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The strategy of interposition is a sequential strateqy designed to limit an
opponent’s available courses of action to two options—desist and accede to the
interposer or Initiate armed violence, thereby suffering the onus of escalation.
Cumulative strategies offer the greatest prospect for success in countering inter-
position as they do not depend upon the success of any single action, but upon the
cumulative effect of success in a series of lesser actions. In dealing with interposition,
cumulative strategies offer a framework within which the opponent can closely
control his actions in the confrontation of risk and bargaining.

THE USE OF SEAPOWER IN COUNTERING
THE STRATEGY OF INTERPOSITION

A research paper prepared
by
Lieutenant Commander William M. Pitt, U.S, Navy
College of Naval Command and Staff

Introduction, The recent emergenee
of Lthe Soviel Union as a major naval
power las promptled a greal deal of
discussion, both within and oulside
naval eircles, ol the slralegic use Lo
which Lhis power is Lo be applied. One
such use has been suggested by Charles
W. Walter, a 1970 graduale of the Naval
War College, in his paper, “Interposi-
tion, the Strategy and Its Polential Use
by the Soviet Union,” much of which
has been published as an article in the
Naval War College Review.! In an over-
simplified sense, Lhe desired result of
the usc of the strategy of interposilion
is to inducc an opponent to turn away
from an objective by placing an inter-
posing loree between Lhe opponcnl’s
forces and his objective. The result is
intended to be achieved without resort
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1o violence. The opponent lurns away
because he perecives this force as a
threat Lo involve him in a process thal
will involve costs and risks much grealer
than lhe worth of the objeclive. These
cosls and risks are primarily associaled
with Lhe possibilily that the opponent
will escalate what is initially a non-
belligerent situation into an armed en-
counter, The threat of escalation is the
principal lhreat of the forees of inter-
position and overshadows the direct
military threat of the force itsell,

The purpose of this paper is to
develop an acceptable framework for a
counterstratcgy to the strategy ol inter-
poeition.

Walter notes that the Sovict Uniou
now has thc means and possibly Lhe
incentives to cmploy the strategy of
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interposition on its periphery,® but that
the *concept of denial through threat
superimposed on a countervailing ten-
dency of the two nuclear powers to
recognize the importance of avoiding
mulually damaging or obliterating con-
frontations presents an apparenl para-
dox ... " This apparent paradox is the
eentral focus of any discussion of the
ability of one superpower to uge a naval
force as either a foree of interposition
or a force to counter interposition
vis-a-vis another superpower.

In the eontext of nuelear détente,
the use of threat can develop as a
contest in whieh neither side can
threcaten the other without simul-
taneously threatening iiself. In Sehcl-
ling’s words, “I'he Soviet Union can
indeed threaten us with war: they can
cven threaten us with a war that we
evenlually start, by threatening to gel
involved with us in a process that blows
up into war,”® It is this process that
both interposer and opponent simul-
taneously threaten cach other and seek
to avoid.

The paradox is that in threatening
each other with strategics that may
result in escalation, nuelcar powers must
initiate actions whieh are in themselves
hostile and noncooperative; aetions
whieh in themselves seem to be steps up
the esealalion ladder Lo the very cn-
counter the party initiating the action
desires to avoid,

This paradox is not particularly new,
While it is currently explained in the
conlext of nuelear détenie between the
superpowers, strategics involving the
risks and costs of csealation have been
discussed before. Corbell, in his dis
cussionu of limited war, deals with the
problem of selecting the objective of a
limited war in terms of minimizing the
risk of escalation.

Firstly, it [the objcetive] must
not merely be limited in area, but
of really limited political impor-
tance; and sccondly, it must be so
situated as to be strategically

isolated or to be eapablc of being

reduced to practieal isolation by

strategic operations. Unless this
eondition exisls, it is in the power

of either belligerent, as Clausewitz

himself saw, to pass to unlimited

war if he so desires, and, ignoring
the territorial objective, to strike

at the heart of his enemy and

force him to desist.®

A few pages later he states that a
power can wage limited war only if it
ean strategieally isolate the objective
and render impossible the invasion of
his home territory, Corbett does not,
however, eonsider the pacific use of
scapower, liven in his discussion of
defensive  strategies and “fleets in
being,” his primary thrust is that such
strategies are only employed when it is
neeessary to delay decisive aetion to a
morc opportune time, not to avoid
action.

Atlempts to resolve this paradox by
historic example are not particularly
fruitful either, Walter lists six examples
of the use of the strategy of inlerposi-
tion that occurred prior to 1949 and
seven examples of its use sinec 1949,
the year in whieh the Soviet Union
acquircd the ability to use nuclear
weapons,” With the single exception of
the Cuban missile erisis, there is no
cxample of the use of interposition in
which the actual sceurity of the inter-
posing state could have been realistieally
threatened or damaged by the opponent
in the scnse that it was within the power
of the opponent to pass to unlimited
general war, nuclear or nonnuclear, with
the interposer,

In every other case the opponent has
been in the relatively inferior postion of
faeing an adversary (the interposer)
capable of severely damaging his overall
military  capabilities, while he (the
opponent) was militarily capable of
little more than forcing a local armed
engagement. Walter’s example of the
British interposition betwcen Sweden
and Russia in the Baltic during the
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period 1719-1721 is an excellent illus-
wation of this point, While the Russians
could have engaged the British Fleet in
the Baltic, they had no mcans by which
they eould have realistically threalened
Great Britain ilsclf.?

Another interesting aspeet of these
examples is that in cvery ease of inter-
position involving the use of naval force,
including the Cuban missile erisis, Lhe
aggregatc naval capabilities of the inter-
poscr have been superior Lo those of the
opponent, although the eapabilities of
the particular forees assembled by the
interposer at the point of interposition
have not been necessarily superior Lo
those assembled by the opponent.

Again the British example of
1719-1721 is illustrative. While the
Russians could have foreed an engage-
ment with the relatively small British
contingent immediately present, the
overwhelming aggregate sirength of the
Royal Navy would have resulted in the
eventual destruction of Russian naval
capabilities in the Baltic.®

The list of incidents assembled by
Walter is not, as he himseli slates,
neeessarily all inclusive. It does not
mention the 1956 confrontatlion of the
United States, British, and French
Flects during the Sues crisis or the
confrontation of the United States and
Russian Fleets in the Sea of Japan
following the Pueblo crisis in January of
1968 as possible examples of imterposi-
tion. The list does suggest the possibility
that historically the strategy of inter-
position has been used primarily as a
atrategy that maximized the mobility
and superiority of forces available 1o the
interposer in situations where there wag
very little risk of failure. This is, how-
cver, just a possibility. Another explana-
tion might be that many cases of inter-
position werce implemented so subily
thal the examples were never recognized
as interposition by historians. Sueh
situations eould arise in more sophisti-
cated applications of the strategy,
wherein the interposer both left open a
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path of retrcat for the opponent and
managed Lo keep the “stakes™ small
enough to avoid public humiliation of
the opponent, An cxample of this could
be an interposer who managed Lo posi-
lion his forces of interposition before
the opponent even began to assemble
his forces. In cither case the paradox in
its modern context docs nol appear to
have been addressed in practice,

The use of scapower by modern
nuclear superpowers in  strategies of
inlerposilion or in counlering interposi-
tion eannot avoid the paradox in a
clear-cut lashion. The thresholds be-
tween pacific action and belligerent
action, between limited war and general
war, are not nearly as clear or well
defined as they were prior to the advent
of nuclear deterrence. Eaeh threshold
must now be evaluated in terms of the
possibility that a world cataclysm could
result as the threshold 18 crossed.
Aehieving an “optimal balance of un-
avoidable punishment and preferred
reward” between the superpowers is an
infinitely more complex task of
weighing costs, threats, and risks than
the simplified definition of the strategy
ol inlerposition implies, and likewise,
the task of eounlering interposition is
more complex. A successful nonbellig-
erent counter to the strategy of inter-
position must place a great deal of
cmphasis upon the problem of first
determining and then weighing the risks
associated with possible outcomes of
the application of such prineiples and
moves,

The eclassic method of countering a
strategy is to first determine its points
of weakness and then to set about
undermining it at thesc points. Such is
the method of attack here, except that
instead of searching for an actual weak-
ness, we must deal with potential weak-
nesses, The threat being faced is that of
potential use of foree, risk of escalation,
and possible war.

In actual warfare it would be a very
natural reaction for an adyersary to
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rcinforec a threatened weak position
with forces from a stronger position. In
a nonbelligerent confrontation resulting
from the strategy of interposition, such
a reaction might well be impossible. 1t
might recast the interposer as an inter-
ventionist, an initiator ol escalation, and
Lthug destroy the premise upon which his
initial stralegy of interposition was
dependent for success,

The Strategy of Interposition.’® The
strategy of interposilion is a mcans by
which onc denics an objeclive Lo an
opponent—withoul actual use of force—
by placing onc’s own forees between Lhe
opponenl and the opponent’s objective.
1t differs rom the usual slralegic con-
cepl of denial in that the foree com-
milted to the stratcgy hy the interposer
need nol be sutlicient to actually defeat
the lorces of the opponcnt, bul only
large enough to indicale Lhe interposer’s
commilment to the strategy and induee
reslrainl in the actions of the opponent
by communicating & Lhreal of the po-
lential usc of force.

- The threat of potential use of foree
by the interposer is not just the threal
of the interposer’s forees in place, bul
the Lhreal of increasing the opponent’s
risks and cosls ol oblaining his objecLive
through the possibility of escalation and
placing the burden ol initiating cscala-
tion upon the opponent, invoking the
prineiple of “the last clear chanee™ in
such a fashion that only the opponent is
prescented the last elear chanee Lo avoid
initiating Lthe process of escalation,

The opponent may react in Lhree
different ways: one, he may desist in his
cflorls lo oblain the objeclive, per-
ceiving thal the costs and rishs of
continuing his cflorls oulweigh the
value of the objeclive; Lwo, he may
perceive Lhe aclions ol the interposer as
a blufl and, belicving Lhat the risks
associated with conlinuing are small in
comparison to the value of Lhe objee-
tive, continue his aclions, “testing Lhe
meltle’ of the interposer; or three, he

REVIEW

may continue his actions, perceiving
that the interposer is committed, bul
that the value of the objeclive oul-
weighs the costs associated wilh meeling
Lthe interposer’s lorces in place and the
possible escalation thal may result from
such a meeling,

The siralegy is completely suceesslul
only when Lthe opponenl desists. [ the
opponent conlinues, however, the inter-
poser may stll he portially suceesslul in
that his threal may be made more
credible in fulure situations in which he
desires Lo use the same strategy. Inter-
position is a relevant strategy when the
interposer docs nol desire lo make a
large-scale commitment, but considers
the pains associated wilh denying an
objeelive to the opponent to oulweigh
the risks and polential costs ol the
stirategy. The slralegy is nol (casible
when the opponent considers the objee-
tive worthy of great risk or cost or when
geographic factors make inlerposition
impraeticable.

Sinee the mission of the forees as-
scernbled by Lhe inlerposer is pacilic,
that is Lo communicate commitment
and threat without aetual use ol lorce,
the interposer must cstablish a means of
cffceting control ol the foree, com-
palible with its uee as a political inslru-
ment. At the same time, the intlerposer
should have a predelermined course of
aclion available in the cvent that the
opponent does not accede,

In implementing the stralegy, Lhe
interposer must [irst delermine the
worth of Lhe objeclive Lo the opponenL.
The stralegy will not work il the op-
ponent considers Lhe objective worlly
of high levels of risk and cost, cspecially
il the worth is so great Lhal he would
not hesitale Lo go to war in achicving iL,

Assuming the worth of the objective
lo the opponent is considered by the
interposer Lo be low, the interposer
must position a lorce ol appropriale
size, e should position quickly as the
advantages ol posilion, time, and readi-
ness may be instrumental in the com-
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munication of thrcal and commitment
to the opponent,

The commitmenl must be readily
understood by the opponent; otherwise,
the threat of the interposer’s torecs may
be perceived as no more than a bluff, In
communicating commitment, he op-
poncnt must pereeive that the decision
on cscalation is now his, while the
interposer must manage the erisis by
containing the arca of confrontation
and commitment, thus deeconpling the
crisis from other dormant criscs and
minimizing the risk of compound escala-
tion. This latter process is somewhat
analogous to the “strategic isolation™
requircment for limited war discussed
by Corbectt.

In communicating commitment the
factors of size and disposition of the
interposer’s foree are very important, If
the force is too small, its threat and the
intcrposer’s commitment may nol he
clearly perccived by the opponent. If
the force is too large, the opponent has
to guess as to the intention of the
inteeposer. The opponent may perceive
that the force is completely out of
proportion to the actual commitment of
the interposer and thus a bluff (similar
to a betting bluff in poker), or that the
interposer intends to deny the objective
through actual usc of overwhelming
force. In the case of latter perception it
may be difficult for the interposer to
place the onus of escalation clearly with
the opponent. The opponent may, in
fact, think that the overwhelming forees
in place arc not a deterrent, but that
escalation has already oceurred and that
it ig the intention of the interposer to
scck out and destroy the opponent’s
forces, whether the opponent aceedes or
not.

Proper containment of the area of
the intcrposer’s commitment and the
arca of confronlation is important for
two rcasons, Firstly, if the arcas of
commitment and eonfrontation are suil-
ably isolated, the interposer’s thrcat
should be more clearly pereeived by the
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opponent, who is cncouraged in his
judgment of increased cost and risk
presented by the foree of interposition
is cncouraged to consider these aspeels
solely in light of his original objcetive, Lf
the opponent does not perecive that his
judgmenl concerning inereased costs
and risks should be confined to the
original objective, the interposer faces a
gituation in which he is much less able
lo judge the broadening intentions of
the opponent; this raises the risks and
cosls of interposition above those
originally caleulated by the interposer,
Secondly, the interposcr must face up
to the possibility that the strategy may
fail. Suitably containing his commit-
ment and the area of confrontation is an
essential clement of preventing further
escalation of a resulting local violent
confliel.

A final but very important factor in
establishing and eommunicating the
interposcr’s commitment is the degree
to which the interposer has pul his
national prestige on the line, In situa-
tions where the use of the strategy of
interposition involves little risk to the
interposer, questions of national pres-
tige or national “face™ are nol too
important. In situations where the risks
of the strategy to the interposer arc
high, the risks may be compounded, and
thus the interposer’s eommitment en-
hanced, if the intcrposer can establish
an understanding with the opponent
that the interposer’s national prestige is
at stake, Again, in eonsidering the use of
national prestige, the interposer must
also consider the possibility that the
strategy of interposition may fail and
that such a failure could result in violent
conflict to prescrve his national prestige
or national honor. Such a conflict might
be much more diffieult to eontain or
control than a conflict in which such
moral issucs arc nol at stake.

As mentioned in the introduetion,
historically it appears that, with the
single exceplion of the Cuban missile
crisis, there has never been a casc of
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suceessful inlerposition involving the
use of naval foree in which the actual
securily of the interposing slate eould
have becn realistically threatened or
damaged by the opponent in the sense
that it was within the power of the
opponcnl Lo pass to unlimited general
war with the inlerposer. Bricfly, Wal-
ter’s listing of the successful uses of
scapower m interposition are the inter-
position of the Uritish between the
Russians and the Swedes in the Baltic
during the period 1719-1721; the inter-
position of the Russians between the
Turks and the Egyplians in 1833;* the
interposition of the British and the
Austrians between the Turks and the
Egyptians in 1839; the interposition of
Chicester and his British cruisers he-
tween Dewey’s squadron and von Diede-
rich’s German squadron at Manila Bay
in 1898; the nterposition of a U.S.
destroyer  between the Turks and a
British refugee ship cvacuating Greek
refugecs [rom Smyrna in 1922; the joint
British-French naval patrol of 1937 to
halt submarine sinkings of non-Spanish
vessels during the Spanish Civil War; the
interposition of the US. 7th Flect
between Chinese Communists and Chi-
nese Nationalists in the Formosa Straits
in 1954-1958; the interposition of U.S.
forces between Lebanon and an external
threat from Syria and lraq in 1958; the
interposition of British [orces between
Iraq and Kuwait in 1961; and finally,
the interposition of the United States
between Russian ships and Cuba in
1962,

Even a cursory review of this rather
lengthy list of incidents indicates that in
every case, cxecpt the Cuban example
of 1962, the failure of interposition

*See later discussion for an account of the
unsucecssful use of interposition in this arca
in 1827. The combined flecta of the British,
French, and Russians attempted to interpose
between the combiued Turkish-Egyptian
Fleet and the Grecks, The result was the
Battle of Navarino,

could have resulted in limited war be-
tween iuterposer and opponent, but not
in the opponent directly threatening the
security of the interposer,

Classical Failures of the Strategy of
Interposition. In the seareh for means
and methods useful in eountering the
strategy of interposition, one seans his-
torics in vain, looking for incidents
wherein an opponent has sucecssfnlly
achieved his original objective despite
the presence of an inlerposer’s forecs,

While there may be many instances
where an opponent has tried to counter
the strategy ol interposition while
avoiding an armed cneounter, few have
been reeognized by historians as an
application of a counterstrategy. Some
attempls may have been subtle counters
to imterposition Lhat succceded so well
(the interposer simply withdrew) that
they were never recognized, but most
such instances haye apparently ended in
failure. Either the opponent was unable
lo counter the interposer with a non-
belligerent strategy (which is a success-
ful use of the strategy of interposition)
or in attempting to counter the in-
terposer, war resulted between the op-
ponent and interposer. While it is pos-
gible that, in the latter instanee, op-
ponents have been able to achicve their
original objectives, suech aehievement
was over the “dead body™ of the inter-
poser and not a nonbelligerent applica-
tion of a counterstrategy.

There are two recorded incidents in
whieh the strategy ol intcrposition has
been applied and resulted in failure or
partial failurc in the scnse that cither
the interposer improperly applied the
strategy of interposition or the oppo-
nent was able to gain an objective,
although not the original objeetive,
despite the presence of an interposer’s
forces. Both instances involve the
Turkish Navy, The flirst incident in-
volved the interposition of a DBritish-
French-Russian combined fleet between
the combined Turkish-Egyptian Fleets
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and the Greeks, resulting in the Bactle
of Navarino in October 1827, The
second ineident involved the interposi-
tion of a eombined Freneh and British
force between the Russians and the
Turks, whieh resulted in the Russian
vietory at Sinope in November ol 1853.

The Battle of Navarino is more an
objeet lesson in what not to do as an
interposer than an example of an efice-
tive counter to the strategy of interposi-
tion. In 1821 the Grecks rebelled
againat their Turkish overlords, At first
they were suecessful, but then Mchemet
Ali, Khedive of Egypt, brought his army
and fleet up in support of the Turks.
Nicholas L, having just succceded to the
Russian throne, saw in the conflict an
opportunity to harass his eountry’s tra-
ditional enemy, Turkey. Accordingly,
he joined with Britain and France for
the purpose of mediating the conflict,
and the three powers joined their naval
forces in Greck waters in October of
1827, The combined fleet, consisting of
10 ships of the line, 10 frigates, and
some half dozen brigs and schooners,
was commanded by Vice Adm. Sir
Edward Codrington, with Rear Admirals
de Hayden and Gauthicr de Rigny com-
manding, respectively, the Russian and
French divisions,' !

The eombined fleet’s mission was
threcefold; first, Lo offer the scrvices of
the theee powers in mediation between
the Turks and the Greeks; seeond, to
“prevent the spread of hostilities” and
finally, to suppress Greek piracy.'?
While preventing the spread of hostili-
tics is interpreted as a purposc consis-
tent with the stralegy of interposition,
it seems clear that intervention was also
a major purposc of the forces, cepecially
on the part of Ruseia. Successful inter-
vention on behalf of the Greeka pre-
sented the Russians with an opportunity
to diminish the power and influence of
the Ottoman Empire,

The eombined Turkish-Egyptian
Fleet, under the command of Ibrahim
Pasha, anchored in the Bay of Navarino
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on the west coast of Greeee, in support
of Turkish forces ashore who were
subduing the rcbellious Greeks in the
eountryside surrounding the bay, Al-
though the flect consisted of 65 ships,
only three were ships of the line. Cod-
rington and de Rigny met with lbrahim
Pagsha on 25 Scptember to inform him
of their offer of mediation, which the
Greeks had already accepted. Ibrahim
Pasha agreed to kecp his fleet at Nava-
rino until the offer eould be communi-
cated to the Sultan and a reply received,
whereupon Codrington’s flect withdrew,
leaving two frigates for purposes of
surveillance.

Before the reply was reccived, how-
ever, a Greck naval division appeared in
the Gulf of Patras, some distance to the
north, Ibrahim Pasha thercupon dis-
patched a force to demand the with-
drawal of the Grecks. The Turkish force
wag intereepted off Lepanto by Cod-
ringlon with three or four ships, and
Codrington indicated that the Turks
were not to procced, The Turks turned
back, but then made a second atlempt
with another detachment of some 15
vesscls, Again Codrington interposed his
forces, and the Turks withdrew,

During the month in which these
actions were taking place, the Turks
continued to press on with the job of
suppressing the rebellious Grecks in the
surrounding countryside. Codrington,
desiring to bring more pressurc on the
Tutks, apparently calculated that since
the Turks had twice given way beforc a
relatively small show of forcc, they
would not attack the whole allicd fleet
if it were to cnter Navarino Bay in
strength. Accordingly, Codrington slood
in, and his ships began to anchor ncar
the Turkish vesscls. A short time later
the frigatc Dartmouth, ordercd to watch
the Turkish fire ships, sent off a boat to
request onc of the fire ships to draw ofl
a short distance. The fire ship responded
with small arms firc, killing the boat’
officer, Dartmouth immcdiately began
giving covering firc to her boat. Thus
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hegan one ol the most confusing battles
of history, as on¢ by one Lhe various
ships ook up the exchange. The out-
come was the complete destruction of
lbrahim Pasha’s fleet, the L'urks und
Egyptians beaching and burning their
surviving ships the day following the
battle,

Codrington sent cnvoys to cxplain
that il bad not been his inlcution Lo
destroy or capturc the Turkish Flect,
apparcntly in vain, for the Turks con-
tinued to beach and burn their surviving
vessels, Codrington’s actions were dis-
owned by his governmenl, and he was
recalled to London in disgrace, though
only temporarily, for he was later given
command ol the Home Flect.

As stated carlier, Navarino’s main
lessons are those of Lhe limitations of
interposition, In turning back lbrahim
Pasha’s two atlempts Lo reach the Grock
naval division in the Gulfl of Palras,
Codringlon applicd the slralegy of inter-
position in classic fashion, In cach case
he placed a small force between the
opponent and his objective, indicated
his commilruent not to permil the
Turkish units to procecd, and placed Lhe
onus of cscatation clearly upon the
Turks, His mistake lay in his apparent
agsumption that in cntering Nayarino
Bay he would simply be repeating the
procedure for a third time,

In fact, he was proceediug [rom the
successful uae of intcrposition to inter-
veulion. Once Codrington entered Nava-
rino Bay, the Turks lost their freedom
of action, There no longer was so clear a
choiec as Lo whether they should avoid
the allicd foree or aceept the onus ol
escalation by confronting and engaging
the allied Torce. In a sense Codringlon
himsell escalated the situation by deny-
ing Ibrahim Pasha his reecdom ol action,
The silualion was also confnsed by the
lack of control displayed by Codring-
ton’s forces. While Dartmouth opened
fire in scll-defense, the Turkish-ligyp-
tian forces, [aced with an allied fleet
sailing into their anchorage, a [flect

whosc intentions were unknown, one of
whose ships then opened fire, can
hardly be blaumed for [ailing Lo recog-
niz¢ Codrington’s pacilic inlention.
Apparenlly the Turks perecived that
Codringlon’s inlenlion was to engage
and destroy their forces.

Codringlon’s mistake wus to press
Ibrahim Pasha too hard. Codrington
placed the Turks in a position [rom
which they could not withdraw with
any modicum of grace, By pushing his
forees into direet confrontaliou, he
placed himself in a posiliou in which
Turkish command and control were
inadequate to insurc thal any decision
o engage would be deliberate and cen-
trally controlled. Codrington diminished
the proportion of ralionality involved
and raiscd the influence of chance and
ircationality,

The Battde of Sinope, the second
example of the failure of strategy ol
inlerposition, is remembered primarily
as the baltle which proved the superi-
ority of the shell guu over wooden hulls
and shot fired from smooth bores. In 6
hours ol fighting, Lhe Russian Vice
Admiral Nakhimov sauk all seven of the
Turkish frigates present and then shelled
the town, At u cosl of fewer than 40
dead, his 120-gun ships of the line,
mounting main batterics of 68-pounder
shell guns, killed ncarly 3,000 Turks.'?

Hostilitics between the Turks and
Russia commenced wilh the Russian
Army moving into what is now Ru-
mania in 1853, The British and French,
{carful that Nicholas 1 might dcscend ou
Constantinople und scize the Bosporus
and Dardanelles, both dispatehed sqnad-
rons to the Sea of Marmara just below
Comstantinople. The squadrons were
both of considerable size, the Irench
squadron under Viee Admiral Hamelin
consisting of nine ships ol the line and
cight frigates and sleam corvetics. While
French motives were also tied in with
the dispute with Russia over administra-
tion of Christian shrines in the Holy
Land, the main purpose ol the
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squadrons was inlerposition, to deny
Russia aceess Lo Constantinople, Polter
and Nimilz slale Lhal they also hoped
that their presence would discourage
Russian naval operation in the Black
Sca.!* While the Russians did nol make
any altempl to move on Conslan-
tinople, Nakhimov cruised the Black Sca
frecly in scarch of Turkish ships.

In November he discovered Osman
Pasha’s winter squadron off Sinope,
where the Turks had taken cover during
a storm while returning from the Circas
sian coast. Although Nakhimoy had
three ships of the line with him, more
than cnough to deal with the seven
Tnrkish [rigates, he brought up rein-
lorcements of three additional triple-
deckers. Stationing a line of auxiliarics
between Sinope and the Bosporus to
warn him il the British or French should
cnter the Black Sea, he entered Sinope
with his six ships on the morning of 30
November under cover ol heavy mist,
By 4 in the alternoon, every Turkish
ship in the harbor had been sunk.! §

The initial reaction of the British and
French, aside [rom dismay with the
ruthlessness of the Russians, was to
move Lheir [orees of inlerposilion into
the Black Sea, which they accomplished
in January of 1854, and then “invited™
Nakhimoy to proceed to Sevastopol and
remain there '8

It was, iowever, too late, The British
and French, by placing forces ol inter-
position in the Sca of Marmara, had
signaled only a limited commitment to
deny the Russians access to Constan-
tinople, Lt appears that, in reality, the
British and French desired to deny
Russian aceess to the Turkish Black Sca
coasl, a level of comnitinent much
higher than their forces in the Sea of
Marmara had signaled. Faced with the
problem of accepling the [lailure or
increasing their visible commitment, the
British and French eleeted the latter
courge and moved their forees into the
Black Sca.

The movemeni ol the British and
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French inlo Lhe Black Sea was in ilsclf
an acknowledgment of the [ailure of the
strategy of interposition. If they had
moved inlo the Black Sea initially, they
would probably have denied the Rus-
sians access Lo Sinope, By moving their
forces alter the fact, Lhe British and
French were moving to prevent a re-
currenee of an act that the Russians had
alrcady  commenced. The movement
constituted intervention, a move to stop
the Russians [rom continning an action
alrcady begun, rather than to prevent
the initiation of an action., As such, it
was a movement of cscalation and a
failnre of the strategy of interposition,

On 31 January the British Forcign
Secrctary, in responsc to a question in
the House of Lords as to whether
Britain was at war or peaee, responded,

1 am correel in saying that we are
not at war with Russia, although
diplomatic relations with that
country arc suspended. ... 1 con-
gider that we are in the infer-
medinfe state; that onr desire lor
peace Is jusl as sinecre as cver, bul
then 1 must say our hopes of
mainiaining it arc gradually
dwindling away and that we are
drifting toward war.'”?

The British and French were now
practically obliged to declare war. Late
in the spring they ecommenced their first
campaign of the Crimean War with a
landing ol 60,000 troops at Varna on
the western shote of the Black Sea and
induced the Russians to retreat to the
north across the Danube,

The failure of interposition at Sinope
points up what is hoth a difficulty ol
the interposer and a means of counter-
ing the strategy on the part of an
oppouent, The British and French cor-
reclly perceived that the ultimate Rus-
sian objective was Constantinople and
interposed their lorces in such a manner
that the Russians could not achicve
their objcctive without confronting the
forces of interposition, Nakhimov was
not, however, prescnted with a choice
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of the two courses of action previously
discussed. As long as the British and
Freneh forees remained in the Sea of
Marmara, he still ¢njoyed considerable
freedom of action in the Black Sea; and
employing his freedom of aetion, he was
able to find a secondary objective.

The sccondary objective was pre-
sented to him by chance, perhaps, but
he was alert enough to realize that the
Turkish squadron at Sinope was an
obtainable objective and so situated that
it would be impossible for the British
and French to interpose before he eould
reach it (the distance from Sevastopol
to Sinope is about two-thirds of that
between Constantinople and Sinope).

Another interesting aspect of the
incident is the manner in whieh the
British and French ineresscd the scope
of their commitment, It scems clear that
the original commilment of the inter-
posers was intended to be relatively
limited, to deny Russian acecss Lo Con-
stantinople, Likewise it would appear
that this could have been aceomplished
either by placing the forees of inter-
position in the Sca of Marmara, as was
actually the easc, or in the Black Seca.
By choosing the Sca of Marmara and
then moving into the Black Sea after the
Russian viclory at Sinope, the British
and French increased the scale of their
commitment to a point much higher
than i would have been if they had
alrcady been established in the Black
Sea at the time of Sinope. The move-
ment of the forees of interposilion
through the Bosporus and into the
Black Sea was, in a scnse, itself a move
of cscalation, even though its result was
the retirement of the Russian Fleet to
Sevastopol. The implication is that, by
achicving a sccondary objective al
Sinope, Nakhimov had successlully
countered the strategy of interposition
and passed Lhe onus of cscalation back
to the Brilish and French.

In summary, we have discussed two
historie cxamples in which the stralegy
of interpositiou failed, The firsl

REVIEW

cxample, resulting in the Battle of Nava-
rino, failed when the interposer moved
his forces in such a way that the
opponent  perceived the interposers’
aclions as intervention. The second
cxample, resulting in the Battle of
Sinope, failed when the interposer posi-
tioned his forees in sueh a way that the
opponent was able to find a sccondary
objective thal was not eovered by the
forces of interposition. Both cases were
in the age of sail, and in both cases the
aggregate naval power of Lhe interposer
was far superior Lo the total naval power
of the opponent. Both failurcs resulted
in battle; and in the sceond example the
failure was a major factor in preeipita-
ting a limited war {the Crimean War).
Finally, in neither example was the
opponent capable of waging unlimited
war against the interposing powers,

Strategic Moves in Countering Inter-
position. In dealing with the various
strategic possibilitics for countering
interposition, it is well to nole that
position itself is a vital clement of the
stralegy of interposition. The threat of
an intcrposer’s forces and Lhe inter-
poser’s commilment to deny an oppo-
nent free access Lo his objective are
embodied and communicated to the
opponent by an appropriate concentra-
tion of force between the [orces of the
opponent and his objeetive, [t follows
that the interposcr must know Lo some
degree the opponent’s objective and
that the interposer should know the
position of the opponent’s forces if he
hopes Lo effectively interpose his own
forces.

While it is unlikely that an interposer
would posacss perleet knowledge of an
opponent’s objectives or disposition, a
poor knowledge of the opponent im-
mensely complicates the  interposer’s
task of weighing his own risks in the
strategy and determining the proper
position for the forees of inlerposition.

A sccond important element of inler-
position is Lhe sequential nature of the
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strategy. The interposer must: one,
determine the opponent’s strategie ob-
jeetive; two, weigh his (the interposer’s)
own risks and costs in view of the value
of the objeetive Lo the opponent, three,
position the foree of interposition cor-
reetly and in suffieient tlime Lo signal his
commitment to deny the objective Lo
the opponent; and four, clearly com-
municate Lo the opponent that he (the
opponent) hears the “onus of escala-
tion.” If the interposer fails to achieve
any onc of these sleps, the strategy will
not suceeed. Interposition is a step-by-
gtep scquential process which s
designed to present to an opponent a
choice between two courses of action:
he may either desist and abandon his
objective or he may confront the inter-
poser and escalate the conflict from
nonbelligerent aetion Lo violent aclion
between the interposer and the oppo-
nent.

Thus, in adopling a strategy Lo coun-
ter interposilion, it should be the
opponent’s aim to dislocate the inter-
poser’s force of interposition simul-
tancoudy while undermining at least
onc of the sequential steps of the
strategy of intcrposition. This disloca-
tion may be cither geographical or what
Liddell Hart calls psychological disloca-
tion.'® The type of dislocation that an
opponcnt attempts to achieve depends
upon the eircumstanees of the situation:
the nature and scope of the objective,
the coneentration and capabilities of the
forces of interposition, and the coneen-
tration and capabilities of the oppo-
nent’s own forces, In considering these
factors thc opponent sceks to find
movements which ultimately result in
the interposer pereeiving that his forces
are¢ not properly positioned to accom-
plish intcrposition, The interposer must
pereeive that his forces cannot be re-
positioned or reorganized unless he is
willing to move from a strategy of
interposilion to intervention. The oppo-
nent’s countermoves to dislocate the
interposer will be even more suecesstul
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if they result in passing the onus of
escalution buck to the interposer, and
the interposer perecives that he now
bears this onus,

The nature of the objeclive is the
opponent’s first eonsideralion in
looking for a countermove designed to
achieve the dislocation of the inter-
poser, The first step of an interposer, in
implementing his strategy of inter-
posilion, is to determine his opponent’s
objectives and then to delermine the
risks and costs of interposition basced on
a judgment of the worth of the objec-
live to the opponent, The interposer
must, at some point, make this judg-
ment because he is conscious that the
siratcgy of interposition will not be
successful if the opponent feels that the
objective is worth a great level of risk or
cosl,

If the opponent can obscure his
objeetive, the interposer will find the
task of judging his own risks and costs
much more difficult. Therc are, of
course, instanccs in whieh it will be
difficult to obseure an objective, If the
objective is located in a small, preeisely
defined geographie area, the interposer
will have little diffieulty in defining the
opponent’s geographic aim, regardless of
the strategic moves that the opponent
undertakes. The sharp, but well-
loealized political strife in the Congo
and Cyprus arc good examples of situa-
tions where the geographie objective of
an opponent bhent on intervention
would be nearly impossible to obscure.

On the other hand, the clarity of a
geographical ohjective docs not neees-
sarily lead to clarity of stralegic intent.
In such cases the interposer is able to
determine the geographic objeetive and
thus solve the problem of finding the
correct position for his forces of inter-
position. Not knowing the opponent’s
stratcgic objeelive, howcever, the inter-
poser still has the very difficult task of
judging his own and the opponent’s
relative costs and risks. The costs and
risks of interposing against an opponent
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whosc strategic aim is to separatc two
warring factions in a local political crisis
may be completely dilferent than the
cosls and risks of inlerposing against an
opponenlt whose strategic aim is to
supporl onc faction by dcfealing the
other,

An opponent’s objective of reprisal is
another example where 1L might be
difficull Lo obscure the objeclive, as acls
of reprisal arce generally closcly tailored
to fit the original act against which the
reprisal is aimed, In conducling a re-
prigal, the opponent Lries Lo connect his
action ag closcly as possible Lo Lhe
origina! aclion ag a means ol juslifying
his reprisal, In some cascs the objeclive
for an zcl ol reprisal will be obvious Lo
the inlerposer, permilling the interposer
Lo acl accordingly.

In many eascs, however, it should be
possible for the opponent Lo make his
objective obscure, or al least parlially
obscure, in the eyes of Lhe interposer,
The historical example of Sinope is a
case in point. The opponent, Admiral
Nakhimov, succeeded in dislocating the
forces of the interposer (the British and
Prench squadrons in Lhe Sea of Mar-
mara) by finding an alternalive objective
obseure Lo the interposer, Mainlaining a
dispersion of forces unlil jnst before
inilialing aclion ade it easier for him
o obscure his alternative objcctive rom
the interposer. Ilad Nakhimov main-
tained a concenlration of his ships of
the line lor any substanlial period of
time prior Lo moving against Sinope, il
is quilc possible thal the interposers
would have perceived their dislocalion
and moved into the Black Sca.

A more recent example also serves Lo
illustrate Lhe uselulness of obscuring the
objective, During the Jordanian erisis of
1970, the United States clearly signaled
its inlenlion Lo imtervene, if it felt that
snch intervenlion was necessary to pre-
vent Lhe defeat of King usaciu, While
the iuteution of the United Stales to
intervene was clear, and it would clearly
have been in the intercsts of the Soviet

Union to interpose her naval forces to
prevent such intervention, the objeclives
of U.S. forces in intervention were by
no means clear, In fact, the United
Slates had a range of alternate objec-
tives available, (rom dirccl inlervention
with ils own forces in Jordan to op-
craling as a laclical reserve for the
lsraclis who could then usc their lorees
in intervention, The Sovicts, nol
knowing the precisc intentions or objec-
lives of the U.S, forces, were in Lhe
ditficult puosilion of allempling Lo deter-
mine these intenlions and objectives. I
they desired Lo inlerpose, the concentra-
tion of their forces of interposition had
to be posilioned relative to the U.S.
objcctives in such a way Lhal the Soviet
forces presented the United States with
both a credible threal and the “last elear
chance” o avoid escalalion, 1 the
Soviels chose the wrong objeclive, Lhe
possibility thal their forces ol interposi-
tion would [ind themseclves dislocated
was very greal, While these forees atill
would have presenled a real threat Lo
U.S. [forces, the onus ol escalalion
wonld not clearly le with the United
Stales,

Under such circumstances the sucecas
of applying a strategy of inlerposition
would have been highly dependent upon
corrcelly guessing the intentions of the
opponent (the Uniled States) or upon
mounling sutficienl foree to enable the
potential interposer (the Soviel Union)
to interpose belween the opponent and
all of Lhe opponent’s alternale objec-
lives, In cither case, the strategy would
have been dilficult Lo apply success-
fully.

Fach of ihe foregoing examples hints
al a means of obscuring one’s objective.
In the somewhal more rigorons discus-
sion Lhal follows, mecans of obscuring
the objeclive, as a means to dislocate
the forces of the inlerposer, include the
diversion or [cint, the use of alternative
ohjeclives, the use of a dispersed ad-
vance, and [inally, the usc ol allerna-
tives of mixcd capabilitics, including the
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alternative of threatening the forees of
interposition dircetly.

Normally we ihink of leint and
diversion as a means of decciving the
cncmy by convinging him that the
diversion is the main thrust of clfort
and that the objeclive againat which the
feint or diversion is aimed is the princi-
pal objective of our operations, As a
counter to inlerposition, feint and diver-
sion may be successful, for if the inter-
poser is deceived, he will find his forces
of inlerposition dislocated in relation to
the opponent’s true objective,

There arc, however, several disadvan-
tages to this method of deception. The
first is that a feint or diversion normally
requires some  concentration of the
opponent’s forces against an objective
which the opponent does not really
desirc. Unless the opponent possesscs
overwhelming  foree, the diversion s
very likely to drain both strength and
capability from the forces he intends to
use against the actual objective,

The scecond disadvantage is  that
diversion and fcint are themselves se-
quential strategics, in that the suceess of
an opponent is dependent apon the
deception working and dislocating the
interposer to permit the opponent to
gain his objective. Il the interposecr is
not dececived, the opponent has no
chanec to achicve any eumulative re-
sults, Il the deception fails, the inter-
poser gains in the contest of relative
strength of position, for he now clearly
perceives  the opponent’s true inten-
tions, while the opponent has diverted
some portion of hig strength and capa-
bilitics in the unsuccessful attempt at
deceeption,

1 deception is to be a really uscful
strategic tool to the opponcnt, some
mcang of overeoming these disadvan-
tages must be found. The opponent
must [ind some means of increasing his
available nonbeclligerent  eourses  of
action. The best possibility is for the
opponent to counter what Admiral
Wylic would term a scquential strategy
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by refusing Lo recognize the existence of
only two courscs of action and, instead,
cmbark upen what might be called a
cumulative E;I;rzltcgy.l ®

... there is another way Lo prose-
cutc a war. There is a type of
warfare in which the entire pat-
tern is made up of a collection of
lesger actions, but these lesser or
individual actions are not scquen-
tially interdependent. . .. No onc
action is completely dependent on
the onec that preceded it. The
thing that counts is the cumula-
tive effcct.?®

Martin suggests this sort of cumula-
tive strategy in noting that a Westorn
naval power, faccd with the possibility
of confrontation with Sovict naval
power, “might themaclves prefer to find
gome non-belligerent response elsewhere
by which the onus for the next and
possibly belligerent step could be trans
ferred back to Russia.?! Finding a
response clsewhere is a complex subject
mvolving the possibilitics of compound
cacalation and neceessitates clearly con-
neeting the actions “clsewherc” in a
meaninglul way with an opponent’s
actions at the scene of interposition, On
the other hand, if “clacwhere™ is not
interpreted too rigidly, it can be a very
uscful concept. If the “clsewhere™ is
really rather close at hand, the op-
ponent may be able to counter the
interpoger through skillful positioning
of his forees without running the risks
of compound cscalation. The possibility
of finding a more distant “clscwhere™ is
examined in later discussion.

Liddell Hart’s discussion of the in-
dircet approach is a cumulative strategy
suggesting that movements in feint and
diversion may be more useful when they
are madc against an alternative objective
of some value to the opponent, In these
circumstances the opponcnt i much
more likely to achieve an objective, even
if the movement is not successful in
deeciving the interposer ag to the main
objective,
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Instead of the simple idcas of a
coneentraled stroke by a concen-
trated foree, we should ehoose
according  to  eircumstance be-
tween the variants:

() Dispersed  advanee  with
concentrated single  aim, i.c.,
against onc objective.

(i) Dispersed advanee wilh
concenlrated serial aim, i.e., ad-
vanced suceessive objeetive.

(These will cach demand pre-
liminary moves to distract the
enemy’s altention and forees, un-
lese the possibility of taking al-
ternative objeclives cnables us to
rely on such distracting cffect
heing produced alrcady by the
cnemy s perplexity.)

(iii) Dispersed advance with
distributed aim, ie., against a
number of objectives simultane-
ously.

(Under the new conditions of
warfare, Lhe cumulative effcet of
partial success, or cven mere
threat, at a number of poinls may
be greater than the cffeet of com-
plete suceess al one point.)

The effcetivencss of armics
depends on the development of
such new methods....; at the
practicable object of paralysing
the cnemy’s action rather than the
theorelical objecl of crushing his
forces.*?

The third choice offers a strategic
move which looks attractive as a coun-
ter to interposition, The “dispersed ad-
vance with distributed aim™ places the
interposcr in a gnandary. Thig dispersed
advance makes it diffienlt for the inter-
poser lo determine cilther the oppo-
nent’s objeetive or the strategic coneen-
tration of the opponent’s forces. Not
knowing lhe objeclive of the opponent
or the strategic ecnter of the opponent’s
forces, the inlerposer’s problems of de-
termining Lhe valne of the objective to
the opponent and finding an appropri-
ate position in which to place his forces

ol interposition are much more diffi-
cult,

There are, of course, some who will
arguc that a dispersed advance would be
improper for an opponent facing an
interposer who has eoncentrated his
forces of interposition, Such a course of
action may place the opponent in a
position wherein the interposer’s con-
centration of foree is loeally superior to
the force of the opponent. Further-
more, the opponent, by not massing and
coneentrating his {orces, loscs some of
his ability to posc a counterthreat Lo the
interposer. Such arguments arc not in-
consequential, While the opponent’s aim
is to achicye an objective while avoiding
the forces of interposition, there is
always the possibility that he will not be
successful in his effort at dislocating the
interposer and be forced to fight the
interposer or abandon hig objective,

The answer to these arguments lics in
differcntiating between the words dis-
persion, concentration, and maoss. The
purpose of an interposcr’s coneentration
of force is to communicate threat and
commitment, He must, therefore, make
his conecentration visible, and this im-
plics some degree of mass, The aim of
an opponent is to achicve an objective
despite the threat of the interposer, He,
therefore, should make his concentra-
tion lcss visible, subject only Lo the
requiremenl Lhat the necessary mass can
be achicved at the eritical point when it
is needed. This implics some degree of
dispersion, hut dispersion about a stra-
tegie center which will enable individual
unils Lo mutually support cach other
and mass at any one of several objeclive
points, as the opportnnity or nced for
such massing requircs,

Julian Corbett’s distinction belween
concentration and mass embodics this
thesis.

In naval warfare al lcast this
distinclion between concenlration
and mass is cssential to clear
appreciation, 1L leads us Lo conclu-
sions thal arc of the firsl impor-
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tance, For instance, when once
thc mass is formed, conccalment
and flexibility arc at an end, The
further, thercfore, from the for-
mation of the ultimate mass we
can stop the process of concentra-
tion the better designed it will be.

The less we are committed to any

particular mass, and the less we

indicate what and wherc our mass

is to be, the more formidable our

concentration, To concentration,

therefore, the idea of division is as
casential as the ideca of connce-
tion.2?

Our coneentrations must there-
fore be kept as open and flexible
as possible....The ideca of
massing, as a virtne in itself, is
bred in peacc and not in war, It
indicates the debilitating idca that
in war we must seck rather to
avoid than to inflict de-
fcat. . . . They [victorics] must be
worked for by bold strategical
combinations, which as a mle
entail at least apparent dis-
persal. . .. without division no
strategieal combinations are pos-
sible.*

The strongest argument that ean be
raised in objection lo the dispersed
advance is its heavy reliance upon alter-
nate objectives. As mentioned carlier,
there are oceasions where alternative
objectives of real value just cannot be
found, and thus aclual dislocation of an
interposer’s foreces is difficult to achicve.
[n such siluations il would seem that a
dispersed advance loses much of ils
value as a deviee to obseure one’s
objcetives, There are, however, two al-
ternatives which might be of value. Both
of these allernalives might be ealled
alternatives of mixed eapabilitics, as
they both involve finding an arca of
capability which the foreces of inter-
position either laek or in which the
interposer is very weak. Dcpending
upon the nature of this lack of weakness
in capability, the opg;ﬁ:;(g:ylt)ingz?j he able
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to exploit his superiority in cither
moving directly on his objective, despite
the presence of the interposcr, or to
posc a threat to the inlerposer himself,

The Berlin airlift of 1948-49 is an
execllent example of the alternative of
exploiting a capability which has been
left open, In this casc the Soviet Union
clearly communicated its intent and
commitment to deny all Allies acecss to
Berlin via the surface corridors running
throngh the Sovict Zone. The Allies
cleeted to exploit their airlift capability
as the one avenue of aceess to Berlin
that the Sovicts had not dircetly threat-
encd. Once the airlift was started, a
Soviet attempt to halt it would have
amounted to cscalation on the part of
the Sovicts, while any attempt to force
aceeas in the surface corridors wonld
have amounted to eacalation on the part
of the Allics. Although the Berlin crisis
of 1948 does not technically qualify as
an cxample of the use of the strategy of
interposition, therc are many similaritics
between the position of the Allies after
the Sovicts had closed the surface access
routes and the position of an opponent
confronting an interposer.

An important point in exploiting this
sorl of alternative capability is that the
opponent must do so quickly, for the
same reasons that an interposer must
position his forces quickly., Onee an
opponent suecessfully exploils such an
alternative capability, the interposer
eannot interfere without taking on him-
self the “onus of escalation,” even
though his forees of interposition are
properly positioncd to deny to the
opponent the use of his prineipal eapa-
bility against the objective.

As an example, consider a situalion
in which an interposer has posilioned
his forces to deny to an opponent the
opportunity to conduct an amphibious
landing at his objective. If the inter-
poscr’s capability to opposc an airslrike
is limited or nonexistent, the opponerl
might exploit his capability to conduct
such strikes before the interposer can

Commons, 1971
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reinforee or reposition his forecs to
deny the apponent the use of his strike
capability. In any later attempt to inter-
fere with such sirikes, it would be the
interposer who would bear the respon-
sibility for csealation.

The scecond mceans of exploiling an
opponent’s superior capability s the usc
of this superiority to Lhreaten the forces
of Lhe interposer dircelly. The objective
(or alternative objeclive) is to psycho-
logically dislocate the interposer and
induce him to move back through the
sequential steps of his strategy and
reconsider his initial judgment of the
value of the objective to the opponent,
The threat to the interposer “is strongly
accentualed - if his realization ol his
being at a disadvantage is sudden, and if
he feels that he is unable to eounter the
cnemy’s move. Psychological dislocation
fundamentally Sfrings from this sense of
being trapped.”*

The aim of such a course of aclion is
to induce the interposcr to disperse his
forces iu the belicf that the opponent
places a mueh greater value on Lhe
objective than the intcrposer had initi-
ally assumed. In the words of Julian
Corbett, ““. .. if we are too superior, or
our concentration too well arranged for
him to hope [lor victory, then our
concentration has almost always had the
effect of [orcing him to disperse, . . .2 ¢

The caleh is the use of the word
“almost.” The danger inherent in threat-
cning the forees of the inlerposer is that
the interposer may decide that he has
no alternative but to fight. The inter-
poser Codringlon achicved Lhis sort of
paychological dislocation at Navarino,
but Ibrahim Pasha chose to fight rather
than disperse,

Psychological dislocation thus
appears to be somewhat limited in its
usclulness. To be clfeetive it must be
achicved snddenly; but if it is too
sudden, it is possible that the result will
be open lighting between interposer and
opponent, the very thing that both seck

d

to avond, . .
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss7/6

In summary, the mosl elfeclive
moves thal an opponent can use in
counlering interposition are those that
cither preserve or generate alternative
courscs ol action for the opponent. In
particular, the ability to find a range ol
alternative objeetives, coupled with a
disposition of forec designed to obseure
both the objeclives and the strategic
center of the opponent’s forecs, will
make the interposcr’s problems much
more difficult. In situations in which it
is impossible to obseurc Lhe opponent’s
objcelive, the opponent may still be
able to at least partially achicve his
objective if he can find and exploil a
particular capability in which the inter-
poser i3 weak or nol in a position to
coniest. IMinally, the opponent may be
able 1o thrcaten the foree of the inter-
poser directly aud force it to dispersc,
although this coursc of action is the
most difficult of all available choices, as
it may resull in hostilitics between
interposer and opponent,

The Acceptability of a Counter-
strategy, “Scapower is a means wherchy
power can be brought to bear on distant
places, and freedom ol movement by
sea is therefore a prineiple by which the
powerful may have access to  the
weak.”?7 Interposition, iu the majority
of its historical applications, has been
the embodiment of this maxim. Tradi-
tionally the strategy of interposition has
becn the strategy ol the strong against
the weak.

The question that naturally arises is
whether cither the strategy of interposi-
tion or a counterslralegy is an
acceplable means of conduct in a con-
test ol the strong versus Lhe strong,
supcrpower  versus superpower.  The
strategy of interposition and the coun-
termoves  employed  against such  a
stralegy both involve the inherent risk
that in a resulling coufrontation cither
the interposer or opponent may in-
advertently trigger violence. As L.W.
Martin puts it,
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. .. it is clear that mancuvers of
this kind [non-belligerent cfforts |
mnst always entail the risk of an
armed cncounter, Strictly speak-
ing, in so far as hostilities becak
out, the effort at non-belligerent
pressurc has failed and a special
case of limiled war arises. An
outcome of this kind ought to be
contemplated beforchand,  and
obvious rcadiness to eope with
whatever armed resistance is of-
fered will be an important asset in
conducting the original, would-be
non-belligerent, operation to suc-
coss?

The possibility that cither the
strategy of interposition or counters to
the strategy may result in limited war
would seem at first glance quite suf-
ficient to preelude their usc by super-
powers as a means of conflict with other
superpowers. In the modern world of
nuclear deterrenee, the danger of cven a
limitcd war between an interposcr and
an opponcnt who both posscss a large
nuclcar deterrent threat is so great that
the possibility alonc would seem to
point Lo a conclusion that applications
of such strategics are not acceptable,

Thiz argument, however, misses a
major point. Between interposer and
opponent the success of either the
slrategy ol interposition or a counter-
strategy is dependent upon there being
some risk of failure involved. It is this
risk ol failure that the interposer at-
tempts to communicate as a threat to
the opponent in implementing a
strategy of interposition. In the proccss
of ercating the risk of failure, the
interposer turns it into a morc credible
threat il he can place the opponent in
the position of being the only party
with “the last clear chance™ to avoid the
confrontation, Throughout the entire
process the interposer’s acceptance of
this risk of failnre is the key to the
success of his strategy. The interposer
must eommunicate his aceeptance of
the risk and normally accomplishes this
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by signaling a degree of commitment to
deny the objeetive to the opponent.

It is the contention of this thesis that
the opponent, if he is strong, can nsc
this same manipnlation of risk to coun-
ter the strategy, The undesirability of
limited war bctween superpowers is
rcally the factor that makes the applica-
tion of a nonbelligerent counterstrategy
possible. 1f the opponent can destroy or
displace the commitment of the inter-
poscr and then transfer the onus of
esealation back Lo the interposer, lic can
counter the interposer’s strategy by
creating the same threat that the inter-
poser initially attempted to use against
the opponent,

Between superpowers, an attempt by
one to counter the strategy of inter-
position of another without resort to
violence beeomes a two-sided game, a
strategy ol confrontation, This strategy
of confrontation is a strategy of risk and
bargaining. 1t is a proeess by which the
initial situation of interposition i8 ex-
panded in such a way that both inter-
poscr and opponent view the confronta-
tion as a dynamic process rather than a
ycs& OF no, war or no war, proposition,

The opponent’s actions to counter
the interposcr’s strategy of interposition
arc analogous to Schelling’s compellent
action and his distinetion between de-
terrent action and compellence:

... Deterrence involves setting
the stage—by announcement, by
rigging the Leip wire, by incurring
the obligation—and waiting. The
overt act is up to the oppo-
nent. . . . Compellence, in  con-
trast, usually iuvolves initioting an
action (or an irrcvocable commit-
ment to action) that can ecase, or
become harmless, only if the
opponeut responds. ... To com-
pel, one gets up enough momen-
tum (figuratively, but sometimes
literally) to make the other act to
avoid collision?®

“Compellence™ is more  like
“offensc.” Forcible offense is

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971
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taking something, ... by dircet
aclion that the ¢nemy is unable to
block. “Compellenee” is inducing
his  withdrawal, or his acquics-
cenee, or his collaboration by an
aclion that threalens to hurt,
ollen one that could not forcibly
accomplish its aim bul that, never-
theless, can hurt enough to induce
compliance.

In resorting lo a compellent-type
action to counter the strategy ol inter-
position, Lhe inlerposer’s opponent be-
gins to play the same game of manipnla-
tion of risk that the interposer iniliated.
In the olassical sense it is a mixed
iutlercsl game, a “bargaining game, or
mixed-motive game’®' in which both
players can simultancously win or lose
or in which players may individually
partially win and partially lose.

As a dynamic process, the strategy of
controntalion lends itself to cumulative
stratcpies. In a confrontation where
both partics scck Lo avoid escalation,
the means of condneting and controlling
the confrontation beecome as much the
object of bargaining as the original
objective Lhat triggered the confronta-
tion, “...in limited warfare, two
things arc being bargained over, the
ontcome of the war, and the mode of
conducting the war itself.”??

A scquential strategy offers al any
one timie only onc mode of conducting
the confronlation. Therefore, when
only scquential strategics are used, the
range of bargaining available to the
inlerposer and opponent is very limited,
If no other modes of conducting the
confrontatiou can be found, it leaves
the interposer who iniliated the sirategy
in a strong bargainiug position, as his
opponent has been placed in a stalic
cither/or position, The strength of Lhe
strategy of inlerposilion is that, when
properly applied, the “or” posilion in
which the opponent finds himeclf is the
decigion 1o iniliate an armed cncounter.

A cumulative slralegy offers more
than onc maode of conducting the eon-

[rontation, possibly many modes, While
the opponent initialing a cumulative
stratcgy docs not ncecssarily cnjoy a
strong bargaining position, he does
enjoy a wide range ol positions and is
thus in a beller position lo gain some
success. The ecrux of his bargaining
position s lhat by bargaining in more
than onc modc of conduct, he cau avoid
the *or” position, choosing to yicld in
ong¢ arca while continuing to bargain for
success in auother,

The strength of a cumulative strategy
in bargaining is that so long as the
opponent who iniliates the strategy has
a mode ol bargaining left in which he
has somc prospect of success, he can
afford to yield to the interposcr in other
modes. This presents a siluation in
which both can, by coopcrating, arrive
at a solution in wbhich cach cnjoys
partial success.

At first glance it would scem that
there would be very little reason for two
players, interposer and opponenl, both
bent on noncooperative strategics, to
develop in the course of their strategics
any means of cooperation, This problem
is well staled by John C, Ilarsanyi,

...virlually all mixed interest

games, without some¢ mechanism

to c¢nforce agreements between

playcrs, lead to a Prisoners Di-

lemma Paradox. That is, they are

siluations where the players may
have a very good reason to mis-
trust each other’s inlentions, so
that even very rational players
may be driven to lhe noncoopera-
tive solution cven though the
cooperalive solution would yicld
higher payoffs to all of them.?

This argument is cssentially truc in
siluations where cach player is per-
mitted only onc move or choice al a
time, as in a sequenlial strategy. A
eurmnlalive strategy, however, provides a
mechanism for conducting the strategy
on the basis of what Schelling calls
“incrementalism. ™ The use of cumu-
lative strategics permits the usc of a

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss7/6
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broad range of moves, with the freedom
to pick from a variety of possible
decigions at cach turn. As long as each
player has more than one possible move
or mode of bargaining with some pros-
peet of success left, the choice of a
mutually destructive move ean Dbe
avoided.

“Incrementalism™ thus provides each
player with a means of tacit bargaining.
It is a means whereby intentions and
desires can be signaled. Threats and
commitments can be probed on a piece-
mcal basis, with little danger of cading
both players into a mutually disastrous
armed cneounter. Finally, “incremental-
ism” provides a mcans whereby it is
possible for one player to pass the onus
of cscalation to another player. Since
many modcs of bargaining are available,
cach player retains the ability to initiate
a move in on¢ mode whenever he yiclds
in another mode. By yielding in one
mode, the frst player avoids a disas-
trous situation and signals to the second
player his desirc to avoid disaster in
future moves. By taking the initiative in
another mode, the first player signals his
intent to stay in the game and that he
does cxpeet to enjoy some sueccss, The
second player is now faced with the
choice of yiclding in the necw mode or
adopting a move that will be mutually
destructive to both players.

The Berlin blockade can again be
used as an illustration of tacit bargaining
in many modes. The Sovict Union im-
plemented the blockade slowly and on a
piecemeal basis through the months of
April, May, and Junce 1948. On 24 June
they haltcd the last of what little rail
traific was still running. Although the
Sovicts were not applying a strategy of
interposition in its pure form, their aim
in denying the Allics access to their
positions in Berlin was to present the
Allies with two courses of action; one,
withdraw from Berlin, or two, reopen
their lines of acecss to Berlin by foree,
The Soviets were hanking on their
strategy of denial to plaee the Allics in

an either/or situation in which the “or’
meant initiation of open hostilities by
the Allies,

The Allies, specifically the United
States, countered the Soviets by finding
a third coumse of action and imple-
menting this third alternative quickly.
Truman’s Cabinet discussed all three
courses of action on 27 June 1948,

1. Decide now Lo withdraw
from our paosition in Berlin, in
eoncert with the other Western
powers, . . .

2. Decide at this time to retain
our position in Berlin by all pos-
sible means, including supplying
Berlin by eonvoy or using force in
some other mamner, . . . aecepting
the possibility of war as a conse-
quence if necessary,

3. To maintain our unprovoca-
tive but firm stand in Berlin,
utilizing first every local means,
and subscquently cvery diplo-
matic mcans, to obtain recogni-
tion and assertion of our righls
while postponing ultimate de-
cigion to stay in Berlin or with-
draw.?*

The eourse of action adopted was
number three, and the Berlin airlift was
the result of utilizing every local means,
In effect, the United States yielded to
the Sovicts on the question of chal-
lenging the Soviet blockade of aceess to
Berlin by land routes, at the same time
scizing the initiative in another mede of
bargaining. The Sovicts could not block-
ade the airlift short of shooting down
the airlift transports. To have donc so
would have meant that the Sovicts had
initiatcd the first belligerent aet. In
seizing upon the airlift as an alternative
eapability, the United States avoided a
mutually destructive move and placed
the burden of finding the next such
move back on the Sovicts,

The use of cumulative strategies in
incremental steps also provides a means
of establishing “a modus vivendi, or
tradition of trust, or dominant and
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submissive roles™ by providing the inter-
poser und opponent cxperience in
dealing with the other.>® While this is
not quite the same as the “means of
enforcement” mentioned above, il docs
provide a means for interposer and
opponent to use uncoopcralive strate-
gies in arriving at a scrics of cooperative
solutions, Neither eompletely wins or
eompletely loscs, The overall solution is
a compromisc arrived at through partial
successes and parlial losses in a scrica of
parlial solutions,

It must be kepl in mind that imple-
menting a cumulalive slrategy in incre-
mental and discrele steps or moves is
nol the same thing as implementing a
sequential strategy in inercments, In the
cumulative strategy caeh mode of bar-
gaining or move is in a sense a complele
“little™ slrategy in itself, designed Lo
actually achicve a specified objeetive or
implant a specific threal, The success of
the overall cumulalive strategy is not
contingent upon the succcss of cvery
“little™ strategy bul upon partial suc-
cesses in some of the “little” strategics,
In a sequential slrategy, ineremental
excceulion of the moves are still sequen-
tial, aimed at the ultimate achicvement
of the prineipal objcetive, The impacl of
incremenlally exceuling a sequential
slrategy ig to progressively increasc a
threat, whercas Lhe cumulalive strategy
is oricnted toward overall success
through the cumulative effecl of
achieving smaller successcs,

Sequential stralegics Lhreaten direct
cscalation. Cnmulalive strategics also
threaten escalation, but the cscalation is
less direct and spread over a wider
gocgraphic or conceptual arca. Within
this framework it may cven be possible
for an opponent to choosc as one of his
cumulalive strategics a move in an cn-
tirely different geographical location. If
the opponent can {ind a distant alterna-
live objective and devise a mncans of
moving against it—holh of which ean be
directly and reasonably connected to his
local counlermoyes against an inler-

REVIEW

poser—he is simply extending the geo-
graphical range of a cumulative strategy.
The issue of “conncctedness™? is im-
portant, Each part of a cumulative
stratcgy musl have a reasonable connce-
tion with the origin of the confronta-
tion. If the incremental step of the
cumulative strategy is a reasonable re-
sponsc in light of this origin, it serves as
a mode of bargaining. If the slep is not
rcasonably conneeted, it results in com-
pound esealation with the opponent and
interposer moving from one confronta.
tion to two simullancous conironta-
Lions,

While cumulative strategics make “in-
crementalism™ possible, they do nol
guarantee it. The opponenl initiating
cumulalive strategics as a eounter to a
scquential stralegy of interposition has
the option of making several moves
simultancously. In doing so Lhe oppo-
nent may destroy the strength of his
strategy. In pressing for a quick solu-
tion, the cumulative strategist destroys
some of his bargaining and communieca-
tion capabilitics, If simultancous moves
are carricd too [ar, he may salurate his
opponent’s  judgment processes and
panic him into a mutually destruetive
decision,>®

As an cxample of how this might
work, consider a situation in which an
opponent employs a two-mode cumula-
tive strategy, Using Lidell Hart’s dis-
tributed advance, the opponent divides
his forees, using one portion Lo seixe an
alternative objeclive and with the other
portion directly Lhreatens Lhe forces of
interposition. The opponenl has the
choice of implementing his cumulalive
slralegy  simnltancoudy or incremen-
tally. I he moves inerementally, he
gives the interposer a chance Lo observe
the moves individually, The interposer
gains expericnce with cach move and a
better understanding ol the opponent’s
inlention and commitment to achieve
some success while avoiding a mutually
disastrous armed cneounter, If the op-
ponenl moves simullancously, Lhe inter-

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss7/6
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poser has little chance to observe, and
what little he does observe may panic
him, possibly leading him to believe that
the opponent’s intention is to gain
complete success. Under such circum-
stances the interposer is much more
likely to conclude that it is impossible
to avoid armed encounter and then
proceed to initiate the encounter him-
self. By moving simultaneously the
opponent has destroyed his ability to
communicate and signal that, despite
the fact that his overall strategy is a
noncooperative strategy, he desires to
find cooperative solutions.

In summary, the use of a cumulative
strategy as a counter to the strategy of
interposilion is a strategy of bargaining
or what might be termed a strategy of
confrontation. When employing a bar-
gaining strategy, the opponent is tacitly
agreeing to accept partail success as a
solution to the confrontation, yielding
partial success to the interposer when-
ever necessary to avoid an armed en-
counter, The strategy of confrontation
or bargaining, properly played, makes it
possible for both opponent and inter-
poser to control and manage the con-
{frontation without armed encounters or
resorting to limited war. As such, it may
be considered an acceptable means of
conduct where the avoidance of war is
the criterion of acceptability,

Conclusions. The strategy of inter-
position is a sequential strategy designed
to systematically eliminate an oppo-
nent’s available courses of action until
the opponent is placed in the position
of having only two options. The first
option is for the opponent to desist and
accede to the interposer, The second is
for the opponent to initiate an armed
hostile encounter with the interposer,
the opponent taking upon himself the
“onus of escalation.”

A successful, nonbelligerent counter
to the strategy ol interposition entails
the development of alternative courses
of action by the opponent. In de-
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veloping alternative courses of action,
the opponent places himself in a posi-
tion whereby he may accede to the
interposer in one mode or course of
action, simultaneously taking the initia-
tive in another nonbelligerent mode or
course of action, and passing the “onus
of escalation” back to the interposer.

Cumulative strategies offer the
greatest prospect for success as a means
whereby the opponent can exploit al-
ternative courses of action in countering
interposition. Such cumulative strategies
do not depend upon the success of any
single action, but upon the cumulative
effect of success of a series of lesser
actions.

Cumulative strategies also offer a
framework within which the opponent
can closely control his actions in the
confrontation of risk and bargaining
that results from his movements to
counter interposition. Because the
opponent enjoys a range of altemative
courses of action, he can employ the
concept of “incrementalism”™ in making
his countermoves. This control enables
the opponent to tacitly signal to the
interposer that the opponent desires to
avoid mutually damaging countermoves,
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bult that he still expects to remain in the
game and achieve some modicum of
sucCess,

Il the opponenl can implement this
type of conlrol over hig countermoves,

the paradox ol modern nuclear deter-
rence, “Military strategy can no longer
be thought of...as the scicnee of
military victory. Ltis now equally, if not
more, the art of cocrcion, of inlimida-

lion and deterrence, Military
strategy . . . has become the diplomaey
of violence.™?

and il parlial success is acceplable,
cumulalive stralegics arc  acceptable
counlerstrategics wilhin the contbext of
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