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NAVAL STRATEGY
IN THE 20TH CENTURY

by
Professor Raymond G. O’Connor

When Fleet Adm. Chester W. Nimitz
retired as Chief of Naval Operations he
submitted to the Secretary of the Navy
a paper entitled “The Future Employ-
ment of Naval Forces” which he began
by quoting the following words of Sir
Walter Raleigh: “Whosoever commands
the sea, commands the trade; whosoever
commands the trade of the world, com-
mands the riches of the world, and
consequently the world itself.”” Admiral
Nimitz then added, “This principle is as
true today as when uttered, and its
effect will continue as long as ships
traverse the seas.” In the 5th century
B.C., Pericles said, “A great thing in
truth is control of the sea,” and Themis-
tocles stated, “He who commands the
sea has command of everything.” We are
also told by Thucydides that “Minos [of
Crete] is the first to whom tradition
ascribes the possession of a navy.” The
purpose of these initial quotes is to
point out that seapower has been con-
sidered by historians and statesmen, as
well as military authorities, to have been
an essential element of national great-
ness throughout recorded history.

Of course it would not be entirely
fair to present only one position on the
matter, so at this point, and here only,
shall quote from Sir Halford Mackinder

who promoted a land power thesis:

Who rules East Europe
Commands the Heartland;

Who rules the Heartland
Commands the World Island;

Who rules the World Island
Commands the World.

Professor Ray-
mond G. O’Cennor
holds an M.A. from
The American Univer-
sity and a Ph.D. from
Stanford University,
and he attended the
University of San
Francisco Law
School. Retired from
the Navy, Professor O’Connor has served in
professorial billets in history at Stanford
University, the University of Kansas, the
University of Costa Rica, and the University
of California at Santa Barbara. In 1965 he was
appointed Professor of History and Chairman
of the Department of History at Temple
University.

As Associate, Historical and Research Or-
ganization, Professor (O’Connor completed a
number of studies for the U.S. Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency. His books include
Perilous Equilibrium; Readings in the History
of American Military Policy {(editor), Read-
ings in Twentieth Century History (coeditor),
and American Defense Policy in Perspective
(editor and coauther). In addition, he has
contributed numerous articles to various peri-
odicals. His current project is A History of
American Foreign Policy, 1921-1941, which
will be volume VI in a seven-volume history
of American foreign policy edited by Alexan-
der DeConde.

Professor 0’Connor occupied the Ernest J.
King Chair of Maritime History at the Naval
War College for the academic year 1967.68.

In this lecture I hope to trace the
development of naval strategic thought
in the 20th century and the naval
policies followed by the major nations
during the same period. Thus { intend to
combine both theory and practice, for
ideas, consciously or unconsciously,
motivate the actions of men and na-
tions.

The conditions prevailing in the
world as the 19th century neared its end
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were most suitable for a resurgent inler-
est in naval power. Among the Western
nations a ‘“‘new” imperiolism emerged
directed toward an exploitalion of the
vast rcsources of Asia and Afrieca. The
United States, having occupied all avail-
ahle contiguous terrilory and producing
more industrial and agricullnral prod-
ucts than it conld consume, justified its
overseas venture under varions guises
such as duly, destiny, dollars, and di-
vinily. Japan, forecd [rom its isolation
and [cudal structure, adoptcd Weslern
techniques Lo develop her cconomy, her
armed forces, and her foreign policies.
Moreover, teehnologieal advances in
ship construction and ordnance had
rendered ohsolele the older navies. The
steel, sleam, and rilled pnn vessel
marked the modern nayy and enhanced
its value a8 an instrument of expansion.
At just this time, within the frame-
work of this remarkable juxtaposition
of circumstances, an obscure American
naval captain began publishing a series
of lectures which he had delivered at the
Naval War College. Allred Thayer
Mahan was a historian, a geopolitician,
and a military analyst. He was steeped
in the doctrines of the Swiss strategist
Jomini, whose ideas had been taught to
future Civil War gencrals by the elder
Mahan, a professor at West Point.
Mahan sought insights and lessons in
history, ineluding cvidence of the cru-
cinl role played by seapower--or the lack
of it--in deeiding the fate of nations,
Strategy, aecording to Mahau, is all
that pertains BEFORI the contaet of
the fleets, and, in strategy, unlike tacties
which changed, certain virtwally con-
stant principles could be deduced. The
sca, politieally and socially, could be
regarded as a great highway, and the key
to mueh of the history and policy of
nations bordering the sca could be
found in three faetors: prodnetion, ship-
ping, and colonics. lle enumerated the
“prineipal eonditions alfecling the sea
power of nations,” namely, 1. geo-
graphical position; 2. physical eon-

formation, including natural products
and climale; 3. extent ol territory; 4.
number of population; 5. eharacler of
the people; 0. character of the govern-
ment, including thercin the national
institutions. Contending thal the rise
and fall of modern nations rested upon
command of the sca, he believed Lhat
ultimately such eontrol rested in a
powerfnl navy, although the compo-
nents previously mentioned were vital.
Mahan took issuc with a popular I'rench
school of naval strategists known as the
jeune ecole which advoeated the guerre
de course--commerce raiding--as a deci-
sive method of waging war. This sehool
understandably had heen stimulated by
the development of the motor torpedo
boat. But Mahan insisted that the pri-
mary function of a navy in time of war
was the destruetion of the cnemy
forces, which could be accomplished
only by a major flect action. Coneentra-
tion of lorec was mandatory, and his
admonition to “never divide the fleet™
permeated his writings,

It is easy to see in the context of the
times why Mahan’s message was wel-
comed by many pgovernments, and why
his doetrines were cagerly embraced by
the newly arrived ‘“have-not™ nations as
well as the great powcrs. “Sea power,”
he wrote, “is but the handmaid of
expansion, its hegetter and preserver; it
is not itsell expansion.” Thus he sought
lo disarm the antiimperialists. “Tbe
gurcst way to maintain peace,” he said,
¥is to occupy a position ol menace.” So
he songht Lo avoid the “war-monger”
label and disarm the pacifists. As [or the
necessary delense  posture, Mahan
wrote, “It is not the most probable of
dangers but thc most formidable that
must be selected as mcasuring the de-
gree of military precaution to be em-
bodied in the military preparations
heneclorth Lo he maintained,” 1lis pri-
mary eoncern was capability rather than
intenlions. Mahan also had something to
say for the lesser powers. lle saw a need
for the buildup ol the German Flect

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol22/iss2/3



6  NAVAL WARGOLIESH REXTE We 20th Century

around the turn of the century because
of its use as a deterrenl to Great Britain,
Germany, he said, “needs a navy of such
strength that the greatest naval power
will not lightly incur hostilitics.” i
Germany wished Lo pursue a “point of
foreign policy to which Great Britain
objects” the latter would “be especially
caulious in determining the extenl to
which this poliey shonld he opposcd.”

The exact amount of inflnence ex-
crted by Mahan is impossible to deter-
mine, bnt many nalional policies eame
to reflect his doetrines, and his works
were read and quoted by the leading
statesmen of the day. Building programs
were tailored Lo conflorm with his fleet
action concepl, and eompetition in
naval construction among the powers
kept pace with their competition for
influenee and empire on the interna-
tional scene.

Meanwhile, the United States seemed
to validate the Mahan thesis when in
1898 its “new Navy” defeated Spain by
maritime aetions as [ar afield as the
Southwest Pacific and furnished the
means of aequiring an island empire.
While some authorities believed the
Philippines to he an asset both as a
colony Lo bhe exploited and as an oul-
post to enhanee American influenee in
the ¥ar East, some {elt, as did Theodore
Roosevelt later, that these islands were
“our heel of Achilles.” The Philippines
extended the delense perimeter some
7,000 miles, ncecssitating a change in
ship design to provide a greater eruising
radius. The naval hase aequired in Guba
provided for American dominanee in
the Caribbean and over the approaches
to the contemplated isthmian eanal,
whieh Mahan decmed essenlial.

As for other nations, l'ngland emerg-
ed from her “splendid isolation™ in
response Lo tbreats to her inlerests and
found her first ally in Japan. At this
time there were {wo schools ol naval
stralegy in Great Dritain. The “Blue
Water” school, represented by Admiral
Lord I'isher’s statement in 1904;

The Navy is the Ist, 2nd, 3rd, 4th,
Sth...ad infinitum Line of Delence!
If the Navy is not supremec, no army,
however large, is of the slightest use. It
is not invasion we have to fear if our
Navy is beaten, if's STARVATION!

General Wolseley represented the “Rolt

from the Blue” school when in 18906 he

declared:
I know nothing that is more lable to
disaster and danger than something
which floats in the water. We often
find in peace and in the cabmest
weather our hest ironelads running into
cach other. We find greal storms dis-
persing and almost destroying some of
the finest fleets that cver sailed. There-
fore, it is essentially nceessary for this
country thal it shonld always have a
powerful army, at least sufficiently
strong to defend our own shores.

The Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902
enabled Britain to withdraw part ol her
Asiatie lorees and deploy them in Euro-
pean walers Lo counter (ferman and
Rnssian moves. Japan was given a free
hand to halt Russisn penetration in
China, and the decisive vietory at Tsu-
shimo offered further evidenee of
Mahan’s dietnm.

At this point the United States was
building against Germany, considered
the most likely threat to the Monroe
Doetrine. Britain, whieh in 1889 had
adopted the “two-power” standard, in
1909 was foreed Lo setlle for a program
which ealled for a 60 pereent superi-
ority over the German Navy. Japan was
eontinning aloug eonventional lines
while she began to have problems with
the Uniled States, and eaeh nation
hiecamne coneerned over Lhe other, In the
meantime  the  all-big gun  “Dread-
nanght™ vessel came to be universally
aceepled as the “baekhone of Lhe (leet™
and made obsolete otber hattleships.
Muhan’s “eapital ship theory™ prevailed
among the major naval powers.

Another vessel to make its appear-
ance at this Lime was the submarine.
Still in ils carly stages ol development
and propelled by gasoline engines, most
strategists, inclnding Maban, saw its

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1969
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function primarily for coastal defense or
as a part of the fleet. But in 1912 the
first American diesel snbmarine, the
U.5.5. E-1, was eommissioned with Lt.
Chester W. Nimitz as commanding offi-
ecr, and a year later the German Navy
had its Ffirst dicsel boat, As Philip
Lundeberg has noted, “It was the adop-
tion of the Diesel engine for surfaced
submarine propnlsion that transformed
the snbmarine from an aceident-prone,
shorl-range, coastal defense anxiliary
into an economical highscas raider.” Yet
the enormous potential of the sub-
marine for eommmerce deslruction, a
vessel Lhal would vindicale the guerre de
eourse school, was nol apparent when
the I'irst World War crupted. The danger
of submarine torpedo atlack made close
blockade of ports impraclicable and
made more difficult invasion or raids on
the enemy scaeoast. I'lecls were com-
pelled to strengthen Lheir destroyer
eseort and on oeceasion to change Lheir
anchorage Lo less desirable but better
prolected locations, In the Dardanelles
eampaign, submarines and mines were
significant (aclors in thwarting naval
cfforts to provide support. And, in spite
of DBritain’s surlace naval superiority,
German submarines brought Iingland to
the verge of paralysis by eommerce
destruction. Only the belated introduc-
tion of the convoy-escort system, aided
by American vessels, saved the day.

As for surfaee action, hy 1916 the
British Fleet was so weakened by sub-
marine and mine atlrition that Jellico
and Tlisher felt thal the outeome of an
engagement with the German VFleet
would be “doubtful.” The basie stratcgy
was stated in a memorandum from
Admiral Jellico Lo the Admiralty dated
12 April 1916, just 6 wecks before the
aclion at Jutland:

The first axiom appears to me to be
that it is the business of the Grand
Fleet to nullify any hostile action on
the part of the High Sea Fleet; seeond-
ly, to cover all surface vesscls that are

trade, or in etopping trade with the

encmy; thirdly, to stop invasion, or

landing raids . . .

The Batde of Jutland was the major
naval encounter of the war, and it has
been considered a strategic vietory be-
canse lritain had maintained its control
over Lhe main approaches to the North
Sea. Bt Arthnr Marder has pointed out
that “a decisive vietory would have
opened the way into the Baltic for a
British sqnadron,” which wonld have
provided for “the opening up of a
supply route Lo the hard-pressed Rns-
sians, and so prevented the Revolution
of March 1917; the tightening of the
blockade by preventing iron ore and
other essential war materials [rom reach-
g Germany from Sweden; and an
amphibious attack on the Pomeranian
coast a la Lord lisher.” In a brillianl
study ol submarine warfare during Lhe
Iirst World War, Philip Lundeberg has
concluded, “It is clear, in any event,
thal undersea warfare eontributed
powerfully Lo the repeated frustralion
ol Britain’s peripheral stralegy, most
precisely in her inability to establish a
eommou marilime frontl--cither in the
Baltic or in the Black Sea--with her
Lastern ally against Germany.” ‘The
submarine nol only came close to slarv-
ing lngland into submission, but it
nullified mmueh of the Allicd surface
superiorily and significantly altered the
course of the war.

Aireralt  developinent introdueed
another factor into naval warfare. liin-
ployed in antisubmarine efforts, the
airplane was also used as a commeree
destroyer and as an adjunel Lo the
fighting [eels. The development of the
aircrall carrier increased ils polentiality
in the aforementioned activities and
assured the {uture role of the airplane as
a eomponent of the battle fleet. Butl in
spite of these innovations, and regard-
less of 2 new school of thought which
believed in the primacy of the subma-
rine and the airplanc, predominant

bieps: FBIRY S SRS I RERIES AR R volaayissgpinion. clung 1o the baltleship as the
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basic element of naval power. Subma-
rines and aircraft, it was eontended, had
not prevenled the British Fleet from
performing its primary mission ol eon-
taining the German Fleet, protecting the
British Tsles from invasion, bloekading
Germany, destroying Germany  mer-
chant vesscls, and permitling the Ameri-
can Army Lo reach ['rance.

The armistiec and peace which fol-
tlowed the First World War found the
viclorious nalions confronted with an
entirely new scl of power relationships.
The United States, with the Naval Con-
struction Bill of 19160 directed toward
the creation of a navy “second lo
none,” had rejecled membership in the
League of Nalions and was groping [or a
role in world aflfairs, Japan had im-
proved her position in the Far East
considerably, hoth militarily and com-
mercially, while Germany and Russia
had been eliminated as faclors in the
power balance in  that area. Greal
Britain regarded both the United States
and Japan as rivals [or naval supremacy
and world trade.

The outcome of Lhis confused slale
of affairs was the Washington Confer-
ence of 1921.22. Convened for the
purposc ol settling the Far Hastern
sttuation and halling an expensive and
alarming naval race, Lhis conlercnee
revealed the basic marilime strategies of
the major powers. [n Lhis and subse-
quent econlerences thal look plaee unlil
1936, cach nation followed conven-
tional doctrine for Lthe most part. The
batlleship was accepted as the “index of
naval power,” and ralios were eslab-
lished that limiled Lonnage for ships
displacing more than 10,009 lons and
mounting guns over § inches, i.e., whal
were termed “capital ships.” In addi-
tion, limitalions were placed on the
conslruelion ol aireraft carriers. Kng-
land, understandably, altempled Lo have
the submarine oullawed, bul France led
in delealing the move largely on the
grounds that il conslituted the “poor

3 kA o
ar’s navy.” O course, ag a reaull of
Published by U Xaval War Colilege Digital Commons, 1969

this agreement, building spurted in the
unrestricted categories ol cruisers,
destroyers, and suhmarines. A conlfer-
ence at Geneva in 1927 failed in large
parl hecause the Brilish wanted a great
many cruiscrs, eonlending that their
farllung empirc warranted a greater
numher of these vessels in order to
patrol the lengthy scalanes, The United
States insisted on parily or equality
with Greal Brilain, and Japan would not
accept Lhe same ratio for smaller vessecls
that she had for capilal ships and
earricrs. In 1930 the London Confer-
ence did suceced in cstahlishing agree-
menl among the three major naval
powers on Lhe limitation of all elasses of
warships. Greal Britain aceepted parity
with the Uniled States and redueed the
number of ecruisers from 70, as al
Geneva, Lo 50, Japan sccurcd parily in
submarines and an improved ratio for
cruisers and destroyers. I'rance and ltaly
refused Lo join in Lhis new agreemenl
for various reasons.

In the meantime, controversy over
the role of airpower raged in military
and political circles. The airplane was
universally accepted as a scout, as an
cye ol the fleet, and for spotting and
reporting the resulls of gun salvos. The
greal arpument was over its efficacy as a
weapon, During the 1920 and 1930’
it could be said that airpower was
accorded a greater role in the Ameriean
Navy than it was in Lhe British, more in
the Japanese Navy than the Anerican,
and more in Lhe Jtalian Navy than in
any other. The annual American fleel
problem which first saw the use of the
two earriers Lexington and Saratoga
took place in 1929, and this and suhse.
quent war games clearly demonstrated
the value of carricr-Dased planes in
launching surprisc attacks on land tar-
gels, notably Panama, llawaii, and the
West Coasl. But al the time of the
atlack on Pearl llarbor both Lhe United
Stales and Greal Hritain were com-
mitted to the primacy of the big gun
ship, were woelully lacking in carriers,
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and were pitifully inadequate in anli-
submarine vessels.

France and Italy concentrated their
cliorts on preparing for war in the
Mediterrancan with shore-based aireralt,
heavily gunned high-speed cruisers and
destroyers, subhmarines, and virtually
unginkable battleships. Neither expected
to cslahlish control of the arca, and
ltaly’s primary objective was to prevent
a superior scapower [rom  exercising
maximum command of the Mediter-
ranean.

When the Furopcan war broke oul in
1939, Great Britain cxpected to employ
its overwhelming naval superiority to
contain and strangle Germany while
keeping open communieations with the
Continent and overscas sources of men
and malterial. The German Navy em-
ployed the defensive-olfensive strategy
urged by Mahan for an inferior foree,
and the brilliant Norwegian operalion
was only onc¢ of many embarrassing
episodes for the British. During 1940
and 1941 the Ameriean Navy was heing
deployed in a mauner designed to aid
Iingland and laler Russia in the struggle.
The fleet remained at Pearl THarbor
tollowing the exercises in early 1940 in
order to cxert pressure on the Japaucsc
Governmeut to refrain [rom aggression
iu the TMar East and alfect the situation
in Borope, American ships in Atlantic
waters patrolled aud cscorted couvoys,
and n May 1941 the President sent
major units from the Pacific to bolster
British ¢lforts in the Atlantic.

The Japancse attack at Pearl llarbor
was an cssential element iu a grand
design. With the American Fleet ju-
capahle of contesting Japanese oves,
territory would be ocenpied, bases
would be established, aud a veritable
“fortress area” would be created in the
Southwest Pacific. 'The United States,
faced with a huge and time-consumiug
clfort, would eveutually agree Lo a
peace settlement giving Japan much of
what she wanted. But the Japanese,
afflicted with the “vielory disease,”

decided to move into the eentral Pacilic
and received their major rebulf at Mid-
way. The decision Lo attack the Ameri-
can TFlect at Pearl Harhor was reached
alter a good deal of debate, and some
authorities belicve it was not such a
stupid move. Some Japauese leaders,
however, felt that the Ameriean Fleet
should have been induced to enter the
Western Pacific and engage the Japanese
Tleet under the shelter of its land-based
Manes, with total destruetion virtually
assured. When, or whether, the United
States would have recovered [rom such
a disaster in order to wage war eflce-
tively against Japan, while at Lhe same
time providing the effort neeecssary
against Germany, is impossible to deter-
mine. Actually, Fleel Admiral Nimitz
later noted that it was fortunatle the
United States did not know of the
approach of the Japanese tlask [oree
toward Ilawaii, for Admiral Kimmel
wounld have steamed forth to meet it,
and, in Admiral Nimilz® words, “the
Japanese would have sunk every one of
our ships in deep water,” primarily
hecause of superior airpower,

The best briel recapitulation of the
naval strategy of World War 1L is Lo be
found in Samuel Kliot Morison’s usce of
the strategic concept of the “three C's,”
CONVOY, CONTAIN, and CON-
JUNCT, which he horrowed from Sir
Julian Corbett’s work ou Isngland in the
Seven Years War, and which Admiral
Morison insists prevails to this day. The
convoy and escort of merchant vessels
was hrought to a high art, although
Germany sauk over five aud a half
million tons of Allied shippiug. As
Stephen Roskill says, “at two periods
{at the beginning of 1941, and in the
carly spring of 1943), the cucmy’s
cllorts hrought him within what now
seems to have been measurahle distance
ol suecess--as indecd they had in 1917.7
Methods wsed to CONTAIN iucluded
hottling up the cuemy warships or
dezstroying them at their bases. Amphi-
bious or combined operations are de-

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol22/iss2/3
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fined by the old term CONJUNCT. The
clfeetive eoordination of these dimen-
sions of naval wartarc eonstituted the
overall strategy for vietory. Ileel
Admiral Halsey has given his asscssment
of the teehnological contrihulions, “1f 1
had Lo give eredit to the instruments
and machines that won us the war in the
Pacifie,” he wrole, “‘l would rank them
in this order: suhmarines first, radar
second, planes third, hulldozers fourth.”
Of course it is men as well as machines
that parlicipate in wars and inflnence
their outcome, and decisions, judg-
ments-—-correct  or  incorrcct--chance,
luck, Lthe breaks, all had a role ranging
from insignificant to decisive in deter-
mining Lhe eonrse of the eonfliel. “The
personal equation,” Mahan concluded,
“though uneertain . . . , is sure always to
he found.”

To snmmarize the role of scapower
in Lhis giganlie struggle, control ol the
Pacific was cssenlial in order to defeat
Japan, and eontrol of the Allantic and
the Mediterrancan was necessary to de-
fecal Germany and ltaly. So without
argning whieh was the predominant
factor in each case, Lhere is no gnestlion
that without a victory al sca Lhere
would have been no vietory on land or
in the air, —

The postwar siluation found the
United States and Great Britain with
huge navies, bnL the old antagonists
against which they had heen huilt were
climinated. Russia, predominantly a
land power, posed litlle perceplive mari-
timc threal even if the cuphoria of
viclory amd peace throngh the Uniled
Nalions had nol existed. The rnsh Lo
demohilize, the international atmo-
sphere, and fiscal compulsions led to
drostic eulbacks in Lhe military pro-
grams ol the major nalions. Tinl two
factors soon eompelled the United
Stales to madify its lcisnrely approach
lo defense: first, drastic changes in
weapon technology and delivery sys-
lems made the nalion immedialely vul-
nerable Lo allack fromn overseas; second,

the United States assumed vastly in-
creased politieal eommitments ahroad in
facing the ehallenge of Communist ag-
gression. Bul many felt that airpower
had replaced seapower as Ameriea’s firsl
line of defense, and one air force general
cxpressed a widespread fecling. “To
maintain a five-ocean navy Lo fighl a
no-ocean opponent,” he said, “is a
foolish waste of lime, men and re-
sources.” So the Navy, to avoid being
written off as obsolete and in order Lo
compete for a share of the defensce
budget, emphasized Lhe role of carrier
aviation in atlacking land targets rather
than ships. During the Korcan war the
Navy “mohile airficlds” made a nolahle
conlribulion and they were aecorded
“sancluary” status by the encmy. Also,
the Navy revilalized the significanee of
scapower hy institnting a hblockade,
bombarding land installations from war-
ships, mounling amphihious operations,
and providing essenlial logislies support.
The Korean expericnec demonstrated
that control of the sca eonld be vital in
waging limited wars, cven againsl non-
naval powers.

During the conllict Admiral Radford,
Chairman of Lhe Joint Chiefs of Stalf,
urged a hlockade of China but was
unable to securc permission. Whether
snch action wonld have had the effect
that he and General MacArthnr antici-
pated is an open gneslion, althongh the
Navy was prepared Lo implement Lhe
proposal. In 1954, when the I'rench
position at Dienbiecnphu was in jeop-
ardy, Admiral Radford advocated an air
allack by American carrier-hascd planes
to relieve the garrison, bul again he was
overruled.

The American Navy played a signifi-
cant part during the cold war, although
its actnal impacl as a deterrent Lo
Commnnist aggression  will not  he
known until Soviel records become
available or Kremlin leaders publish
their unexpnrgated memoirs, When in
1946 Rnssian ambilions threalened lran
and the Dardanciles, President Truman
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gent the battleship Missouri with escorls
to Istanbul. As snbsequent crises oc-
curred in the Mediterrancan the United
Stales revealed ils inlerest Lhrough the
presence of naval units at eritieal points,
and by 1948 the 6th ¥Fleet had Dheen
formed to stabilize the situalion in that
arca, In the VFar Fast the 7th Fleet
digplayed the [lag and brought iLs influ-
cnce Lo bear in peace and war. The
expericnce of limited war and the ad-
venl of the nuclear-powered submarine
reslored the Navy Lo ils previous major
role in American delense policy, and
when guided missiles appeared Lhe Po-
laris nuclear submarine  provided a
moveable and virlually invulnerable
launching platforn. Greal Brilain, beset
by flinancial problems and a rapidly
shrinking empire, abdicated her position
as mistress of the scas. By the 1970
she plans Lo have no airerafl earrier, no
baltleship, or even a large cruiser. [ler
uavy will consist ol a [ew dozen [rigates,
destroyers and cscorl crall, lour Po-
laris-type  submarines, eight nuelear-
powered flecl submarines, and aboul 40
convenlional submarines,

But Russia has emerged as a rival Lo
American naval dominance, and her
c¢llorls should be viewed in light of the
compelilion on Lhe inlernalional scenc
and the virtual equilibrium prevailing in
olher dimensions of mililary aelivily.
The Soviet surlace nayy is Lormidable
and relatively modern. The huge sub-
marine [leet is heing rapidly augmented
by faster and quicler nuclear-propelled
vessels designed as hunter-killers and
missile launehers. The naval air arm s
developerd and adepl al patrolling and
antisubmarine work, while minelaying
and minesweeping capabilily far exceeds
that of the United States. She has
construeled two aiverafl carriers (or
helicopler  operations.  Her  merehant
fleel is expanding rapidly, her [ishing
feel will soon be Lhe largest in Lhe
world, and her occanographic research
aclivily is cxlensive.

Certainly the Russians realize that

the sca is probably the most “exploit-
able™ arca ol the glohe, exploitable in a
diplomatic as well as a material sense.
The Soviels ean counter the American
presence, which has been predominant,
withoul provoking a drastie reaclion.
They can demonstrale their sympathy
and support Lor governments by placing
their units at the scene in Lthe traditional
mannier. They have demonstrated most
dramatically their ability Lo pose a
challenge to American dominalion of
the sea and influence the behavior of
nations. Their peacctime strategy is of-~
lensive, probing more vulnerable arcas

by astule deployments. ln the event of

war Lheir stralegy would doubtless be

delensive-ollensive as befils a nalion

with specialized rather than Lotally

halanced lorees. ’

So where does this liud unaval stra-
tegy today? Stepheu Roskill emnphasizes
three elements ol seapower. Iirst, whal
he calls the “strength element,” com-
posed of those instruments which op-
erate on, under, and aboye the sea.
These are [undamental and ultimate,
Next is the “sccurity element,” the
bases [rom whieh the strenglh clement
operates. Linally, the “transport cle-
ment”--the merchanl navy, the ships,
the crews, and the yards to build aud
repair the vessels. In regard Lo the final
clement, an article in the United States
Navel Institute Proceedings concluded
that “The threal of Lthe Soviet merehaut
ship as an inslrument of decisive mili-
lary, political, and cconomic impor-
Lance is very real and lethal.”

One cannol help butl be struck by
whal seems awlully [amiliar in Roskill’s
analysis, and it may he worthwhile Lo
reverl Lo Lhe past [or a momeul. I'ro-
{essor Gerald S. Graham, in his hook,
The Polities of Naval Supremacy, has
observed Lhat “ln the eighlecuth and
nineleenth  eenlurics  scapower  was
probably most influential when il was
leasl conspicuous. Fven in time of peace
it functioned as a powerlul instrument
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of diplomatie action and compulsion.”
‘Loday seapower is conspicuous without
hostilities, and preslige is more impor-
tant in a shrinking world with mass
population involvement, though the
principle remains the same. Professor
Graham goes on to refer to the “so-
called ape of Pax Brilunnica.” “Tt would
be wrong,” he contends, “to suggesl
that the Royal Navy imposed a Uritisb
peaee on the world,” for “Britain was in
no position to seck or lo cnsure the
peace of mankind by means of her
fleet.” Tn 1871 the head of the British
Government stated thal the Royal Navy
was almost valneless for any pnrpose
other than the delense of home shores.
Il eapshility were not enough, Lord
Roscbhery told (ueen  Vietoria, “We
cannot afford to be the Knight Lrrant
of the World, earcering abonl Lo redress
prievances and help the weak.” This,
too, sounds familiar, and the limitations
ol power should be even more apparent
in light ol prescnt-day consequences.
Yel it is difficult to avoid eoncluding

that the strategie significance of sca-
power has increased, most nolably in its
impact on land warfare. It is now
capable of operating inland, with an
even greater potential lor what is called
“blackmail” and for affecling the out-
come ol wars, cither unconvenlional,
limited, or general. In fact, it is likely
that scapower is deslined to become a
more polenl foree on Lhe international
seene as the Lwo major powers compete
in varions dimensions of aclivity lor
whal they deem to be Lheir essential
interests. Morcover, the wversatilily of
scapower will appeal more Lo smaller
nalions as they pursue their objeetives
in an increasingly volatile world. But
naval stralegy is a component ol mili-
tary strategy, which is an element of
national strategy. The parts are not
disparate for they form a continuum,
which, if properly designed and manipu-
lated, can provide Lhe maximum se-
curity as long as inlernational anarchy
prevails,

Granling the same aggregate ol force, it is never as greal in two hands as
in one, beeause it is nol perlectly eoneentrated.

Mahan: Naval Strategy, 1911
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