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Abstract of

THE LIMITATION OF NAVAL GENERAL PURPOSE

FORCES IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The concern for the dangers of a nuclear war has pre-

occupied arms control talks since World War II. With the

signing of the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement on

Offensive Arms in 1972, a new era of arms control negotia-

tions seems to have been ushered in with Mutual and Balanced

Force Reduction talks, which in turn may lead to further

talks concerning limitations on conventional weapons.

The purpose of this study is to review the naval arms

limitations conferences and proposals since the Hague

Conference of 1899 and to point out the pitfalls which can

result from being too willing to negotiate in search of

accommodation or peace without due regard for both political

and strategic factors. This study also looks at the newly

emerging multipolar world and how the Nixon Doctrine has

affected these new power centers and created a need for

armaments rather than reductions in armaments. The perceived

need for security by these emergent powers has led them to

turn to the sea and acquire sizable nayies throughout the

world to protect their national interests and sea lines of

communication. This naval build-up could very well trigger

a naval arms race and lead to naval arms limitations negotia-

tions , at least re~~iona1ly.

ii.



Lastly ,  this study discusses the historic and geograp hic

factors which have caused the two superpowers , the United

States and the Soviet Union , to build large navies . The

study further compares the probable aims of these two powers

in possible fu tu re  naval l imitations negotiations from the

standpoint the needs of a land power versus a sea power.
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THE LIMITATI ON OF NAVAL GENERAL PURPOSE
FORCES IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem. With the United States once again moving

towards a more conscious maritime strategy as a result of

the Nixon Doctrine , it is apparent that further arms limita~-

tions negotiations and/or agreements could have an impact on

the types and numbers of naval vessels the United States will

possess in the f u t u r e, in addition to where and how American

naval forces might be deployed . Consequently, naval arms

limitations have serious implications to Fleet make up and

to the Fleet’s ability to fulfill its peacetime missions of

deterrence , projection , presence and sea control as presently

enumerated. Arms limitations , therefore , have implications

to strategic objectives and the ability of the Fleet to meet

overseas commitments and to support national interests.

The Approach. This paper seeks to review the past attempts

at naval arms control as they might relate to the present day.

The military and political objectives that gave rise to these

attempts will also be examined . In addition , a survey wil l

be made of the myriad of arms limitations proposals under

consideration today and how these proposals , if agreed to ,

could l imit  Uni ted  States ac t ion  in f u l f il l i n g  i ts na t iona l1
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interests in the future. In conclusion , this paper will attempt

to provide some meaningful direction for future arms control

negotiations .

This study wil l  deal pr imarily with conventional naval

forces rather than central type forces used for strategic

deterrence . Although a part of the Navy , th e bal l i stic missi1~

firing submarine is considered by this writer as but another

means of firing an intercontinental ballistic missile and there-

fore is relegated to a very specific role in strategic deter-

rence vis—a—vis the Soviet Union and possibly the People ’s

Republic of China.

The subject of historic factors bearing on arms limita—

tions negotiations is of particular importance today with the

termination of the United States involvement in Vietnam , the

climate of arms limitations talks in what appears to be a

period of increasing detente , the Nixon Doctrine and President

Nixon ’s Three Pillars of Peace , the emergence of new power

centers in a multipolar world , and the desires of American

public opinion for a reduction in arms and military spending

in order to prevent further military involvement overseas

and to ease American economic 

woes.2



r

CHAPTER II

A HIST ORY OF DISARMAMENT AS BACKGROU ND

Genera]. Overview: The Quest for Peace.

From time immemoria i , man has looked to disarmament

agreements in the hope of achieving peace on earth good will

towards man . The often quoted verse from Isaiah (2:4) in

the Old Testament puts the hope in these terms:

They shall beat their swords into p loughshares ,
and their spears into pruning-hooks; nation shall
not lift sword against nation , neither shall they
learn war any more .

To this day , statesmen and wri ters repeat these biblical

sentiments. But, in t ru th , we are not much further along the

road to disarmament today than we were at any other time in

the history of man. The trouble is th3t lacking mutual trust ,

each nation seeks to increase its own relative position vis—a-vis

others, even when talking disarmament. For in truth , when

nations come together for a disarmament conference there is

always some political motive--whether evident or not——in mind ,

both by the sponsor and the participants. It is all very

reminiscent of the Parable of the Ani~ a1s at a disarmament con-

ference :

The animals , according to the s tory ,  having decided
to disarm , convened in order to discuss the matter .
The Eagle , with an eye on the Bull , suggested that
all horns be razed off. The Bull , with a squint at
the Tiger , thought that all claws should be cut

3 
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short. The Tiger glaring at the rlephant , was of
the opinion that tusks should he pulled out o~ at
any rate shortened . The Elephan t, staring at the
Eagle , thought it indispensible that all wings
should be clipped. Whereupon the Bear , with a
circular glance at all its brethren cried : ‘Why
all these half—way measures? Let all weapons be
done away with so that nothing remains in the
Way of a fraternal all embracing hug .’

The Bear , of course , was motivated by enlightened self-

interest. And it is this kind of thinking among nations

that inhibits disarmament talks. Anthony Nutting has summed

it up thusly : “ . . .if there can be no real confidence with-
out disarmament , there can cer ta inly be no real disarmament

with confidence . “i-

Early political thinkers and writers , such as Hugo Grotius ,

Abbe de Saint—Pierre and Immanue l Kant , viewed disa rmament and

arbitration of disputes as steps to a peaceful world confedera-

tion based on international law. In 1693 , Wi l l iam Penn , the

founder of Pennsylvania , in An Essay Towards the Presen t and

Future Peace of Europe, proposed a “general parliament ” of

European sovereign princes to formulate rules for interaction

between states and to arbitrate differences. According to

Penn , this would bring peace to Europe , and “ ...disarmament

would follow ,.. .the funds generally spent on military prepared-

ness would be spend to better advantage .” Penn ’s peace league

is considered one of the first to look specifically at dis—

armament.

2 4



John Bellers , a Quaker friend of Penn , who was motivated

by the war between Holland and France , proposed to the English

Parliament in 1710 the joining of all states of Europe into

one and the division of Europe into 100 provinces. Each pro-

vince would provide the league with 1000 “ soldiers or an equiv-

alent in ships or money ” for enforcement of rules and defense

of the league . He, too , envisioned disarmament in which

F “troops and ships of war ” would be limited so that states

could not invade their neighbor . Bellers believed that without

disarmament...”peace may be little better than a truce.”3

In 1738 , Abbe de Saint—Pierre , a French social philos-

opher , continued with this theme of a “society of Europe .”4

He too considered disarmament important . According to Saint-

Pierre :

.all states, large or small , should have the same
armies numerically. The commissioners of the European
alliance were to review the troops of each power twice
a year and thus prevent all  new armaments except by
the order of the union.5

Towards the end of the Seventeenth Century , Jeremy

Bentham , an English political theorist , was one of the f i r s t

“to stress the necessity of disarmament as a requisite for

international peace.”6 Bentham went even further , proposing

that all nations renounce their colonies (directed mainly at

England and France), and that Eng land should reduce her naval

forces to a level adequate “to defend its commerce against

pirates. ”7 As might  be expected , such proposals were shelved

due to the commencement of the Napoleonic Wars.5
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In 1842 , in an ar t ic le  War and Peace, the noted American

jurist William Jay proposed that in all Future treaties nations

should agree to abstain from war and to submit their differ-

ences to arbitration . He was also aware of disarmament and

the burden placed on the people by maintaining large armies.8

A French wri ter , Gustave de Molinari , influenced by the Crimean

War , followed a similar line in which he pointed out that two-

thirds  of the nat ional bu dget was sla ted for armamen ts an d

war debts.9

James Lorimer , a professor at the University of Edinburgh ,

in The In s t i t u t e  of the Law of Nations (1884) saw the reduc-

tion of armaments as the means to prevent war.

The risk of War.. .would be diminished by the limi-
tation upon the combustible matter in each community,
while the re l ief  f rom t a x a t i o n  and compulsory  service
would increase wealth and f :rthermore direct the attention
of each generat ion toward occupat ions  of c iv i l  li~~c. 1°

Disarmamen t, according to Lorime r , wou ld bc d i f f i c u l t , but

not impossible , even thouqh n a t i o n s  would  rearm in t ime o~

stress. Once disarmed to a level of preservation of national

securi ty , states might hesitate to rearm .11

Although the time was inappropriate for disarmament when

these ideas were pu t forw ard , the id eas are considered impor-

tan t , because they have perva ded in ~iisarmament attempts and

arms control negotiation s to the present day . These thinkers ,

jurists and statesmen generally considered disarmam en t in

terms of general and complete disarmament:

6
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A program to insure that states will have at their
disposal only t h o s e . . . a rm a m e nt s , forces , f a c i l i t i e s,
and establishments as are agreed to be necessary to
maintain internal order and protect the personal
security of citizens; and that states shall support
and provide agreed manpower for a...peace force.~-2

It is clear , even through the cursory history that will be

provided , that disarmament in these terms , to date , has been

an unattainable ideal , but one that is sought after , none-

theless , by a humanity tired of war and tired of stress.

The Early Attempts at Disarmamen t: Up to World War I.

Having been exposed to the idealistic and philosophic

approaches to disarmament and world peace of the past, it

would seem only natural that states in the Nineteenth and

Twentieth Centuries - now spokesmen for the people — would

focus their attention on disarmament. Their attempts , how-

ever , although outwardly based on these idealistic and

philosophic principles of world peace , were in actual i ty

based on deep political motivations. Put bluntly , people

can be idealistic , whereas states cannot. For whether it is

mistrust or lack of faith , each nation seeks to better its

own position vis-a-vis other nations and improve its own per-

ceived security .

Outside of these philosophic peace proposals , proposi-

tions were put forward  b y s tatesmen . An o f f i c i a l  proposal

recommending a “reduction of three—fourths of the effectives

of the two countries~
r was forwarded to Frederick the Great7



by Prinz Karunitz , the Austrian Chancellor , after the Seven

Years ’ War (1776) and again in 1779 by Joseph II of Austria.

The proposition was declined on both occasions.~- 3

Probably the first naval arms lirnitatinr. aqrrer~rnt was

made on 30 August 1787 when England and France aireecl

.not to augment  t he i r  naval ~~~~ ~r ar r ~ nts c ”er ~~~‘

a peace establishment anH r~ t~~ l a , ~~:~ :pon ~~~~~
-

more than six wor vessels . Ir. ‘a~ ~ne cf ~~~e
found i tself  obl iged to assu me some ~~:. r . r ~~~~:er~er. * s
in this respe:t, it cc~~lJ c-nlv do so .i~~~er  ~~~~~~~ •

~~~~~

vised the other party.

Two years later France declar H v~~r or :~~r l . ~

A f t e r  the end of the ‘~ap c > i e o n i c  ~~t~~s in ~~15 , p i

again became the watchword in l u r ;-~~. The  ~ t t - ,~~t d~ 1st ~~~1- n ,

par ticularly in Centra l  Europe , and ~he loss o~ we a l h id

a deep impact on the state smen and l ea d er s  o ’ ni ~~ior.~~.

Pruss ia  and Aust r ia , as a consequence , had a l i e a d y ~n i l at e r a ll y

reduced the size of the i r  armies .

On September 1815 , Tsar A l e x a n d e r  I annc unced h i s  scheme

fo r  a Holy Al l iance  to gua ran tee  the s t a t u s  quo in Europe .

This was followed on 21 March 1816 by an i n f o r m a l l e t ter  to

Lord Cas t le reagh , the Engl i sh  Foreign Secre tary , proposing

the “simultaneous reduction of the armed forces of every

kind... .‘lS Because the proposal was made at a time when

Russia was still maintaining her armed forces on a war footing

when others were demobilizing , the proposal was doomed to

failure . Although Count Met te rn ich , the A u s t r i a n  Forei gn

Minis ter , was generally disposed to the idea-—as were others8
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as well——because of financial conditions and exhaustion in

Europe , the proposal was ignored . (‘ast lereagh and Metternich

“ were suspicious of Russ ia , Alexander  had his eye on the

unsolved Eastern question , and Europe in general was agitated

and excited by French militarism. “ 16

This incident is stressed because it brings out two

significant recurring points in disarmament and arms control

negotiations with the Russians. One is the point Metternich

made to Castlereagh at the time , noting :

the difficulty always of obtaining any true data
from Russia.. .to take the initiative here , uncertain
of reciprocity of confidence would be impossible)-7

The other point was made in the 1960’s by Professor G. Warren

Nutter :

Soviet leaders would prefer to achieve world
domination through relaxation of Western effort
rather than through the i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  of Soviet
effort . The ideal solution from their point of
view would be unilateral disarmament of the West ,
and we should expect mounting enticements in this
d i r ec t i on . .  •

]~8

The next  attempt at nava l  arms l im i t a t i ons  was the Rush-

Bagot Agreement of 1818 between the United States and Great

Britain (Appendix I). The Rush-Bagot Agreement is of par-

ticular significance since it is the longest successful

naval arms limitation agreement that has endured to the

present day , even though it has been revised as re-interpreted

on a number of occasions to meet existing conditions .

9
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The Rush—Bagot Agreement was concluded in order to

prevent a naval race on the Great Lakes after the War of

1812. Although Lord Castlereaqh did not wish to enter into

a treaty type agreement on which President James Monroe

insisted , the “far-sighted Castlereagh took a chance , f o r

which he was upbraided in Canad a, when he consented to disarm

in the face of the powerfu l  and unrepen tan t  Yankee . ” 19

Throughout  the remainder of the Nineteenth Cen tury probes

were made to limit arms races; however , these met with little

success. Those states financially capable of competing in an

arms race felt that any limitations on their part would be an

advantage to financially weaker nations with  lar ge populations ,

like Italy and Russia , who could main tain very large armed

forces cheaply through conscription rather than investing in

modern warships  or improvements in a rmaments .  A reduc t ion  in

size of land armies on the part of these financially weaker

na tions , however , might well have resulted in military expen-

ditures available for prestige type navies.20

By 1888 Grea t Power sta tesmen wer’~ becomin g more conce rne d

about the excessive expenditures in armaments . Consequently,

there was a growing f ee l i ng  throughout  the  decade 1888-1898

“that the competition in armaments was becoming ruinous and

that some concerted steps should be taken to arrest it. ”21

Merze Tate concludes:

10
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In short , in 1898 ther e ex isted in England , the United
States, and to a lesser extent in France and Germany ,
an inchoate opinion in favor of a l imi ta t ion  of arma-
ments , but this  opinion did not exer t a grea t in f luence
on governments. At the close of the century it was
beginning to affect statesmen only in what they said ,
not in what they did . When diplomats , k ings  and
emperors approached the problem of limiting armaments
they did so not on account of the pressure of public
opinion but because they were finding t he i r  budgets
increasingly more difficul t to balance.. ~22

In fact , most people were uninformed and apathetic on the

question of disarmament.23

Shortly after the conclusion of the Spanish-American War

in 1898 , Tsar Nicholas  II of Russia , on 24 Augus t  1898 , invited

the major world powers to assemble at the Hague to consider

“a possible reduction of armaments which weigh upon all

na t ions . ”2 4  (See Appendix II for  Conference  N o t e . )  The Tsar

had himself denounced war , s t a t i n g  tha t “the preservation of

peace had become an object of international policy .”

The First Hague Conference opened on 18 May 1899 to

discuss three main topics: disarmament , mediation and arbi-

tration , and regulat ion of wa r fa re .25

Colonel Gilinsky , th e Russ ian  delegate , presented the

text of Imperial Russia concerning naval limitations:

As regards navies --

1. The acceptance in pr inci ple of fixing for a term
of three years the amount of naval budget , and an
agreement not to increase the total amount for the
triennial period , and the obligation to pub).ish during
the period , in advance : -—

1]~
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(a) The total tonnage of men-of-war which it is
proposed to construct , without giving in detail
the types of ships .

(b )  The numbers of o f f i c e rs  and crews in the navy .
(c) The expenses of coast fortifications , including

fortresses , dock s, arsenals , etc.26

Gi l in sk y further pointed out that “ i t  was neither pract ical

nor desirable to discuss... (disarmament) .. .until an agreement
had been reached regarding a limitation of existing armaments. ”27

But before going into the disarmament results of the

Conference it is e d i f y i n g  to look at the various positions of

the leading naval powers and thei r reactions to the Tsar ’s

invitation .

United States. The United Sta tes  had emerged from the

Spanish—American War as both a P a c i f i c  power and a world

power with the acquisition of the Philippines and other posses-

sions in the Pacific and Caribbean . As a result of this new

American s ta tus , Amer ican  and Japanese policies were on a

collision course in the Pacific.28 In f ac t , there had even

been talk of war with Japan following a dispute over laborers

between Japan and the Hawaiian government in March 1897. War

plans had even been drawn up by Theodore Roosevelt .29 There

was also concern about German commercial and colonial expansion

in the Pacific and Latin America , f i l l i n g  vacuums wherever

they existed . Conflict between the United States and Germany

had already taken place in the island s of the Western Pacific.3°

Con sequent ly ,  the Uni ted  S ta tes  “ was not p r i m a r i ly in te res ted

in.. .disarmame nt.”31 Perhaps the bes t ex pre ssion of the

12



American position at the Conference was Sir J. Paun ceforte ’s

comment concerning Captain Alfred 1 . Mahan , a member of the

American Delegation :

Captain Mahan has not only stated that his Government
wil l  on no account  even discuss the q’~est ion of any
limitation of naval armaments; he has also in forn ed
me that he consider s tha t the v i t a l  inter ests of
America now lie East and West , and no lonoer ~ rth
arid South ; that the great question o; th~ i~~r - -~i.

-
~’

f u t u r e  is China , and tha t  the ~1n it e d  ,Ytat -:~ ~:il1 CE -

compelled , by fact if not by settled policy , to taJ~e
a leading part  in the s t ruggle  for Chinese m arkets ,
and th i s  wi l l  en t a i l  a very considerable inL:rea~e. -
in her naval fo rces in the Pa c i f i c , which again im ust
influence the naval arranqements of at least f Iv e
Powers.32

Much less b l u n t  was President M c K i n l e y ’ s report  to Congress

in reference to Uni ted States for ces as he ing “so con:~picu—

ousl y less than tha t of the arm ed powers to whom t h c -  Czar ’ s

appeal is especially addressed that the question can have for

us no practical importance .”33

Great Britain. Here there was much s~ roncer public

opinion in favor of the “noble Ts ar ’s” proposals. However ,

Bri t i sh  leaders saw a c a l cu l a t ed  R u s s i a n  mot ive  in  c a p i t a l i z i n c ~

on limitations of armaments so that she might ‘ concen trate ~~-r

energies on a stead y As iatic expansion wh ich in time mi ah t

threaten the British position in India. ” Consequently, t h e y

were opposed to any agreement which would l imi t  f lr i t i s h

military or naval forces. 34 Althouqh he saw innediate advan-

tages to arms limitations , the Marquis of Salisbury, the

British Prime Minister , belie~~H “tha t no peace in Europ e is

possible wi thou t a n armed ~- -r c e h~*ind it. ’35

13



France. Public opinions generally opposed the Tsar ’s

Rescript for fear that it might stabilize the status quo in

Europe . France still had a score to settle with Germany

over Alsace-Lorraine and had hoped for Russian assistance in

this matter. France also felt slighted by her Russian ally

because she had not been consulted before the Tsar sent his

Res cript. 36

Germany. Germany was in the midst of a naval bui ld ing

program and relayed through her representat ive, Captain Siegel ,

tha t she would no t consider any l imita tions of her naval

armaments. Germany also was concerned because of the rap id

growth of the American  f lee t , and the Kaiser even labeled

Mahan Germany ’s “greatest and most dangerous foe .”37

Germany ’s d i s t rust of the Tsar ’s motives are summed up quite

completely in one of Kaiser  Wilhe lm ’ s note s concerning the

invi ta t ion:

The whole plan seems to me to be due merely to the
financial exhaustion of Russia. Army increases ,
strategical railways , the rapid expansion towards
China , the Siberian railway, all of th is  ha s dr ained
the land , taxes can hardly be increased , and cu l ture
is at the lowest ebb. Witte had no further sources ,
since France has given out and Germany and England
are no longer willing . Whereby it is clearly proven
that so far Europe has paid for the Russian armaments.
All  th is  must  be counted in , along wi th  the young
Tsar ’s humanitarian nonsense which has led him to this
incredible step . There ’s a bit of deviltry in it too ,
because any one who refuses the invitation will be
said to want to break the peace and that at a moment
when Russia cannot go further , while others——especially
Germany—-can now beg in and make up for lost time .38
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italy. The proposed conference was not well accepted in

Italy. Money was what Italy needed most , not manpower . Ital y

still had territorial ambitions and “wished to keep her sword

unsheathed .” Consequen tly ,  I t a ly wished that the Conference

should avoid disarmament, be “a simple exchange of ideas ,”

and be “an exchange of views on economic and military questions.”39

The Italian Naval Delegate at the Conference was instructed

not to agree to anything that would limit armaments .4°

J~ pan. During the latter quarter of the Nineteenth

Cen tury , Japan was expanding into the Bonin , Kurile and Ryukyu

Islands. These new territorial responsibilities and Japan ’ s

future territorial ambitions called for an expansion of naval

and mil itary forces takin g up approximate l y  ha l f  of the na tional

budget in 1890’~~.~~ - In addition , Japanese expannion and tern -

ton al ambitions in the Pacific and Far East - as has already

been mentioned — were com ing in to c o n f l i ct wi th Amer ican  and

Russian interests and the American Open Door Policy in China.

Consequently,  Japan would onl y consider uu- :al limitations

when her Navy “had reached the standard of the Great Naval

Powers. “42

Russia. Why did the Tsar call the Conference and why

was he interested in arms controls? Was he sincerely inter-

ested in the “preservat ion of peace ” or p e a c e f u l  coexistence

as it might be called today?

15
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No sooner had the Frarico-Russian Alliance been concluded

in 1894 , than Russia turned her interests to the Far East.

By 1898 , Russian expansion had accumulated more territory

than could be readily assimilated . The Sino—Japanese War

in 1895 had also changed the political situation in the Far

East with Japan ’s acquisition of the Liaotung Peninsula in

1895 , which Russian statesmen viewed with great alarm . With

the help of German and French diplomacy, Russia was able to

force Japan out of Liaotung . In the next year , a secre t

Russo—Chinese pact was concluded granting Russia rights to

build and police the Trans—Siberian Railway through Chinese

territory.

Following these events, Russian warships occup ied Por t

Arthur and Talieriwan in December 1897; and , in the nex t month ,

Russia forced upon China an agreement to lease the Liaotunq

Peninsula to Russia for thirty-six years. The agreement was

signed on 15 March 189 8 jus t  before  the Tsa r ’s Resc ript was

sent out.43

Consequently, Merze Tate concludes: “A resp ite in the

armament competition would have been advantageous to Russia

for political , strateg ic , economic and financ ial reasons. ” 4 4

Count Serg ius Witte , the Russian Minister of Finance , “wan ted

peace...to place the country ’s f inances  on a sound basis and

to foster its industries by opening, through railways and

‘peaceful penetration , ’ vast new markets in the East for Russian

produce . This was the key to his grandiose scheme of railway

building .” 45  Russia was also very deficient in technical
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and industrial deve.Lopmen t and in fact had to purchase most

of her armaments abroad .46

In Witte ’s Opinion : Russia ’s na tional interest also

called for  “a policy of prudent neut ra l ity in the West . ” 4 7

Witte further pointed out to his advisor , Dr. E. 3. Dillon :

Russia occup ied a pla ce in the hi erarchy of nation s
to which she was nowise entitled ; if ever the dis-
covery were made by the Kaiser , he feared the conse-
quences might be calamitous. The Russian Empire was
weak , disunited , about to explode into tiny fragments ,
and a campaign against a great power like Germany would
very soon reveal this condition . All wars had therefore
to be avoided because of the fatal revelation to which
they would lead .48

A s a resul t  the Tsar ’ s sinc~ nity was subject to serious 
-

doubt. Worthy of particular note is an article t~ at appea red

in the Boston Evening Transcr4E~ 
in February 1899 descr ib ing

Russia as : --

.an immense glacier from northern Asia , ‘ steadily
and silen tly slid ing dow n f rom the A rc tic fros ts
towards the rich plains of middle and southern Asia
to the open sea beyond . The southern edge of this
migh ty avalanche can be out lined a l l  t h e  way f ro m
Turkey to the eastern shores of China. Obstacles
may temporari ly check , but cannot change this move-
ment. Its objectives are never lost sight of ... ‘
other na tions were not going to sit still while
Russia thus climb s to greatness and qrandcur. The
most the powers could do would he to increase their
naval armaments as f a s t as possible and thus  prese nt
a threatening attitude towards this growing colossus
of the North , arid meantime compel her to maintain a
naval force as nearl y equal  to the i rs  as she may be
able.. .railroa ds as were contemplated and building
must bring a tremendous strain upon the best treasury.49

The First Hague Conference did not develop a program

for disarmamen~
- because no power seriously wished to reduce

17



armaments . The Conference did succeed in bringing governments

together for the first time te discuss the question of dis-

armament ;5° and all governments part~~:-tn t- 1ng did unanimously

agree on armaments as follows :

—Guided by the same sentiments , th€ Conference has
adopted unanimously the ~ol1owing R~ so1ution : The
Confere nce is of opinion th at the restr iction of
military charges , which are at present a hca.’~burden on the world , is extreme ly desirable for the
increase of the noteri~~l and moral welfare of man-
kind .

—The Conference expresses the wish that the questions
with regard to r i f l e s  and naval guns , as conside red
by it , may be studied by the Governoents with the object
of coming to an agreement respecting the employment of
new types and cal ibers .

—The Conference expresses the wish that the Governments ,
taking into consideration the Groposals made at the
Conference , may examine the possibility of an agree-
ment as to the limitation of armed forces by land and
sea , and of war budgets.53-

On 15 June 1907 , on the suggestion of President

Theodore Rc osevelt an d the Tsar ’ s formal invitation of 3 Ap~ ii

1906 (Appendix I I I ) ,  forty—four nations met for the Second

Hague Conference . The Tsar ’s draft program indicates he was

not seriously interested in disarmament at this time because

of the defeat Russia suffered in the Russo—Japanese War of

1904. He was more interested in rearmino . In 1906 , it was

Great Br i ta in  that  was anxious to br i ng up armament budget

limitations. The French were opposed , even thouuh in financial

straits , unless the United States brounht up the subject.52
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Germany regarded any attempts by Britain as attempting to

arrest her naval growth .

About all the Confe r. nce ~ccorip1ished in the way of naval

armaments was to reaff irm the resolution of the First Hague

Conference that it is ‘ - minent ly desirable that the Governments

should resume the serious examination ” of military expenditures ,

and to consider the customs of naval warfare at a future con—

ference.53

In the years between the two conferences many events had

taken place which changed or strengthened the attitudes of

governments. The Boer War broke out in 1899 , opening the

Twentieth Century

.with conflicts fought in the Far East and South
Africa. Russia struggled in distant Manchuria; a
combined European and American Army avenged the
outrages of the Boxers by sacking Peking; Eng land
fought in the Transvaal , five thousand miles from
her base of suppl ies; thr - ~‘n ited States had just
conquered and now held unue~ mil itary rule posses-
sions an even greater distance from home waters. All
these wars demonstrated the new significance of sea
power in history and intensified the naval armament
competition .54

Naval building races cont inued at an increased pace in the

United States , Ge rmany ,  England and Japan. The development

of the British all big—gun battleship, the DREADNOUGHT ,

exacerbated the situation , as every n a v a l  powe r saw a means

to gain superior ity by building these new vessels. By 1914

the number of dreadnou ghts , by coun t r y ,  were as follows :

Great Britain 18 , Ge rmany 13 , France 8, United States 8,

and Japan 4~~55
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The tonna ge of the L n it e l S~ at.es Navy , in the meantime ,

passed from fifth to 1904 to second onLy to Britain in 1907.56

German naval expansion alSO be~ an ~c he felt not only by the

United States but ever. more ii ~rrninglv by Great Britain , whose

statesmen tried unsnccessf ~1lv in 1898 and in 1901 to come

to an agreement with the derman government. on naval limita-

tions.57

Japanese sea power also grew , and her asp irations in the

Far East had not changed . She entered into the Anglo—Japanese

Alliance in 1902 in order to “neutralize France an~ Germany

and enable Japan to challenge Russia.. “58 After the Russian

defeat in 1905 at the hands of the Japanese , Britain reduced

her Pac i f i c  squadrons and “virtually gave adherence to a

Japanese pol i t ica l  p r i n c i p l e  in the Fa r East equivalent to

the Monroe Doctrine of the United States. ”59 The alliance

had f r eed Eng land ’ s anxieties over Russia in the East and

allowed her to concentra te her fo rces in European wa ters

against the German Navy,60 whose Emperor believed that

“Germany ’s f uture lay on the wate r . ”61

Tensions between the United States ani Japan continued

not only because of policy differences in the Far East and

the outcome of the Russo-Japanes War , b~ t also because of

discrimination against Jananese laborers in California .62

To calm the sit uat ion , President Roosevelt in December 1907

(three month s a f t e r th e Seco n I Hn n~e Conferer ’e adjourned)
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sent the Great Whi te  Fleet of sixteen battleships with escorts

around the world to :

. . . r e m i n d  the Japanese t ha t  the Uni ted  States had
the second largest navy , and to convince them that
it was prepared for any contingency. . .This gesture
was not so much a threat at Japan as a demonstra-
tion for the benefit of Japan .63

Roosevelt later commented that this action was “the most

important service that  I rendered to peace . .

The In te rna t iona l  Naval  Con ference , held in London from

4 December 1908 to 26 February 1909 , comp leted the work of

the Second Hague Conference of 1907 as to the customs of

naval warfare . C. H. Stockton , the American senior delegate

to the Conference , concluded tha t

.the declaration adopted by the conference , d e f i n i n g
the relations between belligerents and belligerents ,
and between belligerents and neutrals, wil l , without
in te r fe r ing  with leg itimate bel l igerent  or neu t ra l
action , remove many of the reasons for in ternat ional
friction and misunder standing, which u n t i l  the present
time have freq uently existed.65

This was the last formal attempt to limit naval armaments

before hostilities began in August 1914 and each nation pitted

the mass of its armaments against each other.

The Naval Disarmament Conferences: 1919-1937.

The Stage. From 1919 to 1937 not a year passed without

some kind of proposal being made to promote some agreement

on limitations on armaments. These were rooted in financial ,

political or strategic considerations and in many cases in
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the disillusionments which ernerqeu f rom the Versaille Peace

Conference .

The Treaty of Versaille had blamed Germany for the war

and had disarmed her , parceling out her navy to the victorious

All ies .  Germany was also stripped of her overseas emp ire ,

was now a divided nation and only waited for the day to renounce

the Treaty of Versaille . Austria—Hun~ ary and the 
o ttoman

Empire were broken up into new notional states , with Austria ’s

Navy also divided among the victorious Allies .

Japan had come to the Versaille Peace Conference with

the hope of gainin g recognition for herself as a first—class

power. She also wished to retain her claims on the Japanese

occupied German holdings in the ~ucific which had been recog-

nized during the war by France , England , Italy and Russia. 66

Although Japan was included as one of the Big Five , she succeeded

onl y in keep ing Ts ingtao  as a possession and the German isl ands

as Class C mandates under the covenant of the League of Nations

because of American objections. This status prohibited the

Japanese from fortifying the islands. Further , Japan had to

re l inquish  Siber ian  occupi ed area s an d the Shan tung Penin su la .6’

Great Bri tain and Fr ance div ided u p the rest of the spoil s

of war as mandates or as outright- territorial gains. France

con tinued to main tain lar ge a cme cl for ces to keep Germ any in

check . She had gotten back Alsace—Lorraine and intended to

keep it. Italy, among the victorious Big Five , came away 
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from the conference unsatisfied . She did not get those spoils

promised to her in Africa and Europe by the Trea ty of London

of 1915 because of “Wilson ’s ideal ism and Clemenceau ’ s

realism .”68 Thus , Italy, too , con tinued to main tai n large

armed forces no t only for prestige but also in anticipation

of a chance to gain by show of arms those ~err i tor ies she

could not get at the negotiating tables. What Italy wanted

was equal status with France .

The Uni ted Sta tes came to the Versa ille  Peace Conference

with no territorial ambitions. She just wanted to see a

“world free for democracy ” emerge . One of President Wilson ’s

Fourteen Points called for :

Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas , ou tside
territorial waters , alike in peace and in war , except
as the seas may be closed in whole or in par t by inter-
national  ac~ ion for the enforcemen t of in ternat ional
covenants. 6

The other Allies found this point particularly objectionable.

As a consequence , it was shelved on Britain ’s emphatic insis-

tence. Lloyd George , the Br i t i sh  Pr ime Mi nister was p r i m a r i l y

concerned with wartime rights of stop and search and blockade .

He commented as follows :

This point we cannot accept under any condition , it
means the power of blockade goes; Germans- has been
broken almost as much by the blocka de as by mi l i tary
methods. Therefore , my vi ew is that  I should l ike to
see this League of Nations established first before
I let this power go.7°

The abandonment of Wilson ’s po int on Freedom of the Seas

together with other disillusionments at the peace conference
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hod much to do with the Uni t e— i States decision to complete

the 1916 naval building nrog~: - .io , which would eventually

provide a fleet equal to the strongest naval power.71

And so , at the close of the war , the gigantic naval race

continued , particularl y in Japan , Cre~ t Britain and the United

Sta tes .  Each had laid down ambit ious buildin g proaranr and

each cont inued to b u i l d , each unwillina to stop whil. the

others continued to build . The question was , against whom

were these navies being built? Germany had been de 1eated .

Europe was prostrate. Russia was in the midst of a revolution.

The obvious answer for the United States was ,
~eainst

Japan , whose over-population and lack of resources made it

almost imperative that she expand to the Ooian nanli rd .

United States support of Chinese territorial integrity was

the only obstacle . Consequentl y, there gas again considerable

war talk on both sides of the Pacific and inflammatory books

such as The Menace of Japan and Nost We Fir t t,— -~ain? finding

wide c i r cu la t ion .72 In 1920 , President Wilson reorqanired

the Navy by conc en tra tin g fourteen of the ne’.-es t and heaviest

bat tleships in the Pacific with a total tonnage “equal to the

entire Japanese Navy .” This ended for the t :Lrn e Jaronese

dominance in the Pacific and resulted in a 1q20 Japanese

naval building prog ram collino for th- -  construction of si~:te1 n

new capital ships over the o- ~-:t “iqht years . ~his was also

supported by Japancse air

- Lw~~~-- - — --- -- 
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The United States emerged from the war as Great Britain ’s

main potential antagonist. America ’ s 1916 naval  bu i ld ing

program was viewed by the British as having replaced the

German High Seas Fleet’s challenge to the Royal Navy . Should

the American program continue , the United States would by 1923

become the greatest nava l power leaving Britain in second

place if Britain built no new ship . The Amer ican naval building

program , in the Admiralty ’s opinion , was not aimed “ to satisf y

essential  needs as represented by the size of the American

overseas empire , or of her sea—borne trade or merchant marine ,

or the length of her sea routes.” 7 4  The Br i t i sh  were also

concerned about American expansion at Britain ’s expense ,

which was pushed in the Mediterranean and Near East (for oil)

under the cloak of the American navy and relief teams .75

Being in deep f i n ancia l  stra i ts becau se of the war ,

Great Br i t a in  could not a f f o r d  to par ticipate in a nava l  race

without great financial burden. At the same time , sh e wished

to maintain her historic central position in Pax Britannica.

R e a l i s t i c a l l y ,  such a position tended to ignore the perils o~

the recent German subma r i n e block ade and Japan ’s new hegemony

and naval dominance in the Western Pacific .76

The Washington Naval Conference of 1922. The avoidance

of the possibility of another armaments race (particularly

between the United States and Great Britain) which would

heavily tax national resources , and anti—armaments sentiments

25

L~L
- — — —



- — -,---‘- ~~~~~~—~~- - ~ — -

were the principal motives for th~ V~-osUington ~avai Conference

in 1922.22 In addition to ending the naval building race , the

Conference aimed at settling Pacitic problems and bringing

to an end the Anglo—Japanese Alliance , wh ich was due fo r

renewal.78 This alliance was strongly opposed by the United

States, Canada and the Commonwealth nations of the Pacific ,

who viewed it as a possible comm itment to’ go to war against

the United States on the side of Japan.79

The Washin gton Naval Trea ty of 1922 f ixed , by mutual

agreement , the future strength of the navies of Great Britain ,

the United States , Japan , France and Italy based on a straight-

forward numeri cal scheme of tonnagos and ra tios for  cap ital

ships: 5:5:3:1.67:1.67 respectively. The following tonnage

l imits  were set for  capi ta l ship s :8°

Nation Cap ital  Shi ps (tons) Aircraft Carriers (tcns)

United States 525 ,000 135 ,000

Great Bri ta in 525 ,000 135 ,000

Japan 315 ,000 81 ,000

France  175 ,000 60 ,000

Ita ly  175 ,000 60 ,000

These tonnage figures were much higher than initially

proposed .8’ Qualitative limitations were also set. Battle-

ships wer e restr icted to 35 ,000 tons and 16—inch guns; carrierr

to 27 ,000 tons and 8—inch guns; and cruisers to 10 ,000 tons

and 8—in’:h guns.
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The conference failed to set ratios for cruisers and

other auxiliaries due to the objection of England because of

her heavy reliance on cruisers for protection of commerce and

security of her empire . France and Italy also opposed limita-

tions on cruisers because of the inferior ratio they received

on capital ships and carriers. Although attempts were made

to do so , no limits were placed on submarines , again because

of French and Italian objections.82

In order to get Japan to accept an inferior ratio to the

United States and Great Britain , a status quo on fortifications

and naval bases in the Pacific was included in the Five Power

Treaty on 15 December 1921 ,83 as follows :

(1) The insular possessions which the United States
now holds or may hereafter acquire in the Pacific
Ocean , except (a) those adjacent to the coast of the
United States , Alaska and the Panama Canal Zone , not
including the Aleutian Islands and (b) the Hawaiian
Islands ;

( 2 )  Hong Kong and the insular  pos sessions which the
British Emp ire now holds or may hereaf t e r  acquire in
the Pacific Ocean , east of the meridian of 1100 east
long itude , except (a) those adjacent to the coast of
Canada , (b) the Commonweal th of A u s t r a l i a  and its
Territories, and (c ) New Zea land .

(3) The following insular territories and possessions
of Japan in the Pac if i c  Ocean , to wit : the Kur i l e
Is lands,  the Bonin Islands , Amanii—Oshima , the Loochoo
Islands , Formosa and the Pescadores , and any insular
territories or possessions in the Pacific Ocean which
Japan might hereafter acquire .84

The Four Power Treaty signed by the United States ,

Great Britain , France and Japan ended the Anglo—Japanese
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Alliance . Each pledged to consult Loch other in case of  con-

troversy. The Nine Power Treat” (United States , Great Britain ,

Belgium , Japan , China , Franc e, It a l y ,  the Netherlands , and

Portugal) vowed to respect the territorial and administrative

integrity of China.

Again , it is edif ying to look at the motivations and

positions of the nations involved in the Conterence , why they

came and what they hoped to achieve .

United States. “Protection of the recently comp leted

Panama Canal , the expansion of the Japanese navy, the British

blockade of the Central Powers , and the German submarine

menace made our nation acutely conscious of the importance of

main ta in ing  adequat e naval strength. ”85 Further concern was

over the defense of the Philippine s and ?~merican political ,

economic and commerci al in terests in the Far East. Consequently

the United States did not wish to onqave in a naval race with

Japan , whose dominan t position was reinforced by the Anglo-

Japanese Alliance . Many navy officials believed that the

alliance was directed at the United States; and even British

assurances in December 192 0 coul d no t ma ke Americans be l ieve

that the al1ianc-~ was not bindinq in case of war between the

United States and Japan.86 The United States wanted to see

the alliance cancelled.

It was on the invi ta tion of the  Un ited States , after

Anglo—Amer ican consultation , that brought the nations together

28



for the Conference on 12 November 1921. It was Secretary of

State Hughes who electr ified the Conference with his proposal

on warship l imitat ions, as follows :

(1) That all capital ship b u i l d i ng progra ms , ei ther
actual or projected , should be abandoned ;

(2 ) That fu r the r  red uction sho uld be made thro ugh
the scrapping of certain of the older ships;

( 3 ) That , in general , regard should he had to the
existing naval strength of the Powers concerned.

(4) That the capital ship tonnage should he used
as the measurement of strength for navies and a
proportionate allowance of auxiliary combatant
craft prescribed. 87

The Hug hes plan had two object ives : “to limit naval competi-

tion and to secure for the United States a navy equal to that

of any other power in the world .”88 Naval limita t ions  in

this regard were directed p r inc ipa l ly  at the Uni ted Sta tes ,

Britain , and Japan .

It was Hughes who also presen ted the proposal for  no

further fortifications in the Pacific .89 The Uni ted States

also wished to obstruct Japanese imperialism in China and

Siberia in order to facilitate reconstruction of these areas.9°

Great Britain. Britain was in dire financial straits

due to an immense national debt incurred in the war. She

was also faced with unemployment and a faltering industry

due to free—trade imports from Germany and the United States.

To attempt to maintain British naval supremacy in a naval

bui lding race wi th the Uni ted  Stat es held possibil i t ies of
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bankruptcy.91- Based on the search for economy and the hope

for a new world order , Great Britain was willing to abdicate

her position of naval supremacy, accept parity with the

United States , and br in g to an end “ the days of the two- and

three-power standard.”92

Although willing to accept the 5:5:3 ratio in capital

ships,  Great Britain was not willing to accept the same ratio

in lesser vessels. In this regard Lord Balfour , the Br it ish

delegate , was given the following instructions:

The posit ion of Br i tain , with her world-wide possessions
and food supplies , on the one ha nd clear l y rea uires
an ent i re ly  d i f f eren t standard f rom tha t acceptab le
by self-contained nations. We apprehend , however , that
there is very little chance of the abolition of sub—
marin es being agreed upon , and in this event we must
insist  at all costs upon absolute f reedom in rega rd
to the cha racter and number of all  vessel s under , say ,
10,00 0 tons.

As a consequen ce no agreement cou ld be made on cru isers or

auxiliaries to the battle fleet other than on the cruiser

tonnage size and gun cal iber  l i m i t s .

Great Br i t a in  was also willing to acree to the other

political issues concluded at the Washinqton Conference

because it would eliminate heavy expend i tu res  for  nava l bases

and fortifications in the Pacific and prevent “ incu r r i ng

American displeasure .”94 Ending the Anglo—Japanese alliance

supposedly also gave Br i ta in  g rea te r  f reedom of act ion . 95

Japan. The Japanese favored renewa l of the Anglo-Japanese

Alliance , however , they feared a possible review of their
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political and military actions recently taken in China and

Siberia. Tokyo also feared that  inclus i on of political

issues in the agenda indicated a new Western effort to limit

Japan ’s freedom of operation in Asia.96 As a con sequen ce ,

Japan was the last nation to accept the invitation to the

conference (26  July 1921) and qualified her acceptance by

stating that “problems such as are of sole concern to cer tain

particular powers or such matters that may be regarded accom—

pu shed facts should be scrupulously avoided.”97

The Japanese also opposed the i n fe r ior ra tio being

allocated to them , “ever sensitive to a suggestion of inferi-

ority .”98 Japan vehemen tly insisted that  this  lesser tonnage

ratio did not reflec t her defense requirements. Eventually

Japan accepted the capital ship tonnage ratio of 5:5:3 in

return for the nonfortification agreements. The combination

of the termination of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance and the non-

fortification agreement gave Japan great r security and a

freer hand in Asia. Her only other choice was to continue

the ruinous naval race in capital ships . The Japanese were

please I that the naval ratio did not app ly to submarines and

other classes of vessels. Consequently, with the fund s saved

from battleship construction a secret naval building program ,

“taking advantage of treaty loopholes ,” was approved in order

to build “modern weapons in wh ich the fleet was deficient. ”99
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France and Italy. France and Italy were to keep

essen tially what they had ; however , Urance was obsessed with

the desire for security against a German attack. By concen-

trating on her army during the war and thereafter . France ’s

pre—war first-rank navy had been allowed to f a l l  behin d .

Not wishing to accept an inferior position , the Fronch

insisted on 35 0,000 tons of capital ships , twice the level

on which Hughes “existing navies ” r at ios were based . F in a l l y ,

because of st rong public op in ion , France r e l uc tant ly accepted

the 1.67 ratio assigned but refused to accept limitat ion, on

cruisers , destroyers or submarines.100

It aly took a similar stand on cr u isers , destro’~~-rs an~

submar ines , because she could not afford capital ships. 1 - 1

The limitations on submarines was a major obstacle with Ital y,

as she considered submarines extremely important as a defensive

weapon for weaker nations. Great Britain wanted a conference

agreement to abolish submarine s, beca use of the Wor ld  War I

experience fresh in her mind . Lord Balfour considered the

submarine “a class of vessel which in the last war was grossly

abused ,” although he conceded that the vessel , prope r ly use d

by a weak power , was a good defensive weapon .1-°2 Many other

argumen ts were put forward  against submarines , and Secretary

Hughes had even set up ratios for tI ts type vessel which were

never ratified .103 But Italy could not be convinced . Italy ’s

insistence on parity with France in all classes turther

clouded any agreement on lesser vessels.
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Summary of the Washington -1 onfere:ice of 1922. In order

to make some evaluation of the Washington Conference in

retrospect , it is necessa ry to look at it s succe sses and

failures.

Successes.

1. A ten—year naval building holiday was e stabl ished

on capital ships in which only replacemen ts could he bu ilt .

After scrapping and within Treaty limitations , the navies

of the five powers would stand as follows in capital ships:1-°4

Number Number Tonnage
Country Scrapped Retained Retained

United States 28 (1) 18 500 ,650

British Empire 24 22 580 ,450

Japan 16 10 301 ,320

France - 10 221 ,170

Italy — 10 182 ,800

Note : (1) The United States scrapped eleven capital ships
being built under the 1916 building program ,
while two ba ttle cru i sers (LEXI NGT~ N and SARA~~ GA )
were converted into aircraft carriers.

2. The termination of the Anglo—Japanese Alliance allayed

- 
. 

the United States concern of an attack on the West Coast and

gave the United States virtual control of the Eastern Pacific .

3. Although it has been hypothesized that the limita-

t ions placed on fleets weakened national power which resulted

in Pearl Harbor , tic American conference objectives to check

33 

~~~~~---~~~ _ _



- — — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ _____

the naval race and to benefit from financial saving s and

reduced tensions were achieved for over a decade . The f a i l u r e

was that Congress and Presidential administrations would not

appropriate funds to build to treaty tonnage levels , because

people “had all the war , all  the taxa t ion , and al l  the

military service that they want .”1-°5 -

The United States was not totally without other coercive

power in relations wi th Japan - s t i l l  the “Number One Enemy ” -

since 40 percent of Japa n ’s trade travelled across the Pacif ic

to the Uni ted Sta tes and Canad a and was st ill wi th in  reach

of American naval power.~-°6

Failures.

1. Since the conference failed to set limits on all

categories, a naval race began in the c ru i ser , subma rine ,

and a u x i l i a r y  craft classes. In addition ,qualitative improve-

ments came off the drawing board including battleships with

hi gher speeds (DUN KERQUE) and major armaments concen tra ted

forward (RODNEY) requiring less overall armor protection.

Ships were also built capable of taki ng larger caliber guns

at a later da te and whi ch s ac r i f i ced ar mor pro tect ion for

speed (GNEISEN AU) . 107 As already indicated , many  h u l l s  were

converted into aircraft carriers.

2. The fixed ratios restricted future British political

freedom of action in the Far East and restricted her ability

to meet new strategic threats which might have nothing to do

——__________________  — —------ -- -~ 
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with either the American or Japanese f l ee t s. Acceptance of

this m istak e was motiv ated , ds Lord Balfo ur ind icated , “by

the desire to reach an agreement; by the instinct to appease .” -1- °8

As it turned out , the Bri tish sea rch for  economy and euphori a

continued to see naval  bui l ding program s reduced or cancelled ,

despite Admiralty warnings , until it was impossible to either

properly f o r t i f y overseas bases or defend national interestS .

Prime Minister Massey of New Zealand , distrostful of Japan ,

warned British leaders against “hasty disarmament ’ and that

re—arming , espec ially in the build ing of warsh ips took a l ong

time . He also remi nded them tha t “there were no clouds on

the horizon tonight , but there might be p lenty here tornorrow.”109

3. Al though the termination of the Anglo-Japanese

Alliance was a shock to the JaDanese , its termin at ion , pl us

the nonfor t if ica t ion  agreemen t , strengthened the strategic

position of Japan and gave h~ r v i r tua l ly  a f r e e  hand in the

Far East and Western Pacific , incl uding a l l  As ia t ic  wa ters

between Indo—China and the A1eutians .~
-1-0 Con tinua t ion  of

the alliance and the close British relationship which had

existed might have altered later events in the Pacific.

Perhaps best summarizing the Washington Conference is

Merze Tate ’ s conclus ion :

.considering in retrospect the history... since
the Washing ton Tre at ies were signed , it is d i f f i c u lt
to hail the conference as a dip lomatic victory for
the United States. Instead of securing our national
interests vis-a—vis Great Uritain and Japan , we made
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a double surrender. In consenting in advance to
scrap our excess tonnage in capital ships , the
United States relinquished the most effective means
of obtaining British consent to parity in all other
categories. Likewise , in pledging ourselves not to
add to the existing fortifications on Guam , Tutuila ,
the Aleutians , and the Ph i l ipp ines , we surrendered
our power to act in the Far East not only to preserve
the “open door ” and the territorial integrity of
China but to protect our own outlying possessions.
When war with Japan came , the Phil ippines , Gua m , and
Wake were hers. Even Hawaii was ~t her mercy ha d
Japan realized it. Air Power , which has profoundl y
altered the strategy and use of naval strength ,
was left out of consideration . Nor was real progress
in limitation or reduction of naval armaments achieved ,
f or the restrictions in the treaty extended only to
dreadnoughts and aircraft carriers. As a consequence ,
the naval race was transferred from capital ships to
big cruisers , and in this category a new competition
ensu~~~.. 111

The Geneva Three Power ~ava1 Conference of 1927. Increas—

ing tensions after 1924 between Japan and the United States

and the cont inu ing  nava l  race in the un l imi t ed  ca tegor ies  of

the Washington Naval Treaty —- in which the United States

failed to keep up with other naval powers due to interests in

economy and hopes for  disarmament and world peace -- prom pted

President Coolidge , on 10 February 1927 , to propose a meet in g

of the five parties of the Washington Naval Treaty to meet at

Geneva to complete the work of the Washington  Confe rence .  The

President was also trying to thwart bici navy protagonists ,

who were demanding a large increase in auxiliary classes , and

to bring about a success simil ar to President  Hardi ng ’s

Washington Conference . 112
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Alleging a prior commitment to the disarmament program

of the League of Nations , France and Italy declined the invi-

tation . Actually both were still smarting from the inferior

capital—ship tonnage ra tio they received at the Washin gton

Conference ; and both hoped to regain their statue as major

naval powers by building exte nsively in the unlir~ited

categories. Italy was also in ten t on atta in ing  ~:arity with

France because of her “unfavorable geographic position. ”1- 13

The American proposal presented in June 1927 to ext end

the Washington Treaty tonn age ratios to al l  other ca tegories

formed the basis for discussion and was as follows :114

Cruiser class

United States 250 ,000 — 300 ,000 tons
Br i t ish Empire 25 0,000 — 300 ,000 tons
Japan 150,000 — 180 ,000 tons

Destroyer class

United States 200,000 — 250 ,000 tons
Bri t ish  Empire 200 ,000 — 250 ,000 tons
Japan 120,000 — 150 ,000 tons

Submarine class

United States 60 ,000 — 90 ,000 tons
Bri tish Empire 60,000 — 90 ,000 tons
Japan 36 ,000 — 54,000 tons

The proposal invoked immediate and strong objection , particu-

larly on the cruiser issue.

Japan had led in cruiser construction after 1922. There-

fore she hoped to stabilize her ratio at existing levels  which

would have made her ratio seventy percent of American cruiser
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tonnage .115 Although Japan had hoped for this higher ratio ,

the minimum tonnage levels proposed by the United States for

Japan were acceptable to the Japanese delegates. Japan also

did not object to limiting 10,000 tons cr u isers on ly ,  as it

would provide resources for smaller type warship construc tion .116

The real controversy at the conference arose between the

United States and Great Britain. The British insisted on a

minimum of seventy cruisers for defense of her commerce and

security for her empire . Another stumbling block was the

issue of the 10,000 ton cruisers. Twenty—five to thirty 10,000

ton cruisers were considered satisfactory for United States

needs. Britain ’s naval requirements , including 7 ,500 ton six-

inch cruisers , were presented on 8 Jul y ,  as fol lows :117

Cruisers

15 10,000—ton cruisers carry ing 8—inch guns. ..l50 ,000 tons
55 7 ,500-ton cruisers carry ing 6—inch guns.. .422 ,000 tons

Total cruiser tonnage 572 ,000 tons

Destroyers

16 Destroyer leaders 29,60 0 tons
128 Destroyers 192 ,000 tons

Total destroyer tonnage 221,600 tons

Submarines

40—45 of 1,000—1 ,600 tons plus 15— 20 of below 600 76,000—
tons 81 ,000 tons

The British felt that six-inch cruisers provided the same

security at reduced costs. The United States feared that

six—inch guns placed on merchant vessels —— where Britain

had an edge -- could change the whole picture .118 As a
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consequence , the Conlerero- - -- foundered on the cruiser ISSUe ,

since none of the powers considered then~’o,1ves as having

similar defense requirements. It should be noted that at

this conference high-ranking naval officers dominated the

nat ional  de lega t ions, and thL y had a much different view of

nat ional  securi ty than thei r ci v i l i an coun~ erparts. ll9

The Geneva Conference failed because it t r i~-d to set

limitations without first trying t e  settle political dit~~er—

ences. Trying to set parity to different strategic requir e --

ments was impossible. As Charles P. Ilowland wrote:

There is no ‘ technical base ’ for establishing ratios
of armaments among nations; it is impossible to deter-
mine what type of ships or hc~ -; many of theo are ‘ need-
fu l ’ unless there is in w-~derstanding of the ~ urr oses
for which they are intended .120

Thus , geographical , poli tical , economic and historical con-

ditions made it impossib le fo r each power to agre e to any

parity which would not result in superic-rity For each .

This was a bitter defeat for arms reductio ’~s, even

though the Powers declared that th y wo~f l d  cont inue  to b r ing

about further reductions in naval armaments. As a r’-sult ,

many Americans fel t that the ‘ onl y way to bring about dis-

armament was to build up such a large navy that the other

navies , in s e l f — d e f e n s e , would be forced to accept limita-

tions. ” The Senate of the Uni ted States , howe’~er , held ofe

approving such a program pending the outcome of the Kellogg-

Briand negotiations .121
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Kel lo~g—Briand Pact of 1928. Immediately after the 1928

elect ions , President Coolidgt- surprised everyone by cal l ing

upon Congress to pass a bill for fifteen cruisers which the

Senate had previously rejected . As a consequence , both the

naval bill and the Kellogg-Briand Pact came before the Senate

at the same tim e . 1-22

The Kellogg—Briand Pact came into effect on 24 July 1929

and reads as fo l lows :

ARTICLE I
The hi --:h contracting parties solemnly declare in

the names of their respective peoples that they
condemn recourse to war for the solution of inter-
na t ion al con troversies , and renounce it as an instru-
ment of national policy in their  rela tions wi th one
another.

ARTICLE II
The high contracting parties agree that the settle-

men t or solution of il l disputes or conflicts , of
whatever nature or of whatever origin they may be ,
which may arise among them , shall never be sought
except by pacific noons.

Almost all the nations signed and ratified the Pact , each

taking care to “exemp t its vested interests from the confines

of the trea ty . ” 12 3 The United States exempted her commitments

unde r the Monroe Doc trine , and Great Britain exempted her

commitment toward her Empire and the Dominions.

The cru iser b i l l  wa s approved in Febr uary 1929 with a

provision that the building program might be suspended should

a naval limi tations agreement be negotiated .124

The London Na v al Con ference of 1930. The failure to

come to an agreement at Gt nevo threatened to start another
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naval race . In the Autumn of i929 , Bri tain ’ s Prime Minister

Ramsey MacDonald visited President Hoover. Both agreed to

hold another naval confe rence  in London in January 1930. This

time all five parties to the Washington Naval Treaty agreed

to attend . The Conference turned out to be a success , as f a r

as the United States , Britain and Japan were concerned . France

and Italy were still at loggerheads over their respective

ratios and wi th  their  r iva l r i e s  in the Mediterranean. This

kept the Conference in session for three months . In the end ,

France and Italy did not ratify the Agreement. France also

reiterated her view on the in terdependence of nav al , mil i tary

and air armaments.3-25

The primary purpose of the London Naval Conference was

“to transform the process of naval armaments from a method of

competition to one of m u t u a l  agreement and limitation .” In

this regard it aimed at removing secrecy , wi th less regard to

economy , and to “leaving each nation free to provide adequately

for its defense without becoming a source of worry and suspicion

to its neighbors. ” 126

The American objectives at the Conference (taken from the

Abstract of Testimony on the Conference to the Senate)  were

as follows :

1. To cooperate with the delegations in terminating
naval competi t ion by l imi t ing  a l l  classes of warsh i ps;
2. To assure equality of naval strength for the
United States with Great Britain;
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3. To arrange a satisfactory relation between our
Navy and that of the Japanese;
4.  To b r ing  about reduct ions  in tonnage wherever
p rac t i cab le .  127

Japan ’s insis tance on a more fav orable par i ty  in eight-inch

cruiser s with the United States (and Britain) also prevented

an earl y agreement. In the end it was agreed that the

Japanese could have seventy percent of United States (and

British) cruiser tonnage rather than the sixty percent origi—

nal l y envisioned under the Washington Naval Treaty 5-5-3

ratio. Japan also gave notice that if the powers should meet

again in f ive  years , she might insist on parity in all cate-

gories.128

The British and Americans came to a fast agreement on

cr uiser tonnage pa r i ty  wh ich called for no more th an f i f ty

cruisers for Britain. This agreement was possible by dividing

the cruisers into heavy and light cateqories .129

The l imi ta t ions  for  the three naval  powers was set by

treaty in all categories as follows.3-3°

Categories United States Great Britain Japan

8—inch—gun cruisers 180,000 tons 146 ,800 tons 108 ,400 tons
6—inch—gun cruisers 143,500 tons 192 ,20 0 tons 100,450 tons

Total ~23 ,500 tons 339 ,000 tons 200 ,850 tons

Destroyers 150,000 tons 150 ,000 tons 105 ,50 0 tons
Submarines 52 ,700 tons 52 ,700 tons 52 ,700 tons

The Uni ted  States was also given the option to dupl ica te

Britain ’s tonnage figures if she wished to have fifteen

instead of eight eight—inch cruisers.
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The “naval holiday ” on capital ship building was extended

until 1936 , and each agreed to scrap some older battleships

(Britain—five , Japan-one , and the United States-three). The

ratio thus became 15-15—9 for Britain , America , and Japan

respectively ~131

The London Naval Treaty also had an “escape clause ” in

which the Powers could give notice if they no longer wished

to be bound by the treaty limitations. The United States

and Br i ta in , a l though accepting equal i ty  in submarine tonnage

with Japan , agreed to continue efforts to abolish submarines.

Summary. The bickering that took place at the London

Naval Conference of 1930 concerning naval requirements proved

once again that d isarmament  was a ques tion of pol i t ics and

not mathematics.

Britain was willing for  the time bein g to reduce her

requirements in cruisers to fifty vice seventy as long as she

had parity and a program for new construction .132 The

Admiralty and the Dominions continued to warn the British

Government of the dangers  of reduct ions  in sea power , but the

Labour Government was intent on coming to an agreement for

economic reasons and seemed content to depend on the League

of Nations for enforcement of world peace .133

The United States had concluded a naval armaments treaty

which had by tonnaqes given her a navy “second to none ” in

all categories. But this parity was only on paper and in
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order to achieve its real meaning the United States would have

to spend a billion dollars to build up to the treaty limits.

And it would take years to build the fleet up because of the

business depression . The Sena tors at f i r st refused to ra tif y

the treaty because they and the Hearst Press insisted that

Japan and Britain had “pu t something over ” on the United States

in giving Japan an increased capital ship ratio and equality

in other areas. Japan was still considered the potential

enemy . After seeing the President’ s confiden tial papers on

the Conference , the Senate ratified the treaty with a resolu-

tion “that the United States was not bound by any secret under-

standings. “134

The Japanese were quite pleased with the London Naval

Agreement as it was a victory in their civilian progress to

constitutional government. Japan had gone to London to

negotiate the rati--:- system and to give the Japanese Navy time

to modernize. SilLc-? 1922 , Japan had embarked on a secre t

naval program building prototypes of new experimental ships

superior in speed and armament to anything the Western powers

had .135 Japan gained fu r the r  concessions tha t streng thened

her dominance in Eastern Asian waters. Although statistically

inferior in ship numbers , Japan was safe in her home waters

unless the combined strength of the United States and British

navies were brough t against her simultaneously . Prime Minister

MacDonald ’ s pacifism and growing Italian military power in the

Mediterranean made such action unhikely.1-
~
6
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After the signing of the :reoty in October 1930 , Japan

continued to expand and perfect her naval air power with her

four carriers and embarked on a new building program . Admiral

Yamamo to , the Japanese delegate at the Conference , who saw

the future potential in aircraft carriers, wa s most p leased

that no limitations were placed on the s~~.3-3’

Italy ’s inferior position to France was Benito Mcsso1in~ 
-

bete noire. Italy had o f f e r e d  to redu ce her na va l fo rces

“to any level not lower than any other Continental power “and

to do away with submarines , which she considered an excellent

weapon for a weak nation . Though Italy had no in ten tions of

bui lding a f lee t  equal to Fr ance ’s, Italy resen ted the French

position “that Italy should agree never to do so.”138

The London Naval Treaty again brought on qualitative

changes. The Japanese replaced twin eight—inch turrets with

triple six—inch turrets in some rruiser classes , thus near ly

doubling the broadside firepo -.-er against other six—inch cruis-

ers.139 Other improvements were also made in types , such as

five—inch guns for destroyers and larger torpedo tubes.

The Preparatory Comm iss ion for  The World Disarmamen t

Conference of 1932-1933. The League of Nations Council had

been entrusted by Article 8 of the Covenant to formulate plans

for the reduction of armaments to be considered by the world

governments. Article 9 furthor called for the establishment

of a permanent commission to assist the Council in formulating

45

- --



- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

plans to reduce armaments. As a result of these two articles ,

each Council member named three representatives — an army , a

navy , and an air expert — to a Permanent Advisory Commission

on Mili tary , Naval  and Air A f f a i r s .

The United States had not joined the League of Nations

a f t e r  World War I and did not par tic ipate o f f i c i a l ly in

League disarmement discussions un t i l  1924.  In January  1923 ,

the United States had been asked for its position on the St.

Germain Convention on the regu la t ion  of arms t r a f f i c .  A f t e r

the State Department rep lied tha t it approved of e f f o r t s  to

regulate arms traffic (although it could not get Congressional

approval for  adherence to the St. Germain Convent ion) , the

United States was invited to participate in the League Draf t

Convention on the Traffic of Arms,14°

In December 1925 the Preparatory Commission rep laced the

Permanent Advisory Commission . The new Commi ssion was tasked

to determine what :irms should be limited and how the limita—

t ions should b~ accomp lished . The task of the Commission was

complicated , however , because disarmament could not be separa ted

from the problem of securi ty .

The nineteen nations on the Preparatory Commission included

Great Britain , I t a l y ,  France , Japan , ‘~ermany , the Uni ted

States and the Soviet Union . The United States had joined in

January 1926 wi th President  Coolidge ’s special message to

Congress as follows :
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The general pol icy of this Government in favour  of
— disarmament and limitation of armaments cannot be

emphasized too frequently or too strongly . In accor-
dance with that policy , any measure having a reasonable
tendency to bring about these results should receive
our sympathy and support. The conviction that competi-
tive armaments constitute a powerful factor in the
promotion of war is more widely and j u s t i f i a b l y  held
than ever before , and the necessity for lifting the
burden of taxation from the peoples of the world by
limiting armaments is becoming daily more imperative.141

This statement only committed the United States to participa-

tion in preliminary planning and not to participation in any

future League disarmament conference .

The work of the Preparatory Commission is presented

because various schemes for  l imi ta t ions  on naval  armaments

were considered and are worthy of note .

One of these concerned “limitations on naval effectives ,”

i.e. , men in the navies. The United States, Japan and Bri ta in

favored only limiting ships and guns as this would automatically

l imit manpower.  The Con t inen ta l  powers opposed this argument

because well trained naval for~ es , even without naval material ,

could be used for occupation du ties or to supplement land

forces. The United States and Britain agreed to concede this

point should a satisfactory agreement be reached on warship

limitations. 142

Another dealt directly with naval limitation , an area in

which the United States was particularly interested since the

navy was considered as the first line of defense , as it was

also in Britain and Japan. Consequently, these three wished



to deal “directly an d separa tely with the pr oblem of naval

material. ” The Continental nations viewed navies as only one

part of a whole . The French , supported by Italy , declared

that :

- . .any method which arbitrarily separted the
three categories of armaments on the combination
of which the security of a country depends would
be going beyond the degree of simplification which
can be accepted .l43

The smaller nations wished to arrange their tonnages according

to needs , whereas the larger naval powers were in ten t on

“ l imi tations by categories since it o f f e r e d  greater security

by prohibiting sudden shifts in the character of navies. ” 144

In 1927 , the French delegates presented a compromise proposal

based on total tonnage and tonnage by categories. No agree-

ment could be reached on naval limita tions; and , by 1930 , it

was generally accepted that this was in the purview of the

United States , Great Br i ta in , Japan , France and I t a ly  to

settle .

The American position aimed at continuing discussion ,

and what became known as the “yards tick” was presented by

Hugh Gibson , the American delegate , in 1929 , as follows:

My Government is disposed to give f u l l  and f r iendly
consideration to any supplementary method of limita-
tion which may be calculated to make our proposals ,
the French thesis , or any other , acceptable to other
Powers, and , if such a course appears desirable , my
Government will be prepared to give consideration
to a method of estimating equivalent naval values
which takes accou nt of othe r fac tors than disp lacement
tonnage alone . In order to arrive at a basis of com-
par ison in the case of categories in which ther e ar e
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marked variations as to unit characteristics , it might
be desirable in arrtvin ri at a formula for estimating
equivalent tonnage , to consider certain factors which
produce these var ia t ions , such as age , unit displace-
ment , and cal ibre  c-f gu n s . 145

The “yardstick” was of impor tance as it made possible the

cruiser agreement at the 1930 London Conference .

The Prepara tory Commission al so discussed maximum

specifications for warships. The United States position was

that it needed large warships with long cruising radii because

of a lack of bases and for the defense of the Panama Canal.146

The other naval powers were amenable to reductions ; however ,

no progress was made because of the American stand . In the

end the Washin gton Naval Trea ty limits were accepted .

Budgetary limitations on armaments was another approach

considered . France and the Continental nations supported

this approach as an “aux i l i a ry  method of arms red uction . ”

France probably advocated this policy to prevent the defeated

powers , whose budgets were unrestricted , f rom bui lding small ,

efficiently mechanized armies.3-47 The Un ited States was the

leading opponent of budgetary limitations. In November 1926 ,

the United States , together with the British Emp ire , Chil e,

France , Italy, Germany , Japan , Finland and the Netherlands

supported the following :

The percentage of its total budget expenditure which
a given country devotes to its national defense could
not be regarded as a factor for estimating the military
effort made by that country without inducin g comparisons ,
which would be both misleading and unfa ir, between the
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different countries. The total budgets are framed on
principles which are peculiar to the respective States,
and military expenditure must be estimated with reference
to the requirements of national security and not to the
financial situation of the country as shown by budgets.148

Other proposals included limiting war potential:

“merging of the peace activit ies of a nation into the mean s

of making war at all points in science and industry. ” War

potential included manpower , economic wealth , geographic

locations of a nation , efficiency and potential enemies.

France again attached great significance to this proposal.

The United States , again , was opposed , and supported by th e

Bri tish Emp ire , Germany , Chile , Fi nlan d , the Netherlands ,

Sweden and Spain.3-49

Limitations on civil aviation and aerial bombardment

were also proposed but nothing came of these . Again , these

proposals were opposed by the United States.

An item worthy of note occurred in the Commission

immediately after the failure of the Geneva Naval Conference

of 1927. Maxim Litvinov , the Russian delegate to the Prepara-

tory Commission , proposed that “all  armies , navies and air

forces should be immediately abolished , and all war materials

and arms factories destroyed. ”~-5° This proposal was again

put forward by LitvinoV at the World Disarmament Conference

but again received no support.lSl This was a sound policy

for the Soviet Union to pursue at a time when security was

stronger than ever in the Soviet Union , when she was militarily
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weak , and when she was engaged in an immense industrial and

economic recovery program . The proposal bears a striking

resemblance to that made by the Tsar at the Hague in 1899

and in post World War II Soviet proposals. No one was about

to accept this proposal of complete and general disarmament.

The World Disarmament Conference 1932—1933. The World

Disarmament Conference met in Geneva on 2 February 1932 with

sixty—one states attending. The French wanted an international

police force and security guarantees. The United States and

Britain opposed a supranational force. The British recommended

“qualitative limitations” —— that is, l imi ta t ions, not by

numbers , but by the complete abolition of armaments lending

themselves to offensive rather than defensive warfare . The

Germans demanded equality — -  which was opposed by France - —

mainta ining that  “all armaments prohibited by the Versaille

Treaty were offensive , all others defensive .” In July 19 32

Germany dropped out of the Conference and did not return

until December when she received a guarantee that Germany

would have equality at future conventions.

With this brief background , how were limitations in naval

arms treated?

The United States was still genuine ly interested in a

step by step reduction of great power armaments , which was a

policy “in harmony with our national interests from both the

realistic and idealistic points of view .” 152 On 9 Feb rua ry,

Hugh Gibson presented the following Unitod States position :
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I. The Am eri can Guv~~r n r~~u t  a c v o c a ’  es  c o n s i d e r a t i on  o f
t h e  d r a f t  c o r ~v en ~ ion as co i n i n g  t h e  o u t l i n e  of  a
c o n v e n i e n t  b a s i s  f o r  Jjseus 5ion , while expressing its
en tire willin gness to g -ie f-~i1 c o n s i d e r a t i o n  he  any
s u p p l e m e n t a r y  p r o p oc a l s  c a l c u l a te d  t o  a d v an c e  t h e  e n d
we a l l  s e e k .

2 .  We s ug g e s t  the p o s si b i l i t y  o f  p r o l o n g i n g  t h e  e x i s t i n g
n a v a l  a g r e e m e n t s  c o n c l u d e d  in  W a s in g t o n  and Lond on , and
we a d v o c a t e  c o m p l e t i n g  t h e  l a t t e r  as s o o n  as p o s s i b l e  by
t h e  a d h e r e n c e  of  F r a n c e  a n d  ~t a ly .

3.  We a d v o c a t e  p r o p o r t i o n a l  r e d u c t i o n  f r or . t h e  f i g u r e s
l a i d  d o w n  i n  t h e  W a s h i n g t o n  a n d  L o n d o n  a g r e e m en t s  on
n a v a l  t o n n a g e  as s o o n  as a l l  p a r ti e s  to  t h e  W a s h i n g t o n
a g r e e m e n t  h a v e  e n t e r e d  this frame—work.

L~. We a d v o c a t e , as we l o n g  h a v e  d o n e , t h e  t o t a l  a b o l i —
t i on  of s u b — m a r i n e s .

5. We w i l l  j o i n  i n  f o r m u l a t i n g  t h e  most effective measures
to p r o t e c t  p o p u l a t i on s  a g a i n s t  a e r i a l  b o m b i n g .

6.  We a d v o c a t e  the total abolition of l e t h a l  g a s e s  an d
b a c t e r i o l o g i c a l  w a r f a r e .

7 .  We a d v o c a t e , as I h a v e  a l r e a d y  s t a t e d , t h e  c om p u t a -
t i o n  of t h e  n u m b e r s  of t h e  a r m e d  f o r c e s  or .  t h e  b a s i s  of
t h e  e f f e c t i v e s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  i n t e r n a l
o r d e r  p l u s  s o m e  s u i t a b l e  c o n t i n g e n t . f o r  d e f e n s e .  The
f o r m e r  a r e  o b v i o u s l y  i m p o s s i b l e  of  r e d u r t i o n ;  t h e  l a t t e r
is  a q u e s t i o n  of r e l a t i v i t y .

8.  We a g r e e  i n  a d v o c a t i n g  s p e c i a l  r e s t ri c l i o n s  f o r  t a n k s
and  h e a v y  m o b i l e  g u n s ;  i n  o t h e r  w~~r t s , t ir  t h o s e  a r m - c  of
a p e c u l i a r l y  a g g r e s s i v e  c h a r a c t e r .

9. We are prepared to c o n s i d e r  a l i r r . it a t ~~on of e x p e n d i -
tures on material as a complementary method to direct
l im it a t i o n , f e e l i n g  t h a t i~ m ay pr ove u s e f u l  ~o p r e v e n t

a qualitativ e race , if’ a n d  w h e n q u a n ~~i~~at ive limitation
has been effec ted . -153

The position was further clarified by President Hoover ’s

policy statement on 22 June , as follows :

First: The Erian -d— Kell cg g Pact to which we are all
si gnator ies can only m ean thai the nation o of ~he
world have agreed tha t they wi ll use their arms solely
for defense.
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Second: This reduction sho -oL ’I be carried out not only
by broad gene rni cuts in armarnent o but bj increasing
the comparative pow er of defense through decreases in
the power of attack.

Th ird: The armaments of the world have grown up in
m u t u a l  r e l a t i o n  t o  e a c h  o t h er .  A n d , s p e a k i n~.t g e n e r a l ly ,
s u c h  r e l a t i v i t y  s h o u l d  be p r e s er v e d  i n  m a k i n g  r e d u c t i o n s .

Fourth: The re l u c t i o n s  must be real and posi tive. They
m u s t e f f e c t e c c n omi~ relief ’.

Fifth: There are three problems to deal with—lan d forces ,
a i r  f o r c e s  and  n a v a l  f o r c e s.  T h e y  a r e  a l l  i n t e r c o n n e c t e d .
No p a r t  of  t h e  p r o p o s a l s  w h i c h  I c a n  m a k e  c a n  be d i s a s s o -
cia ted one from the other.

Based on these principles , I propose that t~~e armies of
the world be reduced by nearly one-th ird.~

-5

It is ironic that many years and a World War later pro-

posals similar to those proposed by President Hoover were

advanced repeatedly, not by the United States , but rather

by the Soviet Union .

As to naval  arms limi ta t ions , Hoover recommended a one-third

reduction in battleships , and that the categoric ton~iages ~~

aircraft carriers , cruisers , and destroyers be reduced by

one-fourth . submarine overall tonnages should be less than

35 ,000 tons for  each nat ion , divided into not more than

forty units , with each submarine limited to 1200 tons.

Hoover also proposed that France and Italy accept the tonnage

limits for cruisers and destroyers proposed at the London

Treaty)~
55 No direct action was taken on these proposals.

In the discussions on the prohibition of submarines as

offensive weapons , the British and Germans took opposite sides.
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The British claimed they were offensive because of their

ability to attack lines of communications and commerce . The

Germans maintained that the submarine was a defensive weapon

against the fleets of the great naval powers. The French and

Italians also valued submarines for their defensive capabili-

ties.156

On 20 Ju ly ,  Sir John Simon presented a dr af t  resol ut ion

calling for the prohibition of (1) chemical , bacter io logical

and incendiary war fa r e , and (2) air attack on civilian popu-

lations. Forty—one nations voted for the resolution on 23 J u l y ,

two voted against, and eight abstained . Germany voted against

the resolution because of her claims to equality . The Soviet

Union opposed the resolution because it did not go far enough

toward disarmament)-57

The World Disarm amen t Conference fa i led because of the

unwillingness of France to disarm in advance of security

guarantees , the impracticability of treating disarmament as

a simple problem of arithmetic , and the Japa nese attack on

Shanghai while the Conference was in session .

Great Britain , at the World Disarmamen t Confe r ence had

tried to satisfy both France and Germany and thereby establ ish

a secure peace in Europe . Japan ’s takeover of Manchuria ,

commencing in September 1931 , also stirred grave doubts in

the British Government as to the prudence of further naval

disarmament. The naval agreements and the cutting of the
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fleet for economic considerations had left British sea power

incapable of confronting Japan in the Far East. On top of

this , Britain had reduced her navy and sacrificed the Anglo—

Japanese Alliance to “obtain American goodwill; and now that

they were face to face with Japan in arms, goodwill was

exactly what they got from America .” 15 8 In 19 33 , Bri tain

accelerated completion of Singapore and commenced a navy

building program . As Correlli Barnett states:

All this proved a painful and danqerous lesson that
it took longer for Eng land to bui ld  ships and naval
bases than for a f9reign country to change its govern-
ment and po1icy . 1-5~’

About all the United States did was to protest the Japanese

occupation of Manchuria. In March 1933 , Japan walked ou t

of the League of Nations.

A fu r ther  d i f f i c u l t y  of addi t ional  cuts in naval  tonnages

was that the United States was not up to treaty limi ts. If

Britain and Japan reduced further it would have tended to

give the United States more combat parity vis—a—vis the

others. Japan and Britain were now reluctant to do so. The

United States was not concerned in late 1932 with the world

beyond the seas for  she was in a deep economic depression ,

which showed no signs of ebbing.

With a new adminis tra tion under the “Navy-minded”

President Franklin D. Roosevelt , a new navy building program

was inaugurated calling for four new cruisers , two a i r c r a f t

carr i ers , sixteen destroyers , and four  subma rin es to br ing



the United States Navy up to the 1930 London Treaty limits.

Japan and some European powers viewed this program as the

initiation of a new naval race. The Japanese considered this

program as aimed at them . Consequently ,  in December 1933 ,

Japan announced a program to construct twenty—two ships to

build up to treaty limits. The United States was in fact

planning for a contingency of war against Japan .16°

In addition to strengthening its position in the Pacific

with its new naval build ing programs , the Un ited States also

did so diploma tically by recogniz ing the Soviet Uni on in

November 1933 in order to check Japanese influence in

Northern China.

The London Naval Conference of  1935. Preliminary con-

versat ions took p lace in 1934 to set up the agenda for the

second London Conference. The Uni ted States recommended a

twenty percent reduction in the tonnages fixed in the Washington

and London Treaties. The United States was also willing to

continue these treaty limitations if an agreement could be

worked out. Britain was in agreement , but wished further

qualitative limi ts in capital ship size and gun cal iber .

Britain also wanted to increase her cruiser level to seventy)-61

The qualitative limits proposed by Bri tain were opposed

by the United States , who reiterated her needs for larger

warships because of lack of bases. Concessions on the cruiser

issue were acceptable to the United States since she had been
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converted to the utility of six-inch cruisers; and with twenty-

seven 10 ,000 ton cruisers the U n i t e d  States had superiority

in this category.

The British and Americans were also amenable to a reduc-

tion in maximum aircraft carrier tonnage . And , al though they

wanted to stop further submarine construction , they realized

that France , Italy and Japan would oppose such an agreement.

Discussions with Japan during the latter part of the

year centered around Japan ’s insistence on naval parity .

These discussions ended wh ile the delegates considered the

following British proposals which aimed at salvaging as much

of the previous naval treaties as possible :

(1) retention of the provisions for non—fortification
of bases in the Far East ;

(2) qualitative limita tions;

(3) a statement of building programs to cover a period
of say——six years ; and

(4) retention of existing clauses in the Washington
Treaty regarding no ti f i ca tion of the lay ing down of
new ships. 1-62

Japan continued in her demands for  equal i ty  with the

United States and Britain. France and Italy objected to the

“six years” program as it ~nacked of a continuation of the

ratio system.

Consequently ,  when the delegates of the five nations

met on 9 December 1935 in London there was little hope for

an agreement along previous lines. Two possibilities existed :

57



- ~~—-
- --

~~
- - -

either to exchange building information or t set qua l i t a t i ve

limits (which according to the Briti sh would affect savings

and reduce naval competition) ~l63 The Japan ese woul d not,

however , accept qualitative limitations without concomitant

quantitative limitations. This view was unacceptable to the

other nations. Great Britain and the United States could not

grant naval equality to Japan either , because it would give

Japan abso1u’-~ supremacy in the Pac i f i c .

After five weeks of negotiations , the Japanese delegates

withdrew from the Conference . 1-lirohito had secretly directed

Admiral Yamamoto to break off discussions. The London Naval

Treaty of 1930 was due to expire on 31 December 1936 and Japan

wished to launch ships she was building over and above treaty

tonnage limitations both in quality and quantity . Prior to

announcing Japan ’s withdrawal from the treaty , Yamamo to made

a dramatic proposal to do away with aircraft carriers)-64

All efforts to make concessions to the Japanese failed .

In the end , only a limi ted agreement full of loopholes was

concluded between the United States , Great Br i ta in  and France.

This was the last formal attempt at naval arms limita-

tions before World War II. Too much had taken place in the

meantime . Japan had taken the North Chinese provinces in

1933. Germany had repudiated the Versaille Treaty , re—armed ,

and concluded the Anqlo-German Naval Agreement of 1935 , which

allowed for the building of a German surface navy up to
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thirty-five percent of British tonnage and as many submarines

as Bri ta in had . The Italians had invaded Ethiop ia , and the

Civil War in Spain had broken out. The world was rearming

once again , building bigger and more ships in preparation for

the wars to come.

Merze Tate again very well summarizes the period with

her comment:

Sixteen years of attempted limitation of naval
armament by the conference or legislative method
had ended with the great naval powers returning
to virtually unrestricted competition . Efforts
in behalf of naval disarmament based upon security
ra tios had begun with the scrapp ing of cap i tal  ships
and agreements not to fortify Pacific bases. All
attempts to bring about limitation ceased in 1938.
Japan ’s rivals in that year were in a far less
favorable position than they had been in 1921.
Neither Great Britain nor the United States was any
longer capable of protecting by force of arms terri-
tory in the western Pacific. Both , therefore , were
to face humiliating and catastrophic defeats as a
direct resul t  of the concessions they had made at
Washington in 1922.165

And as Frederich L. Schuman in his book International

Politics, and Introduction to the Western State System states:

Afte r  sixteen years , the circle of frustration was
closed . Efforts at world disarmament through the
League had begun with the unilateral disarrnement
of Germany . The efforts ceased with the unilateral
rearmament of Germany . The collective intelligence
of Europe , having failed to achieve secur ity , turned
towards preparation for suicide .166

It must be remembered , in retrospect , that naval disar-

mament was a restricted and relatively simple matter except

for the Treaty of Versaille provisions limi ting German naval 
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rearmament. The parties were former alli es, and the naval

treaties were intended to do no more than to discourage

building programs . By the 1930 ’s, the powers tried to tie

disarmament to security. But it was soon realized that there

could be no disarmament without security and no security with--

out disarmament on good faith . By 1937 , the search for  a

balanced system of armaments was abandoned . As the authors ,

Spanier and Nogee , conclude : “Indeed the tragedy of the

l930s was that the Western democracies did not rearm sufficiently

or speedily enough to deter World War ii .” 167

The Nuclear Age: To SALT I

In the introduction , it was stated that this paper would

concentrate on conventional armaments rather than on nuclear

weapons or on strategic deterrence systems designed specificall y

for the purpose of delivering nuclear weapons. Inasmuch as

strategic nuclear deterrence is a recognized fact , the f o l l o w ing

discussion will be limited to proposals reflecting controls

on conventional armaments, even though these armam en ts mi gh t

have secondary strategic nuclear capabilities. This discussion

will also look at Soviet and American trends in arms control

proposals. Further discussions on the Strateg ic Arms Limita-

tions Talks (SALT) and other pertinent arms control treaties

will appear in later chapters.

The search for disarmament did not end with the commence-

ment of World War II. As early as 1941 the Allies were
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looking forward to some system of disarmament after the war

which would provide for  securi ty as we l l .  This hope was

embodied in Art icle  8 of the Atlant ic  Char ter , which reads

as follows:

They believe that all the nations of the world , for
real is t ic  as well as spi ritual reasons , must come to
the abandonment of the use of force . Since no future
peace can be maintained if land , sea or air  armaments
continue to be employed by nat ions which threaten , or
may threaten aggression outs ide of their  fron tiers ,
they believe , pending the establishment of a wider
and permanen t system of general secur i ty ,  tha t  the
disarmament of such nations is essential . They will

• likewise aid and encourage all other practicable mea-
sures which will ligh ten for p~ ace-loving peoples the
crushing burden of armaments.1b8

After the war , it appears that the drafters of the

United Nations Charter gave primary emphasis to security as

a first step to disarmament. The two Charter Articles

dealing with disarmament bear this out.

Article 11.1: The General Assembly may consider the
general principles of cooperation in the maintenance
of international peace and secur ity, including the
principles governing disarmament and the regulation of
armaments...

Article 26: In order to promote the establishment and
maintenance of international peace and security with
the least diversion for armaments of the world ’s
human and economic resources , the Security Council
shall be responsible fo r for mula ting p lans to be sub-
mitted to the members of the United Nations for the
establishment of a system for the regulation of arma-
ments.

Considerations were even given by Churchill , Stalin and

Roosevelt to disarming all nations except the “Big Three ”

(with some reservation to France) and in this way maintaining
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peace and securi ty in the world . The dropping of the atom

bomb on Hiroshima in August 1945 after the Charter was signed

in San Francisco and the continued occupation of Eastern

Europe by the Soviet Union after the conclusion of the war

negated the possibilities of such a plan taking place .

Security with  disarmament wa s viewed as impossible , and the

political events which followed in Berlin , Greece , the

Suez , Hungary , Cuba and the Middle East proved that armamen ts

and the capabil i ty  to pro ject power provided deterrence and

security .

The Security Council of the United Na tion s attempted to

cope with the atomic weapons problems initially with the

establ ishment of the Uni ted Nations Atomic Energy Commission

in January 194 6 . Subseq uent di sarmamen t commi ssions deal t

with both conventional and atomic armaments. The major par t

of the discussions on disarmamen t, however , centered around

nuclear weapons. The United States , supported by Great

Br i ta in , had hoped to re gu la te atomic energy and to even tu a l l y

promote its use “ f o r  peacefu l  and human itar ian ends ” (Baruch

Plan of 1946) as only they knew the technique of making atomic

weapons. But on 19 June 1946 , the Sov iet represen tat ive to

the Atomic En ergy Commission called for “an in te rna tional

conven tion to prohibit  immediately the produc tion and emp loy-

mont of weapons based on the use of atomic energy . 169 This

point is emphasized because it sl’ows once again the Russian/

Soviet position of others disarming to incrcase Russian/Soviet
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security without an inspection mechanism to ensure that they

themselves were observing their part of the commitment , a

theme that has perpetuated itself to the present day.

In October 194 6 the Soviets surprised the West and the

General Assembly by putting forward a proposal for the reduc-

tion of conventional armaments. In effect the proposal called

for general disarmament with the control and reduction of

all types of armaments and armed forces.17° The problem of

ver i f ica t ion  by inspection was avoided.

The Soviets have continued this type of propaganda

campaign within the United Nations and outside -- e.g., the

Stockholm appeal to “Ban the Bomb ” in March 1950 -- to secure

disarmament without safeguards. Such other campaigns to

abolish overseas bases , to bring the boys home, and to pro-

hthit biological and chemical warfare were also conducted .

At the same time , the Sov iets were consol idat ing their  gains

in Europe and establishing new spheres of influence within

their orbit. It does not take much to see the strategic and

political intent  of these Sov iet proposals and rhe tor ic  to

uni la te ra l ly  disarm the West —- whether formally or informally

made -- and to shift the military balance to favor the Soviet

Union.

In October 1949 , at the Uni ted  Nat ions Conven t ional

Armaments Commission , the French called for a “census and

ve r i f i c a t i on  of armed forces and armaments ” as a system of
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regulating arms and armed forces . This proposal was vetoed

by the Soviets with a counterproposal that :

prohibition of atomic weapons should take place
simultaneously with any conventional  reduc tions ,
and second , that conventional disarmament should
consist of a flat-rate one-third cut all round in
armed forces.l7l

When the West refused , the Soviets walked out of the Corn--

mission .

By the ear ly  l95 0s , it became evident to the West that

disarmament negotiations would remain stalemated until some

agreement could be made to settle political differences and

“to correct the strategic imbalance favoring the Soviet

Union in conventional weapons ” before the el iminat ion of

nuclear weapons by the United States could be carried out.

Based on this premise , the Uni ted Nations General Assembly

agreed to discuss nuclear and conventional armaments together.

Consequently Western proposals un til 1956 were based on the

fol lowing framework :

1. Regulation and balanced reductions of all armed
forces and all armaments ;

2. elernination of weapons of mass destruction;

3. international control of atomic energy;

4. safeguards.172

In August 1953 the Soviet Union detonated its first H—bomb

and the s trategic balance changed .

It was also in the early and mid—l 9SOs t ha t  the emphasis

on disarmamen t (as de f ined  ear l ie r ) chan ged to a concep t of
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arms control on United States initiative)-73 Arms control

is defined by the United States Arms Control and Disarmament

Agency as follows :

• Formal or informal international action p lacing
limitations on armed forces, armaments, and m i l i tary
expenditures. Includes~~~~~trictions on the use , levels ,
or deployment of weapons or forces; disarmament; actions
to prevent the spread of weapons; and any other measures
for preventing , controlling, or terminating hostilities.
In a broad sense , also includes steps to produce a
peaceful international environment conducive to such
matters.-1-74

With this background , a review of those proposals which

followed and which applied to conventional naval forces is

appropriate . It should be kept in mind throughout that veri-

fication and inspection was a principle desired by the West ,

and one to which the Soviets repeatedly objected . This

attitude of the Soviets concerning inspection goes back to

the days of Ivan the Terrible and the Russian xenophobia.

Aside from considering Western inspection as a means of

espionage , the Soviets also fear too much Western influence

which might tend to create serious internal disorder . Western

influence could also threaten the tight hold Russian leaders

have traditionally had on the population .

In May 1952 , a British—French—American proposal was

made in reply to the Soviet one-third cut proposal calling

for numerical limitations of armed forces at ceilings of 1.5

million men each to the United States , the Sov iet Un ion and

China and 700 ,000 to 800 ,000 men each to Great Britain and
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France . The Soviets rejected it , proposing only a plan for

prohibition of atomic weapons and international control to

be put into e f f e c t  simul taneou sly.175 This p lan stated only

a conclusion and not a subject of discussion , and was , there-

fore considered as propaganda.

In April 1954 , the Five—Power Subcommittee -- consisting

of the United States, Canada , the Soviet Union , Great Bri ta in

and France -- was formed by the Disarmament Commission to
discuss in priva te “a solution to the disarmament deadlock .”176

One of the most balancec~ plans proposed was the Anglo-French

Plan of 11 June 1954 which included phasing and timing for

the disarma men t program with each level subjec t to inspection

and control. This three—stage disarmament scheme called for :

1. A freeze on military establishments and budgets at

the 31 December 1953 levels.

2. An agreed first half reductions in conventional

armamen ts and forces , plus a “cut-off” on produc tion of

nuclear weapons.

3. Completing the remaining half of the agreed conven-

tional reductions ; and when this was accomplished , proceeding

to the complete prohibition and elimination of all nuclear

weapons and the conversion of existing stocks to peaceful use .

The p lan was say ing in essence : “We will ban the bomb if —

you will accept proper controls plus parity ir, ordinary arma-

ments and armed forces.”177
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The Soviets rejected the proposal and refused to budge

from their position that reductions and prohibitions must

precede controls. The Soviets called instead for an immediate

ban on atomic weapons and the renunciation of their use , in

addition to a one—third cut in armed forces)78

In September , the Soviet delegate proposed a plan similar

to the Anglo—French plan as the basis for a treaty . The West

failed to act , and by February 1955 , the Soviets had reverted

to their original intransigent , xenophobic stance on inspec-

tion ~~~~ - a Western plan for espionage . On 29 March the West

proposed a cut in the armed forces of China , the United States ,

and the Soviet Union to 1.5 million each and to those of Great

Britain and France to 650 ,000 each “at the end of a compre-

hensive disarmament scheme .” -79 The Soviets rejected this

plan because the reductions were too small and called once

more for a one—third cut in armed forces. The Soviets also

refused to divulge the size of their forces until a treaty

was concluded .

On 10 May, the Soviets again reversed their position .

The demand for a one-third cut was dropped , and they accepted

the 29 March 1954 Anglo—French Plan force levels. They aban—

doned their insistence on beg inn in g any disarmament scheme

with the elimination of nuclear weapons ; and they accepted

the Anglo—French proposal to undertake these measures after

75 percent of the reductions of conventional
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armaments and armed forces had been completed . The Soviets

included a nucl ear test ba n in the f i r s t  stage and a proposal

that the use of nuclear weapons in self-defense should be

subjec t  to the approval , and veto , of the Security Counc il.

The last “ joker ” obviously could never be approved by the

West. The United States also had a new negotiator , Mr. Harold

Stassen , so the whole plan , al though or iginal ly acceptable

had to be rethought. The West had been caught flat-footed

by the Soviet willingness “to proceed with par t ia l  measures

that would improve world confidence .”8° The Subcommi ttee ,

therefore , adjourned un t i l  a f t e r  the Geneva Summit Conf erence

in July.

At the Summit Confer ence President Eisenhower made th e

“open skies ” proposal for aerial inspection . Prime Minis te r

Eden proposed a trial inspection zone between NATO and Warsaw

forces in Central Europe . Premier Bulganin suggested setting

up control posts in “ t inderbox ar eas ” ~o prevent large mil it a ry

formations)-81 Bulganin also criticized the Western approach

to disarmament as being “inspection without disarmament ” and

reemphasized the Soviet 10 May proposal adding that

.each power should.. .undertake not to be the first
to use nuclear weapons.

- the forces of each state other than the Big Five
should be limited to between 150 ,000 and 200 ,000.182

Obviously, the la tter was aimed at preven t ing  the rear mame nt

of Germany , which was being considered by the West at the time .
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On 29 August, Stassen presented the new United Sta tes

position , as follows :

The United States does now place a reservation upon
all of its pre—Geneva substantive positions taken
in this Subcommittee , the Disarmament Commission , or
in the Un ited Nations on these que st ions in re lat ionship
to levels of armaments pending the outcome of our study
jointly or separately of inspection methods and control
arrangements and of review of this important problem .
I make it perf ectly clear that we are not withdrawing
any of these positions.. .183

The statement did in effect withdraw the previous United

States positions and especially the prestigious Baruch Plan.

It has been suggested , tha t in stead of taking th is  abou t face ,

the Soviet bluff on controls should have been called .184

By 1955 “ technology had outrun policy ” with large

quantities of fissionable materials on hand in the Soviet

Union and in the United States. Inspection was therefore

impossible . Attempts were now made to prevent sudden nuclear

attacks. The Foreign Minis ters  at Geneva in October 195 5

were willing to accept aerial photography as a f i r s t  st ep ,

however , the Soviets, fea r ing at tacks  from overseas bases

rejected the p lan , even though Mr. Dulles agreed to include

overseas bases in the proposal. This type of proposal was

part of our confidence building program .l85

When the Subcommittee reconvened on 19 March 1956 , a

new , less specific Anglo-French Plan was presented . The plan ,

which was a compromise of the United States and Soviet

position called for:
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1. A declara tion renouncing the u se of nuclea r weapons

except in defense against aggression.

2. A freeze on current armament levels plus effective

air and ground inspection .

3. A reduction in conventional armaments , and restric-

tions on nuclear tests as a next step .

4. A cut in conventional arms , a ban in nuclea r tests ,

and a prohibition of production and use of nuc lear weapons

in the last stage .

Jules Moch , the French delega te , summed up this proposal by

say ing : “Neither control without  dis armamen t, nor di sarmamen t

without  control , but progress ive ly ,  al l  the disarmament wh ich

car be controlled.”86

The Rritish at this time were on the verge of testing

their H—bomb ; and the French made it clear that if no agree-

ment could be reached they reserved the right to test their

own weapons.

By 1956 , the Soviet Union had probably clo sed the gap

with the United States on nuclear weapons development with

their H-bomb test in Augu st 1955 and wanted to avoid any

commitments which would inhib it their nuclear program . There-

fore , the Soviet proposals of 21 and 27 March took the

following positions :

1. They omitted their demand for a ban on nuclear

weapons as a first step towards arms limitations.
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2. While calling for a freeze on current military

levels , they also called for an international disarmament

control agency with unimpeded access at all times to all

objects of control.

3. They called for the reduction of troops to 1.5

million each for themselves , the Communist  Chinese , and the

United States. Great Britain and France would be limited

to 650 ,000 each . All others would be limited to 150,000 to

200 ,000 each . Germany and adjacent states behind the “I ron

Curtain” would constitute “a zone of limitation and inspec-

tion of armaments” in which foreign troops would be limited

and nuclear weapons banned.187

The United States could not accept this force limitation ,

as they required at least 2 to 2.5 million men in order to

maintain overseas bases and commitments , especially in Asia

and Europe. The Soviet proposal seemed to aim at dissolving

NATO and SEATO .188

On 3 April , Stassen presented a new United Sta tes p lan ,

calling for exchange of technical missions and establishment

of demonstration areas where control and inspection methods

could be studied and tested. Also proposed was reducing

American and Soviet forces to 2.5 million each , the Brit ish

and French forces to 750 ,00 0 each , and the other states to

500 ,000 each during the first stage. This was to be followed

by a reduction in armaments and budgets , and freezing budgets
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as of 31 December 1955. The control and full inspection

system would then go into effect concurrently by an Ar mamen ts

Regulation Commission . Following a freeze on fissionable

material produced for nu clear weapons , a l imi ta t ion  would he

placed on nuclear testing and on armed forces.189

The Soviets refused to accept aerial inspection in the

f irst phase , wanted the control action subjec t to Secu r ity

Council decision , wan ted phased redu ctions in convent io nal

forces independent of poli t ical  sett lements , and wanted

predetermined dates from one stage to the next. The Stassen

Plan was important in that “it could be carried out without

political settlements. ” -9°

In May the Soviets denounced the Open Skies proposal; and

in July,  Andre Gromyko stated at the Disarmament Commission

that the Soviet Union intended to reduce its armed forces

by 1.2 million by 1 May 1957. This was in addition to the

reduction of 640 ,000 announced in 1955. But no indication

as to the size of Soviet forces was made)-91

In 1956 , when the Subcommi ttee adjour ned in a dead lock ,

the Soviets seemed to have backed off on two issues: “(1) the

link between political settlements and disarmament; and (2) the

link between nuclear and conventional weapons.” By indica tin g

once again a wi l l ingness  to accept Stassen ’s 3 April  proposal —-

but linked with a nuclear test ban , a ban on use of nuclear

weapons , and l imi ta tions of other states armed forc es to
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200,000 each -- the Soviets were hopi ng to break up NATO and

again prevent West German rearmament. Retreat on the second

point was probably due to a Soviet drive for nuclear parity .192

In January  1957 , Henry Cabot Lodge , Jr. made f u r ther

United Sta tes proposals at the General A ssemb ly on nuclear

weapons and stockpiles and reiterated the Uni ted States

position on conventional weapons. The Soviets promptly

“denounced the Western view that political settlements were

inseparable from general disarmament.193

When the Subcommittee reconvened in March 1957 , three

proposals were made . The Anglo—French proposal deal t  wi th

nuclear testing and controls .  The American proposal was a

reiteration of Lodge ’s statement wi th  slight modi f ication.

The Soviet proposal , to be accomplished in two years , was as

follows :

( 1) a reduction of armed forc es by two stages , f i r s t ,
to 2 1/2 million for the three major powers and
750 ,000 for Br i t a in  an d France , an d second , to 1 1/2
million and 650 ,000 respectively;

( 2 )  reduction of all  other armed fo rces to 200 ,000;

( 3 )  abolition of all  fore ign  bases ;

(4) unconditional ban on the use of nuclear weapons;
and
( 5 )  ‘cut-off ’ of production , an d des truct ion of nuclear
stocks.

The Soviet proposal went further , cal l ing  for  disengagement

in Europe as follows :
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(1) reduction of the forces of th~ ~.-ars in
Germany by one-third in the first ~~ - n y  an
unspec i f ied  f u r t h e r  amount in the ~

(2) substantial but unspecified rt - - ~t a l l  other
NATO and Warsaw Pact forces;

(3) inspection and limitation of ai~ - it the four
powers in a trial zone covering Gt: ! a-~jaCent
states;

(4) complete prohibition of nucic above
zone ;

(5) measures to guard against surL - i n c l u d i n g
fixed observation posts and aerial •~ or an area
extending 800 kilometres each sli - hUng line
in Europe)-94

On 30 April , the Soviets zig—zaqg.~~. . their posi-

tion . Al though still reaffirming acce1~i ne U.S.

proposed force goals , they called f or - ~it cut  in

conventional armaments and military bu~ • for a

more limited control organ. They insi .- - u n q u a l i f i e d

prohibition of the use of nuclear weap :.ropped their

demand for prohibiting their manufac ture. - : inating

them in the first stage of an agreement. -~rther dropped

their demand for elimina tion of all foi s , but called

instead for the liquidat ion of some in t years. It

was also indicated that inspection zorit- e subject to

negotiation . The new Soviet position St- represent a

willingness to move . The Subcommittee , • qu i ckly ran

into trouble on the issue of policing -~ - - • - ~~~~~~~

On 14 June , Mr. Zorin accepted th~’ ;~~sition

tha t any cessa tion of tes ts shoul d he s - con tr ols.
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In addition ne proposed a two to three year moratorium on

tests under the supervision of an international commission ,

answerable to the Security Council. The proposal was acceptable

to the West, subject to reservations.

The Soviet Union was willing to go along with a second

stage reduction in armed forces to 2.1 million for each , and

to negotiate fu r t he r  reductions as the inspection system was

expanded; however , the Soviets refused to join working dis—

cussions unless the West abandoned their insistance on political

settlements as a prerequisite to further reductions.’96

Negotiations became deadlocked again on controls and

unconditional suspension of nuclear tests. On 29 August the

Comprehensive Western Plan was proposed to resolve the dif-

ferences and which included the proposal for : “Limitation

of armed forces in the first step, to 2.5 million for the

Soviet Union and the Uni ted States , 750 ,000 for Britain and

France. Further reductions to follow .” -97

The Soviets rejected the proposal on the grounds that

it would prevent achieving nuclear parity with the West. In

addition , the Soviets refused to participa te f u r t h er in

deliberations in committees as constituted and called for a

commission composed of all the members of the General Assembly.

This proposal was defeated . The Soviet Union walked out of

the disarmament talks and a temporary end came to disarmament

talks through United Nations organs . The Soviet attitude at

this juncture is best described by An thony Nut ting , as fo l lows :
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Probab ly the simplest explanation is the nearest
to the t ru th . That is , that the Soviets realized
th at , although there was agreement on several of the
things to be done in a di sarmament scheme , there
could be no agreemen t of the tim ing of these meas ures ,
since Western timing would conflict with the Soviet
programm e for deve loping the ir nuc lear armory an d
its means of delivery and Soviet timing would not allow
for  the pol itical sett lemen ts req uired by the West.
A lso , it is l ikely tha t they got tir ed of being a lway s
in the m inor i ty  in the Disarmament Commission and Sub-
Committee; a position which they considered failed to
do justice to their new--found relative strength as a
nuclear power . l98

It should , however , be pointed out that the first

“ serious” negot ia t ions occurred between 10 May 1955 and

August 1957 . On bala nce it appears the Soviets -— no doub t

en couraged by growing conf idence in their  own nuclear fo rces

and therefore expecting eventual recognition of nuclear--

force par i ty  -- were pr epared to negotiate for subs tan tial

arms controls (including ground and air inspection of their

own terr i tor ies  under explic it limit s )  in re tur n by the

United States to abandon the rearm ament of Germany an d the

policy of nuclear sharing . The United States was not

interested in negotiating on these terms.

At the Foreign M inister s ’ Conference at Geneva in 1959 ,

it was agreed to attempt other disarmament negotiations.

The Ten-Nation Conference was set up, expanding the membership

which was now eq ua l ly  balanced between East and West.

~n 18 September 1959 , Khrushche v del iv ered a speech

- ‘~-~r ’~ 18t h General Assembly ca l l i ng  f o r  “ to ta l  and

- • •
~~~~ - ‘ i~~i rmament ” to be achieved  within  a period of fou r
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years.  Land armies , navies , ai r forces , atomic weapons ,

missiles, overseas bases , general staffs , war minis tries , and

even military schools would all be abolished )-99 It was p ie

in the sky and no one took it seriously .

The West once again called for verification at each

phase and reductions of armed forces to levels necessary for

internal security . The West would not accept the idea of

general and complete disarmament as a requisite for negotia-

tions.

When the Ten—Nation Conference reconvened in June 1960 ,

the Soviet Union had a revised plan calling for the abolition

of nuclear delivery weapons in the first stage , the creation

of a United Nations peace force , and the elimination of over-

seas bases.20° Acceptance of this plan would surely have

given the Soviets an edge. The United States again insisted

on controls at each step prior to dealing with the subject

of general disarmament . The Soviets walked out of the

Conference .

In the General Assembly , discussions continued and

resolutions were forwarded. The Western proposals reiterated

previous packages . The Soviet proposals seemed to have been

more favorable to the West but always had some thing -- such

as the “ t roika ” -- that was bound to kill acceptance of any
Soviet plan .
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A plethora of proposals have continued to the present

day primari ly in the direct ion o f General  and Complete

Disarmament (GCD) , however , most of the emphasis has been on

nuclear weapons and safeguards.

It is interesting to note that when the Foster Panel

was formed in the Spring of 1962 , one of the f i r s t  tasks of

the Panel was to seek a response to Premier Khrushchev ’s

call for general and complete disarmament. One approach was

a three--stage general disarmament program which took into

account the asymmetry between the Soviet Union and the Uni ted

States. This program embraced large weapons of war , including

tanks , cap ital shi ps , surface ships and conventional submarines.

The plan called for a 30 percent reduc tion of certain weapons

systems by the United Sta tes and a 30 percent reduction of

something else by the Soviets. At the time the United States

had superiority in naval forces , whereas , the Soviet Union

had superiority in land forces. The plan also called for a

check for compliance at each stage with an eventual goal of

a residual l e f t  for  defense  onl y .  The proposal was to be

tabled at the Geneva Conference in 1962 , but due to world

events was not. Until SALT I, no f ur ther  naval  l imitations

were considered by the United States except for those limi-

tations that were self—imposed. 201

Two types of disarmament discussion committees emerged

in the early sixties. The first is the Conference of the
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Committee on Disarmament (CCD) which meets at Geneva . The

CCD is a multinational forum . Discussions at th is forum

have led to the Limited Test Ban Treaty (1963), the Non-

proliferation Treaty (1968), the Seabed Arms Control Treaty

( 1971) , the BW Convention (1972) and the “Hot Line ” agree-

ment of 1963.

The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) is the second

forum. This forum is bilateral between the United States

and the Soviet Union. Out of SALT has emerged the Direct

Communications Agreement (“Hot Line” ) of 1971 , Nuclear  Accident

Agreement of 1971, and the SALT I Agreements of 1972.

Other agreements which have been made are :

— The Antaractic Treaty of 1959

— The Outer—Space Treaty of 1967

- The Treaty f or the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapon s

in Latin America of 1967.

Although more will be said about some of these agreements

later , two points are worthy of note : (1) They were limited

in scope and to areas which did not reduce the respective

superiority of either side or where parity existed (at the

time). And , (2) they provided a basis for further negotia-

tions.

After  28 years of zig—zagging at the disarmament talks ,

we are still very close to the starting line , and very f a r

from the Soviets ’ all embracing proposal for a world free

79-

~~~~~ 

-~~~~~
-- -

~~~ ~
• -- ~~ - ---



of arms . Spanier and Nogee refer to the disarmament talks

as a study in gamesmanship , with each power seeking to maximize

its own military position wh ile mak ing a broad propaganda appeal

to world public opinion. The aim is to “weaken the other side ,

without ever disarming a single soldier.”208

America ’s objectives have been to maintain her armed

strength -- par t i cu la r ly in strategic nuclear weapons; to

maintain NATO and her alliance system ; to prevent the slipp ing

of neutral nations into the Red camp ; to push back Russian

influence everywhere; and to see what is behind the iron

curtain.

Soviet objectives were pretty much on the other side

of the coin . The Soviets would like to paralyze America ’s

will to use strategic nuclear weapons, and if possible , to

see the end of American nuc lear supe riority.  Anoth er aim

is to break up NATO and the rest of the American alliance

system and to see American bases arid forces removed from

Europe and from overseas. And she would liKe to isolate

West Germany. A strong unified German is a Soviet niqh tmare .

Since neither side cares to compromise on conventional

weapons , Spanier and Nogee contended that a “joker ” or

total ly unacceptable provision had usua l ly  been thrown in

with other reasonable and conciliatory provisions in every

proposal. The “ j oker ” forced the other side to re j e c t  the

whole plan , and placed the onus for deadlock on the other
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side while protecting the v ital in teres ts of the proposing

side .

Today, we see new approaches to disarmament and arms

control based on a feeling of detente , that there is no threat

of war. Economic and budgetary considerations reenforced by

a public opinion tired of wars and anxious for the material

pleasures of l i fe  are once again pushing arms control and

economies in military spending. As a consequence we have

seemingly come full cycle back to 1920 and the naval treaties

seeking pari ty (such as in SALT I ) ,  reduced budgets and fewer

commitments. Are we at the same time, going to accept a

false security view while seeking economic well-being as in

the twenties and thir t ies, completely ignoring strategic

implications created by reducing armaipents?
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CHAPTER I I I

THE SOVIET U N I O N

What does the Soviet Union seek? Tha t is a question

that has mystified scholars and diplomats alike. But if

one looks at disarmament and arms control nego tiations , one

readily sees three well—defined Soviet national interests:

1. The preservation of its security and stability

against outside threats.

2. Its recognition as a great power.

3. The expansion of its spheres of influence.

The principles are not new to Russian or Soviet foreign

policy . For even if the Soviet Union does not want to be

Russia , Finland i s  s t i l l  Finland , Japan is still Japan , and

China is still ~hina. One ’s antagonists do not chan ge beca use

of a change in name or form of government. To survive , a

nation must be strong and viable to protect its security .

The methods used by the Soviets today date back to

Tsarist days. As L. E. Dobriansky puts it:

Every conceivable communist technique today has an
able ins t i tu t ional  precedent in the empire—building
enterprise started by Ivan the Terrible in the 16th
century ; divide—and-conquer , consp ira tor ial networks ,
genocide , Russificatiori , two steps forward and one
backwards , broken t reat ies, a self—as suring mystical
messianism , smoke—screens of totalistic ideologies ,
political p ar t i t i o n i s m , the police sta te , inven tions
and distortions of history, inci temen t of class
struggle , slave labor ,... ’peaceful coexistence ’—-in
brief the fashioned implemen ts of cold war gaming
aimed at eventual conquest)-
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Shorn of all rhetoric , the Soviets want a place in the

world and not jus t  “a p lace in the hierarchy of na tions to

which she was nowise entitled ,” as Count Witte put it , but

a real place , a credible place .

The Commissars , j u s t  l ike the Tsars , want securi ty  for

their nation based on a system of weak , independent and

prosperous neighbors as buffers from stronger powers or as

a part of some Soviet sphere of i n f l uence . And when this

si tuation does not exist, the leaders look to arrangements

either through alliances or agreements with friendlier

strong neighbors on the borders of antagonistic , strong

neighbors or with nations or movements which have differences

with the strong neighbors. History is f i l led  with expedient

examples in this regard . One remembers Moscow ’s mi l i t a ry

assistance to Ataturk in 1919 in order to get the British ,

French and Greeks out of Turkey , even though Ataturk  was

fiercely anti-communist. The Soviets also hoped for some

concessions as to the Turkish Straits.

In May 1919 , strong moral support was given to the Afghan

revolutionaries in order to get British forces out of

Af ghanistan. From 1923 on , the Soviets with  characteristic

arnbivalance provided military assistance to the Chinese

Nationalists in order to have a friendly China on her eastern

flank . And when the Sino—Soviet split intensified , the Soviet

Union sought a military assistance pact with India as a counter

to China.
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Another method used by the R ussian s is to create a

detente or easing of tensions on one flank while seeking to

consolidate her gains or protect her interests on other flanks.

Another method is to seek agreements to limit armaments -- with

or without verification -- so as to reduce the power of other

nations vis—a—v is Russian forces. Another objective of arms

limitations has been wrapped up with detente and a desire to

use savings from defense budgets to improve the economic ,

technical and industrial base of the nation so as to better

compete with other , more industrialized nations. Tsar

Alexander ’s proposal to ca~~~iereagh in 1816 , the Hague

Conference of 1899 , and the arms control and trade talks

taking place today are examples of these approaches.

All these aspects to achieve security are deep ly wedded

to geography and ’ history. Technology has not overcome

geography , as some proponents believe . Geography is still

viable , and the Russians know it and think it. As to history ,

they have had many setbacks and have lost considerable man-

power. They have learned their lessons well from both

history and geography and know that it takes all kinds of

power , and in particular military power , to be a great power.

Why a Soviet Navy?

In dealing with naval arms limitations , then , two

questions emerge . One is: With whom is the United States

competing , and with whom would the United States want to
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make naval limitations? The United States Navy , at least ,

feels this way :

Today there ar e two domina ting navies that we view
with confidence or apprehension-our own and that of
the Soviet Union . One is an “active” navy in constant
use around the world—-ours.

The other is a navy active only in posing a constan t
question—— theirs. One question mark , for  instance ,
is the Soviet submarine force of some 400 operational
vessels , including a growing number of nuclear-powered
units. The real importance of this force lies not so
much in its actual size , but in the strategy behind it:
An awareness by the men in the Kremlin of the world’s
dependence upon the ocean. 3

And so , if the an swer is the Soviet Union , then we must

answer the second question . Why does the Soviet Union want

such a large powerful navy , since she is primari ly  a land

power? This second question is very reminiscent of the

question posed by the Brit ish Adm iral ty in the 1920s as to

why the United States wanted a navy second to none. The

United States did not have a vast  empire to defend and to

trade with. And just as Britain was concerned about American

economic and political expansion throughout the world at

British expense , so too is the United States now concerned

about Soviet economic and political expansion ~t American

expense . This expansion of Soviet influence worldwide has

been through the rapid increase in the size of the Sovi€~t

naval , oceanographic , merchant marine and fishing fleets.

In other words , through Soviet sea power. The Soviets have

also increased their world wide influence through both

m i l i t a r y  and economic aid program s (See Figure 2 f~~r ~in example

of aid to the Mid d le Eas t and N o r t h  A fr ican ar ea)
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Al though s t i l l  primaril y a land power , ~he Russians

have always considered sea power important. In 1904 the

Ru ssian Navy ranked four th among the great powers although

its status waned considerabl y after its defeat in the Russo—

Japanese War in 190 4 by the sixth—rate Japanese Fleet. How-

ever , the Russian and later the Soviet fleets have been harnpero’h

by geography and lack of warm water ports wi th  absol ute f r e e

access to the world ’ s sea rou tes. And so since abou t 1780

the Russians , and later the Sovie ts , have tried to ga in con trol

of the Bal t ic , the Dardanel les , and the warm access to the

Pac i f i c . 4

The Russians also have always considered themselves a

Mediterranean power even though they were barred by the

Turkish Str aits , which they have his tor i c a l l y  hoped to domi-

nate. Strategically this was intended to guarantee free access

to and f rom the Black Sea and to bar poten tial enemy sea

powers f rom en tering.  Poli tical  res tr i c t ions  also kep t the

Sovie ts out of cer tain sea areas , either by tacit or implicit

agreemen t, which were considered the domain of other sea powers.

In the post World War II period , the Soviet Union filled the

vacuum left in certain seas and oceans by depar t ing or weak er

naval powers in order to expand her spheres and areas of

interest.

In dealing then with the question “Why a Soviet Navy?”

it would do well to look at the answer in the context of
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the three Soviet long range goals prc~~~nted : great power

status , security and stability , and expansion of spheres of

influence .

Great Power Status. Why do nations seek this status

and what is meant by great  power status? Lerche and Said

define the term as follows :

Great powers are those few states whose capabilities
are sufficiently great  to permit them to es tab l ish
and implement c~ total i ty  of in terest ; in other words ,
a great power asserts and acts upon the political
r ight  to in te r fe re  in and be consul ted with regard
to the resolution of any issue anywhere in the world
at any time .5

Dr. William R. Emerson further defines a great power as

follows :

Great powers are those powers which have the capacity
to interest and involve themselves to some degree
in areas of their political interest.6

The Tsars and the Commissars have long desired grea t

power status , al though both Russia , and later the Soviet

Union , had at times been granted what Count Witte might call

great power—by—courtesy status. The ~usso-Japanese War in

1904 resulted not only in a major defeat for the Russian

Imperial Fleet bu t also in a considerable loss of pre stige

as a great power at the hands of a lesser power , Japan.  In

addition to the humiliating defeat suffered , the Russi an

Baltic Fleet was hampered by Bri tish and French neu tra l i ty

and passage restrictions which prevented the major part of

the Russian Fleet from transitinq the Suez Canal. As a
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consequence , the Russian Fleet had to make the 18 ,000 mile

cruise around Africa and through the Indian Ocean depending

on French ports and German colliers for coal. As a result

of the battle of Tsushima , the Russian losses included six

battleships , three coastal defense ships , seven cruisers

and seven destroyers of the thirty-seven ships participa t ing

in the battle .7

The long cruise accentuated the need for a new and

• modern navy and better sea lines of communications between

East and West. The cause of this humiliation was , therefore ,

not lost on the Russians . She needed a viable navy and free

access to the sea lanes. Both of these adverse situation

had to be corrected . And , as almos t a condit ioned response ,

every defea t Russia , and later the Sov iet Un ion, s u f f ered

was followed by a new naval modernization program . (See

Table I)

TABLE I

MIX OF SOVIET FLEET*

Number in Commission (Number Building )

1904 1914 1940 19 4 6 — B

Battleships (all types)28 (6) 13(8) 3(1) 4

Aircraft Carriers - (3) (1)

Cruisers (all types) 24 15(4 ) 7 8

Destroyers 52 ( 12 ) 121 55 60

Destroyers Minelayers - - 39 5
Torpedo Boats 63(8) 31 3 -

Submarines 14 36(19)170 (70) ~h0 (~i~~prc~x)

*Information derived from T~ nr~’s Fighting Ships 1~~~4 , 1914
1946—47 , and 194 8.
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Ten years later , on 28 June 1914, with th~ assassination

of Archduke Francis Ferdinand at Savajevo , Russia was forced

once more to prove her virility as a great power in support

of Serbia and Pan—Slavism against Austria—Hungary or fade into

second—rate status.8 The war which followed confirmed Witte ’s

worst fears.

Following the Bolshevik Revolution , the new Soviet Union

went into isolation in order to construct a new nation and

to rebuild Soviet military might , including a modern navy .

This navy , under the guidance of Premier Stalin , was to be

built to fulfill a “larg e, balanced fleet strategy .” However ,

limitations of resources , dire economic conditions , and the

military purges inhibited the fulfillment of Stalin ’s naval

strategy until after 1928. This strategy was primarily

based on “active defense” dependent on limited “coastal

engagements using light surface forces, submarines and air-

craft.”9 In the late 1930s, influenced by the growth of both

Japanese and German naval armaments , an all—out warship con-

struction program began , which was to include four aircraft

carriers and intended to make the Soviet Union a major naval

power with an offensive capability)0 This “big ship”

strategy commenced with the Third Five Year Plan in 1937 and

was described by Admiral Nikolai G. Kuznetsov , its future

commander , as follows:
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It was decided to build battleships , heavy cruisers,
• and other  classes of s u r f ace warships ; tha t is , a

big surface navy . A large number of submarines was
also to be built. Not excluded either was the con-
struction of aircraft carriers; rather they were only
postponed to the last year (1942) of the Five Year
Plan... (because of) the complexities of construction
of warships of this class and aircraft designed
especially for  them .ll

By the octbreak of World War II , 200 naval  vessels were

under cor.struction including 10 cruisers , 45 destroyers , and

90 submarines.

Although the Soviet Union was not invited to participate

in the naval limitations conferences except for those under

the auspices of the League of Nations , Sta l in  was f u r t h e r

• impressed by the participants ’ of the 1936 London Conference

lack of interest in navies whose strength was based on sub-

• marines, as the Soviet ~‘iavy was. As a consequence the Soviet

Union was not recognized as a major naval power. This

realization gave further emphasis  to Stalin ’s large , balanced

navy concept of sufficient rank to support Soviet foreign

policy , a navy “equal to that of any foreign power .’ -1-2

Another strategic move tha t Stalin took in 1932 and 1933

was to reorganized the Soviet Navy by the establ ishment  of

the Pacific and Northern Forces.13 The establishment of these

two fleets corrected in part the restricted access to the

open seas and to some degree the lines of communications

problem between east and west.



Although the Soviet Navy was on the increase , Robert W.

Herrick very interestingly points out the defens ive  a t t i tude

and effectiveness of the Soviet Baltic Fleet in Worl 1 War II:

The German naval forces assigned to oppose
the Soviet Baltic Fleet were composed solely
of thirty-eight motor torpedo boats , ten
mine layers , and five submarines. By con-
trast , the Soviet Baltic Fleet in June 1941
consisted of two modernized battleships , two
new and one old heavy cruiser , thirty—seven
destroyer—type vessels , twen ty mi ne layers ,
and over eighty submarines)-4

With the conclusion of World War II , the Soviet Union was

again given great power—by—courtesy status and was made a mem-

ber of the Big Three along with the United States and Great

Britain. The Soviets , however , saw themselves contained

once again as they tr ied to expand their security perimeters

• with buffer states and spheres of influence using their new--

found power status. The deployment of the United States

Sixth and Seventh Fleets to the Mediterranean and Western

Paci f ic , respectively , provided the deterrence necessary to

put a halt to further Soviet expansion in the Middle East

and Far East. Taking this containment into account and the

tremendous manpower and wealth lost in previous wars , the

Soviets probably reappraised history and geography and applied

them to a new strategy. They probably also realized that no

matter how greatly they increased the size of their army and

air force or how many intercontinental ballistic missiles

they had after the Cuban Crisis , they could not be and would
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not be formal ly recognized as a “real” great power. To be

a real great power required a formidable navy and a maritime

presence throughout the world .

Consequently ,  Stalin embarked on a s trategic mix of

naval forces around 1948 , combining the defensive la guerre

de course strategy of the young school with “two other strate-

gies of ‘fortress fleet’ and ‘fleet in being .’ ”  Herrick

describes these fleets as follows :

The “fortress fleet” elements consisted of the
forces of the Soviet Navy ’s Coastal Defense
Service , including coastal artillery, forti-
cations , antiaircraft artillery , Naval Infantry
troops (M a r i n e s ) ,  shore—based fighter aviation ,
and coastal patrol craft. These were forces
intended p r imar i ly to provide a last-ditch ,
largely immobile , and pas sive defense  against
amphibious invasion .

The “ f l ee t  in being” elements were to be the
destroyer leaders and cruisers tha t Stal in
was intent on constructing to serve initially
as strategically defens ive bu t tac t ica l ly
o f f e n s ive naval fo rces , to be kep t in Soviet
coastal waters but concentrated in the fleet
areas considered to be most vulnerable  or
threatened at any given period of international
relations. Ultimately,  at least according to
the Navy ’s plans , the large destroyers  and
cruisers were to serve as the major screening
and supporting elements of the carrier  task
forces envisioned as the main §triking forces
of the large balanced fleets)~

D

When Khrushchev came to power in 1955 , he and his  defe nse

minister appear to have relied heavily on technology and thought

nuclear missiles would suffice for deterrence . Therefore ,

naval concentration was again focused on submarines and small
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surface units rather than on a more balanced fleet.1-6 The

Lebanon Crisis of 1958 and the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962

were enough to change Khrushchev ’s mind .

In September 1962 the Soviet government made the follow-

tug statement concerning Cuba :

We have said and do repeat that if war is unleashed ,
if the aggressor makes an attack on one state or
another and this state asks for assistance , the
Soviet Union has the possibility from its own
territory to render assistance to any peace-loving
state and not only to Cuba. And let no one doubt
that the Soviet Union will render such assistance .17

The Lebanese Crisis and in particular the Cuban Crisis showed

that missiles were not enough and that they could not provide

assistance from their own territory despite their truculent

rhetoric . The naval forces they had on the scene brought

• forcibly to mind that they lacked the credibility and capa-

bility to intimidate the United States. The Vietnam war also

showed them once again that they lacked the capability to

bring their power to bear in distant places.

It is therefore quite evident , as John Lukas points out,

that:

Here on this earth what still counts in strategy
is whose troops and ships are where. Let us
remember that after all is said , even the long—
range rocket is but a tremendous gun with a
tremendous powerful projectile .18

Although many attribute the increase in the Soviet surface

navy to the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 , it is probably more

likely that this crisis reaffirmed the need tor an all—round
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• navy rather than giving impetus to a large navy program . It

takes a long time to plan for and build a navy. The base

year for the plannir •g of today ’s Soviet navy was probably

made in 1953—54 by Stalin ’ s successors , and ships under that

program started appearin g around 1958J9 The Cuban Cr is is

just accelerated this program , wi th inclusion of ne~.i technol—

gies and weapons systems. The trend in Soviet naval growth

is illustrated in Table II. In 1962 the navy was “accorded

its own position as an individual service.”20

If one looks at history , it becomes readily evident that

no great world power has ever survived that has not , a t the

same time , been a naval and maritime power. The histories

of Athens , Carthage , Rome , Genoa and Venice all bear this

out. As soon as they abandoned sea power and became land

oriented , they soon lost their great power positions and

their empires. And even in modern times the retrenchment of

Great Britain , the giving up of her emp ire and the reduction

in her naval forces was probably a very strong lesson to the

Soviets that to be great required a navy equal to or better

than the best.

Another reason for a large Soviet navy is precisely to

be as great as the United States. Mr. William C. Foster , a

former director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament

Agency (ACDA) , relates a conversation with one of the Soviet

first deputy foreign min i s t e r s  in 1958 at the Surpr i se  Attack

talks at Geneva . The minister remarked :
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TABLE II

SOVIET NAVY 1958 AND 197221

1958 1972

Major Surface Warships

ASW Helicopter Carriers 0 2
Cruisers 31 27
Destroyers 114 6 101
Ocean—going Escorts (Over 1000 tons) 66 1214
Mine Capacity (Maximum Listed) 19,110 12 ,170
Surface to Surface Missile Rails 0 88
Surface to Air Missile Rails 0 132

Submarines: Attack and Cruise Missile

Diesel 14714 286
Nuclear Powered 0 61
Total Number Torpedo Tubes 21478 2208
Total Number Cruise Missiles 0 1402

Submarines: Ballistic Missile

Diesel 7 25
Nuclear 0 314
Total Number Missile Tubes 114 1499

Other Soviet Naval Forces

Coastal Escorts 133 258
Surface—to—Air Missile rails 0 16
Mine Capacity 2690 3000

Missile Patrol Boats 0 151
Surface—to—Surface Missile Rails 0 566

Motor Torpedo/Gun Boats 500 225
Amphibious Warfare Vessels (including -

Amphibious Craft) 120 200
Ocean—going Mine sweepers 1149 189
Coastal and Inshore Minesweepers 161 130
Naval Aircraft 3000 1200
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You know , the one ambi t ion  the Sovie t U nion has
is to be as great as the United States is.
Peop le say th at you have to have armame nts in
order to maintain your economi es. But I know
that ’s nonsense . You are such an economic gian t
tha t  you don ’t need armaments-—probably i t ’ s a
handicap for you. We are determ ined to be a great
power , as great  a power as y~ u are, an d we wi l l  give
up everything to achieve it.~~

2

Ambassador Charles W. Yost , in h is deal ing s wi th  the

Soviets at the Uni t ed Nat ions , fu rthe r suppor ts thi s opinion

as follows:

I ’ m sure that one of the major motivations for
Russian policy in general and for their armament
policy in particular is their determination not
to be second to any one , and first of all to us.
Given their status as a super-power , we wil l  be
uncertain as to thei r in tentions un t i l  they are
equal to us in most major respects. Of course ,
armaments is the one they have put f i r s t . And
I think this syndrome was strengthened f i r s t  by

• our very large build up in the early sixties in
strategic arms , and second by the Cuban Missile
Crisis which no doubt the Russians perce ived as
a humil iation wh ich they attr ibu ted at least in
part to their strategic inferiority. These con-
vinced them to do everything they could to over-
come it. 23

With the acquisi tion of atomic weEtpon s in the 1950s

and the SPUT NIK f l i g hts in the 1~ 609 , the Soviet Union

received both great  and superpower sta tus.  Th e Un ited States ,

however , in acceding to thi s recognition has no t recognized

the Soviet right under world powe r status to in terest herse l f

and intervene in what the Soviets might consider their poli-

tical arenas. Whether the Soviets will insist on this right ,

only the f uture w i l l  t e l l .  A s Amb as~~~~or Yost conjec ture s :
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It (intervention) is resented by nine—tenths
• of humanity . It isn ’t a question of right...

The Soviets have tried to be more cautious about
it , both because they don ’t want to get into a
major confrontation with us and because they
realize that, carried very f a r , i t ’s apt to be
counter-produc~ 4ve vis-a-vis the countries
intervened in.~~

Security and Stability. In looking at the drive for

great power status , a glimpse of the concurrent drive for

security has been presented . Traditionally, Russian , and

later Soviet sea power was used primarily for defense in

depth , support of land forces, and security of maritime

commerce .25 One of the first priorities after World War II

was to tailor the Soviet Navy to deter seaborne attacks from

the NATO Navies and their capability to conduct strategic

nuclear attacks on the Soviet Union from the sea.26

This inferiority (or “security”) complex exhibited by

the Russians has also been accentuated by three land invasions

in one generation and by the historic containment policies

used against them and their traditional drive to break out.

During the Nineteenth and on into the mid-Twentieth Century ,

containment was accomplished by Great Britain , fear ing

Russian expansion into the Mediterranean , the Middle East ,

India , the Indian Ocean , and the Far East. These areas were

considered British spheres of influence. After World War II ,

the United States assumed the British commitment as a weakened

Britain bowed out. Just as Great Britain had concluded the

Anglo—Japanese Allia nce of 1902 to contain Russian expansion ,
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so too did the United States develop an alliance system to

further contain the Soviets and their so called exploitation

of world communism .

Once again the utility of sea power comes forth . With

the burgeoning growth of their merchant , f ishing and naval

f leets  the Soviets were able to ju mp the nor thern tier of

Western containment an d move into the Southern tier of Thir d

World na tions along the northern coast of A f r i ca  and in to

Iraq and Syria. (See Figure 2.) These fleets ranged into

every ocean of the world expanding their presence , increasing

their deterrence and the cred ibil ity of their  sea power.

This expansion of Soviet sea power and influence has

also had the effect of reducing Western influence and weakenir g

• the Western alliance system. Thus , Sovie t sea powe r has

tended to improve Soviet security and stability .

Expansion of ~pheres of Influence. Expansion of Soviet

inf luence is very closely tied to the desire for grea t power

status and security . As a superpower , it is obvious that the

Soviet Union feels that a large navy is an essential component

of its foreign policy in order to make it s dip lom atic initia-

tives more credible. As it has been pointed out, all great

world powers have had navies and superpower status requires

it. As former Secretary of the Navy John Chafee put it:
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I think its a flexing of muscles on their part.
They ’ re bi g boys in the world an d they ’ve got the
economic power to support a navy . I think further-
more the whole Cuban thi ng shook them up,  and th ey
saw that navies were important things to have . I
think they look on the world like-—sort of like the
Germans did at the turn of the century . Everybody
else had colonies , why don ’ t they hav e any colon ies?
The Russians  think that other people ar e showing
their flags in all corners of the world , why not
the Russians . And I say , they ’ve done very well. 27

Mr. Frank R. Barnett further expands on this point , as

follows :

My view is that this extraordinary growth in Soviet
naval power is based on their very pragmatic hope
of widening their own options for whatever targets
of opportunity may arise of giving Russia a f u l l
hand , so to speak , so she could play the part of a
superpower , diplomatically, economically and poli-
tically all over the world . Which I don ’t think one
could do with only nuclear weapons , since in any
situation short of a direct mortal threat to one ’s
heartland it wasn ’t very l ikely tha t  you would use
it. But a navy is much more flexible . It could be
used. And I suppose , maybe part of it--and I don ’t
want to turn psychoanalyst—-but it’ s part  of the main
drive from the typical Soviet massaging of its own
i n f e r io r i t y  complex. And since it ca ugh t up with
nuclear weapons and had a f i r s t  ra te army , maybe it
decided since its two most fastidious and ancient
foes,  the Br i t i sh  Empire and the United States had
had sea power par excellence , it was about t ime
for the poor boys from across the tracks to really
acquir~ a first rate navy so they could play thatgame 2

• The point that a navy widens a nations options and gives

a nation the capability to project its power , pres tige , and

in f luences  has , there fo re , not been lost on the Soviets.

With her well rounded merchant , f ish ing an d naval f l e e ts she

has been able to project her influence and power overseas
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successful ly in all areas of the world desp ite the con tin uat ion

of a less—effective Western containment .

One migh t conclude tha t the Soviets have done success-

fu l l y exactly what Mahan said they should not attempt . He

warned against  a land power with extensive land frontiers to

defend dividing the total of its resources in order to bu i l d

a large navy . Victor Basiuk comments on this point , as

follows :

With the Soviets , it may he d i f f e r ent , because
their pushing into naval power gives them the
capability to project their power abroad in a
relatively cheap way. They could do it by
airpower , but then the air power canno t stay .
Must fly over and then come back . Now they
can stay and it gives them presence . The net
e f fec t  is neu t ra l i za t ion  of Uni ted States
power at each point of the globe in theory .29

A Navy~ for What Missions?

If one reviews the history of the Soviet Navy since

World War II it is quite evident that the Soviet Navy has

three primary missions which have already been touched on:

1. Defensive Force, which includes those naval forc

used to defend the Soviet Union from invasion or attack from

seaward , to protect Soviet maritime commerce and trade , and

to support Soviet land forces.

2. Strategic Force, which includes the ballistic

missile submarines used for deterrence .

3. Projection Force, which includes those naval forces

used for  presence (showing the f l a g) and suppor t of Sovie t

national interests overseas.
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FIGUR E 4. THE RUSSIAN NORTHERN ROUTE :
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Based on present estimates and force make-up it would

appear that current Soviet naval strategy is sti l l  es sen tia l l y

defensive and deterrent.3° It is a strategy larg ely dependent

on a large number of missile armed , light, fast surface craft ,

minesweepers , coastal missile batteries and land-based air—

craft. The disposit ion of the Soviet Navy in to four  separ ate

fleets (Black Sea, Baltic , North and Pacific) (See Figure 3)

shows the strong influence that geography still has. Although

ships have more endurance today and can rep lenish , the closure

of the Suez Canal and the seasonably restricted northern route

still present logistical and reinforcement problems in lines

of communications between east and west. The northern route ,

(See Figure 4 ) ,  when usable has reduced the transit distance

from Murmansk to Vladivostok from approximately 8750 miles

via the Panama Canal to approximately 375 0 miles .  It is not

unusual to encounter ice eleven feet thick along this route

with progress often limited to 2.5 miles per day .31-

The other end of this primary Soviet naval strategy is

deterrence embodied in the nuclear powered ballistic missile

submarine . Although some analysts consider these submarines

the “backbone of navies ,” in real i ty  they play a very na rrow

role in the overall utility of a peacetime navy except for

strategic deterrence .

These two mis sion s may remain pr imary  for  some t ime in

the future , particular ly because of the predominant l y heavy
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A rmy representa tion in the un ited Soviet defense  minis tr 1.

Because of this imbalance and par t y  pol i t ics, Rober t W . Herrick

sees a reluctance of the Kremlin to expand into the projection

mission for  the fol low ing reason s:

a. The land-oriented outlook of the leaders and of
the mil i tary theoret ic ians of both the Par ty and A rmy .

b. The tradition of the Party ’s omnisc ience whi ch ,
in naval strategy formulation at least, holds not

• only that the subject is the prerogative of the Party ,
but that the naval leaders could not possibly say any-
thing worth listening to on such matters.

c. The compelling desire to keep mili tary expendi tures
to a minimum so to permit larger budgetary allocation s
to other sectors of the economy .32

However , this does not mean that the Navy under Admiral

Gorshkov ’s leadership wi l l  not cont inue to expand its pre sence

• role and eventually the projection role in the years to come .

Beginning in the early l95 0s , Soviet warships began to make

out of area port v i s i t s  (See Table I I I ) .

TABLE II I

SOVIET SHIP-OPERATING DAYS IN TIlE
MEDITERRANEAN SEA AND INDIAN OCEAN, l965-72~~

Year Mediterranean Seaa Indian oceanb

1965 4 , 000 c
1966 4 , 500 c
1967 8 , 500 c
1968 12 , 000 1, 800
1969 14 , 000 2 , 800
1970 17 , 500 3 , 200
1971 19 , 000 3 , 400
1972 18 ,000 8 ,800

a. Rounded to nearest 500.
b. Rounded to nearest 200.
c. Indicates a total  of less than  100.
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Today we see a formidable naval force in the Mediterranean

which has been reinforced from time to time by MOS KVA class

ASW Carriers. Fairhill chronoloqizes this rise in the Soviet

Naval presence as follows :

1961 — Soviet warships carry out modest exercises
in the Norwegian Sea instead of merely shuttling
between the Nor thern and Bal t ic  f l eet are as.

196 2 — Ships from the Black Sea ven ture out into
At lant ic in order to jo in  the Nor ther n Fl eet
in the arctic.

196 3 — Wha t is to become a regular pa ttern of exerc ises
in the Nor th East corner of the Atlan tic is
established ; one group of ships cIrcum-navigates
the British Isles.

1964 — A small squadron spends par t of the year in the
Mediterranean ; ships visit Cuba .

1965 - The Mediterranean exercise is repeated , wi th
more shi ps for a longer period .

196 6 — For the f i r s t time Sovie t vessels conduc t basic
work—up exercises out in the Iceland-Foroes gap.

1967 — The Medi terranean squadron become s permane nt and ,
af ter the June War , Soviet warships steam into
Alexandr ia ;  research vessels begin to survey the
Indian Ocean .

1968 — A Sov iet naval squadron appe ars in the I nd ian
Ocean.

1969 - The Soviet naval squadron in the Mediterranean is
at times numerically superior to the U.S. Sixth
Fleet .

1970 - The world wide exercise ‘Oke an ,’ celebra t in g the
hundredth anniver sary of Lenin ’s birth , puts
mass ive emph9is on the oceanic na tu re of Sovie t
naval power.3
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The building of additional KIEV carriers (or large ASW ships

as they are called by the Soviets) coup led with improved

replenishment techniq ues cop ied f rom Wes ter n practices and

overseas bases should make the Soviet Navy more capable in

the f i e ld  of projection .

Maybe as a land power the Soviets did not need a surface

Navy , since they could defend their maritime routes with con-

ventional and anti-ship missile submarines and have credible

deterrence with their SSBN~~. But these vessels have no

visibility ,  as they are rarely seen. The Soviet surface

navy is a vi sible ent i ty  in terms of power and global pres tige

and as a means to confront the United States on a basis of

equality . Now that they have it , they will necessarily f ind

other uses for it in support of their national interests.

In review of Table II , it is quite evident in the latter

part of the l970s that the Soviets will experience block

obsolescence problems , pr imar i ly  in their  s u r f a c e  navy .

This obsolescence probl em is fou nd pr imar i ly in th e destroye r

force of which the over 20 year old SKORYT-Class destroyers

made up almost twenty percent of the 1972 Soviet naval force .35

Another item worthy of note in the Soviet Navy of today is

that although force levels have remained fairly stable in

total numbers the mean tonnage of the forces has decreased.

This has shown a tendency for  smaller  type vessels wi th more

quality and firepower , al though larger vessels such as the KIIX

are being buil t and older gun cruisers are being maintained as

flagships.
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A Soviet Maritime Strategy ~nd the Brezhnev Doctrine.

The projection role of Soviet sea power has been mentioned ,

however , it is important to look briefly at the growth of the

ancillary aspects of this mili tary sea power to see how they

f i t  into the picture. Westcott and Stevens comment on sea

power as follows :

The term sea power , in its widest interpretatio :i ,
must be taken to include not only the nav ies of
nations but their total strength and interest in
the sea——their extent of coast line , overseas bases
and colonial possessions , merchan t shipping and sea-
borne trade . When the term is given this breadth
of meaning , the history of sea power becomes not
merely a record of naval warfare but an account of
the rise and decline of the great maritime nations
and of their r ivalry for sea trade and sea con tro l .
Among the western nations , this  r iva l ry  has always
been a dominan t motive , and naval history thus
mainta ins  an almos t con tinuous rel ationship with
the development of their commerce and the changes in
their foreign policy .36

It is in this context and in Admiral George H. Miller ’s

def in i t ion  of mar i t ime str a t egy ,  as follows , tha t  the Sovi et

growth of sea power should he viewed .

Mari t ime s t ra tegy is the process of op t imiz ing
the employment of a nation ’s mar it ime as sets
in accordance with national interests . Maritime
assets include overseas a i r l ines  and mer chan t
service . They include ground troops that are
used in a maritime way for projection . Foreign
trade , overseas f inance , and all the in te rna tional
economics are parts of maritime strategy. 37

Merchant Marine. The rapid rise of the Soviet merchant

marine has impressed the world. Although the Soviet Union did

not start building its own merchant ships until 1950 because
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her major shipyards at Leningrad , Odessa , N ikolayev an d

Sevastopol were destroyed during World War II , the Soviets

came out of the war with 2.4 million tons of shipping . This

was more than they went into the war with and included lend

lease ships never returned and German reparations.38 During

the years  that  fol lowed , ships were buil t by Soviet satellites

and Western nations (including Japan ) to build up the Soviet

merchant fleet embodying the latest technology . Table IV

shows the growth of the Soviet merchan t fleet as compared

to the world ’s principal fleets. In 1973 , the Soviet merchant

fleet ranked fifth in the world.

TABLE IV

GROWT H OF THE WORLD ’ S PRINCIPAL ME RCHANT FLEETS 39

USSR UK USA LIBERIA JAPAN NORWAY GREECE

1950 2.1 18.2 27.5 0.2 1.9 5.5 —

1955 2.5 19.4 26.4 4.0 3.7 7.2 —

1960 3.4 21.1 24.8 11.3 6.9 11.2 —

1965 8.2 21.5 21.5 17.5 12.0 15.6 —

1970 14.8 25.8 18.5 33.3 27.0 19.3 —

1972 16.2 27.3 16.3 38.6 30.5 21.7 —

1973 16.7 28.6 15.0 44.4 34.9 23.5 15.3

Source : Lloyd’ s Regis ter of Shipping

When Khrushchev came to power in the mid-l950s he

placed economics in the center of con temporary Sov iet fo re ign

policy . It was at the Twentieth Party Congress in 1956 that

he announced that the Soviets would “bury the West” economicall y

and tha t “Russia was no long er ‘encircled .’ ” 4 0
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Giving further impetus and zaison_d’ et ra to thi s merchant

marine growth is the Soviet ohjcctive quoted from Soviet Ships

on World Sea Routes by V. Bakayev , .*s follows :

The maritime policy of th ISSR st.ems from the task
of extensive participa tion by the car go f l eet in
the economic competition betw�en the socialist and
capitalist  systems , of f u l l y sat isfy ing the demands
of the economy and its external trade , of fulfilling
the coun try ’s own transport needs at home and abroad ,
and increasing the Soviet fleet ’s share of internation~il
sea transport.41

Part  of this m ight be the reason for  the Soviets not bu i ld in g

supertankers and supercargo ships. Smaller vessels have qiver~

them the opportunity to service Third Power countries with

meager and/or shallow port facilities and with inadequate

merchant marines of their own . Based on~~loyd ’ s of London

figures the average tonnage of the 6575 Soviet merchant ships

in 1972 was approximately 2460 tons.42

Smaller vessels have also given the Soviets greater

operational flexibility . When and if the Suez Cana l is

reopened , the Soviets will have a greater advantage with its

smaller merchant ships than the western powers , who have gone

to super—ships , unless the Canal is widened and deepened .

The Soviet Union has also become a new petroleum giant.

Rather than being dependent on Wes tern shipp ing , the Soviets

have made use of foreign shipyards from Finland to Japan to

increase the size of their tanker fleet as rapidly as possible .

(See Table V for origins of foreign—built Soviet Merchant

Shipping).
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TABLE V

ORIGINS OF FOREIGN-BUILT SOVIET MERCHANT MARINE43

HULLS AND ENGINES (1965 AND 1966)

COUNTRY GROSS TONNAGE PERCEN TAGE OF_TOTAL

Hulls  Engin es

Poland 259 ,530 21.34 20.83
Yugoslavia 22 9,884 18.90 17.60
East Germany 201 ,852 16.50 14 .63
Japan 139 ,850 11.49 10.70
Finland 92 ,681 7.62 6.32
Czechoslovakia 6 .49
West Germany 90 ,364 7 . 4 3 6. 65
Sweden 83 ,343 6.85 6.38
Denmark 32 ,893 2.70 4.21
Italy 31 ,133 2.56 3.21
Holland 20,088 1.65 - 1.64
Romania 11,808 0.97
Hungary 8,734 0.72 0.68
France 8 ,425 0.69 0.64

• Bulgaria 5 ,864 0.48

1,212 ,449 99.99 99.95

In 1950 the Soviet Union had onl y fifteen tankers. In 1955

it had seventy-three . Today there are well over 200 tankers

in the Soviet tanker fleet and this number is still insuffi-

cient to supp ly Soviet cl ient states ’ needs.44

Although the Soviet Union has made tremendou s strides in

expanding her merchan t marine , one half of her trade is still

carried in foreign shi ps , and Soviet shipping tonnage repre-

sents only six percent of the world ’s total.45 Bu t the most

sign i f icant aspect of the growing merchant  mar ine  f lee t is

that  it has been able to carry  more of its own for eign trade
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pl us most all of its mi l i t ary and economic ass istance to

Third World coun tr ies in its own ships. This provides an

additional advantage of expanded Third World trade carried

in Soviet shipping when these new nation ’ s become more econom-

ically viable and have developed their own resources.

There are three other aspects that s h o u l d  be considered.

One is tha t  the Sov iet merchant  marine has become a mean s of

showing the Soviet flag throughout the world and giving the

Soviet Union prestige as a maritime nation . The tempo of

this Soviet merchant  shipping v i s ib i l i t y  is shown in Table VI .

TABLE VI

THE PATTERN OF SOVIET ME RCHANT SH IPPING - 19674 6

No. of Calls Percent

North—West Europe 7,270 38
Mediterranean , Black and Red Seas 4 ,960 26
North , Central and South America 2,330 12
West Pac i f i c , inc luding Japan 1,890 10
Indian Ocean , includ ing Eas t Af rica 1,290 7
South—East Asia , Oceania  an d Aust ral ia  760 4
West Af r i ca  480 3

Source : V. Bakayev: Soviet Ships on World Sea Routes

Another aspect of the Soviet merchant fleet has been to

provide log istic suppor t fo r the  Sovie t Navy throughou t the

world . More than likely this has also included intelligence

collecting and reporting .

The last aspect of the Soviet merchant fleet is the con-

tribution that can be provided by the East European fleets.
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The satellite nations have the same objective of minimizing

reliance on Wes tern shipping ; an d , by the mid-1970s the Soviet

bloc should have deployable some 26-28 million dead weight

tons of shipping. 47

Fishing Fleets. The Soviet fishing f l eets have ranged

in all corners of the earth’ s seas and are the mos t modern in

the world. Modernization of the Soviet fishing f l eet beg an

in earnest with an order of twenty vessels from Great Britain .48

Working in small f l e e ts , l ike naval squadrons , the Sovie ts work

as a team to seek out fishing areas and process th~ ir catch

on station in mother ships. Although economically the f i s h e r i e s

indus try has not been as prof i table as other Soviet indus tri al

sectors , it has efficiently alleviated the national food pro te in

shortage.49 Again one might  say the miss ion s of the Soviet

f i sh ing  f lee ts are :

1. Economic. To reduce imports of foreign protein food

and to be self—relian t. (See Table VII)

2. Political. To show the flag .

3. Milit~~~~. To provide ma npowe r for  the navy and condu ct

auxiliary missions in time of war and to collect intelligence

in time of peace.
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THE TRADE iN FIS1I~~RY COMM DITTES — THOUSAND Mh 1’RIC TONS5°

• Soviet Union Unit~•d States United King dom

Year Catch Imp Exp Catch Imp 
— 

Ex~ Ca tch  1m2 Exp

1958 2,620 140 30 2 ,700 590 70 1,000 470 50
1963 3 , 980 100 170 2 , 780 910 150 960 650 60
1967 5,780 60 320 2,380 1 ,230 80 1,030 900 80
196 8 6 ,080 40 320 2,3 40 1,550 70 1,040 970 80

Source : FAO Yearbook of Fishery Statistics

Oceanograp hy’ and Surveillance . Again the Soviet Union

• has one of the most rr~odern and extensive oceanographic fleets.

A1tho’:g~: difficult to ascertain exactly what this fleet is

doing , it is quite evident that it shares its tasks among

scien tif ic , militar~’ and economic requirements. They also

make ideal platforms for electronic monitoring equipment.

One must  add tha t  in developi ng this  f le~ t , just as in develop-

ing the other f l e ets , the ob jec t is to go f i r st class to satisf y

the inferiority complex of the Soviets.

The intelligence collectors are the last of the qroup .

This fleet is composed of trdwlers specifically fitted out

for  elec tronics in tel l igence coll ection and keep ing tabs on

other fleets , an d in p a r t i c u l a r  Un i t e d Sta tes a ircraf t

carriers. Today these intelliqence collectors are being built

as a separatr class of vessel phasing out the older con’ ersions.

The Brezhnev _Doctrine as a Marit~~rre Strategy . In 1968 ,

Soviet Foreign Min ister G:or~yko ~~t the ~‘nited Nations C.e:’eral
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Assembly presented what became known as the Brezhnev Doctrine .

The countries of the socialist commonwealth have their
own vital interests , the ir own obl iga tion , including
those of safeguarding their  mutual securi ty and their
own socialist principles of mutual relations based on
fraternal assistance , solidarity and internationalism .
This commonwealth constitutes an inseparable entity
cemented by unbreak able ties such as h is tory  has never
known . . . The Soviet Union and other socialist countries
have on many occasions warned those who are tempted to
try to roll back the socialist commonwealth , to snatch
at least one l ink from it~ that we will neither tolerate
nor allow that to happen.~-

Although the idea of limited sovereign ty ,  wherein each socialist

state may procede to sociaiism in its own way , is not new to

Soviet theory , the Brezhnev Doctrine

stands for the fact that once nations become
communist controlled they stray from the fold at
their own peril. Such acts of straying are parti-

• cularly perilous if the errant state has geographic
contiguity to the U SSR . 52

The concept of the doctrine was used in 1956 in Hungary

(a state with geographic contiguity with the USSR) when Soviet

troops marched in to put down a Hungarian drive for indepen-

dence and neutrality. But the Brezhnev Doctrine was voiced

in 1968 in regard to the uprising in Czechoslovakia , another

contiguous state. This time the Soviet modus operandi was

to send in troops by air rather than on the ground as had

been the case previously . Thomas M . Franck recounts the air

invasion of Prague as follows:

The sky now seemed to be raining Soviet aircraft.
The Antonov—12’s were land ing at Ruzyne ‘ in  precise one
minute intervals ,’ each one disgorging an armed detach-
ment of the Soviet Army .
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Gradually, people came to realize why that first
plane had remained parked at the end of the runway .
The Russians had sent it to replace- the cnntr~~1
tower; throughout the occupation , it and it alone
directed all air traffic in and out of Puzyne .

By dawn the airport was completely in the h a n d s  of
the Sovie t Army .53

The e f fi c i e n t  manner in wh ich th is ~je ra t1ur ~-~~~S carried

out indicates that  a like contingenc y ~~s ~n~~r q S o v i t~ t p 1~1us .

This would also indicate that the Soviets mig h~ use i simi ’ar

projection of force in a simil ar ma nner in son ~I tau t

place —— across the seas and not contiguous tu t he- Soviet

Union —— in conjunction with other forces , na”~~l cc local ,

were the situation favorable and in their perceived natiunal

interest.

• Of course, one could argue this point because of over--

f l i g h t  problems , etc., but projection of power in this sense

is precisely a maritime strategy . With three divisions of

approximately 50 ,000 a irborne troops , of which up to one-

third could be air—dropped or air—lifted within range of

military or commercial transport aircraft; 54 one can be sur e

that the Soviets have some mission for them , and the West

should not get too locked in on excluding these troops from

both a projection and marit ime strategy role , while concen-

trating on the existence of onl y 15 ,000 Soviet nava l infantry.
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• CHAPTER IV

THE UN ITED STATES

What does the United State s seek? Perhaps this can best

be answered in the con text of its colon ial experience and the

pr inciples  upon which the Unit ed Sta tes emerged a nation in

1783 : isolationism, nonintervent ion in wars of others ,

freedom of trade (the Open Door) , freedom of the seas , and

security . It was through the balance of powe r in Europe and

nonintervention in European Wars until 1917 that the United

States was able to expand its con tinent al terr i torial  limi ts

and to become a great industrial and “~ercan til e power .

In many circles the nostalgic desire for isolation still

persists to the present day ,  because those were the “good

old day s ,” f ree  from world commitments and in which the

United States was f ree to trade.  But the world has changed

and the United States must change with it in order to pre-

serve those fundamental principles it strives for.

Had the United States wished to be a great power it

could have done so in 1815 when Tsar Alexander I invited the

United States to join the Holy Alliance. The Tsar ’s navy

had protected American commercial interests in the Baltic

during the Napoleonic Wars and the War of 1812. Because of

this , the Tsar had hoped to induce the United States to help

preserve the Eu ropean sta tus~~~~~, hut the United States declined .
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The Monroe Doctrine of 1823 further entrenched the United

States into its policy t riad of isola tionism , noni ntervention

and nonentanglernent. The United States was intent on working

out its own destiny without outside interference or involve—

• ment. The Monroe Doctrine continued to have a powerful hold

on American public imagination until 1940.1 It was not ,

however , American sea power that initially enforced the princi-

ples of the doctrine , but rather the British Navy . By pro-

claiming the Monroe Doctrine , Ludwig Dehio argues that the

United States

.ranged herself for the moment at Britain ’s side ;
but with her gigantic claim , which migh t someday
clash with Br i t i sh  interests, the United States
also reached out for a preferential position on

• both American Continents-—or , to put it more pre-
cisely ,  she was mak in g a bid for  in su l a r i t y  w it h in
the broadest of a l l  f rameworks . 2

The United States was presented with another chance

after the Civil War to become a uruat power with the develop-

ment of the most modern navy in the world and with the acqui-

sition of Alaska. But ac~ain , ~he strong desire for isola-

t ionism pervaded , and the United Stdtes jTTL~ (~~ ilizeci its great

army and navy and re tre nch ed . I~ven the forcible opening of

Japan by the Uni ted Status in 1854 had be en but a means of

expanding trade .

Along with those ideals of isolationism , non in te rven tion ,

and nonentanglement mus t he added ‘ business. ” As a mercan tile

and maritime nation , the United States has consistently

1 i C-I
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insisted on tie right to do business in times of war or peace

“with a minimum of interference from the belligerents. ” It

is this principle of f r e edom of th e seas which resul ted in

United Statc:s involvement in the wars with the Barbary pirates

in 1803 , the War of 1812 , World War I and World War I I .  The

issue of freedom of the seas was also a predominant factor

in the Uni ted States decl ining to join the League of Nat ions.

As Bernard Brod ie so aptly points out:

One would expect that the President and his lieutenants
wou~d at least be able to project with some clarity andassurance their  own responses to var ious  k inds  of cr is is
situations that might develop in the future; but the
historical record suggests caution even in this limited
ar€a of prediction. Who , for examp le , would have fore-
cast before World War I that a virtually disarmed America
would enter that great holocaust over an issue labelled
“freedom of the seas?”3

Another aspect of f reedom of the sea s and business is

the Open Door Policy. Although it has been generally applied

to China , the Open Door policy “mea ns the r ig h t of Ame r ican

citizens to engage in trade and industry abroad on an equal

basis with other foreiqners. ”4 A s the Open Door app lied to

China , William A. Williams points out that:

two main issues had to be resolved . One invo lved
the best way to guaran tee the p r i n c i p l e s  of the
policy , and the structural framework for its opera-
tion . The choice was between cooperating with Japan ,
wi th  Russ ia , or wi th  Ch ina , and the decision called
for working with and through Japan , in order to con-
trol i ts actions , and at the same t i re helping China
u n i l a t e r a l l y .  The United States used force and the
threat of force to support that tactic during the
Boxer Rebel l ion , durin g the Russo—Japanese War when
Japan in tervened in Siber i a , and ~t the Washington
Disarmament Conference. And it ultimately went to
war when Japan ’s actions threatened to destroy the
Open Door Pol icy. 5
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American foreign poli cy , then , up to 1914 may be summed

up as fol lows : “in the Caribbean , predominance; in Europe ,

abstention; in the Far East , cooperaticn. ”6

Why an American Navy :

The United States has traditionall y been a merc an ti le

power and in its isolationistic policies it ho ped to expand

its sea trade without interference. But the United States

soon learned that a nation could not trade freely on the

seas without a navy to protect its commerce and lines of

comm unications dur ing time s of interna tional disputes. As

a consequence , American naval expansion and sea power pro-

gressed through the Nineteenth Century with high points and

low points depending on the administration in power , the

degree to which Americans looked outward , and the level  of

the threat to American trade policies.

The phenomenal qrowth of the United States Navy at th~.-

end of the Nineteenth Century was ~o some degree spurre d on

by the writings of Captain Alfred T. Mahan , who ad’~’ncated

the establishment of bases in the Pacific to protect Ameri an

trade . Mahan also saw the strategic imp lications of building

an Isthmian canal to link east and west. Another factor

influencing the building of an Isthmiari canal was the comp le-

t ion  of the Suez Canal , which significantly shortened the

route to Asian markets for Europeans thus increasing competi-

tion for American industry vis-a-vis other industrialized
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powers. The need for such a canal (just as Russian efforts

were made to find a shorter route between east and west) were

also made manifest by the long distance the Atlantic Fleet

had to travel in order to participate in the Spanish-American

War in the P a c i f i c .

Mahan de f i ned  seapower as not only  includ in g a na tion ’s

mil i tary power a f l o a t , bu t the basis upon whi ch this  streng th

is derived : commerce , shipping ,  f oreign marke ts and colonies ,

and industrial power. To Mahan , sea power is also based on

a nation ’s geographic posi t ion , physical  con f i gura t ion , ex-

tent  of terr i tory , number of popula tion , character of the

people and nature of the government.7 In addi tion , a “na tion ’ s

sea powe r is a f f e c t e d  b y the sp irit of the age .”8 According

to Mahan ,

.the national interest , whether  that in terest was
the expansion of power or of pro f i t s , was the sole
cri terion by which a na tion ’ s pol icy should be judged.9

With the acquisition of the Philippines and other posses-

sions in the Pac i f i c  Ocean , the United States became a Pacific

power and continued its naval expansion . The United States

position on lim i ta t ions of naval  arma men ts t the Hagu e

Conference in 1899 was indicative of the American desire to

continue its naval bu i ld ing and modern izat ic n progra m and

to protect thi s newly won “empire. ” By 1904 , the U n i t ed

Sta tes  N avy ranked f i f t h  among the grea t power n av ies and

by 1917 had attained a rank as the third greatest navy in

the world af ter Grea t Bri tai n ~mn d Ger tany .
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Wi th the completion of the Panama Canal  in Aug ust 1914 ,

the Uni ted States was rising in importance in the Pacific

Ocean , as the Canal “doubled the effectiveness of United

States ’ naval rearmement as did th e K iel Canal for  Germany . ”

In addition , the opening of the Canal , coup led wi th Grea t

Br i ta in ’s preoccupation with the rise of German n a v a l  power

and the ensuing war in Europ e, gave preeminance to the Uni •~~

States position in the Pacific. This division of British

predominance in the Atlantic and United States predominan~•.e

in the Pacific was even more evident after World War i.10

During the interwar years , Uni ted States ef f o r ts (as

presented in Chapter  I I )  a t noninvolvemen t and achievement

of world peace and security through naval disarmament failed

in the long run . The outcome of naval limitations underlined

the predominance of the various naval powers regionally and

l e f t  world powers incapable of meeting threats and of supporting

national interests singly, with suf f i cien t power , to deter

aggression . Failing to retain balanced forces , or fo rces in

being , because of desires to appease , of fears of being

second , or to economize , eventually resulted in a more costly

naval arms race and war . The naval conferences emphasized

to the United States that one cannot negotiate from a position

of weakness in trying to coerce others to agree to parity or

to some political concession . The naval  confere nces also

proved that each nation must decide for itself what it
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considers to be its own needs and not allow itself to be

• placed in a s t r a t eg ic  strait jacket of ratios , which a l low

no f l e x i b i l i t y  to meet f u t ure chang es in the world si tuat ion ,

unperceived at the time .

The United State s emerged from World War II as the

predominant power in the world militarily and economically.

The United States might  have reverted back to i so l a t i on i sm

had it not been for  the f ac t  tha t  whi le  the U n i t e d  States was

dismantling its military power , the Soviet Union was main-

taining its armed forces on a wartime footing and consolida-

ting its position in wartime occupied areas and elsewhere .

Senator Gale M. McGee explains this paradox in American

foreign policy as fol lows :

World War II was the obvious t urn ing  point  in the
direction of American foreign policy. As a consequence...

the United States found itself strangely on the f r o n t
l ines of the world , no longer able to hide beh ind the
protective balance of Europe or the facade of isola-
tionism . Throughout our history we had enjoyed the
luxury of choosing one of the -:wo sides whenever conflict
threatened the bal ance of power structure in Europe .
But the option disappeared in 1945. For the first time
in our national life we emerged as one of the two sides.11

Since World War II , Mr. David W. Tarr states:

the United States government has been attempting to
resolve its two major foreign policy problems--the
threat of expanding Communist power and the danger of
nuclear weapons. Unfortunately ,  these issues have
converged. . .The answer has generally been to employ
the second to deter the first.’2

As a consequence , the Un ited States was forced to maintain

a large conven tional m ili tary pos ture and to deter  the expans ion
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of the Soviet Union through the use of American sea power and

alliance agreements , a policy wh ich came to be known as

“containment.” Because the Uni te d Sta tes has been unwi l l ing

to use atomic weapons since Worl d War II , re l iance on reg ional

deterrence has been based primarily on regional application

and use of conventional forces , general ly thr ough sea power.

World War II had also widened America ’s insight  as to

its strategic interests . John G. ~troessinger comments that:

Soon af ter  hos t i l i t ies  had ended in Europe , the en tire
North At lant ic , f rom the Azor es to Iceland and Gre enl and
had come within the sphere of American influence . And
as a resul t  of the occupat ion of Japan , the Pac if i c
was transformed into what was virtually an American
strategic lake . Indeed , World War II had created
several power vacuums which the Uni ted States had
decided to f i l l  long before the cold war act ua l ly
crystallized .

Hence , American expansion , too , mus t be seen in terms
of a syndrome . Reaction to Soviet expansionism , while
very important , is not the only fa ctor in the picture.
The analysis  must  also inc lu de such fac tors as a
broadened conception of the American national interest ,
changing strate9ic goals and ob jec t ives, and economic
considerations. 13

These spheres of American influence , as Stroessinqer calls

them , plus United States ’ commitments  to i ts  a l l ies  have 4

made emphatic the need for  a cont inuation of a large naval

presence throughout the world. The growing Soviet fleet ,

the possibility of new naval powers , and the need to pr otect

lines of communications as Amer ican demands for overseas

resources expand , all further influence the need for sea

power in the future .
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The Nixon Doctr ine and a Maritime Strateqy .

In July 1969 , at Guam , President Richard M. Nixon made

a policy statement which became known as the Nixon Doctrine .

This  doc tr ine establ ished the fo l lowing gu idel ines:

(1) . . .The U.S. will keep all of its treaty com-
mitments. (2) .. .We shall provide a shield if a
nuclear power threatens the freedom of a nation
allied with us , or of a nat ion whose survival we
consider vital to our security. (3) .. . in cases
involving other types of aggression we shall
f urnish mili ta ry  and economic assistance when
requested in accordance with our treaty commit-
ments. But we shall look to the nation directly
threatened to assume the primary responsibility of
providing the manpower for  its defense . 14

Since its inception , the Nixon Doctrine has been subject to

many interpretations. In one sense th€ doctrine is very

explicit in its meaning as to treaty commi tmen ts , nuclear

shields , and military and economic assistance . But on the

other hand , one is l e f t  wi th such quest ions as to how much

involvement , where specifically does it pertain , and what

is considered a th rea t to Uni t ed States secur ity? Thi s

dilemma of imprec iseness is the ingr edient  that provides

the Nixon Doctrine with flexible option s and leaves a

potential aggressor with doubts as to American response.

The previous Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird has there-

fore called the Nixon Doctrine “a m ix of bas ic  pr incip les

and pragmatic approaches. ”15

Although the Nixon Guam statement was seen to apply

more speci fica l ly to United States involvement in Southeast
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Asia , the Nixon Doctrine has been accepted as a United States

foreign policy strategy worldwide rep lac ing the Tru man and

Johnson Doctrines. In referring to his new doctrine , Presiden t

Nixon has said that :

it seeks to reflect certain realities : a major
Amer ican role rema ins indispensible , other nation s
can and should assume greater responsibilities , a
changing strategic relationship requires new doc-
trines , and emerging poly—centr ism in the communist
world presents different challenges and new oppor-
tunities.16

With the removal of United States ground forces from

Vietnam and reductions elsewhere , the return of Okinawa to

Japan , and the improved relations with the People ’s Republic

of China (hereafter referred to as China) , a stro ng argument

can be made for increased viability of sea and air lines of

communications and forward bases to support national interests

overseas. It is in this context —— to get United States

forces and support to places rapidly where they migh t be

needed -- that the Nixon Doctrine calls for a maritime

strategy . In this context , George W. Ashworth sums up the

implications of the Nixon Doctr ine for the Navy as follows :

First. . . as we contemplate reductions in the size
of forces stationed overseas , naval  forces assume
greater political p~ vchological and military sig-
nificance . They are a constant visible reminder
to allies and potential adversaries that forces
removed can be returned swiftly and that any
adversary intending to usurp the use of the oceans
must first contend with our naval forces.

Second , whether our forces are constituted as holding
u n i t s  or as mob i le forces , their deployment from the
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United States wi l l  inev i tab ly  es tabl ish a depende nce
on sea lines of communications for sustained support...

Fina l ly ,  having vi tal overseas interests, we must
give consideration to situations in which our interests
are involved and our all ies ’ vi tal interests or t rea ty
commitments are not . In such cases... .our deterrent
mobil i ty forces must be capable of car ry i ng out their
missions without suppor t of allies.. ~17

Therefore , the doc tr ine imp l ies an increased requ ir ement

for  rapid deployment of ground forces as opposed to main tain ing

them overseas . It does not necessarily imply that the pro-

jection of for ces have a complete rel iance on sea power

(a l though it is expected tha t, as a result of experience ,

over ninety percent of resupp ly w i l l  go by sea) ; bu t as

Rear Admiral  George H.  M i l ler has stated , the flexible mobili-

zation of a nation1s mari time asse ts includes commerc ia l  a ir ,

navy and mobile army troops. However , p r imary  re l iance wi l l

be on conventional air and nava l forces.1- 8 This  is what

provides the backbone to the doctrine . As a result of this

more conscious maritime strategy , one sees a greater stress

on a Navy budget dur ing  the last two f i s ca l  yea rs.

Fiscal  Fiscal Fiscal  Fiscal
DEPARTMENT 1968 1971 1972 1973

A rmy $24 ,987 $22,596 $22 ,207 $22 ,131

Navy 20 ,78 8 21 ,886 23 ,775 25 ,197

Air Force 24 ,967 23 ,191 2 3 ,565 23 ,549

To many , the N ixon Doc tr ine also indicates less and not

more involvement in the world. Consequently ,  Congressional
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action against further United States commitment in Southeast

• Asia adds to what Senator Gale M. McGee cautions concerning

the Nixon Doctrine : 

The Nixon Doctr ine is also vulnerable  in that it so
far has capitalized on the resurgent spirit of isolation-
ism with its appeal for requiring other nations to share
the burdens of their security . Many Americans are sup-
porting the doctrine because they see in it an American
withdrawal from the world)-9

In r e f e r r i n g  to a mar itime stra tegy for  the Uni ted States ,

it must  be remembered that  as an is land type powe r there has

• a lways been a mari t ime s t r a t e g y .  However , th i s  type of

s trategy -- among others -- has been emphasized depending on

the in t e rna t iona l  environment. And today , with some American

retrenchment and a movement toward world detente , a more

conscious mar i t ime  stra tegy is being cal led f or , because of

its flexibility and the requirement for a low profile stance

to facilitate dip loma tic maneu ver ing .  With the balance of

power changing , the world game must be played in a different

fashion. This enhances the relative importance of a navy

under different situations as it allows the United States to

balance United States power , as Victor Basiuk states , “not

against one , but against many nations.”2°

The idea of a maritime strategy was given further emphasis

at a news conference in July 1970 when President Nixon stated

in comparing United State s and Sov iet naval for ces :

What the Soviet Union needs in terms of military
preparedness is different from what we need .
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They ’ re ~i land power , primaril y, with a great potential
enemy on the east . i—’e ’re primaril y a sea-power and our
needs , therefore , are different .2l

From this statement and others by the fresident , Nixon ’s

mari time str ategy has been called by ma ny m i l i tary wr i ters

the “Blu e Wa ter Strategy . ” 2 2

With the significant Navy cuts taking place and the

steady decline of merchant fleet tonnage , there have been

many skeptics who have questioned the meaning of the Blue

Water Strategy and whether it does in fact exist . Navy

~~~ azine in February 1971 made the followinq comm ent:

If only President Nixon and his  de fe nse advisors
weren ’t , possibly unknowing l y ,  the pr isoners of thei r
land—oriented staffs and industry pressures , and could
hear and understand the maritime options , a ‘Blue
Water Strategy ’ could become reality .23

Al though there is much mer it to the comment , budgetary

l imi ta t ions, the na tion al mood fo r noninvolvement  a f ter

Viet nam , in te r se rv ice  p r io r ities , and a national attitude

of looking inward  have also hi ndered a tr ue understan d ing

of the need for a maritime strategy .

United States Merchant Marine. The maritime service

is a very essential element in a maritime strategy as the

effectiveness of the Nixon Doctrine foreign policy is

dependent to a large extent on the United States cargo-

carrying capacity (although it is expected that non-U .S.

f l a g  shi ps will also be available) by sea in support of

some forty treaty commit”~ents . The merchant man n is also
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an ins t rument  of fo re ign  pol icy in tha t  it f u l f i l l s  those

• addit ional  func t i ons  of showing the f l a g  at sea and in fo re ign

ports and p rov ing  the importance of the Uni ted  States as a

mar i t ime and commercial power.

A strong nat ional  mercha nt marine is also a key elemen t

in correcting the balance of payment problems , for  he who

controls his  own shi pp ing cont ro ls  his own ou t f l ow  of money .

It  is in teres t ing tha t  the Uni ted States has a lways been

anxious to be number one in a l l  endeavors and indeed s t i l l

leads the world in indus t r i a l  ou tpu t .  But the merchant

marine has been neglected to such an extent  that today fore ign

shipping carries over ninety-four percent of American trade

and commerce. 24 Perhaps th is  lack of in te res t  has been due

• to a fa l se  impression that  a reserve  merchant fleet contri-

buted to greatness , but it does not.

The rank of the United States merchant tonnage dropped

from first in 1950 to a rar.k of seventh (See Table IV) with

the Greek and Soviet merchan t f l eets mov ing ahead of the

United States at the end of 1972. The existing 15 ,024 ,000

gross tons under United States registry is ac tua l ly  much less ,

when one considers that  approx imately six mi l l ion gross tons

of this tonnage is employed on the Great Lakes or is in the

reserve fleet.25 The total fleet in September 1972 was com-

posed of 1,204 ships , with 658 vessels privately owned. Of

the remaining 546 ships assigne d to the Mar i t ime  Adm in i s tra t ion ,
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the majori ty were in reserve fl€o ts.26 Ja :ic ’s Fighting Ships

1972—73, citing the Unitod States merchant reserve fleet ,

reported that approximately h a l f  of th is f l ee t was to be

scrapped in the near future because of age .

As par t of this  “Blue Water Strategy, ” President Nixon

also included the United States merchant service , as follows :

Our program is one of challenge and opportunity.
We will challenge the American shipbuilding industry
to show tha t it can rebui ld our merchan t marin e at
reasonable expense. We will challenge American ship
operators and seamen to move toward less dependence
~ri government subsidy. And by making a long range
commitmen t to the future of American merchant shipping~
we will create the opportunity to i~eet that cha11enge .~~

7

In initiating the Merchant Marine Act of October 1970

the in tent , therefore , wa s not only  to rebu ild the shipp ing

industry but also to revitalize the shipbuilding industry,

which has dropped from first to a rank of fourteenth . The

key elemen ts of this pr ogram are to bu i ld th i r t y  sh ips per

year for  ten years  and to incr ease mar it ime research and

development programs f or such th i n g s  as nucl ear propu lsion

and faster ships using new technologies. In order to get

this program moving Congress authorized $384.6 million for

18 to 20 ships. 28

In revitalizing the shipbuilding industry it was cited

that from 1942 to 1945 the United States built 5,000 merchant

shi ps , l ,~~00 naval vessels and tens of thousands of service

craf t . From 1958 to 1~~~3 , 174 merchant ships were built at
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the rate of twenty-nine per year .28 It might also be pointed

out that in September 1972 , seventy—five ships , totalling 3.7

million deadweight tons, were being built in American ship-

• yards , with an additional eleven undergoing conversion . Con-

struction costs for these vessels totalled $1.75 billion , of

which $61.5 million was for conversions .29

Aside from the very important func tion of commerce , the

• United States Merchant Marine -— particularly those vessels

assigned to the Maritime Administration —- has an important
albeit a secondary mission of providing logistics support in

wartime . Lane C. Kendall pointed out that the ships under

construction or authorized as of October 1971 were mainly

tankers or bulk carriers and other specialized vessels. The

bulk carriers were considered by Kendall as unsuitable for

military use . These included 22 oil—bulk-ore carriers , 9

liquified natural gas carriers, 5 roll-on/roll--off ships ,

13 LASH type ships , 21 container-carrying ships , 32 tankers

(all sizes), 4 bulkers , and 3 Great Lakes ore carriers. 31-

Although this writer agrees with Kendall’ s concern , the

point must be made that the American shipp ing ind ustry has

suffered somewhat because merchant vessels have been tied to

military needs during national emergencies in peace time with-

out compensation . Vietnam was a prime example where shipp in1

companies lost markets because their ships were on call tor

Vietnam contingencies. As a result , fore ign shippers steppe-i
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in and picked up this lost trade. At the end of the war , much

of this  trade was not recouped . Another problem in the ship-

ping indus t ry  is tha t con trac tors may not wan t to h i re  sh ips

if they might be directed to other purposes.

Another point is that if the American merchant shipping

indus try is to be v iable , then it must have specialized vessels

that are inexpensive to operate and competitive . Perhaps it

is important to get the industry on its feet first and then

f i nd  some su i t ab le compromise for  m i l i t a r y  requirements

concurrently. It is not inconceivable that privately—owned

ships designed for commercial rather than military purposes

can be used for  mil itary resupp ly. That ir itself would be

the subject of a paper.

It should also be pointed out tha t dur ing  the V ietna m

War the United States ha d i n s u f f i c i e nt shipp ing assets avail-

able in commission to meet Vietnam needs. As a consequence ,

reserve fleet ships had to be commissioned and heavy re l iance

had to be placed on foreign carriers. It was also during the

Vietnam War (in 1971) tha t  the Uni ted States had i ts f i r s t

balance of payments deficit in seventy—eight years.32

Ano ther aspect of the Un ited Sta tes mer chan t  sh ippin g

assets which should not be ignored in its standing as the

seventh largest merchant marine is that of American—owned

vessels f l~~ing “ f l ags  of convenience. ” Many of these vessels

are registered elsewhere (Panama and Liberia primarily ) so
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as to avoid high labor costs , governmental  controls , or

s t r ingent  sa fe ty  requi rements .33 As of 30 September 1971

vessels registered under flag s of convenience included 409

ships of approximately  2 0 . 7  m i l l i on  tons , broken down as fol-

lows :34

TYPE NUMBER TOTAL TONNAGE

General cargo ships 27 302 ,700
Bulk cargo carriers 80 4,103 ,200
Refrigerated cargo ships 11 52 ,200
Coastal cargo ships 1 5 ,900
Passenger—cargo types 6 47,100
Major-type tankers 255 15 ,970 ,600
Coastal tankers 7 28,200
Special products tankers 12 185 ,700

These ships would also be available to augment military needs

if required , however , the quest ion ar ises as to how much

reliance can be placed upon them. The Mari t ime Admin i s t r a t ion

is presently studying the dependabi l i ty  of fo re ign  crews to

handle the defense fea tu res  of “ f l a g  of courtesy ” vessels

which might be used in times of n a t i o n a l  emergency . However ,

as has already been pointed out , reliance on priva tely-owned

vessels for resupply is qu i t e  feas ib le .

Studies are also underway in to  the f e a s i b i l i t y  of us ing

Mari t ime Adminis t ra t ion  tankers  which p ly  the seven seas to

provide oil to naval ships in remote p l aces .  This eva lua t i on

has two primary purposes: to t r a in  merchan t  crews and to

reduce the requirements  for  naval  o i l e r s .  An a n c i l la r y

benefit might be to reduce balance of payments by refueling
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from American tankers rather than in foreign ports. Admiral

Zumwalt has also recently reestablished the Merchant Marine

Reserve which should improve merchan t marine capabil ities to

meet national emergency needs.35

Wi th the incentive prov ided by the Merchant Marine  Act

of 1970 , the Maritime Administration has forecast an increase

of eigh ty percent in ocean going tonnage during the 197 0s.

Much of this new tonnage will be bulk cargo carriers , and

the total carrying capacity will triple that of the present

fleet.36 Of course , this means going to larger ships which

will create port problems and restrict United States shipping

as to where it might go.

Fishing Fleet. The Congress in June 1970 also sought

to upgrade the Uni ted Sta tes f i sh in g f l eet through an

amendment to the United States Fish ing Fl eet Improv ement Act

of 1960. The upgrading was embodied in the statement:

.the vessels will be modern in design and equipment , be

capable , when appropria te , to operate in expanded areas.. .“37

The amendment also authorized the Maritime Administration to

pay subsidies in f i s ca l  year 1970 and th e r e af t er for  f i shin g

vessel construction in Americ an shipyards .  Should the ves sels

incorpora te any eq uipment required for national defense , the

Defense Department was authorized to subsidize these features.

To get the program moving ,  $2 0 mi l l ion per f i sca l  years 1970 ,

1971 , and 1972 were approp r ia ted to ca rry out the Ac t .38 As

yet , none of the funds aithoriz eci under the Merchant Marine

136



r ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

- - - -

~~~~

---

Act of 1970 and the amendment to the Fishing Fleet Improve-

ment Act have been provided .39

One of the reasons for this emphasis on the fishing

fleet is that since 1957, when the American fishing f l ee t

was second onl y to that of Japan in size of catch , the Ame rican

fishing fleet has steadily declined to a position in 1972

below that of Peru , Japan , Mainland China and Norway .

Aside from the lack of an e f f ective modern iza t ion

program , the United Sta tes f i sh ing industry has s u f f e r e d

for two additional reasons :

1. The invasion of American traditional fishing grounds

by modern foreign flag factory f i s h i n g  f leets  in search of

food protein.

2. The restricted use of traditional fishinq areas

off foreign coasts due to extra-territorial claims by con-

tinental nations.

Although both of these have been the subject of many fisheries

treaties, the fishing ;~ oUrccs in the sea will continue to

be a cause for conflic t (such as the recent Icelandic-

British controversy) for the future as the demand for fish

as food and export increases.

It is interesting to note that in 1971 , the Coast

Guard—Fisheries team made over 160 aerial patrols sighting

more than 3,000 fo re ign  vessels (p rimar i ly Japa nese and

Soviet) in near United States waters. Eleven foreign vessels
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were seized and their masters were fined $245 ,800.40 As

national fishing industries expand , the need for  additional

enforcement vessels wi l l  also increase concurrent ly  to pro tect

national fishing areas and prevent future conflict. The Law

of the Sea Conference scheduled for October 1973 will more

than likely address this area of sea resources , however , it

will  probabl y be a long time before any tangible results are

seen.

Once again , the fishing f l eet provides an adj unc t to

foreign policy for the Un ited States in showing the f lag ,

particularly if the fleet is modernized . The fishing fleet

is also use fu l  during wart ime for surveil lance (in te l l igence

collection in peacetime) and coastal mine sweeping .

United States Navy Missions.

The post-World War II missions of the Navy were formulated

at the Key West Conference from 12-14 March 1948. The Confer-

ence called upon the National Military Establishment to inte-

grate “ the armed forces into an efficient team of land , nav a l

and air forces ” and to coordina te “armed—forces operations

to promote efficiency and economy and to prevent gaps in

responsibility . ”4’ Specif ica l ly ,  wi thin  this  f ra mework , the

Navy ’s pr imary func tions were laid ou t as fol lows :

(a) To seek out and destroy enemy naval forces and to
suppress enemy sea commerce .

(b) To ga in and main ta in  general  sea supremacy.
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( c)  To control v i t a l  sea areas and to protect v i t a l
sea lines of communications.

( d)  To establish and main ta in  local super ior i ty
(inc lud ing  a i r )  in an area of naval operat ions.

(e) To seize and defend advanced naval bases and to
conduct such land operations as may be essential
to the prosecution of a naval campaign .42

The Army and Air Force were also provided with col la tera l

functions pertaining to sea power. The Army was charged with

interdicting “ enemy sea and air power and communications

through operations on or from land. ” The Air Force was charged

with more specific collateral roles as follows :

1. To interdict enemy sea power through air operations.

2. To conduct antisubmarine warfare and to protect
shipp ing .

3. To conduct aerial mine-laying operations. 43

The Key West agreements on service missions are sti l l

applicable today . However , Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt , the

present Chief of Naval Operations , has reinterpreted these

missions as they pertain to the Nixon Doctrine . According to

Admiral Zumwalt , “the Navy has a responsibility not only to

contribute to the deterrence of nuclear war , but also to

assure our free use of the seas and continued support for

our allies.. .“ and “ ...must also bespeak continued American

will and undiminished purpose.”44 Accordingly the Navy ’s

tasks fall out into two parts : nuclear deterrence as repre-

sented by POLARIS and POSEIDON submarines and general forces
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that  contr ibute  to the broad national security strategy .

Since this paper is not concerned primari ly wi th  st rateg ic

nuclear de terrence , only the conventional force mission will

be discussed.

The three tasks , other than deterrence , to which conven-

tional forces contribute to the na tional secur i ty  strategy

are pro jection , presence and sea control. The Navy has viable

and ever increasing functions in these mutually interdepen-

dent roles, as has been evidenced by the increased defense

budget share which the Navy has received during the past two

years. Admiral Zumwalt comments on this increased reliance on

conventional forces as follows :

.by their nature , (they ) are flexible and
• mobile and provide deterrence over land as well

as sea. The Navy ’s conventional capab ili ties
also can constitute highly visible evidence of
U.S. interesi and commitment usable where the
situation m~ v require . If U.S. presence demands
a less visibAe presence , the Navy can estab~.ishone and imp ly a potential ly lar ger exercise of
force . In short, we seek the forces  necessary
to complement diplomatic , polit ical , and economic
policies in establishing an effective balance of
world power.45

In this statement Admiral Zumwalt reiterates the presence

and projection roles of the Navy . Presence is accomp lished

by forward -deployed forces. “Projection includes rapidly

de~ ioyable , highly credible forces based in the United States.”

Both projection and presence forces constitute a non-nuclear

deterrence force and are “tailored . . . to assure use and control
of sea line s of communic ation ” for  ourselves and our a l l ies ,

and “ to project power ashore if required .’46
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Consequently , one sees the Navy ’ s in te rpre ta t ion  of a

mari t ime strategy for  i t se l f  under the Nixon Doctrine . One

also sees that these func t ions  by the very  na tu re  and de f in i -

tion of the term “ fo rces  based in the Uni ted  States” inc lude

project ion forces of the other services.  In addi t ion , the

Navy has gone a s i g n i f i c a n t  step f u rt h e r .  By suppor t ing  arr:t s

l imitat ions to reduce tensions and increase world s t a b i l i t y ,4 ’

the Navy has established for i tself  both war t ime missions

under the Key West Agreement and peacetime func t ions  under

Admiral Zumwalt’s interpretation of the Nixon Doctrine .

The United States and Soviet Navies - A Comparison

President Nixon stated that there are differences in the

navies of the United States and the Soviet Union . In reflecting

on these differences , a comparison of these two navies is im-

portant in order to see how these differences might influence

national strategies and arms control negotiations.

Size. Table VIII is a comparison listing of the major

units in the United States and Soviet active fleets. Although

the numbers of units are constantly subject to change , there

are points that should be emphasized . The size of the Soviet

Navy has remained relatively stable over the past three to

four years. There has been some shift in stress on types ,

such as in small , close—in defense type warships , and naval

manpower —— including naval air —— increased slightly f rom

460 ,000 in 1968 to approximately 500 ,000 men in 1972.48
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rfABLE V II1

C O M P A R I S O N  OF U . S .  A N D  O O V I h T  N A V A L  C A M E A T A N O :

Active (l3uilding) (Programme d )

TYPE u s a  U . S . S . R . b

Attack Carrier s 16(2)(1)c 0
Sea Control Ships 0(0)(l2)

• Helicopter Carriers 7(5)e 2
Cruisers (all types) 21(1)
Destroyers (Nuclear ) 2(5) 0
Destroyers and Escorts (all ocean ~yoes)168(141)(50) 195
Ballistic Missile Submarines 141 6O~
Attack Submarine (Cruise Missile) 0

• Attack Submarines (Nuclear ) 60(12)(6) 25
• Attack Submarines (Diesel ) J90

Amphib ious (major types) 58 100
Mine Warfare (all types) 10 330
Auxiliar ies (major types) 150(13)
Patrol Craft (coastal , missile and

• torpedo boats) 37 (03
Icebreaker s l0(l)(l) 38(3)(1)
Naval Air 141471 1000

a. Figures as of 1 January 1973. (Source: NAVSCC ~—3~ :~3 ~a~- 197~~)
b. Figures as of February 1972 arid Jane ’s F ’ight ing i~~~c 1 9 - -7- .~
c. Includes two ASW carriers to be decommissioned in 39 7 14 ar.i erie

nuclear powered carrier . Those carriers hUjiJl~~ and pre—
gramnied are nuclear powered.

d. New Soviet carrier is considered by writer as a sea cont r~ l
ship since its designation is Large ASW Shi p.

e. Includes LPI-I and LHA types.
f. Includes one nuclear powered .
g. Only 35 are nuclear powered .
Ii. Only 140 are nuclear powered.

On the other hand the United States Navy decreased in

number of u n i t s  by approximately one-third over the same

period of time . This u n i l a t e r a l  r educ t ion  in the Amer ican

f lee t  was due to re t i rement  or scrapp ing of older vessels
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in order to make way for  accelerated fleet modernization

and new ship cons t ruc t ion  programs . (See Table IX for com-

parison of age of ships).

TABLE IX

CO!VTARATIVE AGE OF MAJOR UNITS IN THE U.S.
AI~D SOVIET NAVIES , ACTIVE SHIPS AS OF JULY ~~~~~972~ 9

In Percent

Under lO iears 10— 19 years 20 years or more
Type of Ship U . S .  USSR U . S .  USSR U.S. USSR

Strategic submarines 76 58 214 142 0 0

Attack a i rcraf t  car r iers  114 r~.a. 50 n . a .  36 r i . a .

Amphibious warfare shipsa 614 ~14 314 26 2 0

ASW carrierc~ 0 100 0 0 100 0

Cruisers / f r iga tes  146 146 32 32 22 22

Destroyers/escorts  32 39 25 51 143 10

Cruise missi le  submarines r~.a. 714 n . a .  26 r..a. 0

Torpedo attack submarines 145 22 22 73 33 0

Mine warfare ships 614 -
~7 314 ~14 2 9

All major units 145 145 28 50 ~ ( 5

Source: Department of the Navy , O f f i c e  of the Chief  of Naval Operations
( OP— 906D ) ,  “Memorandum for the Chie f  of Legis lat ive A f f a i r s , May 5, 1972. ”

n . a .  Not applicable .
a. Excludes landing c r a f t .
b. F ixed—wing  a i r c r a f t  for  the  United States; Le1ic~ 0ters for ~he

• Soviet Uni or i .

Three other f a c t o r s  caused th is  reduc t ion: b ud g e t a r y  c o n s t r a i n t s,

cost of manpower , and phasedown of American pa r t i c ipa t ion  in
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the Vie tnam War .  Manpowe r also decreased s i g n i f i c a n t ly f rom

760 , 000 in 1968 to 580 , 470 men at the end of 1972. 50

This cur ren t  reduct ion in the Uni ted State s Navy has

given what appears as an edge in st renqth to the Soviet Navy .

This ed ge , however , is not due to Soviet naval  growth , but

rather due to United States reductions. This edge wi l l

probably increase in the next few years as further cuts are

made in forces .  One is cautioned , however , in m a k i n g  assump-

tions in strength as what counts is how one uses the forces

one has and whether they are effective ly tai lored to meet

the national needs.

And again , ship type for  ship type , American w a r s h ips

1re genera l ly  heavier  than Soviet warsh ips , probably g iving

the United States more tonnage overall. Comparatively speak-

ing , in the last ten years , the United States Navy has built

200 ships of 1000 tons or over.  On the other  hand , the

Soviets have bu i l t  only 100 ships of 1000 tons or over. Just

half. Another problem that arises in size is that the United

States calls some of its 8000 ton warships destroyers and

Soviet 6000 ton ships cruisers. The same caution , however ,

is forwarded . Tonnage is therefore not the only measure of

a ship or a navy . Its utility is depen den t on its designed

miss ions , enduran ce , weapons suits, etc.

Geography. In any discussion of navies , geography is

a primary element and cannot be ignored . Although ships
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• today are faster and new technologies and weapons systems

provide them wi th  increased capabi l i t i es, t ime-dis tance  fac tors

and access to the sea lanes are still crucial to the effec-

tiveness of any navy if it is to be anything but a fleet in

being.

Access to the sea has never been a problem for  the

United States with its f i n e  coastal  ports and ex tens ive

coastlines on the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans and the

Caribbean Sea. The Panama Canal has been an important factor

in American sea power because it has dramat ica l ly  allowed

the United States to shift units of its fleet quickly to br ing

power to bear on either coast. This capability was dramatically

demonstrated in World War II, the Korean War , the Cuban Cr is is

of 1962 and the Vietnam War . Since the Spanish-American War

and through treaty arrangements and bilateral agreements

in recent years the United States has gained access to exten-

sive bases throughout the world . With its built-in endurance ,

mobility forces , and base agreements the Uni te d Sta tes Navy

has been able to virtually sail the Seven Seas uncontested.

(Figure 5.) As a consequence , most Americans and most

strategists fail to take geography properly into account.

The Russians are more conscious of geogr aph y ,  having

been contained not only by fo re i gn power s bu t also by nature

in their quest to expand and break out. These natural handi-

caps , where some of the Soviet fleets are partially iced in
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during winter  months p lus narrow passages (or choke points)

are shown in Fig ure 6 . Consequently ,  it has been necessary

for the Soviet Union to divide its navy in to four  f l e e t s  (See

Table X). Four separate fleets provide sufficient naval

forces available to meet potential contingencies should access

to the sea lines of communications be blocked by closure of

choke points or the whims of nature .

TABLE X

SOVIET FLEET DI STR IBUT ION a 51

Baltic No rthern Black Sea Paci f ic
Fleet Fleet Fleet Fleet

Submarines 65 150b 140

Hel icopter Carr iers 0 0 2 0

Cruisers 6 5 10 6

Destroyers , Frigates ,
Larger Escort Ships 35 35 50 50

Patrol, Missile
Torpedo Craft 200 60 150 150

Naval Aircraf t  250 250 250 250

a. Numbers are approximate and rounded n~’f.
b . Virtually all ba l l i s ti c  miss i l e  and cruise  miss i le—armed submarines

are assigned to the Northern arId Pacific Fleets. 149 SSBs in the
No r thern  Fleet and 19 SOBs in the Pac i f i c  Fleet .

c. Each of these fleets is backed up with strike rec~ i~airsa~ c •~ and
antisubmarine aircraft .
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As Robert McClintock points out in this regard :

Strategic  cons idera t ions  f i x e d  b y the con f i g u r a t i o n  of
the world still bind upon the Russians the historic
handicaps that geography has always imposed . The
Soviet land mass is shut in closed waters , and egress
to the high seas in most cases can be had only by
passing through narrow straits or channels blocked
by Arctic ice. The closed seas of Russian naval domi-
nance , such as the Bal tic , the Black Sea and the Sea
of Okho tsk , may prove in each case to be a Russian mar e
clausum but mare clausum is not equivalent to mare nostrum,
and here U.S. naval power places most of the oceans of
the earth in the latter category for  the Un ited Sta tes .

Although there has been much recent comment on
the emer gence in to the Medi terranea n of increas ingly
formidable Soviet naval  un i t s , these ships must  s t i l l
transit narrow waters to get there. For example ,
the helicopter  ca r r i e r s  f rom the Black Sea mus t  ask
permission of the Turks  to t r a n s i t  the Dardanelles ;
while submarines and other units coming from the White
Sea or the Baltic must pass through the Straits of
Gibraltar. The Baltic itself is plugged by the Skaggerak ,
while even the Barents Sea , f rom which  vessels from
Murmansk and Petsamo might emerge into the Norwegian
Sea , is frequently blocked by ice.

On the other side of the world , Vladivos tok  is located
on the closed Sea of Japan . Pe t ropavolvsk , with  its
great  submarine base support ing nuc lea r  boats  which
cruise of f  the west coast of the U n i t e d  States , s t i l l
finds itself at the end of the remote Kamchatka
Peninsula and below the U . S .  A l e u t i a n  ba r r i e r  to the
Bering Sea , which i t se l f  is separated by a nar row
strait from the ice clogged Artic Ocean .

The geometry of geography is t h e r e f o r e  a n t i- R u s s i a n ,
and the capabi l i ty  of the Soviet admirals to use their
f l e e t s  is s i g n i f i c a n t ly reduced by comparison wi th  the
ease wi th  which U. S. admi ra l s  can deploy their  forces . 52

On the other hand , even with more commitments , the Uni t ed

States Navy have been able to balance its navy with half in

the Pacific and half in the Atlantic—Mediterranean area .



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Another in terest ing point that  shoul d be mentioned is

the significance of thL Suez Canal to the Soviets strategically.

Were the Suez Canal opened today the distance between the

Black Sea and the Far East would be 11 ,600 miles . With the

Canal closed , the distance is increased by almost 5000 miles

in order to make the transit around the Cape of Good Flope .

The Northern Sea Route (See Figure 4.) is shorter but the

voyage is d i f f i c u l t  and s low and th e ro ute is open only three

months during the year .53

Fleet Make-Up . It is quite evident from Tables II and

VIII that the Soviet Navy is still heavily defense oriented ,

even though larger ships have been built for possible pro-

jection rules. The first of the two MOSKVA class helicopter

carriers appeared in 1967 , and within a few years we may

likely see the first KIEV class carrier which will probably

• carry vertical take—off and landing jets with which the

Soviets have been experimenting. It is reported that eight

KIEVs were requested by the Soviet Navy probably to be dis-

tributed on the basis of two per fleet , however , only two

may be authorized . The probable missions of these ships will

most likely be to offset their lack of tactical air—power

at sea and for long range operations against American ballistic

missile submarines. Based on mission description and the

Soviet nomenclature of “Large ASW Ship ” for  the vessel , it

appears to be a sea control ship .
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Soviet f l ee t  make up is charac ter ized by an emp hasi s on

strategic deterrence through its SSBNs. The fleet additionally

utilizes smaller vessels with short range but packed with

advanced weapons suits, and wi th  some larger vessels for

presence and projec t ion  roles , such as the pa t ro ll inq nav al

force off Guinea to prevent Portuguese incursions.

The United States Fleet , on the other han d , is built

around the attack carr ier  for  o f f e n s i ve and/o r pro jection

roles. Mobility and long—range , self-sustained operations

are the modus operandi of the United States Fleet. Many of

the American allied ( the Br i t ish , F rench an d Dutch , in

particular) are familiar with these operational techn iques.

In addition , allied fleet exercises stress rapid replenishment

at sea methods and strive for compatibility in operations.

The Soviets are just beginning to get into this field .

Keep ing these types of requirements in mind and app ly ing

Admiral Zumwalt’s new peace time navy mission to them , a

fleet modernization program is underway to construct more

inexpensive conventional warships with long—endurance for

presence , sea con trol , and p ro je ction rol es . The trend is

towards a more balanced force wi th possibly somewhat less

dependence on aircraft carriers for every contingency , whe ther

large or small.

Operations. Appendix IV provides a resume of Soviet

and American fleet operations as of February 1972.
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The Soviets have made an extensive drive to obtain

bases or use of facilities throughout the world . Not reflected

in Appendix IV are Soviet efforts to turn Cuba into a major

Soviet naval base. Submarine bases are already available at

Cienfuegos and Mariel . 54

In addition , Syria agreed to allow the Soviets to build

up naval facilities at Latakia and Tartus. These new facili-

ties are probabl y to make up for lost Egyptian installations

at Mersa Matruh , Alexandria , and Port Said af ter President

Anwar el-Sadat unceremoniously ordered the Soviets out in

July l972.~~

The Soviets have also built a communications station at

Berbera, Somalia in the Gulf of Aden , and have been us ing the

anchorages off Berbera for their fleet visits , which amoun ted

to twenty in 1972.56 The Soviets hope to operate medium—

range jets from the airfield at Berhera in exchange for aid

and improvement of f a c i l i t i e s .  The s t ra tegic  importance

of this base near the southern entrance to the Red Sea is

self—evident.

The “historic turning point”57 for the Soviet break out

came in 1956 with the Sue? Crisis.58 Secretary of State

John F. Dulles stated at a press conference on 26 September

1956 :

We have no legal power to direc t ships to par ticular
voyages. But we assume if they cannot qet through
the Canal upon reasonable terms and in view of the
decision of the Un ited States.. .not to shoot its way
through the Canal , th at they would in fac t go arou nd
the Cape .59
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The Soviets construed this to be a tacit , though not in ten t iona l ,

invitation for them to roam the seas unhindered by f ea r  of

massive retaliation. Since that time the Soviet Navy has moved

out of its traditional home waters , general ly  providing a

presence role in heretofore  t rad i t iona l ly Western spheres of

influence.

Fleet operations have been minimal with surface units

spending most of their time at anchor or trailing American

carrier task forces. During the Lebanon and Jordan Crises

and in the Tonkin Gulf , the Soviets tried to deter United

States action without success. Generally speaking , if their

presence did not successfully deter American operations ,

the Soviets retreated and avoided a major confrontation .

Similar restraint was shown more recently during the Arab—

Israeli War of 1967. As Dougherty and Lehman point out:

Prior to the outbreak of hostilities , they deprecated
the seriousness of the crisis in the U.N. Security
Council. At one critical poin t, they ominously
moved part of their fleet from the Black Sea through
the Straits , and called for the withdrawa l of the
U.S. Sixth Fleet from the Mediterranean . Yet when the
war broke out , they behaved with res tra int while wa tchin g
their allies suffer a quick and decisive defeat.6°

Whether they would continue to retreat in the future is

questionable. It will depend on how much power they can put

on the scene and the r isk  potential as they perceive it.

With improved techniques in rep lenishmen t, new n aval

auxiliaries , and some longer endurance ships , the Soviet

Navy wi l l  probably increase out—of—area operations in projec-

tion and fleet operational roles.
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Appendix IV also does not reflect that in September 1972 ,

Athens became the homeport for one United States carrier task

force including one attack carrier and six destroyers.61

Another carrier with escorts has been horr~ ported in Yokosuka.

Overseas homeporting of vessels provides an excellent oppor-

tunity for the r avy to reduce back up rotation forces and

proceed with its modernizat ion program while still mee ting

its world wide commitments. The general navy practice has

been to have two vessels as back—up for every one on the line.

In summation , it is perhaps an exercise in fu ti l i ty  to

try to arrive at an exact comparison between the United States

and the Soviet Navies as to capabilities at this moment in

history because of the plethora of variables involved - —

tonnage of ships , types being augmented , differing names

given to the same classifications , geographic and na t ional

needs and differing naval missions.

A u se fu l  analysis , however , can be made of the naval

advantages held by the two leading navies of the world . The

Soviet advantages in part are as follows :

They have an easier mission than the U.S. Navy ’s in

so far as the United States seeks control of the sea and the

Soviet mission is in essence to block such American control.

The Soviet Navy is equipped with newer ships . Most

all of their combatant Enips are under twenty years of age ,

whereas thirty—seven percent of American ships particularly

in the destroyer force are twenty years old and older.
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Soviet fighting ships are faster than their American

counterparts.

Soviet guns are more efficient than those of compari-

tive American ships , and the Sovie ts have move d beyon d the

Uni ted Sta tes Navy in many ar eas of sophisticated electron ics

warfare .

The U.S. advantages are listed in part as follows :

Experience .

• Attack carriers offer the United States flexibility

and the ability to project power inland .

Excellent underway replenishment , with American war-

ships generally possessing longer at sea endurance.

Nuclear powered surface warships . The Soviets have

yet to enter this field.

Unmatched amphibious forces.

One can conclude that the United States Navy is still

vastly superior to the Soviet Navy in most situations. The

Soviet Union , however , has been improving its capabi l i t i es,

hiterto mainly for close—in defense , bu t with l imi ted seaw ar~J

extension . Another factor which should be added to United

States advantages is the fact that most all the major naval

powers in the world are either allied with the United States

or neutral. These other navies contribute to a regional

balance and result in additional concerns for soviet seapower.
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CHAPTER V

OTHER MAJOR POWER CENTERS

With the emergence of new power centers in a multipolar

world and with an apparent concomitant easing of international

tensions world—wide , new imp lications for United State s

national security and foreign policy present themselves.

These new implications are especially important today when

the United Sta tes f inds  i tself  deeply involved in domes tic

and fore ign  economic and polit ical s t rai ts  coupled with on-

going arms limitations talks. The Nixon Doctrine and the

three p i l lars  of the President’ s Stra tegy for Peace--strength ,

partnership, and a willingness to negotiate—-recognize some

• of these implications.

In the previous chapters, the focus was on the major

elements of Soviet and Uni ted States naval strengths  and

weaknesses , aims and reasons for their navies. These relate

to strength . The second element of the pi l la rs  is “partner-

ship , ” and it is the purpose of this chapter to look at the

strategic contributions provided by other navies both world-

wide and regionally . This approach is considered necessary ,

as one cannot really discuss the implication of naval arms

limitations on strategy unless the navies of all the major

power centers are taken into account. Germane to this

examination is how these navies contribute to the deterrence

effect and strength of each side , and how the navies of

supposed neu trals and mom—a ligned powers contribute to a
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regional balance. All these riayies have functions and are

tailored to national needs as wel l  as to alliance commitments

within budgetary l imi tations , where app licable.

The five major power centers present today are the United

States , the Soviet Union , Japa n , China and Western Europe .

In addition to these , there are nations——such as Australia ,

India , Israel , Brazi l , Sweden and Indonesia——which ha~:e the

capacity to be regional powers in their own right either be-

cause of their economic prowess , resources , stra tegic b c-a-

t~ on , military power or population . It  might  also j u s t  be

a strong desire on their  own par t to exer t regional power to

f u l f i l l  regional amb itions or to make reg ion al ga ins .  To

illustrate the sign ificance of these other navies , one need

only look at the fo rmidab le  s ize  of the Brit ish and Fren ch

Navies in comparison , not only to their NATO allies in Europe ,

but also to other N th Power navies in the worl d . Both still

have world-wide commitments. In NATO , West German industrial

and economic viability and manpower provide a potentLil base

for expanded mi l i tary powe r in the fu ture .

A regional approach wi l l  be taken in ex am in inq the se

power centers because of the distribution of the Soviet Fleet

geograph i ca l ly and the United States Pleet strategicall y in

support of its world commitments. It is in t h i s  sense that

the relative strengths of either side vis-a—vis the other side

and/or other major power centers should he viewed in a balance

156

k—- L~ 
- -- •— - .- ---.----- ~~~~~~~



r ~~~~

— — -—--
~~

---
~~

— - -  
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --

of power context. It is also in a regional sense that each

side might try through arms control negotiations to increase

its own relative power position by eroding the presence and

power of the other side .

Appendices V , VI , and VII  provide a l is t ing of the navies

of United States and Soviet alliance systems and commitments

and of the neutral and non—aligned powers as they appear

today . These arrangements are as seen by the writer and may

be subject to change as easing of tensions and new agreements

result in less or greater commitments by the nations involved .

The NATO-Wa rsaw Pact Area

For the purposes of this paper , the NATO-Warsaw Pact

Area includes Europe and the continguous waters: the

Mediterranean-Black Sei irea; the Baltic—North Sea area; the

Norwegian-Barents—White Sea area; and the North Atlantic.

Within this area are three groups of nations which contribute

to what might be called the balance of sea power: the North

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) ; the Warsaw Pact or

Soviet bloc; and the quasi-neutrals-—Sweden and Finland .

Figure 7 provides a visual presentation of the distribution

and alignment of the naval forces within the area. If ele-

ments of t~-ie United States Second Fleet are added to the

North Atlantic Region and the Sixth Fleet (Tab to Figure 7),

the weight of naval forces in the NATO—Warsaw Pact Area in-

creases considerably.
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NATO. NATO ’s defens - policy , sine.’ i~~s incep t ion , has

been one of deterrence and of holding an enemy “as far forward

as possible. ”1 Nibs Orvik o: the University of Oslo defines

NATO ’s missions as deterrence and defense (if deterrence

fa i l s) ,  con f l i c t  prevention and n o n — m i l i t a r y  ideologica l

protection .2 NATO documents further expand on NATO ’s

strategic role as follows:

The new strateg ic concept , with its increased
emphasis on the need to be prepared for attacks
of varying scales in any region of the NATO area ,
calls for a comprehensive range of mobile and
well—equipped forces , conventional as well as
nuclear.

Should deterrence fail and an armed attack be made
against any member of NATO , there is available a
considerable sea, land and iir conventional combat
potential , over and above NATO ’s strategic nuclear
forces. . .3

Table XI provides a listing of the NATO allies (less

the United States) and the relative strengths of their navies.

Forces assigned to NATO generally fall into the following

three categories:

1. Forces Assigned to NATO. These are forces which
are either already under tTie operation control or com-
mand of SACEUR (currently only certain air defense
units) or which would come under SACEUR’s operational
control or command during periods of emergency under
conditions agreed by each member country.

2. Forces Earmarked for Assignment to NATO. These are
forces which nations have agreed to assign to the
operational command or operational control of a NATO
commander at some future date .
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3. Forces Remaining under National Command. They include
land , sea and air forces not s~ e c i f i cal1y assigned or

• earmarked for a NATo command but which might be placed
und er the opera t ion a l comma nd or con trol , or co—operate
with a NATO Commander in certain circumstances.. .‘~

TAE:~: xl

THE NA ~A’ 2:’ L~-~
’
~ THE UNI E5 STATES )

~CTIy~~~ 7 : i ~ :I:;~ 3H PR0GRA~S-iED)

U) a) I
i~, ~~‘ d O ~

) U) U) a~~~i U)
a) 

~
j  c’-. ~~~~ 0p e  UI (IJ~~~~~UJ )J) 

~-, O~~~ —~ 0P. i~ ~~ I>. i- ~~~ 11) rI Cd (1) r1o a ~ ~ o O 4 - -~ i~. :~ ,-l r-I ,0C J C  ~~~~~- - - CII ~, n a ) C d  0 .-l U) •r-~ 0Cd •-4~~~ r-l C) ~~~~~U) #) .c p.
o -1 r1 ~C ~ 4-) U~~ Cd P. P.

4i (f) 
~1 QJ o s-. ~ 

-
~ ~~-~~o ‘~~~~c_) ~~ ~i.~~~i1’-. C!) 

~~

United Kingdom 2 3 3 7L(~~ ) ~~i~~~~~( 7 )  60 13 37 75

France 2 1(1) 2 148(20) 20t(~~) 96 7(2) 9 •~‘(l)

Canada 0 0 0 20 14 0 0 0 5

Denmark 0 0 2 ( ,5 22 C 2

Netherlands 0 0 2 5 14 (6)  5 ( 3 )  514 8 2 J1)

Italy 0 0 3 2 9 ( 2 )  9 ( 2 )  61 13 1

Norway 0 0 0 5 15 i14 148 0 0

Greece 0 0 0 17 ( 3 )  1 4 ( 1 4 )  23 1 7 ( 2 )  114

Turkey 0 0 0 2 1( 1)  15 27 17 0

We :t . Ger many 0 0 l~ 20 12 73 1 40 ( 3 0 ) 1 2  21

F’or:~~a. 0 0 0 12 14 16 5 tjt 3

~- ur - ce : . ’~t i.e ’ s F~g~tin~ Ships 197 —i~
a. I:o I~~~

I
~~ S 2  1~BN~

b. Ir; ~‘ lii les w 3 ’LN s with two rn~ :-e pro~~ra~irire 1 .

C .  T r - 1nl:~-~ sl crii .e’r t yp. .
- 

160

~~L__~
_ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ • - -



- - - -~~~~~~ - - - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~ 

_

Most all the naval forces in NATO fall into the latter two

categories.

In order to coordinate NATO naval  forces in time of war ,

two commands were established. Supreme Allied Commander ,

Europe (SACEU R ) , established in April 1951 , is assigned the

responsibility to :

ensure the security of Western Europe by unifying
Allied defense p lans , strengthening Allied military
forces in peacetime and planning for their most
advantageous use in time of war.5

Under SACEUR , there are two najor naval commands: Allied

Naval Forces Scandinavia at Stavengar , Norway and Commander

Naval Striking and Support Forces Southern Europe located at

Naple s , Italy .

• The other command which is almost entirely naval is the

Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic (SI\CLANT) located at

Norfolk , Virg inia. SACLANT is also the Commander-in-Chief ,

United States Atlantic Fleet. Established in the spring of

1952 and embody ing a mul t i tude  of subordina te  commanders ,

SACLANT ’ s mission w i th in  NATO is:

to develop defense  p lans in the North A t l an t i c
area .  He also organizes  and conducts  combined
t r a in ing  exercises. In war time , his main du ty  would
be to assure that the l ines of communicat ions  of the
At l an t i c  Ocean are main ta ined  intact , to conduct
conventional  and nuclear  operat ions aga ins t  enemy
naval bases and ai rf ie~ ds and to suppor t operat ions
carried out by SACEUR.

Ini tia l ly , no naval forces were assigned to SACLANT.

An at tempt was made by the Un ited States from 1961 to 1964
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to establish what was to be known as the Multiiateral Force

(ML F ) . Thi s concept cal led  f or a f l e e t  of s u r f a c e  vessels

ca r ry ing  Polar i s  miss i les  and manned by mixed n a t i o n al  crews

under NATO “ j u r i s d ic t i o n . ”7 One of the reasons  fo r  t h i s

J force was to give the West Germans a senso of b e l o n g i n g  t~

the nuclear  c lub . But  acceptance of the M1F concept  was

doomed f rom the s t a r t  due to lack of support f rom t h ~ t~A1 ()

al l ies, p a r t i c u l a r ly f rom Br i ta in  and France , as they were

buildiri~. their  own Polar is  submarines .  The idea a lso i n ev i t aL . y

drew strong object ion f rom the Soviets .

In December 1967 the S tand ing  Nava l  Force At l an t i c

(STANAVFORLANT ) was created under SACLANT .8 This fo rce  of

destroyer and escort  types from the var ious  NATO na t ions  has

operated in the A t l an t i c  region since 13 Janua ry  1968 when

the f i r s t  m u l t i n a t i o n a l  navy squadron to operate  pe rmanen t ly

in peacetime was formed to have a read y — — a l b e i t  sm a l l— NATO n av a l

force in case of emergency .9 STANAVFORLANT also provides  for  t h .

NATO a l l ies  to acquire  experience in m u l t i l a t e r a l  ope ra t ions

and command and cont ro l .  Recen t ly  the force  was augmcnted

wi th  two submarines and one rep lenishment  sh ip .

In anal y z i n g  Table XI , two of the European NATO nav ies

are worth examining , those of the Uni ted E ingdom and France .

The Uni ted  Kingdom possesses the t h i rd  l a rges t  navy in the

world and has declared i t s  i n t e n t  to remain  the l a rges t  n a v a l

power in NATO o ther  than the U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  l ames ~ nr r i s
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call s the Roy al N avy , with its world-wide commitments , a

“ t r iple i n s t r u m e n t :  sea route de fense , ‘ l i t t l e  war ’ police

force , and nuclear deterrence .”1° The Royal Navy is well

rounded , and one might say it is s t ructured on Uni ted  States

navy lines.

In maintaining its position as the third ranking naval

power , the Royal Navy is in the midst  of a modern iza t ion

program inc lud ing  the poss ib i l i ty  of through—deck cruisers

to increase air  defense  and support at sea. This is p a r t i c u—

larly  important  inasmuch as serious considerat ion has been

given by the Br i t i sh  government to cu t t i ng  carr ier  force

levels. This move is all  a part  of reduced commitments and

the reduction of world tensions .  Such anticipated changes in

the p ro f i l e  of the Br i t i sh  Navy wi l l  depend on the pol i t ica l

si tuat ion of B r i t a i n ;  i . e . ,  whether  the Conservat ives  or the

Laborites are at the helm . The Conservatives have t r ad i -

t ional ly supported a strong navy .

The Royal Navy also possesses excellent  amphibious

w a r f a r e  capabil i t ies  for  policing l imited wars or revol t s  in

Commonwealth countr ies .  To assist  in providing logist ics

support to the Royal Navy on d i s t an t  operat ions , the Royal

Fleet A u x i l i a r y  (RFA ) , manned by merchant  mar ine  personne l ,

is ava i l ab le  wi th  its fo r ty—odd  modern ships of all s izes

ranging  the world ’ s seas. Some of these vessels are as

large as 42 , 500 gross tons. 1’1 And one cannot ignore the f a c t
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that the United Kingdom possesses the third largest merchant

marine in the world with 27 .3 m i l l i on  gross tons .

The United Kingdom is also a nuclear  power possess ing

its own strategic deterrence force of f o u r  n u c l e a r  powered

Polaris submarines.  These are main ta ined  on a wa r t ime  f o o t i n g

with one on stat ion at al l  t imes . 12 B r i t a i n, in add i t ion,

possesses eleven nuclear  powered submar ines  ~-.i t h f i v e  mcir~

programmed .

Before going on , some comment is necessary  as to why

the United Kingdom decided to become a n u c l e a r  power .

Andrew J. Pierre o f f e r s  th i s  exp lana t ion :

The Br i t i sh  a l te rna ted  between two poles of f e a r :
( 1) The Uni ted States would not use nuc lear  weapons
to defend in teres ts  v i t a l  to Br i t a in  unless  i ts own

• safety and surv iva l  were th rea tened;  ( 2 )  The Uni ted
States would use nuc lear  weapons and des t roy  B r i t a i n
in the process. The second f e a r  was o f t e n  associated
with American involvements  in the Far Eas t  (Korea ,
Vietnam) where i t  was t h o u g h t  tha t  the ‘ loca l ’  use
of nuclear weapons would  esca la te  in to  a cen t r a l  war - -
hence , one of the reasons  f o r  w a n t i n g  i n f l u e n c e  in
Washington . But there  were also i n t e r m i t t e n t  f e a r s
that  American ac t ions  in Furupe would  u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y
push the Soviets over the b r ink . The f i r s t  f e a r - —
that  of abandonmen t by the Uni ted S t a t e s -- c o n t r i b u t e d
to keep ing Br i t a in  a nuc lea r  power. 13

Another mot ivat ion for  developing a n oc le a r  force  was fo r

world prest ige and to ensure grea t  power s ta tus  as the B r i t i s h

Emp ire slowly diss ipated. The B r i t i s h  nuc lear  fo rce  a d d i t i o n a l l y

allowed for a differen t priority of strategic targets indepen-

dent of those of the United States. This was seen as particu—

larly necessary after the Suez Crisis when the United States
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refused to support Anglo-French objectives. In national

security it further allowed the British government to reduce

mi l i t a ry  force levels and to end nat ional  service.1’4

The second most significant navy of Western Europe is

that of France . France , like Bri tain , still has residual

world commitments and has fashioned its navy similarly to

that  of the Uni ted  States and Bri t i sh  navies  wi th  more emphasis

on mine ra ther  than amphibious w a r f a r e .  France , too , has

s ignal led its in ten t ions  of m a i n t a i n i n g  a strong naval pos ture .

It was announced in 1972 that  French Pres ident  Pompidou

has approved plans for  en la rg ing  the conventional
f l ee t  by bui ld ing  attack he l icopte r -car r ie r s  and A/A
and VS assaul t  vessels .  These wi l l  be served by
faster  support ships.  The su r face  f l e e t  wil l  be
comp lemented by nuclear-powered hun te r  submarines ,
capable of remaining submerged for  much longer per iods .
A i r c r a f t  carriers are l ikely to be m a i n t a i n e d  but
anti-aircraft defense will be based on guided—missile
frigates deployed around the carriers.’5

France too is a nuclear  power and ma in t a in s  a b a l l i s t i c

missi le  submarine  force for reasons s imi la r  to those of the

Bri t i sh . The only d i f f e r e n c e  has been that  France wi thou t

U . S .  nuclear assistance has been forced to fol low a more

independent course , whereas B r i t a i n — — a t  least u n t i l  her

entry into the European Economic Communi ty- -has  main ta ined  a

close re la t ionsh ip with the Uni ted  States on nuclear  mat te r s .

Al though s t i l l  a member of NATO , France informed the

NATO Permanent  Counci l  on 11 March 1959 tha t  the French

Medi ter ranean Fleet u n i t s  which had been earmarked fo r  NATO
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use (one—third of the French Fleet) would remain under French

control in time of war . 16 (F igu re  7 divides the  French Fleet

in ha l f  between the A t l an t i c  and the Medi te r ranean) . This

action was pr imar i ly  due to three reasons:  Un i t ed  States

r e f u s a l  to share atomic secrets w i th  France ( a l t hough  secrets

were shared wi th  B r i t ai n) ,  and the f a i l u r e  of the Uni ted

States and Br i ta in  to give France equal s ta tus  in NATO

a f f a i r s  17

Af te r  France s u c c e s s f u l l y  detonated her f i r s t  nuc lea r

bomb in February 1960 and voted to develop i ts  own nuc lea r

s t r ik ing  force later in the year , the Uni ted  States sought

to br ing  the French nuclear  weapons under j o in t  NATO control ,

but President  de Gaulle r e f u s e d .  He la ter  stated :

It is the duty and the r i g h t  o f .  . . European  powers to
have their own na t iona l  defense . It  is in to le rab le
to a great  nat ion tha t  i ts  des t iny  be l e f t  to the
decis ions . .  .of another  na t ion , however f r i e n d l y . The
question of the use of nuc lea r  weapons by the two
nations that  have t h e m . .  .must be c l a r i f i e d, for  the
cont inenta l  European powe .-s who are much more vul-
nerable must  know exact ly w i th  wha t  weapons and in
what condit ions the i r  overseas a l l i e s  w i l l  t ake  p a r t
in the common batt1e. -~-8

On 1 Janua ry  1964 , French nava l  u n i t s  ea rmarked  f o r

Engl i sh  Channel  service were removed from NATO con t ro l  in

time of w a r .  Only  a few French submar ines  remained  earmarked

for  NATO s e rv ice .  In July , do Gau l l e  r e a f f i r m e d  h i s  oo sit i cn

as f o l l o w s :
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So long as the ambition of the Soviets and the nature
of their  regime b r ings  a t h rea t  of t e r r i b l e  c o n f l i c t
to bear on the f ree  world , . .  . F r a n c e  is in danger of
des t ruct ion  and invasion w i t h o ut  having  any c e r t a i n t y
that  her American al l ies, themselves d i rec t ly  expose d
to death , would know how to prevent  th is  for  he r . 1-~’

The next  year France orbited her f i r s t  miss i le  and gave notice

that  she would assume control  over al l  NATO bases in France

in Apri l  1969. France f u r th e r  announced in February  1966

that  it was also removing its armed forces  from the NATO

integrated command . On 1 July 1966 , French fo rces  wi thd rew

to na t iona l  cont ro l .  In 1970 , the f i r s t  nuc l ea r  b a l l i s t i c

missile submarine became operat ional . 2°

In response to the Soviet dep loyment  of f o r t y  naval

vessels to the Medi te r ranean  in 1968 , the NATO A t l a n t i c

Council meeting at Rey k j a v i k , Iceland in June sought to seek

ways to s t rengthen the southern f l a n k  of NATO . France did

not support such action un t i l  a f t e r  the Czech c r i s i s  when i t

endorsed a NATO jo in t  communique w a r n i n g  the Soviets aga ins t

f u r t h e r  i n t e r f e rence  in Europe and the Med i t e r r anean  a rea . 2 ’

A f t e r  President  Nixon ’ s v i s i t  to France in Feb rua ry

1969 , France r e a f f i r m e d  NATO t ies but  “ in tended to keep

command of her de fense ” an d “ control  of her policy . ” I t  is

also in t e re s t ing  to note that  since 1969 , the French Navy has

par t ic ipa ted  r rom time to time in NATO exercises and con t inues

to do so even in b i l a t e r a l  i n f o r m a l  type d r i l l s. 22

What type of con t r i bu t i on  the French Navy w i l l  make in

a NATO war is unc lea r . An educated guess would be , tha t  in
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view of her parallel interestb with othcr h~~TO n e i g h b o r s ,

France would join for ces in a crisis , however , there would

be no guaran t ee unl ess Fren ch secur i ty  interests were seen

to be at stake. Although they initially supported a NATO

move for  mutua l  and balanced force  reduct ions in Europe in

mid—1968 at Rey k j a v i k , it is d o u b t f u l  tha t  they would ex t - : i

such l imi t a t ions  to their  nava l forces .

It is add i t iona l ly impor tant  to note that as a m a r i t i m e

power , France possesses the n i n t h  largest  merchan t  mar ine  with

a total tonnage of 11.5 m i l l i o n  deadweight  ton s and 4 4 8  ve s se l s .

French shipyards are c u r r e n t ly bu i ld ing  two of the world ’ s

largest tankers  of 530 , 000 tons each to be comp leted by 1976. 24

The Medi te r ranean  N a v i e s .  A word should be said about

NATO naval  forces in the Med i t e r r anean .  A l though  there are

considerable  NATO c o u n t r y  nava l  fo rces  in the M e d i t e r r a n e a n ,

u n i f i e d  operat ions s u f f e r  somewhat fcc  a number of r ea sons .

The primary d i f f i c u l t y  is that  each na t ion  wants  a hand in

command and control  of forces . Ano the r  d i f f i c u l t y  is t h a t

there is no common pol icy for  i n t e r v e n t i o n .  Consequen t ly ,

this major  force  in the M e d i t e r r a n e a n  has no “ p o l i t i c a l

line . “2 5

This is p r imar i ly due to the f a c t  t ha t  the Un i t ed  Sta tes

with  its Sixth  Fleet  has tended to be the pol i cy  maker in

th is  area l e t t i n g  i t s  ideals  and n a t i o n a l  in t e r e s t s  decide

what was best for  the area .  As a consequence- -ou ts ide  of
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j o in t  exercises and war cont ingency p l a n s - — l i t t le  encouragement

has been given to the NATO a l l ies  u n t i l  recent ly  to make the

Medi terranean a NATO 1ak ~ and that  encouragement has come onl y

because the Uni ted  States would l ike now to assume a lower

p r o f i l e  and reduce its European commitments .

The time , however , may be too late for  such a move ,

al though the I t a l i ans  have indicated a desire for  a greater

regional role in the Medi ter ranean , 26 I t a l y  has a lways con-

sidered the Mediterranean her Mare Nostrum. The resurgence

of this policy is due to a large extent to her Medi terranean

power position . Italy is second in economic development to

France and has the largest  populat ion in the Medi ter ranean

region . I ta ly  also has a subs tant ia l  navy , but probably

insufficient to challenge the Soviet Mediterranean Fleet

alone . However , even if I t a ly did possess the m i l i t a r y  power ,

the I t a l i an  po l i t i ca l  s i t ua t ion  does not appear s table  enough

for  I ta ly  to accept this  r e spons ib i l i ty  at the present  t ime .

The Soviet Bloc. The Warsaw Pact  Treaty of Friendship,

Cooperation and Mutua l  Ass is tance  came into being on 14 March

1955. It is s i g n i f i c a n t  that  the fo rma t ion  of th is  Pact came

almost immediately a f t e r  West Germany jo ined  NATO . S igna tor i e s

of the Pact are the Soviet Union , Poland , C z e c h o s l av a k i a ,

Bulgar ia , Romania , H u n g a r y ,  East  Germany and A l b a n i a .  r)ue to

the Sino— Soviet  r i f t  in 1961 , A l b a n i a  broke  d i p l o m a t i c  re l a—

tions wi th  t h :  Soviet Union  and f o r m a l l y w i t h d r e w  f rom the Pact in -
•

September 1968 fo l l owing  the Czech C r i s is . 27
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As already stated , NATO naval missions in t ime of war

are to keep the sea l ines of communi cations open for  resupp ly

and re inforc ement of Eu rope , to attack en emy naval  and ai r

forces and bases , and to support  a l l ied ground fo rces .  I t  is

exactly these NATO ob jec t ives  t ha t  the Soviet bloc nav ies  want

to deny to NATO and concomi t an t ly  to keep the i r  own l ines  of

communicat ions open. In add i t ion  to these miss ions , o f f e n s i v e

naval miss ions  of the Soviet bloc include in te rd ic t ion  of

• a l l ied merchant  shipping and naval forces and support of

their  own amphibious operations and ground forces .

Keep ing egress to the sea and choke points  open in time

of war has been a peacetime (and an arms c o n t r o l)  ob jec t ive

of the Soviets. In 1971 the Soviets called for  closing

the Bal t ic  Sea to warsh ips  of non-Ba l t i c  powers:

Warships of the  Soviet  U n i o n  and other countries
border ing  on the Bal t i c  Sea must  possess the
unl imi ted  r igh t  to sa i l  the Ba l t i c  S€-a w a t e r s  as
wel l  as the Great  and L i t t l e  Bel t s  ( S t r a i t s  of
Denmark)  . In con t ras t  to th i s  the Ba l t i c  Sea
must  represent  a closed sea for  the w a r s h i p s  of
other na t ions .28

The Warsaw Pact has a f o u r — t o — o n e  a d v a n t aqe  over the NAT O

navies  d i r ec t ly  involved in the Bal t ic , p r i m a r i l y  in m i s s i l e

armed f a s t  patro l boats  operat ed  by the  Soviet Union , Poland ,

and East  Germany . West Germany , in p a r t i c u l a r , seems to be

bu i ld ing  a s i g n i f i c a n t  m i s s i l e  force  to counter  this threat. Both

sides have also paid considerable attention to mine—warfare

in th i s  a rea .  The Soviets  have cond~~c tr d  amph ib ious  operat ions
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with the East German and Polish navies in the Baltic should

the need arise in the event of hostilities to take the Danish

Straits with marine infantry .29

The Black Sea has been another contested area in which

the Soviets have tried to keep American ships out particularly

those carry ing anti—submarine rocket torpedoes (ASROC). Al-

though the Soviets continue to protest , some 47 American ships

have passed into the Black Sea since 1965 and as recently

as October 1972.30

In conjunction with the Black Sea, the Soviets would

like to see a neutral Eastern Mediterranean Sea as well to

ensure free egress through the Dardanelles in peace and war.

The interest of the Soviet Union in this area is two—fold :

the traditional one of insuring for i t self  a
partial control over this strategically important
area , adjacent to its southern flank ; and the other
der iving from its responsibilities as a superpower.

The second reason especially induces the USSR to
insure a continuous strategic and political line ,
the most homogeneous possible , around china; and to
seek a solid international position with regard to
the Western world in an area of notable economic
importance to the latter. 33-

The previou s discussion has deliberatel y referred to

“ Soviet - ” rather than ‘Warsaw Pact ,” for the only navy that

- - - all y n.~eds free access in time of national emergencies is

- 
- ~ v-y. All the other Warsaw Pact navies ~re defensive

-
. 
~on • t n ~~ would contribute little to offensive opera-

• I~~1r own theater. (See Appendix VI.)
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SUBMAR INES 4 ~~ 3 ! 2 12 2 158
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‘MY INSTRUCTIONS ARE TO AVOID A CONFRONTATION. ’

FIGURE 8. A CARTOON ISTS VIEW OF SOVIET NAVA L PRESE NSE
IN THE MEDITERRANEAN
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Strengths  and Weaknesses. Strengths and weaknesses of

the Warsaw Pact navies can be described as follows:

1. Strength: NATo will not strike first thus providing

the Warsaw Pact with the opportunity to break out, close , or

attempt to keep open choke points before NATO can bring to

bear sufficient forces to counter such moves.

2. Weakness. Operat ions of no r the rn  f l e e t  u! i t b  dr e

subject to severe weather , to being iced in , or to being

denied transit through choke points.

3. Weakness. Because of the long seacoast front iert; ,

large forces , including naval forc es , are essential for

defense .

4. Weakness. Defense of off-shore zones is a ship-

consuming task .

5. Weakness. The Soviets might not be able to depend

on their Pact allies for support in view of the independent

tendencies seen recently In the Soviet bloc .

Perhaps most significant of the Soviet weaknesses is

that the Soviet Union as a sea power has ranged h ersel f

against all the major  sea and nuc lea r powers in the world .

And those sea powers——except perhaps for India--that are not

associated with the West are not in orientation pro—Soviet.

The Neutrals , Of the two neutral Scandinavian powers ,

Sweden is a significant naval and maritime power in her own

right. Sweden has been traditionally neutral and has
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maintained that neutrality by possessing strong and balanced

m i l i t a ry  fo rces .  A l t h o u g h  r e l a t i o ns  between ~‘.\‘e~~ -n and the

United States have not been on the best 01 terms in rec~- n t

years because of the Vie tnam War , no trend toward a pro—

Soviet attitude has emercied .

Sweden provides reqional stability te the salt.t - area~

and , if not pressed or threatened by either si~~e a thy :

fu ture , Sweden wou ld probably remain nenfral as she has d~~~

in the past. The Swedes also have t he  teehnical ability t:

become a nuclear power , if they conceived it to be in t h e i r

national interest to do so.

Proceeding southward , Spain holds a strategic position

guarding the Atlantic entrance into the Mediterranean . TL~

United Sta tes pos ses ses na val base right3 at Rota on the

Atlantic Coast of Spain. In a sense ~ne m i g h t  say t h a t  
—

Spain is a taci t  par t of NATO ~fl though nor a pro forma ner.. er

of the alliance .

A move that might be considered as closer a~~ c-’ci~~tion

with NATO was an accord agreed to by Britain and Spain to

shelve their dispute over Gibraltar . The accord also inc luded

provisions for mili tary c’o-.~peration .
33

Spain has a sizable navy with an extensive modernization

program u n d e r w a y .  (See A p p en d i x  V)  W i t h  A d m i r a l  Luis  Carrerc ’

Blanco tak in g over as P r e m i e r  o f Spa in one could expee~ some

f u r t h e r  expans ion  in Spanish naval  a c t i v i t y  in the M c d i i  e r r a i n
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Spai n also possesses the f i f teenth largest mer chant

marine in the world with 3.9 million tons grossweight and

2,276 vessels. On top of this the Spanish shipbuilding

industry ranks as the third largest in the worl d behind Japan

and Sweden. 34

The last of the significant non-aligned nations in

Europe is Yugoslavia. Although a Communist country , Yugoslavia

has maintained a st rict middleground position and will probably

continue to do so unless threatened by either side . Of the

non—aligned powers in the Mediterranean , Yugoslavia  has the

largest navy built ar ound f ive  submari nes and 140 f ast pa trol

boats .

Yugoslavia ’s stra tegic position has been descr ibed as

follows by the Center for Strategic and International Studies:

Although Yugoslavia is not a member of NATO , it is
adjacent to the strategic th~*ater of the Alliance ,
and its con tinued status as a non-a l~~qned nation
is regarded as an important element of the existing
balance of power. If Yugoslavia were overrun by
the Soviet Union , Moscow ’s power -.“ould dominate the
Adri atic , press against the bo rders of Ita l y ,  over-
shadow the Medi ter ranean , and endan9er the Alliance
support line to Greece and Turk ey . 3~

In the Eastern Mediterranean , Israel is slowly in crea sin g

her maritime prowess. In February 1973 , the Ha i f a  shi pyard

launched its first missile—boat for the Israeli Navy , wi th

additional deliveries expected in the future . Israel also

has on order 58 merchant vessels to expand its growing merchant

marine . 36
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The Indian Ocean Area.

The Indian  Ocean Area fo r  the purpose of this paper inc ludes

the Indian Ocean , the Bay of Bengal and the Arabian Sea. It

also includes the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf , the Malacca and

other Indonesian Straits and the nations that border on these

waters , including eastern Africa and western Australia. The

s t ra tegic  s ign i f i cance  of the area is rooted in oil and the

trade routes  and sea l ines of communicat ions  t h rough  the

Indian Ocean . Were the Suez Cana l  opened the length of some

of these sea lines of communica tions would be shortened ,

at 1ea~ t for smaller vessels (unless the Suez Canal were

deepened and widened to handle  super - sh ips )

The Indian Ocean area is of p a r t i c u l a r  importance to the

Soviet Union because it provides  a yea r—round  sea l ink

connecting the Soviet European fleets and the Pacific Fleet

at Bladivostock fo r  r e i n f o r c e ment , rep lacement and logistics

support. The Indian Ocean is also impor tan t  as it  provides

a basin in which Soviet b a l li s t i c  miss i l e  submar ines  can

operate in order to “cross—f ire ” the Chinese mainland simul-

taneously from sea and land during time of war. And last of

all , it provides oppor tuni ties f or exp ansion o~ trade an d

influence for the Soviets among Third Country nations.

The Soviet Union  i s a m a j o r  supp lier of ar m s to such

countries as Iraq, Yemen and India in the Indian Ocean. The

Soviets have also taken over former British nava l facilities
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on the Yemeni island ot Socotra . Other economic and lesser

military assistance has been ~rovidea within the region to

Iran , the Malagasy Republic , and even to Pakistan by building

naval f ac i l i ties. 37

But again , the Soviets are handicapped by choke points.

The Suez Canal is closed due to Arab-Israeli differences and

the S t r a i t s  of Malacca no longer a l low fo r  f r e e  and innocent

passage wi thout  pe rmiss ion .  Even if the Suez were opened

the Soviets might be handicapped by a less friend ly Egypt

and incr eased Israel i  naval presence in the Gulf of Suez.

The Israelis have occupied the strategic uninhabited islands

of Zuggar an d Hanish  within 20 m i l e s  of Yemen and 85 miles

from the Strait of Babel Mandeb at the Southern entrance to

the Red Sea ,38 (See Figure  10 . )  f u r t h e r  comp l i c a t i n q  Soviet

choke point proble ms.

Sovie t naval  prese nce in the In dia n ~cean commenced in

March 1968 , two months  a f t e r  the B r i t i s h  Government  announced

its decision to w i t h d r a w  f rom the region in ~i m a t t e r  of

years.39 Since then the Sovie t Navy has generall y mai n t a i n ed

a force of abou t f i v e warsh ips in the I nd i a n  Ocean , p r i m a r i l y

for presence , flag—showin g, and training missions. This

number has increased to as hiqh as thirty , particularly during

the Indo—Pakis tani War in 1971. T.B. Millar , a noted specialist

on Indian Ocean a f f a i r s , summarizes Soviet naval policy in

the Indian Ocean as:
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1. to be in a position to exercise effective influence
over both ends of the Suez—Red  Sea passage : t h i s  mus t
strengthen their strateg ic and diplomatic-negotiating
position ;

2.  to replace the U n i t e d  Kingdom as the dominan t
external power in the Arahian Peninsula and Persian
Gul f  area : the Wes tern oil companies  an d h a l f  of
the West’ s oil supp l i e s  are then in a measure  hos tages
to Soviet political and economic policies ;

3. under Soviet ‘protection ’ to foslnr self-ciefeIIn
and cooperative defense  a g a i n s t  China  in Ind ia  ~nd
Sou theas t Asia ;

4. to obtain positions of po l i t ica l and m i l i t ar y
strength throughout the whole region , in order to
exercise control over sea routes between the wester-
and eastern Sov iet Union , and to be ab le to i n f l u e n ce
the policies of local governments toward Soviet ends
in a c r is is  or at other times of decision ;

5. to provide arms to local governments to foster
these ends , and to weaken or destroy the influence at
competitive powers or ideologies;

6. to keep watch on American naval activities ,
especially Polaris submarines; and

7. to ensure increased access to certain raw materials ,
to trade ex tens ively and profitably within the region ,
and to use trade f or poli tical ends if the occas ion
arises.40

The United States on the other hand , has maintained a

smaller force of one large amphibious ship and two destroyer

types in the Indian Ocean. It did not attemp t to assume the

Bri tish role in th is  are a . Oppos ition in Congress and in

other governmen t circles has limited the establishment of a

larger , more permanent Indian Ocean force. One report on

a Congressional hearing concerning the Indian Ocean opened

as fol lows :
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There was general agreement (among witnesses) that
moderniz ing the sh ips in the task for ce , and perhap s
increasing its size sl igh tly ,  would be advisable . On
the other hand , crea tion of a special f l ee t for  Indian
Ocean duty , or substan tial augmen tation of nav al force s
in the area , was deemed premature and impractical. 41

Of the three American ships operat ing in the Indian Ocean

one is permanently homeported at Bahrain  under a base agree-

ment signed in December 1971. 42 The Uni ted  States is also

jo in t ly  building an air base and communications station with

Great Britain at the strategically located island of Diego

Garcia in the Chagos Archipelago group approximately 1000

miles south of India . (See Figure 11.)

The United States is also a major  supp lier of arms in

the area especially to Pakis tan , I ran , Saudi Arabia , Israe l ,

Indonesia , and Aus tra l ia  and prov ides economic ass i s tance  to

a number of other countries in the region (including India)

The primary func tion of th e Un ited States in the Indian Ocean

is that of protecting the Middle East oil supply and oil sea

lines of communication s, and of main taining peace and stability.

In the Indian Ocean the Uni t ed States has two po l i t i ca l

goals: to rebui ld  Pak i s t an  economicall y ,  m a i n t a i n i n g  a close

friendship ; and to resume a traditionally close relationship

with an independent , non-a l igned  I n d i a .

Of the many Ind ian Ocean nations only five will be dis-

cussed : India , Pakis tan , Iran , Indonesia and Australia.
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India. Prior to the Indo—Pakistani War of 1971 , India

did not perceive of any threat from the sea to its 3,500

mile—long coastline. However , the appearance of the USS

ENTERPR ISE in the Indian Ocea n brough t home the fac t tha t

the Indian Navy--the fourteenth largest in the world--could

not stand up to potential  great  power pressure from the sea.43

In reapprais ing its naval  program , the Indian Government

saw four primary missions for its navy : “ ( 1) the de fense  of

the Indian sea f ron t i e r , including offshore islands; (2) con-

trol of the sub—surface in the Arabian Sea and Bay of Bengal

(3) control of the sea surface; and (4) a deterrence against

big power pressure . ” 4 4  To support these roles India intends

to double its number of m ’.ssile boats to a total of 24,

increase its ASW helicopter squadrons to four , attain a force

level of 25 submarines , and purchase nine Soviet NANUCIIKA ’s

(32—knot missile corvettes) . The missile boats are to be

Indian designed and built. Four submarines will be procured

from the Sovie t Union wi th th e remainder to be bu i l t in

Indian shipyards. As part of the Indian do-it-yourself

program , the first of six Indian—built LEANDERs was recently

commissioned . Increases in amphibious capabilities and maritime

reconnaissance a i r c r a f t  are also p lanned .45

Self—suff iciency is the aim of the Indians. With Soviet

assis tance they have b u i l t  steel  m i l l s , sh ipya rds , t a n k  and

aircraft factories. At the sa me time they have man aged to
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keep the level of Soviet t e c h n i c i a n s  to a min imum and in-

country for as short a technical trainincj period as necessary.

It should be noted tha t  India  pays in hard cash for military

equipment and , therefore , must make purchases wherever equip-

ment is least expensive .

India possesses the largest merchant marin&~ on the sub—

continent with 275 ships of 2.6 million gross tons. Half

of the ships are less than eight years old . Her overseas

trade was val ued at three b i l l ion dol lar s in 197 2 .  Indi a

ranks seventh in world annual fishing catch.46 Both of

these industries are expanding .

Even though India has formed l inks wi th the Sov iet Union

via the 1971 Indo—Soviet Friendship Treaty and most of her

fore ign  arms purchases are from the Sov iet Un ion , India  is

strongly determined to remain non-aligned and to be a reg ional

power in her own right. Additionally, the Indians have main-

tained an independ ent defens e poli cy free of Soviet influence .4’

The maintenance of the fourth largest army in the world and

an ever growing economy , navy and merchan t marine  poin t to

these conclusions , at least on a regional level in the near

future. India also has the capability of becoming a nuclear

power were it in her interest to do so.

This goal of Indian great power status should be sup-

ported by the Uni ted States. A strong India would wish and

mi ght well be able to reduce Soviet presence and ini l ee l create
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a natural counterbalance in the Indian Ocean. So far India

has rejected probable Soviet overtures for base rights in

India or on remote Indian islands - a further indication

that India expects to set an independent course in foreign

policy . The Soviets have , however , received docking rights

at Vishakhapatnam .48 This adds to the docking arrangements

the Soviet Navy has in Singapore , Somali , and in both Yemens.

Pakistan. Pakistan emerged battle-scarred from the Indo-

Pakistani War having lost half her nation with the establish-

ment of Bangladesh . During the war , Pakistan suffered a

major naval defeat losing some 34 warships , including two

destroyers , one frigate and two submarines. India lost but

one frigate sunk by a Pakistani submarine .49

Since that time the Pakistanis have been attempting to

reorganize what is left of their country, and they have made

some progress , particularly in the economic field .5° The

major obstacles to peace however , between the two neighbors ,

India and Pakistan , are the Pakistan i war prisoners still held

by India and the Kashmir dispute .

In March 1973 the United States relaxed its embargo on

arms to both India and Pakistan , with Pakistan the principal

benefactor because of the imbalance resulting from the Indo—

Pakistani War .5’ Very little of the released equipment however

included naval armaments.
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The Pakis tanis , on their own , have bee n upgrading their

remaining destroyers and frigates with surface—to—surface

missi. es. Future expansion of the navy will probably hinge

on fur ther economic improvements and new sour ces of mi li tary

aid.

As to al l iance systems , Pakistan dropped out of the South—

east Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) after the J s s  of F ’~~t

Pakistan , although her participation was minimal pr ior  to

this time because of lack of mi l i tary suppor t f rom SEATO

during the Indo—Pakistani Wars in 1961 arid 1965. She is still

a member of the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO)

It is clear that with her new closer association with

China and her own self-interests in the sub—continent ,

any fu tu re  mil itary assistance f rom Pakis tan in time of war

is questionable . Pakistan , l ike Iran and other United Stat es

trea ty members , have themselves , for  good reason , ques t ioned

what kind of support the United States would provide an d wha t

would be an Americ an commitment. As a consequence , Pak i stan

has had to look elsewhere and through other ar ran gemen ts for

security (ergo China ), even including new and modern armaments .

But a re la t ively  strong Pakis tan should contr ib ute to stab i l i t y

in the Indian Ocean by counterbalancing indian power and pre-

ven ting e i ther  China  or the Sovi et Unio n from ga in ing  hegemony

in the Asian sub-continent. A viable Pakistan would also

ease the f ea r s  of ne ighboring coun tri es cf f u r ther regi ona l
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political instability and serve as a stumbling block to expan-

sionist aims, political or otherwise , in the Indian Ocean

area.

Iran. The Shah of Iran has been concerned primarily with

the security of the Persian Gulf and the shipping lanes therein .

Although Iran is capable of protecting the Persian Gulf area ,

protection of the sea lanes outside of the Gulf remains a

potential problem. Sixty or more tankers pass through the

Strait of Hormuz daily. The Persian Gulf is an area that

could in the future become vital to the “nat ional  interest

of every major industrial power. ”53

The Strait of Hormuz is guarded by three small islands in

the Persian Gulf: Abu Musa , and the Great and Little Thumb

Islands. Fearing occupation of the island s by a foreign

power , which could result in choking off Iranian oil exports ,

the Shah sent troops to occupy the islands in November 1971

after negotiations had failed to bring the Islands under

Iranian control.54 (See Figure 12.)

Iran is a member of CENTO . Although the Shah is strongly

pro-Western and a supporter of CENTO , he fea r s  tha t CENTO wi l l

not go to the aid of a member country in case of local con-

f l i c t, as was the case with Pakistan. R. M. Burrell summarizes

this situation as follows :

In other words , the Shah had begun to realize in the
early 1960s that although the defense of Iran was
assured in the face of any overriding Soviet threat ,
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local disputes which could seriously affect Iran ’s
interests might not generate the necessary Western
support , and that Iran had therefore better be able
to defend its own interests. Any reduction in
Iranian—Soviet tension would be welcomed in so far
as it gave Teheran greater freedom for diplomatic
maneuver and initiatives elsewhere ,55

As a consequence , Iran would probably welcome an increased

American naval presence in the Indian Ocean , as woul d many of

the other pro—Western states in the region . Should Soviet

presence in the Indian Ocean threaten the oil sea lines,

Iran may take it upon herself to establish a stronger Iranian

naval presence in the Arab ian Sea , either alone or possibly

in conjunction with either Pakistan or India , or both. Cer-

tainly such a naval coalition would be of strategic benefit

to the United States.

The Iranian Navy is relatively modern and still increasing.

Most of the ships are small fast un its primarily for  use in

the Persian Gulf and in the Caspian Sea. A s stated , the

Iranians are primarily concerned with the security of the

Persian Gulf—Arabian Sea area . As a consequence , Iran is

making substantial arms purchases to modernize and expand

her military and naval forces. This shopping list includes:

— 700 helicopters

- 8 destroyers, 4 frigates , 12 high-speed
gunboats and 2 repair ships

- 14 new }{overcraft to add to what is
already the world’s largest operat ional
Hovercraft fleet

— 2 new air—sea bases 56
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These new armaments should give Iran a formidable military

force in the area , especially with its two new military

complexes at Bandar Abbas and Chah Baha r in the Per sia Gulf

and Gulf of Oman respectively. (See Figure 12.)

The Shah is also deep ly con cerned wi th political develop-

men ts in Pakis tan , A rab ter ror i sm and liberat ion movemen ts ,

and the weakness of the rich little Arab kingdoms in the area.

The fear  is that these countr ies  wi l l  collapse from poli tical

turmoil and China , India , the Soviet Union and Af ghan istan

will “pick up the pieces. ” 57

Iran has maintained good relations with the Soviet Union .

This has been primarily through economic and military equip-

ment trade agreements which have provided markets for both

countries.  But wha t is probably more im oortan t, is tha t as

Iran ’s economy and mode rn i zation proceed she w i l l  he be tter

capable of handl ing her own defense r equir ements and making

her presence more strongly felt in the Indian Ocean . Above

all , Iran has the will to do so.

Indones ia .  Indonesia is strategically located between

the eastern end of the Ind ian  Ocean and :he western Pac if ic

guarding the Straits of Malacca along with Singapore and

Malaysia. Indonesia is theref ore both an Indian Ocean and

P a c i f i c  power wi th its is lan d comp lex of well over 3000

islands stretching l ike a necklace over a total d i s t anc e of

3400 miles , a brea d th  of 1250 m i les , an d covering a total

190

~~~~~~~~ _ _ _  
—-- ———- — -— - -—--- -- a—- -—S——-. -



r ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

sea area of almost four million square miles. Add itionally,

Indonesia has a population of well over 110 million and is

blessed with vast mineral resources adequ te to support

industrialization . As Malcolm Caldwell poin ts out :

It is quite clear that Indonesia must be by din t of
situation and dimensions alone a pow€ r to be reckoned
with in South—East Asia , the Pacific and the world .
If her leaders can find the key to economic develop-
ment Indonesia might one day become a great power.DB

This potential status might, however , be jeopardiz ed by the

lack of homogenuity of this vast nation of islands.

Since Sukarno ’s removal in February 1967 , Indo nesia has

steered a neutral course , albeit a more pro—Western one , in

order to receive financial aid , foreign investments and

credits for development. Since 1967 , the United State s has

provided Indonesia with military advisors and aid to modernize

the Indonesian armed forces and billions of dollars to upgrade

Indonesian bases.59 Indonesia also joined Singapore , Malaysia ,

Thailand and the Philipp ines in forming the Association of

South—East Asia States (ASEAN) and has since assumed a leading

role as spokesman for the organization .60 Indonesian member-

ship in ASEAN was speci f ica l ly  directed at e s t a b l i s h i n g  good

relations with her neighbors and mobilizing economic and

political power rather than military power to influence

future events in Southeast Asia . This position was spelled

out by Suharto in his address to the House of Representatives

in August 1969 when he stated “ tha t h is f oreign pol icy pos ition
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with respect to nonalignment and Indonesia ’ s hope to play a

major role in world affairs had not changed. ” The first

task , however , was to strengthen the economic base of the

cou n try an d to main tain stab ility in th .~ region .
6’

Indonesian def en se policy is rooted in the army “for

strengthening of the civil administration and defense of the

nation .” The navy and the air force suppor t the a~

Indonesia had the most sizable indigenous navy in South AE~ia

during the Sukarno era .  These shi ps were primarily of Sc\ i t

origin and included one SVERDLOV Class cruiser and nun~eroL.~

destroyers and submarines. Lack of spare parts , maintenance

and technical expertise resulted in the gradual deterioration

of many of the fleet units. As a consequence many of the

major units have been scrapped or cannibalized tb provide

spares for  operational un its . The rema i n ing naval  fo rce ,

although s t i l l  substant ial , is used p r i m a r i l y  fo r polic ing

the nat ion ’s numerous islands. Consequently, naval forces ,

at least for th e ne ar f utur e, will be centered around small ,

f a s t, well-armed patrol boats.

Further complicating her defense requirements , Indonesia ’s

Arch ipelago Doctr ine o f 19 57 declar ed “ that all waters ly ing

between the island ’s of Indonesia ” were Indonesian territory,

includ ire par~ of the Straits of Malacca . The Doctrine allowed

fr eevr ~ o~ passage “prov ided tha t it d id no t endan ger Indonesia ’s

securi ty or damage its interests. ”63 w ith the increased
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traffic of shipping , particularly supertankers enroute to

Japan , the restrictions on passage through tndonesia ’s

straits may require additional naval power to defend the

Doctrine , should a major power attempt to force the issue .

So far there have been only loud protests from the world ’s

shipping powers.

Indonesia ’s future lies in putting her own house in

order politically and economically and in achieving regional

leadership before venturing into a bigger arena . Neutrality

and the maintenance of communications links with all blocs

f or markets and credits will more than likely be the modus

~~~ randi of Indonesian foreign policy . As lonq as Indonesia

remains non—aligned and pro—Western in outlook in achieving

these foreign policy goals , the United States should continue

its low level assistance to Indonesia ’s economic and polit±cal

development and will doubtless respect the role that Indonesia

wishes to play in the region . Indonesia ’s close association

with the fifty—five governments in the proclaimed Non-Aligned

Group should contribute to keeping the Group ’s rhetor ic , and

indeed actions , within the parameters of reality .

Australia. Australia is an island continent that, l ike

Indonesia, also sits between the Indian and the Pacific Oceans

stretching east and west 2400 miles with a total land mass of

almost three million square miles. Justus M. van der Kroef

brings attention to the fact that:
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Aus t r a l ia ’ s strategic location becomes obviots from
a glance at the map . She forms the end of a great
bridge from mainland Sou theas t Asi a i nto the Pac if ic ;
and in this age of rapid communica tion s, she is ideally
si tuated to control  ma jor access rou tes into the Indian
Ocean as well as the Pacific.64

Fur ther , Australia has vast mineral resources including the

world ’s third largest iron ore reserves and the world ’s

second largest bauxite reserves. b~ t dw -~ to ~~~ 1imi Lt~d

population (approximately 12.7 million) , Au stralia has hae

to look elsewhere for a strong nation to protect her national

security . it is in this context——at least until recently--

that the United States emerged as the “keystone ” to Australian

security planning after it became evident during Wcrld War II

that Great Britain could not defend Australia.65

As a result of this new alignment and new regional

defense  requiremen ts , Australia joined the following alliances:

ANZUS (1951 security treaty with New Zealand and the United

States) , ANZUK (1957 agreertent with New Zealand and United

Kingdom in the joint defense of Malaysia and Singapore)

and SEATO .

With the drawclown of United States participation in the

Vietnam War and with the advent of the enunciation of the

Nixon Doctr ine , changes in Austr a l i a n pol ic ies  an d ou tlook

have been taking place. B. A. Santamaria states that for

Southeas t Asia , the N ixon Doc tr ine

.means that some regional alliance is desired , whe the r
it is built around ASEAN , or the Commonwealth powers ,
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or a mixture of both . Since the United States clearly
understands that Australi~t is the only technically
advanced nation in the region , it would hardly be
surprising if it expected Australia to L.  the pivot
of whatever security arrangements can be elaborated...66

Perhaps it was with this understanding of Aus tra l ia ’s putative

role , that Prime Minister  Gorton , in September 1969 , speculated

that the Soviet presence in the Indian and Pacific Oceans

might assist Australia in promoting nonaggression pacts in

Southeast Asia . He said of the Soviet presence :

If such CSoviet) influence is exercised for helping to
relieve the international debt burden of such countries
as Indonesia , or other countries to bui ld up their
economic strength~ I cannot regard such action as inimical
to our interests.b7

Mr. Gorton ’ s statements may have been aimed at arriving

at a new security arrangement with the United States or at

best getting a clarification of the Nixon Doctrine at a time

when Anglo—American withdrawa l from the region seemed imminent.

Since no answer was forthcoming , the Gorton government under-

took to expand Australia ’s m il i tary posture and to develop

a f u l l  two ocean navy by the 19 80 ’ s. A t the same t ime,

Australia could still count on the American nuclear deterrence

in case of a Chinese nuclear threat.68

Austra l ia ’s need for  both a lar ger navy an d merchant

marine is again quite evident by looking at a map . With

few inland lines of communication , the bulk of trade and

commerce must go by sea . As a consequence , mos t of Austr a l i a ’ s

350-ship merchant fleet is engaged in coastal trade supporting
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industrial production , wi th only ~i f ew shi ps engaqed in in~~~r—

na t iona l  t r ade .  ~‘1ith the merchant fleet so engaged there is

l i t t l e  excess to provide  suppor t  fo r  t he  navy in t ime of

emergency.  The navy has  not set down any spec i f i c  f u n c t i o n s

or capabil i ties for itsel f . T. B . 1i11ar s u g g e s t s  a t  leas t

these f u n c t i o n s :

the defense  of con t i nen t a l  A u s t r a l i a , ~~~ espe : . :L ai ’  -j

those pa r t s  of p r imary  s t r a t e g i c  s i g ni f i c a~e -e ( tL~t
the centers  of popu la t ion , i n d u s t r y ,  and g o v e r n rn eut )

the de fense  of c o m m u n i c a t i o n  w i t h  o the r  count r ies ,
so f a r  as t h i s  is poss ible , bec ause A u s t r a l ia  d e p o rd s
on i ts exports  to pay for  e s sen t i a l  imports  of cap it a l
equipment  and on some key raw m a t e r i a l s , no t ab l y o i l;

the secur i ty  of coasta l  sh ipp inn  and t r ade , e s p e c i a l ly
coal (used in e l ec t r i c  power s t a t ions  and smel t ing  work~~)
and iron ore (t h e  basis cf  secondary i n d u s t r y)

the s e c u r i ty  of o f f s h o re  r i u h t s  to f i s h i n g , p e ar l i n g ,
and underseas  m i n e r a l  depos i t s. 69

Whether the p resen t  emphas i s  on e x p a n din g  the A u s t r a l i a n

Navy (at  the expense of the  a i r  f o r c e)  w i t h  e i g h t  a d d i t i o n a l

dest royers  and two s u b m a r i n e s  will be adequate  fo r  sea l i n e s

control  is q u e s t i o n a b l e , even though  alm ost all ships in the

f l e e t  w i l l  be he l i cop te r  equi pped . 70

A u s t r a l i a , as the  most  t ec h n i c a l ly advanced c o u n t r y  in

Southeas t  Asia , has the c a p a b i l i t y  of j o i n i n g  the  n u c l e a r

c l u b .  However , her  nuc l ea r  deve lopmen t  has not progressed

as qu ick l y as In d i a ’ s and Japan ’ s. 71 Reg iona l  l e a d e r s h i p ,

if i t  resu l t s  in compe t i t i on  w i t h  these  two p o t - er s , m i g h t

r equ i r e  A u s t r a l i a  to  a c cel e r a te  her n uc ’ear  u r o g r a m s ,
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especially those dealing with peaceful purposes. Although a

signatory to the Non—Proliferation Treaty , Australia should

not ignore this side of nuclear technology should India ,

Japan or some other regional power develop them first.

Albeit a part of Asian world , Australians had always

considered themselves otherwise. E. H, Dar comments :

Australia has always been an Occidental island in an
Oriental sea. As they formulate defense policies ,
Australia must try to see themselves and Asia—-
through Asian eyes and face the hard reality that the
present prevailing sentiment throughout Asia is anti—
western. 12

Perhaps because of a new awareness of her Asian identity ,

the first Labor government under a new Prime Minister ,

Gough Whitlam , was elected in December 1972. He immediately

took a stance less dependent on the United States, “ less

military oriented and not open to suggestions of racism .” 7 3

Upon taking office , Mr.  Whi t l am : sen t a strong personal

letter to President Nixon protesting the December 1972

bombing of Hanoi ; established dip lomatic rela tions with  Chin a ,

North Vietnam and East Germany ; ordered remaining Australian

forces home from Vietnam ; petitioned to the International

Court of Justice to stop French nuclear testing at Mururoa

Atoll in the South Pacific; supported a neutralized zone in

Southeast Asia; called an end to the draft; and abolished

“white ” Australia. Further , Mr. Whitlam ’s actions seemed

to be moving Australia away from traditional ties with

Britain and the United States.74
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In an interview in March 1973 , Prime Minister Whitlam

laid out the direction of his foreign policy , as follows :

Regional cooperation will be one of the keystones
of Aus t r a l i a ’s fore ign pol icy  for  th e ‘70s. We
shall be charting a new course with less emphasis
on military pacts. It will be based on an inde-
pendent outlook in foreign affairs and will be
directed toward a new regional community to help
free the region of the great power rivalries that
have bedeviled its progress for decades . -

(On relations with the United States)...our mandat
and duty to ma intain the American alliance was equaliy
clear . This we will do. But friendship does ~ nf
require Australia to be subservient.75

In May,  trade with communist nations was resumed ,76

and on 6 June , at New Delhi , the Prime Minister stated tha t

he was requesting a modification to the Australian-U .S. base

agreements which do not run out until 1988. Additionally, he

promised to work closely with Prime Minister Indira Gandhi of

India “to work for the creation of a ‘zon e of peace ’ in  the

Indian Ocean , ‘f ree  from interna tional ten sion s, great unt~er

revalries and military escalation .” In this regard , M r .

Whitlam felt that SEATO was no longer meaningful as its oriu in ai

objective of containing China was o~utdated in view of i~ pro’ ed

relations with China . He p~ ferred the establishment of a non-

military type regional orqanization for consultation either by

expansion of the membership of ASEAN or on the model of the

Organization of American States. 77

As a resul t  of these ne~-: policy approache s, crave th’~uhts

have been raised within nrighborinq governments as to what

198 - 

-~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —



direction Australia will follow in the future. In New Zealand ,

the new Labor Government of Prime Minister Norman E. Kirk has

followed a similar policy course as the Australians, moving

towards greater Asian identity and contributing to the develop-

ment of emerging nations in order to improve stability in the

region. The Kirk government was , however , less enthus ias tic

about giving up its commitments to the present three military

all iances (SEATO , ANZUS , and ANZUK) for the types Australia

was recommending . Although Mr. Kirk had said earlier that

“ SEAT O was not a factor  in New Zealand ’ s defense ,” his  Defense

Minister stated at the March 1973 SEATO conference that

“New Zealand is withdrawing from nothing .” Rather , he expressed

the hope that SEATO would remodel itself to cope with the

presen t changing wor 1d environment.78 New Zealand , l ike

Austra l ia , wishes to expand economic cooperation and trade in

Southeast Asia as a key to stability, but at a lower level.

Australian policies have also affected Singapore .

Whereas New Zealand will continue to meet its defense com-

mitments——albeit at a possibly reduced level--Australia

will only provide logistics personnel to support New Zealand

ground troops in Singapore and Malaysia. Combat troops will

be deployed for training exercises only .79

Fearing loss of military support from both New Zealand

and Aust ra l ia , Singapore , in December 1972 , decided to

initiate a major defense buildup to protect her 225-square mile
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republ ic .  T h i s  p rogram c a l l s  f o r  doubl ing  the  s ize  o~ the

air force an d ad d in g six loca l l y  bu i l t  mi ssile gunboa t s  to

the fleet. Singapore ’s Defense Minist~ r Goh Eong ~~W ( - e

remarked that to remain neutral like Sweden o~-ant “arming...

to the teeth .”8°

And within her capability this apte ars to he t h e  v o y

Singapore wi l l  go.

During Vice President Spiro T. Agnew ’ s visit to Sinyaue-

in Febru ary 197 3 , Singapore ’ s Prime Minister T e e  Kuan Yew

strongly supported retention of United States bases in

Thailand to deter Communist expansion in the Krah Peninsula

and Singapore . In May , Prime Minister Lee further recommende~

the formation of an allied air—naval t a sk  force to m ci- d

United States , Japa n , Australia and other Asian forces in

order to keep ope n the I n d i an an d Pac i f ic Oceans and t ’

ac t as a counter to in creas in q Soviet  naval  presence in the

area. 81

The pro-Western Prime Minister Lee has been mending

fences throughout Asia and seeking additional support i n

order to give Singapore a greater regional role and to inure’

the security of the island . As yet , he has not recoqnized

China and will probably be among the last to d3 so , heca~ se

Singapore is heavi l y pop u la ted by Chinese. Recoonitior of

China could therefo’~e transform Singapore into an “out!cu t t

Peking . “82
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Many of the uncer ta in t ies  that  are developing in this

region because of Aus t ra l ia ’s new policies and the Nixon

Doctrine may be clarified once Prime Minister Whitlam visits

President Nixon . So far President Nixon has put off seeing

the new Australian Prime Minister perhaps because of his

irritation over the Whitlam December letter and Australia ’s

early recognition of China. Additionally , the President  may

feel that given time Australia will accept a larger regional

role in creating reg ional s tabi l i ty  in the spirit of the

Nixon Doctrine. Whether it is either one or a combination

of both these , key questions remain :

Is the establishment of a more active regional role

for  Austral ia , coupled with strained relation s with the

United States, in the best interests of the United States?

Although Australia has a sizable navy and air force ,

does she have the power base to compete effectively with the

ambitions of other regional powers? Manpower—wise she does

not. And , secondly ,  with such a vast coast line to defend ,

Australian naval and air forces might not be sufficient, as

presently p lanned , to adequately meet security requirements.

With a reduced military presence in Singapore and

Malaysia does Australia intend to maintain her forward

defense concept in the Malayan barrier?83

Is the Nixon Doctrine a viable solution for Australia

without American conventional weapons support?
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Perhaps some clue  to the r e so lu t ion  of the c u r re n t

Aus t r a l i an-Amer i can  r i f t  is to be found  in the 14 June  1973

statement of the new American Ambassador , Mar sha l l  Green ,

who suggested

tha t  the Uni ted  States was w il l i n g  to accept
that a l l ied  ‘ may sometimes have to take a
d i f f e r e n t  pa th’  toward common goals , prov ide d
that such diver~ ences did not ‘ups et the basic
relat ionship. ~8
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The P a c i f i c  Area

Within the paramett rs oL this paper , the Pacific Area

includes the Western Pacific and East 1~sia south tn Australia

and New Zealand . There are three great powers in this area :

Chins , the Soviet Union , and Japan. A thouqh not indigenous

to the area , the United S tat e s  is also as Asian : ower . In

his Report to the Cop~~ress dat d 3 M a y  1973 , P r e s ident  N~~xai

pointed this out, as fo l low s:

The United States has been part cd the Asian world
since we became involved in the China trade in
the early 19th Century, an d espec i a l l y after th-
Spanish—American War made the Philippines an American
responsibility . But after the Pacific phase of World
War II , our involvement in Asia deepened enormously.
Through bilateral and multilateral arrangements , we
became the guarantor of the security of many Asian
nations——from Japan and Korea a r o u n d  the  r im of As ia
to Thai land  and on sou thward to Aus tr a l i a  an d New
Zealand . We also became the principa l source of
economic and m i l i tary ass istance f o r  many countr ies
in the region . It is against the background of this
deep and broad involvemen t tha t As ia today has spec ial
meaning for  most Amer ica ns. 85

The Pacific Area also possesses other powers vy ing for

regional—power—by-courtesy status , because of the influence

they hope to project in a regional balance . These have been

discussed and incl ude Indone sia and Aus tral ia .

Figure  14 shows the nava l  p resence of all  these powers

in relation to each other and other Nth  power navies. It

should also be noted that the units listed for the United

States Seventh Fleet reflect an averaqe rather than present

levels which at one time hit a high limit of six carriers

and f i f t y  des tr oye r s dur in g the \‘ietn iii War. 86
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Uni ted  States  f o r e i g n  po l i cy  in A s ia  is hased on t he

Nixon Doctrine. Continued pr esence of the  U n i t e d  St a t e s  in

Asia as a major power is designed to contribute ~‘to the

crea tion of a stable f ramework of peace .” President Nixon

further pledged:

——to be steadfast and dependable in support of our
f r i e n d s ;

—— to continue to bear our fair share of the responsi-
b i l i t y  for  the sec u ri t y  of ou r a l l ies ;

——to develop , wi th rea l i sm and imag ina t ion , new and
mut u a l l y  ben e f i c ial rel ations wi th fo rmer adversar ies
in Asia;

—— to help,  within our limitations , the continued im-
pressive economic progress of one of the world’ s
most vital regions; and

——above all , to take every step within our power to
preven t the recurrence of conf l i ct in an area tha t
has known so much s u f f e r i ng an d sac r i f i ce  f or so
many centuries.87

The President concluded: “We can do no more . Ue would

not be true to ourselves or to our deej-est interests if we

did less. ”88 Therefore , one can concltde that the United

States will maintain its naval and air presence in Asia

for a long time to come even though ground force reductions

have been made in Vietnam , South Korea , and the Philipp ines.

The object of this naval and air presence is to maintain a

durable  par tner sh ip  and to pr omote economic and poli tical

stability within the area.

The Soviets also desire stabilit-~ , b i t a kind of stability

that will pave the way for Soviet object~~ves in Asia . The

Soviets seek to further consolidate and stronathcn Soviet

Asia and to expand influenc and trade in the Th ii 1 ~or I i .

L~ . ‘
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Faced with a recalcitrant , ambitious and ever stronger China ,

a Sino—American rapprochement , and the continued presence of

the United States Seventh Fleet , the Soviets have had to

create a semblance of detente in Europe in order to better

provide scarce resources for improved security on the Sino—

Soviet borders.

Relatively strong Soviet naval presence in both the

Indian and Pacific Oceans is an extension of this security ,

done to counter containment , and at the same time to contain

Ch ina (or any other power threatening instability not in the

Soviet interest). This naval presence also provides protec—

tion to the Soviet sea lines of communication between east

and wes t, a continuing problem for the Soviets. And last

of all , it is to suppor t Soviet in terests in Asia while at

the same time providing a balance against the United States

Seventh Fleet. As a top Soviet naval officer truculently

commented :

Among the United States Fleets , the 7th unquestionably
holds f i r st place for the intensity and duration of
its use in combat and for  the number , scale and gravi ty
of its crimes. Three years of aggressive action in
Korea , ten years of criminal adventures in Indochina ,
and provacative maneuvers along the shores of India and
Bangladesh comprise only part of the record of this
floating policeman of U.S . imperialism since the end
of the Second World War . 89

In the Pa ci f i c , as in other ocean s , the Soviet Navy is

handicapped because of difficult access to the sea lines.

Soviet access is indirec t, r equ i r ing  passage through waters
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of other states , not only throughout the Sea of Japan area ,

but even in the Malacca Straits area where they strongly

protested Jakarta ’s r etraction of f reedom of passage for  naval

vessels through the straits.9~-

Of the f i ve  major  power centers , two remain to be dis-

cussed : China and Japan .

China. Like the Soviet Union , China is essen ti a l ly  a

land power with long frontiers to defend against such

potential enemies as India and the Soviet Union . But unlike

the Soviet Union , China has free access to the sea along its

7,580 mile and island studded coast. China has had more

reliance on the sea than the Soviet Union because of poor

internal lines of communication within China due to topo-

graphic factors. Further , whereas the Soviets can concentrate

their defenses against attacks from the sea in limited areas ,

the Chinese must defend against seaborne attacks along almost

the entire length of their sea coast. As a consequence , the

Chinese surface navy is concentrated around her “mosquito

f lee t ” of some 530 shallow draft motor torpedo boats and

fast gunboats suited for short range operations for which the

Chinese coast is well suited .92

China was not even considered as a naval power until

recent years. Today some even consider the Chinese Navy to

be the world ’s third largest because of its large , re la t ively

modern submarine force and manpower of 150,000 officers and
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men. 93 Add iti o n a l l y ,  t he C h i i o ~se havy i~ o u n s id e r e d  by June ’ a

Fi ght ing  Shi ps to be U o i l dj i o at leas t:  t ! i l.ee n : 2  lear a t ta ck

submarines. There are non e who doubt that th in is p~~SSib le

for the near term , hut , then again , no one beli eved that the

Chinese would develop n u c l e a r  weapons  or b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e s

as qu ick ly as they  did . The Ch i ne se a~~c~ a ls o  ~ re:i’.e.l with

having some d i e s e l — p o w e r e d  b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e  i r U ~~ s Aun. ~~.

f i t t e d  out wi th  shor t  range missiles (350—300 ~~1i e 5~ .

It  is i n t e r e s t i n g  to note t h a t  in th e  la~~te i  p a r t  o~

the N i n e t e e n t h  C e nt u r y  the  Manch . Dyr.~~stl dec~~~ed to )u~~id

a modern navy for seaward )ef~~nse. An’) it wat a Tod~~rn

Chinese  Navy built around tvc: ironclad nattlesh~ ps that ret

w i t h  d e f e a t  a t  the harois of a rrrre e xp u r i e n c e - ~ T ap a n c E e  U~ 

in the Sin o — J a p a n e s e  War in ~~~~~~~ A irho igh ‘he Sh~ nese

r e b u i l t  t he i r  Na ’.” , it exist:o~ in nar cr. l y ,  n ~t the  de~~~re

to be a n a v a  power d id  r ’.r  b n .  In ~otr).or ~~~~~~~~ wh’ r. rh e

Amer ican  4 tn  Divis:cn of m e  Ar--cred :r ~i~~:r ~ ‘;~~~dr .r.  site

Amoy,  L i a r .g T ..n ?c r. (a l a t e r  - l i r t a t o r  ~ f S.-il r.a: ~s-~ ~ 
- c

Un i t e d  S t at e s  f o r  a s s i s t an c e  bLi lr l i r~ a :~c~~~~ n Ch : n E - s e

N avy . He a l s o  made the  s tat e ~~en t :

Yc c kn cw t h a t  h~~r.a ha s  nc e f f e : t : ’ e  nav~~. f o rce .
We w i s h  to s t a rt  t t . e h c : l d r n c~ of stror -: ~ h : n ese

Bat ‘,-~-as nct ant~~ i~~~- tri .~t the Shines~ coruT~ nc. i

bu i U  t~-:s m~ w n a v a l  ~c.,rce v . th  ~he r : a n s f ’~r
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-.c rr t ’~r r - ” o r. - a s  r n  ~ oe 

- - -  J



Soviet Union and the initiation of an indigenous naval ship-

building program. This was also the first time that the

Chinese ever owned a submarine .97

Although the Chinese have been primarily interested in

defense , Chinese warshi ps , mainl y destroyers  an d submar ines ,

commenced limited operations in the v i c i n i t y  of the A ndaman

Islands in the Indian Ocean in May 1970.98 Constru ct ion of

a naval base at Dar es Salaam on the coast of Tanzania in the

Indian Ocean is also being undertaken by the Chinese. Further

Chinese naval base construction is reported underway in the

Paracel Islands in the South China Sea , the ownership  of

which is claimed by South Vietnam , Taiwan and the Ph i l i pp ines

as w e l l .  The Chinese have even expanded the i r  i n t e r e s t s  to

the Medi ter ranean where they are ass i s t ing  Mal ta  w~~th the

bui lding of a new dry dock .99

Under Chairma n Mao s leadersh ip ,  the Chin ese Peop le ’s

Daily reported that China was embarking on a major shipbuilding

program , as follows:

Whether or not we vigorously str ive to develop the
shipbuilding indus t ry  and bui ld a powerful  navy
as well as a mighty maritime fleet is an important
issue , depending on whether  or not we want  to ( 1)
consolidate our national defense ; ( 2 )  s t r eng then
the dictatorship of the proletariat; (3) liberate
Taiwan and finally unify our motherland; (4) de-
velop the freight business and marine products
en terprises ; ( 5 )  bui ld soc ia l i sm;  and ( 6 )  suppor t
the world revolution .1-00

G. Waring Herrick derives two naval strategic missions

from this statement:
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( 1) to pr ot ec t  coas ta l  s h i pp i n g ,  an d . ( 2 )  to protect
the coast a g a i n s t  seab orne  a s s a ul t , ~-Therher by a i r
or mi s s i l e  a t ta c k , a r t i l l e r y  sc el l ing , or amphib ious
invas ion . These C oo nt i t o t e  th e  min imum s t r a t e g i c
defense requirements to he afforded by nava l power
to any country with a sea frontier. Thus , develop-
ment of an effective Chinese navy of coastal sub-
ma r ines , coastal patrol , antisubmarine ships , and
coastal  a v i a t i o n  can scarcely be i n t e r p re t e d  as o the r
than a legitimate effort to carry out the fi~~nt. of
the objectives. ’01

The propaganda a spec t s  ifi a bs or b in ~j Taiwan arid expioit~~r :.

world revolution are not high on Red China ’ s d e n c a tor

action , a l though  the Chinese have been ‘c ’~rtinq sy m p a f h e t i

na t ions  and e x p a n d i n g  t h e i r  i n f l u e n c e  w i t h  econ cr Ic assis-

tance and t rade agreements  w i th  t w e n t y — f o u r  n a t i o n s  in  !~f ri c a .

These e f f o r t s  have been in areas i.ii~~re Western  and Soviet

posit ions have been eroding. 102 This  expansion of Ch inese

influence among Afro—Asian neutrals and uncommitted nations

has been possible becaus e Chin a has provid ed a mod - i  f o r

modern iza t ion  to the emerging na t ions  and I- as been c a u t i o us l y

wi l l i ng  to share her ach ievements .  Since C h i n a , too , is an

underdeveloped nat ion , she is a b l e  to t r i c r e s s  the em erg ing

nat ions with her deqree of economic p r o g re s s .

President Nixon ’s trip to Peking ir. J u l y  1971 , C h i n a ’ s

seating on the United Nations Security Counc i l  as the “ r ea l

China ” in October 1971 and the expulsion of Taiwan from the

United Nations gave implicit recognition to China as a great

power. This great power recoqnition coupled with a reduced

Uni t ed  S ta tes  c o n t a i n m e n t  p o l icy  has  p er m i t t e d  Ch ina  to
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has permitted China to emerge as a growing power center in

a mult ipolar  wor ld .

China has the largest land army in the world and is con-

sidered by some to have the third largest navy , ye t as of

this writing she has ignored the on—going arms limitations

talks. In any case , she has not been seriously i n :7 i t ’- d  to

participate . China apparently seeks parity with the super

powers before joining such talks.

It is clear that with less United States presence , t h e

Chinese will have a freer hand in exploiting the Sino—Soviet

rift. As President Nixon pointed out.

Another fac tor determ in ing Communist  Ch inese condu ct
is the intense and dangerous conflic t with the U.S.S.R.
It has its roots in the his torical development of the
vast border areas between these two coun tr ies. It is
aggravated by con temporary ideological ho stil ity ,  by
power rivalry and nationalist antagonisms .104

Improved relations with the United States was made

possible with the reduction of U.S. involvement in Vietnam ,

which eased Chines e fea r s  as to the possible loss of Nort h

Vietnam as a buffer state against a strong United States.’°5

The Chinese were probab ly also relieved that in this “era

of negot ia t ions” that a Soviet-American detente was not made

at their expense.

The growth of both the Soviet Union and Japan in the

Far East jeopardize s Chin ese securi ty and i t  seems only

na tu r a l  t ha t  China  wou ld f ee l the t ime was r ipe f o r  imp rov ed

relations with the United Sta tt s , China ’s historic supporter.
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As a resul t  of the N ixon v is i t  to Pek ing the two power s

issued a statement which announced to the world that the great

wall of isolation built around China was beg inning to

crumble. The joint communique declared :

——progress toward the normalization of relation
between China and the United States is in the interests
of all coun tries ;

--both wish to reduce the danger of international
m i l i t a ry  conf l i ct;

-—neither should seek hegemony in the Asia-Pacific
region and each is opposed to efforts by any other
country or group of countries to establish such
hegemony ; and

-— neither is prepared to negotiate on behalf of any
third party or to enter into agreements or under-
standings with the other directed at other sta tes. 3-°6

Fear of increased Soviet naval pr esence in th e Pac if ic

may be another reason why the Chinese have sought a modus

vivendi with the United States and are indeed encouraging

the United States to remain in Sou the ast Asia and the Far

E ast , as has been reported )-07 Should the Un ited State s

suddenly reduce its presence in th e Far Eas t, the Soviets

would automatically become the dom in ant na val power .

Napoleon once said : “Let China sleep ; when shc’ awakens

the world will be sorry .”l-°8 Only time can prove the truth

of these words. But for the present , China has entered

into world a f f airs and into an in terna tional  and r e ci o n al

balance of power environment in which the great and super-

powers w i l l  be vy ing for  power p o s i t i o n s .
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~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Japan emerged from the Second World Ni r a defeated

nation . By 1968 she had become the third ranking industrial

power in the world. This rap id rise of Japanese industriali-

zation has been due to two factors. One is the U.S. Japanese

Mutual  Security Treaty of 1951 which freed Japanese resources

and energies from defense requirements. The second factor

is that  Japan real ized that , because of the first , She coc~ d

gain tha t wealth and status she craved through commerc ial

rather than mili taristic means.

An island nation , Japan ha s a popula tion of over 100

million and few resources. As a consequence , Japan must

live by the sea and trade using her own wits. And it is for

these reasons that Japan has built the largest national

merchant marine in the world and possesses one of the world ’s

most modern major shipbuilding industries. One writer com-

mented : “ ...Japan. . . .is the largest builder of oil tankers ,
and it may soon ou tstr ip  a l l  its comp eti tors in the f ield

of maritime transport.”°9

Japan today is a superpower in the economic d imension .

Between 1968 to 1971 her expor ts t rade grew twenty  percent

per year. In 1971 alone , her world t rad e surp lus was $9

billion.110 This extensive trade , no t onl y wi th Western and

non—aligned powers , but also with communis t  n at i o n s , has

allowed Japan to expand her political involvement world—wide .

President Nixon commen ted on Japan ’ s new status , as f o l l ows :
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Japa n ’s emergence is a political ~~ct of erormous
importance. Japan is now a major tactor in the in-
terna t iona l  sys tem , and her conduct is a major deter-
minent of its stability .111

Thi s sta tement , al thou gh true , when coupled with the

d o — i t — y o u r s e l f  aspect of the Nixon  D o c t r i n e  seems ana logous

to the mother robin forcing baby robin out of thk~; jest

telling it that it was now old enough to fly u i~~ t en d  for

i t s e l f .  The impact of t h i s  policy  in a m u l t i polar wor ld

seems likely to be the revival of a l l  the old f e a r s  and

balancing them off against one another while the Uni ted

Sta tes ret ires to the balancer ’ s position . One might also

conclude that President Nixon intends to give Japan a freer

hand in world affairs, less tied to the Uni ted Sta tes , wh en

he further stated in his Report to Congress:

Japan ’s foreign policy will continue to be shaped
by her uni que prospectives , purposes and styl e .
Japan has interests of her own , of which she herself
wil l  be the u l t ima te  judge . Our foreign policies
will not be identical or inevitably in step. What
will  present our al l iance in the new era is not the
r ig id i ty  of policy , but a continuing consciousness of
the basic interest in stability which we have in common...

Japan ’ s fo re ign  policy is for  Japan to dec ide .  Both
her securi ty  and her economic i n t e r e s t s, however , l ink
her des t iny  f i r m l y to that of the free world .1’2

Although Foreign Minister Masavoshi Ohira stated in

late August 1972 that Japan desired more freedom of action

and less dependence on the United States , Japan t,kes a dim

view of this new role in which she has been cast. Japan ’s

intent is probably in the direct ion of i ncr ea se d  t r a d e
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world—wide without major politic,il invo Lvement. Add itionally,

the three “N ixon shocks ” have Caused the Japanese to make a

further reassessment of United States support. The first

“ shock” was the Presiden t ’s surprise visit to China w i t h o u t

prior consultation with Japan. The Japanese might have sus-

pected Sino—American collusion against Japan.11- 3 Fh€-

probably felt that the United States wanted to counter

rising Japanese dominance in Asia . Additionally, the Japanese

might have been fearful on an outcome of what appeared to be

a new friend or thrust of United States foreign policy away

from the familiar and confortable to the new and unpredictable.

Just feel ing less important to the United States wa s probably

enough to cause a “ shock . ”

The second “ shock” was the new economic pol icy commencing

in 1971 aimed at reducing Japanese imports into the Uni ted

States. The imbalance in this bilateral trade is , accord ing

to President Nixon , the “most urgent issue in U.S. — Japanese

relations today . . ~~~~~~~~~~~~ The last “ shock” was the two devalua-

tions of the dollar which increased the value of the yen by

thirty—five percent.

This newl y found independence may place Japan in a be tter

bargaining position to negotiate a peace treaty with the Soviet

Union for the return of four of the southern Kurile Islands

(Etorofu , Kanash i r i , Shikotan  and Habom i island s) which the

Soviets took as a result of World War II . A l though the Soviets
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would be ext remely  h e s i t an t  to r e t u r n  these i s l a n d s , because

of their  s t ra tegic  va lue  is a n a t u r a l  b a r r i e r  to V l a d i v o s t o k

and the Seas of Japan and Okhot sk , they  mi .~~ht  do so i n

exchange fo r  Japanese c red i t s  and t echn ica l  a s s i s t ance  or

j u s t  to reduce their potential enemies by one in t h e Far

Eas t .

In the naval  a rena , the Japanese y a rj t ~~nie De~ e r s -  Cor~’e

is the larges t  navy among the non—communi s t  c o u n t r i e s  (dis-

counting A u s t r a l i a ’ s carriers ) . Additionally, Jap:~r h as

the technical  base and shipb u i l d i n g  i nd u s t ry  to b u i l d  l a m er

ships , including nuclear powered , should it be in her interest

to do so. it is apparent  that  the la rger  role  P re s i d e n t

Nixon has given Japan is a mandate  to increase  her n e c  to

a level and type tha t  Japan m i g h t  cons ide r  n e ces s a r y  for  her

secur i ty  and fore ign  pol icy goals .  This  migh t even ~x t en d

to nuclear weapons , since the Japanese , like all other American

allies , have come to the conclusion that , in some conceivable

future emergencies , the United States nuclear c o m m i t m e n t  might

fail them . Nevertheless, thus far , despite a booming econe’m, ’ ,

there has bee n much opposi tion in Japan ese gove rnm ent ci rc les

for increased defense spending.115

In the face of this dilemma of cmv sition to arminG on

the one hand and insecurity because of the i nhe ren t u n c e r t a I n t y

in the Nixon Doctrine on the other hand , Japan was reported

to have prepared i t s  f i r s t  d e f e n se  p lae  s ince  ~-?e r l d  t ’Jar T I .
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Japan foresees two possi ble types of attacks because of her

vulnerabi l ity .  One is an ai r b o rn e  type a t tack from the Soviet

Union (similar to th e 1968 invas ion of Cz echoslovakia ) . The

second type would be in terna l  insu rgen cy fomented by China .

If American m i l i t a ry  ass i s tance  was not fo r thcoming  in the

former case , it was said t h a t  Japan would surrender. The

proposed defense  plan does not cal l  for  sending forces abroad ,

has no provisions for  nuc lear  weapons , and doe s not cal l  for

expansion of the m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s .  The Navy ’ s role is lim ited

under the plan to protecting por ts an d delaying enemy seaborne

re inforcement .  116

One reason why Japan might opt for  a larger navy is to

protect her v i ta l  tanker  sea lanes  in the Ind ian  Ocean and

through the Malacca and Sunda S t r a i t s .  In November 1971 ,

Malaysia  and Indonesia claimed 12—mile  t e r r i to r i a l  l imi ts

and e f f e c t i v e l y  made these s t r a i t s  t e r r i t o r i a l  wa te r s .

Although innocent passage is s t i l l  al lowed for  some vessels ,

tankers over 200 , 000 deadweight  tons (because of t h e i r  deep

d r a f t)  are barred f r o m  pass ing  through the Malacca  S t r a i t s ,

and fo re ign  warships must  have transit permission from

Indonesia in advance .  Tokyo protested the  act ion because of

the r e su l t i ng  longer voyage requi red  of Japanese t a n k e r s ,

which ca r ry  n ine ty  percent  of Japan ’ s oil supp ly f rom the

Middle East.117 it should  be noted , however , tha t  the pro-

test was probably 
~L2 forma since Japanese super tankers
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have been usin g the Sund a St rai ts because of the dangerous

passage through Malacca.  Should Indonesia  close a l l  of her

s t ra i t s  to Japanese shipp ing , a strong naval  fo rce  mi ght  be

use fu l  to pressure Indones ia .  B. A. Santamaria suggests

that  since th is  area is of s t ra teq ic  and commercial  va lue

to both Japan and Aus t r al i a , it would behoove both to act in

concert in defend ing  and controlling the Straits.118

Another spur to Jap an ’ s rap id rearmin g might  be to

fores ta l l  any Sino-American unde r s t and ing  at Japan ’ s expense.

In s t r ik ing some kind of balance , Ja pan might  more closely

cooperate w i th  the Soviet Union , possibly de fea t ing  the

purpose of a Nixon balance . Perhaps the Soviets perceive

such a s i tuat ion. On 20 March 1972 , Soviet pa r ty  leader

Leonid Brezhnev made the fo l lowing  sta tement :

Complete normal iza t ion  of Sino-Japanese relation s
is in complete accord wi th  not only the in te res t s
of both peop le , but also peace and secur i ty  in the
P a c i f i c  and Far East region . l]- 9

The increasing economic and technical cooperation between

the Japanese and the Soviet Union definitely points to nor-

malization of relations. How deeply Japan will allow itself

to get involved wi th  the Soviets in t rade agreements  and in

search of nearby oil  and m iner al resources onl y time will

tell. More than likely , Japan will proceed along the cou rse

suggested by George G. Thomson :
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As Japan cannot  dominate  the P a c i f i c  to e n s u r e
her na t i ona l  i n t e r e s t s, her s t r a t egy  must  he to p lay
her par t  in p r e v e n t i n g  i t s  domina t ion  by any of the
great  powers , and to work fo r  a consor t ium of the
great  powers to which she would have a claim to belong
and in which her voice would be heard.120

Commenting on Japan ’s di lemma , the Japanese newspaper

Nthon Keizai Shimbun stated after the Nixon—Tanaka Conference

at Honolulu in August-September 1972:

The relationship between Japan and Ch ina is l ike
opening up a road where there is no road . The relation-
ship between Japan and the Sovie t Union is l ike pav ing
a road that has alread y been opened . And the rela-
tionship between Japan and the United States is like
repairing a h ighway .121

2 2 2
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CHAPTER VI

THE ON-GOING ARMS TALKS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS ON STRATEGY

The empiric evidence is that arms control , and in

particular naval arms limitations remains a labyrinth .

Just as arms races are inexorably  t i ed  up in p o l i t i c a l ,

economic , and strategic considerations , so too ~~~ arms

l imitations deep ly tied up in pol i t i ca l, economic and stra-

tegic implications. The quest for peace and world stability

to achieve security for  one nation may,  in f a c t , resu l t  in

a perceived lack of security in ano ther .  Mor eover , some-

times this lack of security may become almost total insecurit~’

for a third nation . It is analogous to Oriental wall building --

in ancient times it was believed that the more defensive walls

or b u f f e r s  emp laced , the greater the security . Today, the

great powers protect themselves through option-building, the

“wal ls ” of Twent ie th  Cen tury negotia tions .

Another thing that should be clear by now is that history

and geography have a lar ge role to p lay in arms limitation s,

and technology has not transcenci. I either one . A nation --

and in p a r t i c u l a r  an i s land na t i on  —— t ha t  depends on the sea

for  its livelihood and as its f ir st l ine  of de f e n se may be

less willing to accept naval arms limitations agreements than

a power that does not depend on th  sea. Converse l y, a land

power with extensive borders to deferd against potential land

223

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . - - - -.-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --- *~~



—V ~~
— _-___-~~~~~~ . —__—— -_-_ .— —— —__-_-_-

—‘, _,—;L 
~~~~~

enemies might be just as hesitant to accept a~~ eemeflts on

land and air forces and ar m a m e n t s . Int& . cestinyly, a land

power may be eager to agree to naval urn s limitations in

order to reduce the projection and presence of naval powers

in areas of political interest of the land power. Sea powers

may also have the same objectives vis-a— ”is other sea ~~~~~~~~~~~~

The land power might even build a navy well over that i. .

required for defense against seaborne attack C L  protection

of national interests in order to confront the projection

and presence of a major seapower . This surplus ncval Strength

may then be used as a bargai ning chi p in arms control negotia-

tions to achieve some political , economic or strategic end .

Conversely , a sea power may do the same thing with land arIrLch

for  similar ends .

The poin t ~s that nations do not go into arms agreements

for altruistic reasons. Each has a motive , whether the nation

is an in i t iator or an attendee , and the motive might be as

simple as hearing what the other governments have to say .

Qui te of ten , as h i s t o r y  h as shown , one can also determine

at the negot ia t ing table the f e a r s  and mi l itary emph asis

of other nations and develop a strategy accordingly. As

Eugene Tarle’, a Soviet historian , so aptly con jec tured :

From time immemorial the idea of disarmament has
been one of the most popu l a r  mean s of dis semina t in g
the true motives and plans of governments. The ex-
planation of th is is very clear.. .Every proposal for
the limitation ot arrramt rits can always count on wide
popularity and support from world c’pinion 1
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Generally speaking , then , some at the majcr reasons why

nations enter arms control negotiations are as follows :

1. To gain some national advan tage .

2. To decrease armament budgets and spending , so that

funds saved can be applied in some othc r area for the general

good of the nation . Often as in the case of the Sovi~~ts today

so much of the national resource base is invested in the

armed forces and armaments that little is left for economic

or social development .

3. To gain comparability or parity in forces in respect

to potential antagonists.

4. To allay the fear of outbreak of war either due to

accident or miscalculation with catastrophic results. (Usually

limited to nuclear weapons).

5. To reduce the intensity of war initially, should it

occur , by lim it ing the level o~ armaments in peacetime .

6. To use the agreement in order to establish a status

so that gains can be made elsewhere. This might include

cheating in an arms buildup unbeknown to the other side.

7. To cause a slowdown of the other side ’s bu i l d u p  or

imp lementation of a weapons breakthrough by using delaying

tactics u n t i l  s imi la r  or more improv ed systems hav e been

developed .

8. To find out what the other side is thinking .

In order to see how such rea sons impac t on str a tegy ,

it is n~’cessary to  examine briefly the aims of thc t w

2 2 5
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superpowers in  arms contrc~ a~~ otiations , their negotiating

posi tions , the directions in whi ch arms lim itations ta lks

can go today , ar~J f i n a l l y  how the N ixon Doctr ine and the

balance of power affec t these ongoing negotiations.

Before proceeding , however , it must be pointed out

again that the emphasis here is on conventional naval weapons

systems . Another point that should be recognized is the

problem of asymmetry which exists between the Sov iet Union

and the United States.

Asymme t~ y

Asymmetry according to Webster ’s Dictionary means “wa nt

of.. .correspondence in size , shape , and re lative posi tion ,

of parts that are on opposite sides of a dividing line or

median plane .” And clearly there is a want of co rre spon denc a

between the Soviet Union and the United States in the sphere

of arms control , and they have imp lica tions both in negotia-

tions and on strategy.

1. Land Power vs Sea Power. The Soviet Union is a land

power , self-contained and not necessarily dependent on the

sea. Conversely, the United St a tes is a sea power -- or

better put , a sea—logistics nation — —  much more dependent on

sea lines of commun ica tion for  trade , commerce , and defense .

As a land power and with their  form of government the Sovie t

Union can control their own population and contiguous allies
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in the Warsaw Pact a rea .  H o wev er , t her e  are i~-.dic-ations

t h a t  domest ic  problems in these areas  m ay he p u s h i n g  t tie

Soviet Union into some kind of accommodation ~ i h t h e  We st .

2. Intelligence. The United St, tes is at a disad”9n—

tage in this area because the Soviet defense programs and

budget are not a mat ter of public record . i’ons~’u ’n  n + ‘
“ . ~~~~~~~~

classes of warships , ship improvemen ts , or ne’~-.’ w V .  iT ~‘r

not discovered until they are spotted at sea or bi’; en ou i-~.

(such as the KIEV )  to spot by s a t e l l i t e  a f t e r  they h a ’  ‘.- 0- en

almost completely laid down in a shipyard . On the’ ether

hand the Soviets  need onl y pick up the New York Times,

Aviat ion  Week or the Wash ington  Post to learn a lmost  our

every move in warship  bu i ld ing pr ogra ms , ship improvement

programs and weapons sy stems. The amount of information

disseminated through advertising in vro!essional journals

alone is phenomenal. Tr. additi on it is very difficult to

make special d e p l n v m e n t c  or to in t roduce  c a p a b i l i t i e s  with-

out the p re s s  r ev ’~r t i n g  i t .. W hi l e  he Soviets know a lm o s t

e v e r y t h i n g  about  ~‘n i t ’~d S t a t e s  p l ans  and programs , the

United States is left wondering w h i t  the other side is dom e

and whether they  are l i v i n g  up  to their agreements .

3. Seman t i c s .  S e m a n t i c s  poses a p r o b l em  in n a”a l  dis-

cussions as t h r e  are d i f f e r e n c e s  in  S o v i e t —Am e r i c a n  word

usage app licable to ship  type , si z , and  sh i m m i s s i o n s .

Uni ted  S ta tes  w ar s h i p s  of 8000 tons  are called destroyers ,

2 2 7
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while Soviet ships ot 6000 tons ate called cruirers . Even

the weapons systems art built f o r  i j f f  er ent  v ur p o s es .  rp he

Soviet  Navy  is h e a v i l y equi ppt wit :h ship—to—ship missiles ,

for example , whereas the United states N a vy  is j u s t  g e t t i n g

into th is  f i e l d . On top of al l  t h i s , t i e  m i s s i o n  of the

U n i t e d  S ta tes  Navy gene ral  purpose  fo rces  is o f f t n s i v e , whec eas

• the Soviet general pu rpo se f o i ces are b u i l t  fo r  d et : -ns~~ve

mis sions .

Another factor in semantics is that the Soviets consiser

anything that can deliver a weapon from a long range against

the Sovie t Union as “ strategic. ” Th e r e f ore , a carrier and

its aircraft —— with or without nuclear weapons -- is termed

strategic. And any ship-to-ship r ship-to-air missile that

can also go shi p-to-shore might also he labeled strategic by

the Sovie ts .

On the propa ganda f ron t , semantics plays a major role

as well. For instance , w h a t  we c a l l  “ p r o j e c t i o n ” f o r ces  a re

described as “intervention ” forces by th e Soviets. Since

the Soviets  do not “ i n t e r ve n e , ” t h e i r  forces are “peace—loving ”

and not , t h e r e f o r e  ‘ projection. ” Soviet propaganda pro—

n o u n c e men t . s e n l i s t  much i n t e r m i t  ional public sympathy against

Ame rican ~rnjectiofl even in  i t s  more a l t r u i s t i c  f o r m  as i t

occurred m i  no tb ’  Lebanese , Jor i in  t a n  and Dominican crises ,

where  An ’ r i c a r  u -es were  t f l ’ .’~~i ec in t o  help r e s t o r e  order

b y ‘ h  a f  ~ ed n i ’  i o ns .  The abel t h a t  the N ov ie ts  place
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on events c l ea r ly  depends on whose ox is g e t t i n g  gored at

the time .

Even La t in i sms  are subjec t  to d i f f e r i n g  i n t e r p ret a t i o n s .

For instance , the Soviets consider status quo to mean the

continuous and inevitable moving forward of the socialist

forces in the world. The United States views status quo as

meaning “ s t ab i l i ty. ” There fore , when the U n i t e d  S ta tes  move6

into Jordan , we defended the s ta tus  quo and converse ly the

Soviets said we overturned the s ta tus  quo. Is it any wonder

that  ambigu i t i e s  exist even in signed t r ea t i e s  because of

the nuances of words? As Humpty Dumpty told Al ice  in Through

The Looking Glass,  “When I use a word . . . it means j u s t  what

I choose it to mean - nei ther more nor less. ”

Soviet Arms Control Aims

What  do the Soviets seek in nava l  arms l i m i t a t i o n s  today?

Let us view th i s  question in i ts h i s tor ic  context  beg inn inq

with  the world environment  at the t ime of the Hague C o n f e r e n c e

of 1899. Three major  naval  powers were emerging - Japan ,

the Uni ted  States , and Germany . Japan had r ecen t ly  won a

naval ba t t l e  in the Sino—Japanese War in 1894 and was i nc reas ing

her navy . The United States had just won the Spanish-American

War ; and wi th  the acquis i t ion  of the P h i l i p p i n e s  she too was

engaged in a nava l  b u i l d i n g  proqram to d e f e n d  t h i s  newly won

empire.  In Europe , Germany — aga ins t  whom Russ i a  had entered

the F r a n c o — R u s s i a n  A l l i a nc e  of 1894 - was also engaged in a
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large naval  bu i l d ing pr ogram , establishing a colonial emp ire ,

and by ing fo r  wor ld  p o w e r .

In the mi d s t  of a l l  t h i s  f r e n z i e d  nava l  a c t i v i t y  — w i t h

England who sought to contain Russia building ships too -

Russia found her Treasury almost bare. Russia stood strapped

with supporting an enormous m i l i t a r y  fo rce , economica l ly

weak and dependent on the outside  world f o r  a lmost  all  of i t t

manufac tu red  goods , armaments and t echnica l  ass is tance, and

overextended wi th  the new t e r r i t o r i a l  acqu is i t ions  in the

Far East which required consol ida t ion. It was p o l i t i c a l l y

expedient under the c i rcumstances  fo r  the Russ ians  to propose

l imitat ions on armaments  in order to create  an eas ing  of

world tensions , to reduce defense  spending , to improve the

economic base of the c o u n t r y ,  to encourage  ou t s ide  inve stment

and technical assistance, and to invest moneys saved to the

building of the T r a n s — S i b e r i a n  r a i l road  in order to conso l i—

date the Far Eas te rn  ga ins .  Russ ia ’ s call  for  arms l im i t a t i ons

was a maneuver ca lcula ted  to end an arms race in  which  she was

too poor to p a r t i c i p a t e .

Today, almost 75 years  l a te r , we have new ma jo r  power

centers emerging in the fo rm of Japan , China  and Western

Europe . Japan and Western  Europe are a l r eady  established

economic g i an t s , and China  w a n t s  a piece of the act ion . Al l

three are expanding and/or modern iz ing  the i r  n a v i e s .  Even

the per ipheral  powers a s p i r i n g  f o r  greater  s t a t u s  r e g i o n a l l y
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are building larger nay ies , o r  ‘rally con u rried ab ut Soviet

nava l  presence in the  a r ” i .  They , too , m u s t  k~~ep sea lines

of communications open.

The Soviet Union — l i k e  Ru s s i a  in 1899 — is again in

need of economic a s s i s t ance , 1 r o b a bl v  because she has spent

more than she can a f f o r d  fo r  • i r i u a m t ’flts and ecoronic ~ nd

m i l i t a r y  ass i stance  in her  race to ga in  r a r i t y  v i ~e U

Sta tes .  As Roman 1~olkow ,i r’z points  out :

The economic burdens  of the arms race have  long
worked to cons t r a in  the Soviet  Union ’ s a b i l i i . y ~~s a t i s f y consumer needs and to make t h e  i n” E s~~u ’ . n t ~~
in new p l a n t  and m a c h i n e r y  necessar~’ to C n  . re t u t u
economic growth . M i l i t a r y  expend i tu res  have increut
a n n u a l ly  since 1965 , and , re la t ive  to the growth of
the economy as a whole , inves tments  have dec l ined
d u r i n g  this  same period . The m i l i t a r y  d r a i n  on the
economy has a f f e c t e d  p rec i se ly  those h i g h — q u a l i t -
resources , human and m a ter i a l , needed for  ecorcmi~
modern i za t i on . 2

Fur the r , Brezhnev  in 1966 was qu o ted  as a d m i t t i n g  t h a t

“ expend i tu r e s  f o r  the army and armaments are a great tu r d  a

for  the budget , fo r  our n a t i o n a l  economy ” and su g g e s t i n g

tha t  “ at least  par t  of t h i s  load” should  be dropped . of

course , the Soviet view of the wor ld  s it u a t i o n  did not

permit  such an economica l ly  p r u d e n t  course at t ha t  t i m e . 3

Consequent ly  it  is f a i r l y c e r t a i n  t ha t  the N i x o n - B r e z h n e v

t a l k s  in June 1973 w i l l  dea l  ex t e n s i v e l y  w i t h  economic

f a c t o r s .  The Soviets  have a long shopp ing  l i s t  which the\

would l ike  the V n i t e d  N t a t . s e h e l p  f i l l .  As one decadent

hyena of cap i t a l i s m  r e m a r k e d , “ I f  a l l t h e  ‘- en d w e re  ocnr -”jr;is t ,

where would  Russ i a  q t h ’e  wh -a ’ ? ’
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The New York Sunday News warns:

.His EBrezhnev ’s I goal w i ll  he assured , l o n o — t e r m
help foi- the f a l t e r i n g  Soviet  economy via  trad’’ d~~~ls
for American products and technology on F-Z Credit
terms.

.with the Soviet Union , we suggest he [‘lixon)
keep a watchful eye on those Americans , inc lud irr a
some of h is  own colleagues , who see sweetness an
l ight  r ad i a t i ng  f rom the Kr eml in .4

Strategically,  the Soviets are still anxious to flSo

date their posi t ion in the Far East .  The rift witr. C h i n a

has widened and the teeming Chinese population must have

Lebensraum . Economic assistance , pr imar i ly f rom the U n it e d

States and Japan would help consolidate Asian Russia , v a s t

areas of which China c la ims as p a r t  of her lost territory .

On the other hand , both the United States and Japan are- in

need of resources for  the i r  i n d u s t r i e s .  The Soviet  Un ion

has these resources , but they are undeveloped.  Jananuse

assistance in such things as modernizing Soviet Pacific ports

to handle  Soviet resource de l iver ies  to Japan and f i n a n c i n g

of an oil pipel ine f rom the Tumen oil  f i e l d s  to the  Far

East ,6 though of great advantage to the Japanese because of

a possible closure of the Mal a cc a Strait s , would in fact

involve not only considerable economic and p o l i t i c a l  r i s k s ,

but  also s t r a t eg i c  ones as w e l l .  The p i p e l in e , fo r  i n s t a n c e ,

would mos t ce r t a in ly  g rea t ly str ’nqthen Soviet air and naval

power in the Far East , and lessen S o v i e t  dependence  on sc -i

l ines  of communica t ion  t h r o n r i h th :  I n d i a n  ) ce an  wh i c h  a rc
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already subject to restrictions on free passage throug h the

Malacca S t ra i t s .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  the Soviet Navy might one

day lose the use of fa c i l i t i e s  in the Ind i an  Ocean as they

lost the ones in Egypt. The Soviets are quite aware of these

facts of life.

Las tly ,  if the Soviet Union could get the o t h e r  major

power centers to reduce their naval forces , maintain them

at present levels , or agree to oper ational lim it ations of

some sor t, she could achieve a reasonable regional balance

in which her naval strength would be sufficient vis-a-vis

other naval powers . Siegried Breyer , a German naval expert ,

commenting on Soviet naval s t ra tegy  points  out in th i s

regard tha t:

The aim of the present-day Red fleet is to reduce
the offensive power of the Western allies by forcing
them to commit far greater forces to the defense of
the sea lanes than the Soviet Union commits to their
attack .7

At the same time by showinq a wi11ingne~ s to n eg o t i a ti ’  the

Soviet Union  w i l l  enhance  i ts ~n iage  “ as the l e a d i n g  peace-

long fo rce  in cur ren t,  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a f f a i r s ” and thus  g a i n

world support for one of its main long-term aims , that of

isolating China.8

I t  was suggested e a r l i e r  t h a t  h i s t o r y  and geograph y

play a s i g n i f i c a n t  role in Soviet  s t r a t eg y .  And , if h i st o r y

and geog raphy remain in gredients in nego tiat ions — accep ti ng

Tarle<s concl usion that d isar mamen ts t a lk s  d i s semina te “ t h e
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t rue  motives and p lans of governments ” — then it becomes

apparent  that  Russ ian  goals have not changed . The R u s s i a n

fore ign  policy dr ive  to m a in t a i n  t h e i r  power r e l a t iv e  t e  a l l

their  po ten t i a l  adversar ies, to expand spheres  of i n f l u e n c e ,

to break out in to  warm wate r , to have weak f r i e n d l y  s t at e s

around her , to avoid major  c o n f r o n t a t i o ns w i t h  other  m a i c r

powers , and to develop a v iab le  economic and ir n i u s t r i

to “ b u r y ” the West are a l l  s t i l l  there . The Soviet ~ 1 -

learned , j u s t  as the Japanese did in World War I I , t h a t

f i g h t i n g  does not a lways get you what  you w a n t .  Neqot i at~

sometimes do , and the Soviets have had success in t h i s  ar

At the same time the Soviets have not ignored the f a ct

that  the maintenance of a large force capability is essentiai

to negot ia t ions .  More s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  f e a r  tha t  they m i g h t

use this very real force  wi thou t  w a r n i n g  prov ides  them w i t h

an additional bargaining chip in negotiations.

The spec i f i c  arms cont ro l  a im s  of the Soviet U n i o n  th~~n

can be summar ’, ’ed as f o l l o w s :

1. To c reate  a de tente  w i t h  the U n it e d  S t a t e s .  In

this  regard they would probabl y l ike  to keep arms con t ro l

discuss ions  on a bilateral level and separate from political

or economic problems . Three o b j e c t i v e s  f a l l  out of t h i s  a im :

( a )  to main tain b ipo la r i t y  in a m u l t i p o l a r  wor 1 c1; ( h )  to main-

t a in  contin ued par i ty  wi th the Uni ted State s in str ategic

weaponry un til their  technology catches up ;  and (c )  to
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nego t i a t e  w il l i n~I.v on arr:rr cuiitu l issues so as to use

U n i t e d  S tates  idea l i sm and i n flu e n ce  at l e ” x a q e  in coerc ing

China  and NATO to reduce  the i r  onl ioruc nt s.

2.  To s t a b i l i z e  the Soviet  w e s t e r n  f l a n k  (United States ,

NATO , and Eas t e rn  Europe )  in order to f r e e  Soviet m i l i t a r y

and economic resources required to confront a troubi some

China wi th  g rea te r  force  a long the i r  4 C 0 0  r i l e  common bet-

Fear of China  c e r t a i n ly p lays  a big p a r t  in the Soviet d e sir e

to placate her po ten t i a l  European  a n t a g o n i s t s .  Fu r the r ,

Europe , geographica l ly ,  has a lways been considered c r u c i a l

to Soviet secur i ty . In th is  regard the Soviets may consider

r e l axa t ion  of t en s ions  as a possible way to break up NATO .

3. To l imi t  U n i t e d  States  conven t i ona l  n a v a l  f o r c e s  so

as to redu:e the i r  overseas presence , c o n t a i n m e n t  and projec-

t ion v a l u e .  Any back ing  o f f  of U n i t e d  States  f o r w a r d  based

systems would be in the Sovie t  i n t e r e s t .  The Sovie ts  wou ld

also be pleased to see a n y t h i n g  tha t  can d e l i v e r  nuc l ea r

weapons remain in the c o n t i n e n t a l  l i m i t s  of the Un i t e d  S t a t e s . 9

4.  To e s t ab l i sh  n e u t r a l  zdhcs in or d er  to f u r t h e r  reduce

or e l imina te  Un i t ed  S ta tes  n a v a l  preser ce ~nd f o r w a r d  bases

which  m i g h t  be aimed at the  Sov i e t  U n i c n .  ‘h i s  would g ive  the

Soviets a f r e e r  p o l i t i c a l  hand w i t h o u t  s tr o n g  r x t r na l  Op p o s i —

tion in t h e i r  h i s t o r i c  a reas  of i n t € r e ~~’ , S UC h  a s :  the

Midd le  Eas t , the Eas t e rn  M ed i t e r r a n e a n  and South A s i a .  One

migh t  also inc lude  the Nor th  A f r i c a n  l i t t o r a l , the Suez Canal

and the Bospo rous— Dardane l l e s  a r e a .
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5. To reduce spending l i m i t e d  resources  on armamen t s

in g a i n i n g  and m a i n t a i n i n g  s t r a t e g i c  p a r i ty  w i t h  t h e  U n i t e d

Sta tes .  Cont inued  succes s fu l  arms a g r e e m e n t s  could r e su l t

in more economic inves tment , wh i l e  at the same t ime safe-

guarding Soviet securi ty .

6. To gain economic , financial and technical assistance

in order to develop Soviet resources , to improve t i ’chnolocr :.’

and the Soviet economy , and expand and improve internal

communicat ions , thus reducing her dependence on the ou t s ide

world and consol idat ing her i n t e r n a l  and s t r a t eg ic  pos tu re

vis-a-vis the world .

7. To gain pa r i t y  in genera l  purpose fo rces  w i t h  the

Uni ted States in the absence of s t r a t e g i c  and p o l i t i c a l  ccn-

s idera t ions .

Lesser aims associated w i t h  Soviet  arms l i m i t a t i o n

agreements include the i r  des i re  f o r  u n l i m i t e d  research  and

development (and p robab ly  w a r s h i p  p ro to types)  , and f o r  no

inspections to ensure  comp l i ance  to ag reemen t s .  “On s i g h t -

inspections” cont inue  to mean “ spy ing ” in the Soviet  s t r a t e g i c

lexicon .

A con t inua t ion  of the arms race — including expensive

warships , such as the KIEV and n u c l e a r  a t t a c k  s u b m ar i n e s  -

would most c e r t a in ly not be in the i n t e r e s t  of the Soviet

Union whose economic and s t r a t e g i c  pos i t ion  a t  t h i s  t i m e

seems to be w o r s e n i n g  as new powe r c e n te r s  emerge vy ing  f o r
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i n d u s t r i a l  and economic viabilit y and building impressive

n a va l  forces  to protect  th i ir  own ever expand ing  n a t i o n a l

interests.

Above al l , it m i g h t  be conc luded  t h a t  the Soviet Un ion

is s t i l l  seeking equal s t a tu s  w i t h  the U n i t e d  S ta tes  as a

superpower .  The i n f e r ior i t y comp lex of the  Ru s s i a n s  \ ‘j s -a—

vis the West is as much a r e a l i ty  today as it .~vas in T s a r is t

t imes.  Russ ia ’ s p res t ige  p lays  to the uncommi t t ed  na t ions

were r id icu lous  d u r i n g  the S t a l i n i s t  per iod  when Russ i a  was

c la iming  tha t  her s c i en t i s t s  invented the a i r p l a n e , r ad io ,

automobile  and so f o r t h .  Since her ach ievements  in 1957

in the space f i e l d , the Soviet  U n i o n  has been able to show

m a t e r i a l  evidence tha t  she is wor thy  of p res t ige  and admira-

t ion , but  she s t i l l  f ee l s  i n f e r i o r  to the West and s t i l l  is

susp icious of Western  m o t i v a t i o n , and she s t i l l  wants  to

best the U n i t e d  S ta tes .

Un i t ed  States  A ims  in Arms Con trol

Uni ted  States arms control  aims wh ich  involve  gene ra l

purpose naval  forces  are  g e n e r a l l y  the a n t i t h e s i s  of those

of the Soviet U n i o n .  The Soviet  pos i t ions  are geared to

enhance t he i r  d e f e n s i v e  forces  ag a i n s t  soaborne a t t a c k s ,

whereas the Amer ican  a ims  are  d i r e c t e d  at m a i n t a i ni n g  pro-

jection and presence as far forward as nossible. President

N i x o n  s tated in his  3 May 1973 r ep Or t  to Congress  t h a t :
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The United States can not protect its na t iona l  in te res t s ,
or support those of i ts  a l l i e s , or meet its responsi-
bilities for helping safeguard international ~eace ,
without the ability to deploy forces abroad .1

Consequent l y ,  the Uni ted States has steered clear  of makin g

convent ional  naval  forces  an agenda item at any of the

various o f f i c i a l  arms l imi ta t ions  fo rums  underway .  Since

the Uni ted  States does not wish to discuss naval an ’s limi-

ta t ions at the present  time , then it is necessary  to examLt~

the bas is of th is  posi t ion.

One of the pri mary na t iona l  in te res t s  of the U n i t e d

States is to mai n ta in  freedom of the seas , anywhere , any t ime ,

not onl y fo r  i t s e l f , but for  a l l  n a t i o n s .  Any limi tat ions

on fo rwa rd based systems , neut r al z ones , l i m i t a t i o n s  on

freedom of passage , or r e s t r i c t ions  on dep loyments and/or

operat ions necessari ly imp inge on freedom of the seas.  M r .

Richard Shea rer , a SALT committee member , commented in an

interview :

F reedom of the seas to me is as sacred as any other
in te rna t iona l  obl igat ion we have.  We guarantee  it
to other  peop le and i ts goi ng to be reci proca1 . 1-~-

A second interest is to protect and defend American

overseas territories. To agre e to l imi t defenses  on these

territories would be to rev ive  precep ts of the 1922

W ashing ton Conference  which lef t overseas  possessions in the

P a c i f i c  v i r tua l ly  ind ef ens ib l e  because the powers agreed

not to f o r t i f y or improve fortifications on many of them .
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A third interest is to support our overseas commitments

through deployment of our forces abro id , in defining commit-

ment , Senate Resolution 85 dated 25 Jun e 1969 stated :

a national commitment for the purpose of
this resolution means the use of the Armed
Forces of the United States on foreign terri-
tory, or a promise to assist a foreign country,
government , or peop le by the use of the Armed Forces
or financial resources of the United States ~~~~
immedia tely or upon the happening of certair eve t s .

“ I f  i t  is in the n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t , ” though not s ta te ’h , is

understood . To th i s  i n t e r e s t  must  be added U n i t e d  S ta tes

overseas bases on f o r e i g n  so i l .  These bases p ies  U n i t e d

States deployed naval  forces  c o n s t i t u t e  par t  of what  the

Soviets r e f e r  to as fo rward  based systems , s ince they f o r m

a forward r ing  around the Soviet Union  (and C h i n a)

Las t ly , a l though it should }~e high on the l i s t , is the

fac t  that  the navy is still regarded as the first line of

defense .  If the navy is l i m i t e d  in its c a p a b i l i t y  to ca rry

out i ts  missions , then a prime area of defense is reduced

in its e f f e c tiveness .

The On—Going Arms Control Talks

Although the subject of limiting conventional or general

purpose naval forces has not been presented as a formal

agenda item at any of the va rious o f f i cial arms cont rol

forums , those same forums do have implications for strategy.

Some of these same forums similarly have imp l ica tions f o r

the use of conventional naval forces , and therefore agenda
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discussions could t ranscend in to  t h i t  area . it must  be

remembered tha t  arms l i m i t a t i o n s  are not macic for  the sake

of arms l i m i t a t i o n s  a lone.  Other  f ac to r s  inc lud ing  political ,

psychological , s t ra tegic  and economic mat te r s  are l u r k i n g

in the background and cannot be i gno red .  And it must  be

remembered , too , tha t  a warsh ip  is not j u s t  ano the r  p iece

of equipment. It is considered a piece of sovereign territory,

and its presence in foreign waters symbolizes the interest

of tha t country in an area. It can be a presence as simple

as showing the flag during a friendl y visit or p a t r o l l ing

innoc ent l y o f f  the coast , wi th in sight  of shore , of a nation

on the verge of internal disorder . In fact , th e shor test

war in history was won after a thirty-eight minute naval

bombardment on Zanz iba r  b y the Royal  Navy in August 1896.13

Therefore , it becomes obvious that in a low-profile peacetime

environment , s u r f a c e  naval  fo rces  have  a larger rol e as f a r

as poli t ical  u t i l i t y  is concerned t h a n  the army and a i r  f o r c e .  ‘I
With th is  background , it is worth looking at the on—going

arms control  fo rums , the i r  purposes , their accompl i shmen ts

and their impl ica t ions  on s t r a t egy  an d/or general purpose

naval  fo rces .

S t ra tegic  Arms L i m i t a t i o n s  Ta lks  ( SALT ) . The Strategic

Arms L imi ta t ion  Ta lks  are b i l a t e r at  d i scuss ions  between the

Uni ted  States and the Soviet  Un ion  on l i m i t a t i o n s  of s t r a teg ic

armaments .  These t a l k s , which beg in at H e l s i n k i  in November

2 4 1
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1969 and are known as SALT 1 , culminated on 26 May 1972 w i th

the s ign ing  of the  AR M Tr ’~~~t v  and the Interim A g r e e m ent  on

O f f e n s i v e  Arms . The ABM ‘l’r e at v  l imited each s ide to two

anti—ballistic missile sites (a t  least  800 miles apart) with

a limit of 100 interceptor missiles at each site . The five—

year Interim Agreement set limitations on the number bo1li s~~ic

missile submarines (SSBNs) and sea launcie,d ballist ic m~~st ~~’ ~~~~ -

each side coul d have . SALT I I  d i s cus s ions  comi- ’iuo:-ed i n

November 1972 to work out more permanent arrangements.

Although neither of these agreements dealt with general

purposes for ces , they do require comment on the broader

aspect of strategy. One need only look at a globe of the

world to see that the United States is a sea power and to see

why the United States has traditionally Looked to the s€ a for

defense. On the other hand , the Soviet Union is a land power

surrou nded by a sea of land or ice . The wealth , industry

and population of the United States are primarily in a

corridor stretching along the coastline. The industrial

hear t of the Sov iet Un ion is well  in the interior, surrounded

by a land mass wi th its def enses , whether they he interceptors

or m issiles, on the outside of the population—industrial

centers. In contrast , the United States must now place its

defense s behind or with in th e weal th , population and industrial

centers.

This situation exists because the strategic use of the

sea for missile defense was given up when the United States
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expense of f l e x i b i l i t y  t o i  i t s  c o n v e n t i o n a l  ASW to rces  f o r

a l l  con t ingenc ies  or v i s a  v er s a .

Yet another  u r e a  m i g ht  be to stop l u t h e r ~l ev ’- l op r n e n t

and deployment of Soviet SS-9 (ranqe over 4000 miles) arid

SS—l7 (range over 6000 miles) 1-5 intercont :i nental ballistic

missiles (range over 4000 miles) in exchange f c r  reductions

in Uni ted  States f o r w a r d  based sys tems , such ~~ fo r b i r i d  in

attack carrier operations in the Eastern Pediterranean.

One must  measure  s u r v i v a b i l it y  and de te r rence  a g a i n s t  the

political utility of the carrier i n  presence roles  in thin

area in peacetime rather than its vulnerabilit~’ in wartive .

Many will argue that once out of the Eastern Mediterranean ,

the carrier could always move back in in contingencies. But

it may be the initial removal that would have the greatest

poli tical and str a t eg ic imp l ications. It would appear as

though the United States were qiving the Soviets a free

political hand in the Middle East . It would also reduce

Soviet concern over possible carrier air attacks on Odessa

and other Black Sea i n d u s t r i a l  a r eas .  And most of a l l  i t

would appear as though we were r educ ing  our  w i l l  to meet our

commitments .

These are  bu t  a few of the possible jj:id Li~2 
quo t r a d e —

o f f s  in s t r a t e g i c  arms limitations which could have impli-

cat ions on s t r a t egy  and c o nv e n t i o n a l  n av a l  f o rces  i f  in f a c t

they were agreed to. Thor  a n n  many  m e r e  schemes and probably

many more s t r a t eg ic i m p l i c a t i o n s .
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Mutual and  Balanced Force R e du ct  j o:oi P h E 1 )  . ~i nce  1967

the NATO A l l i a n c e  has  p u r s ue d m : t  r i  I r d  h a l a n -ed ~~:r  cc reduc-

t ions wi th  the aim of a c h i e v i n g  “ a j .1st a c l  l a s t  i nn  ~ ~ce~ ci

order in Europe accompa nied b y a p p r o pr i a t e  secur i t’ :  cluarantees. 16

But it was not u n t i l  J a n u a r y  1973 t h a t  t h e  S o v ie t  Un ion  acce pt e d

the U n i t e d  Sta tes  i n v i t a t i o n  to attend exploratory ~PER t a lk s , 17

and p repa ra to ry  t a lks  began on 14 Pay 1973 . 18 °he a i m  of P A l

in these NATO—Warsaw Pac t m u l t i l a t e r a l  d i s cus s ions  is to r e—  
j

duce greond and perhaps a i r  fo rces  ~n Cen t r a l  Europ e in a

phased and balanced m a n n e r .

Nava l  forces  have been pu rposely omitted as an agenda

item for MBFR discussion , beca use it  is r e a l i z e d  t h a t  any

NATO force reductions in Central iiurope , espec i a l l y  by the

Uni ted  States , would require a capability to reintroduce

troops and equipment rapidly should such a continrency arise

due to some action by th e Warsaw Pact. President Pixon

commented on this problem of reinforcement as fellows :

How quickly each side could restore its forces to a
pre—reduction level through mobilization and rein f orce—
ment become s a significant factor. Compensation for
advantages tha t  one side may h av e  should he cons ider ed . 1-~

The re fo re , any troop and a i r  pos~~~r reductions by the

United States in Europe would require additional air/sea

t r anspor t  c a p a b i li t y  fo r  r e i n  fnrcem’ nt and naval pr otection

forces  to supp lement N A TI ’ a i r  power .  Sea l i n e s  of ce-m im i-

cat ions  also become mon’ c r i t i ca l  a r d  m i g h t  r e qu i r e  addi-

t ional  sea control  f orces.  Undi~~ti~~n of torces in Centra l
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Europe mi gh t  also weaken  N A ’ l O ’ s r~o r t h i n  f l a n k .  A g a i n , a

new r e q u i r e m e n t  fo r  add i t i nn a l  nJ~r ,1 I e rces  and/ o r  presence

emerges.

Another  po s s ib i l i t y  t h a t  shou ld  be cons ider ed  is t h a t

the Warsaw Pact migh t  not agree to force reductions in

Europe unless  naval  forces  are considered . Aqai n , the ~~ ‘a ’ k et : 5

(or one of t he i r  c l i e n t  s t a t e s )  m i q h t  n n o p~ ic a ~~u.  i ~ ..  s..o

of reducing only Soviet  troops in C e n t r a l  hum p . i n  exch r -

f o r  the removal of Amer ican  c a r r i e r s  f rom the M e d j i e i r a n € :’

Sea: security for NAl O ’ s northern flank in exchuri~~ icr tne

secur i ty  of the Warsaw Pac t ’ s sou the rn  f l a n k . But once a~~a i n

one must  give g rave  cons idera t ion  to the meaning of what is

being given up in the political and strategic sense. Making

the 1~1editerranean a Soviet lake has implications on the

political situation on the southern flank of NATO , which is

poli tical ly weak due to instability in their government~c .

Removal of Un i t ed  Sta tes  c a r r i e r  f o r c e s  could hav e  a de le ter i -

ous a f f e c t  on the v i a b i l i t y  of the p r o — w e s t er n  p u c e r i u t e i ts

of I ta ly ,  Greece , and T u r k e y  and as a consequence  they  may

bow out of the NATO A l l i a n c e .

The SALT sec t ion  a l luded  to the expansion of Soviet

influence in the ~1idd1e East as a result of the removal of

American naval forces from the Med iterranean. Should the

Soviets gain political control of the oil in the ‘~iddle East ,

Western Europe could be blackmailed into further .:oncessions. 20

2 4 6

~~~~~~~~~~~~
- - -

~~~~~ - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~-



An in te res t ing  t r a d e — o f f  might  be fo r  the Uni ted  States

to remove i ts carrier  f rom the Eas tern Medi ter ranean  and

then support one under the Greek or Turk i sh  f l a g . Chances

are , whichever one gets it , the other na t ion  w i l l  i n s i s t

on one too to main ta in  pa r i ty  and stability in the area . As

a consequence , one carr ier  has been replaced by two to con-

front the Soviets. If presented with the fait accompli, the

Soviets doubtless would protest and then insist on a r ight

to main ta in  her own KIEV ca r r i e r s  in the Black Sea .

Many other proposals could be made involv ing  naval

l imitations, and even if these were on a type basis , such

as KIEVs for American carr iers, political , stra teg ic , psycho—

logical and economic implications would still be involved .

This is because of the asymmetries of national interests

regionally and in the missions of each carrier . This fact ,

based on Soviet arms control aims , points  ou t a tendency on

the part of the Soviets to prefer to deal on the basis of

deployments rather than on capabilities. Again geography

and national interest.

Conference on European Security and Cooeration (C.E.S.C.).

At the invitation of Finland , thirty-two European countries

plus Canada and the United States met at Heiskinki “to deter-

mine whether enough mutual interest exists to justify ” a

conference . The Western powers are seeking trade and economic

cooperation with Eastern Europe . A primary goal of the Soviets ,

2 4 7



—,—.-—-.--—.-—.-“- -— - —- — —  — ——— --——-~ - —-.- ---.—.--.——- — 

who f i r st propo sed thc c o n f e r  -a : . - i~ 19,d in o r de r  to e x p l o i t

detente in Europe ,21 is ~o geL 1iesunt borders in 
(~ertral and

Eas te rn  Europe and Soviet  heqenoiiv over the  reqion  r -  -og n i zed

by the p a r t i c i p a n t s .  The So - j e t s  could  th~~n concentrate on

c o n f r o n t i n g  the Chinese w i th  g r e a te r m ili t :- ,v ferce without

fear of losing territory in Europe . An ea sin of teic~iori s

in Europe might result in sufficient p u b l i c  ~~t .~~~u r  •

request the removal of American troops t’ rom E u r op e . C . E . S . C .

is also another avenue through which the Soviet Union hon~ s

to gain Western technology and economic assista:e. .22 It

the Soviets are successful in gaining Western U ~r op  sun-

port for the removal of United States forces from Europe , t h i s

could also include the United States Sixth Fleet in the

Medi te r ranean . At th e pre sen t time such Soviet success seems

highl y u n l i k e l y .

Though separate from MBFR but with almost the same

membership , it appears that in the preparatory phase , at

leas t, there is a wait—and—see attitude --  particular ly by

the West —— on MBFR progress and t- . irsaw Pact, positions E fore

proceeding on to a forma l C.F..S.C.23

Conferr’nce of the Committee on_Disarmament (CCD) . CCD

is in U n i t e l  Nations affiliated arms control forum which

rep laced the ,iq~~tee n~ NaLion Committee on Disarmament in

1969. The CCD is pr v;cntly concerned with a comprehensive

ban on al l  n ucl eii t eu ~ting and in a t r e a t y  on chemical  w a r f a r e .
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CCD has steered clear of other ar ms control confe r enc es and

w ill probably not get into naval  arms l imi tations unl ess

one of the big powers tables a proposa l .

Law of the Sea Conference. Although the United Nations

Law of the Sea Conference is not an arms control conference

~~~ se , it does have arms limitations implications. John R.

Stevenson , the Uni ted States  r ep resen ta t ive  to the Law of the

Sea Conference commented that:

The p~~ sent crisis  in the Law of the Sea is of vi tal
importance not onl y to international lawyers and
lawyers general ly ,  but to all  ci ti zens  of the Uni ted
States. It affects the mobility of U.S. naval and
air forces , par t icular ly our nuclear  subm ar ines and
our a i r c r a f t ; the development of the mos t impor tant
available new sources of petroleum and hard minerals
at a time when we are facing an energy crisis and national-
izat ion of tr adi tional sour ces of hard minera l s ; and the
ava i l ab i l i t y  of anima l protein f rom f i s h  to feed the
world ’s increasing population . This crisis is leading
to esca la t ing bila teral  conf l icts betw een countr i es
because of the increasing importance of their dis-
agreement over legal rights in the ocean.24

There are two basic probl ems in thi s regar d . One is on

terr i tor ia l  sea lim its ; and the other is seabed re sources .

Br i e f l y  the ter r i to r i a l  sea issue is bas ed on vary ino

national claims of territorial limits , which ru n f rom thre e

to 20 0 miles , in order to ben ef i t f rom possibl e seabed

resources or to protect fishing areas for their own use.

These extended territorial seas claims have already resulted

in numerous cases of c o n f r o n ta t ion bet ween sta tes ove r f i shi nq

r ights , most recent of which is the Anglo—Icelandic fishing

dispute which has resulte d in very t rained relations within
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NATO , because NATO allies continue to violate icelun i ’ s

50—mile  sea b o u n d a r y .  The I celande r s  po int  out  t h a t , con-

ve r se ly ,  the Warsaw Pact  f i s h e r m e n  have r e sp e . t e d  t he  l i n it . 25

These extended cla ims could a lso r es t r i c t  free p a-uan t throuqh

and overflights rights over narrow straitr (See Anpendix VIII)

and along coastal routes, for warships :um~’i rni litai ’; a li c i ’ a t t

Closing off straits such as Gibraltar w ad . lite~’ 
. p e ’ e r~

entry into the Mediterranean in time of e :ne ryenL ~

The Uni ted  S ta tes  and the Soviet U n i o n  both r ecogn ize

a twelve m i l e — l i m i t , w i th  an i nc r ea s ing  number 0f s t a teb

general ly agreeing to that  l imi t  and i nc lud ing  f r eed u of

passage and o v e r f l i g h t  r i g h t s .  Those s ta tes  c la iming 2 0 0 — m i l e

l imits have gener all y acceded to freedom of passage he~-cn :’,

the 12—mile limit. 26 China has kept her options open by

ca l l ing  for flexible limits thus supporting Third World

posi t ions .27 The doctrine of th e freedom of the seas p r o - i d e s

that all states have - iuaii riqhts to use the high
seas subject to reasc’na~ le r. card for ach  other ’s
use of the seas , and p r o h i b i t s  t h e  estci b~~ishment  of
national sovereignty o’:er the h m  ~h ne1s .~~

The m i n i n g  and e x p l o i t  i t i e i .  o~ seabed resources , dep~ .:ding

on d i s tance  f r o m  shore , world : . ll ir € not on ly  a d d i t i o n a l

shipping to cont ro  bu t  al so  a m~ t vp of naval force for

protec t ion, i n s p e c t i o n  an d  p u ) l L c m n q .

N e u t r a l  Zones.  P ’i n y  sch e mes  on t h i s  l ine  have  been

proposed with the int ent ~ f l i m i t i n g  e i t h e r  t he  presenee of
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one or both of the superpowers .  L i m i t i n g  the Balti c to Cofl-

tiguous navies was one a l re ady mentioned and one which , if

accepted , would give the Soviet navy and even more dominant

position in the region.

Since the Soviets are more interested in dep loyments

than in capabilities it can be expected that more proposals

along this line may he forthcoming in order to improve the

strategic viability and security of the Soviet Union . Again ,

dep loyments pertain to geography and geography to strategy.

One that has received much more support is the Sri Lanka

(Cey lon)  Indi an Ocean Zone of Peace (IO Z P ) pro posal wh ich

was presented to the Uni ted Nations General  A ssemb ly in

December 1971. The proposal calls for the establishment of

a zone of peace in the Ind ian Ocean by the li ttoral  and

hinterland states with the removal of Soviet and American

naval forces included . The United States is opposed to this

proposal because of its new base at Diego Garcia and its

policy of f r e edom of the sea s .

The IOZP has however , progressed to a fifteen nation

Ad Hoc Commit tee in the Uni ted Nat ions to inv estiga te the

limi ts of and secur i ty  interests in the Indian Ocean region.29

United Nations General Assemh]y arid a World_Disarmament

Conference. The only other f o r u m  i s the U n i ted Na tions

General Assembly which is char ged under the Un ited Na tion s

Char te r  to make recommenda tions on d isar mament m a t t e r s .
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So f a r  it has served onl y as a sounding  hoard for  Sovie t

propaganda proposals such as c a l l i n g  f o r  a Wor ld  D i s a r m a m e n t

Conference (WDC) . Although the United titates position is

that the General Assembly is in itself an adequate forum “it

would favor a World Disarmament Conference at an appropriate

time.. .but that time has not come .”3° ~he S~~’ietr ~ee1 ~

time has come . On the other hand , the Chinese h: - omrle~ el y

rejected a “Soviet-sty le WDC .” Any world for um wc’ l . d ,

the re fo re , be meaningless without Chinese participation .

Any discussion at a World Disarmament Confer0r-cc , i~

and when it was established , would certainly consider na”al

armament s.

Unilateral Reductions of Naval Forces. Although this

is not a forum for  arms con trol , it is a method practiced

extens ive ly  by nations in order to reduce defense bud gets.

By reducing defense  budgets  a g rea te r  share  of the n at i o n a l

budge t can be put  in to  other sectors for the well-being of

the population or to enhance the national image . Unilateral

reductions especially allow a nation to make cuts without

being constrained by international agreements on tonnage or

numbers  l imi ts  should that nation decide to b u i l d  back up

again.

The United States has taken Iris route ta cull out

obsolescence in the N a v y  and to use limited resources to

m o d e r n i z e .  These cu t s  have also been necessary because of
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budgetary limitations , the high cost o~ ships and weapons

systems , public pressures to reduce spending , and the high

cost of manpower in an all volunteer force . The cost of

an all volunteer force has in itself been considered a type

of unilateral arms limitation . (See Figure 17.) By the

end of fiscal year 1974 , the navy will have reduced its number

of ships by approximately forty-four percent since 1969.31

As to the Soviet Union , one writer suggests that the

Soviets should either reduce or freeze defense spending

in order to put more money into their grandiose plan to

correct their economic woes and improve their economy and

trade . The writer also cites that Soviet defense spending

has increased at least eight percent per year and perhaps

higher in the past decade .32 The Soviet Union , although it

is not subject to an articulate public opinion demanding re-

duced defense budgets , still must face up to internal domestic

pressures for a better standard of living . The West remains

a symbol of economic excellence to which the Soviet Union

aspires.

The Implications of the Nixon Doctrine for Arms Control

President Nixon has consistently stated that United

States foreign policy must move from confrontation to an era

of negotiations , the third leg of the three pillars for peace.

Arms control has been an area in which the President feels

that progress has been made , particularly in the field of
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‘ ‘ ‘:cl. ar :ea~- ns In h is  N v  ~J 7 3  r~~ - r L  ~o Con g r i ’u s ,

h . st ‘t~ ,ed

The r -ipc n ’~ ib i l i t .y  for :ritrol in~ am s does net est
- P th e coat powers alone . / s the tJnhI ”~d S~ at u- s and

the Sov iet  Un ion  seek fo curb the  n u c l ea r  arm.; race ,
ind the na t ions  w i t h  fo r ce - s in  Cent ra l  Europe sc -k

+ ) r— Ju c e conventional forces , other countries should
dev c-lop r eq i onal  am c cn t  ro l  ai’rang c ’r o n t s  w h ich  w i l l
enhance ma t al security and reduce thu danger of local
conflicts. External powers sh c u l d  respect  such arrange-
m e n t s  by r c st r i c t i n: :  th i  - low c i  weapons  in to  such
ar u  i s .  The U n i t e d  St a t e s  is p repared  to do so. 35

No n - . er se ~~v , the Nix on  D o c t r i n e  ca l l s  upon a l l  t h u

American allies to assume a greater share of the responsi-

bi l i ty  for their own security . Supporting this same line , the

President commented in his report to Congress that “weakn ess

has been the incentive for aggression much more frequently

than the arms race.”35 It wou ld seem that  on one hand the

United States is say ing red uction in armam en ts creates peace

and limits conflict and on the other hand say ing that con-

flict can be avoided by being militarily strong . And while

these same allies are talking force red uct ions , they continue

to expand and modernize their armed forces. Th~ t has  caused

this situation to come about where reg ional powers see that

they must arm and not disarm?

The N ixon Doctrine ca l l s  on n at ions to do mor e for

themselves in defending their own interests , and suggests

that  the Uni ted  States w i l l  prov id e sup por t i f  it is in i t s

national interest to do so. Since no other nation can predict

what the American national interest will be it any particular
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point  in time in the f u t u r e , there is un d e r s t a n d a b ly a

tendency to discount the  p r o b a b i l i t y  of U n i t e d  States support

in f u t u r e  c r i ses .

The Nixon Doctrine also provides a nuclear shielu for

those a l l ies  who m i g h t  be th rea tened  by another nuclear power.

But in the light of recent history, these same allies probably

do not believe that the United States would use its auc1e~ r

weapons. Rather the United States has used conventional

weapons to mee t its commitments.

The Nixon Doctrine and President Nixon ’s Peking visit

have taken the world ou t of an age of b ipolari ty and into

one of mul t ipolar ity in wh ich regional pcvcr s an d asp ir an ts

must vie for both position and security . The Nixon Doctrine

and American domestic pressures to reduce overseas cornrnitr:ents

have also tended to weaken the America n a l l iance  system Lv

creating uncertainty as to the United States resolve to

mee t trea ty commitmen ts , regard less of how many times the

President reiterates his pledge.

Simil-arly, the United States can no longer depend on

its a l l i e s , who still want the intent of the American com-

mi tment , but  at the same t ime wa nt to go the ir own way to

fulfill their own national interests because of their domestic

press ure s fo r  ea sin g of tensions , tr ade wi th the communi st

bloc , and anti—Amer ican feeling engendered by the Vietnam

War .
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In a true balance of power system in which a multi-

polar world must oper ate , “the first rule of conduct for each

nat ion ( is) to seek secur ity for itself.”36 The second rule

is to maximize  power : mil i t a ry , economic and political.

Power , as described by one writer :

has come to symbolize the capacity of a state to
coerce others or to avoid coercion by them . Such an
emphasis on coercion leads naturally to concentrat ion
on the most obvious and final form of coercive capa-
bility——military force .”37

Therefore to seek security and to protect national

interests, nations have for the most part seen a need to

increase rather than decrease armaments in the world environ-

ment today. A nation ’s ally today may be its enemy tomDrrow

or at  best s tand off  looking on as an unin terested ne utr a l .

Nations must depend upon themselves more and more to have

their own power so as not to be subject to coercion . P.

nation must maintain the capability to protect its national

interests singly, if need be.
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C O t C I U S  [oN

The ob jec t ive  of t h i s  a t  ud y h e ’ been to prov ide an

awareness that hist, ry  euro u - m u d  t h 0 t  urns con~ rol !uu JO t 1(1 —

tions cannot take p la~ e wi tro ut consi O i  lore tian- h i m t mo ’ic

f ac to r s  bea r ing  t h e r e o n . An lJe:u r y ~
- .

comments:

One of the mo~~t l i ff i cu l’ chall r i ’ s a . ,~~t 1- .
c o n f r o n t s  is to in~ u i ’ r~~ ‘ a-r r~ ~ l y he
of the past. For the i msori s ot iu i s’ ory, as - t
all experience , are c on t irn r c ‘h. y ‘ each h.
consequences of certain ic ’ 1 s , be ’ ‘t o  it. i ce
‘o each genera tion the ‘ i - ~~ ( ‘  l ( ’ e r r u 1 r ’ -~ ~, h i c h
s i t u a t i o n s  ar c  -~~ r~ i; 1, • 1

This w r i t e r  has o f f e r e d  some b or ’s be n u s :  a r e~

in the f i e l d  of n a v a l  a r i a  1Un i~~a ions  •~ r i 1  h a s  S(’ AcC~~ u

point out some pitfalls i n h ’ - r e n t  :n  a u v i l  .rr s l imi’ at

which should be avoided b y - t  1 - —~ mi nor ’ set ~~~~~~~ su ch  i s

the Uni ted  S ta t e s .  1!owe’ . ’ r , t b  ob j ec t  i v -  ot t h i s  s t u d y

has not been to p r o v i d e  h a r d  an f i s t  sol  it  i na  to t r . e  a rms

control di lemma or tocjr i t i ca l ly  ta p i j a n  ac ’ cp t a b l t  a r ea s

in which l imi t a t ions  m i g h t  be p a l a t a hi ’

This st udy further argues that one cannot discuss

naval arms limitation in technical terms such as tonnages ,

numbers , or gun—calibre in a laboratory-type setting without

regard for the historic component. H is tory teaches us tha t

powerful nations are past masters at playing games with

258

~~~~~~~~ L. 
_ _— .~- -~- - —

- —----—-. ---, -



q u a l i t y  and qu a n t i t y  l i m i t a t i o n s  and  t h e  de~~ ‘ ‘ pne nt  of

innovative weapons systems so as to circumvent , mom ctioes in

secret , Loth the l e t te r  and the sp ir i t  of any arms con t ro l

treaty . In the past , where limitations were placed on quantity

and siz e pe r vessel , nations sought to improve qaality so

as to regain superiority . Where limitations were placed on

qua l i ty , nations turned to quantity. And when quality and

quan t i ty were l imi ted , nations developed new weapons , always

seeking to mai ntain an edg e on super iority and on perc eived

increased security . The same situation exists today where

SALT I es tabl ished quan titat ive  l imi tations onl y. As a

resul t, each side is pur su ing what  m igh t be a quali ty arm s

race to produce the u l t i mate “Cadillac ” missile.

Any naval  arms l imi tat ion agreemen t in the fac e o f the

growing number of sizable navies in the world today must be

a trade—off. It is important to know what has been given up

and what it will do to perceived security . The tendency t o

often has been to approach naval arms control from a purel y

mechanica l  and tac tical point o f v i ew try ing to feed it into

some kind of a computer scenario vis-a--vis other navies whi lu

ignor ing  the broa der poli t ical , strategic and econonic factors

that  imp inge thereon .

As one experienced arms control expert described this

tendency to th i s wr iter :
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Th ere ~tre a lot of peop le w o r k  ~r~cj en SALT today
who have not yet l e ar n ed  t hat  ~~~~ is a political
m a t t e r .  They have m ode a tt-:hnica l hobby shop out
of i t .  They ’ l l  a n a ly z e  a n y th i n g  t o  dea th  — the
wilder  the scheme the b e t t o r  — s~~ hu m u - s  which have
absolutely no political chance in hell of surviving .

Naval arms limitations cannot be acccmplimhed in

isolation of strategy, politics and economics for , in tlir-

f i n a l  anal ys is , navies  are t h e  i n a t r u n ~ at of p 1 icy and

economics.  A warsh i p is a symbol of s o v e r e i g n ty , of cost ,

and of po l i t i ca l  u ti l ity whe ther it is suppor t inq  a na t iona l

in terest by its presence or policing the sea lines of com-

munications . As Mahan said , “Naval strategy differs from

military strategy in that it is necessary in peace a~ in

war .”2 Fur ther , Henry A. Kissinger points out that:

Such a separation of strategy and policy can be
achieved only to the detriment of both. It
causes mi l i t a ry  pol icy to become iden t i f ied
with the most absolute app l i ca t ion of power and
it tempts di plomacy into an over concern with
f inesse . 3

1-listory is rep le te wi th examp les of the fact that no

nation sits down at an arms control conference table to

bargain for peace alone. There has always been some deeper

motivation for being there or not being there , whether it he

economic to reduce arms spendi ng in or der to improve the

national economy or industrial base , poli tical to achi~ ”e

parity, to cru ate a detente or to gain tine for other

purpose s, or strategic to consolidate some gain or to improve

one ’s pos ition vis—a-vis oth r nations. The mo t iva t ion  mi gh t
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well be a combination of these. As Tarle’so aptly points out ,

one can usually tell what a nation seeks by what they propose

at arms control conferences.

History has also shown that a nation must attempt to

project its strategic th inking ten or twenty years into the

future. It must try to synthesize long and short-term goals ,

decide why these goal s are crucial , and where they will be

applicable. Such strategic planning can only by ascertained

by national interests , more specifically by what the leader-

ship groups perceive and enunciate as national interests.

This is especially important when planning naval forces

because of the time it takes to build warships. Therefore ,

a nation should not allow itself to be lulled into arms

con trol negotiations ignoring the political and strategic

implications involved , for  “what still counts in strategy...

is whose ships are where. ”4 Add i t i ona l l y, history has shown

that governments , whether they be in the Western camp or

the Communist camp , can change fas te r  than armame n ts can be

built. Therefore a nation must tailor its forces to meet

such altered contingencies.

An all-important facet of history is geography ; and once

again , the tendency has been to ignore geography in seeking

arms control agreements. Geography,  also , has not been

transcended by ideology and technology as many believe .
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Geogra phy has had an o v e r r i d i n g  i n f l u e n c e  on c i v i l i z a t i o n  for

both land and sea powers. All lund-powers have been short-

l ived , whe reas gre at sea powe rs , who have maintained their

interests in the sea and used the sea for defense have

endured as great powers.  As W. 1. Ruhe s ta tes :

M a r i t i m e  powers have dominated the pas t .  Those
who wish  to master and use thc ocean environment
throu gh ~ts entirety may similarly control ~~~~~~~
destiny .~

In a geographic  f ramework , the Soviet Union  is s t i l l  a

lan d power. Any sea power she might  be w i l l i ng  to tt,:,i i € - o f f

at an arms limitation conference would not reduce her

securi ty  as long as she had s u f f i c i e n t  naval  forces  fo r  de te r -

rence and defense. The Soviet strength as a land power is

rooted in her army . C o n v e r s e l y ,  the U n i t e d  States is a sea

power still dependent on the sea for  t r ade  and commerce ,

s t i l l  dependent  on the sea as the f i r s t l ine of d e f e n s e .  Any

re t rea t  f rom use of the seas by the United States would

t he re fo re  be t an tamount  to s u r r e n d e r .  This  p rec ise ly has

been the keystone  of Russ i an  policy t h r o u g h o u t  h i s t o r y :  to

push back those nava l  powers constantly present , cons tant ly

thwar t ing  and con t a in ing  R u s s i a n  ambi t ions , w h e t h e r  it he

through general  and comp lete disarmament or through easing

of tension s .

Sea powers need to be v i g i l a n t  of this policy. As

Thucydides  said , “ . . . the s t rong  do what  they have  the  power

to do and the  weak accept  what  they have to a c cc pt  .
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Clearly ,  the Nixon Doctrine and multipolarity will

have an impact on the direct ion arms l imitations w i l l  take

in the f u t u r e  as a balance of power environment  world-wide

emerges. Reduced perceived securi ty , tendencies toward

realignment of nat ions , desires for  reg ional leadership,

and protection of the trade rou tes car ry ing oil to feed

national industries are factors causing-— or that in the

future may cause-- nations to improve and expand their navies

to support their  nat ional  interests .  Further , new great

powers , such as China , would probably not wish to engage in

arms limitations until a level of parity with other great

powers were attained , especially as long as the Sino—Soviet

confrontation continues over borders and ideology .

Historic factors bearing on naval arms limitations

agreements should provide the negotiator with an intuitive

f a c i l i t y  to perceive the motiv at ions of na tions and the

direction in which to proceed . He will see that he must

deal from a position of s treng th , nei ther appeasin g nor

accommodating , considering any limitations within the frame-

work of strategy, politics , economic s, and geograph y.
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/ t :  J : ~~~ Ix  ~

R U S H  — L.A A T A A L  EE:~F:~ T

( l~~ A~~c i l  i~~t8)

T h e  n a v a l  f o r c e  to  be  n a i :~ t a i r e d  no on t h e  A m e r i c a n  ~ a~~es
by H i s  M a i e s t .y a n d  t h e  G o v e r r i r :~en t  of t h e  U n i t e  S t a t e s  s h e  1
h e n c e f o r t h  be  c o n f i n e d  t o  t h ~ f o l l o w i n g  v e s s e l s  on  e e . c h  s i d e ,
t h a t  i s — —

O.i L a k e  O n t a r i o , to  one  vessel , not e x c e e l i n g  or e  ~~~t -~ r e d
t o n s  b u r d e n , and armt~d ~t i t h  o n e  ei g h t e e n — p o u n d  c a n n e r .

On the upper lakes , to two vessels , not e x c e e - i i r •~ k~
b u r d e n  e a c h , and  a r m e d  w i t h  l i k e  f o r c e .

On the w a t e r s  of L a k e  C h a m p l a i n , to o n e  v e s s e l  n o t  e x —
c e e J i n g  l i k e  b u r d e n  a n d  a rm e d  w i t h  l i k e  f o r c e .

A l l  o t h e r  a r m e d  v e s s e l s  on t h o s e  l a k e ;  s h a l l  be f o r w i t L .
d i s m a n t l e d  a n d  no o t h e r  v e s s e l  of  w a r  s h a l l  be there built
or armed.

I f  e i t h e r  p a r t y  s h o u lo  be  h er ~~a f t e i ~ l e s i r o u s  of a n n u l i i r .~
t h i s  stipulation , ar.d shnn ld g ive notive to that effect tc
t h e  o t h e r  p a r t y ,  i t  s h a L~ c e a s e  to  be b i n d i n g  a f r  the ~x—
p i r at i o n  of s i x  m o n t h s  f r o m  ~he d a t e  ~f such noilce.

T h e  n n v a l  f o r c e  so t t  be  l i m i t e d  s h a l l  be r e s t r i ct e d
to s u c h  s e r v i c e  as w i l .~ i n  no  r e st : e c t  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  ~he
p r o p e r  d u t i e s  of ~ h e  a r r e d  v e s s e ls  of  t h e  o t h e r  p a r t y .
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A P P E N D I X  I I

R U S S I A N  C I R C U L A R  NOTE P R O P O S I N G  T H E  PRJGR A U OF THE F I E L T  HAG U E

C O N F E R E N C E

St. Pe te rsburg ,  December 30 , l89~ .*

When , during the month of August last , my august master  c -rm: ar .ded
me to propose to the Governmen ts which have r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  in ~ ~~~~~~ ~ro 0

the meet ing of a conference  with the object  of seeking the mcsi- etfect i.e
means of ensuring to all peoples the benef i t s  of a real arid lasting peace
and , above all , of l imi t ing  the progressive development of e x ic  ~ng arra-
ments , there appeared to be no obstacle in the way of realization at no
distant date of th i s  humanitar ian scheme .

The cordial reception accorded by nearly all the Powers to ~he step
taken by the Imperial Government could not fail to strengthen this expecta-
tion. While highly appreciating the sympathetic terms in which the
adhesions of most of the Powers were expressed , the Imperial Cabinet has
been also able to collec t, with lively sati s fac t ion, evidenc e of the
warmest approval which has reached it , and continue s to be received , f rom
all classes of society in various par ts of the worl d.

I~otwithstanding the strong current of opinion which exists in favor
of the ideas of general pac if ic ation , the political horizon has recently
undergone a decided change. Several Powers have undertakeii fresh arma-
ments , striving to increase further their military forces , and in the
presence of this uncertain situation it might be asked whether the Powers
ccr.s iler the present moment opportune for the  in ternat ional  d i s c u s s i on
of the  ideas set f o r t h  in tht-  c ircular of August 12/2~4.

In the hope , however , t hat the  elemen~,s of trouble agitating poli-
tical centers wifl soon give place to a calmer d isposi t ion of a nature
to favor the succ ess of the propos ed confer ence , the Imperial Acv ernmerit
is of the opinion that it wonl i be possible to proceed forthwith to a
preliminary exchange of ideas between th e Powers , with the objec i

(a) Of seeking without delay means for putting a limit to the pro-
gressive increase of military and naval armaments , a question the solu-
tion of which becomes evidently more and more urgent in view of the
fresh extension given to these armaments; and

(b) Of preparing the way for a discussion of the questions relating
to the possibility of preventing armed conflicts by the pacific means at
the disposal of international diplomacy.

* January 11, 1899, new style.
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In the event of the Powers considering the present moment favorable
for the meeting of a conferenc e on these bases it would certainly be
useful for the cabinets to come to an understanding on the subject ~f
the program of its work.

The subjects to be submitted for international discussion at the con-
ference could in general terms, be summari zed as follows :

1. An understanding stipulating the non—augmentat ion , fcc  a
term to be agreed upon , of the present effective armed la:.
sea forces , as well as the war budgets pertaining to  • , om; pre-
liminary study of the ways in which even a reduction cc tn~ afire-
said effectives and budgets could be r ea l i zed  in the fu tu re .

2. In terd ic t ion  of the employment in armies and fleets of o€-v
f i rearms of every descript ion and of new explosives , as well as
powder more powerful than the kinds  used at present , both l oc  gu:o~

• and cannons.

3. Limitation of the use in f ie ld f i gh t i ng  of explos ives of a
formidable power , such as are now in use , and proh ibit ion of the
discharge of any kind of project i le  or explosive from balloons or
by similar means.

1~. Prohibition of the use in naval battles of submarine or
diving torpedo boats, or of other engines of destruction of the
sam e nature; agreement not to construc t in the fu ture war—ships
armed with rams .

5. Adaptation to naval war of the sti pulations of the ieneva
Convention of l86~4, on the base of the additional articles of 1868.

6. Neutralization , for the same reason , of boats or iao:r~~o~
employed in the rescue of the sh ipwr ecked during or after nava l
battles.

7. Revision of the declaration conc erning the laws ar~ cu: c.c.
of war elaborated in i871~ by the Co nference cI’ Brussels, an: n.
yet ratified .

8. Acceptance , in princ i ple , of the use of guci offices , m elia—
t ion , and voluntary arbi trat ion, in cases where they are a.’ailat li
with the purpose of prevent ’ng armed conflic r betw~.er rat ions;
understanding in relation to their mode of applicat 1 and t oo  at ash—
ment of a un i form pract ice in emp loy i ng them .

It is well understood that all questions concerninc he po. t i C a~
relations of States , and the ord er of things  es~ abiisho ty tr~~~ icc , rio

in general all questions which do not lirectly fall w ith in be ‘.rc.~r-..rz
adopted by the cabinets , must be absolu t ely excluded fcc : :  the i~ itt ra-
t ions of the c o n f e r e n c e .
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1st request ing you , sir , to be good enough to apply to your Govern -

ment for i ns t r u c t i o n s  on the subject  of my present communicat ion , I

beg you at the same t ime to inform it that , in the in teres t  of the great

cause which my august master has so much at heart , His  Imperial Majes ty
considers it advisable that the conferenc e should not sit in the cap ital
of one of the Great Powers , where are centered so many poli t ical, in teres ts ,

which might , perhaps , impede the progress of a work in which all countries
of the universe are equally interested.

I have , e t c . ,

COUNT MOURAVIEFF .
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As for maritime warfare , in regard to which the laws and customs of
the several countiies differ on certain points , it is necessary to establish
fixed rules in keeping wi th  the exigencies  of the r igh t s  of be lligeren ts
and the interests of neutrals.

A convention bearing on these subjects should be framed and would
constitute one of the most prominent parts of the tasks devolved upon
the forthcoming conference.

Holding , therefore, that there is at preser :t occasion only to examine
questions that demand special attention as being the outcome of the ex—
perience of recent years, without touching upon those that mi ,ji t have
reference to the limitation of military or naval forces , the Imp er ial
Government proposes for the program of the contemplated meet ing  t~~t~ fol-
lowing main points:

1. Improvements to be made in the provisions of the C o n v e n t i o n
relative to the pacific settlement of international disputes as
regards the Court of Arbitration and the international commissions
of inquiry .

2. Additions to be made to the provisions of the Convention of
1899 relative to the laws and customs of war on land——among others ,
those concerning the opening of hostilities , the rights of neutrals
on land , etc . Declarations of 1899: one of these having exp ired ,
question of its veing revived .

3. Framing of a convention relative to the laws ama customs of
maritime warfare , concerning.-—

The special operations of maritime warfare , such as the bom’bard—
ment of ports , cities , and villages by a naval fo rce ;  the laying of
torpedoes , etc.;

The transformation of merchant vessel s into war—ships;

The private property of belligerents at sea;

The length of time to be granted to merchant ships for their
departure from ports of neutrals or of the enemy after the opening
of hostilities;

The rights and duties of neutrals at sea, among others , the ques-
t ions of contraband , the rules applicable to belligerent vessels in
neutral ports; destruction , in case of vis major , of neutral mer-
chant vessels captured as prizes;

In the said convention to be drafted , there would be introduced
the provisions relative t o  war ott land that wor.:lI be also app licable
to mari t ime war fa re .
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Additi ons to ho: I;ad~ ¶ 0  t • l r e  S 0 / l i n t  ion c~f I - ,~i’t f ar  ‘ i t -  a sap—
tatlo: :  to mar i t ime  v a r i o l  of toe p: . i c i c L e s  of th e  ere r ’ a Co’:v,: t,ioz’.
of 1861, .

As was ~~:e r as  at the o’ .r:ference of i ’ ~ 9~Ta , j t  would be w e l l  ~:. :e r : f n n :
t ha t  the  d e l ib e r at i on s  of the cont  o-mpl aced rfllie ’ ing 31:0011 ::~ s dc-a S w i t h
the p o l i t ic a l  r e l a t i o n :  of the ::evsr’aa St a t e s , or toe co: i i ’  io:. of  ‘

establ ished by t r e a t i e s , or i t ,  c o n e r e  ~ tti~ luest  i.:ns t b::: ’ r id no ’. d ; : ’c’
come w i t h i n  the program adopted by t h e  several c a b i n e t : . .

f l i e  Imperia l  A nv e r n o e r : :  i~- s i : ’ c  d int I r’:c~ :y 5 ’ a • ‘ a I  t h e  1a~ a of
t h i s  program an i tho  e’,’ostua~ aose:tanse of to’; set’ ‘ oat  ~~ o t e s  cl ’ arl
do cot prejud ge -c e  opinion SLat may be del iv :re,l in sh c o n f e r -e r . : is.
r u - e a ch  to the so l v i n g  of the ques t ions  bro ugh t up fin: ‘1: coussior, .
would likewise be for the contemplated meeting to decido as to :i:e o r - n - n o
of the questions to be examined and the form to be given to the decisi on:
reacheS as to whether it should be deemed prefe rable  to i n c l u d e  som e of
them in new conven t ions  or to. append them , as addi t ions , ‘

~~~
. convert : icn’.s

already existing .

In formulat ing the above—ment ioned  program , the Impc:’oal 2- ermine ’ s
bore in mind , as far  as possible , the recommendat ions  made by t b ’- F i r s t
Peace Conference , with special regard to  the ri ghts  and duties of r 1eu t ra - i r- ,
the private property of belligere nts at sea, the bombar dment of ports ,
c i t i e s , etc . It en te r ta ins  the hope that  the Government of ho U:!: ert
States will take the whole of t he  point s  proposed as the exr-cess ion of’ a
wish to c ome nearer that lo f ty  local  of’ i nt e r n a t i o n a l  j u : n t i r e  t h a t .  cc
t h e  pe rmanen t  goal of the whole c i vi l i ;e h  world .

By order of my Government , I have t I e  honor to a c q ua in t  you w i t h
the foregoing ,  and a w a i t in g  the  reply of th e  Government of the  T’ :’ it .el
States w i t h  as l i t t l e  delay as possible , I embrace th i s  o r p o r t u n i t y
beg you , Mr.  Secretary of State , to accept  tue assuoan :: e of toy v~ ’ y
considera t i  or : .
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AFPE 3i IX - I l  i

(i814 Martin)
WIDTHS OF _i ’E . L (2’~’EI STI)AT’_i’ Ic’

A :-:L CI3AN IIELS

Sovereign ty Geograph ical 1,east width
Passage (on either side ) s i t iat i o n  ( in  naut ica l

n il  e

Bering S t ra i t  Uni ted  S ta tes/U ;”25 lie~~~ Pe Cc A l a s k a  & Siberia 19a
Strait of Argentina/Chile Between Tierra
Magellan Gel Fuego and Mainland

South Arrerica 2
Bosporus Thrkey Between Turkey in Europe

and Anatot ia (b)
Dardanelles Thrkey Be~weeri Gallipoli

Per in s ’CCl a and Anatol ia  (b )
Karpathos Strait  Greece Docecanese:  Between

C Karpathc;.s and Rhodes 23
Strait  of Otranto Albania/I taly Between Albania and

Itafl as o P e n i a nu l a  141
Strait  of Messina Italy Be~~w e e / C  Sicil y ar1-l

I t a l ian  Feni_ isula 2
France/ I ta ly  Fe_ iween Corsica & Elba 27

Strait of France/Italy Pe’weer _ io r Ci~’a & G a r d i r ~ia  6

Bonifac io
Canale de Piombino Italy i’,t,wiCCCcrr Elba rascc ~ Italy 5
Strait of Gibraltar Morocco/Spain Between Morocco & Spa i n-. 8

Strait of Dover France/Uni ted  P -Ert w een Lng lar CI & France 18
King dom

St. George ’ s I re land /Uni ted  Bet.ween Ireland & Wales 1420

Channel King dom
North Channel United King dom F e / w e ’ -cto N o rt h e r n  Irel an d

and Scotland 11
Skagerrak Denmark/N ot -way Hn - t , wee n  Denmark (J u t ] an d )

and Norway 61
Ore Sund Denmark/Sweden l3etwees ’; Sjaeiland and

~wE- -1en 2
Bonholmsgat Denmark/Sweden F- ’ wec’ n Bor sch ’. ’i rri & S w — o i l - n  1-2

( Hamb arne )
Kalmar Sund Sweden Fe ’.wee rc  Olan i Island 

C

‘iwo -d i sh  _i~a i ; c J a r i l  2
Entrance to Gulf Finland/Sweden !c(- ’,wo-er, A l a n C i  I s lands
of Bothnia ant Sweden l7~
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Sovere ign ty Ceog raphical l east w i - I t t .
Passage (on either o idc- ) situatioi. (in nautical

mil es)

Entrance to Gui I’ Uf -~’>h/ ~ I ~I a t -  ~,~- 1 ,wee r ~ Estonia  & Fj r : i a r ~ 17
of Finland
Bab el Mandeb France/Yemen south entrance ~c ho--i Sea
Strait of Hormos I ran/Muscat  & 0t~ar~ i ’ nt r a n ce  to Pers ian  G .~if CI
San Bernardino Philippines Hetween Lu s on  & ‘amar 8
Passage
Uakassar Strai t  Indonesia Between Borneo & C~-~ ebes

(w i t h o u t regard ~‘ o o f f s I - .~-r e
i s l a n d s )

Selat Lombok Indonesia  i e 1 ween Bali & -ct~i~ n 11
Selat Call Indonesia 1~etwe erI  Bali & Java 2
2 ’ia’ Sunda Indonesia Between Java & Cutt a~ ra ( l o t

taking into  account Pulau
Sangiang in midd le  of
~trait)

St r a i t  of ~-1a1acra Indonesia/Malaysia detween Malaysia & Sumatra 20
( i ;or t h )

S t ra i t  of Mal acca Indonesia/Ma laysia  1~etween Malaysia & Sumatra
($ou h) opposite Singapore 8

For rosa  St r a i t  CP R /C JC hetwees Taiwan & Mainland
- t in a

Pescadores Chanoel  CP R/ CNE lietween Pescadores & Mair larni
China  17

Cook S t ra i t  New Zea an~ ~e’veen North Island & South
slar~d 12

~~o- :i~~~. a D i st a n ~-e given in t a b l e  is ‘ t . Cit  between Big Diomedo-- Island (‘LISP )
and Mainland Liberia. Oth i listanc es : (I) Between Lit~ 1e Fiomed e
Island (US) ari iI C C inm~-~ e Is] at .1 , 2 miles. (ii) bet weot: Li tie
Dionede Islan i and Maitla :.: Alasi-~a, 20 miles. (iii) lietweet, M a in—
lan-I  Alaska a:: : M a i r i a t : i ‘ iber ia , .5 miles.

b Less ~.han a nan t  i -al mu — .
C D i s t ance  g iven in t ab i e  is l o - t w o - p r .  m a i n l a n d s ;  be-t w o -er1 South Bishc- L

- 
Rock (w a l e s )  ani .:skar Rock (Ireland), 36 m i l e s .

° Distalce given in table approx ima to - ly  c o r r e c t ;  several small
islands in s t r a i t  makes precise measurements d i f f i c u l t .

e Distance between Borneo nn:i  Pulau Tuguan , 55 m i l e s .
~ If o f f s h o r e  i slands  : .sk cr ,  in to  )ns ide ra~ ion , tL  mi l e s .

Source. Derived in part from U . S .  Depart nent of State , Sovere ignty  of’
the- Sea .

340 

~~~~~ --,~~~~~~~~- ~~~~ ----- - -I~
_ I, .-~~~ -_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~ —- -~~~-~~~~-- —~~~ - -

~~~~~~~
-- - — — -  ~~~~~

—-
~~~~ 

--


