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f' ) TITLE: The U. S. Maritime Strategy
;é AGTHOR: James P. Sexton, Lieutenant Colonel, USMC
;ﬂ AThe U. S. Maritime Strategy is the most
;ﬁ revolutionary strategy since World War 1I. This strategy
3 is based on the principles of forward deployment, and
2 attacking the enemy in hi?_home waters. Global in nature
. and countervailing in coq@ept, the Maritime Strategy
;Q; follows a principle of hoéiiontal escalation.
{i Consequently, a Soviet attack on Western Europe wouid be
.ig met with an immediate U. S. Naval offensive thrust i1n the
r?f cceans swrrounding Russia. This paper answers the critics
é; v of the Maritime Strategy who question the rationale of its
'; develgpment and justification for a 600 ship/15 carrier
;; battle group Navy. 1In addition, the U. S. ability to wain
«;; a decisive naval engagement against the Soviet Navy in
] tneir territorial waters is examined. The background of
'Qf this strategy is outlined in historical context. Finally,
K the perspective of alterrative strategies iz desuribed. {?ﬁ(t?
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The paramount concern of maritime strategy is to :
determine the mutual relations of your army and navy
in a plan of war. (93 14) Sir Julian Corbett
The United States’ Maritime Strateqy is the most
revolutionary and controversial strategy to emerge from
the Navy since World War I1. This forward offensive
strategy, which is centered upon the carrier battle group -
t s b The eV e ~f 2o 2V '

{CVBG), is designed to seize the initiative'and attack the

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

enemy and seizing zontrol of the sea, the Navy appears to
be returning to the Mahanian maritime concept of' seeking
decisive engagements. Alfred Thayer Mabhan believed to
maintain its security, a natiton must command the seas or
risk invasion or blockade. He advocated fleet against
fleet battles. (20:138)

The idea of a global naval strategy 18 NOt rew:
however, the Navy’'s emphasis on attacking the Soviets in
their home waters is new. The Navy s tixation on the
Norwegian and Barents Seas, at the expenza2 ot the Facirtic
and Indian Oceans, has spurred some military strateqgists
to question not only the strateyy but ths rationate berindg
its development. Can the United States win a decisive

naval engagement against the Soviet Navy in their




territorial waters? Or is the forward strategy just a

ploy to justify the 400 ship navy?

This paper will ocutline 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 19708 during Fresident Carter's
Administration. With increasing importance placed on &
"Continental Strategy" of defending the European central
rront, the Navy wss 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 Hrown told the Navy to anticipate smallier
force levels and to structure their fleets to tight
"localized continuencies oultside ot Burocpe'. (Zb:1 75
Thus, Chief ot Haval Operations Admiral Thomas B, Havward
called +for the Inited States Navy to review the manner 1n

which the fleet would be empioved agalnst the sovieit Union




in time of war. As a result, the Navy began examining 1i1ts

strategy, 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 waen he sailed into Copenhagen
and destroyed the Danish ﬁlget. Nelson s strateqic
doctrine supported. the conéépt of aggressively attacking
the enemy. At Trafalgar he told his officers just before
attacking the French, "No capta;n can do very wrong who
places his ship beside the ehemy." (14:30) Through the
192th century, Nelson's edict remained a basic princicle o+
the Royal Navy's Maritime Strategy.

During the late 1800s and early 19005 an American
naval strategist, Admiral Alfred T. Mahan, adopted Lord
Melson's principles and began writing about them. Manan
viewed Nelson as the embodiment of his own sea power
doctrine and believed that the command of the sea was
achieved primarily by aggressively attacking the enemv
with a +orward strategy. (Z21:%) The BRrabish Navy,
2lready believers in the Nelson strategy., adopted Mahan =
doctrines, thus reemphasizing their aggressive Mariiime

Strategy.
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B In preparing for World War 1, the British
o
| Admiralty was significantly influenced by the teachings o+
B
'ﬁ Lord Nelson and Admiral Mahan. The basic approach of the
! :
i Admiralty was one of a forward aggressive strategy
Q designed to seize the initiative from the enemy and attack
ﬁ the Germans in their home waters. However, at the Royal
o Naval War College, Julian Corbett claimed that attacking
]
i the enemy in their home waters may not always be the best

strategy. Corbeyﬁ said the maxnim of placing one s shap
next to the enemy; “"for all of its exhilaraiion and high
sounding Nelsonic spirit, must not displace well reasoned
judgement o+f 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, sﬁch as submarines, airplanes and
torpedoes, may have changed the n: turre of maritime
warfare. (18:5) Consequently, the British Admiralty
cancelled their plans for attacking the Berman +leet in
their ports, and instead adopted a "diztan!{ blockade" in
the North Sea.
; During the late 19Z20=s and 1930%, american naval
officers reevaluated the fNelson-Mahan torward strategies
as they hegan preparing for peoss:ble cantlict with Japan,
Mahan's +orward offensive sitrategiles were studied by all

the Aamaraican admirals and eventual ly wntleenceg the culn s,




at action in the Pacific during World War I1. Basically,
the U. S. Navy's offensive strategy was designed to attack
the Japanese and seize command of the seas. The Navy
sqgsht 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 Gul+f, this
Nelson-Mahan forward strategy helped hring defeat to the
enemy. (321 269-311)

In the decades following Worla War 11, U, 5. naval
leaders drew upon the lessons ltearnad +com therr
euwperiences and reaffirmed tHhe Nelson-—-Mahan +torwarag
offensive Maritime Stratégy. One of the moust notable post
World War II Chiefs of Naval Operations, Admiral Arleigh
Burke, symbolized the tradition of forward strategy. In &
1972 lecture at the Naval War College, Burie stated theac
he was a traditionalist and was convinced that the lessons
of the past were proper guides for the suture.
Historically, he noted, all great naval leaders had the
same characteristics in commoi. "They &ll had
initiative., They took action. They were audacious.”

(5:27-28) Then fulfi1lling the otienzive doctrine, Burwe

deploved the L. 5. Navy around ihe worla and in D500 et

R
:
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Marines ashore in Lebanon. Thus, naval leaders needed to

follow the Nelsonic fighting spirit in a maritime war.

During the Vietnam War, many naval officers
believed that naval forces should have been used in a more
aggressive 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 strateqy became blurred
by uncertainty over the utility of force for national
pPuUrposes. In Lehman‘'s view, "Naval strategic thought
became focused on technical, logistic and tactical
problems, with too little attention to the political
conte:tt that gives meaning and purpnse to strategic
thought." (17:78%9) |

Thus in the 1970s the Navy began going through a
periocd of sel+-examination and developing a difterent view
of their Maritime Strategy. When +first proposed, the
Maritime Strategy was consistent with the guidance ai U,
5. National Security Strategy. The Natiunal Security
Strategy was based upon the principles of decerrance,
forward deployed forces, and coalition wartare. Forward
deployed forces uere designed to discouraae locad

aggression, contribute to regional stability, serve ag

vislible symbole of our country s commitmente.. and erotect
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U. 8. interests. (24:27) However, in the years since the
19708, 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
initiative 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 Feninsula.
Second, carrier battle forces would be moved forward as
soon as pnssible'and third, the Navy would be globally
deployed well before hostilities begin. (31:7-11)

The basic structure of the Maritime Strategy
contains three phases:

——Fhase. I--Deterrence or the Transition to War:
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 fake effect.

~=FPhase ll--Seiring the Initiative:
Naval +orces will e2stablish otfensive sea control as
rapidly and marly as possible and proceed into the tinaird
phase.

~~Fhase [Il--Carrving the Fight to the Enemy:
Maritime +orce projection will be appliled against high

value Soviet azzets ncluding therr homeland. viby D




33) By mandating the position of taking the fight to
the enemy, the Navy’'s new Maritime Strategy has adopted
ﬁho Nelson and Mahanian tradition of an offensive

strategy.




CHAPTER 11

THE FORWARD MARITIME STRATEGY

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 Grabam Claytor ' s eftforts
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 soviets.
{26:72) Secretary Claytor said:

We must plan a balaﬁced 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 during an
initial cricis with the 5Soviets, then the U, 5. naval
forces could at least accomplish a numbetr o+ other
options. Firset, the eutensive Scviet Northarn Fleet woulc
be bottled wup tn their home waters and prevented from
sailing out into the North Atlantic. Second, si19niticant

3oviet air, naval and grovnd forces could be tied vp 1o
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the defense of the homeland and therefore unable to assist
in the European central front caspaign. Third, U. S.
nayal forces could threaten the Soviets with global
convantional war by horizontal escalation in both the
Atlantic and Pacific theaters. (26:72) 1In 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.

Al though Admiral Hayward is generally believed to
have developed the forward maritime strategy, his
predecessnr as Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Holloway
also suppdrted a forward stratesy. In 1975, Admiral
Holloway stated that the currenc U. Z. nationsel 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 (SL.0Cs).

Admiral Hayward's strategy was essentially the
same, except the Navy needed a woridwide capability which

wauld threaten U. S. enemies +rom d:+ferent directions.

We must fight on the terms which asre most advantageous
to us. ihis requires taking tha war to the enemy
naval forces with the objective of achieving the
earliest possible destruction o+ s capabiility

to interfere with our use oY s@a areas essentiai tor
support of our own forces and «jiles. 17163
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In the summer of 1981, the new Secretary of the
Navy, John F. Lehman, wrote an article titled, "Rebirth of
a U. 8. 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 naval
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 i
higher levels was absolutely fundamental +for 2n efrective ;;
strategy. Once clear national interests and objectives
were stated by the political leaeership. then the
formulation of naval strategy could take place. Having
received his guidance from the Reagan Administration,

Secretary Lehman outlined his Maraitime Strategy. "The U,
3. Navy of the near future will be visibly offensive in
orientation...and the U, S. Navy will be glaobal 1in

reach.” (17:790) FRased on U. 5. social and culturai
values, the U. S. traditionally {favored a defensive
posture. Thus, noted Lehman, "as a tresult, we have Lended

to rank deterrence as our pranciple goal, and toragorlen
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ks that the real business of military forces is

E warfighting.” (17:790) This Maritime Strategy, continued
f thman. would stress forward deployment including

* operations capable of warfighting in areas regarded as
"high risk". (171790)

? Secretary Lehman did not view this new strategy as
o independent of the other services and stated that, "a far
;% greater integration of roles and missions across services
% will be required.” (17:791) Also, every technological

; advantage must be exploited, especially in the areas of
;ﬁ antisubmarine warfare (ASW). He noted that U. §. Natiaonal
iﬁ Security Strategy dictated the Maritime Strategy and

: ’ tramework for employing the naval ‘orces throughout the

i% world. It was clear to Secr2z2tary Lehmar that this

3 strategy involved a number of significant and widely

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

ﬁ required to challenge Soviet naval presence in these

' regions and would therefore dictate a torce structure

= change. Thus, according to Lehman, not only would the

existing fleet require extensive modernization, but a
signiticant increase in numbers and tyrpes of shies wouwld
- pe necessarv: A L0 ship Navy.
As maritire planners hegan the rebirtn of U, 5,

naval ‘forces, they faced three major constraints. Firsy,

they hal to consider the vasi zuransge ot the world

i
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oceans; second, the extent of U. S. vital interests; and
third, the growing global Soviet naval threat. (27:7-8)
On’ 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 gstressed the Maritime Strategy was
the maritime component of the National Military Strategy.
which emphasized allied coalition warfare and cooperation
with sister services, (I1:24) He also stated that the
Maritime Strategy was not a detailed war plan with firm
time lines, tactical doctrine, or specific target sets.
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 became a key
element in determining weapons systems and force
structure, as well as a vehicle for shaping and
dizseminating a professional consensus oan warfightinag,
(31:4)

Another advocate of the Maritime sStrategy wee Vice

Acdmiral M., C. Mustin., In relating the shrategyy to the

NATO environment, Admiral Mastin shateo tnat 10 was Do

2t
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on deterrence. Should deterrence fail, then the strataegy
of forward defense t0 protect NATO and its sembers was
necessary. (23:12) 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 Raltic 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. 5. sister
services and NATO allies, the U, S. carrier fleet would
prevail and force the Soviets back into their home waters.
(23:3)

Admiral Mustin further stated that the Soviets
'recugnize the immense threat of the carriar 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 kKola Feninsula," he
claimed. (23:4) Agreelny with Musztin, botn Admiral
Watkins and Secretary Lehman alsu stated that thev did not

propose to race blindly 1nto the jaws ot waiting Soviet

P

+orces, The e 3. naval foross wonald Choass oie LLMmE dles
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place of their naval engagements and therefore take the
initiative froa the snemy.

Admiral Mustin expressed concern that some experts
rejected this forward strategy and favored the
establishment of a maritime Maginot Line near the
Greenland—-Iceland-United 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 o 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. From
this vantage point the Soviets could threaten the entire
northern MATD flank and the key Je=urnly arsas 1n the
United Kingdom. We would be adopting a strategy which
would amount to a defacto write~off of the Northern NATO
allies, Mustin concluded. (23:3)

In summary, control of the Morwegian Sea with
oftfensive sea control operations woulu present the Soviets
with severe problems in their attempt to invade the
northern flaniz. The Maritime Strabtegy rili.lls NATUO
objectives in the Norwegian Sea by repelling the Warsaw

Fact amphibious assault upon Norway andg containing the

Soviet Northern Fleet in their home waters. (23:5)
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In seizing the initiative from the Soviets, the U.
8. Maritime Strategy calls for using carrier air power to
hqlp establish sea control. As this phase of the strategy
unfolds, a vigorous ASW campaign, including attacks upon
the Soviet ballistic missile submarines (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 SSENs
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 Séviet SEBNs will not
cause a global nuclear e:xchanar. Erooks believes that an
assessment Oof 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 tor attacks
on western ballistic submarines as an integral component
of conventional wars there+ore this 13 a legitimate
military task. (3¢ 79-80) Thev assume the U. Z. will also
attack their SSBMs and according to Erooks, this will not
bhe ezcalatory. Former Commander of the Soviet Navy,

Admiral Sergei Gorshkov summarized this policy:

Aamong the main efforts of a tiect, cthe mMOSt Jinporta, .

R et L
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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....
(12:221)
. 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 Brooksd,

I'e
forward strategy is necessary: L

... the escalatory risk associated with conventional
attacks on SSEN forces at sea should be acceptable as
a unique means of gaining war termination leverage.
Threatening SSBENs by conventional means carries tar
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.
(Z: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 SSEN
naval fleet before escalating to global nuclear wartfare.
Another advocate of the Maritime Strategy 15 tne
current Chief of iaval Uperations, Admiral Carlisle J. .
H. Trost. Recent criticism and vigorcous discussions ot
the Maritime Strategy, commented Trost, "overlooks plain

-

fact and even plainer common sense. " (Z29:173) S1ince the

qualitative advantage in people and supsriority ot our
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technology is shrinking, stated Trost, the country needs a
strong national strategy. (29:14) One key element in

'%i this national strategy is the current Maritime Strategy.
35 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 multipie gptions available

.. f
. to them, so must U. S. planners. Trost believes that U.

S. campaign plans need to contain amultiple opfions and

# gt o8
PN

flexibility in operations.

2 Critics interpret some of Admiral Trost's

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

Maritime Strategy. However, thrs analysis does not appea

i: correct. In advocating = flexible o+fensive Maritims

Strategy, Admiral Trost clearly stiates:

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 pressure
1s the only answer. Don 't let the adversary take ithe
initiative. (30:8)

-~ in summary, the proponents’ positicn for the

offensive Maritime Strategy is as follows: The Maritime

Strategy 13 an integrated component of the Mavional

Milirtary Strategy which significantiv contriouetes Lo

deterrence, enhances coalitlon waetare by supporcing .

continental commitment and i opacstionally acharevab: o




CHAPTER I1I1

OPPOSITICN 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. 5.
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
tefore the war starts, and they must sail as tar torward
as possible.

Criticism of thé Maritime Stracegy falls into four
major areas: First, should the Maritime Strategy take
precidence over the Continental Strategy, which is based
on the NATO alliance? Second, should the U. 5. tieet uwe
deployed offensively in high threat areas?™ Third, in
support of Euwrope s Central Front, what is the deterrence
value of a naval campaign near Russiax's kKola Feninsuiar
Finally, given economic restraints, 15 building & 00 shap
navy with fifteen carrie- battle groups 1n suprort oy a
forward Maritime Strategy the proper wayv to distribute o,

Se. defensive expenditures? To progzrly evaluaie Liee




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). FkKomer 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. (16:2) While the det+ense posture shouwld
begin with a statement of strategic interests followed by
a process of evaluating alternatives, komer finds our
present force structure dictated more by political
factore, economic constraints, and patochial competition
betwean the services for the custrained rezoures,
(16:2xiii)

In looking at U. 5. military professionals, komer
states they have not done enough serious study of
conventional strategic i1ssues. Thus, nhe ndtes, the
military as an institution is incapable of providing the
appropriate strategic advice. lés 040

From an historical perspective. Romer conbends

that for the first 1350 years of it edistencs, the Lo led

U3

tates was protected from hostile prsssure py the ablantio
anad Pacirtic Oceans. The Monree Doctirave o+ 1801 nelpoeo

eastablish a form of 1solationism $roam L S0 ropoead o ogeet o
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and was not significantly altered until the post Civil War
period. Then in the late nineteenth century, Admiral
Mahan's offensive outward looking maritime doctrine caused
2 navy to examine its coastal defensive role and begin
deplaoying 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 én Europe. 8Since there was no major
naval threat, and ﬁpérefore no competing strategies,
America quickly adobfed a detensive force-projection
strategy. However, a traditional confrontation between
maritime and continental %trategies cccurred during World

War II, stated Komer. This clash between the Contrnental

Coalition Strategy and a Maritime Strateqgy was most

evident in the competition for landing craft. Eoth the
European and Facific commanders needed these vehicles to
prosecute their separate strategies. in the end, Europe
received priority for military equipment. (les )

after Waorld War II, U, 5. strategy focused on the
communist threat and the means of preventing Soviet
expansion. According to FHomer., NATID became increasingly
important when relative U. S, RPLOMOMLC POWEN Was declining
and Soviet capabilities were incrsasing. Therefore. Homer
stated, "the single greatest remaining U. 8. stratesio

adbvantage over the US55ER 1¢ that we are Dlessed woibh mooy

— g
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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. 5. resources in support of a maritime supremacy
strategy. Designed to not only exercise command of the
seas and p;ptect U. §. BSLOCs, this strategy also calls for
an of%ens%ve force projection against the Soviet Union.
The other gﬁhool, a more continental perspective, seeks a
stronger commitment to the defense of Western Europe,
Japan and the Fe;sian Gulf. This strategy implies a more
balanced military force with 1ncreased emphasis on land
and air capabilities. Both schools 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 oriented navy, targetedg
against the Soviet Union. (1é6: 360

In Komer's view, the discussion should not be one
of maritime (Navy) wversus continental (Army) with the
associated interservice arguments 40r scarce resources,
Instead the chjirctives zhould be #n evaluation o+ a
balanced force approach with ili1mited resources and

estensive global commitmenta, I walding hiis casa., tains




3G QPN T PRI, SRS

D7 B AR S T W S R b e Woa i i o Lt X g o

RSO VD AR e

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 fucused
his efforts on building a balanced multiservice force.
(16:53)

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 o4
U. S. conventional force funding to the Navy at the
expense of the other services. EkKomer cites Secretary
Weinberger,s statement: “ The most signiticant force
expansion proposed by the admirmistration centers on the
Navy, particularly those components o4 it which have
offensive missions."” (16:57) As a result, Secretary of
the Navy Lehman began requesting his 600 ship naval
program, aincluding 15 carrier pattie groups ana
significant increases in amphibious assault capabilities.
Komer believes that the Arpy will oice agsin take the
brunt of fiscal cutbhacks and be wnat:ie to supwort the NGTD
allies.

A former Army Chief ot Sha++s. General Mever,
sunmarized this problem:

The i1zzue iz do wou fto-os cowreas S gy thee 150 40
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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? (16:59)
qucr believes "the United States is drifting by default
towards a primarily maritime strategy"” (16:59) In
contrast, Secretary Lehman has stated the Navy’'s carrier-
heavy buildup to 15 carrier battle groups (CVEGs) 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 "greater
emphasis on roughly simultaneous carrier offensive,
iéstead of sequential ones, thus justifying the fifteen
CVEGs already funded." (16:60) Yet notes Komer,
horizontal escalation is not a workable strateqv.

Robert Komer finds support for some of his
concerns from senior “"black shoe" (surface ship) admirals
such as EImo Zumnwalt, Worth Bagley and Stansfield Turner.
These admirals craticize the ottensive strategy and
support distributing U. S. naval power over a larger
number of smaller, less expensive ships. However, there
is some disaqreement amona the admirals concerning the

emphasis which should be placed on using carrier aircrarth

or cruise missiles as defensive weapons, (1A et




H In summing up Robert Komer's position, the Reagan

Admainistration 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 1n Europe and around the
world. (16:106)

Ancother strong opponent to the Maritime Strategy -
1s John J. Mearsheimer, associate professor of political -
science ‘at the Universsty ot Chicago. He argues the oo
ship navy is designed to car?y out the Margtime Strateqy
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 shoulad pe evaluated, 5Hinde
NATO is the most important and demanding contingency for
the U. 3. military, the U. 5. Navy must recognize that its
chief role lies in its support of central cwope. (2o

Mearsheimer outlines four malor proatlems wiith vhs
Maritime 3trategy. Firset, the Navy sambly has not

articulated a coherent strategy 4or deterring ihe

sovwiebs., The current Maratiwe Stracegy o5 has Ty
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first attempt at providing strategic rationale for its 600

ships and in many cases it is not clearly stated., (22:5)
According to Mearsheimer:
s s 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 :t.
(22:3) Since the Soviet Union is essentially a land based
power, they would show little attention to naval
considerations in its decision making procecs on whether
tz initiate war with MATO. {22:9Y  Thurg, the Maritime
Strategy as a deterrent is seriously flawed, states
Mearzheimer, and has the opposite effect by shifting the
strategic nuclear balance. There are three basic reasons
for this:s First, the U. S. leadership may not have the
political will to allow the Navy to attempt to eiecute the
strategy. Second, the Navy may not be capable of
effectively executing the strategy. Third, a successful
anti-S8EN campaign will not cherce the Soviets into betier

-

behavior, noted Mearsheim=r. (22530
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The Navy's main value for deterrence, continued

Mearsheimer, lies in sea control where protection of

Eoa.

‘. NATO ‘s SLOCs could disrupt Soviet strategic plans. Thus
; the Navy should adopt a defensive sea control strategy,

v since offensive sea control is counter-productive and

~ exposes the NATO SLOCs. (22:5) If the U. S. Navy is

# overwhelmed by the Soviet Navy in the Norwegian Sea, then
g all of Europe is in jeopardy. Sea control is where the

2 MNavy can do the most for NATD, commented Mearsheimer. The
; Soviets must not think they can cut the S5L0Cs quickly and
: achieve a blitzkrieg victory. 7Tao accomplish this, a

i defensive sea control strategy best suits NATU s needs.

; - Indeed, adopting a defensive sea control strategy could

allow the Navy to reduge its dependence on a 6090 ship

L.

navy/15 CVBGs. Accordiﬁg to Mearsheimer, approximately

LSRR TN

ten battle groups could provide enough deterrence to
3 prevent Soviet SSNs from leaving their home waters.
(22:355) -
The fourth and final problem centers atround
Fresident Reagan’'s policy of favoring the Navy over ground
and tactical air forces, which hurts U. 5. detervent
i posture. The bhest way of providing a deterrence posture
in Western Europe is to strengthen the ceoalition rorces or
MATE in front of the Warsaw Fact armies. {22:55~%01 By

recucing the sice of the U, o, Newy, turcdang v She

i
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;_ ground and air forces which effect deterrence the most

él would be available. Mearsheimer does not argue that the

% Nva is irrelevant, for it has a vital role in offensive

1 sea controli however, the key to deterrence is not the

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

§ (22:137)

' Another critic of U. 8. naval policy is Jack

é Beatty. In his Atlantic Monthly article, Beatty states

E the Maritime Strategy may be the most innovative idea

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

} According to Beatty, the rationale for the Maritime

g Strategy emanated from a lecture given at the Naval War

. College in 1979 by an OME official in the Carter

} Administration, Randy Jawvne, Jzure claimed the Navy had

% to develop a strategic Eationale for their budaet, in a

; time when Fresident Carter was trying to restore the

% ground forces credibility to effectively defend Eurocpe.

,5 If the Navy failed to develop a strategy, concludeo Jayne,
they would lose the funding and shrink further 1n size.

i (1:37)

: According to Beatty, the Maritime Strategy arpears

: to have an institutional momentum 0+ ite own, with the

driving forze to build former Secarstary Lehman s 00
g ships. Beatty foels the teersm "i1n hara s way" 1z Juzo

vautical bravade and claims the Haes Lemes abrabies,y  su O

e
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template for slbbal 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. (1:338)

Beatty 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 Soviets
do possess the largest fleet of strategic-missile cartrying
submarines in the world. "These SSENs alone make the
Soviet Navy a formidable force,” Beatty stated. {1239
Aleso Beatty believes that an institutional motivated bias
exists. today in the Navy., {1: 40 To often, he notes. the
Navy views reality in ifs own terms and not as it truly
exists and thus it is too sel+f-serving.

Beatty argues that the main contributions of the
allied navies during World War 1i were tirough getensive
measures such as the blockades and convoys. In addicice,
the Mavy's sresent offensive strategy was der.ved trom Lha
offensive model in the World War [ Pacitic theater, at

the exclusion of the Atlantic theater posture, Thie

Facific stretegy was conduoied by carrier task rorces and
was based on intervention i1n bazically we2ak Third Wortd

nations, 1nstead o an attack iy Dhier e g le b3t or o 31
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- power, like Russia, today. (1:41) Therefore, there are

§ few common elements between the World War II Pacific

?i campaign and today’'s Maritime Strategy against the Soviet

é Union.

;: The key to Beatty's reservations of the Maritime

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

%

- the Soviet SS5BNs. Beatty believes the Soviets would not

'ﬁ accept the sinking of their SSENs as part of a

i; conventional war with the NATO navies. The Soviets might

B accept the sinking of some of their SSENs, thinking the U.
S. attack subs could not distinguish between SSNs ana
SSBNs. But the policy of attacking their S358NS may weili
cause the Soviets to escalate and employ nuciear mines o

if rissiles on U, 8. carrier batt!s greoups, and rigk ths ness

;é possible counter-escalation of global nuclear enchargem.

. (1:49)

N Eeatty raises the question of accomplishing tiw

. offensive sea control strategy with suomarines vioe

. carriers, He then posses two broader questions. Should

-i the oftfensive Maritime Strategy ve executed at aii™ Or

}5 would e 8. national interests be best served by returning

tn a defensive strategy which would entail lessz expebun

anc risk? (1223




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 flank or NATU and
projecting naval power directly towards the Soviet
motherland. Yet Caldwell believes this strategy provides
a significant "home field advantage" <4or the Soviets anmd
may give them a prohibitive adse. {o: 48

A mure defensive strategy vire the offenases
spirit imbued by Mahan would provide an effective basiz
for dealing with the Soviet 8SN threat. The advantage the
Soviets enjoy in their home waters would allow them to sow
‘axtensive mine +ields, position @ASW FOFCES, Pely i T e
sensors and navigational beaconsz. select prepared
posittions with favorable acoustic condibions and awart the
U. 3. 33M attacks. This synerg.stic a24+a0 wouwid surely
negate the technical superiority of bthe U S, sabimarines,

(hsd9)
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There would be considerable logistical problems
encountered by the U. 8. 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 nat only have a logistical
advantage but esasier 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 blueurint faor
disaster. It accommodates the Soviets by attacking their
bastions and sacrifices our naval assetz while having
lattle chance for success. (6 Sl

In summary then, Komer, M2arsheimer, beatty, and
C2ldwell do net support the Marjtime “test=av.  For o
variety of reasons ransing from losistical problems, to
improper support of the allies and other national
services, these critics claim the U. Z., Mavv’'s Maritiane
Strategy is too selt+~serving, anag coe:= o ‘tulriild
national defense aobjectives. hiile the validity cf these

o

claims are debatable, proponents ¢+ the MHearcabtime Strat

i
e 30 4

il

believe there 1s great merit i1n tne nzw strategs.
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CHAPTER 1V
THE SOVIET PERSPECTIVE
14 the study of military history has taught
military strategists anything, it is that your adversary
rarely follows what is expected of him in wartime. In his
article titled "Blitzkrieg at Sea", Captain 7. A.
Fitzgerald, USN, explains how difficult it is to predict
what the Soviets will do at war s outbreal:., He believes
that an examination of Soviet doctrine and practices
during their training exercises will not reveal the true
Soviet wartime strategy. In the 170z former Commander of
the Soviet Navy, Admiral borshkovs.e ztated the tTicet o
major purposz 15 to pratect the Fussian homeland and Fho
ballistic missile submarines. For Gorshkov the primary
capital ship of the Soviet +fleet was the submarimne--a soa-~
denial weapon. (10:35) Thus, based on current Suviet
maritime exercises and HorshEoy & GO EiRe, MOASY U, S
strategists believe the Soviazt Navy 18 a sea-denial
torce. {10: 24 Indesc the Soviael Mavy has wosgr 2,000
surface zhips designed +or anbisabmaring wardoare casily ahdg
antiair wardare (AAW) . This seindfoross the belie- thnat ohe
Soviet fleet’'s primary mission 19 Tu deFeEnd Lhsie S

waters and protect their ballistic nuolzar suwbhonsoines.
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The Soaviet 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 natrrow 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 otrensive power, they stould be
expected to react and employ their naval forces in the
following manner: First, they will keep most ot the fleet
in home waters. Second, they will fight out to =, 000
kziometers of the coasts so Sovieb naval awr, whaach s
Feimariiy land-nased, o provide proper supoort Thoaur el
they will atltack and ex&ct as much attrition as possible
and then return to nome waters. Fourth, they will protect
the flanks and support the Ked Army. Fifth, they will
prevent U.s 5. vorces {from establishing operating basss on
the periphery of the Soviet homeland. (103 35)

S5oviel leadership realized that a stalemate st e
wowld interrupt the . S, and allied forces’ abilitvy to
pressure the Soviet flanks and delay the Atlantic resuepay
or NATO. Witn thewr ovsrebelming dand foroes. the Soviet
could then win in Euwrope. However, the U, 2. &and allied
Tleaets have demonstrated thelr abiliity &z an ovFeins: e

&




attack force capable of penetrating Soviet maritime
defenses. Strike Fleet’'s carrier battle groups present an
inFredibly tough challenge for the Soviets. To force
stalemate at sea would be a major achievement for the
Saviet 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
50 would require speed, suprise and the ability to mask
their attacking forces. This could be accomplished by
i masking an attack in previously announced exercises or
A maneuvers, If the Soviets are considering a land

blitzkrieg as postulated in the book, Soviet Blitsteiea

Theoty, then what i1s the role of their navye? Raszed on
this blitzkrieg rationaie, one strategist, Captain
Fitzgerald, believes the Soviet Navy could be emploved as
a "risk fleet". This blitzkrieg navy could pose an
interesting alternative to the sea-denial sirategy tor the
Soviet leadership. (103 26)

Captain Fitzgerald states, because the Soviet
+lanks are vulnerable, Allied raval assaults provide &
major deterrent to the Soviets lauwnching an attack oun
Zurape,. Attacks by U. 3. and MATD allies on the Sovies
flanks couwld achieve significant pressure on the Jentrod

Front., In Fitzgerald's opinion:




The primary force aviilablo to the allies is the U.
8. 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. (10:36)

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 distance of the CVEGs. Fitzgerald
belives this could be done and would provide the Soviets a
tremendous advantage of surprise. The decision to execute
an invasion of Europe would be based on a Soviet
leadership belief that they would be better off at war
than at peace. In Fitzéérald's view, the greatest use for
the Soviet Navy.in time of war would be as a blitzkrieg
attack against U, S. carriers. (10:38) Thus, the U. S.
Navy should remind themselves that they are a major
objective of a Soviet land §nd naval blitzkrieg strategy
and prepare properly for this form ot Maritime Wartare.

Tom Clancy ' s nove)l, Red Storm Rising, ofters

support to Captain Fitigerasld's opinion tHat the Soviet
sileet could become an offen=.ve, rather than a defenzsive,
sea—-denial fleet. Clanuy soows that oy going on She
otfensive, the Scvists coulo seres Ui cuambabt amybaabive

«nd dactate terms in the MHoriln Atilzctic. Clancy statss




there are three reasons for this offensive strategy.
First, the Soviets could prevent an American naval attack
aqainst 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 ar would they, as

these authors suggest, attack with & Slitokrieg offensive?
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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. ERut because of its size, the British would not
be able to assist in the global aspect of the strategy.
In & recent U.S5. Naval Froceedings article, Commander S.
V. Mackay, Royal Navy, totally endorsed the U. 5. Maritine
Strategy . Commander Mackay believes thet CVYBGs would
help sustain cohesion iﬁ the NATO alliance. Without
sufficient numbers of CVEBGs, some forces may be shifted
out of the Mediterranean and into the Norwegian Sea guring
increased world tension. Consequently., southern NATO
members may perceive these transfers as a shift in NATO
priorities to the Northern Flanik. (17:82-83) Cammandat
Mackay suggests the carrier battle groups should be taken
from other theaters such as the Facific to prevent such
perceptione. This assertion by Mackay sesns to support
the 1. 8. Navy’'s proposal that tihey need 1D carrier battie
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3 The NATO allies support the objectives of the U.

g ) S. Maritime Strategy of seizing the initiative from the

g ngi.ts and deploying CVBGs forward of the "GIUK gap".

ﬁ The forward deployment of U. 8. naval forces would be

f reinforced by allied surface combatants and U, kK. nuclear

ﬁ attack submarines. However, these NATO naval forces

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

f? forward deploy and proceed to bottle up the Soviet fleet.

j; 1+ the Allies wait, they would be faced with righting

%i their way into the Norwegian Sea to recover Notrwegian

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

?{ Mackay. (19:86)

% ‘According to Mackay, nraval forces w;uld reRULrE
greater basing and supporl fraom Norway thap what erezsently

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

& Norwegian Sea on a more permanent basis. This would force
the Norwegians to make a firmer political commitment to

) the Maritime Strategy. (1%:87)

5 Maciay believes it would be folly to degloy

, surface ships of the antisubmarine wartare (RBW) stril.og

;E force far north of the GILE gap without adegquate air

3 defense forces provided by the CVEGs. Theraetore a gprimg

;E recuirement would exist fourr the near-permanant stationing

;i of a U. 5. CVEG in the Norwes.ian Sea, This action shouid

- be a precondition bBetore the i, . and obher MNedo sl -
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adopt the Maritime Strategy fully, states Commander
Mackay.

The strategic importance of Norway increased with
the introduction of the U. 5. 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
MNorwegian reaction to the Maritime Strategy has been
rositive but restrained. According to Norwegq:an Captain
J. Boerresen, the reason for this restraint 1s partly
historical. One of the most important goals of Norway 1is
to maintain a low level of tension, which the +forward
deployed U. S. CVBGs threaten to cgange. increased-d. £,
naval presence may cause the Soviet fleet to augment their
deployments in the Norwegian Sea, thus changing the
balance between deterrence and reassurance. Norwegians
are sensitive to the increased presence of the CVEGs and
the resulting need to establish some +torm ot supporting
infrastructure in Norway. This i1s perceived by the
Norwedtans as a new pressure on their existing basing
rolicy. The prepositioning of U, 8. Marine Cotrps supplias
angd squipmant can be seen as a change to the basing
prlicy. Mowever, the central goal of Norweglian security
policy will continue to be the maintenance of low tension

i the Nordic region, (22 ld-1a)
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R Overall key NATO maritise nations support the

Maritise Strategy. The two allied nations bordering the

e

. Norwegian Sea (Norway and Britain) believe this strategy

3 has merit. Although the British cannot deploy ships out

3 of the Atlantic theater in support of the strategy, they
are committed to the defense of the Norwegian Sea. While

1

' the Norwegians are more cautious, they too have endorsed

f this forward deployment concept.
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CHAPTER VI
% CONCLUSIONS
é The U. S. Navy's new Maritime Strategy is the
% maritime component of the U. S. National Military
g Strategy. 1¢f executed in cooperation with sister services
% and allies, it could be a winning strategy. Yet power
é 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 & primary emphasis is
i on seizing the initiative from the Soviets. KRecent
£ advances in antisubmarine wartare and weapon system
.' technology by the U. S. naval forces places greater .
; Fressure on the Soviets. However. b adopting ~ devernsve
i posture, the U. S. would lose this tech~z1logical
3 superiority by allowing the enemy *he cntion of choosing
A the time and place for naval engagements. In contrast,

taking the offensive and forward deploying the CVBGs
% before hostilities, will properly exploit this
technological advantage and increase the cost to the

Soviets.

e Ak e b Lt

1 The philosophy 0 =z=trategic of+ensive emplovment
2f naval forces is in itself an 2iement of deterrenze,
Thus the U. 5. cannot afford a defensive posture which

would forfeit the defense of Morway or ony other sl

-
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ally, since this uould'provido an opening for the Soviets
to degrade the NATO alliance.

John Lehman stated the Maritime Strategy would be
a counterveiling strategy, based on 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 atter 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 S€8Ne irnite
¥ ’ & de+en;xve posture ot protecting treir strategilc nucleas

missiles submarines, and the kKela Feninsula. To protecs

the Northern Flank of EQPope, Not'way must be held and the

. Norwegian Sea controlled.

U. S. control of the Norweyian Sea would be
accomplishad with surface’ and subsurtasc forces which must
be protected by carrier air. QCarrier aircraft could also

3 strike lthe Soviet homeland targets and tie down Soviet
forces which otherwise would be diverted to the central
front. Bottled up in the Barents Sea, the Soviet Navy

would be unable to effectively nterrupt the resuppiv oF

NATO. Uithout a doubt it iz %o the U. 3. and MNATO =




advantage to fight a war on the periphery aof 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 political will to commit
the naval forces early snough 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. If committed early enough, these forces could
act as a deterrent by demonstrating U. S. resolve and a
commitment to NATO. Second, ships must be gvailabXe, i
gufficient quantitly and 'mix, to execute the stiratagy.
Since the Mar:time Stratecy i3 gloh:l, codfdiicient
Justification has been ﬁade far approximately 600 ships
composed of 15 CVBGs. As the numbers and types of ships
are reduced from the required level, the risks will
increase. Third, the U. S. inteliigence cummunity must be
able to provide at least five to seven days advance notice
of the possible outbreak of war. This advance notice wiil
allow the CVYBGs off the East Coast of the U. 5. time to
farward deploy into the Norwegian Sea.

14 any one of these threes prevequisites is notb
met, then alternative strategies must be examined. One of

the alternatives is offered iy Ur. Donsig Chieman, whio
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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 alang 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 CVEGs.
Thus Dr. Chipman states:

Given five days of advanced maneuvers betore the
carrier approaches the Norwegian Sea, the Soviets
could mine extensively, deploy numerous submarines,
use their MIG Z9s to cover their Backfires and
Badgers, and attack in mass. Fresumably, even two
carriers with all their complementary ships would
tird this type of opposition formidable. (782

Accarding to [r. Chipman, the Maritime Stratem,
fogses on the phiective of seekino out +he Soovot Nawe
and trying to match masé against mass in a decisi. 2 naval
engagement. This objective tends to lose sight of the
acknowledged primary NATO naval objectives--protecting the
MATY resupply SLOCs. (7:863) The alternative strateygy
presented by Dr. Chipman is a sensiblz, wzll thought out
approach based on historical perspectives and the flesifxls
use of defensive-—affensive tactics.,” Thus Di. Chipman
proposes:

« .« NATO forces woutld begin the war with s dedenszive
strategy, using the GIUK Sap as & baze and then
evplving into an offensive strategy. This would buy

time * allow the various carrisers to
theri, 17 Necessary, advance Litw whe
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Once there, the acvancing carriers could carry out
g‘ the current forward strategy. (7:88)
~% A second alternative to the Maritime Strategy is
;f based on the assumption that massing CVGBs will not arrive
# in time to prevent the Soviet Fleet from advancing south
-ﬁ into the Norwegian Sea. The permanent assignment of a
'a CVBG in the North Atlantic, operating along the GIUK Gap
2 and Norwegian Sea, would provide the necessary forces to
Eg deftend Norway and the NATO SLOCz until the arrival of
~3 additional CVEGs from the U, 3. East Coast. The presence
% alone of a CVBG would provide an element ct deterrence +or
i the Soviet leadership and strengthen the NATO alliance by
<3‘ showing.u. S. commitment and resolve not to forfeit
'ﬂ MNarway. If war should erupt, then the CVBG and other NATO
:g naval forces could fight a five day defengavg battlie wn
- the Narwegian Sea until the arrival of other CVBEBGs. This
alternative would allow NATO to maintain the initiative
and, once all CVBGs are assembled, be in a good positicn
to ca;ry out the stated objectives of the forward Fariiime
Strataegy.
{; The Maritime Strategy iz a winnaing stratecy alio s
Admiral Trost states. it must alzo be a flexible
. strategy. We cannot atford to concentrate o Ohlie acwe i
j? the world at the expense of anoccher,. The Bovaien ra.al
j; threat 18 growing ano bhear jargest rsleci v i o6
ff A&y
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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
Viadivostok speech, the Pacific has the same priority as

Western Europe. (11:707)
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