View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you by X{'CORE

provided by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons

Naval War College Review

Volume 24

Number 7 September Article 9

1971

The Barometer

R. B. Osbourne
US. Navy

Richard T. Ackley
US. Navy

Follow this and additional works at: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review

Recommended Citation

Osbourne, R. B. and Ackley, Richard T. (1971) "The Barometer," Naval War College Review: Vol. 24 : No. 7, Article 9.
Available at: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol24/iss7/9

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Journals at U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Naval War College Review by an authorized editor of U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons. For more information, please contact

repository.inquiries@usnwec.edu.


https://core.ac.uk/display/236332328?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol24%2Fiss7%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol24%2Fiss7%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss7?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol24%2Fiss7%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss7/9?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol24%2Fiss7%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol24%2Fiss7%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss7/9?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol24%2Fiss7%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:repository.inquiries@usnwc.edu

Osbourne and Ackley: The Barometer

89

THE BAROMETER

(Wriler comments on Dr. lowes arlicle
“Wolfpack: Measure and Counter” in the
April issue.)

Dr. Howe’s arlicle *Wollpack: Mea-
surec and Counter™ provides a reader
with an accurale and comprehensive
understanding of Wollpack Lactics as
they have been used in the pasl, TTow-
ever, it appears thal his approach lo the
advantages and disadvantages of the
tactical usefulness of a wollpack tactic
in a fulurc confrontation have becn
oversimplified and, therefore, his con-
clusion that ““. .. it is apparent thal the
submarine coordinaled attack is once
again {casible,” perhaps needs additional
consideralion,

He lists as significant technological
changes since World War 1L which lavor
the submurine as the nuclcar, sell-
guiding, und c¢nhanced ranges capabili-
Lies of the weapons; the improvement in
passive sonar dclection capabilily; and
the enhanced submerged endurance and
speed of the submarine brought about
by the advent of nuclear power.

The considerations given in lavor of
ASW units of expendable aireraft sono-
buoys, powerlul aclive surlace ship
sonar, and improved radars and elec-
tronicg inlereept cquipment are  cer-
tainly to be considered valid as deler-
renls against a wollpack Lactic, How-
cver, the problem of command and
control of the submarine il they eannot
communicate with one another without
fear of detection raisca serious doubits as
to the feasibility of cmploying the
wolfpack tactic. The conditions for a
wollpack attack to develop suggested by
Dr. Howe sull exist, ie., cither Lhe

command headquarters musl be able Lo
maintain an accurale Llaclical piclure
{which il is considered Lo be extremely
difficult, il not impossible on a real Lime
basis) and Lransmil this inlormalion Lo
cach attacking submarine {(who is now
presumably  transiting deep at  high
speeds with limiled communication re-
ceplion capability) or there must be an
on scene commander Lo coordinate the
attack. [ the latter is 1o be the case,
then modern  Llechnology has signifi-
cantly reduced the ability of the sub-
marine lo remain concealed. An active
sonar or radio lransmission may alert
the adversary and the advantage of
surprise losl.

In contradiction lo this dilemma is
the advantage of longer weapon and
sensor ranges which could permit a
wollpack Lo open up its Lactical forma-
tion in order Lo reduce the dangers of
mulual inlerference, thereby permitling
Lactical control from a shorchased head-
quarters, however, such a  dispersal
would no doubll resull in area assign-
ment thereby reducing the probability
that a number of submarincs would be
within effective weapon range al a given
time,

Given Lhe capabilities of today’s sub-
marines and antisubmarine forees, it
appears [easible that perhaps more than
one submarine could be designaled to
altack a surlace loree, but not by using
a wolfpack taclic similar to that em-
ployed by Doenitz in World War 1L

R.B, OSBORNE
[icutenant Commander, USN
Exceutive Officer

L1.5.8. Tautog (SSN 639)

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971



Naval War College Review, Vol. 24 [1971], No. 7, Art. 9

90 NAVAL WAR COLLEG

(Writer eritiques Mr, Norford’s paper “Sys-
tems Analysis: a Missing Element in Foreign
Policy Planning” in the January issue,)

Mr. Richard I, Norford’s paper titled
“Systems Analysis: a Missing Element in
Forcign Policy Planning” (Naval War
College Review, January 1971), called
for, as the title suggests, the adoption of
systems analysis in our foreign policy
planning, His scholarly paper argued a
viewpoint that is becoming inereasingly
popular, There are, | believe however,
some basic misconceptions concerning
the general operational application of
gystcms analysis to foreign policy
planning. In this critique 1 will attempt
to demonstrate that systems analysis, as
we now know it, is applicable only to
specialized arcas of the foreign policy
process,

Mr. Norford argucs that our foreign
policy planning is inadequate. He ques-
tions the existence of any attempl at
long-range planning and the evaluation
of long-term consequences of possible
actions, He suggests that the traditional
(rational dceisionmaking) approach, has
not been able to salisfy all planning
needs and suggests that “systems analy-
sis” could conceivably fill the gap.

A prime atiribute claimed for sys-
tems analysis is that it rccommends or
helps a decisionmaker make a choice.
And it is designed to systematically
define, create, and evaluate all feasible
alternatives to broad and complex prob-
lems in such a way that arcas rcquirin?
value jndgments are clearly identificd.
As I understand Mr, Norford, he iden-
tifics five clements of systems analysis:

® Problem definition, Systems analy-
gis was developed to analyze complex
problems involving choice and to help
establish long-range polieics.

® Alternative approaches. Systems
analysis aids in the scarch for, and
evaluation of, alternative approaches or
policies for accomplishing or pursuing
objectives.

® Expense. Systems analygis idenli-

REVIEW

fics the cosls to be incurred, such as
time, money, and resources.

® Analytical model. Systems analysis
provides a model to compare and cvalu-
ate the consequences of alternative
policics and ohjectives.

® Alternative ranking, Systems
analysis provides the criteria for ranking
alternatives and for indicating the most
promising alternative within the limita-
tions of the analy sis,

Mr. Norford provides us with abun-
dant descriptive malerial about the
capabilities of systems analysis, hut docs
not demonstrate how it can cope opera-
tionally with real world foreign policy
planning situations, In answer to his
own question, “What is Systems Analy-
sis?,” Mr, Norford responds, “Systems
analysis cannot be described in a mean-
ingful way by a simple, short defini-
tion. . .. However, it is probably safc to
say that during the past decade the most
popular assoeiation of the term ‘systems
analysis’ has been with the process of
weapon systems development and evalu-
ation.”® Operationalizing the concept
and adapting it to foreign policy
planning is the crux of our discussion,
for withoul this capahility systems
analysis is not a usable element in
political planning,

In order Lo arrive at a judgment
whether systems analysis is transferable
to foreign policy planning as an opera-
tional concept, we shall first clarify the
term “system™ and then explore Lhe
concept of “systems analysis” in the
context of two versions mentioned by
Me, Norford—the David Easton and the
Department of Defense models. (Mr.
Norford does not imply that the Easton
model is operational for foreign policy
planning, This model is, however, com-
monly referred to in the political
seicnce diseipline and, aceordingly, is
considered an excellent basis [or cx-
planation of the ayatems theory.)

Professor John P, Lovell, in his dis-
eussion of the process of making foreign
policy decisions, sees the eoneept of a

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss7/9
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“system™ as implying a serics ol com-
ponent parts that together are capable
of performing some purposclul activity.
Thus, although Winston Chur-
chill’s six volumes on World War
11 are components of a set, this set
is not a system, since the books
themselves perform no  activity,
We would, however, consider the
nctwork of pipes, furnace, air
vents, and thermostat in a house a
syatem, because the aggregation of
components performs the pur-
poseful activity of heating the
house.?
He sees the system concept as implying
*,..a functional interrelationship of
the major components of the system, ™
The major points then, are the purpose-
ful aclivity associated with a system and
the functional interrelationship of sys-
tem componcnts, such as the organs
within the human body, Lhal stress
systemn maintenanee or equilibrium,
According to David Easton,
... there is already implicit the
notion that cach parl of the larger
political canvas does not stand
alone but is related to each other
part; or, to put it positively, that
the operation of no one part can
be fully understood without refer-
ence to the way in which the

Environment

whole itself opcrates. . . il is valu-

able Lo adopt this implicil assump-

tion as an articulate premise for
rescarch and Lo view political life

as a system of interrclated activi-

tics. These activitics derive their

relatcdness or systemic tics from
the fact that they all more orless
influcnee the way in which au-
thoritative deeisions are formu-
lated and exceuted for a socicty.®

Syslemic reasoning is certainly an
acceplable coneept in today’s complex
arcna of international politics, but can
we operationalize Faslon’s model for
foreign poliey planning?

Figure 1 shows Austin Ranncy’s
adaptation of David Easton’s siméplificd
model of the policy proeess.® The
domestic policy formulator, in this
schiema, 18 part of the POLITICAL
SYSTEM. The policy tormulalor is
moved to action by some lype of
DEMAND, and after a legitimation
process, his produet is represented by
policy OUTPUT. After implementation,
the actual or cmpirical rcsults of the
policy are known as the OUTCOME.
The foreign policy planncr, on the other
hand, has a more difficult problem as he
is faced with the complexitics of the
domestic planner plus additional factors
superimposed at the regional and inter-
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Fig. 1—The “'Policy Pracess”

Source: Adapted from David Kaston, A Systems Analysis of Political Life (New

York: Wiley, 1965) diagram 2, p. 32,
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national levels of foreign affairs. For
cxample, the domestic planner finda
proposing an increase in monthly social
sceurily payments a controversial issuc
within the U.S. polilical system. The
foreign policy planner, in recom-
mending a reduetion of US, troop
strength in Europe, finds domestic de-
bate, regional resislanee in NATO, and
international implications visa-vis pos-
sible Soviel reactions. Our problem re-
mains, Is the model really operable for
foreign policy planning? David Easlon
said, “This diagram represents a very
primitive ‘model’—to dignify it with a
faghionable name—for approaching the
study of political life,”” Easlon’s objee-
tive is to develop a general empirieally
oriented theory as the mosl economical
way, in the long run, to understand
political life. As a tool for politieal
understanding, the Easton model is used
to analyze past cvents in a known and
degerihable environment. As sueh, the
systems model is basically static and
structural-funetional. That is to say, for
instance, in analyzing the U.S, decision
to enter the Korean war—various strue-
tures of Government, like Lhe exceutive,
legislative, defense, and judicial arc
individually analyzed to determine their
particular function (action or inaclion)
in hringing about the decision, This type
of historical analysis tends to emphasize
stability, eonsensus, and general equilib-
rium in the political system—none of
which typify reality in the planning of
forcign policy. The Easton model is a
useful heuristic device for the under-
standing of the policy process; however,
there is a danger in “pushing” the model
beyond its intended use, by allempling
to adopt it as an operational forcign
policy planning tool.

Mr. Norlord ecites Dr, Iinthoven as
stating,

... systems analysis [as practiced

in the Deparlment of Defense] is

just one name for an approach to

problems of decision making that

good management has  always

pracliced. . .. it is a rcasoned
approach Lo highly complicaled
problems of choice characlerized
by much uncertainty; it provides
room for very differing values and
judgments; and it sccks alternative
{ doing the job,?
ways o1 doing the job,

This again according to Dr. Enlhoven, is
mercly deseribing diseiplined, orderly
thought, Perhaps, then, Lhe nature of
the problems considered in defense
planning, as contrasted with foreign
policy planning, may determine if sys-
tems analysis is the suitable analytic
tool to usc, The nature or type of
problem considered may also help ex-
plain why systems analysis has been so
snceessful in the Department of De-
fense.

The f{ollowing Lype of question
appears particularly suited to the appli-
calion of systems analysis in the Depart-
ment of Defense context: What mix of
ICBM’s will provide the United Statcs
wilh an assured second-strike capability,
of unacecptablc proportions Lo any
enemy, after the United States has been
subjected Lo a preemptive strike? It
scems this type of question lends itself
superbly to the analytic framework
deseribed by Mr, Norford, His five
elements of syslems analysis, mentioned
carlier in this paper, appear a natural
“fit” Lo the very essence of the prob-
lem. Certain assumptions must be made,
such as what constituies unacceptable
damage to the c¢ncmy, what s the
survival faclor for existing U.S, strategic
missiles in the face of a surprisc strategic
attack? Given the quantity and charae-
terigtics of the various U.S. and enemy
ICBM’s, a mathematical approach could
be followed wherc, in all probability,
alternate solutions would satisfy our
question—but at different costs, The
gystems analysis approach would assist
us in alternative ranking. Resolution of
such a question demands complicaled,
rigorous analysis followed by a choice
of the best alternative; but it should be

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss7/9
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noted, the generie choice is predefined—
1CBM’s!

Foreign policy, on Lthe other hand, is
scldomn unilateral and often inlerdisei-
plinary. It can alfect the political, mili-
Lary, cconomie, sociological, and a host
of other diseiplines with cqual facilily,
lis implications and ramifications can,
and often do, couse unforcscen re-
gponses in unanticipated arcas. To plan
for “unlikely events,” such as the
Czechoslovakian invasion, The “Seven
Day™ war, The Cubun missile crisis, or
the scizure of the Pueblo—-Lo name but a
few situations in which U.S. foreign
policy planning ltas been criticizned—
would appear lo be asking for an in-
finite number of contingeney plans,
Onee the event or siluation is perceived,
however, a framework ol references can
be established in which the field of
choice becomes more manageable. Al
this point purposclul and praclical
planning cun become a reality,

Stilt, one must admit systems analy-
sis could be usclul in such current Llype
of issue as the SST controversy. Now
that the U.S. Congress has withdrawn
I'ederal support from the American
version of the plane, there must be a
policy on overllights of the United
Stales and landing rights in the United
States for the Sovict as well as the
Anglo-French aircrafl. IL seems a [rame
of reference could readily be derived
and a manageable number of choices
conld systematically be cvaluated for
this perceivable event,

In a change ol leadership siluation,
for inslance, could syslems analysis
assist [orcign policy planncrs prepare for
an cvenl like the death of Stalin? Ifere
again the quantity of dependemt and
independent variables is overwhelming,
As a basic premise, our overall policy
toward the U.S.8.1R. is onc that supports
our nalional intercst, as perceived by
our political lcadership, Then, perhaps,
our problem is one ol implementing
rather than ol changing the cxialing
policy. This would depend more upon

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971
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the actions and attitudes of the new
Soviel leadership than upon the faect
that Stalin musl die. The point here is
that the scemingly limitless possibilitics
and probabilitics atlached to an in-
evitable event, which will oceur at an
unknown Lime, miligale against any
formalistic advance plan, whether it be
accomplished by systcms analysis or
“traditional™ metlhods. Perlinent Lo Lhis
siluation is the aged problem of political
scicnee, dillerentiating fact from value.
(What “is” vs. what *“is thought Lo he.™)
Perhaps nowhere is it more apparent
than in proguoslicating the outcome of
a foreign policy. U this isn’L eonvincing,
one only has Lo altempt to build, for
example, a US. policy toward the
People™s Republic of China effective
upon Lhe death of Chairman Mao. The
three conditions any polilical order tries
Lo fullill--security, satisfaction, and
flexibility—can be assumed to be Lhe
basis of present and future policy.®
However, the practical inplications of a
deflinitive policy to fuliill these general
goals are dependent upon the attitude
ol the post—Mao regime in the inlerna-
tional environment al that time,

The highly publicized and dramatic
international event, like in the previous
examples, lends Lo emphasize deficicn-
cics in forcign policy planning. And it is
in these exact arcas that accurale
planning is eritically needed, bul also il
is a tenuous area because ol the numer-
ous unknowns in any [uture political
situation, Systems analysis, il scems,
offers precious little assistance here.

The discussion bere 18 Lo queslion
syslems analysis as a concept opera-
tionally suitable for gencral forcign
policy planning. 1L seems Professor
Lovell best summarized our position
when he wrote:

... rarely are all the facts rele-
vant lo a given decision available;
those facts thal arc available often
become so intertwined with values
that it is impossible o distinguish
a factual appraisal of a given
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coursc of action from a value
judgment about its relative
merits, ' ®

. policy dccisions, far from
representing the systematic appli-
cation of pure reason Lo a given
sct of eireumstanecs, facls and
opinions, characteristically repre-
scnts a process of trial and error in
which policy changes are made
incrementally in response to the
cxigeneies of hol.h domestic and
forcign politics.* !
The complexities of facts, values, and

unknowns, inherent in the formation of

forcign policy, preelude the arbitrary
application of systems analysis Lo every
policy problem, This in no way dis-

ﬁﬁzﬁﬁo“l’ 24 [1971], No. 7, Art. 9

misscs quantitative analysis or the scien-
lific methodology as irrelevant and a
waste of time in the field of political
scicnce, They are both useful tools to
the foreign policy planner in situations
where meaningful data and a eonceptual
framework for the situations are avail-
able. Systems analysis [alls into the
same special category, As desirable as it
may be, ncither the Easton nor the
Department of Defense model is trans-
ferable to all arcas of forcign policy
planning as fully operational coneepts.
Political scientists must make [urther
advances and theorctical breakthroughs
belore systems analysis becomes a rou-
tine procedure in the planning of
[orcign poliey.
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