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The Soviet Union's efforts to build a powerful fleet, its interest in a naval station
to serve its Mediterranean squadron, its feelers through Persia to a warm water port,
and its special development programs to meet operational requirements have
antecedents in ‘tsarist times. The goals of that earlier flexing of muscle were
confounded by technology and politics. An earlier version of this paper, "Russische
Seemachtbestrequngen In der Epoche des Navalismus," appeared in Marinerundschau
No, 2, 1978.

RUSSIA’S STRUGGLE FOR MARITIME PRESTIGE
DURING THE ERA OF NAVALISM

by

Commander Dicter Matthei, Federal German Navy

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

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

The approaching new era, for which
the American historian William L.
Langer coined the term ‘'‘The New
Navalism' in The Diplomacy of Im-
perialism,? was charactetized by a sys-
tematic buildup of oceangoing fleets as
“a prominent image of a nation's
power.""> The close connection between
politics and technology was very clearly
exemplified by a policy setting in at
that time and aimed at the establish-
ment of overseas bases. This new display
of maritime power received its decisive
impetus from the teachings of the
American naval officer, Alfred T.
Mahan, who pointed at the interdepen-
dencies between geographic factors,
national character, trade and overseas
expansion as the determinant factors of
a seapower. He pointed out that it
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warfare that made it a seapower, but the
existence of a strong oceangoing fleet of
battleships.” Thus, the term seapower
may be used with two different con-
notations, one being the maritime
means that enable a nation to exert
maritime power, and the other being the
nation herself capable of including the
seas in her overall political concept.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol32/iss6/4
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the serious complications liable to
spring from the cession of an island in
the eastern Mediterranean, not only
served to back up Greece's position but
also kept Turkey from joining the nego-
tiating parties.

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

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

The Reginning of the Construclion of

a Modern Navy. The nonexistence of an
efficient dockyard and engineering
industry, a well-established, reliable civil
service and a sufficient stock of skilled
labar proved to be a drag on the
systematic buildup of the fleet. The
requirement to build every hull in a
home yard was easily met, but engineer-
ing raised problems so that foreign help
in that area had to be enlisted. The
British firms Messrs. Maudsley, Sons and
4
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Field, Messrs. Humphreys and Tennant,
as well as Messrs. Hawthorn and Leslie
were predominant in the design and
construcion of propulsion plants,
whereas since 1890 the French firm
Belleville maintained an unchallenged
position in the area of water tube
boilers. The development of ships' arma-
ment and armor plate production were
also strongly influenced by French
firms, but Russia succeeded in pre-
senting noteworthy domestic develop-
ments (12" gun built by Obukov and
distribution of gun mounts on the iron-
clads of the Sinop class). Technological
novelties were regarded with responsive-
ness as was proved by experiments with
submarines conducted by the engineer
Drzeviecki and the instatlation of oil
furnaces on the battleship Rostislav.
The design and construction of iron-
clads and cruisers even then showed
traits of independent development
whereas the design of destroyers was
oriented on the Posadnik and the
Kapitan Kazarki, both built at Schi-
chau's. The new ironclads laid down
between 1886 and 1894, with the ex-
ception of the three units of the Sinop
class, represented six different designs
with respect to the distribution of gun
mounts and to their operational charac-
teristics, exemplifying the search for the
best suited type of battleship. With the
following units of the Poltava and
Peresvet classes, the Russians finally
adopted the technique of building war-
ships by classes. The design of every
Russian cruiser of that time corre-
sponded to the then valid concept of
cruiser warfare. This development was
injtiated by the construction of the
Admiral Kornilov, designed by French
engineers, and it also influenced the
construction of armored cruisers. Even
the giant armored cruisers Rjurik,
Rossijfa and Gromoboi still combined
the operating profile of a commerce
raider with that of an armored
cruiser.’ ? As was proved later on, these
units were a failure hecause of over-

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

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

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

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

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1979
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aimed more and more at the political
and economic penetration of Northern
China and Korea. The reinforcement of
the naval forces stationed in the Far
East, and the setting up of a force called
the “Naval Forces of the Far East”
under the command of Vice Admiral
Tyrtov in 1895, were designed to help
establish and secure the expansion. The
situation of Vladivostok with respect to
this ohjective proved most unfavorable,
50 that the acquisition of a naval station
in the Yellow Sea area was considered.
By the insistence of Muraviev, then
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Russia
succeeded in taking possession of the
Liaotung Peninsula in 1898. The ice-free
ports of Port Arthur (Luschun), which
was supposed to be turned into a naval
base, and Dairen (Luta), which was to
be built up as a port for merchant
shipping,®® however, did not satisfy the
naval staff, which instead wanted to
gain a footing on the southeast coast of
Korea. It is true that the Russian Pacific
Squadron no longer had to pass the
winter off Nagasaki but, as a glance at
the map will show, acquisition of Port
Arthur by no means had changed funda-
mentally the strategic situation. An
attempt made a year later to achieve the
objective at Masampo, in spite of the
employment of naval forces off
Chemulpo (Inchon), failed because of
Japanese resistance,’® The Russian
naval staff, however, not only clung to
the demands made so far, but also began
to adjust to future opposition from
Japan. The Japanese regarded Russian
plans as a threat to their own pre-
dominance in the Eastern Asian area,
gained only recently at a heavy cost.?”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Cruisers above Total

Battleships 5,000 Tons Tonnage

Britain 15 21 431,319

France 5 15 213,392

Russia 11 8 196,692
United

States 8 9 224,700

Germany 8 3 123,100

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

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

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

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

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

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

In the end, Russia failed to attain her
goal because she had failed to undo the
intricate entanglement of technology
and politics. Thus, the strength of the
Russian Navy as depicted in the navy
rosters was deceptive and did not stand
up against the hard facts of reality.
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