem may be
institutional: should career officers
till ambassadorships and second and
third-level policy jobs? Would a
president, a secretary of state or a
national sccurity adviser take more
account of a cold and frank recital of
abjections to a proposed policy if that
advice were coming from an experi-
enced officer who was not expecting
preferment from the administration?
Johnson's modest recital may obscure
the times he did do this. There
certainly can be no doubt that his
low-key, self-cffacing memoirs show
that he deserved well of the Republic.
And, no one will be able to write a
history of US foreign policy in the
cra of its greatest influence without
first checking with The Right Hand of

Pourer,

J-K. HOLLOWAY
Naval War College

Kennan, George F. The Fateful Alliance:
France, Russia, and the Coming of the
First World War. New York: Pan-
thcon, 1984, 300pp. $19.95
Dean Acheson used to say that

whenever he read a paper by George

Keunan he would first setitaside fora

day or two before making any deci-

sions. Keenly insightful, Acheson was
all too aware that the power of

Kennan's argumentation was so great

that it made any concern about

correctness irrelevant. The brooding
introspection and scholarly hauteur of
the State Department’s first director
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of policy planning, however, soon
taxed even the patience of this most
intctlectual of postwar cabinet offi-
cers. Acheson and others recognized
that Kennan's gifts would be far better
applied in the university than in that
peculiar sort of bureaucratic infight-
ing without which no great foreign
office, it would scem, can exist.

Since leaving a quarter century of
diplomacy in the early fifties for
Princeton, Kennan has produced some
15 books on the Soviet Union, the
nuclear issue, and diplomatic history.
His widely acclaiined memoirs, some
of today's historians now recognizce,
arc deeply flawed. It is not always the
case that the mest articulate actor is
also the most influential. If those two
voluines were inordinately self-serv~
ing even for that dangerous genre,
Kennan has now more than compen-
sated the historical community by
offering two other volumes which
superbly chronicle Europe’s slide into
the First World War. The Fateful
Alfiance completes the story begun in
The Decline of Bismarck’s Furopean Order
by explaining the creation of the
Franco-Russian concordant, an agree~
ment destined to play an important
part in determining the alignment of
forces in the coming war,

The step-by-step analysis of the
diplomatic maneuverings between
Paris and Petersburg during 1890-94 is
presented with uncanny lucidity. The
eventual agreement recognized that if
Germany and its allies in the Triple
Alliance should even mobilize par-
tially, France and Russia would swing
immediately into hostile action. And if
onc were attacked, then the other

would respond in such a manner as to
force the Germans to fight a two-
front war. This story could easily have
been a dry historical narration. But
readers are gripped by the timeless
fashion in which Kennan relates the
origins of the documents that consti-
tuted the written and contractual
expression of this alliance. How could
the nations be so oblivious to political
objectives while seeing military
actions as sufficient to all purposes?
Such things as the different spirit and
ideals of the two government systems
certainly did not come into play.
[nstead, only a tiny body of expertise
and judgment was used to commit the
fate of Europe for 20 years to come.

The darkening cloud under which
these formulations occur is, of course,
that of the Great War—imagined in
its inevitability as a limited conflict
which might redress the various events
of the 1870s and 1880s, among them
the Franco-Prussian War, the Russo-
Turkish War, and the domination of
European diplomacy by Bismarck.
Although the alliance was already
backward-looking by the time that it
was formalized, for the military estab-
lishments it was one directed very
much toward the future. It was a
future thatassumed the overwhelming
probability of war, and thereby
assured its occurrence.

Much of the elegance of Kennan's
writing—whether in the archives, his
memoirs, or in these histories—comes
from his skill for capturing the private
stirrings and ambitions of key personal-
ities. The portraits that he draws of
Giers, the Russian foreign minister,
and of Charles de Freycinet, the



French minister of war, among many
others, make for epic tragedy.
Knowing what inspired the alliance
and led to its conclusion, Kennan
relates, can tell 'us much about the
pitfalls waiting for statesmen who try
to look far into the future while trying
to meet imagined contingencies
through solely military devices. His
own mastery in understanding the
infighting at the Quai D’Orsay and at
the foreign office building at the
Singers’ Bridge—as well as his feel for
the national passions which drove
policy—are ultimately ironic in light
of his own failures in a not dissimilar
cnvironment a half century later.
The book is intensely personal
throughout, a characteristic of all of
Kennan's writings and certainly the
greatest source of their strength. So it
iS no Surl_)riﬁc W]]Cn tl]c ICSSOHS for
today, which even the greatest his-
torians always feel compelled to make
exphicit, scold us for the same love of
the intricate, the oversubtle, and the
allusive that crippled the political
rcactions of the late Victorians, The
consequences of nationalism and the
way that it dovetails with the hopes
and anxiceties of soldicrs pledged with
planning victory in essentially purpose-
less wars, we are told, are predictable.
And modern technology will this time
not permit cven the semblance of
prewar civilization to survive.
Tendentious warnings of the apoca-
lypse—no matter whether the subject
is nineteenth-century diplomacy,
Marshall Plan financing, or current
superpower relations—is the price
that one has to pay for reading
Kennan. Acheson knew that it was

Professional Readings 107

usually worth it. And onc can casily
agree in this case.

DEREK LEEBAERT, Deputy Dircctor
The Eisenhower Institute
The Smithsonian Insticution

Hagan, Kenneth [., ed. In Peace and
War: Interpretations of American Naval
History, 1775-1984, 2nd cd. West-
port, Conn.: Greenwood Press,
1984. 395pp. $29.95
Anthologies invariably suffer from

uncvenness, in spite of their editors’

best cfforts to standardize breadth
and depth of content, length of
bibliography, and writing style. That

Profcssor Hagan af the US Naval

Academy history department was

generally successful in this 1978 book

is bornc out by this second edition,
with one chapter added as an update.

The only serious discontinuity within

the work is a divided approach

between the authors; some write to
cover the Navy's overall activities as
if this were a textbook, while others
are selective in order to fulfill the
stated interpretative theme of the
work. So In Peace and War is too
uneven for use as a survey course
textbook but superlative as a supple-
mentary or scminar reader.
Especially admirable is the brevity
of each chapter, no doubt forced
upon the authors and which led all
but one of them to write clearly and
concisely and usually with a mini-
mum of footnotes. The exception is

Geoffrey Smith’s chapter on the pre-

Civil War bureau-run Navy. [t is

verbose, redundant of material in the

previous chapter, overloaded with
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quotations of other histerians, and
burdened with expendable social
history at the expensc of more
important matters like the activities
of the Navy's several overscas squad-
rons. Also, some of Smith’s points are
arguable, notably his asscrtion that
the age of seadogs had waned just
because the last War of 1812 veterans
faded away. In fact, scadogs of the
era flourished—to name but a few,
Foote, McDougal, Rowan, Walke,
Wilkes and Winslow; how about
Semmes?

James Bradford’s treatment of the
Revolutionary Navy is sound, save
for its virtual neglect of the French
victory at Virginia Capes which
assured US independence. Linda
Maloney’s discussion of the War of
1812 is especially fresh (though her
slang is not), showing recalistic
choices facing the Navy’s com-
manders. Having two separate chap-
ters on the Union and Confederate
Navies was a good idea, but unfortu-
nately ncither are very interpreta-
tive, the first disjointed and contain-
ing errors of fact, the second dealing
only with Southern naval diplomacy.

The essay on the post-Civil War
Navy by Lance C. Buhl is one of the
best, stressing the Navy’s acceptance
of its continentalist role, while the
chapters taking the story up to World
War Il carcfully weave together the
interplay of political, economic and
diplomatic forces with naval policy.
The description of the German
surface flect in World War I as a
“flect-in-being™ is imprecise though
a common misusc of the term.
(Admiral Torrington coined the

phrase tomean a flect that ultimately
takes the offensive, while Mahan
labeled flects like Germany’s—but
especially Russia’s—as “*fortress
fleets.””) The role of clectronics to
the treaty navy is new in the general
literature, thanks to author Philip T.
Rosen, though he crrs in assigning
America’s pre-World War I subma-
rines to commerce raiding roles.
Before Pearl Harbor, their prime
targets were warships.

“The Navy Plans for War, 1937-
1941" by John Major is a model of
good interpretative historical writ-
ing, using important primary as well
as secondary sources to show the
revolution that crcated the truly
global US Navy and, incidentally, to
give high marks to CNO Admiral
Harold R. Stark. Robere W. Love's
treatment of World War I1 is a cight
first-rate overview of wartime naval
policy, administration and strategy
which could have been subtitled,
inevitably, “The Ernic King Story.”
Dean C. Allard’s chapter on the
postwar Navy is perhaps too short
and makes a serious omission in
neglecting the role of Admiral
Forrest Sherman. Though somewhat
redundant, the essay by Floyd
Kennedy on the Eisenhower years is
especially well-balanced, including
the oft-neglected P6M Scamaster
strategic flying boat/bomber and
reminding us of the firs¢ Lebanon
crisis. Kennedy also authored the
very up-to-date final chapter, which
traces the Navy’s change from its
assigned role of commerce protection
under Jimmy Carter to the current
cxpansion under Ronald Reagan.



So anti-Carter and pro-John
Lehman is author Kennedy that this
reviewer has to wonder why Naval
Reservist Lehman had a better sense
of strategy than Naval Academy
regular Carter. Even more disturbing
is Lawrence |. Korb’s essay on “The
Erosion of American Preeminence,
1962-1978," disturbing i its almost
total neglect of the Vietnam War in
the interest of gauging virtually all
the US Navy's missions in terms of
Russian naval strength. Korb is so
preoccupied with ship counts and
statistics that he writes downright
weak history, judging the Vietnam
experience—a valuable one for the
Navy operationally—in light of the
interruptions it caused to shipbuild-
ing programs! The only poor essay in
this otherwise meaty collection, it
deserves to be replaced in the next
cdition.

The book’s chapter bibliographics
are generally good, though that on
World War Il should not be half as
long as the onc on the American
Revolution. The illustrations, while
satisfactory, arc not neccessary or
helpful in a book of interprerative
readings; charts illustrative of the
text would have been more usetul.

CLARK G REYNQLDS
Charleston, South Carolina

Breemer, Jan S. U.S. Naval Develop-
ments. Annapolis, Md.: Nautical
and Aviation Publishing Company
of America, 1983. 288pp. $19.95
As the introduction of this book

points out, there is a gap in the

literature on the US Navy between
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basic reference books that catalog
ship and aircraft characteristics and
those that analyze the history, mis-
sions and organization. This short
volume, split almost equally between
these two tasks, goes a long way in
trying to fill that void.

Undoubtedly, the most interesting
patts of the book are the six chapters
of analysis. In Chapter One, “‘Shap-
ing the U.S. Navy,” Jan S. Breemer
lists such various items from threat to
the three “unions™ in the Navy (i.e.,
air, surface, and submarine) to tech-
nology innovations, Chapter Two on
the “Evolution of Navy Strategies
and Forces,” is essentially a brief
history from World War II. Chapter
Three covers the “‘Organization:
Administration, Operations, Forces,
and Missions™ but also includes such
sections as **Big Guns: How Uscful?”’
“Designing and Buying Warships'" is
the topic of Chapter Four with
Chapter Five on **Matching Up Ships
with Pcople.” Finally, Chapter Six
on “Today’s Issues for Tomorrow”
concentrates on three topics: large
versus small carriers, naval war or
nuclear war, and Navy-Air Force
collaboration. All tolled, a wide
range of issues.

The second half of the book is taken
up with familiar weapon system
characteristics: Ships and Submarines;
Aircraft and Helicopters; Weapons
and Weapons Launchers; and Elec-
tronic and Acoustic Equipment.

There are, of course, a few
mistakes. The figure on Cost Trends
for Major U.S. Navy Warships has the
axis mislabeled, which causes a little
confusion at first. The author states
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that CincPac also wears the Cinc-
PacFlt hat whereas it is CincLant and
CincLantFlt who is dual-hatted. The
appendixes show some old pictures
and the three Barbel-class submarines
are listed as SSNs although the descrip-
tion does say correctly that they are
diesel. In the appendixes only the lead
ship of each class is named. While it
might be justifiable not to name all
destroyers or frigates, names of all
capital ships should be listed. More
important is a complete lack of dates.
Anyone truly wanting to know about
ships wants to know their commis-
sioning dates.

But, there is another problem with
this book: it lacks focus. Breemer
cannot seem to decide who his audi-
ence is and thus while the book is
probably too sophisticated for a lay-
man or even a national security expert
unfamiliar with Navy problems, he
offers opinions that might cause him
to lose the confidence of a naval
expert. For example, while he cor-
rectly explains the three Navy unions
as among the factors that shape the
Navy, he goes on to state, that making
nuclear submariner Admiral Watkins
the CNO “‘seemed tantamount to
having the Pope run the White
House!” Many naval experts would
also question whether the three issues
in his final chapter are really the main
issues today. Probably they are not.
Mainly, his problem is trying to cover
too much in too little space. However,
he does seem to at least touch most
main issues and he offers some very
interesting charts and tables.

DR. JAMES L. GEORGE
Center for Naval Analyses

Friedman, Norman. U.S. Crufsers, an
Hlustrated Design History. Annapolis,
Md.: Naval Institute Press, 1984.
492pp. $46.95
Norman Friedman has aptly

demonstrated that there have long

been strong and lengthy debates on
what kinds of ships we should build,
in this case cruisers. His treatment of
the sometimes seemingly endless
back and forth between operator and
designer is instructive and sometimes
a little amusing. It demonstrates
clearly that those are not entirely
correct who would hark back to
yesterday as a time when ship design
iterations were far fewer and less
lengthy than they are today. Perhaps
they were fewer because now we
have computer synthesis models, but
the old process was no less lengthy.
The operator customer will always
want and should get the most he can
for each dollar invested, and this
requires the sometimes extensive
process of give and take. The con-
straints vary, the width of the

Panama Canal, the depth of water

over drydock sills, treaty limitations,

cost caps, or whatever; plus the naval
architect is always required to
explore the space within these limits
to produce the “‘best ship” possible.

Considering how long it takes to
design and build a complex warship
today, we often tend to reflect on
how much longer it takes today than
years ago. Yetitis interesting to note
that the cruisers built during the war
had their design origins prior to the
war.

Congressional delays for shipbuild-

ing programs in the 1930s occurred



for obvious fiscal reasons. However,
the constraints imposed by treaty
limitations led to inferior ships and
adherence to these limitations con-
rinucd when the potential enemy, the
Japanese, had |011g since violated
them. Our intelligence, or rather
lack thereofin those days, is frighten-
ing. There must be a lesson for us
here in our current arms limitation
talks. Arms limitation only makes
sense when both parties are honestly
rrying to avoid war and when verifi-
cation is adequate.

Numerous lessons are to be learned
froni Friediman’s extensive treatment
of cruiser design decisions:

® Invariably there is disagree-
ment among operators as to what
kind of ships we should build tor the
“next war,”" and the ability to foresec
new tactics based on the availability
of operating new technology is
crucial to success in the next war;
¢.g., prior to World War II cruiser
guns were considered by those in
power, more important as offensive
weapons than torpedocs, but only in
the US Navy. Did our cruisers
benetit thereby?

® Evenawell-protected ship can
be overpowered by a well-trained
eneny using the clement of surprise,
as evidenced at Savo Island.

®  We are always under pressure
from Congress to do more for less.
This is as it should be, but while a
lower price is casy to get, a better
ship is hard to get. We should not
build inferior ships.

® [n wartime we will be stuck
with our peacetime decisions, ¢.g.,
the Wichita, a cruiser built so close to
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the margins that she could not
accommodate many improvements
necessary for her efficient use in war.

Finally it is amusing to note that as
carly as 1930 some admirals, for
example Thomas C. Hart, felt we
had too much habitability in our
ships.

REUVEN LEOPOLIY

Vienna, Yirginia

U.S. Navy Shipbuilding Program: Mar-
keting Opportunities and Contracting
Requiresents. International Maritime
Associates, 1983, $380
Prepared by a Washington-based

management consulting firm and
designed to analyze marketing oppor~
tunities associated witb new ship
acquisition and major conversions, this
ambitious “‘report’’ provides a cook-
book approach to hurdling the tradi-
tional barriers to entry of the ship-
building industry.

The organization, layout, and usc of
graphics closely resemble internal
Navy documents: double-spaced,
bulletized format, an executive tone
that promotes fast absorption of salicnt
facts, and a liberal sprinkling of the
acronyms peculiar to DoD procure-
ment and the shipbuilding trade.
Divided into broad chapters—"“The
Navy Program,” “Navy Organization
and Prograin Development Process,”
“Navy's Ship Acquisition Process,”
“Selling to the Navy,” and "“Points of
Contact”—and further broken down
into topic elements, rhe fast-moving
text proceeds logically. Though
including new acquisitions and conver-
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‘sions managed by the Military Sealift
Command (MSC) and Maritime
Administration (MARAD), the focus
is slanted principally to the US Navy.

“The Navy Program’’ surveys
Navy force levels and the ship acquisi-
tion plan, as it was in 1983, forecasts
industry workload and overviews
individual platform programs ranging
from the mammoth CVN through the

experimental LPDX and MSC T-5
tankers to the small workboat line that
included 100 14-foot punts. The
platform presentation is very general
and appears to have been prepared for
alay audience rather than prospective
shipbuilders: ship characteristics
include little more than the basics of
size, major equipment, funding, and
current building programs. Critical
propulsion, construction, and arma-
ment details are not addressed. In
*“The Navy’s Ship Acquisition
Process,” the reader is exposed to the
formal choreography of ship acquisi-
tion planning and execution, a lethar-
gic process that may take as long as 10
years. Because procurement is tied
directly to congressional action, this is
where the orderly process often bogs
down, where design changes are
prohibitive both politically and eco-
nomically and the reason why many of
our ships are not “state of the art”
when they slide off the ways. “Selling

to the Navy” is perhaps the most.

useful section of the text where
bidding and contractual details, provi-
sions for small business set-asides and
the “Buy American”’/Nato offset
balance is explained.

Supporting appendixes include a
short paper on PPBS, a listing of

principal source documents produced
by DoD Navy, and copies of appro-
priate forms for potential government
contractors. The list of prime govern-
ment contractors gives mailing addres-
ses, telephone numbers, and principal
functional focus (e.g., design, propul-
sion, combat systems, etc.). However,
the appendixes add little more than
bulk.

In general, the text is uneven in
level of detail, based on many internal
Navy plans that are dated, and of little
value to established shipbuilders. For a
new shipbuilder, the report falls short
of its promise and is laced with
pronouncements such as: “The Navy
market is complex, particularly to
new players. Timely entry, knowl-
edge of procurement procedures and
rules, balanced sales coverage, and
holding power over a lengthy con-
tracting cycle are necessary ingredi-
ents to sell in this market.”” True
enough, but the barriers to entry
remain, and the challenge to estab-
lished shipbuilders is no more pressing
with this publication.

While the usefulness of the text is
limited as a guide and a reference, the
complexity of the industry, the.
MilSpec maze, and the facts of
political pressure are captured with
sufficient accuracy to make one
wonder if there is a better way to
build ships in peacetime. Further, what
will be our capacity in war? Of
course, the existence of such a study
(even if overpriced at $380) should
give pause to those in the procurement
end of shipbuilding. The industry is
actively targeting opportunities and
shipbuilders will fight for their share



of the “new construction pie.” In the
marketplace, “caveat emptor’—let
the buyer beware—is sure to take on
greater significance in the future.

J. MORSI:
Commander, US Navy

Kennedy, Paul M. The Rise and [all of
British Naval Mastery. New York:
Cranc, Russak, 1983. 435pp. $14.50
'This book, first published in 1976, is

a sweeping examination of British
scapower that compares favorably
with A.T. Mahan’s classic work, The
Influence of Sea Power on History. Dr.
Kennedy has managed to write the
first dehinitive post-Mahanian work
on the way a nation’s maritime power
blends with its global influence. In
bringing aut this paperback edition,
the publisher has wisely asked the
author to mclude an introduction thar
updates the work through the end of
the Falklands crisis and adds some
provocative conclusions on the state of
the Western alliance and its maritime
capabilities.

The style of the book is torally
accessible to the average reader. The
author has aveided must of the dry,
highly technical writing that flaws
many works of history and strategy.
His writing is lucid, interesting, and
occasionally clever and witty. The
obvious theme of the work 1s the flow
of history that surrounded British
scapower and its influence on that
country’s global power position. The
volume is illustrated with a serics of
simple line maps, and includes a superb
bibliography and excellent references
and notations.
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It is casy to sce that the author docs
not completely agree with A.T.
Mahan. Rather than accepting the
basic Mahanian thesis that a maritime
nation’s greatness is inextricably
linked with its scapower, Dr. Kennedy
demounstrates the importance of
balanced scapower and landpower.
Through a sound grasp of history, he
further illustrates the critical impor-
tance of a nation’s cconomic strength
as underpinning its global power, and
thus explains the fall of Britain.
Indeed, this is the central theme of his
work. More interestingly for US
readers of the work, the author
discusses the comparisons between late
19th-century Britain and contempo-
rary United Stares. Fle ends with a call
tor u coherent US maritime policy
that should be “developed as a whole,
with the possession of warships sensi-
bly related to those geopolitical,
technological, economic and diplo-
matic ¢lements which muse be woven
tagether before a coherent national
policy exists.”” This is sound advice,
and well illustrated throughout this
fascinating book.

Overall, the work is a classic. It
places Mahan in proper modern
perspective, discusses the long-
debated issues of maritime and conti-
nental strategics with the deep per-
spective of the historian, and yet
remains lively and readable through-
out. No library of maritime affairs ar
naval strategy should be without this
work.

JAMES STAVRIIIS
lLieutenant Commander, US Navy
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Murfett, Malcolm. Fool-Proof Rela-
tions: The Search for Anglo-American
Naval Cooperation During the Cham-
berlain Years, 1937-1940. Singapore:
Singapore University Press, 1984.
324pp. $22, paper $17
Books dealing with strategic assess-

ments and war plans of the past are

both fascinating and fantastic: fan-
tastic because, seen from the perspec-
tive of subscquent cvents, much
strategic planning scems impractical,
cven surreal; fascinating because,
despite ourselves, we cannot help but
wonder how our world today would
be different if any of these plans of
long ago had been implemented. Such

a book is Malcolm Murfett’s fool

Proof Relations: The Search for Anglo-

American Naval Cooperation During the

Chamberlain Years, 1937-1940.

The theme of the book is that, as
the 1930s unfolded with increasing
menace, Britain’s fear of a tri-ocean
war versus Germany, Japan, and
ltaly, with only France as an ally,
forced her toward Anglo-American
naval cooperation—especially in the
Pacific—as the best means of coping
with that strategic nightmarc. The
author's main point, a revisionist
one, is that Neville Chamberlain,
despitc his acknowledged anti-
American sensibilitics, nevertheless
laid the strong foundation ofAnglo—
American naval cooperation that
Winston Churchill later so skillfully
built upeon.

Basically, this is a good and
interesting book. Murfett’s rescarch,
especially in British sources, 1is
superb; his judgments are plausible
and usually persuasive.

But the book also has limitations.
Its predominant focus is British
strategy and naval policy; American
naval thought is not explored in any
depth. Hence, Murfett’s is but onc
side of the complex story of Anglo-
American naval collaboration in the
1930s. Also, like many books of this
genrc, it seems too abstract, because
the war planning is insufficiently
related to the stratcgic and tactical
realities of naval power. There is too
tuch discussion of the quantity of
fleet units that the United States and
Royal Navies were able to deploy in
the Pacific versus Japan at any given
time: and little or no discussion of the
quality of those units, the efficiency
of their ships, weapons, training, and
logistical support structure. Naval
strategy must be based on naval
strength, but naval strength is more
than numbers; it is also combat
cfficiency. The naval planners of the
1930s were unable or emotionally
unwilling to address such wvital
imponderables, which is why much
of their planning secms infeasible;
but it is possible to render such
judpgments today, and Murfett’s book
would be a better onc had he
ventured to do so.

Finally, it should be noted that
sotne of the author’s conclusions arc
highly provecative. For example, he
belicves that Anthony Eden was quite
willing to bring about a preemptive
Anglo-American naval war against
Japan in 1937-38, an idea which will
seem to many to go well beyond the
bounds of the available cvidence, yet
one which Murfett presents plausi-
bly. He also argucs that Britain shied



away [rom closer relations with
Russia in 1939 for fcar of provoking
Japan; but most historians would
contend the opposite, that a rap-
prochement with Russia would have
strengthened Britain’s strategic posi-
tion immensely by helping to deter
Japan. Similarly, some would arguc
that Murfett’s book tends to exag-
gerate the strength of the desire of
the British government for closer
stratcgic and naval cooperation with
the United States and rather under-
cstimates the lingering desire in those
circles for a rapprochement with
Japan instcad. But these disputes
make for more interesting scholar-
ship.

Murfett’s book is a reminder that
much strategic planning is essentially
unrcalistic and impractical; this is
because the planners lack comprehen-
sive knowledge, of their own forces
as much as of the enemy’s, and
hecause the strategic problems ad-
dressed by them arc really insoluble in
light of the limited military and naval
means available in peacetime. Hence
prewar plans are largely doomed to
be overtaken and swamped by the
relentless tide of events.

PATRICK ABBAZIA
City University of New York

Winton, John, Convoy: The Defence of
Sea 'I'rade 1890-1990. London:
Michael Joseph, 1983. 378pp. $27.95
John Winton retired from the

Royal Navy in 1963 and started his

writing career with a series of

hilariously funny novels based on his
training and early days in the Service.
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Since then, he has moved on to
historical novels and biographies of
Sir Walter Raleigh, and Admiral of
the Flect Earl Jellicoe. In Convoy he
has set himself the task of describing
the defense of sea-trade from 1890
and of taking a peek into the future.
The book cencentrates Iargely on the
Atlantic experiences of two world
wars and on the submarine threat.
Within these confines he has pro-
duced a comprehensive history into
which he has woven, as an expert
storyteller, many personalized experi-
cnees.,

Escorted convoy was accepted as
the successful metbod for the protec-
tion of trade in the 18th and 19th
centuries. However, by 1914 the
Admiralty viewed it as unnecessary
because of the sea-control capability
of powerful and modern warships,
and unworkable because of the
introduction of steam—for some
unexplained reason it was felt that
stecamships would be less capable of
maintaining station than sailing
vessels. There were also strong
arguments against convoy based on
port congestion, and on the reduction
in overall carrying capacity of mer-
chant ships resulting from convoy
formation and reduced speed. But
these arguments rested on the assump-
tion that ships were not being sunk.

Winton relates how it took nearly
three years of war, and the loss of
millions of tons of shipping and
thousands of lives before trans-
Atlantic convoys werc finally intro-
duced by an Admiralty that wanted
offensive action against U-boats and
considered convoy to be defensive.
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Strong opposition to convoying also
existed in the United States and in
May 1917 the Navy Department still
held the almost atavistic view that
“big convoys meant big risks.” But
within a month, Admiral Sims (who
incidentally was the first American
to have Royal Navy ships under his
command, based at Queenstown,
Ireland) wrote to the Secretary of the
Navy that *‘the convoy system should
be put into immediate operation . . .
thus forcing submarines to encounter
antisubmarine craft in order to attack
shipping.”

Implementation of the convoy sys-
tem led to both a considerable reduc-
tion in the numbers of merchant ships
and an increase in U-boat sinkings.
By mid-1918 it was clear that intro-
duction of convoys escorted by sur-
face craft and where possible by
aircraft, had avoided defeat for the
Allies. In one of the last U-boat
incidents of WW1I, U-68 was sunk by
gunfire in the Mediterranean whbilst
attacking a convoy. Its commander,
Karl Doenitz, was taken prisoner.

The hard-won lessons of World
Woar [ were collated and published in
1918 in a confidential book entitled,
The Elements of Convoy Defense in
Submarine Warfare. But after 20 years
of peace the convoy was again out of
fashion in some circles, and this
valuable but little read document
was declared obsolete in 1939 and
ordered to be destroyed.

In the chapters dealing with
WWII Winton takes us through the
learning, or relearning, of many
lessons and the development of anti-
U-boat warfare. He emphasizes the

importance of airborne units, especi-
ally those equipped with radar and
Leigh lights as being particularly
cffective, describes the development
of tactics/strategy and the improve-
ments in sensors and weapons, and
highlights the major contribution to
both sides of high-frequency 13/F and
crypto analysis,

He illustrates his account with
many examples of successful and
unsuccessful convoy operations,
cxamples which, although well nar-
rated become a little repetitive and
do not always seem to follow a
chronological sequence. He also cites
many statistics proving the worth of
convoy. The book would be all the
more readable had tlleSC bccn rabu—
lated outside the text.

My only other complaint with the
book is that Winton makes too
frequent use of the epithet stupid to
describe those who opposed convoy.
In the brilliance of hindsight it is
clear that the admirals were mis-
taken, misguided or misinformed,;
but they were not necessarily stupid.

Overall, the book is a generally
happy mixture of comprehensive
historical account and well-told
descriptive war stories. Winton
reports a worrying tendency in
recent years for the reappearance of
the “sealanes’ heresy and he sees his
role as reminding his readers of the
lessons of the past. He has performed
this task thoroughly and well.

ANTHONY R. PETERS
Commander, Royal Navy

Beaver, Paul. Encyclopaedia of the
Modern Royal Navy. Annapolis,



Md.: Naval lnstitute Press, 1983,

330pp. $29.95

The Modern Royal Navy presents an
excellent comprehensive snapshot of
the Royal Navy as it existed during
the last half of 1982. The Falkland
Islands conflict occurred during the
final stages of its preparation and as
much information as possible from
that conflict has been incorporated.

The author, who has specialized in
British naval subjects in a number of
previous books, covers everything
one would want to know at the
unclassified level about all aspects of
the Royal Navy—organization, post-
war history, equipment, bases and
personnel. In the process Pau] Beaver
presents an impressive picture of just
what constitutes a modern medium-
sized navy. Such an organization
goes far beyond just its ships, aircraft
and missiles; relying ultimately on
the personnel manning these systems,
their training and their organization,
points made by both sides during the
Falklands incident.

The book starts with a summary of
post-World War II British naval
history. It includes tables of RN
deployments and operations as well
as a list of major events in the RN
since 1945, This is followed by a
review of the Royal Navy’s current
roles and missions which, though
greatly reduced in forces committed,
are still worldwide. However, pri-
mary emphasis, now through a single
fleet command (CinCFlt), is on the
defense and control of the North
Atlantic around the GIUK gapandin
the Norwegian Sca. Coupled with
this responsibility is their SSBN
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nuclear deterrent, at least one subma-
rine of which is always at sea. There
is a brief description of the Warsaw
Pact threat, the only time it is
mentioned specifically in the book.
The Royal Navy's organization is
described specific office by specific
office, generally at the flag-rank
fevel. This plus other sections on
similar subjects {i.e., RNVR and
Royal Marines) could be presented
more clearly than has been done with
the aid of more organization charts.
The dockyards are covered and are
shown graphically on a map of
England and the naval shore estab-
lishments are reviewed. There are
also three naval colleges. All this
material, that would be difficult to
find elsewhere, is provided in 70
pages.

The author devotes the next 230
pagcs to the Royal Navy's ships,
aircraft, Marine equipment, the
auxiliary services, weapons and
sensors. This is arranged a bit
differently than usual, with technical
details on cach class of ship and short
operational summaries of each indi-
vidual ship. Aircraft arc extensively
covered by squadron and type.
Included are excellent, accurately
prepared but simple 1/600 scale star-
board profiles of each major ship
class and 1/72 scale profiles of most
Royal Navy aircraft and vchicles.
Missile descriptions include non-
scaled drawings as well. All of this is
supplemented by numerous photo-
graphs, most of which arc very good.
Many show equipment detail beyond
what can normally be found in other
reference works. All are accom-
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panied by usc descriptions, operation-
ally oriented, which are excellent
siitce they go beyond the normal bare
cquipment statistics,

The final 20 pages deal with the
uniforms and insignia of both the
Royal Navy and the Royal Marines.
A table covers the various forins of
naval dress from Number 1 Full
Dress to Number 12 Short Sleeve
order. Included also are officer
insignia, petty officer cap badges and
branch {service specialty) badges.
Even the Women's Royal Naval Ser-
vice (WRNS) and Queen Alex-
andra’s Royal Naval Nursing Service
(QARNNS) are reviewed with insig-
nia tabulated. A chart presents
cquivalent ranks between the RN,
QARNNS and WRNS. Interestingly,
the senior QARNN (Matron-In-
Chief) and WRN {Commandant)arc
limited to commodore equivalent.

In summary, this book truly
describes in layman’s terms the
modern Royal Navy and would be an
outstanding addition to the library of
anyone who needs a working knowl-
cdge of this particular navy. In that
schse it is an operationally oriented
encyclopacdia, Tts biggest faulr is
that the edition is now three years old
and the information contained should
be reissued periodically. It presents
the Royal Navy in an upbeat manner
and at a level of detail which would
be difficult to find in any one public
source. Considering the many
reverses the Royal Navy has suffered
over the past forty years, primarily in
decliming strengrh and reduced
responsibility, this is remarkable.
Onc hopes this will be the first of a

continuing scries on the Royal Navy
by Paul Beaver. Ships and Aircraft of the
{J.8. Fleet uscs a similar approach in
describing the US Navy but with
much less emphasis on support and
training, and with more general
descriptions of what is, after all, a
much larger navy.

RICHARD F. CROSS 1L
Alexandria, Virginia

Denham, Henry. Inside the Nazt Ring:
A Naval Attacke in Sweden 1940-
1945, London: John Murray, 1984.
174pp. £10.95
Captain Henry Denham is well

known among yachtsmen for his

indispensable scries of guides to the

Mecditerranean, notably The Aegean,

The Adriatic, The T'yrrhenian Sea and

The lontan Islands. Only recently has

Lis naval carcer become known to

the general public, first with his

Dardanelles: A Midshipman’s Diary and

now, with his memoir of service as

the British naval attaché in neutral

Sweden. As Ludovic Kennedy notes

in the foreword to this volume,

“future historians of the Second

World War as well as his many

friends and admirers will be de-

lighted that he has written chis
absorbing account . . .. "'

For most of the war, Sweden was
isolated from dircct contact with
Britain, After the German occupa-
tion of Norway and Denmark in
April 1940 and with German forces
fighting the Soviet Union in Finland,
access was difficult. For a year, the
British legation in Stockholm was
almost entirely isolated with only



two circuitous routes open: via the
United States and the trans-Siberian
railroad or via the Cape of Good
Hope, the Middle East and Russia,
Despite the difficulty, Stockholm
became a key outpost for British
obscrvation of her enemy. From that
vantage point, Denham sent the first
signal which alerted the Admiralty
to the breakout of the Bismarck in
April 1941, Later, he obtained infor-
mation through Swedish intelligence
which enabled him to warn of the
German attack on Convoy PQ 17.
Much of the information in
Denham’s book is not new ro histor-
fans, but it is an intercsting “sea
story’’ which makes a contribution
by putting the issues into a personal
perspective by explaining some issuesy
which are better known in Swedish
accounts than in English ones.
Denham has added to his account
insights from somec of the most
important historical studics, such as
the work of Anthony Cave Brown,
Donald McLachlan, Wilhelm Carl-
gren, and Patrick Beesley. For the
most part, this has helped him to
explain things with a broader per-
spective than he had during the war.
In at lcast one case, however, this
method has forced him into repeating
Churchill’s biased account of the
landing at Narvik. At the same tiine,
Denham has gathered some documents
which enrich his account. He has
taken a few samples of his own
reports from the Public Record
Office and Professor Carlgren has
assisted with some documents from
the Swedish Archives. In short the
book is a partially researched history,
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fleshed out with a memoir. This
makes for a highly readable account.
The specialist, however, may well be
frustrated by a desire to know more,
to have precise references, names and
dates. Morcover, he would wish
more substantive accounts of conver-
sations. It is frustrating indeced to
learn that the author does not remem-
ber any detail of his 50-minute
conversation with Admiral Raeder in
1937 and that his several meetings
with the Soviet Minister to Sweden,
Madame Kollantay, trigger only his
recall of a few amusing pleasantrics.
Serious historians will find Denham’s
dccount ncither d COIIIplCtC nor an
in-depth study of British relations
with Sweden. His account of the
naval perspective from Stockholm
during the war is equally light. His
book, then, is a suggestive source
rather than an cxhaustive study.

Some of the questions which arise
from reading this book may welltlead
to new insights in several areas. Onc
would like to know if there is any
foundation in Italian sources for
Denham’s account ot the mysterious
Mr. Walter’s attempt to negotiate
the surrender of the [talian Navy to
Britain in 1940-41 using the British
Embassy in Stockholm. Similarly,
one wants to know more about what
lies behind Denham’s remark that
among Allied naval attachés, “Sadly,
the American naval attaché in Stock-
holm, was at no time any help to us,
but at Gothenburg an excellent U.S.
Consul General helped us through
the war.”

JOHN B HATTENDORF
Naval War College
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Lorelli, John A. The Battle of the
Komandorski Islands. Annapolis,
Md.: Naval Institute Press, 1984.
212pp. $16.95
This slim volume is a moving,

factual account of a surface sea battle

in an outpost of WWII {the Aleu-
tians) with the odds significantly
against the victor, the United States.

More than to tactics, the victory is a

tribute to good gunnery, damage

control, guts and determination, with

a generous dash of luck. Forty-two

Japanese torpedoes, for example, had

no effect on the engagement.

The volume is marred by its failure
to develop an overall strategic and
operational setting for the battle, and
to present important tactical informa-
tion and decisions as guides to the
detailed action. There is no discussion
of available submarines and aircraft
at sea or on call to either side, no
indication of surveillance, no men-
tion of weather forecasting or possi-
ble weather influence on local deci-
sions, and no summary of time and
distance factors which might affect
alternatives.

This shortfall is epitomized in the
lack of any chart of the general area,
except for that on the dustjacket, and
in the poor technical validity of the
figures depicting the battle. Each of
five figures is in error in some
important detail.

The book can best be characterized
as a human interest story of some
very brave American sailors. It is a
fine collection of individual ship
accounts and personal recollections
tied together loosely by the peneral
history of the eveut and the

comments of the battle staffs.
Certainly the stark tragedy of the
cruiser Salt Lake City’s total loss of
power, and her brilliant damage
coutrol action in returning to near-
full fighting strength, her outstand-
ing gunnery, the destroyers’ brave
near-suicidal attack on the Japanese
cruiser line, the significant damage
to the destroyer Bailey without quiet-
ing her fighting spirit, and the
Japanese line finally turning away—
all are first-rate adventure, well
researched and well written.

In sum, this is a book for a
specialized audience. Itis a volume of
interest to those secking detailed
information on particular ship types,
or on US WWII sailors and their
reactions to the adverse circum-
stances of cold, terror, and severe
ship damage. Tt offers nothing new in
tactical comprehension of The Battle
of the Komandorski Islands, nor in
appreciation of our force tactics—
beyond the great merits of adequate
battle training and perseverance in

the face of all odds.

THOMAS R. WESCHLER
Vice Admiral, US Navy {Ret.}

Cunningham, Randy with Ethell,
Jeff. Fox Two. Mesa, Ariz.:
Champlin Fighter Museum, 1984.
154pp. $8.95
Where has this book been and,

Randy, what took you so long? The

action may be over 12 years old, but

you can smell the JP and feel the
thump of the Sidewinder leaving the
missile rail—it seems like yesterday.

An exciting, action-packed paper-



back for a wintry evening’s entertain-
ment. Pow! Biff! Boom! Zap! Shoot-
out at the OK Corral! With a replay
of a few of the old *‘lessons learned,”
what we have here sets the alarm
bells ringing in light of some of the
events of the last couple of years in
the Mediterranean and in Lebanon.

Jeft Ethell, son of an Air Force
fighter pilot, young civilian aviator
who is checked out in everything
from Pipers to P-51s to F-14s and
F-15s, a meticulous historian who
researches regularly for the Smith-
sonian and who corrected the official
war records for both Falklands war
antagonists in Air War: South Atlantic,
the same Ethell has provided the
petfect touch for Cunningham in
this combined effort.

The instinctive cockpit reac-
tions—grunts, noises, fears, shouts—
reflexes experienced by Cunningham
as he plays every trick of the dogfight
game (shades of Boelcke and 1915!) in
becoming the first US pilot in
Vietnam to blast five enemy fighters
from the skies. These happenings
which heretofore have been appreci-
ated only in the ready rooms and at
the fighter bars at Navy, Marine and
Air Force bases have been smoothly
and wonderfully translated by Ethell
into understandable and meaningtul
dialogue. This authentic American
hero and his Radar Intercept Officer
(RIO) became the first aces of the
Vietnam War. Only three other pilots,
all Air Force captains, achieved that
distinction in the final 7 months of the
war before it ended in 1973,

Standard lessons from Southeast
Asia are replayed, but now through
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the eyes of this Missouri high school
teacher and coach cum Navy lieu-
tenant fighter pilot:

® The Navy killed only 29 MiGs
from 1965-71, all with Sidewinder
missiles,

® In 1972, 24 MiGs were killed
by missiles, 23 by Sidewinders (five
by Cunningham in 5 months) and one
by Sparrow. By Cunningham'’s esti-
mate, he alone would have killed
three to cight additional MiGs in 6
months if he'd had a gun in his gunless
F4] Phantom.

® Five out of six Navy air-air
losses were to MiGs that were never
seen by the pilots of the Navy
fighters; over 90 percent of all Air
Force losses to MiGs occurred the
same way. RIOs (Air Force:WSO)
were indispensable in dogfights.
About 80 percent of all visual sight-
ings of MiGs was by the RIO/WSQO
and behind the wingline (i.e., the
MiG was sliding in for the kill. Eric
Hartmann, the German ace of WW
Il with over 400 fighter kills, esti-
mated that less than five percent of
the fighter pilots he shot down knew
what hit them).

® The exchange ratios for the
Navy and Air Force from 1965-69
were about 2+:1, L.e., 2+ MiGs were
knocked down for each US loss.
Compare that to 10:1 for the United
States in Korea and 88:0 for Israel
over the Bekda Valley against Syria
in June 1982.

® The Navy instituted Top Gun
to relearn air combat mancuvering
(read: dogfighting} about 1967, and
the 1969-73 exchange ratio flipped
dramatically for the Navy to 12:1.
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The Air Force did not develop Red
Flag until much later, and conse-
quently its exchange ratio for 1969-
73 was even worse, about 1.9:1,

® During Operation Linebacker
the Navy and Air Force were allowed
to go after the enemy aggressively in
his own backyard. As many air-air
kills were made in 1972 as had been
made in 1965-72.

® [n matters of war, the prin-
ciples of Objective and Offensive
still count. If the single~-minded
objective and the violent offensive of
1972, when we were trying to shake
loose from the war, had been as
relentlessly pursued in 1965 when we
first went into the war . . . if, if, if.
Gimme another beer, Joe.

Cunningham, a true American hero
who performed one of the greatest
combat feats of Vietnam, came home
to a “Dear John™ letter and a ride
through his hometown of Shelbina,
Missouri. Population: 3,000.

And the same bureaucrats who
made the gunless F4Bs and Js of the
1960s and 1970s are now making the
single-seated F-15s, F-16s and F-18s
to go against an air force many more
times potent than that of North
Vietnamof 1972, And on4 December
1983 Navy carrier aircraft are
ordered by Washington to attack a
target in the wrong place with the
wrong aircraft with the wrong
otdnance and at the wrong time of
day. With the wrong results.

Where do you guys come from,
Randy? You've done your job well,
you've passcd the baton. The unsung
heroes of the 1960s and 1970s are still
there, flying from our carriers,

obeying orders from Washington,
taking it from the media and the
Fondas and the Jacksons.

Would to God your book would be
read by all the desk flyers and paper
pile-its in OpNav, the JCS and the
White House. Randy, they could
learn from you!

MYRL ALLINDER
Colanel, US Marine Corps

Greene, James and Scowcroft, Brent.
Western Interests and U.S. Policy
Options in the Caribbean Basin, Report
of the Atlantic Council’s Working
Group on the Caribbean Basin. Boston:
Oelgeschlager, Gunn and Hain,
1984. 324pp. $27.50 paper $12.50
The Atlantic Council’s Working

Group Report Western Interests and
U.S. Policy Options in the Caribbean
Basin is a comprehensive treatment
of the economic, social, political
and security realities of the Carib-
bean basin. The Working Group
Co-Chairmen, James Greene and
Brent Scowcroft, suggest an exten-
sive agenda for US policymakers in
multiple areas ranging from social
and economic reform to security
assistance and antiterrorist initia-
tives,

The authors make a compelling
case for increased Western and par-
ticularly US attention and emphasis
in the Caribbean basin. This presen-
tation is made thoroughly and sys-
tematically by presenting an over-
view of policy options. This treat-
ment is followed by a thorough
analysis of six major issues by various
members of the working group: eco-



tomic, social, political, security,
migration, and energy. The con-
trasting styles of the various authors
arc refreshing and tend to reempha-
size the complexity of Caribbean
basin issucs. This complexity is
further underscored when the auth-
ors allude to the large number of US
organizations and agencies (46 at a
recent Caribbean conference) in-
volved in formulating and imple-
menting policy in this region.

The Adantic Council Working
Group distills US policy possibilities
into three primary options—the
Hegemonice, the Collaborative and
the Damage Limitation
down solidly in favor of the Collabo-
rative option, i.c., onc¢ that recog-

and comes

nizes the institutional limits to our
initiatives and emphasizes multi-
lateral rather than bilateral ap-
proaches to problem resolation.

US security interests in the
Caribbean Basin receive, arguably,
the greatest emphasis in the Working
Group's report. These interests stem
from this baseline statement: ** Assist-
ing in the cstablishment and mainte-
nance of a peaceful, secure, stable,
and friendly {or at least not hostile)
Caribbean basin that is cconomically
developing, with governments gener-
ally accepted as legitimate and re-
spectful of human rights of their
citizens, and with access to effective
mechanisms for resolving or defusing
interstate conflicts.” Emphasis in this
arca revolves around a multilateral
(collaborative} approach to enhanced
security and an appropriatc treat-
ment of Sovier, Cuban, and Nic-
araguan instigated problem areas.
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The report is both topical and
timely, and therefore it is logical to
assume that there will be periodic
revised editions to this work. There
arc some minor weaknesses and
inconsistencies which detract from
the otherwise high quality of the
report that should be eliminated from
subscquent editions.

The authors refer to a plethora of
accords, treaties and organizations
ranging from CBI to GATT to OAS
without clearly defining them.
Appendixes detailing such things as
the OAS Treaty would be useful. In
calling for a multilateral approach to
problem solution in the area the
authors argue that this type of
lepl"()élch can llugn](‘.'nt US ]CVCragc
and in so doing actually suggest a
manipulative foreign policy. Al-
though the Atlantic Council acknowl-
edges other areas requiring US
policy emphasis { Europe, Japan, ctc.)
the authors accuse the United States
of excrcising “benign neglect” in the
arca, without exploring the options
and tradeoffs that must be made in a
resource-limited situation. A number
of good charts, graphs and tables arc
provided. However these are some-
umes contradictory (one table lists
the strengeh of the Cuban Army at
aver 225,000 men while one figure
lises it at approximately 100,000
fewer). A numiber of conclusive state-
ments (such as “El Salvador is the
linchpin of Central Amecrican
Policy™) are made without support-
ing documentation or discussion and
some “‘policy options” are offered
(suclras ““the most significant contri-
bution the U.S. can make to cco-
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nomic growth in the Caribbean Basin
is to run its own economy bet-
ter ... ") which are not policy
options at all,

Naval officers and analysts who
read this work will probably be
troubled by the short shrift given to
the role of the US Navy in the
Caribbean basin and specifically to
the initiatives that have provided
such positive feedback such as regular
UNITAS deployments, increased
presence of Caribbean basin naval
officers at tbe Naval War College
and the recently completed Inter-
American Naval Conference.

In spite of the minor deficiencies,
the Atlantic Council Working
Group’s Report is an excellent study.
[t can serve to expose the layman
guickly to the realities of Western
interests and realistic US policy
options in the Caribbean basin and it
can also stimulate thought among US
policymakers at all levels who must
wrestle with these issues on a day-to-
day basis. For layman and policy-
maker alike this is a necessary,
though not a sufficient, book.

GEORGE GALDORISI
Commander, US Navy

Cook, Don. Charles de Gaulle: A
Biography. New York: Putnam,
1983. 432pp. §22.95
There is a growing realization

among Americans that French

foreign policy, based as it is upon the
concepts of sovereign independence
and defense against Soviet expan-
sionism, is more than cranky anti-
Americanism coupled with a desire

to retain the tattered remnants of
great power status. The Fifth
Republic is the world’s third nuclear
power and maintains substantial
conventional forces. The current
socialist regime is even more anti-
Soviet than its conservative predeces-
sor, and Paris actively supports
Washington’s policy of modernizing
its tactical nuclear arsenal in Western
Europe. Thus the republic created by
Charles de Gaulle has become one of
America’s most reliable friends, and
itis appropriate to reexamine the life
of the man who did so much to create
the France of today.

Don Cook, Paris bureau chief for
the Los Angeles Times, has covered the
French and Furopean political and
military scene since World War II. He
has written a biography of de Gaulle
with mixed results. Essentially his
book falls into two parts—pre- and
post-1945, In the first part de Gaulle
emerges as the hero who almost alone
rescued his nation from the shame of
Vichy and collaboration. De Gaulle
also succeeded in restoring France to
great power status despite doubts and
outright opposition from bis Anglo-
American allies.

Cook supplies a wealth of material
on de Gaulle’s relationship with

Churchill and Roosevelt. Despite a
number of tense moments the British
Prime Minister and the leader of Free
France managed to develop an effec-
tive working relationship. With
Roosevelt, however, there was never
a meeting of the minds. Wedded to the
fatuous belief that Vichy would one
day turn on its German masters the US
State Department insisted on dealing



with Pétain and Laval and refused to
recognize the Free French. After the
Allied landings in North Africa,
Eisenhower concluded an armistice
with Darlan to end Vichy armed
resistance. Washington went a step
further by maintaining in power
Vichy officials and laws for several
months after Darlan’s death although
British, American and Free French
forces were firmly established in
Morocco and Algeria. Prior to D-day,
Cook points out, the Americans
planned to treat France as an occupied,
not as a liberated country. However,
de Gaulle managed to outmaneuver
the Americans and emerged as the
leader of a free and independent
member of the Grand Coalition.
Cook is much less successful in
dealing with the post-1945 de Gaulle.
The second de Gaulle, according to
Cook, was motivated by anti-Amer:-
canism and dreams of grandeur. In the
interests of parochial nationalism, de
Gaulle weakened both Nato and the
Common Market and sought to play a
role in global politics that France
lacked the resources to sustain. Cook
assumes, without much examination,
that the American Atlanticist position
is correct and does not explore de
Gaulle's views concerning the role of
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sovereign states or the dangers of a
world divided into sharply delineated
blocs.

Moreover, Cook seems to have lost
interest in his subject after 1945. He
deals with de Gaulle’s return to power
in 1958 in a perfunctory manner and
omits much of the exciting detail
surrounding the disengagement from
Algeria and the subsequent military
mutinies and secret war against the
OAS. The full story of de Gaulle’s
foreign policy is in fact treated in a
sketchy hostile manner. De Gaulle’s
views may indeed have been flawed,
but they deserve a more careful
analysis than Cook supplies.

Although the second half of Cook’s
biography is seriously flawed, he docs
succeed in reminding readers of the
power of the general’s personality and
intellect. The fine portraitof de Gaulle
during his years of adversity also
provides strong clues as to the type of
ally and adversary he was to become
after 1958. Perhaps as the realization
of France’s current role becomes more
widely understood, a more compre-
hensive and well-balanced picture of
de Gaulle’s role as President of the
Fifth Republic will emerge.

STEVEN ROSS
Naval War College
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GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS

Lissays on Strategy. Stock Number: 008-020-01002-2, 132pp., $4, 1984

The five selected essays address issues and choices confronting Western strategies.
“Operation Barbarossa’™ examines basic military strategy and delincates certain
characteristics of the Soviet soldier by reviewing Germany’s 1941 invasion of
Russia. The fonr remaining essays cxamine chemical weapons, “Deep Actack” in
defense of Central Europe, Nato and Persian Gulf sccurity, and Indian Occan
security. These cssays cmphasize the value of intelligent and open debate on
national sccurity issues.

Defense Planning for the 1990°s. Stock Number: 008-020-01007-3, 328pp., $8.50), 1984
This publication focuscs on South and East Asia, a manifestation of growing
interest in these regions and such probles as Indo-Pakistani tensions, nuclear proliferation,
and improved Sino~Amecrican relations. A striking cxample of new perspective ts
the possibility of normalizing relations with Victnam—a subject which could not
have been discussed seriously in 1974,

United States Mifitary Posture—Fiscal Year 1986, Stock Number: 008-004-00022-6,
112pp., $4.50, 1985

The basic mission of the US Armed Forces is to help preserve the United States asa
free nation, with its fundamental institutions and values intact. US forees help
assurc the physical sccurity of the United Srates and protect US interests abroad.
An imporrant purposc of US military power is prevention of war. The tasks
assigned the Armed Forees require a strong military posture to provide a credible
deterrent across the spectrum of conflict.

Merritt, H.L. and Carter, L.F., eds. Mobilization and the National Defense. Stock
Number: 008-020-01013-8, 144pp., $4.25, 1985

The essays in this volume are designed to integrate strategy, the indusrrial base, and
manpower, the three major clements of mobilization planning. The cssays also
emphasize the complexity of mobilization and underline the need for cooperation
among major scctors of our society in order to achieve and maintain national
preparedness. Oceans to the cast and west and friendly nations to the north and
south once afforded the United States sufficient time to mobilize for war—even
after the start of hostilitics. However, today, with so many US forees deployed
near potential cnemics and with technology shrinking the world, we must be
prepared to mobilize more quickly if we are to avert losing the conflict before the
United States can become fully engaged.

Understanding Soviet Naval Development. Stock Number: 008-047-00314-5, 156pp.,
$7.50, Reprint 1984

One of the most dramatic developments of the post-World War Il period has been the

growth of naval and maritime activitics. Today the Soviet Union is a truc “'sca

power” challenging the United States in all aspects of maritime activity. From the

end of World War Il until the carly 19705 the United States maintatned unguestioned
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naval supremacy. This gave the United States great flexibility in foreign policy and
provided one of the West's primary shields against Sovict aggression. Today, after a
great expenditure of resources, the Soviet Navy has achieved quantitative and
qualitative leadership in several aspects of naval power, This Soviet leadership, both
real and perceived, is having considerable impact on international political,
economic, ideological, and military developments, This publication discusses the
expansion of Soviet maritine strength from its beginning to its present status and the
trends which are indicated for the future.

T'he Soviet-Cuban Conrection in Central America and the Caribbean, Stock Number; 008-
000-00419-6, 48pp., $2.25, 1985

This book provides information about Soviet and Cuban military power and
intervention i Central America and the Caribbean. The threats resulting from this
factor are as inuch a part of the region’s crisis as are better known indigenous and
historic factors. United States policy in the area is based on four mutually supportive
clements that are being pursued simultaneously: (1) to assist in the development of
democratic institutions and to encourage creation of representative governments
accountable to their citizens; (2) to address on an urgent basis the economic and social
problems of the region by providing cconomic assistance to stimulate growth; (3) to
provide security assistance to enable the countries to defend themselves against
Soviet-bloe, Cuban, and Nicaraguan-supported insurgents and terrorists intent on
establishing Marxist-Leninist dictatorship; (4) to promote peaceful solutions through
negotiation and dialogue among the countries of the region and among political
groups within cach country.

Unitas XXV—A Silver Anniversary. Stock Number: 008-046-00111-1, 160pp., $23.00,
1985

This book captures in words and photographs the essence of onc of the world’s largest
and most logistically tar-flung multinational naval exercises. Maore than a colleetion
of pictures, it is a graphic record of the 25th anniversary of Unitas, an annual event
that begins at the US Navy’s base at Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, travels south
through the Panama Canal, around the South American continent, and ends four and
one-half months later in Recife, Brazil. A naval exercise of this size is a carefully
coordinated series of operations designed to test the capabilities of people and
equipment. [t demands the proper application of the skills learned. Equally
important, it illustrates the common bond between the Americas, and a growing
awarcness of the importance of the friendships and mutual professional respect that is
a product of Unitas.

Search {US Marine Corps], Stock Number: 008-055-00166-8, 138pp., $5.00, 1985

As the nation’s Force in Readiness, the United States Marine Corps must continually
maintain the capability to respond to any threatening situation. Search is published as a
merthod of presenting Marine Corps material requirements and issuing a challenge to
the industrial, educational, and research organizations to develop new and innovative
solutions to fulfill these requirements. The intention of Search is to present a broad
view of new equipment, techniques, or systems the Marine Corps foresees as
necessary to maintain its preeminent position and combat readiness.
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Ships, Aircraft and Weapons of the United States Navy. Stock Number: 008-047-00362-5,
72pp., $3.00, 1984

Fully illustrated, this booklet presents a series of fact sheets on significant Navy

weapons systems. [t is divided into five general categories: ships, fixed-wing aircraft,

helicopters, missiles and weapons. The fact sheets contain unclassified information

about each system.

Wade, Gary H. Rapid Deployment Logistics: Lebanon, 1958. Stock Number: 008-020-
01022-7, 128pp., $4.50, 1985

One of the more consistent patterns in US military operations since the end of World
War Il has been our growing involvement in contingency operations around the
world. Recognition of this significant role for our military forces has been reflected
most recently in the establishment of several new commands—First Special
Operations Command—which exist in order to improve US capability to repond to
worldwide threats onshort notice. This research survey examines the deployment of
US forces to Lebanon in 1958. It discusses aspects of combat service support, inclnding
such functions as resupply, transportation, procurement, civil affairs, security, and
medical support. This study presents a model for planning, deploying, and sustaining a
task force, and offers many lessons for today's army.

The Militarily Critical Technologies List. Stock Number: 008-000-00409-9, 260pp., $7.50,
1984

The Department of Defense has prepared, and reviewed annually since 1980, the
Militanily Critical Technologies List (MCTL) in response to Section 5 (d) of the Export
Administration Act of 1979, and pursuant to Executive Order 12470 of 30 March
1984, The MCTL is a detailed and structured technical statement of development,
production, and utilization technologies which the Dol¥ assesses to be crucial to given
military capabilities and of significant value to potential adversaries. As such, itisa
technical reference and source document to support the development of export
control policy and specific Coordinating Committee proposals. This unclassified
MCTL responds to those requests, public knowledge, industry, and academia for
public dissemination, in a format designed to protect national security interests, while
providing greater ease of use by the public.

Review of the Spare Parts Procurement Practices of the DOD. Stock Number: 041-001-00277-
4, 208pp., §7.00, 1984

Weapons systems and their associated equipment are made up of thousands of parts
and subassemblies. Spare parts are purchased to replace or repair those parts or
assemblies that wear out, malfunction or break, in order to keep an end item or system
in full operation. There are approximately fonr million spare parts in the DoD
system. The Services manage 1.8 million of these, while the Defense Logistics Agency
manages 2.2 million common parts. The DoD budget for spare parts in FY 1984 is
approximately $22 billion. Beginning in 1981, a series of reports revealed what
appeared to be outrageous excesses in the pricing of simple spare parts. While the
reports do not typify the DoD system or warrant a conclusion that things are out of
control they do indicate poor procurement practices, both in Government and
industry, and the need for additional management attention.
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Roland, Alex. Model Research. (2 Volume Set) Stock Number: 033-000-00894-5,
B44pp., $26.00 Per Set, 1985

Throughout most of its history, the National Advisory Commnittee for Aeronautics
(NACA) was arguably the most important and productive aeronautical research
establishment in the world. Between its creation in 1915 and its demise in 1958, it
published more than 16,000 reports sought after and exploited by aeronautical
engineers throughout the United States and abroad. It developed wind tunnels, as
well as other equipment and techniques, that revolutionized aeronautical research.
The data that it gathered are still employed in aircraft design. Though the NACA had
its failures and shortcomings, its reputation for efficiency and effectiveness was so
widespread and transcendent that it came to be viewed as something of a model
research organization. This two-volume set examines the NACA as an institution,
attempting to explain how and why it functioned and to evaluate it as a research
organization.

Vietnam—10 Years Later— What Have We Learned? Stock Nuinber: 008-020-01023-5,
112pp., $4.00, 1985

“You are forgiven a lot when you win. When you lose, you are not forgiven. I have
won and I have lost. Let me tell you, winning is better. . . .” Howard K. Smith, This
book is published as an academic effort, a collection of the thoughts and words of
some of the most prominent players and scholars of the Vietnam era. It makes no
claim to total objectivity—just as no press account of Vietnam can claim objectivity.
Perhaps objectivity on Vietnam is a contradiction in terms.

The U.S. Government and the Vietnam War, Part II. Stock Number: 052-070-06002-6,
440pp., $10.00, 1985

By 1961, after years of US support for existing governments in Vietnam and Laos, the
Communists appeared to be making greater inroads in thase countries, and it seemed
clear to US policymakers that further action needed to be taken to protect American
interests in Southeast Asia. In Vietnam, the government of Ngo Dinh Diem was
becoming increasingly unpopular, while being faced with inore intense military and
political pressures from the Communists. This volume, which is part of an overall
study of the roles and relationships of the Executive and the Congress in the Vietnam
War being prepared for the Comunittee on Foreign Relations, describes events during
the 1961-64 period as the United States became progressively more involved in the
struggle taking place in Vietnam.

Telfer, G.L., et al. U.S. Marines in Vietnam — Fighting the North Vietnamese 1967. Stock
Number: 008-055-00165-0, 356pp., $10.00, 1984
This volume details the change in focus of the 1[I Marine Amphibious (III MAF),
which fought in South Vietnam's northernmost corps, [ Corps. [LII MAF, faced with
a continued threat in 1967 of North Vietnamese large unit entry across the
Demilitarized Zone separating the two Vietnams, turned over the Chu Lai enclave
to the US Army's Task Force Oregon and shifted the bulk of its forces—and its
attention—northward. With illustrations and maps, the volume concentrates on
the ground war in 1 Corps and 111 MAF’s perspective of the Vietham War as an
entity. [t also covers the Marine Corps participation in the advisory effort, the
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operations of the two Special Landing Forces of the US Navy’s Seventh Fleet, and the
services of Marines with the staff of the US Military Assistance Command, Vietnam,
There are additional chapters on supporting arms and logistics, and a discussion of the
Marine rele in Vietnam in relation to the overall American effore.

Berger, Carl, ed. The United States Air Force in Southeast Asia, 1961-1973: An IHustrated

Account, Stock Number: 008-070-00516-6, 408pp., $14.00, 1984
This is a fully colored and illustrated account of United States Air Force activities in
the Southeast Asia conflict from 1961 to 1973, While United States’ involvement in
the Southeast Asian conflict extended back into the 1950s, this volume covers the
years of active American participation from the carly 1960s to 1973. Frotn the outset,
American officials regarded the conflict basically as a land war, with the fighting in
South Vietnam commanding top priority. As a result, airpower rarcly played an
independent role during the war, and air operations served primarily to assist troops
on the ground. The year 1973 saw the end of direct American combat involvement in
the Southeast Asia conflict—a conflict sometimes referred to as the Indochina War,
the Viernam War, and by other assorred sobriquets which the experience was marked
by great frustration.

Henderson, William Darryl. Cohesion— The Human Element in Combat. Stock Number:
008-020-01005-7, 220pp., $6.00, 1985

One of the perils for military planners in a high-tech world is to be taken in by the
destructiveness of modern weapons and to give in to the currently popular theory that
modern war will last for days or weeks rather than months or years—in short, to
envision a world where technologies, not people, dominate war. In assessing who
wins and why, it is casy to overweigh any one factor and neglect others. Broad factors
such as objectives and strategies, weapons and 1naterials, techunology, numbers of
soldiers, and the human element must all be considered in determining who wins and
why.

Human Behavior. Stock Number: 008-047-00365-0, 236pp., $7.00, 1984

Although written for military, Human Behavior is a basic presentation of human
behavior theory and utilization techniques as applied to basic assumptions about human
behavior and motivation, the influence of perception, the effects of stress and conflict
on human reactions, the formation and influence of attitudes, cormmunication,
problem solving, and teaching and learning. Human Behavior is designed to serve as a
basic course on leadership concepts and principles for those who spend most of their
time in supervisory duties. This coursc is presented to assist in exercising their
authority and carrying out their assigned duties and responsibilities.

Treaties in Force. Stock Number: 044-000-02048-3, 352pp., $9.00, 1985

Treaties in Force is published annually by the Department of Srate for the purpose of
providing information on treaties and other international agreements to which the
United States has become a party and which are carried on the records of the
Department of State as being in force as of 1 January of cach year. This publication
is arranged in two parts, with an appendix. Part 1 includes bilateral treaties and
other international agreements listed by country or other international entity with
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subject headings under each entry. Part 2 lists multilateral treaties and other
international agreements to which the United States isa party, arranged by subject
with a listing of the parties to that agreement.

McDonald, John W., Jr. How to be a Pelegate. Stock Nuimber: 044-000-02044-1,
60pp., $2.00, 1985

The US Government, through the Department of State, sends more than 1,000
delegations a year to multilateral meetings. In any given year, some 25 percent of
the 4,000 plus individual delegates attending these conferences are participating in
their first international meeting, and have little training in how international
conferences are actually carried out. This booklet is designed primarily for the
newcomer to conference diplomacy, whether that person is a government official
or a private sector representative, a head of delegation or an adviser. [t deals with
the basics and answers many questions the newcomer will have, It is designed as a
practical guide to help the reader become a more effective negotiator and a better
representative of the United States.

Strategic Materials: Technologies to Reduce 1.8, Import Vulnerability. Stock Number: 052-
003-00979-0, 420pp., $14.00, 1985

The United States is well endowed with many narural resources. Thmber, coal,
water, and agricultural resources are the envy of the rest of the world, The
endowment is not complete, however, as the United States is dependent on foreign
suppliers for many mineral resources. The Soviet Union and the nations of southern
Africa are suppliers of many of the minerals and metals that the United States must
import. Although in some cases these nations play only a limited role in the world
supply of raw materials, for some materials they quite literally dominate the market.
The most visible policy taken by the United States to guard against disruptions of
supplies of strategic materials is the National Defense Stockpile. The objective of the
stockpile is to support US defense, induserial, and essential civilian requireinents
during a prolonged tilitary conflict or declared national emergency. In the longer
term, there are many technical alternatives that can provide more secure sources of
supply, improve the prospects for conservation and reeycling of strategic materials,
or speed the acceptance of substitute materials that reduce the need for strategic
materials.

Fhe World Factbook 1985, Stock Number: 041-015-00159-1, 284 pp., $14.00, 1985

The data are provided by various components of the Central Intelligence Agency, the
Defense [ntelligence Agency, the Bureau of the Census, and the US Department of
State. The World Factbook gives a brief resumé of each country of the world with
much vital inforation. It includes data on countries from Abu 12habi ro Zimbabwe,
and statistics on the land, nationality, religion, political parties, economy, exports
and imports, and much more. There are also 12 maps of areas of the world.

Trask, Roger R. The Secretaries of Defense— A Brief History 1947-1985. Stock Number:
008-001-00147-9, 80 pp., $3.00, 1985

The Department of 2efense, initially named the National Military Establishment,

was created by the National Security Act of 26 July 1947, This law “to provide a
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comprehensive program for the future security of the United States” reflected the
military experience of the nation during World War Il and the new imperatives of
the postwar world. In 1947 the international setting differed radically from what it
had been when war broke out in 1939, as did the role that the United States was
playing in it. The largest US government institute, the Departinent of Defense
touches the lives of many Americans. Since its creation it has embraced the total
military establishment of the United Srates, including the Army, Navy, Air Force,
Marine Corps, Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and a host of auxiliary
agencies.

he Government Printing Office has a sales inventory of 16,000 ritles. It is

a very dynamic inventory with items being added and dropped at the rate of

2,000-3,000 per year. These titles can be ordered directly from GPO, through the

Superintendent of Documents; or, should you find it convenient, you might wish to
browse through the shelves of one of the 24 GPO-operated bookstores.

All mail orders should be accompanied by payment in the form of check or
money order made payable to the Superintendent of Documents. Payment may also
be made by Superintendent of Documents deposit account number, VISA, or
MasterCard account number—furnishing the expiration date. International
Orders: A surcharge of 25 percent of the domestic price will be added on all items
shipped to a foreign address. Remittance in US dollars must accompany every
order and be in the form of a check drawn on a bank located in the US or Canada, a
UNESCO coupon, or an International Postal Money Order made payable to the
Superintendent of Documents. GPO can no longer accept checks drawn on
Canadian banks for less than $4.00 (US dollars). For order totals less than $4.00
(US), use your MasterCard or VISA account. [nternational cnstomers may also
charge their orders to a prepaid Superintendent of Documents deposit account.
Please include the expiration date of your credit card with your order. Orders are
sent via surface mail unless otherwise requested. Should you desire airmail service,
please contact us in advance by letter, telephone (202-783-3238), or Telex (#710-
822-9413; ANSWERBACK USGPO WSH) for the total cost of your order.
Foreign currency, checks on foreign banks, and postage stamps will not be
accepted. All orders must be in English.

For catalogs and direct orders, address mail to:

Superintendent of Documents
US Government Printing Office
Dept. 33

Washington, DC 20402
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