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THE RUSSIAN MARITIME THREAT
An Approach to the Problem

Rear Admiral H.E, Eecles, U.S. Navy (Ret.)

Under sponsorship of

The George Washington University

Logistics Research Project

In this first of 10 articles, in this issue dealing with the
maritime problem, the author seeks to fix the maritime
element of national power into a valid and comprehensible
politico-strategic framework. The commitment of limited
resources to maritime programs can only be made after a
realistic appraisal of necd. Even then, individual programs
will be subjected to the stress and strain of the US,

democratic political process.

Introduetion. The Soviet Union is
now aclively exerting slrong worldwide
political pressure by means of economie
and military aid backed and serecned by
a strong, modern, and highly visible
naval force. Whercas a few years ago the
Soviet Navy was predominantly defen-
sive and generally confined to northern
oceans and eoaslal waters, it now op-
erates freely and extensively in Lhe
Mediterranean, the Indian, and the
South Atlantie Oceans.

Its clectronic reconnaissanee and
aggressive fishing exploitation, which
have been obvious for years, have been
cxiended as far as Australia. Its fast
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growing merchanl marine is more and
more a major world economic factor.

This all adds up to the skilled aggres-
give usc ol maritime power for eco-
nomic political ends and constitutes a
major Lhreal to the position of the
United States and its allies.

No study of this Russian maritime
threat ean ignorc the interaction of
policy, strategy, and military capahility.
In other words, strategy is subordinate
Lo policy hut limited by capability. But
Lhe limits on strategy imposed hy eapa-
bility must, in turn, be refleeted in
policy.
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This reaction induces the two further
rclated considerations ol timc necessary
to convert a potential capability into
actual power and the relations and
distinetion hetween  short-range and
long-range poliey and plans.

Moving from this important but ah-
stract level into the area of specific
military-cconomic plans and programs
requires thorough sophisticated systems
analysis with special consideration for
side effeets and marginal utility.

But here we necd further inputs--rela-
tive values of objectives sought, military
values, and logistic planning [actors.
Much research is neceded in all these
areas.

Any results achieved without rigor-
ous attnck on thesc matters are trivial--
interesting speculation ai best--hut per-
haps dangerous since they may deceive
people into thinking that they know
what they are doing when in reality
they do not.

The rise of Russian maritime power
in the last decade can be fully appre-
ciated only if it is examined in a
disciplined [ramework which involves an
interweaving of [act and theory.

® % %

The prohlem it presents is a clear
illustration of a “difficulty” as de-
seribed by T.1). Weldon.' He points out
that there are two basic types of prob-
lems--one, the “puzzle™ and the other,
the “difficulty.” A puzzle is a problem
to which there is a speeific eorrcct
solution. A diffieulty, in eontrast, can-
not be solved in specific [inal terms; it
can only he surmounted, redueed, or at
times ignored.

Qur major politieal-military problems
are “diffieultics”; some ol their aspects,
however, may be “puzzles,” and their
solution can help in dealing with the
overall difficulty. A useful approach Lo
the problem of Sovict maritime develop-
ment requires an awareness of this
distinetion.

This issuc of the Review discusses
some of the interrelated clements of this
“dilficulty” and places them in the
context of history primarily to establish
a sound perspeetive and a [oundation
for suhscquent [urther developinent. As
this elaboration and development takes
place, we can expeet individuals anel
special study groups to reach conelu-
sions which will he usclul both for
public enlightenment and Congressional
and Executive aclion.

Olbviously, the college will be par-
ticularly intcresied in the military, and
cspecially the naval, aspects of the
question, but always with the apprecia-
tion that military proposals are depen-
dent upon political aims and that the
resources they eall for will always be
limited by economic eonsiderations.

Three [undamentals, each with imn-
portant corollaries and subordinate fac-
tors, dominate the analysis of the impli-
eations ol Russian maritine develop-
ment.

First: This development of mari-
time power shows that the Russians
have a firm grasp of the fundamentals of
strategy and are determined to apply
them in the pursuit of national interests.

Second: The United States of
America has shown conclusively, not
only that it has enormous eeonomic
potential, but also that when its people
attain a clear sense of purpose and ael
with a high degree of national and
eoneeplual unity, this economic power
can he rapidly converted to comparahble
military power.

Third: There arc, however, difler-
enees of opinion in the United States
and among its allies as to:

A.'The implications ol the in-
crease in [ussian power,

B.The policies we
adopt to eounter the threat,

C.The specilic mcasures and
the allocation of resources to support
these policies,

should

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol22/iss6/2
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Thus, the development of eoneeptual
unity then becomes essential to deal
with the problems posed.

Russian Maritime Power. With this
brief baekground, let us pass on to the
hard praetical facts of Hussian maritime
power.

Of the many artieles on this pub-
lished during the last year, nonc is more
eomprehensive than  “The Changing
Stralegic Naval Balanee U.5.5.R. vs.
1J.8.A.” This report, issued in December
1968, was prepared at the request of the
Chairman of the House of Representa-
tives Armed Serviees Committee by a
group of distingnished senior retired
oflieers and military seholars under the
chairmanship of Adm. Harry D. Fely,
USN, (Ret.), using unclassified material
published prior to Oetober 1968.

Subsequent information indieates
that the report understated rather than
overstated the situation.

Largely as a eonsequence of this
study, on the opening day of Congress,
3 January 1969, Committee Chairman
Rivers introdueed a hill authorizing $3.8
hillion in 1970 for naval shipbuilding.

The evidence of rapidly growing
power ia clear. The Russians now have a
large, balanced modern navy and they
are uging it to good effect. A few
illustrations suffice to show how they
now stand.

The five Kresta class eruisers mount a
complex of weapons systems ineluding
surface-lo-surface missiles with a range
of 450 miles, surfaee-to-air missiles, and
conventional guns.

The Kynda class destroyers have
both surface-to-surfaee and surfaee-lto-
air missiles. The Russians apparently
think that the eombinations of these
types ean challenge U.S. earrier task
groups in all oceans,

The 150 Osa and Komar shorl-range,
guided-missile patrol hoats displacing
200 tons earry the Styx missiles that
sank the loraeli destroyer Elath. These
ean constitute a dangerous threal Lo
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eoastal operations of major forees.

The new Moskva helieopter carriers
ean handle about 30 helicopters and
mount surface-to-air missiles. These
eombine with a large variety of landing
eralt and the newly expanded naval
infantry to provide excellenlt amphibi-
ous capability.

This surface force is supplemented
by escort vessels, constal minesweepers,
minelayers, icebreakers, ocecanographic
veseels, and eleetronie intelligence ships,

The weapons systems of the modern
Soviet Navy arc accurate and flexible
and are mounted on well-designed ships
which can keep the sea.

The Soviet submarine foree eonsti-
tutcs a major element of power eon-
sisting of about 250 attack submarines
and 100 missile submarines. The former
constitute a grave threat to our vilal
oceanic lines of communication. The
missile submarines, hecause they carry
both long-range underwater-launehed
nuclear missilcs and shorter range sur-
faee-to-surface missiles with terminal
guidanee, are a threat both to the cities
of the United Statea and Lo the carrier
task florces at sea.

This balanced, versatile modern foree
is supported by a well designed and
balaneed mobile logistie force capable
of underway replenishment and mohile
base support. It ineludes all types of
serviee craft, oeeangoing tugs, and, most
importantly, six modern ships for mis-
sile supply and maintenanee of nuclear-
powered submarines.

It is important to realize that the
combat ships and major logistic ships
were designed and built by Russian
shipyards. ['urthermore, most of these
ships are under 20 ycars of age, whereas
most of the U.S, naval ships are over 20
years old.

Sinec naval ships form only one
clement of maritime power, a brief
eomparison of the U.5.5.R. and the U.S.
merehant fleets is instructive.

Of the approximately 1,400 Soviet
shipa of 10.4 million tons, about 80
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percent arc less than 10 ycars old.

In eontrast, of about 1,100 U.S.
ghips of 14.8 million lons, about 80
pereent are 23 years or morce in age. In
1968 the Sovicts had 450 vessels on
order while the United States had only
51,

In 1966 the Soviet Minister of Mer-
chant Marine wrote:

The flecl has been joined by hun-
dreds of new and improved vessels of
various types...lhe crealion of a
Sovict Merchant Marine has made il
possible to free the nation from depen-
denee on foreign vessels for maritime
shipping. Today the Sovict Union can
dcliver cargo Lo any point on carth
using high-speed Sovict ships.?

This large merchant marine is made
even more effeetive as an arm of stra-
tegy and policy by heing under disei-
plined authoritarian control. further-
more, since llussia is not an “ulfluent
sociely” there sceins to be no greal
problem in manning the merchant and
fishing flects.

In sharp eontrast, the 1.5, merchant
marine i8 in a deplorable condition in
almost every respeet. ‘The situalion is
dominated by the seemingly all-power-
fu! labor unions whose whipsaw Lactics
of the last 40 yecars destroyed our
coastal shipping and loreed the develop-
ment of the large [lleet of “llags of
convenience.” American-owned hut
foreign-manned ships ecannot be relied
upon to operate ckfectively in emer-
gencies.

The American shipowners who op-
crate in a fiereely competitive climate
under a variety of complex and in-
consistent regulations and subsidies are
at odds among themselves. In spite of
good accommodations, very high wages,
short hours, [ringe benefils, and early
high-pensioned relirement, it ia very
diffieult to reernit scamen for the U.S.
merchanl marine.

The economie competition with our
maritime allies, whieh produces diffieult
problems of differential rales and alloea-
tion of roules and access lo coastal

ports, [urther complicates the sitnation.
Finally, the officials of the Kxeculive
Braneh of Government, the memhers of
Congress, and economists arc sharply
divided as to how hest to handle the
guestion of the merehant marine.

The econlrast in [lishing [lects is
equally striking. There again, the ltus-
sians have buill a very large, modern
fleet while the United States has de-
pended on {requently inadequatcly
financed private owncrship. Here again,
the fishermen are aging while our young
men prefer life ashore. Here again, the
Russians have a greal reconnaissance
capability, while our fishing eraft have
no such organization or, indeed, eapa-
bility.

The teehnieal-industrial-cconomic
base of Russian marilime power is
sound and very large. The Russians have
shown that they ean design, build, man,
and operatc a large, modern, compre-
hensive maritime foree. They supple-
ment this by purchasing many merchant
and fishing ships abroad. Most impor-
tantly, their system of cconomice control
allows them to allocate resources
toward marilime expansion without the
constraints of short-time commereial
proliL.

A [urther implication is cspeeially
significant: it has heen cstimated that
the ussiaus can build 20 to 30 nuelear
submarines a ycar in eovered shipyards
protected from salellite reconnaissance.
This constrasts with the eurrent U.S.
capahility of Luilding 10 to 12 a year in
shipyards open to public vicw. Senator
Pastore’s comment is pertinent. “lt is
now clear ... that the Department of
Defense has grossly underestimated the
rate at which the Soviets are improving
their nuclear submarines.”™

The large and growing Russian mer-
chant and fishing flects and their capa-
bilities both for reconnaissanee and
misgile launehing, plus the inercased
high-seas eruising of the Russian surface
and submarine fleets, significantly de-
crease Lhe value ol the systemn of stra-

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol22/iss6/2
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Legic warning that the United States has
previously counted on.

Finally, in receent years Russia not
only has beeome a major scapower, but
has used Lhis newly aequired power Lo
supporl an cxpansionist foreign policy
by various means such as:

A wvigible presence in the castern
Mediterrancan accompanied by con-
Linued survcillance and overt harassment
of the U.5. 6th Ilect.

Deployment of a naval task force
trom Vladivostok to Lthe Indian Ocean
and a visil to the Persian Gull.

Mainlenance of a subnarine group
in the Central and South Atantic
Oecean.

All of this supports military assis-
tance and cconomic aid to Syria, the
United Arah Republic, and Algeria and
its general aid policy in India and in
Africa.

The facts of the development and
reeent use of Russian maritime power
illustrate certain important elements of
military theory, lo wit: conecptual
unity, the vunderstanding of strategy as
the art of comprchensive direetion of all
forme of power Ltoward the attainment
of politieal-eeonomic objeetives, and the
usc of military power as the shield for
the advancement of other forms of
power.

Firat, let us discuss eoneeptual unity
hefore going on to the basie theory of
strategy.

Conceptual Unity. As was previously
stated, the most important task when
eonflronted wilth a problem on Lhe scale
ol Soviel arilime expansion is to
eslablish a coneeptual unity for tackling
the difficulty.

This has its special philosophie irony,
for the Soviel syslem of eollective
leadership is hased on tbe theory that all
the clements of conecplual differences
in the party and government leadership
be thrashed out in private; that objee-
lives and operational plans he specifi-
cally based on the concepts so devel-
oped; and therealter the entire appara-

tus of governmenl and propaganda
procecd harmoniously toward the
attainment of the ohjectives set.

While there seem Lo be some obvious
flawa in the practical working out of
this system, particularly in the relations
with other Communist nations, the
Sovict maritime growth is a brilliant
illustration of its sueccss.

The degree to which this Sovict idcal
can he maintained, as the forees of
ehange work within the Russian people,
15 perhaps the single most important
uncerlainly in lorccasting Soviet atti-
tudes and development. Nevertheless,
recent events show that in situations of
major national intercst, the Russian
lcadership can cffectively cxercise this
discipline

In contrast to the U.S.S.R., in the
United States the hasie concepts as to
national interests and objeetives are
seldom specifically elarificd. Instead,
public debate finally brings aboul an
uncertain agreement as to specific poli-
cics and measures. But even when these
measures are {ormally adopted, they are
not always loyally supported. Inatead,
there is continuing and frequently in-
eonsistent legal wrangling. 'I'be same
holds true to an even greater degree
within an alliance.

In the speeifie case of the merehant
marine, we are laced with the prospect
of a permanently inecffective system
because it cannot be left to unregulated
private enterprise, nor ean il be effec-
tively operated by the Government.
There is no coneceptual unity among the
vested inlerests involved.

The authoritarian syslem can Lreal
the merchant marine: (1) as part of a
coherent overall transportation system;
(2) wiLh the navy, the fishing [leet, and
oceanographic researeh, as a eoherent
marilime system; (3) as an arm of
governmenl cconomie-politieal-military
poliey.

IL seems elear, therefore, that the
United States national and alliance stra-
tegy must be so designed as to stand up

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1969
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to Russian strategy in spite of having a
weak, incomplete, and ineffective mari-
time system. If by good fortunc we can
develop unity of concept and build an
clffective reliable system, so mnueh the
better. But it would he very unwise to
assume that this can he done within the
next 20 years.

Strategy. Russian power is developed
from a eombination of nationalism,
natural and human resources, and ide-
ology. It is organized and guided by a
eomprehensive  political-economic-mili-
tary theory which produees a coherent
overall national strategy. Unguided by
this theory and this strategy, the power
potential, nationalism, and idcology are
no threat to the United States; but so
guided, they now constitute a elear and
growing threat.

To meet the threat, we must bave an
equal understanding of strategy, power,
and forec and bow they must be inter-
woven to accomplish national objectives
in a world of continued confliet.

In his hook, Strategy, liddel Ilart
developed a theory of strategy as fol-
Iows:

We ean now arrive at a shorter
definition of strategy as-‘the art of
distributing and applying military
means fulfill the ends of policy.” For
strategy is concerned not merely with
the movement of forces--as its role is
often defined-but with the effect.
When the application of the military
instrument merges into aetual (ighting,
the disposition for and eontrol of such
direet action are ‘tactics.” The two
categories, although convenient for dis-
eussion can never be truly divided into
separate compartments because cach
not only influences but merges into the
other.

As taeties ia an application of stra-
tegy on a lower plane, so strategy is an
application on a lower plane of ‘grand
strategy.” While practically synony-
mous with tbe policy wbich guides the
eonduct of war, as distinet from the
more fundamental poliey which should
govern its object, the term ‘grand
strategy’ serves lo bring out the sense
of policy in execution. For the role of

grand strategy--higher strategy--is fto
coordinate and direct all the resources
of a nation, or band of nations, toward
the political oljective of the war—the
goal defincd Ly fundamental poliey 4

The element of poliey stressed was
clearly brought out in the Nayal War
College publieation, Sound Military
Decision, which said:

Understanding between  the civil
representatives of the State and the
Icaders of the armed forecs is mani-
festly essentiul to the coordination of
national policy with the power to
enforee it. While military atrategy may
determine whether the aims of policy
are possible of attainment, policy may,
beforehand, determine largely the sue-
cces or failure of military strategy.
Therefore, it bebooves poliey to ensure
not only that military strategy pursue
appropriate aims, but that the work of
strategy be alloted adequate power,
and be undertaken under the most
fuvorable conditions.

These thoughts, together with the
Rosinski concept of strategy’s being the
art of control, provide the [oundation
for the eonceptual unity and cohcrence
required by the situation under con-
sideration here:

It is this element of control which is
the essence of strategy: Control being
the element which differentintes true
strategic aclion from a haphazard series
of inprovisations. . . . strategy must he
sclective in order to achieve cconomy
of force. Comprehensive eontrol of a
ficld of action means a concentration
upon those minimum key lines of
action or key positions from which the
enlire field ean be positively con-
trolled. This is well illustrated by the
coneept of eontrol or command of a
5¢a arca.

The concentration of thought on
control naturally leads to a reexamina-
tion and better understanding of the
objectives whose attainment is the pur-
pose ol the attemptl Lo exercise control.
‘The concepl of continning control pre-
pares the mind for shifting the emphasis
from weapon to weapon or from tool Lo
tool in accordance with changing situa-
tions or wilh the changing capabilities

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol22/iss6/2
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or application of the weapon or weap-
ons systems involved, Thus, the intellce-
tual concept of strategy as “comprehen-
give control” naturally leads to the
intellectnal coneept of flexibility. But
“flexibility” itself must hc understood
lest il degeneratc into mere hesitaney,
uncertainty, and vacillation. The cssenee
of true flexihility lies in the conlinuing
clear appreciation of the aim, the pur-
poses, the objeclive.

Karl Deutach, in The Nerves of Gov-
ernment, touehcs on an important appli-
cation of the coneept of flexibility with
respecl to an objective. Drawing on a
study of Hussian ehess strategy, he
noles the emphasis given to the value of
leading an opponent “to eommit his
picces Lo a particular position,” and
hence “to commit his mind to...a
partieular kind of strategy.” Having
done this, the player then makes a
“radical switeh™ in his own play and
“confronts the opponent with a new sct
of problems™ for which néither his
position nor his strategy is prepared.

Deulsch carries this slralegie eoncept
over into the conduct of international
and confliet relations, noting the posi-
live advantages to hc gained by en-
couraging an opponent to make an early
commitment of his resources with the
intention of “turning this eommitment
later to the opponent’s disadvantage.”
The A{lexibility to switeh one’s own
strategy al n eritical point eonfronts the
alrcady committed opponent with an
cnormous hurden of deeision under
pressure of time and with the distribu-
tion of his resources “impaired or dis-
rupted.”’

It necds only be added, for the
argument of this study, that this aspect
of stratcgic thinking implies a elear
grasp of the twin elements of flexibility
of mind and aection and eontrol of
resolrces.

Stralegy is always coneerned with
objectives. But merely to state the
objeclive is not enough. The objective
must be analyzed, nol only to clarify

EW

the purpose for which aetion is to he
taken, but also to show what eonastitutes
its salisfaetory attainment. Here we
encounter one of the chief problems of
strategie thinking: how is the objective
influenced hy the course of events?
How docs one distinguish stead fast
adherence lo a firm purpose from dog-
matic pursuit of an outworn or irrele-
vant objeetive? Since both political
objectives and politieal eontrol are
cssential in strategy, we must consider
the situation in two aspects.

First: What situalion and areas must
be controlled by our use of power in
order to attain our objectivea’

Seecond: By what means will the
aetual use of this power itself be eon-
trolled by the political arm of Govern-
ment?

The first aspect is, in fact, the stra-
tegic eoncept, the plan of action. The
seeond 18 also cssential, for the un-
controlled use of power can easily be
both sclf-deleating and disastrous. This
means strict political control of all
military action exercised through the
claborate worldwide command eontrol
systemn made possible by modern clee-
tronie tcchnology.

In other words, strategy to be effec-
tive requires that the potential violence
of conercte, tangible military force be
related to the intangible elements of
national interests and national values.
Yet, how do we define or describe
naticnal intcrests and national values in
terms which provide a firm base for a
sound strategy?

Ohviously, this is a highly intuitive
process which means that it is an indi-
vidual matter in which opinions differ
strongly. Here we find the major sourees
of those elements of paradox, contradic-
tion, and equivocation which today are
80 apparent and so distnrbing, This
brings us to an examination of power
and force.

Power and Force. Power is the ability
to do, to act, or to influence. It is

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1969



Naval War College RevaS%FAWﬁmmmE THREAT

The analysis of the politieal interests and the evaluation of the available
national power in the light of the world situation provides the
foundation for the harmonious development of polieies and objeetives--
political, military, and economie.

The National Intercst = The general and continuing ends for which a
stale aels.

The National Interests = The particular inlerpretation of the National
Interest for particular condilions or situations.

Principles = The enduring modes of behavior or relatively cstahlished
guides to action that characierize nations.

Objeetives = Nerived from Dbolh Interests and Principles and are a
specification of previous generalizations for partieular eircumstanecs.

Policies = Specific courses of action designed to achicve objectives.

The distinction hetween policies and objectives is thal hetween means
and ewds,

Tor a detailed discussion of these matters sec Appendix A ol the

11

Brookings Institution study “United States Torcign
1945-1955.”

Poliey

composed of varying elements of physi-
cal or psychologieal force. Raymond
Aron has categorized nalional power as:
(1) geographic or spatial environment;
(2) resources human and material; and
(3) the capacity for collective action.

Military power is vilal, but not the
only, component of national power.
Military forces are of no value unless
they can be tactically cmployed.

Today, clear definitions of “victory”
do not scem possible. lnstead, the offi-
eer in tactical command of an operation
must accepl lactical restraint and at
time tactical defeat {or a higher strategic
or political purpose. Neverthcless, even
while operating under such restraint, as
a commander he has the task of main-
taining the morale, the discipline, and
the combat effecliveness of his forces
unimpaired.

The coneepls of the use of military
power require careful analysis. Not only
is it a meuns of directly accomplishing a
specilie political purpose by overt force,
it also may be used as a temporary
shicld which allows political purposes Lo
he accomplished by other mecans. In

cither case, the only reason lo use
military power is Lo aecomplish a politi-
eal purpose. Therefore, the first and
primary duly of high military command
is Lo understand the political purposec
for which military force is being exer-
eised.

Statistieal comparigons of weapons
and forees is al best only the {irst step
in making an appraisal of military
power. The modilying factors are nu-
merous and important. They ean change
rapidly. Among them arc such factors as
basie quality, operational readincss and
availability, suitability for use, time and
space fuctors, logistic support systems,
flexibility, and mobility. These are all
interlocked and interdependent.

The understanding of power and
force and their cifective usc is critieal to
the understanding of strategy. Again, we
come to the basic problem of capabili-
tics and himitations and through these to
the prohlems of public, as well as
military, discipline and morale.

Basie Assumplions and the Process of
Change. With the forcgoing [undamen-
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tals in mind, we should realize that
strategic realism requires the ehallenge
ol assumptions, the analysis of intcrests
and objectives, and the appraisal of
expeelations. This apparently trite state-
ment should have special meaning [or
the political lcaders of the Western

World.
The probtem is too eomprchensive

for a conventional military “estimate of
the situation” sinee il includes inter-
locking political-cconomie-sociological-
military factors. In the the military
cstimate, states of assumptions and ab-
jectives can and should be made ex-
plicit. Bnt in this “diffieully,” while
some assumptions ean he made explieit,
others will remain implieit and eondi-
tional and thus are hard to handle. I'or
ingtance, while assumptions as to the
nse and usefnlness of nuelear weapons
can be stated explicitly and alternate
plans prepared for each major assump-
tion, assnmplions as Lo the devclopment
and effectivencss of the U.S. merchant
matine and naval forces are difficult to
spell out explicitly. The political-ceo-
nomic ramifieations are so complex, and
the lead time for significani improve-
ment is so great, that the preparation of
alternale plans is nol pructieahle.

Thus, it is clear that the way in
which one views trends in modcrn
human conflict will profoundly in-
(lnence the determination of the spe-
eific measnres to respond to the growth
of Rusgian maritime power.

I'or example, one conld assume that
the nnelear balance ol Lerror gnarantees
that Iinssia and the United States will
not engage in direct confliet.

Similarly, one might assume that in
the next two decades the United Na-
tions will attain the eonceplual unity
and the legal and military power to
enlorce world peace und that the great
power will opcrate with greatly reduced
sovereignty under eonditions of general
and complete disarmament.

Or, again, one might well assume that
the confliet, turmoil, and struggles for

national advantage will continuc lor the
next few decades approximately as they
now arc.

In the [irst Lwo cases, onec would
then perecive the contest as wholly
politieal and economic with a very
minor and essentially sccondary military
element.

In the third ease, one sees the un-
[olding situation as onc in which the
contest [or political and ceonomic ends
ig onc in which a vital military eom-
ponenl may well be decisive.

Summary and Conclusion. In sum-
mary, the Rngsiun marilime threal can
be seen as having fonr major com-
ponents:

1. The Marxist-Leninist  ideology
which provides specilic, well-delined
political sociological gouls abont which
therc i3 a high degree of coneeptual
unily in spite of struggles for personal
power and disagreements as to methods.

2. The nnderstanding of strategy and
ol the equivocal nze of force as a means
ol altaining political and social-eeo-
nomie ohjectives.

3. The driving force of Russian na-
tionalism hased on a huge homeland
with greal natural resources and a
hardy, competent people. This provides
well-defincd national interests.

4. The industrial, technological hase
which is the by-product of that home-
land; the intelligence and conrage ol its
people; the willingness and ability to
adopt the prodnetion of other national
societies.

We in the United States and in the
Western lands eannot bope to eounter
this expansionist Russian maritime
threat simply by military means. Our
military power ean never be more than a
sereen  which permits the component
elements of a free civilizalion to gen-
erate and maintain the politieal eco-
nomic stability and the social wellare of
our peoples. This fact points up the skill
with which the Russians have made a
praclieal application of the Marxist-
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Leninist theory of force together with
the maintenance of an cquivocal threat.

The equivocal nature of this thrcat
upscts the decision proeess of our
governments and of their peoples at a
time when the internal conllict of our
soeicty is demanding the application of
resources in a way as Lo make it more
difficult to allocate resources Lo the
proteetion of the society in which this
conflict is taking place.

For example, a strong military pos-
ture in the NATO allianee is of little
valuc if the values of Western civiliza-
tion arc destroyed by sociological eco-
nomic disintegration within the Ameri-
can nation.

Conversely, however, il the spread of
education in Russia stimulates a power-
ful desire for the coneepts of [reedoin,
the Russian political economic aggres-
sion shiclded by newly developed mari-
time¢ power will do little to advance
either Communist ideclogy or Russian
nationalism.

I'romn the lorcgoing we can draw
ccrtain conclusions.

The Russian maritime power is great,
il i8 inercasing, and it is being skillfully
used to threaten the major interests and
policics of the United Stales and its
allics.

Perhaps, by Russian miscaleulation,
the threat ul some time may be so
unequivocal as to cxerl a unilying in-
fluenee in our domeslic wrangles and
may also unily our allies. Bul, in most
eages, we can expeel the threat to be
cquivocal enough to divide both domes-
tic and international opinion.

Russian grand strategy plays on this
diversity by following the Teninist tac-
tic ol wzigzag, attacking the dceision
processcs of the opponents, and apply-
ing equivocal threats. This, plus the fael
that the proccsses of change are op-
eraling to an undetermined degree
within Russia itsell, multiplics the
number ol assumptions to he made and
makes long-range politieal-military lore-

casting a hazardous, uncertain intcllec-
tual excrcisc.

Accordingly, the development of
stralegy to mcet Lhe Sovict maritime
expansion calls not only for a precise
concept of what strategy really is and
whal purposes it is designed to serve bul
also for an analysis and alloeation ol
resources in Lthe lorm of force structure,
weapons and support systems required
to excrcise the nature and degree of
eonlrol demanded by the strategy.
Translating this into practical form, our
nalional slralegy must he cxpressed in
terms ol Lhe nature and degree of
eontrol we musl maintain in order to
scrve our nalional interests and atlain
our objcetives.

This control must be excreised over
both areas and situations. National stra-
tegy will include eeonomic and political
matlers. Military stratcgy will primarily
be a question ol geographie arcas and
military situations wilhin them.

in other words, looking al the arcas
and situations throughout the world, we
musl ask ourselves some hard questions
and answer them explieitly.

What must we eontrol? Why? What is
the naturc and degree of control? When
initiate control? How long maintain this
control? Ilow, in general, cxereise this
control? What opposition to expeet?

In certain arcas sueh as the continen-
tal United States and the 50 states, the
answers will be rclatively simple. But as
we move away [rom these and tbeir
conliguous waters and airspaee, the
answers heeome more difficult.

The central facts in such analysis are:

Iirst: Not all areas and situations arc
cyually important.

Sccond: The nature and degree of
control will vary greatly aceording to
circumslanees.

Third: In all eases the nced for
control will depend on our interests and
objectives.

Only when we have answered these
(ueslions can we make the decisions as
lo weupons syslems and lorec structures
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which, with the other elements of
power, can exert the power necessary to
our purpose. This process will always
require a search for alternatives in which
we balance our need for control against
our social, political, and economic capa-
bilities.

This is inherently a long, demanding,
but always imperfect process which
requires a discriminating blend of so-
phisticated quantitative systems analysis
and intuitive professional judgment.
Furthermore, the immediate political
military analysis is only part of the
overall national analysis which even-
tually involves our whole social-politi-
cal-economic system.

We should not expect our American
political system or that of our allies to
formulate and execute a major eco-
nomic military political plan with the
same degree of coherence and con-
sistency as can the Russian authoritarian
system. The conceptual differences
within our system are so great that
every major complex plan affecting
competing interests is bound to repre-
sent a compromise. LEven if a good
long-range plan of such nature can gain
legislative approval, subsequent appro-
priations and budget alocations can be
expected to fluctuate so as to affect the
balance of the plan. This is particularly
true when various political develop-
ments throughout the world change the
perceptions of the threat to change.

The best we can hope for is to
initiate a relatively few and relatively

simple, but very expensive, major
Government measures which will im-
prove our maritime forces and stimulate
or encourage private enterprise to
undertake complementary programs.
The Navy’s role in gaining support for
such goals is to prove its capacity for
constructive self-criticism, to show a
willingness to discipline its thinking, and
to identify and concentrate on the
essentials of the problem.
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