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towards the West,”” which also is ques-
tionable. In the Pacific area, the dis-
cussion suggests that Vladivostock and
Petropavlosk are congruent, whereas
they are 1,400 miles apart. {This may be
an error in translation.) A similar care-
less statement appears (p. 383) in the
allegation that until recently the Soviet
Union had little interest in antisubma-
tine warfare. They had little success, it
is true, but it may be assuming too
much to concede that this indicated a
lack of interest.

The sections on the U.S. and Soviet
navies are obviously the most important
in any compilation today. These again
suggest interesting comparisons of Com-
bat Fleets with Jane's. Combat Fleets
offers the finest drawings of Soviet ships
yet to appear in a compilation, the first
description of the Soviet SSN-15 mis-
sile, the first mention of the Super Delta
class ballistic-missile submarines, new
drawings and photos of the modified
Kashin-class quided-missile cruiser, and
the most detailed and accurate drawings
to date of the Kiev. And Kiev, inciden-
tally, is identified correctly as a through
deck ASW cruiser, not an aircraft carrier
ot attack carrier as in many other U.S.
publications.

Despite some minor errors, Combat
Fleets overall is superior on the Soviet
fleet. On the U.S. side, new photos of
the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier
Nimitz and the new icebreaker Polar
Star appear in Combat Fleets. Neverthe-
less, the Jane’s section on the U.S. fleet,
painstakingly done by Norman Polmar,
former Naval Institute editor, is prob-
ably superior to anything else in print
today.

One obvious advantage of Combat
Fleets over Jane's is physical size. The
data on ships, aircraft and armaments of
the 116 nations is compressed into a
single, thick, 8- by 10%-inch volume of
575 pages. Comparable data appears in
three volumes, Jane’s Fighting Ships, All
the World's Aircraft and Jane's Weapons
Systems, totaling 2,389 pages. In
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addition, the specialist may wish to add
Jane's Surface Skimmers, Jane's in-
fantry Weapons and Jane's Ocean Tech-
nology of 1,494 additional pages.
Adding still more roughage to a very
heavy diet is 316 pages of advertising.
The sheer bulk of the three primary
volumes is a consideration which may
require a new bookshelf--perhaps one
each year. At $72.50 per volume, the
three Jane's primary volumes (or the
five-volume set at $362.50) makes the
cost comparison particularly significant.
Additionally, the extensive advertising
suggests one additional factor in evalu-
ating the relative merits.

Editors, like other suppliers of ser-
vices, can hardly free themselves of
responsiveness to the interests of their
constituencies. While almost impossible
to verify empirically, one gets the
feeling that Jane's tends toward the high
side on choices concerning forces and
equipment levels. There may be a reluc-
tance to retire older vessels from naval
lists; editorializing suggests a tendency
to assume an aggressive intent in naval
policies of opponents. While much of
this may reflect merely a conservative
philcsophy—and Jane's is conservative—
there is neither philosophizing nor pon-
tificating nor, in fact, any advertising in
Combat Fleets.

In sum, Jane's may remain the
standard reference work on the library
shelf, but it is a rare need even for the
specialist which is not completely ful-
filled by Combat Fleets. Offering far
more for the money, the consumer
advocate would clearly rate it a best
buy.

PAUL A. SCHRATZ
Captain, U.S. Navy (Ret.)

Dinerstein, Herbert S. The Making of a
Missile Crisis, October 1962. Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1976. 302pp.

The Cuban missile confrontation of

1962 bears the singular distinction of

being the most extensively studied
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political-military crisis of modern times,
Given the vast amount of literature
which has already been written on that
crucial episcde in Soviet-American rela-
tions, one would think that there would
be remarkably little more to add in the
absence of significant new documentary
information, Professor Hevbert Diner-
stein of the Johns Hopkins School of
Advanced International Studies, how-
ever, has shown that fresh perspectives
applied to the existing data can still
yield novel insights into the complex
Soviet deliberations which led up to the
crisis. In this major study which has
been close to a decade in the making,
Professor Dinerstein consciously de-
taches himself from the mainstream of
conventional wisdom, implicitly rejects
many of the prevalent hypotheses
adducing the Soviet move to a simple
desire on Khrushchev's part to upgrade
the Soviet nuclear force posture “on the
cheap,” and presents an argument de-
picting the missile gambit as the organic
culmination of a systematic Soviet foi-
eign policy design against the United
States and Latin America whose origins
may bhe traced as far back as the
overthrow of the Arbenz regime in
Guatemala in 1954.

In a sense, Professor Dinerstein has
written not one book but three. In
addition to treating the missile crisis
itself, he also dwells on the seemingly
independent themes of Cuba's rise to
socialism and the evolution of Soviet
policy toward Latin America since the
mid-1950's. Given his prefatory admis-
sion that the volume was originally
conceived as an expanded version of an
article he had previously written on
Soviet policies in Latin America without
specific reference to the missile episode,
some readers may feel that the study
meanders from topic to topic without
any consistent unifying theme. Other
readers interested in the missile confron-
tation primarily as a case event in
strategic decisionmaking and crisis

ent may become im
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with the elaborate intellectual side argu-
ments which precede consideration of
the crisis itself (the study warms to its
theme only after 150 pages of gradual
analytical bricklaying) and may protest
that the book is inappropriately titled.
The book remains, however, a serious
work of scholarship whose complex
argument depends heavily on the
methodical reconstruction of Moscow's
precrisis dealings with Castro which
Professor Dinerstein provides. Whatever
one may conclude about the ultimate
persuasiveness of that argument, the
careful reader cannot help but be im-
pressed by the thoroughness of the
textual analysis upon which it is based.
At a minimum, the book constitutes a
classic case study in the Kremlinological
art of developing hroad-gauge hy-
potheses regarding Soviet policy calcula-
tions from deductive interpretation of
Communist documentary materials.
Reduced to its essentials, the prin-
cipal thesis of the book is that the
deepening Soviet political involvement
with the Cuban socialist movement and
the concomitant growth of broader
Soviet geopolitical interests in Latin
America which began gathering momen-
tum in the late 1950's provided not
only a lucrative opportunity but also
the primary rationale for the systematic
buildup of Soviet-supplied weaponry in
Cuba that eventually resulted in the
missile showdown of October 1962, The
story begins with the toppling of
Arbenz’ nascent leftist regime in Guate-
mala in 1954 by U.S.-supported in-
digenous proxies, an event which Pro-
fessor Dinerstein claims had the long-
run effect of assuring that the
embryonic Cuban socialist movement
would foliow a virulently anti-American
developmental path, thereby offering a
ready-made hotbed of revolutionary
potential for Soviet political exploita-
tion. 1t goes on to depict Castro’s rise to
power, the gradual Soviet-Cuban em-
brace that followed, the abortive Bay of

11:;11 s affair, and the subsequent
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expressions of Soviet verbal commit-
ment to the defense of Cuba as succes-
sive stages in a seamless web of events
which, through a compound of oppor-
tunism and outright misperception, led
the Soviets to believe (a) that they had
finally achieved a solid toehold in Latin
America, {b) that further U.S. meddling
was in fact deterred by declaratory
Soviet nuclear threats, (¢) that placing
offensive missiles in Cuba would be a
natural way of lending definitive
credibility to those threats, and (d) that
the Kennedy administration--in view of
its previous display of irresolute be-
havior during the Bay of Pigs operation
—would actually let them get away with
such a move.

Needless to say, given the persistent
shortage of authoritative '‘inside™ data
on the private deliberations of Khrush-
chey and his advisors which preceded
the Soviet deployment of missiles to
Cuba, there is no way that this account
can he regarded as the final word on the
crisis, and one can reasonably raise
questions about many of its key propo-
sitions and judgments. For one thing,
despite his meticulous canvass of the
pertinent Soviet open-source literature,
Professor Dinerstein has obviously been
‘able to explore only the tip of the
iceberq. Forced by the constraints of
Soviet secrecy to rely solely on those
fragments of data {(one hesitates to call
them evidence) available in the Soviet
press rather than on the hard docu-
mentary record one would ideally prefer
for venturing high-confidence explana-
tions, he has been left to build his case
on material which heavily obscures the
real intentions and calculations of the
Soviet leadership and which may in fact
have had only a tenuous relationship to
the actual premises which privately in-
formed the Soviet decision.

Moreover, Professor Dinerstein has
tended to assume that the numerous
public declarations he cites faithfully
mirrored the underlying objectives of
the Soviet elite; that the authors of
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those declarations were made privy to
the momentous move that was afoot;
that both Castro and the Soviet media
were not only brought in on the inti-
mate planning details of a highly clan-
destine operation involving core Soviet
national security interests but were also
allowed {indeed encouraged) to broad-
cast hints of the impending event in
advance; and that the entire body of
Cuban and Soviet declaratory rhetoric
was supremely orchestrated from above
to provide a foundation of legitimacy
for the establishment of a Soviet nuclear
presence in the backyard of the United
States. These assumptions may not be
patently unreasonable, but they are far
from self-evident, and thete is much in
the record of past Soviet political prac-
tice to genervate valid skepticism about
their plausibility.

Finally, in his effort to portray
Khrushchev's missile decision as the
natural outgrowth of previous Soviet
interests in establishing a political-
military sphere of influence in Latin
America, Professor Dinerstein may have
assigned excessive weight to the goal of
shoring up Castro's regime against
further U.S. intervention in comparison
with other, possibly more transcendent,
objectives bearing little relationship to
the immediate geographic setting of the
crisis. It should not be forgotten that at
the time Khrushchev was planning his
grand design, Soviet strategic programs
were moving at best at a desultory pace,
Soviet strategic inferiority to the West
had hecome a widely acknowledged
fact, and U.S. defense spokesmen were
openly discussing plans for a Minuteman
and Polaris posture which threatened to
leave the Soviets even more out-
distanced in the strategic balance than
ever before. Under these circumstances,
which Professor Dinerstein only cur-
sorily addresses, the Soviets were ex-
traordinarily hard-pressed to project
some appearance of initiative toward
offsetting the impending expansion of

U.S. forces, and their concern in this
977
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regatd almost surely overshadowed
whatever collateral desire they may have
had for staking out a positicn of tan-
gible influence in hemispheric di-
plomacy. This is not to say that Pro-
fessor Dinerstein is wrong in under-
scoring the Cuban political connection
as an important factor in shaping the
Soviet missile decision. It i5, however, to
suggast that his argument—impressive
and eleqant though it is—has not al-
together convincingly repudiated the
more traditional explanation of the
decision as having been grounded, first
and foremost, in the context of bilateral
U.5.-Soviet strategic relations.
Obviously, no review of this brevity
can do adequate justice to such a major
work of scholarship as Professor Diner-
stein has produced, and it must remain
to the reader to provide the detailed
assessment which lack of space has
prevented here. It can be asserted, how-
ever, that The Making of a Missile Crisis
will find a lasting place in the literature
of the October 1962 crisis and will have
to be carefully pondered by future
commentators on that crucial event in
the nuclear age. It illuminates in un-
precedented detail the relationship be-
tween Moscow’s Cuban policy and the
ultimate Soviet missile decision, offers
important new insights into the timing
of the decision, and provides a fasci-
nating speculative discussion of possible
Soviet internal factional infighting over
alternative strategies once the venture
broke down into a confrontation of
countervailing resolve. It also conforms
scrupulously to accepted rules of evi-
dence, displays proper modesty where
ambiguity dictates circumspection, and
shows seemly cautiousness in advancing
its admittedly provocative hypotheses.
As such, it deserves attention not only
as an important reexamination of the
missile crisis itself, but also as a model
of sophisticated micropolitical analysis,

BENJAM[NS LAMBETH
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Endicott, John E. Japan’s Nuclear
Option. New York: Praeger, 1975.
289pp.

After India had exploded a nuclear
device and after a U.S. “leak’ had made
clear that Israel has nuclear devices, it
should have been strange that Japan
chose this spring to end its long holdout
against ratification of the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Not so
strange to Colonel Endicott of the Air
Force Academy. His book predicts Japa-
nese ratification by 1976 and discounts
that Japan will be moved towards nu-
clear weapons because other middle
powers are going nuclear.

Yet, Colonel Endicott can foresee
circumstances in which Japan would go
nuclear, The mid-1980's is postulated
for time. There would be a breakdown
or exhaustion of bilateral or multilateral
mechanisms serious enough for the
Japanese to believe that their national
existence is at stake. Based on this the
book sets forth several scenarios for
development of weapons, delivery
systems, targeting plans, etc. Colonel
Endicott envisions the Japanese strateqy
to he a second strike capable of
destroying enough Chinese or Soviet
cities to make even the complete
destruction of Japan (a fairly easy
nuclear task} not worthwhile. Japan
could assure this with 160 cne-megaton
warheads. Time to develop a nuclear
device is given at somewhat over 9
months from decision date, but because
of Japan's lack of enriched uranium
resources (except under foreign
controls} the time-consuming centrifuge
systern would have to be used. Colonel
Endicott does not see the NPT as an
obstacle because of the treaty’s
reliance upon Security Council
sanctions which require unanimity. All
of this is illustrated with an abundance
of technical data that reflects im-
pressive research.

If we accept this statement of
Japan’s technical capability, questions
at arise are the prospects for a break-
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