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THe ELEMENTS OF A MILITARY SERVICE

HE FUNDAMENTAL element of a mili-
tary service is its purpose or role
in implementing national policy. The
statement of this role may be called the
siralegic concept of the service. Basically,
this concept is a description of how, when,
and where the mlhtary service expects to
protect the nation against some threat to
its security. If a military service does not
possess such a concept, it becomes purpose-
less, it wallows about amid a variety of con-
ﬂlcung and confusing goals, and ultimately
it suffers both physlcal and moral degenera-
tion. A military service may at times, of
course, perform functions unrelated to ex-
ternal security, such as internal policing,
disaster relief, and citizenship training. These
are, however, subordinate and collateral
responsibilities. A military service does not
exist to perform these functions; rather it
performs these functions because it has al-
ready been called into existence to meet some
threat to the national security. A service is
many things: it is men, weapons, bases,
equipment, traditions, organization. But
none of these have meaning or usefulness un-
less there is a unifying purpose which shapes
and directs their relations and activities
towards the achievement of some goal of
national policy.
A second element of a mlht.u'y service is
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~are required to implement its strategic con-

‘acqnesce in their allocation to the milita

the resources, human and material, which

cept, To secure these resources it is necessary
far society to forego the alternative uses to.
which these resources might be put and to.

service. ’I‘hus the resources wh ch a scrvnce

natlo‘ml sccunty Hence this
ment of public support is, in the long r
dependcnt upon the strategic concept of

mce. 1f a service does not possess i
defined strategic concept, the public an
pdhtical leaders will be confused as to t‘he
role of the service, uncertain as to the neces- '
sity ofd#s existence, and apalthetic or hostile .
to the claims made by the service upon the
resources of society.

'Organizé:lional structure is the third ele-
ment of a military service. For given these
first two elements, it becomes necessary to
group the resources allocated by society in
such a manner as most «flectively to imple-
ment the strategic concept. Thus the nature
of the organization lik wise is dependent
upon the nature of the strategic concept.
Hence there is no such thmg as the ideal
form of military organi-ation. The type of
organization which may be appropriate for
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one military sefvice carrying out one particu-
lar strategic concept may be quite in pro-
priate for another service with a different
concept. This is true not only in the lower
realms of tactical organization but also in
the higher reaches of administrative and
departmental structure. f

In summary, then, a military sérvice
may he viewed as consisting of a strategic
concept which defines the role of the sérvice
in national policy, public support which
furnishes it with the resources to perform
this role, and organizational structure which
groups the resources so as to implement most
effectively the strategic concept. |

Shifts in the international balance of power
will inevitably bring about changes in the
principal threats to the security of any given
nation. These must he met by shifts in
national policy and corresponding changes
in service strategic concepts. A military
service capable of meeting one threat to
the national security loses i*~ reason for exist-
ence when that threat weal ens or disappears.
If the service is to continue to exist, it must
develop a new strategic concept related to
some other security threat. As its strategic
role changes, it may likewise be necegsary
for the service to expand, contract, or alter
its sources of public support and also to
revamp its organizational structure in the
light of this changing mission.

11
Tie Crisis or THE NAvy

That the United States Navy was faced
with a major crisis at the end of World
War I1 is a proposition which will hardly be
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denied. It is not as certain, however, that
the real nature and extent of this crisis has
been so generally understood. For this was
not basically a crisis of personnel, leader-
ship, organization, material, technology, or
weapons. It was instead of a much more pro-
found nature. It went to the depths of the
Navy’s being and involved its fundamental
strategic concept. It was thus a crisis which
confronted the Navy with the ultimate ques-
'tion: What function do you perform which
obligates society to assume responsibility for
your maintenance? The crisis existed because
the Navy's accustomed answer to this ques-
tion—the strategic concept which the Navy
had been expressing and the public had been
accepting for well over half a century—was
no longer meaningful to the Navy nor con-
vincing to the public.

The existence of this crisis was dramati-
cally symbolized by the paradoxical situa-

tion in which the Navy found itself in 1945:

It possessed the largest fleet in its history
and superficially it had less reason to main-

"tain such a fleet than ever before. Thcvﬁftoen

‘battleships, one hundred aircraft carriers,
seventy cruisers, three hundred and fifty de-
stroyers, and two hundred submarines of the
United States Navy floated in virtually soli-
tary splendor upon the waters of the earth.
Tt appeared impossible, if not ridiculous, for
the Navy still to claim the title of the Na- -
tion’s “first line of defense’ when there was
nothing for the Navy to defend the nation
against,

Critics of the Navy were not slow in under-
mining the latter’s public support by point-
ing out these paradoxes. As one high ranking
Air Force officer put it:

Why should we have a Navy at all? The Rus-
sians have little or no Navy, the Japanese Navy
has been sunk, the navies of the rest of the world
are negligible, the Germans never did have much
of a Navy. The point I am getting at is, who is
this big Navy being planned to fight? There are
no encmies for it to fight except apparently the
Army Air Force In this day ard age to talk of
fighting the next war on the oceans is a ridiculous
sssumption. The only reason for us to have a
Navy is just bec: use someone else has s Navy and
we certainly do 1.1t need to waste money on that.

The public apeal of this simple logic was
cnhanced by the widespread postwar reac-
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tion against the military, the popular desire
to reduce the defense budget, and the fact
that one of the Navy’s sister services pos-
sessed in intercontinental atomic bombing a
strategic concept which seemed to promise a
maximum of security at a minimum of cost
and troublesome intervention in world poli-
tics. It is hardly surprising that as a result a
1949 Gailup Poll revealed that 769 of the
American people thought that the Air Force
vwould play the most important role in win-
ning any future war whereas only 47 as-
s gned this role to the Navy.

This lack of purpose had its organizational
iinplications also. Most important among
tiiese was the tendency to increase naval op-
position to unification of the armed forces.
Withnut an accepted strategic concept the
Navy had to rely upon organizational au-
tonomy rather than uniqueness of mission to
maintain its identity and integrity. This had
w.dditional unfortunate implications for naval
public support, however, since it enabled its
« ritics to paint the picture of a willful group
of die-hard admirals opposing unification for
purely selfish purposes.

The causes of this crisis of purpose and its
unfortunate political and organizational im-
plications were to be found, of course, in the
redistribution of international power which
occurred during World War II, the new
threats to American national security which
emerged after the War, and the consequent
shifts in American foreign policy to meer
these threats. The critics of the Navy arguc 1
in effect that these changes left the Navy
without a strategic concept relevant to the
postwar world. If they were to be proved
wrong and if the Navy were not to be re-
duced to a secondary service concerned ex-
clusively with protection of supply lines, the
Navy must find a new role for itself in na-
tional policy. It is the principal thesis of this
article that out of the postwar uncertainty,
demoralization, and confusion, there has
developed a new naval doctrine which real-
istically relates the Navy to national goals.
The substance of this concept has already
been described and formulated by a number
of naval writers and leaders, and the develop-
ment of this doctrine must eventually have
a significant effect on the public support and
organization of the Navy. This doctrine,
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however, will require a fundamental revolu-
tion in naval thinking. Consequently before
describing it in detail, it will be appropriate
to consider briedly the nature of the relation
between the Navy and national policy in the

past.

111

Tae Navy aAxNp Nationar PoLicy:
CONTINENTAL PHASE

The first stage of American natjonal secu-
rity policy may best be described as the
Continental Phase. This lasted approxi-
mately from the founding of the Repubhc
down to the 1890’s. During this period |
threats to the national security arose pri-
mqnly upon this continent and were met-and
of on this continent. The limite:
capabilities of the United States during th
rs'did not permit it to project its powe
rond the Western Hemisphere. And, in-
d , the history of this period may ulsu

wi hln the Amt'ncan continent.’
nifested itself in our refusal t
entangling alliances with no v
powers, in our promulgation and defcnst )
thé principles of the Monroe Doctrine, ‘ai
in ‘our gradual expansion westward to thef
Pdciﬁc -
During these years those threats which
arose to the national security were generally
dealt with on land, and sea power conse-
quently played a subordinate role in the
implementation of national policy. The most-
persistent security threat, of course, tame
from the Indian tribes along the western and
southern ffontiers. These could only he met
by the army and the militia, Similarly during
the War of 1812 the American Navy was un-
able to prevent the British from reinforcing
Canada, seizing and burning the nationa)
capitol, and landing an army at New Orleans.
Instead, each of these threats ‘had to be
countered by what land forces there were
available. The Mexican War was likewise.
primarily an army affair, although the Navy
in the closing campaign of the war performed
yeoman scrvice in landirg Scott’s army at
Véra Cruz. Still Jater in e century when the
activities of the French \n Mexico violated
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- officers of diplomatic functions, and the utili-
~zation of members of the naval service to

the Monroe Doctrine, the threat was met
not by cutting the maritime communications
between France and Mexico, but rather by
massing Sherman’s veterans along the Rio
Grande, American power was thus virtualiy
never utilized outside the American con-
tinents during this period and was confined
to the gradual elimination of all potential
threats to American security which might
originate within that Hemisphere. This phase
may be said to have come to an end with the
final pacification of the Indians in the 1890s
and its termination is symbalized in Olney's
bold statement to the British government
during the 1895 Venezuela boundary dispute,
“Today the United States is practically
sovereign on this continent, ana its fiat is
law upon the subjects to which it confines its
interposition,”

The Navy’s subordinate role during this
Continental Phase of policy is well indicated
by the miscellaneous nature of its military
functions. These were basically threefold.
First, there were the Navy’s responsibilities
for coastal defense. From the time of Jeffer-
son’s administration down through the 1880s
this resulted in the construction of a whole
series of gunboats and monitors designed
solely for this purpose. Secondly, the Navy
was responsible for protecting American
commerce overseas and, in the event of war,
raiding the commerce of the enemy. For this
purpose the Navy was deployed in half a
dozen squadrons scattered about the world
from the Mediterranean to the East Indies
and was largely equipped with fast frigate-
cruiser type vessels. Thirdly, during the
Mexican War and the Civil War, when the
United States was fighting two nations
powerless at sea, the Navy performed valua-
ble functions in blockading the enemy and
assisting in amphibious operations. These
miscellaneous military functions did not,
however, exhaust the activities of the Navy
during this period. Since thesce military func-
tions were of a general secondary nature, the
Navy tended to acquire a wide variety of es-
sentially civilian functions not directly re-
lated to any security threat. These included
the support of general scientific rescarch, the
organization of a number of exploring expedi-
tions, the frequent performance by naval

administer civilian departments of govern-

- ment. In general, during this period the
Navy had no clearly essential role to play in
~meeting any major security threats and con-
- sequently tended to dissipate its energies

over this wide variety of civilian and military
functions.

The suberdinate role of the Navy in im-
plementing national policy was reflected in
the weak public support which it received
during this period. The continuous expansion

~of the nation westward tended steadily to

decrease the pulitical power of those sections

~most sympathetic to the Navy, and after the

Federalists were swept out of office in 1800
it is not inaccurate to say that the govern-
ment was generally dominated by political
groups either indifferent to or actively hos-
‘tile towards the Navy. The farmers !
iin‘tgriqr" tended to view the naval es
'ment as an unnecessary if not dangerous

~burden on the national economy(.’.onn- ;
‘quently the Navy was frequently allowed to

%fal!r into fairly serious states of - disrepair

‘War years.

Since the Navy had no definite role to play

in implementing national policy, it was un-
necessary for it to have a type of organization
which emphasized a distinction between its
military and civilian functions. Conse-
quently, although there was a major change
in naval organization in 1842, when the
bureau system was introduced, nonetheless
the basic pattern of naval organization re-
mained the same throughout this entire;
period. Neither under the Board of Naval
Commissioners nor under the bureaus was
there any clear differentiation between the
military and the civilian functions of the
paval department under the supervision of
the Secretary. When during the Clvil War
the Navy was called upon to perform a sig-
nificant military function, a special officer had
10 be designated to dircct the military activi-
ties of the fleet. With this exception, how-
¢ever, naval organization reflected the in-
ability of the Navy to develop a strategic
¢oncept relating it to the goals of national
security policy.

reaching its lowest point in the post Civil
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Tue Navy axp NationNaL Pouicy:
OCEANIC PHASE

All this changed in the’1890s when the
United States began to project its interests
and power across the oceans. The acquisition
of overseas territorial possessions and the
involvement of the United States in the
maintenance of the balance of power in
Europe and Asia necessarily changed the
nature of the security threats with which it
was concerned. The threats to the United
States during this period arose not from this
continent but rather from the Atlantic and
Pacific oceanic areas and the nations border-
ing on those oceans. Hence it became essen-
tial for the security of the United States that
it achieve supremacy on those oceans just as
previously it had been necessary for it to
achieve supremacy within the American
continent. This change in our security policy
was dramatically illustrated by the war with
Spain. What began as an effort to dislodge a
secondary European power from its precari-
ous foothold on the American continent
ended with the extension of American inter-
ests and responsibilities to the far side of the
Pacific Ocean.

This new position of the United States
made it one of several major powers each of
which was attempting to protect its security
through the developmsnt of naval forces.
This meant dramatic changes in the positio »
of the Navy, and the role of the Army in ir
plementing national policy became second-
ary to that of the Navy. Instead of per-
forming an assortment of miscellaneous
duties none of them particularly crucial to
the national security, the Navy was now the
Nation’s “First line of defense.” In a little
over twenty years, from 1886 down fo 1907,
the United States Navy moved from twelfth
place to second place among the navies of
the world. This dramatic change required a
revolution in the thinking of the Navy, the
operations of the Navy, and the composition
of the Navy.

The revolution in naval thinking and the
development of a new strategic concept for
the Navy reached its climax, of course, in the
work of Alfred Thayer Mahan. The writings

National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy

of this naval officer accurately portrayed the
new role of the Navy. Attackmg the old idea
that, the functions of the Navy were related
to coastal defense and commerce destruction,
Mahan -argued that the true mission of a -
navy was acquiring command of the sea
through the destruction of the enemy fleet.
Mahan vented his scorn upon the *‘police”
functions to which the Navy had been rele-
gated during this prevxou&gsrmd of national
strategy. Writing at a time “when national i
strategy was undergoing a profouhd change,
he failed to realize that these “police™{gnc-
tions had been just as well adapted to the
achievement of national aims in this period
as his “command of the sca’ doctyine was
in the new age which was ;ust begmpmg To
secure command of the sea it was necessary
to have a stronger battle-fleet than the
elpemy “This could only be secured by build-
ing more ships than other mmor;r
that the -ships which one did Build
larger and had more fire power than th
other. nations, and kecping those
ouped together in a single fléet inste
d¢ploycd all over the world in sepa :
uadrons, The net results were naval Taces,
:)?g-gun battleships, and the theory of ¢
centration as the chief aim of naval strat
As generalized in the preceding’ paragrap -
the Mahan doctrine was accepted by vir-
tually all the world’s naval powers. Each-
country, howcver, also had to app!y the
doctrine to the threats peculiar to it. Down
until World War I the United States was
about equally concerned with the threats
presented by the Japanese and German
navies. The fleet was kept concentrated on
the Atlantic coast—this was the location of
most of the shipyards and the Navy’s most
consistent public support—and the Isthmus
canal was rushed to completion. With the -
destruction of German surface power the -
flect was shifted to the Pacific, and through-
out the following two decades American
naval thought was oricnted almost exclu-
sjvely towards the possibility of a war with
Japan. This was responsible not only for the
location of the fleet but alao for the develop- -
ment of weapons and te hniques which could
be effectively cmployed in the broad reaches
of the Pacific. In the 1941-1945 naval war
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with Japan, the Navy in effect realized the
strategic concept which dominated its plan-
ning for twenty years.

The increased importance of the Navy to
national security towards the end of the
nineteenth century was paralleled by the in-
creased prestige of the Navy throughout the
country. Public opinion came to view the
Navy as the symbol of America’s new role in
world affairs. Business groups which were
now playing an increasingly important role
in government were generally more favora-
bly inclined towards the Navy than the
agrarian groups which had previously been
dominant. The Navy League of the United
States was organized and played a major
role in interpreting the Navy to the public.
Presidents—particularly the two Roosevelts
——and congressional leaders turned a more
sympathetic ear to the Navy's requests for
funds. Thus the Navy was able to get that
public support which was necessary for it to
implement its strategic concept.

The emergence of a well-defined military
function for the Navy meant that the old
organization of the Navy Department had
to be altered also. The formation of the fleet
and the development of its purely military
role permitted the business of the Depart-
ment to be roughly divided into the two
categories of military functions and civilian
functions. The reformers within the Navy
hence compaigned for an organizational
structure which “reflected this duality of
function. This campaign resulted in the crea-
tion of the General Board in 1900, the insti-
tution of the naval aids in 1909, and even-
tually the creation of the Office of Naval
Operations in 1915, In time, the Chief of this
latter office assumed the responsibility for
thd military aspects of the Navy while the
béreau <hiefs continued to report directly to
the Secretary on the performance of their
Swvilian duties,

\,’
NartoNAL Poricy 1IN THE Eurasian Pyase

The close of World War I1 marked a
change in the nature of American security
policy comparable to that which occurred in
the 1890s. The threats which originated
around the horders of the Atlantic and
Pacific Occans had been eliminated. But they
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had only disappeared to be replaced by a
more serious threat originating in the heart
of the Eurasian continent. Hence American
policy moved into a third stage which in-
volved the projection, or the possible pro-
jection in the event of war, of American
power into that continental heartland. The
most obvious and easiest way by which this
could be achieved was by long-range stra-
tegic bombing and consequently American
military policy in the immediate postwar
period tended to center on the atomic bomb
and the intercontinental bomber. Subse-
quently the emphasis shifted to the devel-
opment of a system of alliances and the
continuing application of American power
through the maintenance of United States
forces on that continent. These two ap-

proaches furnished the Air Force and the

Army with strategic roles to play in the im-
plementation of national policy. What, how-
ever, was to be the mission of the Navy?
How could the Navy play a role in applying
American power to the Eurasian continent?
This was the challenge which the new dimen-
sion of American foreign policy placed before
the Navy, which temporarily caused the
‘Navy to falter and hesitate, and which
;ﬁnally was met by the development of a
'New Naval Doctrine defining the role of the
Navy in the Cold War.

V1

TrE New NavaL DoctrIng: THE
TransoceanNic Navy

This new doctrine as it emerges from the

‘writings of postwar naval writers and leaders

basically involves what may be termed the
theory of the transoceanic navy, that is, a
navy oriented away from the oceans and
towards the land masses on their far side.
The basic elements of this new doctrine and
the differences between it and the naval con-
cept of the Oceanic phase may be sum-
marized under the headings that follow.

1. The Distribution of Inlernational Power

The bhasis of the ni w doctrine is recogni-
tion of the obvious fact that international
power is now distributed not among a num-

- ber of basically naval powers but rather be-

tween one nation and its allies which domi-
nate the land masses of the globe and another
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nation and its allies which monopolize the
world’s oceans. This bipolarity of power
around a land-sea dichotomy is the funda-
mental fact which makes the Mahanite con-
cept inapplicable today. For the implicit and
generally unwritten assumption as to the
existence of a multi-sea power world was the
foundation stone for Mahan'’s strategic doc-
trine. Like any writer Mahan grasped for the
eternal verities and attempted to formulate
w hat seemed to him the permanent elements
o' naval strategy. But also like every other
writer his theory and outlook were condi-
tioned by the age in which he lived. That age
was one in which the decisive wars were be-
t veen competing naval powers. This multi-
sva power world had its origins in the rise of
the European nation-state system, the,dis-
«avery of the New World, and the resulting
 ompetition between the European nations
jor overseas colonies and trade. This period
of sea power competition lasted roughly from
' he middle of the seventeenth century to the
middle of the twentieth and is divisible into
wo sub-periods. The first sub-period lasting
‘0 1815 was characterized by intense naval
-ompetition and warfare between Spain, the
Netherlands, France, and Great Britain. In
the end, after the series of exhausting con-
flicts culminating in the Napoleonic’ Wars
and Trafalgar, Great Britain emerged as the
dominant sea power. From 1815 down to the
1890s she maintained this position without
serious challenge. By the end of the century
however, a new round of competition ¢ -
veloped as Germany, the United States, and
Japan arose to challenge British naval su-
premacy. This second period witnessed the
defeat of the German and Japanese navies
in World War T and World War I1 respec-

tively, and ended with Anglo-American, or,
~idea of developing a hattlefleet to secure com-

more specifically, American naval power
dominant throughout the world.

In the light of this naval history it is im-
portant to recognize that Mahan’s entire
thought was geared to this sea power stage
in world history. Basically what he did was
to study intensively the first sub-period in
this stage and then apply the principles
gained from such study to the second sub-
period in which he lived. This technique
gave a superficial air of lasting permanence
to his doctrine: for if the principles under-
lying seventeenth century naval warfare and

" historical studies on the period from 1660 to
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sea power were applicable at the end of the
nineteenth century, then surely these must
be universal principles valid throughout
history. In actuality, these two sub-periods
were, however, unique in their similarity;
The first coincided with the initial surge of
European colonialism into the New World,
and the second coincided with the later surge
of that colonialism into Africa and Asia.
These are not situations which will be re-
peated again.

Tt should also be noted that it was not just
chance which led Mahan to concentrate his

1815. For, although he admitted in a letter
to Rear Admiral Stephen A. Luce that *“‘there
are a good many phases of naval history,” he
nonetheless believed that he had been
“happily led to take up that period succeed-
ing the peace of Westphalia, 1648, when the.
nations of Europe began clearly to enter on'
and occupy their modern positions, istrug
gling for. existence \and predominance.” *
And it was also genemplly characteristic of
this petiod that, as Mahan said, except for -
Ryssia and possibly Austria, the force of
every European state could “be excrgeﬂ‘ only
through a navy.” .
All the other facets of Mahan's thought
rest upon his assumption of the existence of
two or: more competing naval powers. The..
idea that the purpose of a navy is to secure
command of the sea, that to achieve this end
concentration of force in a battlefleet is
necessary, and that victory will go to that
fleet with the biggest ships, the biggest guns,
and the thickest armor, all rest logically on -
this premise. For obviously the concentra-
tion of force in a battlefleet is necessary only -
if the enemy is capable of doing the same.
And, as Bernard Brodie has pointed out, the

mand of the sea originated in the Anglo-
Dutch Wars of the middle seventeenth cen-
tury, at the beginning of this sea power
phase of history.

To deny the permanent wvalidity of
Mahan’s theory is not to deny the brilliance
of Mahan's insight. To describe and formu-
late thie principles underlying the major de-
vielopments in world history over a period of
trrcc hundred years is n» mean achievement.
But we must not perm.: the impressiveness
of Mahan's accomplishinent to blind us to-
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the inapplicability of his strategic concept at
the present time. A world divided into one
major land power and one major sea power
is different from a world divided among a
number of rival sea powers. The strategy of
monopolistic sea power is different from that
of competitive sea power, The great oceans
are no longer the no man’s land between the
competing powers. The locale of the struggle
has shifted elsewhere, to the narrow lands
and the narrow seas which lie between those
great oceans on the one hand and the equally
immense spaces of the Eurasian heartland
on the other. This leads us to the second ele-
ment which distinguishes the new strategic
doctrine from the old.

2. The Site of Decisive Action

The Mahan theory justly emphasized not
only the influence of sea power but also the
decisiveness of naval battle. The sea was a
battleground, “a wide common,” and the
only avenue through which every power
could strike at the interests of every other
power. Major fleet actions were the decisive
events in most of the principal wars of this
period from the defeat of the Spanish Ar-
mada in 1588 to the dispersion of the rem-
nants of the Japanese Fleet in the Battle of
the Philippine Sea in 1944, Between these
encounters there were a whole series of naval
battles which significantly influenced the
course of history: Lowestoft, The Texel,

Beachy Head, Ushant, Trafalgar, Manila

Bay and Santiago, Tsushima Straits, Jut-
land, Coral Sea, Midway. Mahan demon-
strated the decisive character of the naval
engagements in the first round of naval com-
petition; and his teachings and his successors
have illuminated the decisiveness of the sub-
sequent ones. While not denying the impor-
tance of land battles, nor the significance of
such techniques as naval blockade, the stra-
tegic concept of this previous age nonethe-
iess emphasized the significance of naval en-
gagements fought solely at sea.

In a world in which a continental power
confronts a maritime power, this is no longer
possible. As most recent naval writers hitve
recognized, major fleet actions are a thing of
the past. The locale of decisive action has
switched from the sea to the land: not the
inner heart of the land mass, to be sure, but
rather to the coastal arca, 10 what various
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writers have described variously as the Rim-
land, the Periphery, or the Littoral. It is
here rather than on the high seas that the de-
cisive hattles of the cold war and of any
future hot war will be fought. Consequently,
navaj writers in the period since 1945 have
not hesitated to admit and, indeed, to pro-
claim the importance of ground force. The
reduction of enemy targets on land, Admiral
Nimitz stated, “is the basic objective of war-
fare.” Criticizing the Mahan doctrine for
tending to crect sea power into an independ-
ent thing-in-itself (a view which was not far
wrong when the conflict of sea power against

sea power was the decisive event in war),. .

Walter Millis argues that:
Korea is one long lesson in the double fact that

all military power is “land power”;and that it can

be effectively exercised, under the conditions
created by modern technology, only by the most
skillful combination and concentration of all
available weapons, whether airborne, seaborne,
or earthborne o achieve the desired political ends
under the particular circumstances which may
arise,

3. The Mission of the Nary

This fact that decisive actions will now
take place on land means a drastic change in
the mission of the Navy. During the previous
period, this mission was to secure command
of the sea. “{In] war,” Mahan said, “the
proper objective of the navy is the enemy’s
navy,” and as he further remarked in another
classic passage:

It is not the taking of individual ships or con-
voys, be they few or many, that strikes down the
money power of a nation; it is the possession of
that overbearing power on the sea which drives
the enemy’s flag from it, or allows it to appear
oniy as a fugitive, and which, by coptrolling the
great common, closes the highways by which
commerce moves to and from the enemy’s shores,
This overbearing power can only be exercised by
great navies, . . .

Since the American navy now possesses com-
mand of the sca, however, and since the
Soviet surface n.vy is in no position to chal-
lenge this excep:t in struggles for local su-
premacy in the Baltic and Black Seas, the
Navy can no longer accept this Mahanite
definition of its mission. Its purpose now is
not to acquire commmand of the sea but rather
to utilize its conimand of the sea to achieve
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supremacy on the land. More specifically, it
is to apply naval power to that decisive strip
of littoral encircling the Furasian continent.
This means a real revolution in naval
thought and operations. For decades the
eyes of the Navy have been turned outward
to the ocean and the blue water; now the
Navy must reverse itself and look inland
where its new objectives lie. This has, how-
ever, been the historical outlook of navies
which have secured uncontested control of
the scas, and as Admiral Nimitz has pointed
out, during the period of British domination,
“it is safe to say that the Royal Navy fought
as many engagements against shore objec-
tives as it did on the high seas.” It is a sign
of the vigor and flexibility of the Navy that
this ‘Jifficult change in orientation has been
generally recognized and accepted by naval
writcrs and the leaders of the naval pro-
fession.

T e application of naval power against
the land requires of course an entirely differ-

_ent sort of Navy from that which existed

during the struggles for sea supremacy. The
basi - weapons of the new Navy are those
which make it possible to project naval
power far inland. These appear to take pri-
mar:ly three forms:

(1) carrier based naval air power, which
will in the near future be capable of striking
a thousand miles inland with atomic weap-
ons;

(2) fleet-based amphibious power, whicl.
can attack and seize shore targets, and whic’.
may, with the development of carrier-based
air lifts, make it possible to land ground com-
bat troops far inland; and

(3) naval artillery, which with the de-
velopment of guided missiles will be able to
bombard land objectives far removed from
the coast.

The navy of the future will have to be or-
ganized around these basic weapons, and it
is not utopian to envision naval task forces
with the primary mission of attacking, or
seizing, objectives far inland through the ap-
plication of these techniques.

4. The Base of the Navy

In the old theory the sca was the scene of
operations and navies consequently had to
be based on land. In the ultimate sense that

is still true since man must still draw his
sustenance and materials from land. But it is
also possible to argue that the base of the
Navy has been extended far beyond the
limits i)f the continertal United States and
its overseas termonal bases. For in a very
real sense the sea is now the hase from which
the Navy operates in carrying out its offen-
sive activities against the land. Carrier avia-
tion is 'sea based aviation; the Fleet Marine
Force is a sea based ground force; the guns
and gu.tded nissiles of the fleet are sea based
aml!e th its command of the sea jt‘is
now ppsslble ‘for the United States Navy
to develop - the base-characteristics of the
world’s oceans to a much greater degree than
it has in the past, and to exten: s;gmﬁcanllv
the oatmg base” system which_it origi-
nated in World War II. The objectivi should -
be to perform as far as practical the :
tions to erformed on land at '
closer to the scene of operations. Thebase £
the United States Navy should be Loncewed,-
of as n;cludmg all those land areas under our

_ control and the seas of the world nght up:to
. within a few" miles of the enemy’s shores.

This gives American power a flexibility and
a breadth impossible of achievement by
land-locked powers.

The most obvious utilization of this con-

cept mvolvcs its application to carrier avia-
tion. In the words of Admiral Nimitz:

The net result is that naval forces are able,
without resorting to dlplomalu channels, to estab-

lish off-shore, anywhere in the world, airficlds

completely equipped with machine - shops, am-
munition dumps, tank farms, warchouses, to-
gether \with quarters and all types of accommo-
dations for personnel. Such task forces are virtu-
ally as complete as any air base ever established.
They coustitute the only air bases that canbe made
availahle near enemy tersitory without assault
and copquest, and furthermore, they are mobile
offensive hases that can be employed with the
unique! attribute of secrecy and surprise,” which
contritiutes equally to their defensive as well as
offensive effectiveness.

From this viewpoint it is possible to dcﬁne
the rcila.uon of the Navy's important anti-
submarine responsibilities 10 "these newer

‘functa ns. Submarine warfare is fundamen-

tally Ja ‘raiding operation lirected at the
Navyls base. If not effectivily countered, it
can df course have serious results. But
A.S.W., although vitally important, can nev-
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cr become the primary mission of the
Navy. For it is a defensive operation de-
signed to protect the Navy's base, i.c., its
control and utilization of the sea, and this
base is maintained so that the Navy can
perform its important offensive operations
against shore targets. Antisubmarine war-
farc has the same relation to the Navy as
guarding of depots has for the Army or the
protection of its airfields and plane factories
has for the Air Force. 1 is a secondary mis-
sion, the effective performance of which,
however, is essential to the performance of
ts primary mission. And, indeed, the succes-
ful accomplishment of the primary mission
of the Navy -~ the maintenance of American
poweralong the tittoral  will in itself he the
most important factar in protecting the
Navv's base. For holding the litoral will
drastically limit the avenues of access of
soviet submarines to the high seas.

S Uhe Geographical Focus of Nural Opera-
Lions

This new theory of the transoceanic navy
differs from the old Mahanite dactrine in
that its principles are applicable to only one

U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings

From one point of view, the sea itself has become the base for the U,
turn, for operations that can project sea power & thousand miles in an
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ARE TRANSFERRED AT SEA

8. Sixth Fleet, and the Fleet is the base, in
v direction.

Navy instead of several. We have seen how
rach nation had to adopt the old Mahanite
theory to its own specific circumstances, and
for the United States this eventually meant
focusing its attention upon the Pacific ocean.
Is there any such specific geographical area
which assumes special importance in the ap-
plication of the new theory? Obviously this
theory applies in general to the entire littoral
of the Eurasian continent from Kamchatka
to the North Cape (and especially to penin-
sulas such as Korea). Even a superficial
glance at the map of Eurasia, however, will
reveal that there is one area which specially
lends itself to offensive naval operations
against the land. This, is, of course. the
Mediterrancan Basin. For, in effect, the
Mediterrancan extends the base of American
power 2500 miles inland into the Eurasian
continent. From this basin naval power can
be projected over most of Western Europe,
the Balkan peninsila, Turkey, and the Mid-
dle Fast. In the event of a major war with
Russia, the Medite rranean would be the base
from which the knock-out punch could be
launched into the heart of Russia: the in-
dustrial-agricultur il Ukraine and the Cau-
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casus oil fields. It is comsequently hardly
surprising to find that the Mediterranean has
now replaced the Pacific as the geographical
focus of attention for the American Navy.
The recognition of the crucial role of the
Mediterranean Basin in the implementation
of American foreign policy can be dated from
the historic announcement by - Secretary
Forrestal on September 30, 1946, that Ameri-
can naval forces would be maintained in that
area for the support of our national policy.
The increase in the strength of these forces
and the creation of the Sixth Task Fleet
on June 1, 1948, were further stéps in the
xmplementatxon of this policy. The carrier
aviation, surface power, and amph:blous
forces of this fleet have been rccogmzed as
beinz of crucial importance in supporting
Amcrican policy in this area. This key role of
the Mediterranean has been reflected in the
attention devoted to it in naval wrltlngs, and.
it has even been describhed as the *sea of
destiny”’—a term previously. reserved for the
Pacific Ocean. This concentration of atten-
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centrated. ﬂaet has ended the useiulness of
the Navy. Dispersion, flexibility, and mo-;
bxhtyf—-not} concentration-—are the basic

tactical doctrines of the new Navy.,

‘ VI
Pmmb SuprrorT AND Naval ORGANIZATION

IneV:tnbly a new strategic concept must

have significant. implications for the Navy’s -
public su 't Al dk its organuatmnal struc-
turé. So ‘

tion upon the Mediterranean does not, of  «

cou:se, mean that the application of nnvul
power will not be important at other points
alor g the littoral. But it does mean that at

least for the foreseeable future the Mediter-

rancan offers the most fruitful area for the
Navy’s performance of its new function.

6. The Aim of Naval Tactics

Under the old theory it was necessary to
conceritrate naval forces in order to win coi.-
trol uf the sea. Consequently the battlefleet
emerged as the main instrument of sea
power. Now, however, concentration is nec-
essary at or over the target on land, and
hence for defensive purposes dispersion and
deception are essential for the fleet at sea.
Planes from a number of widely separated
carriers can, for instance, be concentrated
over their target and secure local air suprem-
acy there. Only in amphibious landings
would any large-scale concentration of naval
vessels be necessary and even there new
techniques may avoid the massing of a large
number of ships in a small area. Since these
new functions permit the Navy to avoid
concentrating its ships afloat, there is conse-
quently little hasis for the argument that the
effectiveness of atomic bombs against a con-

Navy|to ms t, howcver, upon thts equal
role. in its position the Navy must
dcveldp pubhc understanding of its trans-
oceanic mission. As it is now, the experts on
military afiairs-—columnists such as Hanson
Baldwin and Walter Millis— tho;oughiy ap-
preciale the Vavy s role, but too. often one
still hears from the average American the
question: “What do :{i need a navy for? The
Russians don’t have’ ” This attitude can
only be overcome by a systematic, detailed
elaboration and presentation of the theory of
the transoceanic Navy against the broad
background of naval hlstory «nd naval tech-
nology Only when this is do1 » will the l\avy
have the public confidence commensurate
with its imporiant role in national defense.




