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NATIONAL POLICY PLANNING

BETWEEN THE WORLD WARS:

CONFLICT BETWEEN ENDS AND MEANS

by

Professor Gerald E. Wheeler
Ernest J. King Chair of Maritime History

When one writes about national
policy between the two World Wars, it is
difficult to avoid irony. Military policy
planning was taken seriously by those
engaged in the activity, yet at times it
scemed like so much “drill.” This was so
because, at the national level, there was
very little in the way of policy to
support. These were vyears of isola-
tionism--noncommitment, in a political
sense, Lo any international organization
or bilateral arrangement--thus there was
a minimum foreign policy to occupy the
attention of the military staffs. It was
just as well that this was so. What
military planning that did take place
was done in a hostile political-economic
environment, without arms or forces, or
even the hope that Congress or the
Bureau of the Budget would allow
adequate armed forces to make the
plans real. Most inauspiciously, this
planning was carried on by senior offi-
cers, particularly those in the Navy, who
were convinced that war was sure to
come in the not-too-distant future.

The era of the 1920% and 1930 is
really too remote for the current genera-
tion of military students to have expeni-
enced as adults. Because of this it may
he useful to examine that period politi-
cally and economically to assist under-
standing of the climate in which the
military planning decisions were made.
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Professor Gerald K.
Wheeler is affiliated
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time History at the
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articles, his publications include Prelude to
Pearl Harbor: the U.S. Navy and the Far East,
1921-1931 and, with P.E. Coletta, An Outline
of World Naval History Since the Sixteenth
Century.

period to that after World War II, the
contrasts with the better known era
should assist us in appreciating the more
remote decades of the twenties and
thirties. In doing this there are six
general points of contrast that shed light
on the interwar years, 1919-1941.

Years of Peace-Years of War, From
an American point of view, the years
after World War 1 were ones of peace;
this has not been true of the post-World
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engaged in two shooling wars, have
called oul the reserves on three occa-
sions, and have maintained a steady
posture of armed readiness. To look
hack to the 1920’ and 1930% is to
ohserve a period that is almost beyond
imagination. Not only were those peace-
ful years, hut the period was one of
minimum commilment to international
affairs on the part of the United States.
We had no defensive alliances and be-
longed Lo no international organization
designed to keep the peace such as the
[.eague of Nations. The nation refused
to join the World Court, innocuous as it
was, and had no coneept that the
defense of the Uniled States lay off the
shores of other countrics. When reading
lirnest [leiningway’s For Whom the Bell
Tolls, the average American drew Lhe
wrong lesson: he coneluded that wars,
civil wars included, were nol for us to
he coneerncd aboul. e missed the
prefatory essage of John Donne that
we are all part of this world and must he
eoncerned with what happens o others.

The post-World War Il period has
been one in which Amnericans have heen
aculely aware of a national menace--Lhe
military power of the Soviet Union and
its allies and, more recently, the growing
power of the People’s Repuhlic of
China. This sitnation did not exist afier
World War 1. There were no enemies in
sight, at least not until the middle-
1930%. As we shall sce, the military
planners of the 1920°s and 1930 felt
quite strongly that the United States
was on a collision course with Linperial
Japan and later Nazi Germany; but the
man in the street did not feel this way.
Congress refleeted his attitude when it
glashed military budgets year after year.
The voting public and its Congress
simply did not fecl menaced.

Years of Depression--Years of Pros.
perity. The years belween the wars
consisted of a decade ol relative afllu-
ence for most Americans, then o decade
of depression and greal personal depri-

vation for many. Amnericans have not
had this experience, on a national seale,
since World War T[. We have had more
thun 20 years of continuing prosperily,
with an oeccasional *‘recession.” This
makes it all the more diffieult for us
today to understand the 1930’s when
men were so deeply concerned with
personal ceonomic survival that they
could hardly give a sceond thought 1o
affairs in Furope or Asia. That the
Japanese were taking over in Manchuria
made little impression on the 1932
“honus-marcher,” encamped on Ana-
costia Ilats, facing eviction by General
MacArthur’s troops.

Weapons Development. In weapons
Llechnology one finds another point of
contrast between the two periods. The
rate of weapons obsolescenee in the past
23 years is staggering. The use of jel
cngines pul almost all World War 11
planes into the ohsolete calegory im-
mediately--despile the continued pres-
ence of the ubiquitous Beccherafis,
“gooney birds,” P2’ and A1’s. Nuelear
propulsion has not made the more
traditionally powered naval surface ves-
sels obsolete, bul who can say that the
day is nol coming? And missiles have
completely revamped the eoncepl of
strike forces and deterrence from the
air. Seldom in history has a weapons
system become ohsolete as quickly as
the B-30 and that day for the 3-52 48 al
hand. In eontrast lo the speed of change
in the post-World War 11 period, the
post-World War | era in America was
one of relative stahility. Throughout the
1920 and 1930% the weapons and
tactics of World War [ continned to
dominate the seene. The battleline of
the U.8. Navy, and this meant the
battleships, moslt of which were laid
down hefore 1916, was viewed as the
“first line of defense.”™ Airerafl carriers
in the U.S, Navy were just cierging as a
new altack weapon; but most of the
fleet commanders still used them for
scouling and proteeting the battleline.

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol22/iss2/8
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Because of engine and airframe inven-
tories from the World War, airerafl
development moved slowly in the
1920’s, and it was not until the middle
1930%s that such innovations as metal
skins, monoplanes, and bhombers with
2,000 mile range began to be designed.
Allractive as they werc aesthetically,
the P-26, P-35, and B-18 added little to
the dcfense of the Philippines, nor did
the Curtiss SOC give the floatplane pilol
much eomfort against Japanese fighter
aircraft,

Prominence of Leadership. When one
considers leadership within the armed
services after the two wars, there is
another siriking eontrast. Beeause of the
length of the Second World War and the
enormous nced for flagrank offieers,
the period 1941-1945 provided the
armed serviees in the postwar years with
generals and admirals into the 1960%.
The five-star officers, by war’s end, had
bhecome household words; and the ca-
reers of Marshall, MacArthur, and Fisen-
hower eontinucd into the postwar era
with equal prominence. Neither the
Navy nor the Air Foree was Lo bave its
top officers eontinue to oeeupy the
main stage, but the next level of leaders
eoming out of the war were well known
to the public-men like Radford, Burke,
LeMay, and Vandenberg-thus they
could influence Congress and the puhlic
to support the armed forces. But Lhis
pattern did not exist after World War L.
The war was mueh shorter, for the
United Statcs, and men with long years
of seniority before 1917 dominated the
wartime leadership--and just as quickly
passed onto the retired list. Very few
people in the 1920 could have identi-
tied Gen. Peyton Mareh {(Army Chiel of
Staff), Adm. William S, Benson (Chiel
of Naval Operations), or Maj. Gen.
Mason M. Patrick (Chicf of the Air
Service, AET). Only General of the
Armies John [. Pershing was Lo continue
to influenee public thinking aboul the
Army. The other Lwo significant names

that eowine from this period--Brig. Gen.
William “Billy” Mitchell and Adm. Wil-
liam 8. Sims--made their marks in a
negalive sense; both managed to oulrage
their services, or Congress, al one time
or another. Tor the 1920°s and 1930%
this pallern meant that the armed ser-
vices did not have nalionally recognized
leaders to press for support of their
services or, more imporlanlly, to build
up 4 publie following that would insisl
that Congress appropriate the neeessary
funds to keep the Army and Navy up Lo
date.

Planning Staffs. Assoeiated with
leadership in Lhe Armed l'orees are the
planners and their staffs. The eontrast
hetween Lhe Lwo postwar periods is
mosl striking in respeel lo the man-
power devoled o the planning aspeet of
military operations. In tbe years sinee
1945 we have hecome aceustomed Lo a
very large polieymaking and planning
infrastrueture. The Joini Chiefs of Staff
and their Joint Staff could take the ficld
as a hattalion, though it might be a bit
overstrength in field grade officers; and
therc are a variety of other agencies like
the National Sceurilty Couneil and Lbe
Standing Interdepartmental Group of
the State Department that are willing to
take a hand in the planning fonction for
the military. The manpower involved
here far outclasses anything dreamed of
hefore 1941. The Joint Board of Lhe
Army and Navy, the Joinl Planning
Commiltee, and later the Joint Strulegie
Planning Committee ncver totaled 50
offieers; and Lhese same 50 were also
serving in the War Plans Divisions of
their own services, While the pressure ou
the planners was never very heayy in the
1920°s, Saturdays with the lamily be-
came a easualty of decpening interna-
lional crises alter 1937. Problems for
the planners to econsider grew in eom-
plexity in these years, bhut the number
of officers that could be spared for this
duly remained flairly coustant--Parkin-

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1969
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son’s [.aw to the contrary notwithstand-
ing.

Political Leadership. Linally, there
was another significant dificrence he-
tween the two postwar periods that
should be receognized for its influence
on the Armed llorces. The Demoeratic
Party has remained in control of the
National Government for 15 of the 23
years after 1945. This meant that the
transition into peacelime was under Lhe
guidance of the same exeeulives and
politicians that had taken the country
into war and had fought it. Many, like
Cordell Hull, had heen Wilsonian [lemo-
crats and remembered well the lessons
of the carlier war. On the other hand, in
1919 Congress went Republican, and in
1921 Warren Harding led the Republi-

cans back into the White Tlouse, The
break with the Wilsonian period was
sharp and complete. Wilson’s dream of
American entry into the League of
Nations was rejected brutally and with
finality. Service budget plans laid under
Josephus  Duaniels  (Secretary  of the
Navy) and Newton Baker (Sccretary of
War) began to be scrapped in the spring
of 1919, and the pressurc to reduce
service approprialions never let up until
1933.

I I )

In dealing with the interwar period,
we might well begin with the objectives
of military planning. llere we mect the
traditional goals Lo he obtained by
military and foreign policics working
together.

Iiiest there was defense of the United
States and its outlying possessions.
While not stated specifically, the mili-
tary planners began to distinguish be-
tween those areas lo receive high pri-
ority in defensive planning and afloca-
tions, and thosc that would he of lesser
importance. In the former category we
have defense of the national littorat
having the highest priority, particularly
by the Army and the Army Air Corps.

Canal, Hawan, Aloska, Puerto Rieo, and
the Virgin Islands. These areas guard the
approaches to the national littoral or are
vital for the movement of the Navy, as
in the ease of the Panama Canal. In
lowest priorily, as planning in the
1930°s was to demonstrate, came de-
fense of Guam, the Philippine Islands,
and Samoa.

Defense of the Monroe Doctrine was
a second poal for military planners in
these years. The Monroe Doctrine is a
fairly slippery item to define very pre-
cisely at any time, but the planners
interpreted it to mean that the United
States would not allow a foreign power
(from outside the region) to ohtain a
lodgment in the Western Hemisphere if
such a lodgment eould endanger the
United States directly or put the in-
truder in position to menaee the Pana-
ma Canal.

A third charge on the military plan-
ners of the 1920°s und 1930, particu-
lary those in the Navy, was proteetion
of the Open Door Policy. Like the
Monroe Doctrine, the Open Door in
China meant many things to many
planners; but it was eommonly under-
stood to mean that the United States
wanted the right to trade and invest in
China and other areas in the I'ar Lasl on
a hasis of equality with all powers. The
United States did not mind other na-
tions having spheres of interest or influ-
ence in Asia as long as it was permitted
to trade and invest within sueh spheres
on terms of equality with the privileged
power. The Open Door Policy had a
subsidiary policy, designed to keep the
door “open™; this was the maintenance
of the Lerritorial and political integrily
of China. If China were broken up, or
colonialized, then the United States
probably would not he able to gain
access Lo those areas that hecame co-
lonial property of another state. The
1.5, Army, very obviously, could not
do much planning for the defense of
this policy, cxcept to keep an expedi-

httﬁ.‘??&ﬁgi‘tﬁ?—cMYHoMéHW&e&QnWrW%ﬁZ/iSS”Smary foree in readiness for another
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operation like the Boxer intervenlion.
The Navy had a greater stake in support-
ing the Open Door Poliey because of its
traditional role in defending Ameriean
commerce in Asia.

These then were the national plan-
ning goals of Lthe armed serviees: defend
the nation and its dependencies; main-
lain the integrity of the Monroe Doe-
trine; and protect the Open Door in
China, We ean use the older language of
the planners and ecall these three items
the “Mission” of the armed serviees; in
the same type of language, then, we can
also deserihe the “tasks” which the
services sel for themselves in their fur-
therance of the national mission. As an
approach to understanding the tasks of
the services, we will look at the Army,
Navy, and Army Air Corps in lerms of
the defensive and offensive roles they
expected to play.

The Army. In these peacctime years
the Army was organized for expansion
in time of national cmergency. The
National Defense Aet of 1920, in
theory, called for a regular Army of
232,000 soldicrs and 28,000 officers on
active duty backed by a National Guard
of 435,000 and an even larger Army
Reserve. In fact, the regular Atmy of
1920 had 201,918 in it (15,451 olficers
and 184,848 enlisted) and fell in streng-
th annually until it “botlomed” out in
1932 at 134,024 (12,314 officers and
119913 enlisted), In June 1939, after
the war in Asia had existed for 2 years,
the Munich Conlerence had brought
“peace in our Lime,” and Austria and
Czechoslovakia had bheen absorbed by
Germany, the regular Army was back to
188,505 (13,039 officers and 174,079
enlisted). These levels of forees--and the
National Guard and Army Reserve were
even less adequately manned--mcant
that the Army could not field the live
elfective divisions for which it had
planned. The statisties also meant that

over Lhe United States, too thinly staff-
¢d for any military purpose and barcly
ahle to Lurn in their daily muster rolls.
In matericl the Army was so poorly
cquipped as to be almost ineffective. Of
its troops, 23 percent were in overseas
garrisons; and Lhe struggling Air Corps
had heen able to grow in gize only al the
expense of the ground forces. Many
general officers in the Army wondered
if there would be an Army Lo expand if
an emergency came.

Yol the tasks of this corporal’s guard
were formidahle. On all coasls there
were fixed forlifications designed to
prevent access Lo the important harhors,
and these forts had to he manned. In
the 1930°s General MacArthur, the
Army Chief of Staff, attempled to
organize his skeletonized Army in two
ways: il was Lo serve as cadres for
expansion purposes; and it was to be
immediately availahle as an “Initial Pro-
teetive loree™ at the level of at least
five divisions. lack of troops and such
items ag artillery, motor transport, and
ammunition ecmasculated these ideas--
but the plans lived on. ‘The Army was
also supposed Lo be ready to provide an
overseas cxpeditionary foree, on short
notice, hut again the plans and the
materiel did not coineide. Nor did the
sca transport exist either. While at mini-
mum strength, and working with ohso-
lete equipment, the garrisons in the
Philippines and the Canal Zone came
the closest to being comhat forees.

Army Air Corps, The Air Corps had
as many problems as the Army as a
whole. Its defensive mission was to find
and destroy any enemy approaching the
coasts of the United States ot ils posses-
sions, This we might call a strategical
role; with suceess, it could Lerminate the
aggressive moves of any encmy sceking
to attack Lhe United States. The Air
Corps had certain tactical missions as
well, in association with the ground
forees, bul these need not delain us

publkptidljanrsivad.endres werorgaitensd alls, ohgre. More importantly, the Air Corps
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planners had developed an offcnsive
mission, hased on the idecas of Trench-
ard, Donhel, and Billy Mitchell, which
called for longrange strikes against the
enemy’s indnstries and population; but
they had not sold their parent service on
this role. Beeanse its aireraft were nol
capable of crossing the Atlantic or
Pacific until the 1930, and this did not
include the capability of returning, no
one was willing to place much credence
in this strategie mission.

Since its airmen and officers came
out of the manpower pool allotied to
the Army hy Congress, the Air Corps
wus constantly hampered in its ability
to expand, With the rest of the Army,
the airmen suffered from low budgets
for matericl, though they did get a
hoost at the end of the 1920’8 with the
5-year development plan. The results of
eonstantly being pinched by the budget
were  ohsoletc  planes, nol  enough
money for rescarch and development
(though the Air Corps repularly received
10 percent or more of the Army’s
R & D budget), and aircraft shortages.
Those planes the Air Corps did ohtain
were usually 50 pereent less than the
numbers needed to meet war plans
commilments,

The Navy. Continuing this dismal
tale of military rcadiness in the interwar
years, the Navy had its problems, but
they were not of the magnitude of the
Army’s. Tronically, this situation was
partly tbe result of the Navy having
been limited by naval disarmament trea-
ties. The allowed tonnage beeame a
target toward which the Congress could
plan. More importantly, those who had
to consider national defense strategics
down through the ycars recognized that
a navy could not be extemporized;
therefore planning  assumed that the
1J.S. Navy would fight future wars with
the fleet it had in the water and on the
ways. Publie relations jargon, in a minor
sort of way, also helped the Navy. By

expeeted that the United States wonld
possess a “Navy second to none”; and
cven the smallest Lot learned, with his
Pledge of Allegianec, that the U.S. Nayy
was the nation’s “first linc of defense.”

In kecping with the other Armed
Forces, the nation envisioned the Navy’s
most important tasks to he defensive.
Tte principal job was to meet an cnemy
attacking force at sca and dcfeat il
hefore it could assault or lay sicge to the
nation’s coasts or overscas possessions,
The Navy was also expected to protect
American shipping on the seas, in peace
und war, and assurc Lhat the country
enjoyed all the privileges of a maritime
neutral when other nations were at war.
When on the offensive, the Navy’s goal
was to defeat the enciny’s fleet in a
grand engagement. (nece obtaining
“command of the sea,” the flect would
destroy the ¢nemy’s merehant marine,
bloekade its coasts, and possibly bom-
bard its harbors and eoaslal eities. If
necessary, the Novy was expeeted to
land its Marine lixpeditionary IForee and
proteet it at the water’s edge. Finally,
the Navy would cseort the Army into
the theater of operations and eover it
through an amphibious asspult, if this
were called for.

To aceomplish these tasks the Navy
had to he “second to none” in size and
quality of matericl--unfortunately it was
not. Without presenting a mass of data
at this time, or detailing the intricacics
of the Washington Conference’s Vive
Power Naval Treaty of February 1922,
we ean gencralize hy saying that the
U.S. Navy planned to be as powerful in
tonnage, ships, and fighting power as
the British Navy. It also expected that
the Japanese Navy would be no more
than 60 pereent of -the U.S. Navy in
size. What happened during the 19207
and 1930’8 was that the U.S. Navy never
received the necessary appropristions to
build up to the British Navy’s treaty
strength, and the Japancse laid down
cvery ton they were legally entitled to

httpsbredid 420 mnfoangress candwthevippbbieo/isshuild. Tn a relative sense, the U.S. Navy 6
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lell almost to third place behind Great
Britain and Japan.
R

With this general background, we can
now turn lo some specilic planning
problems that the Armed Forces, and
particularly Lhe Navy, had Lo manage in
these interwar years. To slarl with, we
might ask the Tundamental queslion--as
many in the Army and Navy War Phns
Divisions did--Whal was the threat? Who
was the enemy? Before the World War it
could have been Germany, Japan, Greal
Britain, Mexico, I'rance, or even Chile.
After the war, until 1931, there were
jusl Lwo genuine possibilitics: Great
Britain, Japan, or the two in alliance.

In the 3 years lollowing Lhe close of
World War L, international rclations re-
mained tenser than most people thought
recasonable. One source of this Lension,
and a rather expensive onc al that, was
the onsel and development of a nayal
construction racc among the great
powers. Simply pul, two nations-)apan
and the United States—continued large
shipbuilding programs after 1918. ‘The
American conslruction program had
been authorized in 1916 and was [fur-
ther augmented legislatively ju 1918.
Appropriations were made availahle [or
construction in 1916 and the years
following. The U.S. Navy had to vary ils
original 1916 building program beeanse
of the warlime needs for cscort vessels
(destroyers  principally) and merchant
shipping. With the armislice, the Navy
then Lurned to capital ship conslruclion
(battleships and batlle eruisers) thal had
been deferred and also begau constlrue-
tion of light scoul ecruisers (Omaha
class) that were needed to round oul the
{lect. The Japanese had begun building
Ltheir 8-8 program, eight battleships and
eight battle eruisers to be completed in
8 ycars. The American and Japanese
building programs would yicld navies
that were significantly modern, particu-
larly in post-Jutland eapital ships. The

with Ltheir prewar flect; therefore, they
then entered the race. lollowing in the
wakes of Lhe greal powers, and slraining
mightily Lo do so, were the navies of
France and llaly. From an ceonomic
point of view, only the Uniled States
could aflord the race; hutl the national-
ism ol Lhe period would not allow cven
the Freneb Lo bow oul.

In ¥ngland the American construc-
tion program was parlicularly resenled.
The British coutd not afford to mod-
ernize their navy at the rate of U.S.
construction, and they therefore ac-
cuscd the United States of Laking advan-
tage ol Brilain’s weakened condition Lo
move ohead. While nol parlicularly
liking the idea, the British counld not
objeet in principle to the United States
having a Navy as preat as Fngland’s, but
they could not see why the United
Stales wanled such a large Navy--Whom
were Lhey going Lo use it against?

On the other side of the waler the
American Navy had quickly cooled in
its Iricndly oullook toward ils [ormer
comrades in arms. Admirals William S,
Benson, llugh Rodman, Heney B. Wil
son, llilary P. Jones-lhe Navy’s top
leadership--were all, to varying degrees,
anli-British. This was due largely to the
British questioning the American build-
ing program and drive for a Navy
“gecond Lo none.” Bul il was also Lhe
result of having had Lo work with the
British in a junior partner relationship
during the war. The Avmy had not
expericneed this, due Lo the organiza-
tion of an American Expeditionary
Foree under General Pershing; hut the
Navy had to work within a dillerent
command arrangemenl. Whal Lhis all
meanl was thal there was Lension in
U.S. relations will the Dritish, No one
in the U.S. Navy expeeled war with the
British: bul few were willing Lo say il
could nol conre ahout, particularly since
the British were Lied Lo the Japancse by
the terms of the Anglo-fapanese All-

publitEIYE) oWk, Bitish Shase vessels, | japee.
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The attitnde of American military
planners toward Japan was considerably
different than Lheir [eelings toward Lhe
British, l'rom the turn of the century,
and parlicularly since the erisis period
of 190609, Navy and Army offliecrs
recognized thal war wilh [apan was
always a distinet possibility. Through
personal observalions and intelligence
reports, Lhe military knew the temper of
the Japanese and their lectings ahoul
America. Fhe Japancse inteusely re-
sented the actions laken by Califor-
nians, and other Paciflic Slope slales, lo
limit  Japanese imumigration to  Lheir
slates and cconomic penclralion of their
cconomies. ‘The Japanese believed, eor-
reetly, that part of the American atti-
inde was rooled in racial prejudice-and
they did not like it. The U.S. military
also knew that American foreign policy
toward Lhe Japancse had heen Lo bloek
themn in their attempts to expand in
Asia ot Lo achicve hegemony over mar-
kets that the United States felt were
proteeted by the Open Door Policy. The
planncrs recognized thal the Japanese
knew Lhat United Stales was lrying to
“conlain” them and guessed Lhat this
would not sel well with the Japanese
leaderhip.

This carly poslwar period of tension
was terminated by the Conference [or
the Limitation of Armament held in
Washinglon, November [921 to Feb-
ruary 1922, ‘I'he Conlerence resulted in
three major trealies and a host of minor
agreements  thal had the efleet of
“freceing” the Pacilic. The Four-Power
Treaty terminated the Anglo-Japanese
Alliance and was an allirmalion by the
United States, Greal Britain, Jupan, and
I'rance that they had no aggressive
designs on the Pacific or IPar llastern
terrilories of one another. The Nine-
VPower Trealy, signed by Lhose powers
wilh interests in China and its border
arca, staled that the Open Door Policy
would be supported by all. These Lwo
agrecmenls wrole into Lrealy form pro-

Lection for America’s ¥For Fastern inler-
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csls: the Philippines wonld no longer be
menaced; the Open Door wonld remain
open. Licking any Lype of sanctions,
the treatics depended on the good [aith
of the signalories,

The Five-Power Naval Treaty was by
far the most important of the Confer-
ence’s lreaties, While land armaments
and implements of aerial warfare were
heyond Lhe abilities of the conferces Lo
control, they did find a way to pnt an
end Lo the capital ship race. Capital ship
and aircrall carrier tonnages and num-
bers were allotted on a 5-5-3-1.7-1.7
ralio basis Lo the Uniled States, Greal
Britain, |apan, Italy, and Franee; and a
capilal ship building holiday was de-
clared. To arrive at the trealy tonnages,
all nations had to scrap a varicly of
ghips in commission, ships under con-
struction, and many file drawers ol
plans. To give cach nation a degree of
sceurily in ils own area, all fortilications
and base developments in the Weslern
Pacilic {with certain cxeeplions) were Lo
remain in statu quo. No limits were scl
on Lhe numhers of cruisers, destroyers,
or submarines a nation might have, bul
eruisers could no longer he built which
displaced more than 10,000 tons or
carried guns above 8.0 inches caliber.
This last provision did lead Lo a minor
naval race in cruiser construction, hut
on the whole it satisfied the people in
the various nations involved. The facl
that admiralties and navy departments
of all signalories considered the Five-
PPower Trealy something excerable led
many Lo judge thal the Conference was
4 success,

Because the [FivePower 'Treaty
bound the United States for 15 years
and crealed enormous problems in
terms of preparing for war after 1936,
we need Lo look briefly al a few of ils
slrategic implications,

The trealy ended the capital ship
naval race, hnt il was flexible enough Lo
allow experimentation and moderniza-
tion of vessels where needed. The older

igital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol22/iss2/8
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battleships (New York, Texas, Wyo-
ming, Arkansas, Utah, Florida) eould be
protected againat acrial attack hy streng-
thening the decks and adding anti-
aircraft hatteries. These vessels were also
converled to oil-fired hoilers, and “hul-
ges” were added for oil storage and
additional protection against torpedo
attack. Most imporlantly, conversion to
oil burning greatly inercased the cruising
radii of these baltleships. On the other
hand, despite modernization programs,
the battleling consisted principally ol
pre-Jutland design ships with the execp-
tion of Coloredo, West Virginia and
Meryland. While 66,000 tons of treaty
aireralt carrier displacement were ticd
up in the eonverted battle cruisers Sera-
toga and Lexington, there was enough
surplns lonnage to allow the Navy to
experiment with several types of smaller
carricrs. I'rom this surplus came Ranger
and the Enterprise group.

In theory, as a result of the ive-
Power ‘Ireaty, each nation was now
secure in its home waters. In [leet
comparisons, the naval experts used a
rough rnle of thumb that a fleet lost 10
pereent of its effectiveness for cach
1,000 miles it had to steam to a theater
of naval action, Using the ratios (5-5-3)
for departure, this meant that the U.5.
flcel, when steaming 5,000 miles aeross
the Pacific to do haitle, would he faced
with a 2.5-3 siluation in Japanese
walers, When the Japanese traveled to
Hawaii they wonld be in a very uncom-
lortable 5-1.5 ratio sitnation. Unfortu-
nately, the United States had the Philip-
pines in the Far LBast, and il the ratio
planning concept was valid, the U.S.
Navy would always be inlerior Lo the
Japanese when trying to delend these
islands. By not being able to build
Manila or Guam into major naval hases
for opcralional purposes, because ol the
nonlortification elause, these islands he-
eame defenseless salients to be worried
about.

The British were reasonably satisfied
with the settlement. Singapore was ex-

cluded from the treaty, thus they could
(and did) build a major naval base Lo
allow operations in Asian walers at full
battle flecl strength, if they so desired.
Unfortunately, they did a poor job of
designing the defenses as Lime was Lo
demonstrale.

The Japanese were more than pleased
with the nonfortification arrangement,
once they had the Japanese home
islands ¢xcluded [rom the provisions.
Their naval bases in l'ormosa, Korea,
and Southern Japan were in good
enough shape that holding them in statu
quo was no great inconvenicnce; and
they had done a little work in the
Bonins before the Conference mel.
‘They recognized that the United States
was now without an operaling base in
the I'ar IGast. The inferior naval ralio
was an irritant that would be played up
at later naval disarmament eonlerences,
but the Japanese really gained too much
to complain very loudly.

Once the U.5. Scnalte consented to
ratification of the Washington Lreaties,
and the shipbreakers went to work
scrapping the reqnired ships, the War
Plans Divisions ol the Army and Navy
retnrned to work. In a desultory manner
they drew up a RIED plan, te fight the
British, if by some remole contingeney
a war would be neeessary; hul il was
never kept up to date in the years from
1922 to 1939. Yiven a RED-ORANGE
plan (Anglo-Japanese Coalition) was al-
tempted, bnt no one wanted to invest
mueh time in it. Practically speaking, a
RED-ORANGF. war would he so diffi-
cult, and would have to be [ought on a
total mobilizalion basis over such a long
period of Lime, that the planners simply
used it to sharpen their thinking in
isolating the main problems involved.
The plan was never [leshed out, and it
was never submitled to the Joint Board
or the service Secrelaries lor their signa-
tures.

The ORANGL plan, by way ol con-
trast, became the eenter of planning
interest from the end of the Washinglon

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1969
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Conferenee in 1922 until 1938 when it
was replaced by the Rainbow Plan
series. In these years, Army, Navy, and
Joint ORANGIE plans were drafled by
the service War IMans Divisions or hy the
Joint Planning Commiltee of the Joint
Army and Navy Board. These latler
plans, once acecpted by the Joint
Board, were signed hy the service Scere-
tarics.

Throughout the interwar ycars the
ORANGT. plan earried with it certain
[nndamental  stralegic concepls and
problems that allow us to generalize.
The problems arise from the Ariny and
Navy inlerpretations ol Lheir role in a
war with Japan and the position in the
conflict of the Philippines. The constant
lactors are derivative from the geog-
raphy inyolved and the politieal atti-
tudes of the Governmenl and the
people: il was 2,100 miles to Tlawaii
from California and another 5,000 miles
to Manila; the American people did not
belicve that defense of the Philippines
or the Open Door were worth a war
with Japan.

Al ORANGE plans posited that war
would starl by action of the Japancse
and probably by surprise. It was further
assumed that the Japanese would im-
mediately attack the Philippines in
order to deny this area to the U.S.
Navy. Finally, it was assumed thal the
war with Japan would be primarily a
naval war, waged oflensively, and aimed
al destruction of the Japanese Navy,
Japanese commerce, and Japanese eco-
nomic lile. In later editions of the phan,
air attack, presumably from the sea, was
also Lo be a parl of the warlare waged
against Lhe [apanese [orces and ccono-
my. From 1924 the plans envisioned
umphibicus assaults against and eaptlure
of certain Japanese mandaled islands in
the Southwesl Pacific in order to secure
the Navy's line of communications [rom
[Tawaii to the Philippines by way of
Guam. In a 1920 modilication the
establishinent of a U.S. naval operalin

base in the Marshalls, Carolines, or
Marianas was projected.

'The Army’s role never ehanged as the
ORANGYI plans were developed through
the years. In the carly 1920% il was
supposcd Lo hold onto the Philippines
by defcaling any Japanesc attempt Lo
take Lhe islands. In 1924 it was hoped
that the Army could hold Manila Bay,
to deny it to the Japanese, and to make
it available for the use of the U.S. Nayy
when it [inally arrived in the IFar Fast.
In the 1926 plan, and thereafter, the
Army was to hold the “entrance™ to
Manila Bay, probably by maintaining
conlrol of Corregidor, Caballo and the
olther channel [lortilications, and the
[Jataan TPeninsula. Fveryone now sus-
peeted, as the Army had argued in
1909, that Manila would [all Lo armies
approaching from the landward gide. By
the 1930 the Army lelt its Lask was so
hopeless that it argued lor abandonment
of the Philippines and withdrawal Lo a
more viable defensive perimeter, the
“strategic Lriangle” of Mahan--Panama,
Oahu, aud Alaska.

During the same period that the
Army was hecoming increasingly pessi-
mistie about holding the Philippines, or
even Lhe cntrance lo Manila Bay, the
Navy continued to plan-in its version of
the ORANGIE plans--for an oflensive
naval war against the Japancse. With a
hroad TPacilic Ocean for maneuvering
room, the admirals simply could not
cnvision being Llied Lo a delensive stra-
legy, particularly one that called for
patrolling the perimelers ol the “strate-
gic triangle.” The naval vessels that were
built during the 1920% and 1930’ were
long legged and heavily gunned. The
10,000-ton heavy eruisers were desigued
for trans-Pacific operations, even though
it meanl they would carry minimum
armor. The batlleships were modern-
ized, even al the sacrifice of speed, to
carry more fuel and to burn it more
elficiently. Antifouling developments
and underway replenishment for the
fleel made it possible that the Navy of
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the 1930°s might have a hetter operating
radius than had been used for planning
in the 1920's. Along with these con-
gsiderations the Navy and its Marines had
planned to secure operating hases on the
way Lo the Philippines, the only thing
they could nol guarantce was a lime
schedule. Thus the Navy’s War Plans
Division held out against a voluntary
relreat [rom the Philippines and consis-
tenily recommended that any granl of
independenee to the Lilipinos be aceom-
panied hy rights Lo naval bascs in the
islands.

Strengthening the [lortilications of
the Philippines and Guam and enlarging
the garrisons lo make scizure of the
islands a serious business for the Japa-
nesc were the ohvious measures that
needed to he taken; hut the Five-Power
Naval Trealy stood in the way. With its
Deecemher 1934 denunciation by Japan,
to be eclleetive 31 December 19306,
military development of Lthe Philippines
and Guam would be possihle; but it
wasn’t feasible politically, The Philip-
pine Independence Ael was passed in
1934 and was to lecad lo complete
independence in 1946, One of the many
reasons for this act had heen a deliber-
ate congressional and popular desire to
disentlangle the United States from the
menacing prohlems of Asia. By 1934
Japan had taken over Manchuria and
had laid down its own version of a
Monroce Doetrine for Asia. Congress and
the American publie [elt that contiuued
American conlrol of the Philippines was
simply asking for trouble with Japan. In
1938 a special hoard, headed by Adm.
Arthur Hepburn, surveyed the need for
fortilicd naval bases and pressed [or the
development of a major flecl operating
hase in Guam. In the spring of 1939
Congress decided that construetion of
such a bhase would be provocative to the
Japanese, and no monies were autho-
rtized, Though Lthe Navy may have re-
jeeted Army ideas aboutl withdrawing Lo
the delense of the “stralegic triangle,”
Coup%‘ess had alrcady made the move.

In the winter of 1937-38 the Joint
Planning Commitlec reworked the
ORANGE plan for the last time. To the
Joint Board the exisling plan was “un-
sound in general” and “wholly inappli-
cahle.” Japan was at war in China, the
Panay would he attacked while the
planners were al work, and Kurope was
heginning its long slide into war. 1L was
obvious that Congress intended that
Ameriean responsibility for the Philip-
pines he Lransitory, to cnd on 4 July
1946. What was lacking to the planners,
ﬂﬁ:l_‘ﬁﬁ'lj_lwﬁ "o national
goals in the Iar_Llast. Detense of the
Open Door had a certain hollow ring to
it, with Japan occupying Manchuria and
most ol eoastal China, and mainlenance
of American sovercignly over the Philip-
pines was soon to end, The plan, for
whal il was worth, provided [or moving
to a nalional statc of rcadiness, onee
war with Japun was ohvious. With war
the Army would mohilize 750,000
troops, the Navy would raise its strength
lo 320,000 (including the Marine
Corps), and national mohilization would
begin. ITawaii would hecome a mobiliza-
tion focal point, hut the Navy would
nol move into the Western Pacific unlil
it was cleur that there would be no
contlicting demands made on it in the
Atlantic. lmplieit in the plans was the
cxpectation that the Philippines aud
Guam would he lost immediately and
would have to be regained hy military
action. TTie ORANGI, war plan of 1938
wus less a plan than a descriplion of
what would happen when the Japanese
decided it wus lime for war.

The tensions that caused the Joint
Board to restudy the ORANGE plan in
late 1937 ushered in 4 years ol intensive
war planning. In the language of the
slreets, they were now playing for
kecps. Aggression iu international rela-
tions was observahle cverywhere Lo the
degree that President Roosevell had
called for a “quarantining” of the ag-
gressors in October 1937, Ior the first
time sinee belore the World War, A meri-
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can military planners were worried
about possibilities of German and Itali-
an penetration of the Western Hemis-
phere through the subverting of govern-
ments in Lalin Ameriea.

Based on the lessons of wriling and
rewriting the ORANGLE plans, the Joint
Board was quite aware that it eould not
afford Lhe luxury of drifting along and
trying to plan withoul a elear picture of
the nation’s objectives. In the past the
Joint Board and its Planning Committec
had made their own determination of
just what the national goals were. 'I'heir
list, while not too imaginative, con-
tained such standard ilems as defense of
the Monroc Doctrine, saleguarding of
the Open Door in China, and cxeluding
Asiaties from immigration Lo the United
States. In sctting their list of national
objeetives, the planners seldom received
any assistance from the Stale Depart-
ment or the White Tlouse. In the end
this pattern had proven Lo be wasteful.
If the Joint Board misinterpreted a
national policy, or the willingness of the
nation to bhack the policy, it could
engage in a greal deal of mcuningless
planning. The ORANGE plan, to a large
degree, was a fruitless ¢ffort beeause the
nation, as shown in the aclions of
Congress and the President, was not
willing to uphold its I'ar Fast policy if it
mcant war.

In April 1938 the dilemma of the
military planners was clarified a bit
when Sceretary of State Hull, with
presidential  approval, cstablished a
Standing Liaison Committee made up of
the Chicf of Naval Operalions, the
Army Chicf of Staff, and the Under
Seerctary of State (Sumner Welles). The
Joint Board was delighted with the
arrangement, it hoped that this meant
that the military planners would he
more quiekly alerted o changed diree-
Llions in national policy. Actually the
linison commiltee met irregularly, had
no cxeeulive authorily, and did not
meet wheu some of the most diffieult
rohlems were under sludy; but it did

serve as a convenient device [or gelting
the polieymaking and the poliey imple-
menling agencics together when either
felt there was something worth diseus-
sing. The committee performed its most
important funetion, probahly because
of Under Sceretary Welles’ interests, by
focusing attention on the developing
problem of .atin Ameriea.

In the late summer and early fall of
1938 the German-promoled crisis in
Furope was “scttled” hy the Munich
agreements. Peace was preserved for a
year, and Czechoslovakia lost its inde-
pendenee. Sceing the handwriting on
the wall, the Joint Board ordered the
Joint Planning Committee to study how
the United States should go about de-
fending itself and latin Ameriea from
Axis aggression. 'The Hoard further com-
plicaled the question by noting that
Japan might be menacing American
intercsts in Asia at the same time. Keep
in mind that the Board was again selling
the (uestion, not the President or the
Seerctury ol State, and it was working
from certain assumplions: Axis activi-
tics in Lalin America would he anti.
thetical to United States safety; Japan
was a nation that could menace Uniled
States intercsts in Asia (not Qussia, for
instance); and the United Stales had
interests in Asia worth being concerned
about.

The report of the Joint Planning
Commillee, given in January 1939, is
significant for ils assumptions and ils
findings. Rellecting the nation’s domi-
nant isolationism, the planners assumed
that the United States would not be in a
position nor would wanl to reinforee
the Philippines or the Asialie Ileel.
Japan would be handled as a political
problemn and not as a military aggressor.
It would appear that the planning com-
miltee was recommending “appeasc-
ment” of the Japanese in order to give
full attention to CGermany and ltaly.
‘The basis for wriling off the Far Fastern
inlerests of the United States was stuted
quite bluntly:
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If the American government and
people had so considered [U.S. Far
Eastern intercsts to he worth any-
thing|, they would never have con-
sented in the Washington Confercnee
to put the sceurity . . . [of Gnam and
the Philippincs] .. .in pawn to the
mere good faith of Japan....If they
had so considered, the Japanese denun-
cialion of the Washington treaties [in
1936] would have been instantly fol-
lowed by the impregnable fortification
and garrisoning of the Philippines and
Guam, If they had so considered, the
Philippine Independence Aet would
never have been passed. ... Whether
right or wrong, they have sucecssively
undermined the possibility of sucecss-
ful defense by the Army and Navy of
these possessions.™®

A sccond assumption in the Joint
Manning Committee report was that the
United States would prohably not have
to lace aggression alone. The DBritish
would undoubtedly be tied into the
problem, cither through an Axis menace
lo their American and Asiatic posses-
gions, or because of involvement against
the Axis in Furope. Thus the United
States conld assnme that British naval
assistanee, in ships or bases, would be
ayailahle. The assumption that therc
would be eooperative action with the
British was the natural outgrowlh of
almost 10 years of constantly improving
Anglo-American relations, From the
London Conferences of 1930 and
1935-36 there had emerged a clear
identification of Anglo-American naval
interesls in the face ol a hostile Japan.
And as the Axis powers of Europe
aligned themselves with Japan, through
anli-Comintern statements, the Anglo-
American military planners recognized
that the new alignment was antidemo-
eralic as well as anli-Communist. This
rcawakened sense of commnnily with
the linglish was strenglhened by ex-

*Mark S. Watson, The U.S. Army in World
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changes of naval planning views when
Capt. Royal Tngersoll journeyed to Ton-
don in Deecember 1937 and a British
naval mission visiled the United States
in May of 1939. While not spelled out
preciscly, the Joint Planning Committee
was laying the lenndation for a “Ger-
many first” focus in American slrategic
planning.

I'ollowing this Jannary 1939 report
to the Joint Board, the planning group
lurned lo the creation of a new scl ol
war plans, the so-called RAINBOW
plans. These plans differed from carlice
ones in that the “enemy™ would be a
coalition, instead of just ORANGE or
RED. Also, there would he contingeney
varialions depending on whether the
United States was fighting alone or with
allies.

The opening of war in Lurope in
Septernber 1939  speeded up Joint
Board planning. There was now an even
greater sense ol urgency for the Board
to oblain a clear pieture, [rom the
policymakers, of bow the United States
was Lo relale Lo this war, Kxeept for the
Presidential declaration of ncutrality
and formal statements of sympathy for
those being attacked, the Joint Board as
in the past had to create its own
definitions of American policics and
strategic objcetives. Some very scarching
questions had to be answered: llow
would the Uniled States defend the
Western Hemisphere if England were Lo
fall? How [ar should the United States
go in appeasing Japan in order to kecp
its options cpen for delense of the
hemisphere? llow should the Uniled
Staves relate ilself 1o the British war
efforl in the event lingland did not fall?
FFor a briel time there was a breathing
spell as Lhe blitzkricg against Poland
turned into a sitzkrieg, bul with the
recopening of German aelivity in the
spring of 1940 by lightning thrusts
against Prauee, the low countrics, and
Scandinavia, and entry of ltaly into the
melée, a renewed sense of urgency
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The new German campaigns also
brought a new government lo Fngland
when Neville Chamberlain was replaced
by Winston Churehill. The *Former
Naval P'erson” was quick lo inform
President Roosevell that England need-
cd assistance in Lthe form of munitions,
aircrall, weapons, and il the Uniled
States could provide a litlle naval
demonstralion in the I'ar Kasl, againsl
the Japanese, it would he greatly appre-
cialed. These requests foreed the Presi-
denl to consull the Joinl Board and
provide it with some badly needed
guidance. In June 1940 the Peesident
wanled Lo know if the United Stales
was capable: 1) ol maintaining a strong
naval stanee in the Pacific, provided il
did nol involve a shooling war with
Japan; 2) of supporling the British wilh
needed mililary assistance, including Lhe
Lonvoymg of the malerial Lo assure ils
arvival; 3) and also was the United
States prepared Lo lake mililary aclions
in Lalin America lo prevenl any Axis
lodgment in the region? Oul of Lhese
questions Lhe Joint Board conld deduce
strategic  goals: deter, but not Tight
Japan; supply Brilain to prevent its fall;
and prevenl Axis entry into the hemis-
phere. With these goals in mind, RATN-
BOW 4 was crcated as a war plan. The
military emphasis was on hemisphere
defense; in the Pacific the U.S. Fleel
would remain at Tearl ITarhor as a
gesture of delerrence, bul in lerms ol
action the IFleel was Lo delend Lhe
“strategic Lriangle.”

IL was lorlunale Lhat the Joint Board
got as much information as it did from
the President in June of 1940, flor
during the balance ol the year, until
cleetion day in November, the Com-
mander in Chiel avoided making any
nmajor strategie decisions. A bargain was
struck with the British in which the
United States turned over 53 overage
destroyers in return [or 9Y-year leascs
on British naval and air hase sites in Lthe
Weslern [[Lmibph(‘rc' hut this was mere-
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aid the Hritish “short of war.”

In the summer the joint Board sent a
tcam of Army, Navy, and Air Corps
senior officers Lo L.ondon Lo observe the
German “blilz.” Discussions by them
wilth British planners gave the Joinl
Board a clearer picture of the luture.
Rear Admiral Ghormley and his associ-
ates were sure Lhe British wonld not
collapse, Lhus it would not he wasteful
Lo vonlinue the supply elforl. They also
divined that the Brilish were so busy
with the Germans and [talians, in
Furope and North Afriea, that they
would not he able to reinforee Singa-
pore were the Japancee Lo exerl any
pressure. As Ghormley interpreted i,
Brilish grand stralegy involved allacking
the Axis Powers on the perimeter of
their holdings, making assaults into Lhe
heartland arca when Lhe opportunity
was Lhere, using airpower Lo weaken
them, and linally mounting a land cam-
paign in Furope when the lime was
right. All of this was wilthoul a lime-
table. From the Joint Board viewpoinl
il could mean that the United Stales
would he Led Lo British strategical
thinking for an indefinite period of
Lime,

With victory at the polls, President
Roosevell was once more able to Lthink
conerelely abonl  American  delense
Manning. During November the Joint
planning Committee began work on the
most complicated of its plans, one that
envisioned war with Lhe Furopean Axis
Powers and Japan al the same time. lu
its deliberalions Lthe commiillee cau-
vassed several strategic alternalives pro-
vided by Adm. Harold Stark, Chiel of
Naval Operations. e raised Lhe yues-
lion ol low best Lo wse the Navy:
offensively in Lthe  Atlantic and the
Pacifie, delensively in hoth oceans, or
ollensively in one ocean while main-
Laining a defensive posture in the olher.
OF the allernatives, listed “A™ Lo “1),”
the Joint Board on 21 December 1940
opted Tor “Plan I)ng”—-lh(‘ U.S. Navy
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tic to assurc a decision there first and
would stand on the defensive in the
Pacifie. As can he seen, this was a return
to the January 1939 position of the
Joint Board.

The Joint Board’s decision to use
Stark’s “Plan Dog™ as the basis [or
strategic planning was written into the
instructions that were to guide the Joint
Planning Committee as it met with a
new gronp of Dritish representatives
which arrived in Washington on 25
January 1941 for two months of discns-
sions on how a war was to be eonducted
were the Lnited States to he drawn in,
While the talks were not to he political,
it was neeessary for the United States to
clear away one leatnre of the British
program that secmed to be more politi-
cal than military. Both groups quickly
agrecd that Germany and Italy must be
defeated as quickly as possible. There
was also agreement that the Mediter-
rancan and North Alrican interests of
the British must be reeovered to make
the Mediterranean safe. Bnt the British
desire to have the United States protect
Singapore was firmly rejeeted by the
Ameriean planners. They recognived the
importance for Empirc morale that the
Japanese not he allowed to cngross
Southeast Asia or mcnace the Anti-
podes, but any strong moves in this
region would weaken the cffort against
the Enropean Axis, Thus the Joint
Board representatives stuck to the “Plan
Dog™ deciston, The Navy, and the Army
as well, disliked writing off the Philip-
pines, but the logic of their strategic
studies said it must be done. If the
Philippines eould not be defended, the
same mnst be said for Singapore. In the
ABC-1 memorandurn, which eoncluded
these Ameriean-British eonversations on
29 Mareh 1941, it was finally agreed,
eonecrning the Far East, that the United
States would stand on the defensive in
the Pacific, but that the Asiatie Mleet
would do its best to help defend the
Malay Barricr.

new rewrite for RAINBOW 5. As in all
of the rainbow plans, RAINBOW 1 was
the starling place--defense of the West-
crn Hemisphere, With this defense pro-
vided for, then naval plans for coopera-
tion with the British in the Atlantic
werce [ramed, and the tasks for the Navy
when standing on the defensive in the
Pacific were spelled out. While the old
ORANGE plans for a trans-Paeific cam-
paign against Japan were availahle, no
campaign plans were written into RAIN-
BOW 5. The new war plan was finally
approved by the serviee Secrelaries on 2
June 1941, Bnt reworking of these
plans, with a new oplimism, hegan
almost as soon as SeeWar and SccNav
approved them.

The German attack against the Soviet
Union on 21 June 1941 opened up new
possibilities to the Joint Board. 1t be-
lieved that there wonld have to be a
diminution of German aetivity in the
Atlantic and, therefore, if the United
States entered the war it might be ahle
to do more in the Paeific. Working from
this optimistic premise, the decision was
made Lo strengthen the Philippines, par-
ticnlarly with hecavy hombardment and
fighter aircraft. As more B-17’s became
available, and more P-40 lighters ponred
ont of the factories, the Philippines
reeeived the bulk of them. The belief of
the Air Corps leaders that the B-17
could stop a scaborne attack was ac-
eepted; the P-40s were expected Lo give
air superiority over the islands. In this
same atmosphere of euphoria, the
claims of General MaeArthnr that the
projeeted 10 divisions of the Philippine
Army, still partly trained and armed,
plns the reinforced 11.S. Army garrison,
could defeat a Japanesc landing effort
were given credence. By November
1941 there was even a belief extant in
the Joint Board that offensive aetion
would be possible by B-17 strikes at the
Japanese staging arcas, Unflortnnately,
one ol the very saered prineiples of war
was violated at Pcarl Harbor and Clark
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prise attack. Neither MacArthur'’s bom-
bers nor Adm. Husband Kimmel’s
battleline would be available to imple-
ment RAINBOW 5.

LU . T

Are there any lessons that one can
draw from this discussion of national
defense planning in the interwar years?
Obviously, one is not Lo bhuild & war
plan that depends on the use of bom-
bers and ships and then lose them in
surprise attacks, bult probably we can
draw a few more lessons of a more
sophisticated nature if we look.

Certainly one of Lhe more imporlant
lessons lies in the arca of the “‘ends and
means” problem. War planning reguires
a elear picture of the ends or goals Lo be
achieved by a plan. The ORANGE plan
of the 1920°s and 1930’ was more of
an operational plan than a plan to meet
the ends of a national strategy. 'The
Joint Board had to asswmne that Lhe
United States would go to war hecause
of Japanese interference with the Open
Door or beeause Japan attacked the
Philippines. FThere was little doubt that
war would come this way, so the plans
dealt esgentially with the question of
how to defeat Japun once a war hegan,
Over a period of time these planners

assumed that the nation as a whole Telt
the same way. But it didn’t. When the
Senatc accepted the Five-Power Treaty,
with its nonfortifieation eclause, it
doomed any plans to defend the Philip-
pines or the Open Door. Until a new
and very mobile Navy was molded in
the crueible of war, a fleet tethered to
Hawaii eould not do mueh in the
Philippine arca or on the China coasl.
The War Plans Divisions of both the
Army and the Navy understood this; it
was Congress and the President that did
not get the message. The reason they
did not gel the message was beeause il
was nol niee to talk ahoul making war,
even defensive wars, in the interwar
years. Occasionally, naval writers, and
cven an occasional pundil like Walter
lippman, would raise the issuc of major
commilments and little power, but their
voices were not heard, or the problem
was loo difficult Lo understand. The
average  American, and the average
Congressman as well, could not sce why
Japan was stronger than the United
States when Japan had just 10 battle-
ships and the United States had 18.
But--and this is the message--Japan bad a
national strategy. The Japanecse knew
what they wanted and they knew what
had to he done to obtain it.

Peace is hest sceured hy those who use their strength justly, but whose
attitude shows that they have no intention of submitling to wrong.

Address of the Corinthians to the Athenians, 433 B.C,
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