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AIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REPORT ABSTRACT

TITLEt The U. S. Maritime Strategy

AUTHORs James P. Sexton, Lieutenant Colonelq USMC

-,The U. S. Maritime Strategy is the most

revolutionary strategy since World War II. This strategy

is based on the principles of forward deployment, and

attacking the enemy in hiM home waters. Gloaal in nature

and countervailing in concept, the Maritime Strategy

follows a principle of horizontal escalation.

Consequently, a Soviet attack on Western Europe would be

met with an immediate U. S. Navil offensive thrust in the

oceans surrounding Russia. This paper answers the critics

of the Maritime Strategy who question the rationale o it.

development and justification for a 600 ship/15 carrier

battle group Navy. In addition, the U. S. ability to win

a decisive naval engagement against the Soviet Navy in

their territorial waters is examined. The backqround of

this strategy is outlined in historical conte>xt. Finally.

the perspective of alterrative strategies is desrribed. (.i
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCT ION

The paramount concern of maritime strategy is to
determine the mutual relations of your army and navy
in a plan of war. (9:14) Sir Julian Corbett

The United States' Maritime Strategy is the most

revolutionary and controversial strategy to emerge from

the Navy since World War II. This forward offensive

strategy, which is centered upon the carrier battle group
To- , 

(CVBG, is designed to seize the initiati,e'land attack the

Soviets in their home waters. By taking the fight to the

enemy and seizing =ontrol of the sea, the Navy appears to

be returning to the Mahanian maritime concept of'seeking

decisive en~agemeits. Altred ThAyer Mahan believed to

maintain its security, a nation must command the seas or

risk invasion or blockade. He advocated fleet against

fleet battles. (20:138)

The idea of a global naval strategy is not rn.w:

however, the Navy's emphasis on attackinq the Soviets in

their home waters is new. The 4avy s +ixation on the

Norwegian and Barents Seas, at the expenme at the 'acirtic

and Indian Oceans, has spurred some military strategis,-s

to question not only the strategy but tri rationale behind

its development. Lan the United StAtes win a decisive

naval enqagement against tne bov:&t NiavY in their
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territorial waters? Or is the forward strategy just a

play to justify the 600 ship navy?

This paper will outline the development of the

forward strategy, examine the viewpoints of the proponents

and opponents. The primary focus of this effort will be

to evaluate how the Maritime Strategy could be executed in

the Norwegian Sea and Barents Sea. In conclusion,

possible alternatives to this Norwegian Sea strategy will

be offered.

The rebirth of the United States Maritime Strategy

began in the late 1970s during President Carter's

Administration. With increasing importance placed on a,

"Continental Strategy" of defending the European central

iront, tke Navy was being relegated to defending Atlartic

convoys. Consequently Carter's Secretary of the Navy,

Graham Clayton, claimed the Navy was being asked to serve

as a "police force" rather than a front-line sophisticated

fighting force. (25": 10) Then, in 1978, Secretary o-

Defense Harold brown told the Navy to anticipate smalier

force levels ana to structure their flets to fi~ot

"localized contingencies outside of Eurcpe". (26- 72,

Thus, Chief ot Naval Operations rdmir'al 1hom;as B. H'vwara

called for the I.mited St<-t--. Navy to review the (Panner in

which the fleet would be employed aqain_:t tne ,coviLL Unlor,



in time of war. As a result, the Navy began examining its

strateqy, doctrine, and force structure.

From a historical perspective, the Navy's forward

deployed strategy is not entirely new. In many ways it

stems from 19th Century British naval principles of

forward deployment and attacking the enemy in their home

waters. Lord Nelson established the basic concept of

forward strategy in 1801 when he sailed into Copenhagen

and destroyed the Danish tleet. Nelson's strategic

doctrine supported the concept of aggressively attack inq

the enemy. At Trafalgar he told his officers just before

attacking the French, "No captain can do very wrong wht

places his ship beside the ehemy." (14:30) Through the

19th century, Nelson's edict remained a basic princi"l r

the Royal Navy's Maritime Strategy.

During the late 1800s and early 1900s an American

naval strategist, Admiral Alfred T. Mahan, adopted Lord

Nelson's principles and began writing about them. Man an

viewed Nelson as the embodiment of his own sea power

doctrine and believed that the command of the sea was

achieved primarily by aggressiveiy attacking the enemy

with a forward strategy. (21:) 'The biitish Navy,

already believers in the Nelson st rateqy, adopted Mah~r

doctrines, thus reemphasizing tht'ir aC resSIve MartitIme

Strategy.

- "... " '-- lam a a i' l l 'llJ



In preparing for World War I, the British

Admiralty was significantly influenced by the teachings of

Lord Nelson and Admiral Mahan. The basic approach of the

Admiralty was one of a forward aggressive strategy

designed to seize the initiative from the enemy and attack

the Germans in their home waters. However, at the Royal

Naval War College, Julian Corbett claimed that attacking

the enemy in the~r. home waters may not always be the best

strategy. Corbelt said the ma,:im of placing one s snip

next to the enemy, "for all of its exhilaration and high

sounding Nelsonic spirit, must not displace well reasoned

judgement of the battle situation." %9:172-173)

During this time, Mahan was also having second

thoughts about forward strategy. He could see that the

advancing technology, such as submarines, airplanes and

torpedoes, may have changed the n+ tur- of maritime

warfare. (18:5) Consequently, the British Admiralty

cancelled their plans for attackin9 the Oerman fleet in

their ports, and instead adopted a "distant blockade" in

the North Sea.

During the late 1920s and 193:O.s, met-ican naval

o++icers reevaluated the Nelson-Mahan +orwcara strateqies

as they began preparinq for po.ssble con~iict- with Japarn.

Mahan's +orwar'd offensive strateqies 5t-Lucled by a

the Omer-.-- uan admirals and evrfitt . i. itivet. cecj he t.t; .



of action in the Pacific durin9 World War I. Basically,

the U. 8. Navy's offensive strategy was designed to attack

the Japanese and seize command of the seas. The Navy

sought decisive naval engagements which would push the

Japanese Navy back into their home waters and achieve a

major maritime victory in true Nelson--Mahan tradition.

(28:58) Eventually after pursuing the Japanese fleet

across the Pacific and destroying them in a classic

Mahanian decisive naval engagement at Leyte Gulf, this

Nelson-Mahan forward strategy helped bring de+eat to the

enemy. t32t269-311)

In the decades iollowing World War II, U. S. naval

leaders drew upon the lessons lear-nad +rom their,

e.:periences and reaffirmed the Nelson--Mahan forwa o

of+ensive Maritime Strategy. One of the most notable post

World War II Chiefs of Naval Operations, Admiral Arleigh

Burke, symbolized the tradition of forward stratecy. In a

1972 lecture at the Naval War, College, _Burle steted th

he was a traditionalist and was convinced that the less3ns

of the past were proper 9uides for t:ii 1uture.

Historically, he noted, all great naoa.l leaders ha i- the

same characteristics in common-. . hy ail had

initiative. They took action. They were aLtdac-iou .k."

S27- 28) Then ful+illinq the ofvenmive doctrine, 6L.r _

deployed the U. S. lia-v around Lhe -,Jcjr I- r * nd 1 7I, -.. 'v:ii
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Marines ashore in Lebanon. Thus, naval leaders needed to

follow the Nelsonic fighting spirit in a maritime war.

Durin9 the Vietnam War, many naval officers

believed that naval forces should have been used in a more

a99ressive way to seek out the enemy in his home waters

and decisively engage him. However, because of political

restraints, the Russian and Chinese ships in North

Vietnam's harbors were declared off limits. According to

John Lehman, during this era naval strategy became bitr-ed

by uncertainty over the utility of ,orce for- national

purposes. In Lehman's view, "Naval strategic thought

became focused on technical, logistic and tactical

problems, with too little attention tO the politicaP

context that give5 meaning and purpoize tr st, tt:P

thought." (17:785)

Thus in the 1970s the Navy began going through a

period of self-examination and developing a different view

of their Maritime Strategy. When first proposed, the

Maritime Strategy was consistent with the guidance ol" U.

S. National Security Strategy. rhe Natiunal Security

Strategy was based upon the princip les ot de-cerrroce.

forward deployed forces, and coalitio.n varti-ire. Forwaj

deployed forces t.jere designed to di=c.r ,, Iocal.

aggressinn, contribute to rego-,dl 5tabi..tv, -ere

visible s.,';bo , .. our c:our w."t-/ s ccofrIm. t." and pr. -ttc:



U. S. interests. (24:27) However, in the years since the

1970., the Maritime Strategy has moved beyond these

, original tenets.

What are the specific objectives of this forward

strategy? First, in time of war, the Navy will seize the

4initiative from the Soviets and attack as far forward as

possible. This will entail proceeding "in harm's way" by

fighting in Soviet home waters off the Kola Peninsula.

Second. carrier battle forces would be moved forward as

soon as possible and third, the Navy would be globally

deployed well before hostilities begin. (31:7-ll)

The basic structure of the Maritime Strategy

.. contains three phases:

-- Phase, I--Deterrence or the Transition to Wear:

During this phase the rapid forward deployment of Naval

and Marine forces reinforce deterrency and prepare for

war. Should deterrence fail and a war erupt, then the

next phase will take effect.

-- Phase II--Seizinq the Initiative:

Naval forces will astablish o.fens :t..e contrui i_

rapidly and early as possible and proceed into the tiri;'d

phase.

-- Phase t1--Carrying the Fight to th- Erneff;v:

Maritime force pr'ojection will be applied against hicl-

value 6-)vlet as.. is iiicl udi. tdi . Iif . i4

I7



35) By mandating the position of taking the fight to

the enemy, the Navy's now Maritime Strategy has adopted

the Nelson and Mahanian tradition of an offensive

strategy.
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CHAPTER II

THE FORWARD MARITIME STRATESY

In 1978, the Chief of Naval Operations Admiral

Hayward stated that he was reassessing "the global nature

of the Soviet threat and the global requirements of the U.

S. Navy." Consequently, the stage was set for changes in

U. S. naval strategy and force structure. Admiral Hayward

supported Secretary of the Navy Graham Claytor's efforts

for an open discussion of the Maritime Strategy. In a

National War College speech, Secretary Claytor vehemently

criticized the Carter Administration's attempts to limit

the-role of the Navy in a future war with the toviets.

(26:72) Secretary Claytor said:

We must plan a balanced force that is capable of a
full range of possible naval missions -- we intend to
follow one very old U. S. Navy tradition, and that is
to go in harms' way. (25:10)

Admiral Haywood claimed that if forward deployment

of naval and marine forces did not deter war durinq an

initial crisis with the Soviets, then the U. S. naval

forces could at least accomplish a number o+ other

options. First, the e%,ensive &]oviet Northern Fleet. weuii

oe bottled up in their home vjate,'z and Prevented from

sailng out into the North Atlantic. Secont., sasnic rumt

: oviet air, naval and .3rond for C.., . :ould bfe-. tied up in

:' r" ;" " . .:" .. " .. '- - -- ,.'. - . . '. :': - " ... ' " " . " "



the defense of the homeland and therefore unable to assist

in the European central front campaign. Third, U. S.

naval forces could threaten the Soviets with global

conventional war by horizontal escalation in both the

Atlantic and Pacific theaters. (26:72) In this

horizontal escalation strategy, any Soviet attack on

Western Europe would be met with immediate hostilities in

other theaters, which would keep global pressure on Soviet

forces and their allies.

Although Admiral Hayward is generally believed to

have developed the forward maritime strategy, his

predecessor as Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Holloway

also suppdrted a forward strategy. In 1975, Admiral

Holloway stated that the cur'ren. U. E. n+ational strategy

was a "forward strategy". (15:6) He also outlined two

major responsibilities for the Navy: First, to provide

forward deployed ships and aircraft and second, to protect

the Sea Lines of Communication (SLOCs).

Admiral Hayward's strategy was essentially the

same, except the Navy needed a woridwice capability which

would threaten U. S. enemies from di+ferent directions.

We must fight on the terms whican are most advantageous
to us. ihis requires taking w + ar, to the. erimy.
naval forces with the objective+ o+ achieving the
earliest possible des r'uctIQ'rn L. I, caPALi it.
to interfere with our use a+ sea areas essentiai tor
suppor L Lf our own forcs -anl 1 . i . C3



In the summer of 1981, the new Secretary of the

Navy, John F. Lehman, wrote an article titled, "Rebirth of

a U. S. Naval Strategy." Secretary Lehman publicly

discussed this new strategy which, up until this time, had

been largely classified. He called for a reawakening of

national resolve in a global U. S. role. This strategy

should be countervailing, attacking the enemy's weakness

and providing for a U. S. naval superiority over any naval

opponent. (17:784) In his call for a revitalized navai

strategy, Secretary Lehman stressed that "strategy is the

means to achieve ends," and "political purpose must always

dominate strategy .... " (17:786)

He believed that a proper political policy at

higher levels was absolutely +t-ndamental -for-r. ef,:i-r

strategy. Once clear national interests and objectives

were stated by the political leadership, then the

formulation of naval strategy could take place. Having

received his guidance from the Reagan Administra:ion.

Secretary Lehman outlined his Maritime Strategy. "The U.

S. Navy of the near future will be visibly offensive io

orientation...and the U. S. Navy will be qlol.jai in

reach." (17:790) Based on U. S. ocIai a-1d CL'ltLtr+j.

values, the U. S. traditionally +avored a dr-ernsiv-

posture. Thus, noted Lehman, "as a resu-tlt, we have te.e..

to rank deterrence as our princ iple qo;.O. ari, 1-t1r.:0

I.i

+ ......... + " i. '-- i i l i i i l l mml n.1



that the real business of military forces is

war4ighting." (17s790) This Maritime Strategy, continued

Lehman, would stress forward deployment including

operations capable of warfighting in areas regarded as

"high risk". (17s790)

Secretary Lehman did not view this new strategy as

independent of the other services and stated that, "a far

greater integration of roles and missions across services

will be required." (17z791) Also, every technological

advantage must be exploited, especially in the areas of

antisubmarine warfare (ASW). He noted that U. S. National

Security Strategy dictated the Maritime Strategy and

iramework for employing the naval forces throughout the

world. It was Liwar to Secrt-tary Lehman that this

strategy involved a number of significant an widely

separated regions. The U. S. naval forces would be

required to challenge Soviet naval presence in these

regions and would therefore dictate a force structure

change. Thus, according to Lehman, not only would tne

existing fleet require extensive mociernization, but a

signi+icent increase in numbers arid types of ships would

ue necessary: A d.'O ship Navy.

As mariti+e planners _eqan 'he rebirtn of U. S.

naval forces, they faced three major constraints. F-irst,

they hai to consider the vayLt a'r'se ol Lre viorld-

4!



oceanS; second, the extent of U. S. vital interests; and

third, the growing global Soviet naval threat. (27:7-8)

One such planner, former Chief of Naval Operations under

Secretary Lehman, Admiral James D. Watkins, stated "the

goal of the overall maritime strategy was to use maritime

power, in combination with the efforts of our sister

services and forces of our allies, to bring about war

termination on favorable terms." (31:3)

Admiral Watkins stressed the Maritime Strateqy was

the maritime component of the National Military Strategy.

which emphasized allied coalition warfare and cooperation

with sister services. (31:4) He also stated that the

Maritime Strategy Was not a detailed war plan with firm

time lines, tactical doctrine, or specific target setL.

Indeed unified and specified commanders would fight the

war under the guidance of the President and Secretary of

Defense, using the Maritime Strategy as a global

perspective. Consequently, this strategy becamc a key

element in determining weapons systems and +orce

structutre, as well as a vehicle +or stiapin ai-id

ditseminating a professional consensus on warfiqhtino.

(31:4)

Another advocate o+ the Maritime trtey wes ie

Admiral H. C. Mustin. In relatinq the strategy to the

NATO environment, Admiral Mut. -.'n ~ 1-tn t t it. ,- ...

!.



on deterrence. Should deterrence fail, then the strategy

of 4orward defense to protect NATO and its members was

necessary. (23s2) These forward deployed maritime forces

would play a decisive role in defending the northern flank

of NATO. The loss of Norway, Iceland or Greenland could

be a turning point in the battle for the Atlantic. In

addition, losing control of the Baltic Straits would allow

the Soviet Baltic Fleet access into the Norwegian Sea.

Therefore, he concluded, NATO and the United States needed

an offensive strategy to deal with the Soviets.

Admiral Mustin conceded that it would be costly in

terms of men and ships, but the Soviets were not

invincible. With the full cooperation of U. S. sister

services and NATU allies, th U. I. car-ier fleet would

prevail and force the Soviets back into their home waters.

(23:3)

Admiral Mustin further stated that the Soviets

recognize the immense threat of the carrier battle groups

and acknowledge that the carrier was more survivable than

fixed airfields. Yet, "Our strategy is not a heli-bent-

for-leather dash northward to the Kola Feninsulaq" he

claimed. (23:4) Agreeing with Mustin, bc.tn Admiral

Watkins and Secretary Lehman also stateo that they did nut

propose to race blindly into the 3aws oi waitinq 1 .vet

forces. 7he U. U . naval z. . - . - . . , .. .imt .,,..



place of their naval engagements and therefore take the

initiative 4rom the enemy.

Admiral Mustin expressed concern that some experts

rejected this forward strategy and favored the

establishment of a maritime Maginot Line near the

Grenland-Iceland-Unitd Kingdom "gap" (G.I.U.K.). In

this strategy, the naval forces could remain behind this

line and protect the Sea Lines of Communication. But,

Mustin noted, relegating the Navy to convoy escort across

the Atlantic would relinquish the initiative to the

Soviets and invite defeat. Such a strategy, continued

Mustin, would open Norway and Iceland for invasion. F'om

this vantage point the Soviets could threaten the entire

northern NATO flanl: and the key t-eAfr1v ae iin the

United Kingdom. We would be adopting a straLegy which

would amount to a de+acto write-off of the Northern NATO

allies, Mustin concluded. (23:5)

In summary, control of the Norwegian 5ea witr.

offensive sea control operations would prtent the Soviets

with severe problems in their attempt to iivade the

northern +lan!::. The Maritime Strateqv - i,'}ijlls NATO

objectives in the Norwegian Sea by repeli1inf tne Warsaw

Pact amphibious assault upon Norway ar, cccntaining the

Soviet Northern Fleet in their home 72. 25)
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In seizing the initiative from the Soviets, the U.

S. Maritime Strategy calls for using carrier air power to

help establish sea control. As this phase of the strategy

unfolds, a vigorous ASW campaign, including attacks upon

the Soviet ballistic missile submarine% (SSBNs) by U. S.

and allied forces, will take place. Soviet leadership is

constantly calculating the nuclear threat, correlating

force balance and using the results in their decision

making process. Critics claim by attacking Soviet SSBNs

and upsetting the force balance, the Soviets will have to

escalate into a nuclear exchange with the U. S. and NATO

allies. However, Navy strategist Linton Brooks, (Capt.

USN) argues that the destruction of Seviet SSEBNs wil'l not

cause a global nuclear e':change. EProoks believns tha; a--.

assessment of escalation risk should be based on an

evaluation of their military doctrine. The Soviets place

nuclear weapons under very tight political control in the

same manner as the West. Their, doctrine calls +or attacks-

on western ballistic submarines as an integral component

of conventional war; there+ore this is a legitimate

military task. (3:79-SO) They assume the U. S. will also

attack their SSBNs and according to B.rooks, this will not

be escalatory. Former Commander o+ the Soviet Navv

Admiral Sergei Gorshkov summarized this policy:

Among the main efforts of a Ie,' ., ,-hu most

------------------- C



of them has become the use of the forces of the fleet
against the naval strategic nuclear systems of the
enemy with the aim of disrupting...their strikes....
( 12t221)

From Brooks' perspective, the Maritime Strategy is a good

one and although there is an element of the unknown

involved, no strategy is without risk. Maritime forces by

themselves cannot prevent a war or guarantee complete

victory. They do, however, play a significant role in,

deterrence and war termination. Thus, concludes Brook-,

forward strategy is necessary:

... the escalatory risk associated with conventional
attacks on SSBN forces at sea should be acceptable as
a unique means of gaining war termination leverage.
Threatening SSBNs by conventional means carries far
less risk of escalation than does the use of tactical
nuclear weapons to restore a declining battlefield
situation, a risk that NATO has accepted for years.
(.3:81)

Consequently, many strategists believe the overriding

principle of preserving the Soviet motherland and the

communist state could drive the Soviet leadership to

accept a significant defeat of their' surface and bSSN

naval fleet before escalating to global nuclear warfare.

Another advocate of the Maritime Strategy is the

current Chief o* Naval Operations, Admiral Carlisle J. H'.

H. Trost. Recent criticism and vigorcus discussions of

the Maritime Stratey, crmmented Trost. "overlooks plain

fact and even plainer common sense." (29: 13 ) Since tIh u

qUaiittIatIve advantaqe in people and .tpeiiori ty , u,

. .. .. . . , - - , ., . . . o... . .



technology is shrinking, stated Trost, the country needs a

strong national strategy. (29314) One key element in

this national strategy is the current Maritime Strategy.

Yet in Admiral Trost's view, the Maritime Strategy has

become somewhat calcified. Trost wanted all subsequent

revisions to be "more flexible." (30:7) Just as the

Soviet military planners have multiple options available

to them, so must U. S. planners. Trost belie* es that U.

S. campaign plans need to contain multiple op ions and

flexibility in operations.

Critics interpret some of Admiral Trost's

statements as a change in the CNO's commitment to the

Maritime Strategy; However, thi's analysis does not appvaI

correct. In advocatir)4 - flexible o+4ensive Maritinme

Strategy, Admiral Trost clearly statess

The defensive approach to our professional problems.
such as SLOC protection, appeals to the analyst who
likes neat, clean packaged problems. In the sprawl ot
conflict, neatness is impossible, and forward pressute
is the only answer. Don t let the auversary take tne
initiative. (30:8)

In summary, the proponents ° position for- the

oifensive Maritime Strategy is as follows: The Mart~fnm

Strategy is an integrated crompFo;e-int o tnc! Natic'nai.

l1iiilitary Strategy which sign if icar-tAl .cotvi[:L.tl Io

d-terrence, n nhances coaJ. it).on wr~': -~e b/ xn.t'oppor. 1

c Intnnl ommitrent 1.ld i:



CHAPTER III

OPPOSITION TO THE FORWARD MARITIME STRATEGY

Virtually all critics of the offensive Maritime

Strategy agree on three issues: First, maritime

superiority is indispensable for the protection of U. S.

SLOCs. Second, the Maritime Strategy is an offensive,

forward deployed strategy which requires substantial

numbers of ships and men to execute properly. However,

critics claim large deck carriers can be replaced with

small carriers. Third, in order to execute effectively,

claim these critics, these naval forces must be deployed

be~ore the war starts, and they must sail as lar +orward

as possible.

Criticism of the Maritime Strate9y falls into +our

major areas: First, should the Maritime Strategy take

precidence over the Continental Strategy, which is based

on the NATO alliance? Second, should the U. S. +ieet be

deployed offensively in high threat areas? Third. in

support of Europe s Central Front, what is the deterrence

value of a naval campaign near Russia's Kola Peninsuia'-

Finally, given economic restraints. is building a 6t. ship

ni-vy with fifteen carrie.- battle gro&.,ps in support oT a

forward Maritime Strategy the proper way tQ distribLte u.

S. defens.ive e..penditur ?. : o p ai-,"l y eL'. Lu ip. '. "

I ...



effectiveness of the new Maritime Strategy, in the

following pages each of these criticisms will be outlined.

One of the most vocal critics of the Maritime

Strategy is Robert Komer, former Under Secretary of

Defense for Policy (1979-1980). Komer believes that a

Maritime Strategy alone without a proper balance of air

and ground forces, will fail. However, he claims that a

Maritime Strategy is absolutely essential for keeping the

sea-lanes open. (16:x) While the detense posture sliouid

begin with a statement of strategic interests followed by

a process of evaluating alternatives, Komer finds our

present force structure dictated more by political

factors, economic constraints, and patorhaJ copet ition

between the services for the c v-'tr mn1.pr t'Q.ur C&.

(16: xiii)

In looking at U. S. military professionals. Komer

states they have not done enough serious study of

conventional strategic issues. Thus. n . nc9os, tnt-

military as an institution is incap ble of providing Lhe

appropriate strategic advice. klb: i

From an historical Perspective. Koier _c.,:i tend-

that for the first 150 years of 1t. e;iis c . the Uiri. <eu

States was pr'ot-.cted from tiostile Pr , ov tr t, ,a-;la1 .

and Pacific Ocean5. The Monroe DoCL rnre ct i, ne .f p...

establish a tot-m o: isol at ionism r .m ..



and was not significantly altered until the post Civil War

4period. Then in the late nineteenth century, Admiral

Mahan's offensive outward looking maritime doctrine caused

a navy to examine its coastal defensive role and begin

deploying its fleet around the world.

During World War I, for the first time in its

history, the United States bolted out of its isolationism

and began fighting ,in Europe. Since there was no major

naval threat, and herefore no competlng strategies,

America quickly adopted a defensive force-projection

strategy. However, a traditional confrontation between

maritime and continental strategies cccurred during World

War II, stated Komer. This clash between the Conti.nental

Coalition Strategy and a Maritime .trateqv was most

evident in the competition for landing craft. Both the

European and Pacific commanders needed these vehicles to

prosecute their separate strategies. In the end, Europe

received priority for military equipment. I :-.)

After World War, II, U. S. strategy focused (n the

communist threat and the means oi: preventin9 Soviet

expansion. According to lomer. NATO became increaJingly

important when relative U. S. economic power was decl:l. -it

and Soviet capabilities were x nct, asin . Therecste. hIomer

stated, "the single greatest renwi, in U. S. stratr.:,..

. dvanitqe over the JS'SF,,:Ls t~ihii t~j Ac.,, ~ ~

.I'



rich allies, while the Soviets have only a handful of poor

ones." (16:27)

Komer contends that two schools have emerged which

disagree over what kind of Navy is essential for maritime

superiority. One school supports allocating the majority

of U. S. resources in support of a maritime supremacy

strategy. Designed to not only exercise command of the

seas and poptect U. S. SLOCs, this strategy also calls for

an offensve force projection against the Soviet Union.

The other school, a more continental'perspective, seeks a

stronger commitment to the defense of Western Europe,

Japan and the Persian Gulf. This strategy implies a more

balanced military force with incrteased emphasis on land

and air capablities. Both 4hols accept the premise

that maritime superiority is indispensable, but disagree

on the means and kind of navy that would be essential for

that purpose. The bottom line is a choice between a sea

control navy or an offensively ot iented navy, targeteo

against the Soviet Union. (16:36)

In Komer's view, the discussion should not be one

of maritime (Navy) vef-sus continental k4rmy) with thE

associated interservice arqument-0 +or scarce resources.

Instead the objectives, should be in ev.3luation o a

balanced force approach with ilatited resources and

e"am: t s i ie 91U I cl ii t pmi' . Ir, -i i...i his



cites the Carter Administration as an example. Under

President Carter, the-post Vietnam decline in U. S.

defense spending was reversed and strategy was allowed to

determine resources. (16:53) Harold Brown, the Secretary

of Defense during the Carter Administration, also focused

his efforts on building a balanced multiservice force.

(16: 55)

Komer believes the balanced approach is not taking

place in the present Reagan Administration. In his view

Secretary of Defense Weinberger has allocated the bulk of

U. S. conventional force funding to the Navy at the

expense of the other services. Komer cites Secretary

Weinberger,s statement: 1 The most significant force

expansion proposed by the admin+.t , on centers on th.,

Navy, particularly those components o+ it which have

offensive missions." (16:57) As a result, Secretary of

the Navy Lehman began requesting his 600 ship naval

program, including 15 carrier botti .9roJps ano

significant increases in amphibious assault capabiliti:i.

Komer believes that the Army will ou.ik:e aqain tad.e the

brunt of fiscal cutbacks and be un a..,ie to s.upp.jrt the Nl:,TO

allies.

A former Army Chief o+ xf . Genera. Mey. er,

summarized this problem:

'The iii s dio YOu t i-.s I - I . I



rely upon a maritime strategy or do you continue to
have balanced forces that can respond in a unified way
with all the service elements? (1b59)

Komer believes "the United States is drifting by default

towards a primarily maritime strategy" (16s59) In

contrast, Secretary Lehman has stated the Navy's carrier-

heavy buildup to 15 carrier battle groups (CVBGs) is

required to prevail simultaneously over the Soviet Navy in

the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian Oceans. Yet, Komer

believes the Reagan Administration has called for

horizontal escalation and inappropriately placed "9reater

emphasis on roughly simultaneous carrier offensive,

instead of sequential ones, thus justifyin9 the fifteen

CVBGs already funded." (16:60) Yet notes Komer,

hor-i:ontal escaliton is not a wor4:a e strategy.

Robert Komer finds support for some of his

concerns from senior "black shoe" (surface ship) admirals

such as Elmo Zumwalt, Worth Bagley and Stansfield Turner.

These admirals' criticize the ottensive strategy anu

support distributing U. S. naval power over a larger

number of smaller, less expensive ships. However, there

is some disagreement amuin9 the admirals concernin the

emphasis which should be placed orn using carriet. -" iarCr -rT

or cruise mi siles as defensive weapons. (16 -.- '



In summing up Robert Komer's position, the Reagan

Administration has focused primarily on rebuilding U. S.

capabilities rather than reemphasizing coalition warfare

with our allies. Instead, the administration is locked

into building a 600 ship navy with 15 CVBGs with

significant increases in amphibious assault capabilities,

and this unbalanced approach, at the expense of the land

and air military components, erodes the advantages of a

coalition approach to wartare in Europe and around the

world. ('16:106)

Another strong opponent to the Maritime Strategy

is John J. Mearsheimer, associate professo- of political

science at the University o+ Chicago. He arques the 0C')

ship navy is designed to carry out the Mat-'t-ime Strateqv

and is being built at the expense of American air and

ground forces in central Europe. (22:3) He contends that

deterring the Soviet threat to NATO is the basis upon

which the Maritime Strategy s hould D evauAted. Sir,:*e

NATO is the most important and demanding critingency for

the U. S. military, the U. S. Navy must recoqnize tinat its

chief role lies in its support of central Europe. z 4.;

Mearsheimer outlines ±ot.r ma.ior proulerns itt, tn,

Naritime Strategy. First, the Navy simply ias not

articulated a coherent strate,, :oI- .eterro r- t-ie

i elt B., Ilhe c ur nt.t l Ma rLt 1.iiie S t. r A[..: ~ 0-4C y : f ;- =.., .



first attempt at providing strategic rationale for its 600

ships and in many cases it is not clearly stated. (22s5)

According to Hearsheimert

...the vagueness and hydra-headed quality of the
maritime strategy make it difficult for observers to
challenge...this kind of ambiguity is bureaucratically
advantageous, however, because it provides the Navy
with multiple rationales for its forces as well as a
very demanding set of military requirements....
(22:18)

Second, states Mearsheimer, the offensive concepts

encompassed by the Maritime Strategy contribute little to

deterrence in Europe and may actually detract from it.

(22:5) Since the Soviet Union is essentially a land based

power, they would show little attention to naval

considerations in its decision making process on whether

tc initiate war with NATO. k22:QN Th,,s, the M;-iti~mc

Strategy as a deterrent is seriously flawed, states

Mearsheimer, and has the opposite effect by shifting the

strategic nuclear balance. There are three basic reasons

for this: First, the U. S. leadership may not have tre

political will to allow the Navy to attempt to execute the

strategy. Second, the Navy may not be capable of

effectively e'tecuting the strater y. Third. a success+U1

anti-SSBN campaign will not c irce the Soviets into btve

behavior, noted Mearsheim -r. ......-....



The Navy's main value for deterrence, continued

Mearshetmer, lies in sea control where protection of

NATO's SLOCs could disrupt Soviet strategic plans. Thus

the Navy should adopt a defensive sea control strategy,

since offensive sea control is counter-productive and

exposes the NATO SLOCs. (22s5) If the U. S. Navy is

overwhelmed by the Soviet Navy in the Norwegian Sea, then

all of Europe is in jeopardy. Sea control is where the

Navy can do the most for NATO, commented Mearsheimer. The

Soviets must not think they can cut the SLOCs quickly and

achieve a blitzkrieg victory. To accomplish this, a

defensive sea control strategy best suits NAO'5 needs.

Indeed, adopting a defensive sea control strategy could

allow the Navy to reduCe its dependence on a 600 ship

navy/15 CVBGs. According to Mearsheimer, approximately

ten battle groups could provide enough deterrence to

prevent Soviet SSNs from leaving their home waters.

(22: 55)

The fourth and final problem centers around

President Reagan's policy of favoriri9 the Navy over -round

and tactical air forces, which hurt-s U. S. detrrcent

posture. The best way of Frovidin4 a deterrence potu'e

in Western Europe is to strengthen the coalltion torces o-

NATO in front of the War-saw Pact armies. ( 5 -b v

............ ;.. ...-the ie o+ he U. i. h Tin i'r l n T .. .-



ground and air forces which effect deterrence the most

would be available. Mearsheimer does not argue that the

Navy is irrelevant, for it has a vital role in offensive

sea controll however, the key to deterrence is not the

Navy but the air and ground forces on the central front.

(223 57)

Another critic of U. S. naval policy is Jack

Beatty. In his Atlantic Monthly article, Beatty states

the Maritime Strategy may be the most innovative idea

since World War II but looks like a very bad bet.

According to Beatty, the rationale for the Maritime

Strategy emanated from a lecture given at the Naval War

College in 1979 by an OMB official in the Carter

Administration, Randy jTyne. J ,.'r, e r 1  im d the Navy -,ad

to develop a strategic rationale for their budget, in a

time when President Carter was trying to restore the

ground forces credibility to effectively defend Europe.

If the Navy failed to develop a str-ategy, concluaeoa Ja.ne,

they would lose the funding and shrink further in size.

(1:37)

According to Beatty, the Mr itime Stratey tppear~s

to have an institutional momentum o4 its own..u with the

driving fcre to build former Se' t.rv. y .mer s )

ships. Beatty ieels the term "in ha'rm s w'" ia jug:-

n;autical br.a,ad and cla:i ms the -ar" . .aw'--:, Lj.i, ...

. . . . .
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template for global conventional war with the Soviets.

Under the Carter Administration, the Navy was assigned the

task of a transatlantic ferry for the European bound U. S.

Army. A secondary naval task included defensive sea

control against Soviet submarine attempts to sever NATO

SLOCs. (1:38)

BSatty insists that the portrayal of the Soviet

naval threat is greatly exaggerated, not only in numbers

but in quality. However, he does concede that the Sovaet!

do possess the largest fleet of strategic-missile carrying

submarines in the world. "These SSBNs alone make tne

Soviet Navy a formidable force," Beatty stated. (1.39)

Also Beatty believes that an institutional motivated bias

e>,ists.today in the NAvy. (1:4CO To often, he not-. the

Navy views reality in its own terms and not as it truly

exists and thus it is too self-serving.

Beatty argues that the main contributions of the

allied navies during World War Ii were trrougn ,etenA

measures such as the bluckades and convoys. In addizioniz

the Navy's ;resent offensive strategy was der.ivei -r,no thr,

offensive model in the World War 11 Paui-ic. theater., at.

the exclusion of the Atlantic theater pcis ut.e. Th i J

Pacific stretegy was conduc:ted by carrier tasi: rrt-Ce-. arl

was based on intervention in busicially vjea% Thit-d Wicr-lI

najtions, InF.ead 011l an * t1.-At ... ... .. . "ICI



powers like Russia, today. (I41) Therefore there are

4gw commn elements between the World War II Pacific

campaign and today's Maritime Strategy against the Soviet

Union.

The key to Beatty's reservations of the Maritime

Strategy is the stated U. S. Navy position of attacking

the Soviet SSBNs. Beatty believes the Soviets would not

accept the sinking of their SSBNs as part of a

conventional war with the NATO navies. The Soviets miclit

accept the sinking of some of their SSBNs, thinkinq the U.

S. attack subs could not distinguish between SSNs ana

SSBNs. But the policy of attacking their SS8Ns may .

cause the Soviets to escalate and employ nuclear mines or

mi.silms on U. S. ca#riet b, tt!P rcups, and risk ths ni

possible counter-escalation of global nuclea4 excharge.

(1:49)

Beatty raises the question of accomplishing tbu

offensive sea control strategy witn suarnarines vice

carriers. He then posses two broader questions. Sho uld

the offensive Maritime Strategy ue e;.ecuted at all" Or

would U. S. national intere Es Le beUt erv.d by returri;-;

to a defensive strategy whirch wwld enta.i I ess ,xp-_

nd r isk? (1:53)



The last opponent to the Maritime Strategy

considered here is Hamlin A. Caldwell, Jr. A graduate of

the U. S. Naval Academy and the Naval War College, he

currently owns his own consulting firm. According to

Caldwell, the Maritime Strategy is an aggressive concept

which appeals to every instinct of a Navy fighting man.

Indeed this strategy holds the possibility of providing

deterrence, blocking the Soviet Navy from exiting their

northern bastions, securing the northern fhank of NATO arid

projecting naval power directly towards the Soviet

motherland. Yet Caldwell believes this strategy provides

a significant "home field advantage" +or the Soviets andi

may give them a prohibitive etSL. (=:48;

rA mue defensive str--teg.' .".!e th.- off~ :.},

spirit imbued by Mahan would provide an effec tive ba:iiis-

for dealing with the Soviet SSN threat. The advantage the

Soviets enjoy in their home waters would allow them to sow

etensive mine fields, position AS orces, rei?- L.; T i.t,'U

sensors and navigational beacon.,; sele:t prepared

positions with favorable ak:DI>!Cct *,dic'1r-i and a~~ti-IL7

U. S. SSN attacks. This synerq.,stic. : -:O J s .. re].y

negate the techn ica.l superior itv o thf U. S. !.Lmar ir -.

~9)



There would be considerable logistical problems

encountered by the U. S. with each torpedo, cruise missile

or mine expended. The U. S. resupply lines would be

extended and targeted by most of the Soviet Fleet. In

contrast, the Soviets would not only have a logistical

advantage but easier communications and shorter transit

times for their support vessels , which would further

increase their combat effectiveness. The Maritime

Strategy, in Caldwlel's opinion, is a blueirint for

disaster. It accommodates the Soviets by attacking their

bastions and sacrifices our naval assets while having

little chance for success. (6:51.

In Summary then, Komer, ,Mrearnem. atty, and

' !dwell do not sLunpo-t the 'artf-me V r ' -

variety of reasons ranging from logist.cal problems, to

improper support of the allies and other national

services, these critics claim the U. S. , Maritime

Strategy is too seit-serving, ano ae - Ui=Li.

national defense objectives. While ti-,e alidity of these

claims are debatable, proponenL C=i Vh:,c .tame Ct."tev

believe there is g-eat merit in th-e nv rat,..



CHAPTER IV

THE SOVIET PERSPECTIVE

If the study of military history has taught

military strategists anything, it is that your aJversary

rarely follows what is expected of him in wartime. In his

article titled "Blitzkrieg at Sea", Captain T. A.

Fitzgerald, USN, explains how difficult it is to predict

what the Soviets will do at war s outbrea::. He believes

that an examination of oviet doctrine and practices

during their training exercises wili not reveai tre true

Soviet wartime strategy. In the l-;Os +o-rmev' Commander o-

the Soviet Navy, Admiral rsflkov. stalled the i] i et

maj or purpos? is to pr-Dtect th- F,..n h i-t.nd jn "hc

ballistic missile submarines. For- Gorshkov the priinay

capital ship of the Soviet fleet was the submarine-a sea-

denial weapon. (10:35) Thus, ba:ed on curreit 6uviet

maritime exercises and ~rno ~-;~:t:e ni;u

strategists believe thie Soviet Naef isi a sea

+orce. ,10-3 4) Indee.d Lhe S , -t I.: a haa .,

surface ships desi qned ic..r fl . ,..'ri - W. t' " -U

antiair parote- a te (!AAW . T- , i iI -' E h e I Ii Lk

Soviet fli~et's prim, -ry 'tl~r: i:~ ' 1~ te t -nc, kA-.

waters and protec their ball ~t,, ... !. -,5t;:L~~



The Soviet Navy is divided into four major fleets--

the Northern, Baltic, Pacific and Black Sea Fleets.

Although this is a formidable force, the fleets face

geographic obstacles that hinder concentration of forces

for large scale offensive operations. The narrow seas are

icebound during most of the year and in some cases access

to open ocean is controlled by NATO allies. Since the

Soviet Union is a continental power whose major opponent

has significant maritime ottensive power, they sthould be

expected to react and employ their naval forces in the

following manner: First, they will keep most o+ the fleet

in home waters. Second, they will fiqht out to 2,0'0

kilometer's .4 the coa.ts so Soviet naval air. &jlei.h is

F -.Im va, . i a Ic -D an d ..-., r'c v'. r l e ro'r 1::.rc s . rc t [hr.f i :'.

they will attack and eXict as much attrition as possible

and then return to home waters. Fou-th, they will protect

the flanks and support the Red Army. Fifth, they will

prevent U. 6. + rce. from e.;tabilishin.9 peratinq ba-

the periphery of the Soviet homeland. (10:35)

Soviet leadership realized that a stalematt .t 6t

tvould interrupt the U. S. and all . ied forces' abilit.' tc.

pres:urr th~e Soviet flz;nlks and delay the Atlantic ru p.v

o-1 NATO. Witn :re'i.r .r .r ho].mi nq .i.rd foi.::e.- the 'c.-

-ou d then win in Eu-rope. However., the U. S. and al Iekd

-I je e t h ave dcemonm-.trated their at' .i1tv a--- , n C .r .i v?



attack force capable of penetrating Soviet maritime

defenses. Strike Fleet's carrier battle groups present an

incredibly tough challenge for the Soviets. To force

stalemate at sea would be a major achievement for the

Soviet Navy.

What if the Soviet Navy is not used as a sea-

denial fleet and is instead employed as a "risk fleet"?

The Soviets know they must defeat Europe quickly and to do

so would require speed, suprise and the ability to mask

their attackin9 forces. This could be accomplished by

masking an attack in previously announced exercises or

maneuvers. If the Soviets are considerin9 a land

blitzkrle9 as postulated in the book, Soviet Blitt;t'ieg

Thgury, then what is th! ruls, o+ their r .av-E7' r Paf'd o,

this blitzkrieg rationale, one strategist, Captain

Fitzgerald, believes the Soviet Navy could be employed as

a "risk fleet". This blitzkrieg navy could pose an

interesting alternative Lo the sea-denial s-rateqy tor Ihe

Soviet leadership. (IO36)

Captain Fitzgerald states, because the Soviet

, lanks are vulnerable, Allied naval assaults provide a

major deterrent to the Soviets launchinq an attack on

E:Uirope. Attacks by U. S. and NATO allies on the ,..ie;

flank-;s could achieve significant pressure on the Centr"Iu

ifront. In Fitzgerald's opinio-

.1, +



The primary force available to the allies is the U.
S. carrier fleet. Eliminate, neutralize, or
significantly degrade the carrier force, and the
threat is removed. Could a sea-denial strategy
achieve this goal? No, but an all-out blitzkrieg
-style assault might. (10836)

To execute effectively the naval blitzkrieg

strategy, the Soviets must overcome significant obstacles.

They must know the precise location of the U. S.

carriers. Then they must position, undetected, their

fleet within striking distanca of the CVEGs. FitzSerald

belives this could be done and would provide the Soviets a

tremendous advantage of surprise. The decision to e>ecute

an invasion of Europe would be based on a Soviet

leadership belief that they would be better off at war

than at peace. In Fitzgerald's view, the greatest use for

the Soviet Navy in time of war would be as a blitzkrieg

attack against U. S. carriers. (10:Ze) Thus, the U. S.

Navy should remind themselves that they are a major

objective of a Soviet land and naval blitzkrieg strategy

and prepare properly for this form of Maritime Warfare.

Tom Clancy s nove l, Red Stor-m Risinq, offers

support to Captain Fitzgerald's opinion that the Soviet

lteet culd become an o.-i "-:ve, r-.t'l'.-r thar a defer,sivt.-,

sea-denial fleet. Cianc y si:. that oy ynin' an .;r-e

offensive, the Sc aLet. rcl .ic0 sez .: , .mbat jfl j :'

, n d ac ate terrwa~ in LhI- ciia1ti~ t..0 nc vy ~



there are three reasons for this offensive strategy.

First, the Soviets could prevent an American naval attack

against the homeland. Second, the Soviets could use the

majority of Soviet submarines in the North Atlantic to

destroy NATO SLOCs. Third, this strategy would provide

proper use of Soviet naval aviation. As Clancy's book

shows, the Soviet Navy has become offensively oriented

rather than defensive. (8:46) To be effective, the

Navy's new Maritime Strategy needs to assess this Soviet

perspective and consider all the available options. Would

the Soviet Navy remain on the offensive or would they, as

these authors sLIgest. attack with a nlit'kr'ieg offensivEu
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CHAPTER V

THE ALLIED PERSPECTIVE

The Maritime Strategy is supported by the NATO

membership and the Allies welcome the commitment of U. S.

naval forces. The pressure which the U. S. and its allies

could place upon the Northern Flank would aid NATO

defensive efforts in Central Europe. Indeed the British

Royal Navy wholeheartedly supports the U. S. Maritime

Strategy. But because of its size, the British would not

be able to assist in the global aspect of the strategy.

In a recent U.S. Naval Proceedings article, Commander S.

V. Mackay, Royal Navy, totally endorsed the U. S. Maritj-a.

Strategy . Commander Ma.kdy bellRYvC b.het CVIGS would

help sustain cohesion in the NATO alliance. *Without

sufficient numbers of CVBGs, some forces may be shifted

out of the Mediterranean and into the Norwegian Sea durin9

inclreased world tension. Consequently, southern NW TO

members may perceive these transfers as a shift in NATO

priorities to the Northern Flank. (I: 82-83) Commander

Mackay suS9ests the carrier battle groups shculd be takten

f?-om other theaters such as the Facific to Prevent sucl

.nrc ep t i o'nl This as-:sertion by t-iw-.:Jkay zeei- to support

the U. S. Navy's proposal trat tineeid E5 carrier battie

,Ji ro(Jlp ,3



The NATO allies support the objectives of the U.

S. Maritime Strategy of seizing the initiative from the

Soviets and deployin9 CVBGs forward of the "GIUK gap".

The forward deployment of U. S. naval forces would be

reinforced by allied surface combatants and U. K. nuclear

attack submarines. However, these NATO naval forces

should not wait for the U. S. naval fleet. They must

forward deploy and proceed to bottle up the Soviet fleet.

If the Allies wait, they would be faced with tighting

their way into the Norwegian Sea to recover Norwegian

bases. "The initiative must be taken early", says

Mackay. (19:86)

*According to Mackay, raval force!_ wouid reul...

9reater basing and -Lkppor'L f"rro Norwav thap wh t :.e';.'rt y

exists. He believes the U. S. should deploy'a UVIB in the

Norwegian Sea on a more permanent basis. This would force

the Norwegians to make a firmer political commitment to

the Maritime Strategy. 119:E7.

Mackay believes it would be folly to deFloy

surface ships of the antiubmarine warfare (A1W) t L'1k,,

+orce far north of thp GIUK1 gap without adequate air

defense forces provided by the CVE;Gs. rheretore a pr"Ime

recuirement would ex .isL: 4c, the ne..r-perranet s t

of a U. S. CVBG in the Norw;.ia- Sea. his actLon e_:huicl

be a precondit ion betcore C"; ;?. . rid tle'4.: J

A



adopt the Maritime Strategy fully, states Commander

Mackay.

The strategic importance of Norway increased with

the introduction of the U. S. Maritime Strategy. As long

as the U. S. chose to confront the Soviet Navy along the

BIUK gap and not further north in the Norwegian Sea,

Norway was considered not as critical. The official

Norwegian reaction to the Maritime Strategy has been

positive but restrained. According to Norwegian Captain

J. Boerresen, the reason for this restraint is partly

historical. One of the most important goals of Norway is

to maintain a low level of tension, which the forward

deployed U. S. CVBGs threaten to change. Increased-U. E.

naval presence may cause the Soviet -Flet tc, agment their

deployments in the Norwegian Sea, thus changing the

balance between deterrence and reassurance. Norwegians

are sensitive to the increased presence of the CVBGs and

the resulting need to establish some +orm o+ supporting

infrastructure in Norway. This is perceived by the

Norweg!ans as a new pressure on their existinq basing

policy. The prepositioning of U. S. Marine Corps suppi--s

and equipment can be seen as a change to the basing

pclicy. However, the central cgial o+ Norwegian spcurity

policy will continue to be the maintenance ot low tenSionI

in the Nordic region. k:2: li-1

• ,. . . . . . . . .
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Overall key NATO maritime nations support the

lMaritime Strategy. The two allied nations bordering the

Norwegian Sea (Norway and Britain) believe this strategy

has merit. Although the British cannot deploy ships out

of the Atlantic theater in support of the strategy, they

are committed to the defense of the Norwegian Sea. While

the Norwegians are more cautious, they too have endorsed

this forward deployment concept.

I..
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUS IONS

The U. S. Navy's new Maritime Strategy is the

maritime component of the U. S. National Military

Strategy. If executed in cooperation with sister services

and allies, it could be a winning strategy. Yet power

projection by maritime forces can only be accomplished

after control of the seas is secured, and this is

dependent on both Soviet priorities and NATO capabilities.

The U. S. Maritime Strategy's primary emphasis is

on seizing the initiative from the Soviets. Recent

advances in antisubmarine warfare and weapon system

technology by the U. S. naval forces places 9reater

pressure on the Soviets. However, .- drin-

posture, the U. S. would lose this tech-ilogical

superiority by allowing the enemy *he ention of choosing

the time and place for naval engagements. In contrast,

taking the offensive and forward deploying the CVGs

before hostilities, will properly exploit this

technological advantage and increase the cost to the

Soviets.

The philosophy of strategic of+ensive emplynenr-it

of naval forces is in itself an eime nt of aetet'rr,,-.

Thus the U. S. cannot afford a deensive posture whi.:n

wiould +orfei L the defense --f No-J: r 'nU5r[4iC

4!
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ally, since this would provide an opening for the Soviets

to degrade the NATO alliance.

John Lehman stated the Maritime Strategy would be

a counterveiling strategy, based an attacking the enemy's

weakness and applying global pressures against the

Soviets. The Maritime Strategy's deterrence value is

promulgated upon denying the enemy his objectives by

raising the cost of victory to a point that is

unacceptable. Thus, the U. S. Navy must go after the

Soviet fleet rather than remaining in defensive positions

along the GIUK gap. They must push the Soviet Navy back

into their icey home waters and force the Soviet SSNs intQ

a defensive pOsture of protecting tt.eir strategic nuLclear

missiles subma rines, And the Kn).1 Peninsula. To prctert

the Northern Flank of Europe, Nor-way must be"held and the

Norwegian Sea controlled.

U. S. control of the Norwegian Sea would be

accomplished with surface'and s uur+acc forces wnic; must

be protected by carrier air. Carrier aircraft could alsio

strike the Soviet homeland targets and tie down Soviet

forces which otherwise would be diverted to the central:

front. Bottled up in the Biarents Sea, the Soviet Na"y

-.would be urabie to etective.y inerr-upt the resuppl.-,

NATO. Without a dou t it is t,. ;ne., U. S. and NAT0.J.

I .1
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advantage to fight a war on the periphery of the Soviet

homeland and not just in central Europe.

In order to successfully execute the Maritime

Strategy, three prerequisite must be met. First, the

United States must exercise the politic~a1 will to commit

the naval forces early enough to forward deploy into

Norway and the Norwegian Sea. If this is not done prior

to the outbreak of hostilities, then the U. S. Navy would

have to fight its way back into the Norwegian Sea at a

later time. 1+ committed early enotug.h, these for'CeS COLUlQ

act as a deterrent by demonstrating U. S. resolve and a

commitment to NATO. Second, ships MUSt be av~ailable, in

sufficient quantity and mix, to executv the stvate-ay.

Since the Mar- it-me S~ tat-y is 1~b~

justification has been made for approximately 600 ships

composed of 15 CYBGs. As the numbers and types of ships

are reduced from the required level, the risks wiil

increase. Third, the U. S. inteli:L9incc cummunity must rc',

able to provide at least five to seven days advance riotic~e

of the possible outbre-ak of war. This d-ance V)tice WJil

allow the CYViGs off the East fCoast oef the ii. Si. time. to

forward deploy into the Norwec3ian Sea.

If any one of these thr--e rquit. is not

met, then alternative strte'yie~. mL .t be e;-anmi:nec. of~cn

the al tern :.,tij es is of +erec) t O. f.P-_sn .1..c 1

p0



on the faculty at Air University, Maxwell AFB. Dr.

Chipman proposes that the U. S. Navy rethink the forward

* strategy and examine a distant blockade along the GIUK

Gap.

A five day delay in the arrival of U. S. naval

forces would allow the Soviets time to establish a force

in the Norwegian Sea and ambush the approaching CVBGs.

Thus Dr. Chipman states:

Given five days of advanced maneuvers betare the
carrier approaches the Norwegian Sea, the Soviet:
could mine extensively, deploy numerous submarines,
use their MIG 29s to cover their backfires and
Badgers, and attack in mass. Presumably, even two
carriers with all their complementary ships would
tirtd this type of opposition formidable. k7:82)

According to Dr'. Chipman. thes Maritime~ S Lra t e

+o1,eFon the nbjectivii of sekiraot IF1 ."'N"

and trying to match mass against mass in a decisi,-i naval

engagement. This objective tends to lose sight of the

acknowledged primary NATO naval objectives--protecting the

NWOU resupply'6LOLs. 7: 83) he alternative strategjy

presented by Dr. Chipman is a sensible, well thought o~ut

approach based on historical perspectives andi the ~

use of defensive--ofens.ive tactics.* Thus Ll, Ch ipmrar.

proposes:

.. AT' forces wot-ld begin the war- watn ; d,_en en,
strategy, using the (JIUK O3ap as i-.bs and, ti-ecrn
evolving into an offensive strategyy..Ihxs WL Uid buy'
time .1lwthe tvariOUS Cz'rrirrt. tz - i.mle.r
then, 3 necesS a rv ' -ik 4 E IT h.........i I .3Vn



Once there, the aovancing carriers'could carry out
the current forward strategy. (7:88)

A second alternative to the Maritime Strategy is

based on the assumption that massing CVGBs will not arrive

in time to prevent the Soviet Fleet from advancing south

into the Norwegian Sea. The permanent assignment of a

CVBG in the North Atlantic, operating along the GIUK Gap

and Norwegian Sea, would provide the necessary forces to

defend Norway and the NATO SLOCz until the arrival o+

additional CVBGs from the U. S. East Co ,At. The presence

alone of a CVBG would provide an element o+ deterrence +n,

the Soviet leadership and strengthen the NATO alliance by

showing U. S. commitment and resolve not to forfeit

Norway. If war should erupt, then the CVBG and other NATO

naval forces could fight a five day defensive battle in

the Norwegian Sea until the arrival of other CVBGs. This

alternative would allow NATO to maintain the initiative

and, once all CVBGs are assembled, be in a 9ood position

to carry out the stated objectives of the forward NiritLime

Strategy.

The Maritime Strategy is a winnirng stratecy ;nca

Admiral Trost states, it must ai~o be a ,**c:1ible

itrategy. We cannot * fford tO co, tent.e U1n Utl , c.

tne world at the e-:pense of aru'Wi4. Ti . :,:0 r. ..-

iirec i 3 9rowi&,' .7 n. their -jC] 4. tie,- . if .

.c..--...-,.- . ..- - - -



Pacific. With the acquisition of Soviet nuclear

submarines by India, it would appear that the Pacific

theater requires equal consideration. After all, seven of

the ten worldwide naval choke points are in the Pacific

theater and, as Mr. Gorbachev has stated in his famous

Vladivostok speech, the Pacific has the same priority as

Western Europe. (11:707)
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