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War Plan ORANGE assumed that America alone wonld face Japan in a Pacific war
after Germany had been defeated, that theve wonld be no threat in the Atlantic and
Caribbean areas. As late ar October 1940 it remained the only well-developed plan—
even after lurope was overrun and Enpland was bracing for invasion. Little wonder
that critics of that time and vince have fanlted the plan and the Navy's unmoving
support of it. Another view can be taken, bowever; a wider view that considers naval
officers’ analysis of strategy and diplomatic guestions regarding the pre- 1941 Pacific,

THE U.S. NAVY

AND WAR PLAN ORANGE, 1933-1940:

MAKING NECESSITY A VIRTUE

Michael K. Doyle

In October 1940 Capt. AW, Clarke,
R.N., the British Government's
personal liaison with President
Franklin Roosevelt, received an
invitation to visit the Navy
Department’s War Plans Division.
Once rthere, Clarke's host, Capt.
Richmond “Kelley” Turner, ushered
him into a room, unlocked a safe, and
presented him with a document that
proved o be the U.S. Nawvy's
operational plans for war with Japan.
Lefc alone and encouraged to read, the
British caprain was astonished ar the
amount of derail the plans contained.
What he was seeing was the
culmination of almost two decades of
efforts by U.S. Navy strategists o
prepare for a conflict they had believed
almost unavoidable since the end of

What is remarkable is that the Navy's
Basic War Plan ORANGE, the
document Clarke perused, was liccle
more than a literary artifact in October
1940.2 Events in Europe had radically
transformed the conditions under
which any Pacific war would be fought.
Hitler'’s armies had overrun the Low
Countries and France, the German air
force was systematically devastating
English cities, and conceivably the
British Isles would face invasion in the
near future, The growing danger to the
security of the Atlantic and Caribbean
had aiready been publicly expressed,
first in the Act of Havana in July and
followed by the destroyers-for-bases
deal with Britain in September 1940,
Yert the fleer remained at Pearl Harhor,
symbol of traditional American
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Moreover, RAINBOW contingency
planning, begun in 1938 to meet the
changed international siruation,
continued to be plagued by a lack of
Presidential direction and by
interservice disputes.t War Plan
ORANGE, outmoded though it was,
remained the only well-developed war
plan available to both the Navy and the
Army.

Adm. James . Richardson, the
Commander of the United States Fleet,
alluded to this predicament that same
October when he outspokenly
challenged the soundness of policy
based on Plan ORANGL. Such
straightforwardness cost Admiral
Richardson his command within a few
months.? Reduced two its essential point,
his argument was thac a Pacific naval
offensive, rhe hearr of the QRANGE
plan, was sure to fail. In a letter to the
Chief of Naval Operations, Adm.
Harold Srark, Admiral Richardson
pointed to the lack of enough fleet bases,
men, and ships to support the required
operations. He added that any move
west of Hawaii would expose the vital
regions of the Atlantic and Caribbeanto
attack.® The authors of Plan ORANGE
had never considered this last
possibility in their scenario, developed
for a world in which Germany was a
defcaced, disarmed power, Europe at
peace, and America, untrammeled by
commitments clsewhere, faced Japan
alone.’

Thete was nothing new about the
charges Admiral Richardson leveled
against  policy based on War Plan
ORANGE. The Army members of the
Joint Army-Navy Board, the agency
responsible for coordinating strategic
planning, had been saying much the
same rhing since the early 1930s.
Despire Army opposition, Joint Board
naval srraregists had remained
unmoved in their supporr for the
traditional ORANGE plan.®

For the most part, historians have

AGORRIE S i et on ¥ iEH Abc-EIR,

ORANGE. Louis Morton has
acknowledged that scrategic planners in
the 1930s faced a growing disparity
between American commitments in the
Far East and the ability to defend those
commitments, a situation for which he
held American diplomats largely
responsible.! Morton clearly
sympathized with the plight of naval
strategists. Nevertheless, the
impression lefr by his work and by more
recent scholars is cthat the consequent
disarray in strategic planning was
largely because of naval officers’
intransigent  support for a Pacific
strategy grown increasingly irrevelane.
In its most extreme form the case
against Navy strategists in the 1930s is
that their unreceptiveness to criticism
and cheir tenacious adherence to an
obviously flawed and outmoded
conception of a Pacific war was at best
self-serving, at worst a manifescation of
an inflexible cast of mind.'?

This paper offers another
interpretation of naval planners’
behavior, based upon material not
previously considered in accounts of
ORANGLE war planning. The object
here is nor to dispute the view that Plan
ORANGE was a fighting plan mainly in
the sense that it could be employed as a
justification for more money in the
battle of the budger. Nor is it to deny
that dogma roo often intruded into the
thinking of some naval officers.
Undoubtedly both seli-interest  and
dogma played some part in shaping
naval officers’ strategic estimates of the
requirements for a Pacific war.
However, the archives of the Naval
War College in Newport reveal another
aspect of naval officers’ analysis of
strategy and diplomartic questions
affecting the Pacific prior ro 1941."

The following discussion seeks to
show that the Navy's support for
offensive operations in the Pacific was
dictated in parc by diplomatic
considerarions; namely, the desire

ol SSYFe American security through an
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informal entente with Great Britain on
naval policy and Pacific Strategy.)?
Ironically, then, support for Plan
ORANGE can be seen not as an
indication of inflexibility, bur rather the
reverse; an attempt to preserve as many
options as possibie tn a world grown
increasingly complex and dangerous for
American interests.

The argument that follows rests on a
few broad observations that illustrate
why naval officers in the 1930s would
have approached strategic questions
from a perspective fundamentalily
different from their Army colleagues.
First, the experiences of the interwar
years deepened, if anything, the
traditional parachialism and
continentalism of Army strategists in
particular, while thar service generally
languished like a poor relation, barely
maintaining its dignity on the grudging
charity of Congress.’

These same years reinforced the
Navy's traditional sense of separation
from the mainstream of American
society. ' Unlike their Army colleagues,
Navy officers possessed in the writing
of Alfred Thayer Mahan and his
successors a literature that sustained an
expansive view of America’s
responsibilities and interests in world
affairs, to which was added a fairly
sizable annual appropriation, albeit not
everything the Navy desired.??
Morcover, the Navy was involved in all
the arms limitations conferences that
were a hallmark of the interwar years.
These conferences not only brought
high-ranking naval officers directly into
contact with major diplomatic and
political decisions, bur also provided the
opportunity for informal collaboeration
between naval officers and diplomats on
mutually important subjects. Years of
working together had an educative
effect on botb parties. Just as certain
State Department officials became
increasingly receptive to the Navy's
analysis of America’s defense needs, so

PLAN ORANGE 51

the need to work indirectly for ends
otherwise unattainable in the
isolationist political conditions of the
1930s.'%

With these considerations in mind,
and befote moving on to an account of
the Naval War College’s work on Pacific
strategy and related policy issues, it is
necessary first to describe the general
features of War Plan ORANGE as it
emerged in the 1930s. According to the
Joint Board the cause of hostilities
would be Japan's refusal to accept
restraints on her political and economic
ambitions in Asia, especially in China,
Following this logic the authors
belicved Japan was liable to attack
American interests in the Far Lasc
rather than conform to America’s
interpretation of the Open Door policy
of equal economic opportunity. As
envisioned in Plan ORANGL the
conflict would be limited o the armed
forces of Japan and the United States.)?
Finally, there was the tacit assumption
that the Atlantic and Caribbean would
remain  secure. Only cthe implicit
predicates of a common British-
American interest in those regions and
the protection afforded by the Royal
Navy could provide this security in a
Japanese-American war, thereby
releasing American  forces for the
Pacific,

Joint Board Navy strategists
consistently maintained that success in a
Pacific war demanded offensive
operations west of Hawaii at the war's
outset. There is no evidence that either
Army or Navy planners believed the
Japanese high command would try to
invade the Eastern Pacitic. The
consensus was that the high command
might send strike forces into eastern
waters, but would concentrate the bulk
of Japanese naval and military strength
in a defensive perimeter anchored on
the island chains of the Central and
Western Pacific. Taking Pacific
geography and the enemy's likely

Publishé@@ya¥alaklicess denegedi AP PIEEIHHE 1050 intentions into consideration, estimates
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of the situation in an ORANGE war
provided foran almost exclusively naval
conflict to be fought out on what would
be a Japanese lake.!#

Only at the Naval War College was
there a sustained effort to test these
ideas systematically. Among the
educational duties of the College staff
was preparation of a series of yearly
strategic exercises or war games,
operations problems in college
terminology. These operations
problems, usually four or five in a year,
had a dual function: to teach student
officers a prescribed method for solving
strategic problems and to examine
various solutions under simulated
comhat conditions. Echoing the
prevailing service wisdom, the college
staff gave only nominal attention to the
possibility of a British-American
conflict in the Atlantic and Caribbean,
emphasizing instead the more likely
Japanese war.'® Concentration on the
Pacific had had a long history by the
1930s. As Adm. Ernest |. King noted in
his autobiography: "Ever since the
acquisition of the Philippine Islands by
the United Srares, the Naval War
College had been pondering... prob-
lems that might arise in the Pacific
Qvcean because of their possession.” The
“"annual strategic maneuver,” King
continued, "concerned. .. the means of
moving the fleet from Hawaii to the
Philippines in the event of any hostile

move toward those islands by
ORANGE."20
Notwithstanding the yearly

absorption in strategy of a Pacific war,
the staff insisted that students not
mistake these efforts for an “official
rest of an actual War Plan.” One
pamphlet simply described the
operations problems as "mental
exercise."2!  Strictly speaking, these
remarks were accurate; the Naval War
College had long since ceased to have
any direct role in formularing war
plans.22 However, thete can be no doubt

understood the results of the problems
as a fair indication of what would occur
in combat. The playing of Operations
Problem 1V-1933 confirmed this. More
importantly, that game provides
invaluable insight into naval strategists’
coneceptions of how Pacific strategy
related to larger problems of American
foreign and defense policy. This is so
not because of any unique characteristic
of Operations Problem 1V-1933; on the
contrary, its basic outlines were no
different from other hypothetical
Pacific war dramas of the petiod, What
makes this parricular problem
significant is that the staff and Adm.
Luke McNamee, president of the colleEe
between 1933 and 1935, made it the
focus of a special study of strategy, arms
limitation policy, and their relevance for
the diplomacy of Asia.??

One does not have ro search far for
reasons why in 1933 the college was
even more concerned than usual with
Pacific strategy and refated diplomatic
problems. Firse, the Geneva Arms
Limitation Conference was in its second
year, already mired in the difficulries
that would overwhelm discussion by
1934, Not the least of these difficulties
was President Hoover's initiative foran
across-rhe-board cur in defense
establishments.?? Second, rhere was a
major naval conference pending.
Indications were thar Japan would
eirher demand extensive revisions of or
abrogate the Five Power Naval Treaty
which had governed naval building
since the 1921-1922 Washington
Conference.?> Given this estimate of
Japan’s intentions, Congress' recent
votes ro grant Philippine independence
was of tremendous import for the Navy
because of the doubtful future of
America's naval bases in the islands.?
Third, Army officers had recently raised
a number of strong objections ro current
Pacific strategy, which were soon to
come before the Joint Board.?” Fourth,
the new Democraticadministrarion was

Hehay ingpragsismhath sreffiand studentsolss sl an unknown quantity, though naval
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officers believed President Franklin
Rouosevelt to be petsonally sympathetic
to their interests.?®

Against a background shaded by these
considerations, the staff and students at
the Naval War College executed their
annual strategic maneuver, Operations
Problem [V-1933. 1n this version of a
hypothetical Pacific war, Japan had
instigated the conflict as part of a drive
to control China's (YELLOW's)
economic resources. According to the
scenario, the Japanese had launched an
attack designed to make Manila's naval
facilities untenable for the U.S. Fleet
{BLUE). BLUE's first major objective
was to regain a naval base in the
Philippines, whence it could wear down
ORANGE resistance through control of
the sea.?? Members of the senior class,
made up mostly of captains and flag
officers, first arcempred individual
solutions to the problem of moving the
fleet westward from Hawaii 1o achieve
this objective. When rtheir individual
projects were done, the student officers
divided into ORANGE and BLUE high
commands to test one solution under
carefully controlled  conditions  laid
down by the staff. Although the game
was artificial and the rules governing it
controversial, the sraff made every
effort to achieve a semblance of whar a
campaign would be like under combar
conditions.*®

In the play that followed, the staff
decided ro use a southern route to the
Philippines. They rejected the solution
proposed by Admiral (then Captain)
King, commander of BLUE, because it
“did not fit well to make an interesting
game."3! The significance of chis
decision was thar King's plan, to send
the fleet north of potential japanese
naval and air bases in the Marshalls and
Carolines, would not have provided the
information the staff soughr: the
relative logistical difficulties ORANGE
and BLUE mighr face in the southern
Philippines. Moreover, the staff had

PublistREERY BFEORER SHIA Q. EHORS ADHSALS 1050
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past and knew that his route promised
no better or worse results than the other
alternatives, King, however, privately
fumed at what he believed was
unnecessary exposure 1o flanking
attacks in the narrow waters off New
Guinea. Hence he felt no regrets when
the Navy detached him from the college
before the exercise was complete. In his
opinion the nearly disastrous outcome
had been “sadly obvious” from the
first.3? Even though the staff had
disagreed with his strategic reasoning,
they would have concurred in his
estimate of the results of the problem.
The fleet managed to fight its way
across the Pacific but lost many auxiliary
craft and airplanes. A base of sorts was
estahlished at Dumanquilas Bay in the
southern Philippines but it was
problematical at the end of the game
whether the fleet would be able to
defend the base against a counterattack,
or operate from it for any length of
time, 3

The ORANGE plan of campaign that
year had called for a minimal effore
against the Philippines and arttrition
racrics to begin with BLUE's approach
to  mid-Pacific3* The staff always
assumed that the Japanese high
command wonld base irs strategy and
tactics on the same doctrine as did the
United States. Hence the ORANGE
commander’s objective would be
reduction of American battleship
strength as the means of atcaining
strategic superiority. It was this goal
that determined the use of atcrition
tactics, no mateter what other plans the
ORANGE commander made.
Furthermore, Operations Problem 1V-
1933 was predicated on the ships
actually builr or under construction in
both navies. Since America had failed to
maintain its Navy at the strength
permitted under the 1922 and 1930
naval trearties, this constraint worked in
Japan's favor, giving ORANGE a large
edge in cruisers and destroyers.** Even
so, the staff thought attrition wag
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unlikely to provide ORANGE with an
overwhelming tactical success.
Although ORANGE would undoubt-
edly take a high toll of BLUE auxiliary
craft during the eatly stages of the
offensive, a conjecture based on many
war game results, this in itself would not
decide the conflict. Attrition alone
would not encourage the Japanese high
command to stake its capical ships, and
with them the outcome of the war itself,
on a major fleet action off the
Philippines.3¢

Instead, ORANGE as well as BLUE
could be expected to conserve capital
ship strength; in the sraff's view these
behemorhs would ultimately derermine
the victor, even if a decisive fleer action
never took place. College doctrine seated
that control of the sea would go to the
nation maintaining a concentrated fleet
with a superior battleline in the area of
operations, a conviction thar artained
the status of holy writ in the interwar
Navy.»” However, as one staff member
observed, it made little difference if the
fleet held Dumanguilas Bay or some
other southern base. Japan would still be
able to impoct crucial strategic materials
from Manchuria and might thus easily
continue rhe war indefinitely. The U.S,
Fleet would be in no position to provoke
a decisive encounter and Japan would
have no reason to seek one, Even with a
successful rerurn of the fleet to the
Philippines, the conclusion was
inescapable that final victory would cost
enormously in time, manpower, and
money. 8

In the critique following Operations
Problem 1V-1933, Capt. S.C. Rowan,
chief of the Operations Department,
and Capt. Forde A. Todd, head of the
Strategy Section of Operations, led the
discussion. Borh men made abundantly
clear their grave reservations about the
feasibility of offensive operations in the
Pacific. Rowan was fatalistic, convinced
as he was that "something like this
advance may be forced upon vs.” While

war's larger objectives, "with due regard
to political and economic considera-
tions,” the BLUE commander would
have to conduct operations with
whatever forces were available. At the
outset these forces were unlikely to be
sufficient, Nevertheless, Rowan
warned, BLUE's commander "will have
to take what he can get and do the best
he can."¥

Following this counsel of near
despair, Capr. Harold Train, lately
student commander of ORANGE,
asked "if it is a pood rhing for us to give
so much thought to this crossing...
when it is pretty well established that it
could not be done.” Train had put the
staff in a predicament not so very
different from the good burghers
confronred by a young boy's
announcement that rthe king was
wearing no clothes. The college Chief of
Staff, Capt. Adolphus Andrews, avoided
Train's remark, merely noring that “the
War College is in no way a War Plans
Secrion” and could provide "no ‘canned
solution'” to an ORANGE war.40
Privately, however, both Andrews and
Capt. Wilbur Van Auken, director of the
Research Department, shared Train's
opinion of the Pacific offensive. A shott
time after the cririque Andrews received
a request from Capt. J.D, Wainwright,
USN, then at the Army War College, for
dara on an ORANGE war to assist in
joint planning. Andrews complied,
adding that any naval officer arguing
optimistically about a Pacific offensive
would be guilty of “giving a very false
impression of what we could actually
dO."“

A similar pessimism infused Caprain
Van Auken's report on Operations
Problem IV-1933. In his evaluation for
Admiral McNamee, Van Auken
emphasized rhe difficulties of amassing
enough ships at Hawaii and defending a
slow fleer train from repeated air and
submarine attacks during the Pacific
crossing. Once in the Philippines, the

hitpghasitanebanioy: Wdeliberated orvicheolss/ifleer would also lack a secure base and
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facilities for repairing underwater
damage. Van Auken further noted chat
under these staggering handicaps the
fleet was expected to seize and then
defend an advanced base. Manila's
defenders could not be expected to hold
out longer than 2 weeks, an insufficient
amount of time for the fleet to cross the
Pacific. Wich the collapse of resistance
Manila would be lost and wich it any
hope of operating out of the Manila Bay
facilities. Given the risks of the
campaign, Van Auken doubted chat the
public would support a war in the Far
East that entailed such a high
probability of immediate defeats.*?

With Van Auken's report before him,
Admiral McNamee took the unusual
step of sending an unsolicited letter on
27 February 1934 to Adm. William
Standley, the Chief of Naval Operations.
Generally the college did not initiate
studies excepr in response to a specific
request. Just the day before, however,
Admiral McNamee had written a
similar letter to the General Board in
compliance with the Board's desire for
an evaluarion of issues relevant to the
naval limitation talks soon to be held in
London. Apparently McNamee thought
the unsettling results of the college’s
investigation warranted the addirional
letter ro Standley. This letter to Admiral
Standley briefly surveyed the knowledge
yielded by recent war games, Given the
evidence, Admiral McNamee wrote, it
was "highly questionable” whether the
United Srates, with its "Treaty Navy,"
could accomplish its strategic mission
“against determined ORANGE
opposition,” It was impossible to
mistake McNamee's meaning: to fling
Amertican naval units across the Pacific
in one dramaric charge would only
invite disaster.4?

The letter to Admiral Standley
quoted above merely summarized che
naval and strategic aspects of the Pacific
problem. However, rhe sraff had also
developed the policy implications in
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massive document titled “Limitation of
Naval Armaments, 1935: Report of the
Staff.”"*4 Admiral McNamee relied on
this study for his reply to the General
Board on 26 February and his letter to
Standley the next day. The study itself
remained at the college. Nevercheless, it
deserves a close examination as one of
the most candid analyses of foreign and
defense policy done anywhere within
the 1930s Navy Department. Most
strikingly, the study reveals a consensus
among the college staff thatan informal
agreement with the British on Pacific
naval policy would provide a way out of
the strategic dilemmas presented by rhe
Far Eastern situation.

To begin with, the majority of the
staff was dubious aboutr the fate of
America’s interests in China and the
Philippines if rhe current trend of Far
Eastern policy continued. With public
opinion opposed to enlarging American
defense capabilities in Asia, the rational
policy would obviously have appeared to
be retrenchment from vulnerable
outposts in the Philippines.+®

The staff advanced a number of
reasons to support the retrenchment
thesis. First of all, the Navy could not be
assured of public supporr for a long war
to retake the Philippines. Secondly, the
Philippines were presently an economic
as well as a srrategic liability. Thus
Congress appeared determined to give
them independence, making unlikely
the appropriation of sufficienr funds for
developing an adequate naval base at
Manila or elsewhere in the Pacific.
Thirdly, it was problematic whether or
not the American people would ever
approve a war solely to maintain
Washington's interpretation of the Far
Eastern Open Door. Judged by the
actions of Congress on questions of
naval policy, there was little supporr for
building the kind of Navy capable of
fighting such a war. In short, the
consensus  was rhat defending the
nation’s political and economic stake in

Published byidua Naspams collegtend igpgethamiom, 1osqany part of Asia was a game evidently,
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not worth the candle in the eyes of the
public. Rathet than petmitting this
situation to continue, the staff suggested
it might be advisable to cut loose from
the Far East aliogether before the
nation found itself in a war it was
unprepared marerially or psychologi-
calty to fight 16

These radical conclusions were muted
but not completely absent from Admiral
McNamee's report to the General
Board. There was an unmistakable
mood of foreboding in his assertion
that a “war between Japan and the
United States alone undet present
conditions would involve us in losses
entirely out of proportion te any
possible gain.” Taken ar face value, this
statement could have been understood
as an argument against maintaining a
naval ptesence in Asia. But this was
devil’s advocacy. Actually, Admiral
McNamee was intimating there was a
third alternative eicher to withdrawing
altogecher from Asia ot conrinuing to
tolerate the imbalance of diplomaticand
strategic forces curtently existing. 4

The staff's studies had argued that
Japanese-American relations would
remain potentially explosive as long as
Washington opposed Tokyo's aims but
lacked the wherewithal to support its
diplomacy with force. Clearly
retrenchment  was preferable to a
continuation of this predicament. But
then various staff papers cautiously
exploted another possibility: racher
than playing a lone hand, the United
States could establish closer ties with
Grear Britain, the other major Fat
Eastern naval power. The majority of
the staff felt chat Bricish rivalry with the
United States was more apparent than
real in any event. As one writer, Capt.
R.B. Coffey, pur ir, the differences

between the two powers were
“technicalities” based on “honest”
divergences of opinion, merely

reflecting “unchangeable peculiarities
and conditions.”® Indeed, a common

Washington and London in matters
relating to the Atlantic and Cartibbean,
Moreover, since 1931 the college had
been arguing for some sort of informal
arrangement whereby the two
governments could face Japan with a
united frone on naval questions. Such an
infotmal coalition might salvage the
existing naval and diplomatic
arrangements in the Fat East. %

Awareness of weakness in American
defenses, the dangers inherent in a
policy of drift, and a desire to promote
entente with Britain as a solution to
these difficulties all found cheir way into
Admiral McNamee's answet to the
Genetal Board. Thus his observations
regarding the forthcoming London
discussions were a mixed bag. Two of
his cenrtal points underscored
America's vulnecability in Asia. The
first laid down the standard forinula of
an overseas naval base and a Navy
capable of fighting Japan in its own
waters as the absolute minimum
acceprable for a sound Asian policy.
McNamee's second point emphasized
that the Navy presently was so
handicapped that it could "no longer
exercise decisive influence” in curtailing
Japanese aggression. But then in his
third point he flatly asserted that the
"British and U8, navies combined could
enforce any reasonable restrictions on
Japanese policies.” Even though an
alliance was out of the question,
Admiral McNamee reasoned that if the
two greatest naval powets joined forces
to thwart Japan's naval pretentions,
other difficulties would virtually solve
themselves, including the strategic
dilemmas of a Pacific war.°

Much of the argument advanced by
the War College president was either
understated or elliptical. Nevertheless,
read in the context of a decade of
General Board studies of the Pacific
naval problem and against a background
of college war gaming, its implications
were clear enough o those familiar with

HOREFE8Fal 2LEEATE uGHIS L8N RELSIER Rols2/ithg, Issues. Tt is possible to reformulate
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the argument in a manner that clarifies
the implications lying imhedded in
McNamee's recommendations to the
General Board and the Chicf of Naval
Operations, recommendations clearly
designed by the college to influence not
only the Navy, but also the diplomats of
the Roosevelt administration.

First, there would continue to be
uncertainty about the public mood on
Far Eastern questions. Public opinion
might very well flucruate, whereas
American interests in the Pacific were
of long standing, and not likely to alter
markedly in che future. Given the
geography of the Pacific, the Navy
would remain primarily responsible for
defense of those interests. Second, for
the reasons enumerated above,
American naval power alone was not a
persuasive deterrent to Japan.’! Third,
the sobering effeces of naval limitations
and Japanese expansion in recent years
had tended to quell the remaining
vestiges of Anglophobia lingering from
the rivalries of the 1920s.32 Fourch,
isolationism ruled out the possibility of
an  Anglo-American Pacific alliance,
although the British were expressing
interest in such an agreement.®* Still,
the best hope for American security lay
in encouraging the kind of cooperation
between the two governments that
could result in a common Far Eastern
naval policy.’* The conclusion that
emerges inescapably from this
reasoning is that for an Anglo-
American entente to develop into a
viable possibility, perhaps extending to
an informal naval agreement, the
United States would have to remain
actively committed to the defense of its
Pacific interests.

To return to the original question of
the Navy's attachment to Plan
ORANGE, Navy planners were
unlikely to accept the offensive simply
because the campaign conformed to
doctrine or because it promised material
rewards in the annual baccle of the
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aware of the work done ar the Naval
War College could have had any
illusions about the terrible risks such a
strategy involved. Put simply, a major
consideration in support for Plan
ORANGE after 1933 was preservarion
of some flexibility in the choices open to
American policymakers. With these
observations in mind, it remains to
examine the debate between Army and
Navy members of the Joint Board over
Pacific scrategy as it evolved after 1933,

Berween 1933 and 1935 the Joint
Board heard increasing criticism of Plan
ORANGE from both Army and Navy
officers stationed in the Philippines.
The gist of their objections, remarkably
similar to Admiral Richardson’s
criticism of October 1940, was thart the
offensive was infeasible because the
Manila garrison could never hold our.
While the Joint Board rook these
objections under consideration, the
Navy members recommended
substituting a step-by-step offensive
through the island chains of the Pacific.
This revision was designed to seaure an
advanced base of operations along the
route from Pearl Harbor to Manila,
thereby abandoning the steamroller
advance and fundamentally altering the
timing and character of the entire
operation.’® In May [935 the Army
members accepted the Navy revision
for reasons that can only be conjectured.
Apparently the desire for interservice
harmony in Washington prevailed over
the Army-led chorus of opponents. In
Louis Morton’s view, the result was “a
plan even more unrealistic than
before,”7

From the Army's standpoinr, charged
as it was with Philippines defense,
Morton’s judgment is correct. To be
sure, advancing step-by-step avoided
the hazards of a headlong rush, which
the Naval War College had already
thoroughly documented. Nevertheless,
this revision only made other problems
worse. An island-hopping campaign
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destruction of the Luzon defenders and
loss of the Manila and Subic Bay naval
facilities, 1f Manila could not have held
out long enough with the fleet rushing
across the Pacific, this substitution was a
tacit admission by the Navy that Pacific
victoty would be a slow and costly affair,
Furthermore, the nation would simply
have to absorb some tremendous
defeats at the ourser,

In rerrospect, the step-by-step
advance seems obtuse if a major goal of
Plan ORANGE were Philippines
defense and preservation of a base of
operations at Manila. So it seemed to
the Army after 1935. Conrinentally
minded in the best of circumstances,
Army planoers such as Brig. Gen.
Walter Kreuger now found offensive
operations in the Pacific totally
unacceptable. Not only would the
Philippines fall in any event, but an
offensive would also srrip the Western
Hemisphere of defense forces.’® Thus
Kreuger and his Army colleagues dug in
their heels afrer 1935, They argued that
offensive operations ought to be
scrapped; in their place the Army
wanted to substitute a “position of
readiness.”* This was in fact a strategic
defensive along a perimeter running
from Alaska, through Hawaii, down to
Panama, Planning based on such a
defensive posture would sacrifice
everything west of Hawaii indefinitely
while ensuring rhe immediate security
of rhe continental United States.

A number of considerations
prompted Army planners’ advocacy of
such a cautious srrategy, among them
the familiar fear that the country might
not support a long war. Most imporrant
of all, the pessimistic views of Brig. Gen,
Stanley Embick, head of Army war
planning in 1933, had come to dominate
Army thinking on the Pacific. General
Embick had been one of chose officers in
the Philippines who originally had
voiced strong objections to Plan
ORANGE. His tour as commander of

convinced him that the operations in
Plan ORANGE were dangerous beyond
all reason; thar an offensive particularly
would be "literally an act of madness.”
Under his leadership Army planners
came to advocate what they believed
was a safe, realistic approach to matters
of strategy and defense, given the
contemporary isolationism of the
American public.%® The Navy, for its
part, refused to concede to General
Embick's analysis of current political
and diplomatic attitudes, or to his views
of Pacific strategy.$' Eventually
disagreement, latent in joint planning
since 1933, emerged openly between
1936 and 1938, For months the Joint
Board was deadlocked, unable to devise
a commonly acceptable revision of the
ORANGE plan.®?

In early 1938, sitting as a special
committee of the Joint Board, General
Embick, now Deputy Chief of Staff, and
Adm. James O. Richardson, serving as
Assistant Chief of Naval Operations,
managed a compromise. As in the 1935
step-by-step revision, the resulting
agreement produced superficial
harmony rather than sacisfying Army
objections. The 1938 ORANGE plan
incorporated the Army’s preference for
a defensive posture together with the
Navy's insistence that any meaningful
plan had to include provision for
offensive operations.s?

From 1935 on, Army analyses
remained unalterably convinced that
the military and diplomatic balance in
the Far East would continue to favor
Japan; that an isolationist America
mighrt thus be forced into a war against
an adversary enjoying local strategic
superiority; that such a war would
sacrifice a viral security in the Arlantic
and Caribbean; and that for the armed
services to plan for offensive operations
under these conditions would be
suicidal.® Seen in the light of 1940,
these arguments evidently acquired a
cogency for Admiral Richardson that
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further remove, seen in the light east by
the events at Pear] Harbor in 1941, the
Navy planners’ support of Plan
ORANGE offensive operations appears
wildly optimistic at best.

But the Navy planners’ continuing
suppore did not emerge from misplaced
optimism or something worse. On the
contrary, the Naval War College had
documented both the flaws in the
offensive strategy and the equivocal
nature of America’s commitment to the
Far East, confirming the observations of
other Navy agencies, particularly the
General Board. Once convinced that the
Navy had oo hope of reaching the
Philippines defenders in time, the
Army was willing to abandon Asia as a
lost cause. Naval officers were not so
cavalier. Though they acknowledged the
difficulries, for a host of reasons they
opposed abandoning America’s
interests in Asia. Not the least of the
considerations affecting their judgment
was growing confidence in cooperation
with the British on naval matrers.

Unlike their Army colleagues, naval
officers such as Adm. Richard Leigh of
the General Board and Adm. William
Srandley, Chief of Naval Operations
during the crucial mid-1930s, were
actively involved in shaping American
policy prior to and during the Second
London Naval Conference of 1935-
1936.6* Conversations with their
counterparts in the British Admiralty
had led to a common understanding on
strategic and palicy problems. Alrhough
the emerging British-American front
failed to induce Japan ro sign the Second
London Naval Treaty, this informal
understanding was no small
achievement when isolationist
sentiment  in Congress was  at  its
zenith.%6 Furthermore the signatories of
the Second London Treaty were to
consult on future naval policies; for
practical purposes such consultations
would almost solely concern the Far
Bast and Japan. Indeed, when Sino-
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summer of 1937 President Roosevelt
and Adm. William Leahy, Standley’s
replacement as Chief of Naval
Operations, employed this provision as
an excuse to send an American naval
officer to England. Significantly they
chose the director of war plans, Capt
Royal Ingersoll. In early 1938 Ingersolt
engaged in highly secret, informal
conversations with the Admiralty in
London on possible naval cooperation
in cthe Far Last. From these
conversations emerged the first
tentative fruit of the British-American
naval entente.

To recur briefly to the related issue of
ORANGE war planning, the Navy's
substitution of a step-by-step advanee in
place of the impossible all-out offensive
clearly made sense given the Navy's
views of emerging policy. First of all,
the island-hopping campaign adjusted
strategy to the realities of a Pacific
campaign as the Navy perceived them.
Secondly, the cautious advance into the
Pacific kept alive the possibility of
coordinating naval policy with Britain
in the region, albeir this new operation
created insoluable problems for
Manila’s defenders.@ Thirdly, the Navy
was bereft of clear directives on national
policy in cthese years. Given domestic
political conditions and che Navy
planners” understanding of America's
ineluctable role in Asia, the planners
were preparing for a protracted war to
retake the Philippines, which according
o War College estimates could take as
long as 2 years, to say nothing of the
time required to defeat Japan.®?
Morcover, a Pacific war would be the
wltima ratio, only rthe last resort of
American policymakers.

Even as late as 1941 it remained as
unclear that Japan would actually fighr
as it was uncertain that the American
public would supporr an Asian war. 7
Unlike their Army counterparts in the
1930s, Navy planners perceived
American interests in Asia as
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government could abandon them in the
near future, and surely not in the face of
Japanese threars. On this score, evenrual
Philippine independence was a
plaguesome nuisance, complicating
rather than signaling an end 1o the
dilemmas of Pacific straregy. Unril the
situation clarified, Navy planners
insisted that the better parc of wisdom
was (o be prepared for any eventuality.”!
These considerations, when added to a
growing common interest with Britain
on naval questions, undoubtedly
contributed heavily to the refusal to
junk the ORANGE plan.

Put simply, War Plan ORANGE
provided an important opportunity to
keep alive a crucial debate on matters of
defense policy. To charge that the plan
itself was studded with contradictions or
that it served the Navy's special
interests may be accurate, bur such
charges can also be misleading; they
ignare and thereby obscure the broader
concerns underlying the Navy's
position. In Admiral Richardson'’s letter
of October 1940 referred to at the
beginning of this paper, rhe admiral
charged that Plan ORANGE "had its
inception primarily in the desirability of
having a guiding directive for the
development of the Naval
Establishment to meet any
international situation that might be
thrust upon it”"7? In the context in
which he wrote, Richardson intended
this as a damning criticism. While his
judgment was undoubredly accurate on
the narrow ground of the plan’s
feasibility under the conditions of 1940,
his characterization of the Navy's
objective in supporting the plan

sustains the interpretation advanced
here, namely, what Navy planners and
strategists at the War College and on
the Joint Board had in mind was a device
to preserve as many alternatives as
possible In an uncertain world, not a
document rigidly prescribing behavior
in a given sicuation. Under the less than
optimal circumstances confronting
Army and Navy planners in the 1930s,
such precision could have been achieved
only at the expense of flexibility. That
the only detailed war plan available in
Ocrober 1940 was the ourmoded
ORANGE merely testifies to the
inadequacy of the RAINBOW war
planning effort, under way since the
spring of 1938. Ultimately it was Adm,
Harold Stark, Chief of Naval
Operations, who led the way in
redirecting American strategic thinking
to an Atlantic First commitment in
November 1940.7% Given the
opportunity, the Navy quite willingly
jettisoned a preference for the Pacific
sustained so long by necessity rather
than convicrion.
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