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AUTHOR’S NOTE

This monograph attempts to define the future maritime competitive environment and to design a
naval fleet platform architecture attuned to its emerging requirements. It is the written report
associated with a detailed CSBA PowerPoint briefing entitled Winning the Race: A Naval Fleet
Platform Architecture for Enduring Maritime Supremacy, dated March 1, 2005. Taking
advantage of the time passed since this briefing was published, as well as valuable input received
on the original PowerPoint briefing, this report contains new information, thoughts, and
recommendations.

Designing a new naval platform architecture proved to be far more challenging than | originally
expected. The connections between all components of a recommended architecture are many and
they required detailed exploration and explanation. As a result, this report, originally scoped for
about 100 pages, ultimately grew to four times that size and took far longer than expected to
complete. So long, in fact, that news of a new 313-ship Navy fleet platform architecture plan
broke just as this manuscript went into final editing for publication. However, since the thinking
that went behind the architecture outlined in these pages had not changed, | decided to press
forward with this paper’s publication without further modification. As should become evident
when reading this manuscript, | believe that debating the reasoning behind a particular platform
architecture is far more important that debating its associated ship numbers.

Early on, | had to make a decision on the report’s intended audience. This decision would
determine if I could write at a broader level, with few details and acronyms, or at a much more
detailed level, touching on platform and system characteristics. The fact that this report is 400
pages long and has a 12-page glossary indicates the direction | chose. | decided that making
recommendations with potential impacts of billions of dollars demanded a high degree of
amplifying detail—and an unavoidable liberal use of acronyms!

Similarly, as | am wont to do, | attempt to explain my thinking and recommendations within
some sort of historical framework. Because there are not likely to be many new choices that
would suffer from comparisons with choices made by past Department leaders, | believe this to
be especially important when discussing alternatives for future naval platform architectures.
Those not interested in the historical set up—or who disagree with my interpretation of important
events—should jump ahead to the later chapters.

So, readers be warned: this is a lengthy, detailed report aimed at those with some knowledge of
the Department of the Navy, the US Navy and US Marine Corps, and especially the platforms
that make up the Department’s “Total Ship Battle Force.” Keep the Glossary handy! | hope those
who read it find it useful.






I. INTRODUCTION

THE ENDURING RACE

The global naval competition is an enduring “race” between an ever-changing, disparate group of
competitors. A few select competitors enter the race to “win”—to become the number one
contemporary naval power. Other competitors enter the race for nationally important but more
modest goals, such as becoming a respected regional navy. Still others enter the race only to be
part of the sea-going “community of commercial interests and righteous ideals,”* with no
intention of competing against stronger, more capable naval opponents.

Ever since it was officially created in 1798, the Department of the Navy (DoN) has been
responsible for monitoring the global naval competition, and developing and executing the US
naval “racing strategy.”® This strategy has changed over time as DoN strategists and planners
have iteratively worked to answer three basic questions. First, given the national security roles
assigned to the US armed forces in general and the DoN in particular, what is the most
appropriate naval competition strategy? Second, is the DoN’s “competition racer’—its naval
fleet platform architecture, the collection of ships and capabilities used by the United States
Navy and Marine Corps in pursuit of DoN competition goals—optimally designed and on the
right course and speed to execute the strategy? Third, if not, what architecture design or course
changes are necessary?

The purpose of this report is to answer these three questions.

“...TO TAKE AND KEEP THE LEAD”

Around 1890, the Department of the Navy, with the strong backing of the nation’s political
leadership, changed its guiding strategy for the global naval competition. Up until then, the DoN
was content to participate in the race, but not to win it. Although powerful in its own hemisphere,
the US fleet had never before sought to compete directly with or to surpass the world’s top naval
powers. After 1890, however, the DoN’s new strategy—sometimes explicitly stated, sometimes
not—was to become the world’s number one naval power.® To paraphrase the motto of Thomas

! Alfred Thayer Mahan’s reference to maritime multilaterism, as cited by Geoffrey Till, “Navies and the New World
Order,” Proceedings, March 2005, p. 62.

2 The Department of the Navy and the Office of the Secretary of the Navy were established by an act of Congress
approved on April 30, 1798 (1 Stat. 553; 5 U.S.C. 411-12). See “United States Navy,” in the 1945 edition of the
United States Government Manual, found at http://www.ibiblio.org/hyperwar/ ATO/USGM/ Navy.html.

® See Chapter 7, “Not Merely a Navy for Defense,” in Kenneth J. Hagan, This People’s Navy (New York: The Free
Press, 1991). There are many superb one-volume histories of the Navy. I consider this book among the best of them.
It is one of the primary historical references for this report.
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Hardy, a friend of Horatio Nelson and British First Sea Lord in the mid-19" century, the DoN
decided that, “Happen what will, America’s duty is to take and keep the lead.”

This was an audacious strategy for a Navy that had for more than a century emphasized a
strategy of hemispheric blockade breaking and global commerce raiding against stronger naval
powers. Moreover, at the very time the United States decided to change its racing strategy, the
naval competition was on the verge of an expensive naval armaments race between the great
powers, centered around the armored, big-gun battleship. The new strategy thus promised to
consume a fair share of the nation’s resources. Nevertheless, with the blessing of both the
Executive and Legislative Branches, the DoN set about building “incomparably the greatest
Navy in the world.”

Five-and-a-half decades later, the DoN achieved its goal. Late in 1945, at his retirement
ceremony as the Chief of Naval Operations, Fleet Admiral Ernest King was presented with a
leather-bound text by the British Chiefs of Staff. The text read, in part: “Under your leadership as
Commander-in-Chief, the United States Navy has grown, with unprecedented speed, into the
most powerful in all the world.”® This was a gracious acknowledgement that a century-and-a-half
of British naval supremacy had come to an end, and the honor of being the top competitor in the
global naval race had passed to the American Navy. Despite being pushed hard by the Soviet
Navy during the long Cold War, it has yet to relinquish that position.

TIME TO UPDATE DON'’S RACING STRATEGY

After the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, US defense strategists
and planners struggled to divine the outlines of a new national security era. As part of this effort,
DoN planners began to forecast future naval challenges and to debate what changes in its
strategy would be required for the United States to retain its lead in the maritime competition.

The Congress, vested with the Constitutional authority to maintain a navy, naturally expected
that one key output of this process would be a new fleet platform architecture and an associated
steady-state shipbuilding plan to go along with it.” The architecture and plan would outline—in a

* Arthur Herman, To Rule the Waves (New York, NY: HarperCollins Publishers, 2004), p. 450. This is a great one-
volume history of the British Royal Navy’s rise to the top as the world’s number one navy.

> The call for a Navy that was the “greatest in the world” came from none other than Woodrow Wilson, during his
run for President. At the time, he was chided by many for being so bold as to challenge the primacy of the British
Royal Navy. See Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 252.

® Stephen Howarth, To Shining Sea: A History of the United States Navy, 1775-1991 (New York, NY: Random
House, 1991), p. 472. This is another great one-volume historical reference of the US Navy. It tells the story of how
the US Navy came to be the number one naval power through the eyes of a British historian.

" The Constitution adopted in 1787 required the Congress to “provide and maintain a Navy.” However, it was not
until 1798 that the US got around to forming a Department of the Navy. Peter M. Swartz, Sea Changes:
Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002 (Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analysis, July 31,
2002), p. 15. This is a wonderful piece of work, which explains in detail the changing deployment patterns of the US
Battle Force since 1775. It is packed with useful information, and is another of the primary sources used for this
monograph.



very practical and concrete way—the judgments made by DoN leadership about the future they
expected to unfold, the challenges or challengers they expected to face, and the platforms and
capabilities needed to take them on and to prevail. Armed with this knowledge, the Congress
could work to fund and help shape the future architecture.

Predicting the future is never easy. This is especially true during shifts between national security
eras and during the demobilizations that generally follow the end of an especially serious
national security challenge. Perhaps because of this, Congress was relatively patient throughout
the 1990s as the DoN moved to reduce the size of its Cold War fleet, to consider and then
describe the broad challenges it expected to face in the future, and to develop a coherent
shipbuilding plan that would begin to shape its 21* century fleet platform architecture.

However, by 2002—more than a decade after the Soviet Union had officially disbanded—
Congress was becoming increasingly frustrated with the inability of DoN leaders to articulate
consistently their future fleet requirements; with the constantly changing rationale behind the
DoN’s future fleet platform architecture; and with the incessant and often dramatic changes that
seemed to occur from year to year in its shipbuilding plans. This was reflected in the language of
the conference report on the Fiscal Year 2003 (FY 03) Defense Authorization Act, which stated:

In many instances, the Department of Defense ship acquisition program
is confused....The conferees...believe that the DoN shares blame for the
confusion because it has been inconsistent in its description of force
structure requirements....Additionally, the conferees believe that the cost
of ships will not be reduced by continually changing the number of ships
in acquisition programs or by frequently changing the configuration and
capability of those ships, all frequent attributes of recent DoN
shipbuilding plans.?

This frustration was especially evident in the House of Representatives. In 2003, at the urging of
Representative Roscoe Bartlett (R, MD), the House briefly considered mandating up to six
independent, non-DoN analyses to help Congress to identify future fleet operational architecture
and shipbuilding requirements. In Conference, the House decided to require the Secretary of
Defense to submit to Congress two “Naval Fleet Platform Architecture Studies.” The House
directed that one of the studies be conducted by the Office of Force Transformation (OFT),
Office of the Secretary Of Defense, and the other by an independent Federally Funded Research
and Development Center (FFRDC). The Secretary of Defense assigned the second study to the
Center for Naval Analysis (CNA), an FFRDC managed by the CNA Corporation, headquartered
in Alexandria, Virginia. The studies were to be submitted to Congress in January 2005.°

The Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA), a not-for-profit, non-partisan
think tank, decided to conduct a third, independent Naval Fleet Platform Architecture Study.

& Conference Report (House Report 107-722, November 12, 2002) on the Fiscal Year 2003 Defense Authorization
Act (House Resolution 4546, passed as Public Law 107-314), pp. 449-50.

° Fiscal Year 2004 (FY 2004) Defense Appropriations Bill (House Resolution 1588, passed as Public Law 108-136).
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CSBA anticipated that the CNA plan would evolve into an analytical explanation of the DoN’s
evolving strategies and plans, and that the OFT Study would be focused more on the “Navy
After Next.” CSBA hoped to provide a bridge between the two legislatively mandated studies by
postulating near- to mid-term naval operational requirements and developing a practical roadmap
for “transforming” the DoN Battle Force for the 21% century.

A key goal of the CSBA approach was to “design to budget.” That is, CSBA tried to forecast
future fleet operational challenges, to prioritize fleet requirements, and then to design a future
DoN Battle Force that could both meet all fleet requirements and be built within expected
shipbuilding budgetary ceilings. The result of this effort, outlined in this report, was a naval
platform architecture designed to assemble distributed and scalable Integrated Naval Battle
Networks effective in all potential maritime access conditions and against all potential
challengers. The ships that are part of the aggregate naval network architecture—or Total Force
Battle Network (TFBN)—can be built with a steady-state total shipbuilding budget of
approximately $11-12 billion in Fiscal Year 2005 (FY 05) constant dollars.

SCOPE
As will be discussed, Integrated Naval Battle Networks consist of much more than just ships.
Indeed, the future DoN Total Force Battle Network will include, at a minimum:

e Warships, including aviation power-projection platforms, surface combatants, and
submarines;

e Sea-based expeditionary maneuver platforms, such as amphibious landing and maritime
prepositioning ships;

e Combat logistics and fleet support ships like fleet oilers and ammunition ships;™

e Aircraft, ranging from strike fighters like the F/A-18E and the Joint Strike Fighter, to air
battle management aircraft, like the E-2C;"

e A wide variety and potentially large number of unmanned systems, ranging from
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and unmanned combat air vehicles (UCAVs),'

1% The primary reference for US ships and vessels used for this report is Norman Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the
US Fleet, eighteenth edition (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2005).

! The primary reference for US naval aircraft used for this report also is Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet,
eighteenth edition.

12 For a good general discussion on UAVs and UCAVs, see David A. Fulghum. “Unafraid and More Than Alone,”
Aviation Week and Space Technology, December 15, 2003. The Department of Defense has recently replaced the
term unmanned aerial vehicles with unmanned aircraft systems. However, this report will use the old terms to
prevent confusion. See Vince Crawley, “Pentagon: Don’t Call Them UAVs Anymore,” DefenseNews.com, August
17, 2005.



unmanned surface vehicles (USVs),” and unmanned underwater vehicles (UUVSs),
especially autonomous underwater vehicles (AUVs);**

e A variety of Marine Air-Ground Task Forces (MAGTFs) and combat units;*
e A variety of Naval Special Warfare (NSW) units;*® and

e The officers, Sailors, and Marines who operate and employ the networks and their
various platforms.

All or these components will be linked together by a dense web of man-to-man, man-to-machine,
and machine-to-machine interfaces, and operate as a single collective network, referred to in the
contemporary DoN vocabulary as “ForceNet.”’

However, in the keeping with the intent of the House of Representatives’ legislation, this study
focuses on the ships and vessels that carry DoN and Joint personnel into harm’s way, and from
which DoN and other service personnel operate and employ the Total Force Battle Network’s
full range of ships, units, sensors, weapons, aviation platforms, and unmanned systems. As a
result, the study will comment on DoN aviation and unmanned system requirements, and the
makeup and organization of US Marine and Naval Special Warfare Units, only insofar as they
impact on overall platform (ship) architecture design and operations.

ORGANIZATION

As should now be evident, this report uses a naval racing metaphor to present the rationale
behind the recommended changes to the DoN’s naval competitive strategy and to describe its
associated fleet platform architecture. This metaphor is not meant to imply that the United States
is in the midst of a general naval armaments race. Indeed, at this point in the naval competition,
the naval armaments race is relatively sedate. The “race” herein refers to the enduring
competition that occurs between naval powers on the world’s oceans, and between naval and
continental powers in the coastal intersection between sea and land—the littorals—to achieve
either global or regional naval superiority.

3 A good overview on USVs is found in Nick Brown, “Not Just a Remote Possibility: USVs Enter the Fray,” Jane’s
Navy International, January/February 2004, pp. 14-19.

Y AUVs are the subject of Mark Hewish and Joris Janssen Lok, “Silent Sentinels Patrol the Depths,” Jane’s
International Defense Review, April 2003, pp. 49-54.

15 See “Marine Air Ground Task Forces (MAGTFs),” at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/army/
fm/90-31/Appb.htm.

16 See “Naval Special Warfare Command,” at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/agency/navy/navspecwarcom.
htm.

7 For a good general overview of ForceNet, see Rear Admiral Thomas E. Zelbor, US Navy, “*‘FORCEnet’ is the
Navy’s Future,” Armed Forces Journal, December 2003, pp. 48-50.
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In keeping with this metaphor, Chapter Il, Reviewing the Ship’s Log, looks at the DoN Battle
Force’s performance on previous race “legs”—or national security eras—with an eye toward
gaining a better understanding of the cause-and-effect of past decisions regarding changes to the
DoN’s racing strategy and naval platform architectures. These past decisions and their outcomes
help to frame better the decisions facing contemporary DoN strategists and planners.

Chapter 111, Waiting for the Plot to Settle, reviews what is now known about the current race leg,
and the strategy adjustments and design changes already taken by the DoN in response to the
era’s new maritime requirements. It then examines the gathering winds of change, and how they
should affect DoN strategic planning.

Chapter IV, “Noon Shot,” measures the DoN’s relative position among world naval powers by
taking a metaphorical navigational “sighting.” Knowing where the US stands in the global
maritime competition will help to determine the urgency of needed changes to the DoN’s naval
platform architecture.

Chapter V, Racing Forecasts, makes predictions about the range of maritime access conditions in
which future naval forces must be capable of operating; the key operational challenges and
challengers that these forces might confront in the first two decades of the 21* century; and
expected future architecture design budgets.

Based on an understanding of how the competition has unfolded so far, the relative standing of
the United States among world naval competitors, and how the future competition might unfold,
Chapter VI, Race Prep, recommends a new naval competition strategy, and identifies the design
philosophy and attributes that should guide the development of its supporting naval fleet
platform architecture. It then outlines the specific guidelines that helped shape the alterative
naval platform architecture developed in this report.

Informed by these discussions, the next eight chapters outline the rationale behind the
recommendations for the four conceptual component “fleets” of the future Total Force Battle
Network:

e Chapter VII discusses and develops the requirements for the Strategic
Deterrent/Dissuasion Fleet;

e Chapter VIII discusses and develops the requirements for the National Global
Patrol/lrregular Warfare/Homeland Defense Fleet; and

e Chapter IX discusses and outlines the development of the Counter-Anti-Access/Area-
Denial Fleet.

e After a brief interlude discussing the conceptual rationale behind the Sea as Base Power-
Projection Fleet in Chapter X, the next four chapters discuss its component parts:

e Chapter XI discusses requirements for Aviation Power-projection Platforms;



e Chapter XII discusses the requirements for the Surface Combatant “Battle Line;”

e Chapter XIIlI develops the requirements for the Sea as Base Expeditionary Maneuver
Fleet; and

e Chapter XIV looks at the Combat and Mobile Logistics Forces and other support ships.

Chapter XV then summarizes and outlines the entire naval fleet platform architecture, and
compares it against the architecture design goals outlined in Chapter VI.






Il. REVIEWING THE SHIP’S LOG

Whether you are sailing a state-of-the-art racing boat or the smallest
dinghy, the main idea in sailing is to collect the force of the wind and to
redirect it so you can move forward.®

Riding the Wind and Water

...the best strategies, like the most efficient navigators, keep the winds
behind them.*®

John Lewis Gaddis, 2005

PAST AS PROLOGUE

Taking the lead in the global naval race required good strategic planning by DoN leaders, sound
changes in naval fleet architectural design, and smart battle execution by the DoN’s Battle Force.
In sailing terms, it required DoN strategists and planners to skillfully harness the winds of
change; Battle Force designers to continually tune the naval platform architecture to account for
changes in the competitive environment; and Navy and Marine officers to make sound tactical
decisions under actual racing conditions.

Before DoN strategists and planners attempt to collect the gathering winds of change and redirect
it to help move the Battle Force in a new direction, it might be helpful to review past changes to
the DoN competition strategy and architecture design ordered by past DoN leaders. The purpose
of this review would be to answer some preliminary questions: What shift in the global naval
competition prompted these changes? What were their intended results? What impacts did the
changes have on the contemporary naval platform architecture? Were the changes effective?
Why or why not?

The answers to these questions will be helpful on at least two levels. First, they might provide
hints on how to better harness the contemporary winds of change to move the Battle Force
forward into the 21% century. Since 1775, when the Continental Navy and Marine Corps were
formed, American naval forces have sailed under varied racing conditions and have confronted
many challengers. Only the most arrogant and stubborn of modern naval strategists and
architecture designers would ignore the hard-fought lessons learned on previous “legs” of the
competition. Indeed, these lessons learned might suggest how best to handle future conditions

18 In “Riding the Wind and Water,” found at http://www.riverdeep.net/current/2000/03/front.060300.sail. html.

19 John Lewis Gaddis, “Grand Strategy in the Second Term,” Foreign Affairs, January/February 2005, p. 14.



and challengers. As strategist Colin Gray reminds us, “The past is an uncertain guide to the
future, but it is all we have.”®

Second, reviewing past performance may help naval platform architects to identify and eliminate
key sources of Battle Force friction. As any designer knows, friction prevents the efficient
performance of any sailing craft:

In an ideal situation, the wind [will] blow hard, and the sailboat [will] go
full speed ahead. But there are other forces a sailor—and a boat
designer—have to consider. For starters, the contact between the water
and the boat’s hull produces friction. This friction can become
substantial because the boat’s keel—which is needed for stability—
extends downward several feet into the water. %

It is therefore imperative that naval strategists and planners work to reduce or eliminate sources
of friction that will impede the Battle Force’s forward progress. In this regard, Battle Force
friction comes in two varieties. The first, institutional friction, comes from the Battle Force’s
constant contact with its past. Indeed, after over 200 years of competition, the Battle Force’s
“keel” runs quite deep. Influences from past eras may be inappropriate for the new one, and
actually work against implementing the changes necessary to improve Battle Force racing
performance.

The second source of friction results from there being no less than seven major stakeholders for
the American entry in the naval competition: the Executive Branch; the Legislative Branch; the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD); the Office of the Secretary of the Navy; the
shipbuilding industry; and, perhaps most importantly, the two services that man the Battle Force
in actual competition—the US Navy and the US Marine Corps. Any change to DoN competition
strategy and Battle Force design must satisfy, to some extent, each of these stakeholders. As
history has proven, this is often a difficult task.

By taking the time to review the “Ship’s Log”—a recapitulation of Battle Force performance,
design decisions made by Battle Force planners and designers, and the outcomes of discussions
and interactions between Battle Force stakeholders on previous “race legs”—today’s DoN
strategists and planners might be better prepared to design a future naval platform architecture.
Said another way, by shining a light on the past and being better aware of the similarities and
differences between contemporary and past circumstances, contemporary planners should be
able to better understand the architecture choices and decisions now before them. They should
also be better able to anticipate how the two sources of architecture friction might manifest
themselves, and better understand the design steps necessary to minimize their drag. If so, the
chances of repeating past mistakes will be greatly lessened.

20 Colin Gray, March 15™ Notes, Principles of War Seminar Series, “What Do We Know About Future Warfare?”
found online at http://jhuapl.edu/POW.

2! “Riding the Wind and Water.”
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Identifying Previous Race Legs

There are many different ways to interpret the history of the Battle Force’s participation in the
global naval race. This author prefers the framework suggested by Samuel Huntington in a 1954
article published in the US Naval Institute Proceedings, entitled “National Policy and the
Transoceanic Navy.”? In this article, Huntington wrote that the history of the United States
could be divided into broad national security policy eras. In each era, the armed services were
each tasked to perform different missions in support of contemporary national security policy.
These taskings often required the individual services to adjust significantly their strategies and
force structures developed during the previous strategic era. How successful the services were in
accommodating the requirements of a new strategic era was reflected in the relative level of
national resources devoted to each of them. Services that contributed less to the accomplishment
of new national security goals or which refused or were unable to adjust to the new strategic
environment lost out when national security resources were apportioned by the Congress.

By 1954, Huntington reasoned that the United States had transitioned through two previous
national security eras and was well into a third. During each of the two previous eras, DoN
leadership had worked to understand what national leaders expected the Battle Force to do; to
analyze the strengths and weaknesses of its actual or perceived competitors; and to assess the
state of contemporary naval technology. Informed by these efforts, the leadership developed new
strategies for the global maritime competition and made necessary changes to the Battle Force’s
design. These changes were reflected in the contemporary naval fleet platform architecture,
which defined a distinct supporting Battle Force Era. Huntington argued that the shift to the third
national security policy era should trigger similar changes to DoN’s overall naval competition
strategy, as well as to the size, shape, and character of the DoN Battle Force. He cautioned that
unless the DoN leadership made such changes, the Department’s relevancy would decline, as
would its share of defense resources.?®

Huntington’s broad national security eras, appropriately modified, thus help to define the
previous legs of the global naval competition, at least since America first entered the
competition. Accordingly, what follows is a brief summary of what happened on these legs. The
lessons illuminated will help to frame many of the recommendations found later in this report.
Those readers not interested in this brief historical recap should skip to the next chapter.

22 Samuel Huntington, “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy,” US Naval Institute Proceedings, May 1954,
pp. 483-93. This is a superb short article, written by Huntington nine years after the end of World War Il. 1t is, in
essence, a call to naval leaders to think more broadly about the Battle Force’s role in a hew national security policy
era. Huntington’s powerful thoughts inform my thinking, and infuse this monograph.

2 As will be seen, Huntington’s line of thinking was shaped by historical experience though 1954. During
peacetime, the US would devote the majority of its resources to a single, dominant service. Today, with the rise of
Joint warfare and emphasis on “Unified Action of the Armed Forces,” this dominant service model no longer
applies. Nevertheless, the importance of explaining a service’s contributions to the furtherance of contemporary
national security policy remains vitally important, especially given the incessant defense reviews that have marked
the post-Cold War period.
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THE REVOLUTIONARY WAR, 1775-1783: WARMING UP
(TESTING THE WATERS)

It is the maddest idea in the world to think of building an American
fleet...we should mortgage the whole continent.?*

Samuel Chase, 1775

That the United States should even enter the global naval competition was an idea hotly debated,
even after American delegates decided to fight the British Empire for their independence. On
October 3, 1775, the Rhode Island delegation to the Continental Congress introduced a
resolution that the Congress build and equip a fleet as soon as possible. Samuel Chase of
Maryland—among others—disagreed. As indicated by his words above, Chase believed that the
cost of such a fleet, and the unhappy prospect of taking on the British Royal Navy, argued
against sponsoring an entry into the global naval race.”®

Soon thereafter, however, Congress learned that two unarmed and unescorted brigs, loaded with
war supplies, had left England bound for America. The Congress asked that Massachusetts,
Connecticut, and Rhode Island provide armed schooners to capture the brigs “on the continental
risque (sic) and pay.”?® Building upon this Congressionally-sponsored, State-executed adventure,
on October 13, 1775, Congress authorized the fitting out of two small armed vessels to intercept
British transports approaching the east coast. The Continental Navy was born. Less than one
month later, on November 10, 1775, the Continental Marine Corps was also established. Marines
would augment the crews of US warships at sea and form the core of the fleet’s landing forces.
Although not called so at the time, the first American Naval Battle Force—an integrated force
consisting of both the Navy and Marines—was born.’

Unfortunately, as was pointed out by skeptics like Samuel Chase, the new Battle Force had to
compete immediately against the world’s number one naval competitor, the British Royal
Navy.”® With little more than courage and pluck, the results were predictable: all fleet/squadron
actions fought by the Continental Navy along the North American coast led to US defeats. Out of

2+ Samuel Chase, October 1775, as cited in Hagan, The People’s Navy, p. 1.
% See Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 1; and Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 6.
%6 Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 2.

%" Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 3-4; and Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 6-7.

%8 From the very beginning, US naval officers both admired and feared the Royal Navy, and dreamed of one day
surpassing them as the number one naval power. As John Paul Jones stated: “l propose not our enemies as an
example of our general imitation—yet as their Navy is the best regulated of any in the world, we must in some
degree imitate them, and aim at such further improvement as may one day make ours vie with and exceed theirs.”
As cited in Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 19.
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pure necessity, the DoN’s initial racing strategy turned to waging guerre de course—French for
“war of the chase”—or privateering and commerce raiding. The Continental Battle Force’s
emphasis on commerce raiding is best summed up by the following figures: the total number of
ships in the Continental Navy from 1775-1783 never exceeded 80, of all classes. In contrast, the
total number of Congressionally-authorized privateers reached 1,647 ships carrying almost
15,000 guns, and these numbers did not include the privateers authorized by the individual states,
such as Massachusetts and Rhode Island, which authorized 1,000 privateers on their own.?

It was only with the help of battleships provided by the French Navy that the Continental Battle
Force was ever able to contest British naval superiority along the eastern coast of America. Even
these instances were relatively rare, occurring only twice, between September 1779 and July
1780, and again between August and October 1781. However, the second period—spanning the
Battle of Yorktown—proved to be the most decisive battle of the war.*°

The Navy-Marine Corps Team: a Blissful Courtship

The Navy and Marine Corps were born within one month of each other, and they bonded
together in the intense heat of wartime competition. Marines sailed with, fought with, and died
alongside Sailors in all major ship actions, and Sailors accompanied, fought with, and died
alongside Marines on all landing parties. Although Marines sometimes fought on land under the
control of Army commanders, the operational linkages between the two naval services remained
necessarily strong.**

Influences on Change

The Revolutionary War “warm up” period was to have a great influence on the first American
leg in the global naval race, since it helped to outline a strategy that might allow the new United
States to compete at a reasonable cost and with significant payoff, even if it had little chance (or
desire) to win the race. According to historian Kenneth J. Hagan, the elements of this strategy
were based on “four emotions:” a distrust of large fleets; a reluctance to challenge a strong
opposing navy; a fondness for attacking an enemy’s merchant vessels and cargo ships; and a
desire to limit naval defense expenditures.®

? Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 16-17; and Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 14-16. The Continental Navy was
essentially a 50-ship force, although its numbers varied widely. With the state privateers, the American Navy
comprised perhaps the 13" largest naval force in the world. Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy
Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002 p. 13.

* Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 18-20; and Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 43-48.
% Jack Murphy, History of the US Marines (New York, NY: Exeter Books, 1984), pp.14-16.

% Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 2.
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THE CONTINENTAL ERA, 1783-1889: READY, SET, GO
(BACK IN THE PACK)

This country is particularly fitted for a navy: abounding in all kinds of
naval resources, we have within ourselves the means which other navies
are obliged to obtain from abroad. The nature of our situation, and the
navigating disposition of a considerable proportion of our citizens,
evince still more the propriety of some Naval Establishment.®

William Smith

The first national security policy era started with the disestablishment of the forces that fought
and won the Revolutionary War: the Continental Army, the Continental Navy, and the
Continental Marine Corps. The last remaining Revolutionary War warship—the 32-gun frigate
Alliance—was sold in 1785.%* The primary intent of the disestablishment of the Continental
Naval Battle Force was to save money. A secondary intent was to limit the tools that might
induce the new republic to indulge in great power struggles overseas.*

However, attacks by the Barbary pirates on US ships in the Mediterranean (believed by the
United States to be instigated by the British) were continuous from 1783 on, prompting a long-
running debate over the merits of once again entering the global naval competition. Those
against the idea believed that buying the pirates off would be cheaper in the long run than
building a fleet, and that the “sending of armed ships into the midst of the fleets of Europe would
certainly produce a quarrel.” Those for the idea pointed out that the cost of outfitting a fleet
would be small in comparison to the high insurance rates being paid by US traders, and the
repugnant tributes being paid to pirates.®

By 1794, attacks on US merchantmen had reached a level that even a reluctant Congress could
no longer ignore. In March of that year the President signed An Act to Provide a Naval
Armament, which authorized the purchase of four 44-gun and two 36-gun frigates. With this Act,
the United States appeared set to officially enter the global naval race. However, the Act proved
to be a false start; an attached Amendment stipulated that if the United States achieved peace
with the Barbary States, then there would be “no further proceeding...under this act.” Continued
diplomatic maneuvering by the United States led to successive ship production delays.*’

% As cited in Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 30.
% Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, p. 14.
% Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 48-49.

% Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 21-30; and Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 48-51. The embedded quote is attributed
to William B. Giles from Virginia, in Hagan, p. 29.

*" Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 31-32; and Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 48-51.
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Finally, in 1798, faced with a “quasi-war” with France and stung by continued attacks and insults
from the Barbary Pirates, Congress decided that the United States needed to build and maintain a
navy, despite the high associated costs, Thus, on April 30, 1798, Congress passed an act
establishing an independent executive Department of the Navy. Soon thereafter, on July 11,
1798, the US Marine Corps was also re-established, and the DoN Battle Force was reformed, for
good.*® The number of ships in the Battle Force quickly grew; by the end of the Quasi-War in
1801, the fleet numbered more than 50 warships, augmented by eight revenue cutters and 365
privateers.*

However, Congress continued to be reluctant to fully fund a large fleet of warships. After the
Quasi-War with France, the number of ships in the Battle Force was once again reduced, this
time to 14 ships. Then, President Jefferson, in a bid to save money, shifted the already meager
DoN appropriations toward buying small gunboats designed to augment Army shore-based
batteries protecting US ports. By 1812, on the eve of the second war with the British, the Battle
Force included only 17 true warships.*°

After the War of 1812, however, the Congress finally learned its lesson: a country with global
interests required a competent Naval Battle Force. In the words of one naval historian:

For the first time the American [Battle Force] did not have to face the
burning question of whether it should continue to exist. This, at least, had
been settled for the foreseeable future...Indecisive in all other ways, the
war of 1812 was the greatest single factor in preparing the United States
[Naval Battle Force] for the destiny that awaited it.**

Although the War of 1812 settled the question of whether the United States should have a
competent Naval Battle Force, the character of the Battle Force and its naval fleet platform
architecture was shaped first by the national security policy imperatives of the Continental Era:
to forge, protect, and preserve the Union; to repel attacks on the Union from outside and inside
the hemisphere; and to screen the national expansion to the limits of the US continental borders.
As suggested by these broad missions all major wars, during this era were fought on the North
American continent; the American military mounted no major “out of area” (extra-continental)
operations, except for relatively small naval expeditionary missions designed to protect US
interests overseas.* The dominant armed service throughout this period was the US Army.*®

% Howarth, To Shining Sea,, pp. 58-72.
¥ Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, p. 14.
“0 Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, pp. 16-18.

1 Captain Edward L. Beach, USN, ret., The United States Navy: 200 Years (New York, NY: Henry Holt and
Company, 1986), p. 142. This is another great one-volume history of the US Navy.

*2 The largest “expeditionary” operation mounted outside America’s continental borders during the period occurred
during the Mexican War, when the Battle Force mounted a blockade of the Mexican coast and launched attacks on
Mexican soil from the sea. Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, p. 21.
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Given these circumstances, the DoN’s competition strategy did not entail winning the global
naval competition, or even rivaling the top competitors. In addition to protecting US global trade
and interests in peacetime, the strategy focused on coastal defense, blockade-breaking, guerre de
course, and support of US land forces during wartime. This strategy—clearly influenced by
naval lessons learned during the Revolutionary War—accepted relative US naval weakness in
transoceanic “away games,” but demanded stronger performance in hemispheric “home games.”

As suggested by Huntington, this naval competition strategy had a major impact on both the
Battle Force’s naval platform architecture as well as its operational patterns. Although the United
States did operate a few “ships of the line,” DoN leadership elected to “devote scarce resources
to small ships that could protect US maritime trade in peacetime and raid enemy sea-based
commerce in wartime.” Accordingly, the “capital ship” of the fleet was initially the sailing
“frigate,” and later the steel “cruiser,” and the fleet included numerous small vessels.** As a
result, the first Battle Force Era is best described as the Frigate Era.

Throughout the Continental/Frigate Era, the DoN’s peacetime mission of protecting US trading
interests and its wartime mission of commerce raiding demanded that US ships operate globally.
Despite the Battle Force’s small size—or perhaps because of it—DoN leaders decided to operate
the Battle Force from a forward-deployed posture.* This posture led to the gradual development
of naval “forward stations.” Except during the Civil War, between 1815 and 1889 the DoN
Battle Force operated out of several forward stations, although not all were maintained
simultaneously or continuously. The most important of these stations were the East India Station
(Western Pacific); Pacific Station (West Coast of South America); West India Station
(Caribbean); Brazil Station (East Coast of South America/South Atlantic); Africa Station (West
Coast of Africa); North Atlantic Squadron/Station; and the Mediterranean Station.*°

Since the DoN racing strategy was to avoid direct competition with the top naval competitors,
the DoN Battle Force was a relative lightweight among world naval powers throughout the era.
Two snapshots help to summarize the Battle Force’s standing in the global naval competition.
Just after the War of 1812 broke out, the US Navy had 17 seaworthy ships with 442 guns and
5,025 officers and men; in contrast the Royal Navy had 640 commissioned ships—including 124
ships of the line and 116 frigates—carrying 27,800 guns and 151,572 men.*” Over seventy years

** Huntington, “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy,” pp. 485-86.

* See the discussion in Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 45-48, and p. 93. The DoN did commission a few ships of
the line, but not many. For example, between 1815 and 1841, the Battle Force had no more than six, and only one or
two were deployed forward at a time. Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-
2002, p. 18.

** 1t was President James Monroe who “transformed the United States Navy from an episodic scourge of North
Africa into a worldwide policeman.” See Hagan, The People’s Navy, pp. 94-95.

“® The Battle Force actually manned forward stations through 1905. For discussions about fleet stations, see Swartz,
Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, pp. 18-21 and pp. 65-67.

" Benjamin W. Labaree, et al., America and the Sea: A Maritime History (Mystic, CT: The Museum of America
and the Sea, 1998), p. 213.
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later, when Congress authorized the ABCD steel ships in 1883, the US Navy ranked twelfth
among world naval powers. In between, the Battle Force never rose above fourth place among
the world’s navies.*®

The Navy-Marine Corps Team: An Institutional Marriage

For over three decades after its reestablishment in 1798, the Marine Corps—equally adept at
fighting onboard ship or on land—was part of the Army or the Navy *“according to the nature of
the service in which they shall be employed.” This was an awkward arrangement; Marines were
regulated alternately by either the Army’s Articles of War or by Navy Regulations, depending on
which service they reported to during operations. Moreover, it opened the door for repeated
efforts by the Army and the Congress to either disband the Marines outright or to incorporate
them into the Army.*

Finally, on June 30, 1834, an “Act for the Better Organization of the Marine Corps,” made the
Marines a semi-autonomous part of the US Navy with its own Headquarters and Commandant.
This suited Major Archibald Henderson, who had served as Commandant of the Marine Corps
since 1820, just fine. As he had written in 1823:

The Marine Corps is, and must continue to be, an appendage of the
Navy, participating in its prosperity or sharing in its adversity—in war
braving with it the same dangers, and in peace asking nothing of it but
sheer justice.”

In effect, this Act cemented the official institutional marriage between the two services that made
up the Department of the Navy. As a result, the operational linkages between the Navy and
Marines remained relatively close and strong throughout the Continental Era. The Battle Force’s
primary tactical unit of action remained the individual fighting ship; Marines continued to be an
integral part of a shipboard combined arms fighting team, and Sailors and Marines continued to
fight side-by-side in both ship actions and on landing parties. Although Marines could and did
conduct sustained operations ashore (e.g., the Seminoles War and the Mexican War), after 1834
they would be forever be known as “Soldiers of the Sea.”

Influences on Change

Although more than a century past, the winds from the Continental/Frigate Era continue to exert
at least four strong influences today. First, the value of being forward-deployed—referred to
today as forward presence—was ingrained throughout the Battle Force during this nearly

*® The “ABCD ships” were the first US warships made of steel. They included the cruisers Atlanta, Boston, and
Chicago, and the dispatch boat, Dolphin. Labaree, et al., America and the Sea: A Maritime History; Beach, The
United States Navy: 200 Years, p. 322. Information on the Battle Force’s world ranking was drawn from Swartz, Sea
Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002.

** Murphy, History of the United States Marine Corps, p. 18.

% Murphy, History of the United States Marine Corps, p. 27.
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century-long era. Although the country’s national security policy was continental in focus, and
the size of the Navy and Marine Corps small in relation to the top three global naval competitors,
DoN Battle Force operations were decidedly global in scope. The Quasi-War with France and
expeditions to quell the Barbary pirates between 1798 and 1805 set the tone for Battle Force
operations for the remainder of the era. The preferred DoN operational pattern was distributed
squadron operations and distributed, independent ship operations, so as to provide the greatest
global coverage with a relatively small number of ships. The desire for a strong forward-
deployed naval posture continues to exert a powerful influence on all DoN racing strategies.>

A second strong influence was the ingrained expeditionary mindset that identifies all Sailors and
Marines to this day. Throughout the era, the Sailors and Marines that manned the small forward
deployed squadrons and their individual ships conducted numerous small expeditionary
operations in support of US interests. Operating independently and out of communications with
“higher headquarters,” commanders trained their crews to respond flexibly and adapt to
circumstances, and, when the situation dictated, to conduct decisive and aggressive action. The
emphasis on rapid situational assessment, adaptation, and opportunistic, independent action
remains a hallmark of contemporary naval expeditionary operations.

A third influence is the consistent inclination of US naval designers to “over-spec” US
warships.®® In the early years of the Continental/Frigate Era, the pursuit of the most
technologically advanced ships was the natural result of the Battle Force’s inferiority in
numbers,* and a tactical doctrine which required its frigates to operate “alone and unafraid.” The
initial result was the development of a class of “super-frigates,” true “transformational” warships
whose firepower and speed gave their commanders the “power to engage, or not, any ship, as
they may think proper; and no ship, under sixty-four guns, now afloat, but what must submit to
them.”* While the DoN’s emphasis on building ships that could overmatch any ship in their
respective classes was the classic response of an inferior Battle Force, its predilection for seeking
a dominant naval technological overmatch in its ship classes lasted long after the US Battle
Force became the number one world naval power. As a result, US ship designs often chase
technological improvement for improvement’s sake, unbounded by budget considerations.

Finally, the “contract” forged between Congress, the DoN, and the US shipbuilding industry in
the Continental/Frigate Era continues to exert a strong contemporary influence. During this era,

> Swartz’s Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002 is especially good at portraying
the global operations of the Battle Force throughout this era, and up to the present day.

52 “Qver-spec,” short for over-specify, refers to levying operational requirements on ship designs above those called
for by the ship’s mission.

%% Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 55-58.

* Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 32-34. For a great explanation for why these first US ships were
“transformational,” see The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Lab (JHU-APL), “Technology, Navy & the
Budget at the Dawn of the New Millennia,” an undated PowerPoint presentation, provided to the author by Duncan
Brown. See also Steve McQuillan, “US Super Frigates—America’s High-Tech Weapons of the 1790s,” at
http://www.geocities.com/Broadway/Alley/5443/supfrig.htm.
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the ability to build technologically advanced ships was a proud reflection of growing US
technological prowess. More to the point, the ability (or inability) to build advanced ships would
have a major impact on US naval competition strategy. Congress, attuned to this point, and ever
mindful of the nation’s limited appetite for peacetime defense spending, took early steps to
ensure that key states would support the resources necessary to maintain both a strong navy and a
vibrant shipbuilding base. In essence, this involved their sanctioning of an inefficient
shipbuilding base spread over several states. Indeed, when building the six aforementioned
“super-frigates,” the Congress decreed that they be built in six different shipyards!® Since this
first fateful decision, “efficient” construction strategies have often given way in the face of
Congressional determination to gain state support for a strong navy and to maintain a capable
industrial base.

THE OCEANIC, OR EXPEDITIONARY, ERA, 1890-1946:
RACING TO WIN (STALKING THE LEADERS)*®

The American people must either build and maintain an adequate navy,
or else make up their minds definitely to accept a secondary position in
international affairs.>

President Theodore Roosevelt

In 1890, two unrelated events marked the shift to a new national security policy era. First,
Wounded Knee—the last “battle” inside the borders of the continental United States—was
fought and won; the continent was finally secure.*® This resulted in a natural expansion of the
United States’ national security aperture. As Senator Henry Cabot Lodge declared in 1895, “We
are a great people; we control this continent; we are dominant in this hemisphere: we have too
great an inheritance to be trifled with...It is ours to guard and defend.”® Second, Alfred Thayer

*® See Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 57; and JHU-APL, “Technology, Navy & the Budget at the Dawn of the New
Millennia.”

% Huntington refers to this era as the Oceanic Era. The term “Expeditionary Era” is my own, for reasons explained
in the text.

%" Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 275.

*® There were actually two more Indian battles fought after Wounded Knee—one in 1913 and one in 1915.
However, the Battle of Wounded Knee is recognized as being the last “battle” of the long war against the plains
Indians. See “The Battle of Wounded Knee,” at http://college.hmco.com/history/readerscomp/rcah/html/
ah094200woundedkneeb.htm; and “The Last Battle: Wounded Knee,” at http://www.wealth4 freedom.com/ truth/1/
indian5.htm.

% As cited in Hagan, This People’s Navy.

19



Mahan’s The Influence of Seapower on History gave the nation’s leaders a concrete reason to
extend the country’s national security perimeter, and outlined the means to do s0.%°

As described by historian Walter MacDougal in his book, Promised Land, Crusader State, these
two events, among others, helped to trigger an intense debate between two groups of passionate
national security policy advocates.”" One group generally subscribed to the four books of the
“Old Testament” of US foreign policy, which taught that the United States was a promised land
in a dangerous world. This group sought to prevent the outside world from shaping America’s
future; it believed the proper US global role was to be an example of state responsibility and
freedom. The other group subscribed to the four books of the “New Testament” of US foreign
policy, which taught that the United States should be a confident crusader for freedom in a
dangerous world. This group believed that America should actively work to shape the outside
world’s future toward one compatible with its own values and ideals.®

The debate between these groups and their two world views continued throughout the 1890s.
However, one thing the two groups generally agreed upon was that the United States needed a
navy that could compete against the world’s best—either to enforce the Monroe Doctrine and to
protect its shores from foreign invasion, or to protect US interests and to project US values
throughout the world. As a result, throughout the 1890s the Congress approved the development
of a “New Navy” better able to compete in the global naval competition:®®

At the end of the nineteenth century, in the interval between the Anglo-
German-American crisis over Samoa and the Spanish-American War, the
Congress reshaped the navy to meet new national goals. Having rounded
out its continental borders, the United States was seeking...a place of
equality with the greatest navies of Europe.®

Indeed, the stunning success that this New Navy enjoyed during the Spanish-American War
helped to settle the debate between the adherents of Old and New Testaments of US foreign

% See Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 189-92; and Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 233-38. Mahan actually wrote and
delivered his lectures on “sea power” at the Naval War College between 1885 and 1889. However, he published
them nationally in 1890. A.T. Mahan, The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660-1783, 12" edition, (Boston,
MA: Little Brown & Company, 1890).

81 Walter A. McDougall, Promised Land, Crusader State: The American Encounter With the World Since 1776
(Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1997). This slim volume is a joy, describing the eight books found in the
American “bible” on foreign affairs.

82 McDougall, Promised Land, Crusader State: The American Encounter With the World Since 1776, pp. 1-12. As
MacDougal writes on p. 5, “The fact that even today all eight traditions [i.e., books] still command loyalty from at
least a portion of the American people helps to explain why—except in times of immediate danger—we find it so
hard to agree as a people on how to behave beyond our own borders.”

% The radical transformation of the US Battle Force from a frigate force focused on commerce raiding to a
battleship force focused on the destruction of an opposing battle line is often referred to as the building of the “New
Navy.” See Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 231-34.

% Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 389.
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policy—at least for a time. After the elections of Presidents McKinley and Theodore Roosevelt,
the teachings of the New Testament guided US national security policy more often than not, and
national leaders generally supported—however reluctantly—an ever-expanding US involvement
on the world stage.®®

Accordingly, the primary role of US armed forces during this era gradually shifted away from a
focus on hemispheric defense and toward mounting large-scale expeditionary operations
overseas in support of US global interests.® In an age before air power, and as outlined by
Mahan, this meant that the DoN competition strategy had to shift away from that of guerre de
course to guerre d’escadre—or fleet battle actions—in which a US armored battle line could
confidently confront any opposing battle line, destroy it, and control the seas.®’ In other words,
the DoN’s basic naval competition strategy would need to change from racing not to lose to
racing to win—to becoming the number one naval power in the world.®

Strong national support for this new naval competition strategy sparked a remarkable national
naval shipbuilding and technology development program. In the process, the Navy supplanted
the Army as the service with greatest claim on the nation’s resources.”® The frenzied pace of
naval building activity during the early decades of the Expeditionary Era reflected the need to
completely revamp the Battle Force’s naval platform architecture to accommodate the shift from
a Battle Force focused on hit-and-run commerce raiding to a Battle Force that could slug it out
with the most powerful navies and warships in the world. The capital ship of the Navy thus
shifted from the wooden frigate and steel cruiser to the larger, more complex, and more
expensive battleship, which give its name to the second Battle Force Era.

The US decision and determination to be able to compete with the world’s greatest naval powers
was reflected by the Navy’s standing in the global naval competition. As mentioned earlier, in
1883 the US Navy stood twelfth among the world’s naval powers. By 1900, the United States
boasted the sixth largest navy in the world, and it steady expansion continued. In 1901, 60 ships
of all classes were under construction and the $78 million appropriations bill passed in the fall of

% Congress and the national electorate concurred with President McKinley’s initiative in taking on imperial
responsibilities, and supported Roosevelt’s muscular approach to foreign policy. While the national ardor for
international action cooled somewhat in the second and third decades of the 20" century, the US presence on the
world stage grew progressively stronger after the Spanish-American War. Benjamin W. Labaree, et al., America and
the Sea: A Maritime History (Mystic, CT: The Museum of America and the Sea, 1998), p. 452.

% Joint Publication (JP) 1-02, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military Terms defines an expedition as a
“military operation conducted by an armed force to accomplish a specific objective in a foreign country.” See JP 1-
02 online at http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/doddict.

% Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. xi.

% While US politicians and Navy officers were careful in their statements about challenging or surpassing the
British Royal Navy, as has been discussed, it is clear that the Royal Navy’s coveted number one spot was always in
their sights. See Chapter 8, “Incomparably the Greatest Navy in the World,” in Hagan, This People’s Navy.

% Huntington, “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy,” pp. 487-88.
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that year was the largest appropriation in US peacetime history.” In 1905, courtesy of the
Imperial Japanese Navy’s crushing defeat of Russia, the United States rose to number five
among world naval powers, behind Britain, France, Germany, and Italy. The delivery of no less
than thirteen armored cruisers and battleships in 1907, followed by six more in 1908, jumped the
United States to the number two spot, behind only the Royal Navy. From that point on, the Battle
Force never fell below third among the world’s naval powers.™

The rapid rise of US naval power occurred at time of great technological change, which made the
made the inter-era shift between the Frigate and Battleship Eras an especially difficult and
extended one. The shift from coal to oil-fired propulsion systems; the development of the steam
turbine; the introduction of the radio; the development of long-range, director-controlled
gunnery; rapid advancements in armor and naval guns; and the appearance of the all-big gun
battleship sorely tested naval designers and strained the nation’s resources. Indeed, it was not
until the 1916 commissioning of the USS Nevada, 26 years after the transition to the Battleship
Era, that DoN designers felt they had finally got the basic component of the Battle Force right.”

Other major changes occurred during the turbulent shift between the Frigate and Battleship Eras.
Chief among them was that the forward stations of the Frigate Era gradually gave way to two
major fleets—one in the Atlantic Ocean and one in the Pacific—concentrated in US home
waters.” Once the Panama Canal was completed, these two fleets could quickly combine, if
needed, to meet threats in either ocean. However, the creation and concentration of the two large
fleets did not result in the elimination of forward deployed naval forces. The influence of the
Continental Era was too strong and the idea of forward naval presence was too indelibly
imprinted in Battle Force operations to cause a complete redeployment to US home waters. The
DoN Battle Force thus maintained forward presence in the Western Pacific and China as well as
Europe, generally with squadrons of small combatants, occasionally augmented by cruisers and
battleships. The Marines also maintained a Regiment in China after 1929, supported by the
Asiatic Fleet. The reality of a battle line concentrated in home waters and forward presence
relegated to smaller or older, less capable combatants and Marines was summed up nicely by a
Naval War College monograph on the Interwar years entitled, The Battle Fleet Trains While the
Gunboats Fight.™

" Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 232.

™ The US Navy gave up the number two spot to the German Navy for a short time before World War 1. See
Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 295-96.

"2 Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 240. For a good short description of the evolution of the US battleship, see Chapter
14, “Idealism and Reformers,” and Chapter 15, “World War | to Pearl and Midway,” in Beach, The United States
Navy: 200 Years. For comments on the Nevada, see p. 429.

™ The creation of the Atlantic and Pacific Fleets and the concentration of the Fleets in home waters is a broad
generalization of this Era. For a more thorough description of the details, see Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming
U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, pp. 28-47.

™ Bernard D. Cole, “The Interwar Forward Intervention Forces: The Asiatic Fleet, the Banana Fleet, and the
European Squadrons: The Battle Fleet Trains While the Gunboats Fight”, a paper prepared for the US Navy Forward
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Indeed, training the concentrated fleet battle line for combat became the over-riding focus of the
peacetime DoN, especially after World War 1. The natural inclination of any navy focused on sea
control is to size up potential naval competitors and to prepare to fight and beat them. Britain had
suffered grievous losses in World War | and was in no financial condition to block a US move
toward naval parity. Therefore, by the early 1920s, DoN planners had concluded that the
Imperial Japanese Navy (IJN) was the only worthy naval opponent left in the global naval
competition, and the most likely opponent the US Battle Force might face in a future head-to-
head competition.”

This conclusion helps to explain the three key US goals in the negotiations leading up to the
Washington Naval Treaty: to achieve formal parity with the British Royal Navy in terms of
aggregate tonnage; to establish an advantage over the 1IN in terms of battleships and tonnage;
and to end the two-decade old Anglo-Japanese Naval Alliance. Each of these three goals was
achieved with the formal signing of the “Four Power Agreement”—one of nine treaties and
twelve resolutions agreed to in the Washington Naval Conference of 1921-22. With this done,
DoN planners turned their complete attention to refining War Plan Orange, the plan to defeat the
Imperial Japanese Empire. "

Across the Pacific, IJN planning mirror-imaged that of the Americans’; it too saw a
confrontation with the US Battle Force as the most likely of any future potential conflict.”” The
Interwar period was thus characterized by the patient preparation and training by the US and
Japanese Navies, both of whom had the other in their sights. And in this regard, the US battle
line’s concentration in home waters facilitated both training as well as fleet operational
experimentation, which took place during annual fleet battle problems:

Freed from the need to plan and conduct large “real-world” forward
presence and [Military Operations Other Than War], the fleet was
principally a giant training center and laboratory, and its operations giant
training drills and fleet battle experiments.”

The preparations for a naval war by both the United States and Japanese were constrained by the
treaties and resolutions agreed to in the Washington Naval Conference, as well as subsequent

Presence Bicentennial Symposium, June 21, 2001. See also Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy
Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, p. 39.

" Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 268-72. Hagan writes that by 1922, American naval planners regarded Japan as the
only potential challenger to US naval supremacy. See his comments on p. 273.

"® Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 337-342.

" A superb review of IJN planning can be found in David C. Evans and Mark R. Peattie, Strategy, Tactics, and
Technology of the Imperial Japanese Navy 1887-1941 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1997).

"8 Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, p. 39. The cycle between war
games at the Naval War College and Fleet Battle Problems and more war games at the War College is captured well
in Thomas Hone, Norman Friedman, and Mark D. Mandeles, American & British Aircraft Carrier Development
1919-1941 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1999), pp. 32-37.
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agreements. Moreover, during the 1920s the United States did not build up to its treaty tonnage
limits, while the IIJN built nearly 100 percent of its allowable tonnage—three-fifths of that
authorized for the US and Royal Navy. Then, the arrival of the Great Depression initially slowed
the rate of ship building in both countries, although by the mid-1930s both had picked up the
pace.” The net result of all of these circumstances was that throughout most of the Interwar
Period, the DoN Battle Force and the IJN were generally equally matched, and both navies spent
enormous effort developing the weapons, tactics, techniques and procedures needed to beat the
other in combat.

In this regard, War Plan Orange was shaped in no small part by the US overseas basing structure,
another key developments in the Expeditionary Era. This structure resulted from the US victory
in the Spanish-American War and a series of shrewd US island annexations. It included bases on
Hawaii, Midway and Wake Islands, Guam, and the Philippines. Although the United States did
occasionally erect modest forward operating bases on non-sovereign territory (e.g., China), US
military planners clearly preferred basing US forces on sovereign or US-controlled territory.
Over time, the pre-emptive loss of these Pacific forward bases became a constant focus of War
Plan Orange.®

DoN strategists and planners assumed that the IJN would attempt to seize the Philippines early in
a war, and would set up what today would be referred to as an “anti-access/area denial” (A2/AD)
network, anchored by island-bases and airfields supported by mobile naval forces.® The
challenge of penetrating such a network, forcing a decisive battle with the IJN, and relieving US
forces on the Philippines spurred two decades of Fleet Battle Experiments, practical analysis,
war gaming, and doctrinal development. The results included the development of carrier
aviation, amphibious warfare strategy and tactics, and combat and mobile logistics concepts. All
of which helped to ease the abrupt transition to war, initiated by IIJN surprise attacks in

™ Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 358. President Hoover pledged in the 1928 presidential campaign to build the Navy
up to its treaty limits, but failed to do so, either before or after the Depression. President Roosevelt saw building
warships as one of many government sponsored programs to pull the US out of the Depression. The National
Industrial Recovery Act of June 1933 thus signaled that the US would build up to its treaty limits. The Naval Parity
Act, signed the following year, confirmed this. See Hone, Friedman, and Mandeles, American & British Aircraft
Carrier Development 1919-1941, pp. 56-58.

s described in Hagan, the post-war Japanese acquisition of the German archipelagos in the Marianas, Caroline,
and Marshall Islands and its sovereign possession of the Bonins and Ryukyus made US plans to hold or to rapidly
reinforce the Philippines “practically impossible.” The US tried to ameliorate the Japanese position by negotiating
the “nonfortification” of all islands to the west of Hawaii and Alaska. See Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 265-67.

8 Anti-access and area-denial are modern terms use to describe actions which prevent US access to bases in a
theater, or actions taken by an adversary to prevent US freedom of action in space, air, land and sea in a contested
battlespace. The Japanese intent to set up what would today be referred to as an A2/AD network was revealed in a
1934 conference of Japanese admirals and field marshals. See Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 358. A good visual
depiction of the Japanese World War Il A2/AD network can be found in Howarth on pp. 398-99. For a complete
discussion on anti-access and area denial threats, see Andrew Krepinevich, Barry Watts, and Robert Work Meeting
the Anti-Access and Area Denial Challenge (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments,
2003).
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December 1941, and the relatively abrupt subordination of the battleship to the aircraft carrier
that came with it.*

Over the course of World War Il—during the waning years of the Expeditionary Era—the
aircraft carrier replaced the battleship as the fleet’s primary capital ship, and the fleet platform
architecture changed to reflect this fact. Instead of fighting as a single concentrated battle line,
the World War Il Navy formed distributed fast carrier task forces capable of rapid
concentration.®® In the process, every ship class in the fleet except mine warfare ships played a
different role than that for which it was originally designed.*

While the organization of the Battle Force changed, its purpose remained the same. As long as
the Imperial Japanese and German Navies remained viable threats, the focus of Battle Fleet
operations was to establish sea control—that is, to destroy the enemy fleets. However, by the
latter part of World War 11, after both the Imperial Japanese and German Navies had been
rendered ineffective, the focus of the fleet turned to power-projection—projecting fleet and Joint
combat power ashore in support of land campaigns. Reflecting this reality, by the end of World
War Il amphibious ships made up 37.6 percent of the entire TSBF, and the ratio of “amphibs” to
major surface combatants in the Battle Force reached three to one.®

By 1945, as the Second World War came to a close, the United States achieved its guiding naval
competition goal, set 55 years before. With 6,768 ships of all types and six Marine Divisions, its
Battle Force had surpassed the British Royal Navy and Marine Corps as the largest and most

8 As decribed by Hone, Friedman, and Mandeles, DoN planners developed these concepts through two different
types of games: “chart maneuvers,” which covered such topics as the best route across the Pacific, and the kinds and
locations of bases that needed to be seized to support the advance; and “board maneuvers,” which dove into tactical
details such as fleet formations, offensive and defensive techniques, and force mixes. While these games highlighted
many of the problems associated with a cross-Pacific drive as well as the potential of the aircraft carrier, DoN
planners still did not completely foresee the coming “carrier revolution.” Nevertheless, the thorough examination of
the carrier operations and tactics undoubtedly eased the transition to the Carrier Era. See Hone, Friedman, and
Mandeles, American & British Aircraft Carrier Development 1919-1941, pp. 33, 74-82. For a great discussion of the
overall effectiveness of both US and Japanese preparations for the war, see Allan R. Millet and Williamson Murray,
eds., Military Effectiveness, Volume Il: The Interwar Period (Boston, MA: Unwin Hyman, 1988).

8 There were competing concepts for carrier aviation. One emphasized the carrier as the primary means to attack
land targets; another envisioned the carrier as an auxiliary to the battleship; still another saw the carrier as the
centerpiece of a long-range striking force. The “carrier revolution” did not fully manifest itself until 1943, when the
DoN perfected the equipment, the procedures, and techniques required to forge the carrier as the centerpiece of a
long-range striking force. See Hone, Friedman, and. Mandeles, American & British Aircraft Carrier Development
1919-1941, especially pp. 133-43 and p. 150. Another good source for the development of the US carrier navy can
be found in Clark G. Reynolds, The Fast Carriers: The Forging of an Air Navy (Annapolis. MD: Naval Institute
Press, 1968).

8 Captain Wayne P. Hughes, Jr., USN, ret., “LCS Isn’t Right Yet. That’s a Good Reason to Build It,” a PowerPoint
presentation given to the 71 Military Operational Research Society, June 10, 2003.

% In 1945, the Battle Force included 2,547 amphibious ships out of a total of 6,768 ships. See “US Navy Active
Ship Force Levels, 1945-1950,” found at http://www.history.navy.mil/branches/org9-4.htm#1945. For the definitive
history about the development of this vast amphibious fleet, see Norman Freidman, US Amphibious Ships and Craft
(Annapolis, MD: US Naval Institute Press, 2002).

25



powerful naval force in the world in terms of tonnage, number of ships, and manpower.% It was,
incomparably, the finest navy in the world.

Ironically, the Battle Force’s very wartime success created its most formidable challenge. For the
first time in nearly six decades, with no credible hostile navy or naval coalition to fight, guerre
d’escadre was no longer a viable Battle Force raison d’etre. As a result, the DoN leadership was
hard pressed to justify why continued resources should be devoted to winning the global naval
competition. Indeed, the absence of a clear potential naval challenger on the horizon led some to
conclude that the global naval competition was over and done with, and that a strong Navy was
no longer central to US national security needs.!” As one high-ranking Air Force official
reasoned:

Why should we have a Navy at all? The Russians have little or no Navy,
and 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 |
am getting at is, who is this big Navy planning to fight? There are no
enemies for it to fight except apparently the Army Air Force. In this day
and age to talk about fighting the next war on the oceans is a ridiculous
assumption. The only reason for us to have a Navy is just because
somr(]eonge8 else has a Navy, and we certainly do not need to waste money
on that.

Such questions and thoughts were unheard of during the first five decades of the Expeditionary
Era, when the DoN received the lion’s share of the nation’s peacetime defense resources.
However, if defending the need for and size of the Battle Force was a new requirement for DoN
leaders, it was to become an enduring one. Indeed, the new need to justify a large Battle Force
was but one harbinger of an impending shift to a new national security policy era.

Another harbinger of change was the World War 11 development of the atomic bomb and guided
weapons. The dropping of two atomic bombs on Japan sparked a strategic revolution in military
affairs, and rightly captured the most attention from national security leaders immediately after
the war. Less noticed, but no less profound, however, was the dropping of a Mk 24 Acoustic
Mine (torpedo) by a US Navy patrol plane on a German submarine in the Atlantic Ocean in
March 1943. With this first modest attack, the DoN introduced the US armed services to the
Guided Weapons Warfare Regime. As will be discussed, the development of guided weapons
was to have enormous influence on both the subsequent global naval competition as well as the
broader strategic national security competition—indeed, in the end, arguably more so than the
development of atomic weapons.

8 «\JS Navy Active Ship Force Levels, 1945-1950.”
8 See Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 476.

8 An unmanned Air Force officer cited by Huntington in “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy,” p. 484.
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The Navy-Marine Corps Team: Trial Separation

During the early years of the Expeditionary Era, as the Navy began to focus more and more on
open-ocean battles against opposing battle lines, their relationship with the Marines underwent a
decided change. Between 1890 and 1898, officers in the Navy tried three different times to
restrict or eliminate the role of the Marine Corps, or to make it an artillery adjunct to the Army.
These assaults were delayed by the onset of the Spanish-American War, the Philippines
Insurrection, the Boxer Rebellion, and troubles in the Caribbean, in which the Marines played
important roles. However, in 1908, Navy flag officers officially recommended to Congress that
the Marines be taken off of sea duty, and both President Theodore Roosevelt and his successor,
William H. Taft, worked toward that end.*

That the combined efforts of two Presidents failed to do away with the Corps is testimony to the
special relationship that service has normally enjoyed with the Congress. However, the more
fundamental reason that the Marines remained a part of the DoN was that Navy and Marines
leaders gradually agreed upon a suitable operational Battle Force role for the Corps: the seizure
and defense of forward operating bases. As early as 1901, the Marines’ Advanced Base Force
concept envisioned floating battalions of Marines embarked on their own high-speed, armed
transports, conducting beach landings and amphibious warfare to seize advanced Battle Force
bases. These thoughts were greatly amplified in a series of classified lectures given in 1913 at the
Naval War College by a Marine staff officer named Earl Hancock “Pete” Ellis. These lectures
presciently foresaw a war with Japan, envisioned a Central Pacific drive, and recommended the
development of amphibious assault tactics and systems. After World War 1, Ellis expanded on
these thoughts in a 1921 operations plan entitled Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia.*

Faced with the growing prospect of a fight with the Imperial Japanese Navy, Navy planners
gradually accepted the requirement to seize and defend advanced naval bases in support of Battle
Force sea control operations. However, the special skills necessary to attack and seize advanced
naval bases in the face of entrenched, determined opposition ultimately led to a division of
responsibilities in the DoN Battle Force. Unlike during the Revolutionary War and the
Continental/Frigate Era, when Sailors and Marines fought alongside each other on both ship and
shore, by the end of the Expeditionary Era Sailors would increasingly man specialized ships
designed to transport and land Marines; man the surface combatants and aviation power-
projection platforms that would escort and protect them; and provide the landing force with fires
and logistics and other support (e.g., medical). In contrast, Marines would increasingly make up
most of the landing forces that would conduct either amphibious maneuvers from a sea base or
sustained operations ashore.*

8 Murphy, History of the US Marines, pp. 47-59.

% Murphy, History of the US Marines, pp. 58-82. Fleet Marine Force Reference Publication 12-46 (FMFRP 12-46),
Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia (Quantico, VA: US Marine Corps Doctrine Division, August, 1992), is a
historical reprint of Operation Plan 712 written by Major Ellis in 1921.

*1 For a more thorough description of the development of amphibious warfare in the Interwar period, see Kenneth J.
Clifford, Amphibious Warfare, Development in Britain and America, from 1920-1940 (Quantico, VA: Marine Corps

27



In other words, instead of being a ship commander’s asset, the Fleet Marine Forces became a
Battle Force asset. In the process, fewer and fewer Marines and Sailors fought alongside each
other. A relatively small number of Marines remained on capital ships and in “ships’ platoons”
on the amphibious sea base; and a relatively small number of Sailors continued to play
specialized roles in the landing force (e.g., corpsmen; underwater demolition teams; Seabees).
The specialization of skills and division of responsibilities between the Navy and Marines was
relatively clean with the exception of Marine aviation, which would prove to be a continual
sticking point between the two services.

In any event, this division of responsibilities led to a “trial separation” between the Navy and
Marine Corps during World War 11. This separation suited both services, as well as the Battle
Force. Although they would no longer fight along side each other, because both Navy and
Marine officers remained mutually committed to the need to seize and defend advanced naval
bases, they retained strong operational links, and maintained an effective Departmental working
relationship.

Influences on Change

The Expeditionary Era continues to have at least three strong influences on DoN competition
strategy and on Battle Force operations. First, this was the era during which the US naval
competition became truly global in scope, and during which several naval powers were fighting
to take the lead. It also saw two great wars in which command of the seas was vital to the
outcome. The Expeditionary Era therefore forever imprinted in the minds of DoN planners the
over-riding requirement for US maritime superiority and dominance in the global naval race.
This helps to explain the DoN’s enduring first emphasis on sea control, and its corollary, power-
projection. Whenever challenged by an actual or potentially hostile fleet-in-being that might
contest its lead in the global maritime competition, the over-riding focus of DoN planners is to
crush the challenger. In absence of a hostile fleet-in-being or rising naval challenger, the focus of
the DoN is to exploit its uncontested lead on, over, and under the seas in order to project US
power across the oceans.

Second, the shift between the Battleship and Carrier Eras occurred in conjunction with Battle
Force’s greatest competitive challenge, and the shift resulted in the DoN Battle Force vaulting to
the front of the pack in the global naval race. It therefore should come as no surprise that the
aircraft carrier continues to hold a central place in Battle Force operational and doctrinal thought.
Even as naval technology has dramatically impacted other components of the Battle Force, and
changed the way that naval forces are linked and fight together, the aircraft carrier remains the
nucleus of US naval fleet platform architectures.

Finally, because of the great cost associated with the Pacific amphibious assaults, many inside
and outside the DoN tend to view amphibious operations with a jaundiced eye. However, during
World War Il, the Army and Marine Corps conducted many different types of amphibious

Association Bookstore, 1983); and Norman Polmar and Peter P. Mersky, Amphibious Warfare, An lllustrated
History (New York, NT: Sterling Publishing Co, 1989).

28



operations. In the process, they each perfected their own preferred style of amphibious “forcible
entry” operations. In the Central Pacific, because both the Japanese and DoN Battle Forces were
drawn to the same forward bases, albeit for different purposes, the Marines focused on
amphibious assault—attacking where the enemy was—supported primarily by carrier air power.
The Army, especially in the Southwest Pacific theater, focused on operational maneuver from
the sea—attacking where the enemy was weak—supported primarily by land-based airpower.*
The contemporary reluctance of many to embrace a renaissance in amphibious warfare appears
to be influenced by visions and a rejection of the former approach, rather than appreciation for
the possibilities of the latter.

THE TRANSOCEANIC, OR GARRISON ERA, 1947-1989:
RACING TO WIN (FIGHTING OFF A LATE CHALLENGER)*

In the case of surface ships, our deterioration in numbers and in quality
was such that they, together with the aircraft carriers and the submarines,
gave us by 1971 or ‘72 only [a] 35 [percent] probability of victory (over
the Soviet Navy).”

Admiral EImo R. Zumwalt, Jr.

In 1947, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” written by diplomat George Kennan under the
pseudonym “Mr. X,” was published in the prestigious journal Foreign Affairs. It had the same
galvanizing influence on US national leadership as Alfred Thayer Mahan’s work did in 1890.%
With the announcement of the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan, the US drew the line in
Europe against further Communist expansion. A new national security era was born.”

The primary goals of the US armed forces remained relatively constant over this era: to contain
the expansion of communism, and to deter the Soviet Union from forcibly expanding its empire.

% For a good account of amphibious operations in the Southwest Pacific, see Kevin C. Holzimmer, “Joint
Operations in the Southwest Pacific, 1943-1945,” Joint Forces Quarterly, 3d Quarter, 2005, pp. 100-108.

% The term “Transoceanic Era” is Huntington’s. The author prefers the term “Garrison Era,” for reasons that will be
made clear.

% Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., “The Most Dangerous World is One Where the Soviets Have It and We Do Not,” an
interview with John M. Whitley online at http://www.ucf.ics.uci.edu/~zencin/peace2?/interviews/zumwalt.html.

% “The Sources of Soviet Conflict” was itself a reprint of the “Long Telegram” sent by Kennan from Moscow in
1946. However, the 1947 Foreign Affairs article was much more widely read than the Long Telegram, and the
Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan were not announced until April and June, 1947, respectively. George Kennan,
“The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” found online at http://www.historyguide.org/ europe/kennan.html.

% For a thorough description of Cold War/Garrison Era, see Joseph Smith, The Cold War, Second Edition, 1945-
1991 (Historical Association Studies: Blackwell Publishers, 1997). CNN also has an excellent interactive website on
the Cold War at http://www.cnn.com/SPECIALS/cold.war/episodes.
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However, in the late 1940s, it was by no means clear how best to accomplish these goals without
bankrupting the United States.”” The first decade-and-a-half of the era saw successive
Administrations trying to come up with a cost-effective approach to accomplishing these new
national security imperatives. At the same time, all of the US armed services were trying to come
to grips with the operational and tactical implications of both nuclear and guided weapons
warfare.”® It was a period of great strategic uncertainty, rapid technological transformation, and
confusion among the services as what their exact roles would, or should, be.

The Army and newly created US Air Force had the early advantage. With the 1949 formation of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the United States began to assemble and man
large, standing peacetime garrisons overseas on allied soil for the first time in its history,
expanding on their post-war presence. The Army would serve as a “tripwire” along the Soviet
frontier while the nuclear-armed Air Force would provide the primary muscle for deterrence and
warfighting. Indeed, it was the central relevance of the Air Force to the era’s early national
security strategy of “massive retaliation” that caused it to displace the Navy as the dominant
peacetime armed service. This dominance was especially evident after 1953, as the Eisenhower
Administration’s “New Look” defense program took effect, and as long-range airpower and
atomic weapons became the primary military instrument.’® By the mid-1950s, as suggested by
Huntington’s model, the Air Force received the lion’s share of US defense resources.'®

Defenders of the Battle Force tried to stem the Air Force rise to dominance by arguing that the
“[T]he atomic bomb may change the types of ships in our Navy, but it does not affect the
mission of the Navy to control the sea and air above the sea.”*®* But with no fleet to fight, no
forward bases to seize, and large standing garrisons on allied soil supported by ever-more
efficient land-based infrastructure, the DoN Battle Force was the odd man out. The number of
active aircraft carriers fell to seven by 1950, and the Navy’s new super-carrier, the United States,
was canceled, leading to the famous “revolt of the admirals.”'%* Amphibious operations were

9 «John Lewis Gaddis on Eisenhower’s Economics and the Bomb,” at http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/bomb/
filmmore/reference/interview/gaddis9.html.

% For a good description of the Navy’s adjustment to atomic warfare, see Dr. Jeffrey G. Barlow, “The Navy and the
Bomb: Naval Aviations’ Influence on Strategic Thinking, 1945-1950,” found online at http://www.history.navy.mil/
collogquia/cchle.htm.

% For a thorough description of the New Look, see Saki Dockrill, Eisenhower’s New Look National Security Policy,
1953-1961 (New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1996). For a shorter, more concise treatment on the economic
reasoning behind the New Look, see “John Lewis Gaddis on President Eisenhower’s Military Strategy,” found
online at http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/bomb/filmmore/reference/interview/gaddis?.

1001t was during this period of Air Force ascendancy that Huntington wrote his article, “National Security Policy and
the Transoceanic Era.”

191 Rep. Carl Vinson, in 1945, as cited in Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 335.

192 See Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 339-41; Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 485. For a longer, more detailed
account of the “revolt,” see Jeffrey G. Barlow, Revolt of the Admirals: The Fight for Naval Aviation (Washington,
DC: Naval Historical Center, 1994).
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declared obsolete, and the size of the amphibious fleet was excluded from Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) planning guidance.’®® As a result, by 1950, the Battle Force had shrunk from its World
War 11 high of 6,768 ships to 634 ships, and the Marine Corps was reduced to two skeletal
divisions.***

Partly to arrest the further decline of the Battle Force and partly to demonstrate their continued
relevance in the new national security era, in the late 1940s both the Navy and Marines moved to
establish and man permanent, rotational “naval garrisons” around the periphery of the Eurasian
littoral. However, there was also a real-world rationale for the move: with the Royal Navy now
greatly weakened, the role of patrolling the world’s sea lanes fell to the United States.®® The
establishment of rotational forward “naval garrisons” was also no doubt influenced by the long
DoN practice of maintaining distributed naval forces forward in peacetime, evident throughout
both the Continental and Expeditionary Eras. Unlike those eras, however, when naval forward
presence was limited to relatively small squadrons of relatively small combatants, in the Garrison
Era DoN leadership began to emphasize the deterrent and warfighting value of keeping strong,
“combat credible” forces forward. Naval officers argued that combat credible forward naval
forces could immediately transition to war and begin to mount attacks along the flanks of the
Soviet Union.*®

Given the decisive impact that carriers had had in the recently expired Expeditionary Era, the
heart of these combat credible forces would be the aircraft carrier. Indeed, the practice of
maintaining US Carrier Battle Groups (CVBGS) in two or three fleet “operating hubs” was to
define the Battle Force’s basic operating pattern—and to provide the basis for its carrier force
structure—for the next 55 years. Similarly, rotationally deployed US Marine combat units,
embarked aboard Amphibious Ready Groups (ARGS), provided the nation with a ready, forward-
deployed, ground-response capability.'?’

193 Michael M. McCrea, Karen N. Domabyl, Alexander F. Parker, The Offensive Navy Since World War I1: How Big
and Why? (Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analysis, July 1989), p. 17.

104 «“Marine Corps History,” found at http://globalsecurity.org/military/agency/usmc/history.htm. A great recount of
the trying years for the Battle Force after World War Il is found in Chapter 12, “In Search of a Mission,” in Hagan,
This People’s Navy.

195 Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 337.

1% The move toward forward “naval garrisons”—permanent rotational hubs for US naval carrier and amphibious
forces—is best captured in Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming US Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, pp. 48-
49.

197 McCrea, Domabyl, Parker, The Offensive Navy Since World War 11: How Big and Why? pp. 14-21. See also
Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming US Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, pp. 48-55. As described in Swartz,
the first rotational hubs were in the Mediterranean and the Western Pacific. In the 1970s, a permanent Middle East
Force was established. By the 1980s, the Middle East and Indian Ocean had become a third hub.
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From this forward-deployed posture, both of the naval services excelled at crisis response
operations at the lower end of the conflict spectrum.’® Critically, however, Carrier Battle
Groups started to focus on independent strike operations, while ARGs with embarked Marine
Battalion Landing Teams (BLTs) or Marine Amphibious Units (MAUSs) focused on rapid sea-
based intervention operations such as non-combatant evacuation operations, and crisis response
operations.'® In the process, the training periods and deployments of CVBGs and ARG/MAUSs
were not synchronized and they generally operated independently. The failure of separate carrier
and amphibious task groups to train and operate together led to a weakening of operational ties
between the Navy and Marine Corps. However, this circumstance was merely one symptom of a
growing split within the traditional Navy-Marine team. This split could be directly linked to an
important shift in the strategic environment: in the new Garrison Era, US armed forces could
generally count on access to forward bases in event of war.

This key operational reality was obscured by the Korean War—the first war of the new era—
which saw amphibious operations on both coasts of Korea, and caused a sizable spike in the size
of the amphibious fleet.'® Indeed, the post-Korean War JCS planning guidance for an
amphibious fleet capable of lifting one division in the Pacific and a brigade in the Atlantic
reflected the judgment that the United States needed to maintain a viable amphibious forcible
entry capability.**! However, after the cessation of armed hostilities in 1953, the United States
moved to erect and maintain strong peacetime garrisons on the Korean peninsula and in Japan,
just as it was doing in Europe. These two large regional garrisons were, in turn, augmented by a
growing number of air, naval, and land bases around the periphery of the Soviet Empire. As a
result, a clear Battle Force requirement to seize forward bases inevitably and steadily declined.

Moreover, after the Korean War, during the Garrison Era’s unsettled inter-era transition phase
when so much emphasis was placed on nuclear warfighting, the Navy and Marines sought to
stake out their own niche roles. Not content with a supporting role of securing the sea lanes and
delivering supplies and equipment to far-flung forward US garrisons, the Navy opted to place
ever-increasing emphasis on strike operations, and focused on taking atomic weapons to sea—
first on aircraft carriers, and then on submarines.*? Indeed, one naval historian wrote that by

1% 1n President Eisenhower’s “New Look” Defense Strategy, the aircraft carrier and forward-deployed Amphibious
Ready Groups played the same role for the United States in the Garrison Era as the frigate played for the British
Empire during the age of sail. See Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 350.

19 A Marine Amphibious Unit (now know as a Marine Expeditionary Unit) is a small MAGTF consisting of a
headquarters, a Marine infantry battalion, a composite squadron consisting of both rotary- and fixed-wing aircraft,
and a combat logistics unit. See Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet, eighteenth edition, pp. 45-46.

119 See Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 341-44; and Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 486-94.
1 McCrea, Domabyl, Parker, The Offensive Navy Since World War 11: How Big and Why?, p. 18.

112 The Navy was always tasked with ensuring convoys of supplies could reach both Europe and the Pacific in time
of war. See for example the section in the Joint Forces Command (JFCOM) command history entitled “Defending
the North Atlantic,” found online at http://www.jfcom.mil/about/History/abthistl.htm. However, Admiral Dan
Gallery took the offensive against Air Force atomic supremacy when he concluded that the primary mission of the
“atomic navy” should be to deliver atomic weapons “on the capital and industrial centers of the enemy.” See Hagan,
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1957, developing the strategic ballistic missile submarine “had the highest priority of any project
in the Navy."**® Meanwhile, the Marines embraced the role as the nation’s expeditionary force-
in-readiness, poised to respond quickly to “brush fire wars” below the nuclear threshold. The
close operational linkages between the Navy and Marine Corps—so important over the previous
two national security eras—gradually began to fray.**

The weakening of the links that bound the Navy and Marines together was arrested for a short
period of time between 1961 and 1964, when the transition period between the Expeditionary
and Garrison Eras came to an end. Confronted by the multidimensional threats presented by the
Soviet armed forces and their proxy armies, the Kennedy Administration turned away from the
impractical strategy of “massive retaliation” to a more balanced strategy of “flexible response.”
As a consequence, US national leadership opted to maintain strong Army, Air Force, Navy,
Marine Corps, and special operations contingents.'*> One result was a renewed interest in
amphibious landing operations, and the increase of the Battle Force amphibious lift goal to two
full divisions—one on each coast.**® This renewed interest culminated in a 1964 operation
dubbed Exercise Steel Pike I, during which the DoN Battle Force assembled and landed a full
division of Marines and their equipment across the beaches in Spain.**’

However, Steel Pike | was to be the swan song for serious Battle Force interest in large-scale
amphibious operations. The next year the Battle Force went to war in Vietnam, where the
Marines—Iike the Army—conducted sustained combat operations ashore. Over the course of this
long war, the Marines conducted many small, battalion-size amphibious landings with the
Seventh Fleet’s Special Landing Force (SLF). However, neither the US high command in
Vietnam or the DoN put much emphasis or stock in these operations.**®

This circumstance was to prove lasting; the SLF was the forerunner for today’s Marine
Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) (MEU(SOC)), and its operations cemented the

This People’s Navy, pp. 337, 344-46. Howarth writes that the motto of the Navy during the 1950s was “nukes with
everything.” See Howarth, To Shining Sea, p. 495

113 Hagan, This People’s Navy, p. 352.

114 See “Marine Corps Organization,” at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/agency/usmc/overview.htm. The
spirit of the Marine Corps’ expeditionary-force-in-readiness role is perfectly captured in the 1ll MEF mission
statement, found online at http://www.iiimef.usmc.mil/mission_statement.htm.

115 See “Flexible Response,” at NuclearFiles.org, at http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclearweapons/
history/cold-war/strategy/strateqy-flexible-response.htm. See also the discussion in Hagan, This People’s Navy, p.
356.

118 McCrea, Domabyl, Parker, The Offensive Navy Since World War 11: How Big and Why? p. 18.

Y7 For a concise description of Steel Pike | see Major J.W. Hammond, Jr., “Steel Pike 1,” Marine Corps Gazette,
January 1965, pp. 51.

118 | jeutenant Colonel H.T. Hayden, USMC, ret., “Amphibious Operations During the Second Indochina War:
1965-73, Marine Corps Gazette, August 2005, pp. 46-48.
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transformation of the Amphibious Landing Fleet from a Battle Force operational arm of decision
into a rotational transport pool for crisis response forces. It also foreshadowed the post-Vietnam
war focus of Marines on crisis response operations during peacetime, and on sustained
operations ashore in wartime.**°

For the Navy’s part, the carrier fleet performed a prominent independent strike and close air
support role during the Vietnam War.*® Then, upon returning from the war, the Navy was
confronted by a late challenger for the lead in the global naval competition—the Soviet Navy,
under the energetic leadership of Admiral Sergey Gorshkov.*® Given the ingrained lessons
learned during the Expeditionary Era, the Navy’s response was a given. The Maritime Strategy,
published in the early 1980s and continually refined until the end of the Garrison Era, was a
naval competition strategy that Alfred Thayer Mahan would have instantly recognized and
appreciated.'® Its associated “600-ship” Navy very much reflected the same sea control focus as
the earlier Expeditionary Era, with aircraft carriers and nuclear-powered attack submarines—and
ever112;‘0ur recommissioned battleships(!)—substituting for the armored battle line of that earlier
era.

Unlike during the sea control phase of Expeditionary Era, however, Garrison Era DoD and DoN
planners were far less worried about the loss of forward access or advanced bases. Indeed, by the
end of the era all US combat operations had become “access dependent.” The Army and Air

19 For a great discussion of the US Marines and amphibious warfare in the Garrison Era, see Colonel Joseph H.
Alexander, USMC, ret., and Lieutenant Colonel Merrill L. Bartlett, USMC, ret., Sea Soldiers in the Cold War:
Amphibious Warfare, 1945-1991 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1991).

120 For a discussion of the Navy air war in Vietnam, see Hagan, This People’s Navy, pp. 362-67.

121 Between 1917 and through the 1950s, the Soviet Navy was a minor regional navy. Admiral Gorshkov assumed
the leadership of the Soviet Navy in 1956 and retained that role until 1985. Over that time, he transformed the Soviet
Navy into a formidable force. In 1962, during the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Soviet Fleet was about the size of the
US Battle Force, but it was qualitatively inferior in almost every category. By the 1970s, principally in two major
“Okean” exercises, the Soviet Navy demonstrated its growing global power, and its ability to contest the Battle
Force’s supremacy in all oceans. See Howarth, To Shining Sea, pp. 528-30. For a short history of the Soviet Navy,
see “Soviet Navy,” at http://www.reference.com/browse/wiki/Soviet_Navy.

122 See Admiral James D. Watkins, USN, “The Maritime Strategy,” supplement in Proceedings, January 1986, pp.
2-17. Hagan’s description of the development of the Maritime Strategy is quite good. See This People’s Navy, pp.
382-84. For a more thorough discussion see Norman Freidman, US Maritime Strategy (Annapolis, MD: US Naval
Institute Press, 1988).

123 See John F. Lehman, “The 600-Ship Navy,” supplement in Proceedings, January 1986. pp. 30-40. That the
submarine played so prominently in the Navy’s sea control fleet reflected the impact that nuclear power had on
undersea warfare, as well as on naval warfare as a whole. Prior to the advent of the nuclear submarine, submarines
were more properly thought of as submersible torpedo boats, best suited for commerce raiding. With their relatively
slow underwater speeds and limited underwater endurance, submarines were severely disadvantaged against
competent ASW forces. Nuclear power completely changed the balance of the ASW competition in favor of the
submarine, and transformed them into the greatest predator on the high seas. In addition, the long underwater
endurance afforded by nuclear power supported new missions, such as staging ballistic missiles at sea as part of the
nation’s strategic deterrent force. Indeed, during the Garrison Era, nuclear-powered submarines were second only to
the aircraft carrier in terms of TSBF priority. Almost one-third of the Navy’s shipbuilding funds spent between 1952
and the end of the era were devoted to nuclear-powered submarines. Drawn from “The Cost of Submarines,” found
at http://americanhistory.si.edu/subs/history/timeline/cost/index.html.
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Force operated from fixed forward bases in Europe and in the Pacific, and both relied on land
prepositioning of unit sets and equipment to improve closure timelines for reinforcing forces.
Similarly, the Navy’s Maritime Strategy assumed access to forward operating bases—especially
for the Navy’s large fleet of land-based, anti-submarine warfare (ASW) patrol planes, and for the
resupply of its underway replenishment groups, themselves tasked with keeping US Navy strike
groups supplied with fuel, ordnance, and supplies.

Even the Marines began to rely on *“access dependent” prepositioning initiatives to speed their
force closure and reinforcement timelines. The Norway Air-Landed Marine Expeditionary
Brigade (NALMEB) program housed a brigade set of equipment in caves in Norway, to facilitate
the rapid fly-in of Marine reinforcements to the NATO northern flank in support of the Maritime
Strategy.*** And the new Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF), consisting of three brigade sets
of equipment stored on ships anchored in three different operating theaters, made the rapid
global deployment or reinforcement of Marine forces possible.'? Tellingly, by the end of the era,
the number of Marine brigades that could be deployed with these access-dependent means of
deployment (four) outnumbered the total number of brigades that could be delivered by
amphibious assault shipping (less than three).

Indeed, by 1987, despite a stated DoN requirement to lift the assault echelons of a Marine
Amphibious Force (MAF) and a separate Marine Amphibious Brigade (MAB),** amphibious
ships comprised only 9.7 percent of Battle Force ships, and the ratio of “amphibs” to surface
combatants fell from its World War 1l high of three-to-one to its post-World War 1l low of one-
to-four.*®’ Together, the force could lift just over two brigades of Marines. The decline in the
Marines’ ability to seize access was mirrored in a general decline in Battle Force “forcible entry”
capabilities. For example, after 1972, the US Navy generally “outsourced” mine warfare to allied
navies based forward (although it did introduce modern US systems in the late 1980s).®

124 The Norway Air-Landed Marine Expeditionary Brigade (NALMEB), also called the Norway Air Landed Marine
Air Ground Task Force (NALMAGTF), is the Marine Corps’ only land-based prepositioned stock. See the
description at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/nalmeb.htm.

125 See “Maritime Prepositioning Ships,” at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/systems/ship/sealift-mps.

126 A Marine Amphibious Force (now called a Marine Expeditionary Force) is the largest MAGTF. It consists of a
headquarters, a Marine division, a full Marine Air Wing, and a large logistical organization called the Force Service
Support Group. It numbers between 30,000-60,000 Marines. A Marine Amphibious Brigade (now called a Marine
Expeditionary Brigade) is a medium-sized MAGTF, consisting of a headquarters, a Marine infantry regiment, a
Marine Air Group, and a Brigade Service Support Group. It numbers between 4,000-18,000 Marines. Polmar, Ships
and Aircraft of the US Fleet, eighteenth edition, pp. 45-46.

127 |n 1945, there were 2,547 amphibious ships and 810 major surface combatants (battleships, cruisers, destroyers,
and frigates). In 1987, there were 59 amphibious ships and 223 major surface combatants. See “US Navy Active
Ship Force Levels, 1945 at http://www.history.navy.mil/branches/org9-4c.htm.

128 | am indebted to CNA analyst Peter Swartz for making this point plain to me.

35



The Rise of Guided Weapons Warfare

Three other major developments during the Garrison Era bear mentioning because of their
important influence on all US armed forces, and their direct and indirect influences on the global
naval competition and on the DoN Battle Force. The first was the steady development of the
Guided Weapons Warfare Regime.'®

Prior to the advent of guided weapons, the accuracy of a purely ballistic, unguided weapon or
munition decreased as the range to target increased. Guided weapons, or, to be more precise,
actively guided, non-nuclear weapons, are conventional projectiles, rockets, bombs, missiles,
torpedoes or other weapons or munitions that can actively correct their flight path, trajectory, or
course after being released, fired, or launched, and guide themselves toward a particular object or
to a geospatial coordinate.™*® In essence, active guidance or trajectory correction transformed
weapons and munitions that mostly missed into weapons and munitions that mostly hit—or hit
close enough to have the desired effect against a chosen target—to the full extent of a weapon’s
maximum range.™*!

As mentioned earlier, the first phase of the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime began with the
dropping of an acoustic homing torpedo on a German U-boat in 1943.2%* After the war, and
throughout the first two decades of the Garrison Era, guided weapons were introduced in a
variety of different tactical warfare areas, particularly air-to-air combat; ground-based anti-air
warfare; fleet air defenses; anti-submarine warfare; naval surface combat; and anti-tank warfare.
Interestingly, it was not until Vietnam that interest in air-to-ground guided weapons manifested
itself on a scale evident in other tactical combat domains. During this phase, the development of
guided weapons warfare had important secondary effects, such as driving strategic
reconnaissance systems into space, out of the range of increasingly accurate and lethal
continental, land-based SAMs.

However, a far more important effect was the development of sensing, planning, targeting and
fire control networks to exploit the extended-range accuracy of guided weapons. For example,
the development of naval SAMs and long-range air-to-air missiles lead to the development of
automated task force data networks; strategic SAMs lead to the development of automated and
integrated continental air defense networks; beyond visual range air-to-air missiles led to new air
battle management networks; and tactical SAMs and radar controlled guns spawned integrated

129 Much of my thinking on the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime has been shaped by discussions with Barry D.
Watts, and especially from reading his Six Decades of Guided Weapons: An Assessment of Progress and Prospects
(Washington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments). The author used the manuscript dated July 22,
2004 for this report.

130 Watts, Six Decades of Guided Weapons: An Assessment of Progress and Prospects, p. 1.
31 Watts, Six Decades of Guided Weapons: An Assessment of Progress and Prospects, p. 1.

132 The phases of the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime described in this report were inspired by Watts, Six Decades
of Guided Weapons: An Assessment of Progress and Prospects, and Michael G. Vickers and Robert C. Martinage,
The Revolution in War (Washington, DC: The Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, December 2004).
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air defense systems (networks). To be sure, engagement networks existed before the
development of guided weapons; the World War 1l British Integrated Air Defense and the US
Navy Task Force Defense Networks were both developed to exploit the long-range sensing
power of radar, not guided weapons.'** However, the desire to exploit the full potential of guided
weapons over increasingly longer ranges undoubtedly accelerated the development of more and
more powerful sensing, planning, targeting, and fire control networks.***

Two key events marked the beginning of the second phase of the Guided Weapons Warfare
Regime. The first was the sobering combat results of guided weapons warfare during the final
year of air operations over Vietnam in 1972 and during the 1973 Arab-Israeli War.'** Taken
together, these outcomes indicated the growing lethality of operations in Guided Weapon
Warfare Regime, and suggested an impending revolution in the conduct of military operations.

The second key event was the development of the digital microprocessor, which occurred
between 1970 and 1974.2 The guided weapons used during Vietnam and the 1973 Arab-Israeli
War were the product of analog technology and vacuum tubes and, as a result, they were often
unreliable. The development of digital microprocessors promised to make guided weapons much
more reliable and accurate, the sensors that provided them their targeting information much more
sensitive, and the sharing of data between sensors and networks more effective. The implication

133 | would like to thank Dr. Andrew Krepinevich for pointing this out, and in helping to craft this section.

134 Guided weapons and battle networks are inseparable in the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime. See Watts, Six
Decades of Guided Weapons: An Assessment of Progress and Prospects.

135 Over 28,500 air-to-ground guided weapons were dropped during the Vietnam War. However, over 10,500 of
them were dropped in the last year of air operations over Vietnam. Of these, over 5,100 were assessed to be direct
hits, and an additional 4,000 hit within 25 feet of their intended targets. The Egyptian and Syrian Integrated Air
Defense Networks, equipped with the SAM-6 mobile surface-to air-missile, shot down 114 Israeli aircraft—most in
the first three days of the Arab-Israeli War. Indeed, both air operations over Vietham and the 1973 Arab-Israeli war
indicated the daunting power of modern IADS armed with guided missiles: “Experience in Vietnam and the 1973
Arab-Israeli war indicated that highly defended targets would yield to successful attack only when protected and
attacked by large ‘force packages’ to get strike aircraft into and out of a target area. A typical force package during
the 1972 Linebacker | campaign consisted of 62 combat aircraft (less air refuelers) to get 16 fighter-bombers into
and out of a target area. This cut down the number of targets that could be attacked at any time.” Finally, widespread
Egyptian and Syrian use of guided anti-tank missiles severely bloodied Israeli armor units. See See Watts, Six
Decades of Guided Weapons: An Assessment of Progress and Prospects; Brigadier General David A. Deptula,
“Firing for Effects,” Air Force Magazine April 2001; and Robert S. Bolia, “Over Reliance on Technology In
Warfare; The Yom Kippur War as a Case Study,” Parameters, Summer 2004, pp. 46-56.

3 Three projects arguably delivered a complete microprocessor at about the same time: Garrett AiResearch's
Central Air Data Computer, completed in 1970; Texas Instruments' four-bit TMS 1000, introduced in September
1971; and Intel’s four-bit 4004, introduced in November 1971. The first eight-bit microprocessor, the Intel 8008,
was introduced in April 1972. It was the predecessor of the famous Intel 8080 eight-bit CPU released in April 1974.
Running at 2 MHz, the 8080 is generally considered to be the first truly usable microprocessor CPU design, and is
this report’s benchmarch for the true start of the “microprocessor revolution.” See “Microprocessor,” at http://en.
wikipedia.org/wiki/Microprocessor#The first chips.
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was that the fully mature digital Guided Weapons Warfare regime would be even more deadly to
fighting forces than in the analog regime.**’

By 1975, at the same time US military officers and defense strategists were mulling over the
ramifications of greatly proliferated and reliable guided weapons, the US defense establishment
was turning its attention away from Vietnam and toward the knotty operational problem of
defending NATO from large-scale, Soviet combined arms attacks. Up until this time, planners
assumed that tactical nuclear weapons might be required to blunt such attacks. Thinking about
the impact that more accurate and deadly conventional guided weapons might have on the
NATO defense problem led to two key judgments: that “conventional weapons with near zero
miss” were technically possible; and that these type weapons would likely lower the likelihood
that tactical nuclear weapons would be needed to defeat Soviet attacks.*®

As a result, the pursuit of guided conventional weapons became an explicit US national security
policy objective. Programs such as Assault Breaker ultimately led to the development of new
sensor systems such as the Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS), as
well as new long-range air-to-ground and ground-to-ground guided weapons.’*® Their
operational impact was reflected in the new US doctrine of AirLand Battle, and it NATO
counterpart, “Follow-on Forces Attack.”**° An additional, indirect result of the maturing of the
Guided Weapons Warfare Regime was the determined US pursuit of stealth and unmanned
systems, both necessitated by the increasing accuracy and lethality of guided weapons and the
networks that employed them.**

By the mid-1980s, after carefully considering the impact that conventional guided weapons had
had and would continue to have on the conduct of warfare, Soviet military theorists concluded
that the gradual combination and integration of networks designed to employ guided weapons in

137 One thoughtful officer in the Office of Net Assessment, Colonel Tom Ehrhard, USAF, often refers to the
American RMA as a direct spin-off of the “microprocessor revolution.”

138 Watts, Six Decades of Guided Weapons: An Assessment of Progress and Prospects.

39The DARPA Assault Breaker program aimed to develop a system-of-systems to detect and destroy concentrations
of mobile tank forces behind the front line. The studies resulted in the development of stand-off airborne sensors like
JSTARS, and ground-launched guided missiles armed with TGSMs (Terminally Guided Submunitions), which is
guided to the target area by the long-range surveillance and control radar carried on the JSTARS. The missile
ultimately became the Army Tactical Missile System (ATACMS); the Avro “Skeet” was one of many resulting
submunitions. See “JSTARS,” at http://www.airforce-technology.com/projects/jstars/, and “Assault Breaker,” at
http://www.designation-systems.net/dusrm/app4/ assault-breaker.html.

0 For a selected biography on the development of AirLand Battle doctrine, see http://carlisle-ww.army.mil/usamhi/
Bibliographies/ReferenceBibliographies/doctrine/airbatt.doc. For a discussion about Follow-on Force Attack and the
technologies necessary to make it work, see “Technologies for NATO’s Follow-on Forces Attack,” at http://www.
wws.princeton.edu/~ota/disk2/1986/8630_n.html.

141 Ever since the development of radar, designers had considered ways by which to lower the radar cross section of
aircraft to reduce their detectability. However, the 1973 Arab-Israeli War and air operations over North Vietnam
spurred the first pursuit of “stealth” aircraft, which led to the development of the F-117, introduced in 1982. See “F-
117 Development,” at http://www.vectorsite.net/avfl117 1.html#m1.
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single operational dimensions (e.g., air-to-air, surface-to-air, air-to-ground) would ultimately
lead to the development of powerful conventional air-land “reconnaissance strike complexes,” or
guided weapon battle networks.*? In their view, because the massed employment of guided
conventional weapons promised to achieve the same destructive effects as nuclear weapons, a
military technical “revolution” was in the offing, one in which “close battle” would no longer be
decisive at the operational level of war.}*®

This conclusion undoubtedly factored into the abrupt end of the Cold War between the United
States and Soviet Union. In any event, as the Garrison Era ended, the influence of guided
weapons was growing in all US plans and operations, including that of the DoN Battle Force.

The Rise of an All-Volunteer Joint Force

Another key development during the Garrison Era was the US pursuit of an All-Volunteer Force
(AVF). The decision to move away from a conscript to an all-volunteer, professional force was
made in 1973. This shift, prompted by the nation’s painful Vietham War experience, was an
especially bold move at the time given public sentiment about the war. Indeed, it was not at all
clear that such a move was prudent, much less sustainable. However, while the transition to the
AVF was by no means easy, by the mid-1980s the shift was considered a major success by the
majority of US political and military leaders, and it led to a dramatic improvement in the overall
quality of the US armed forces.'*

The shift to a professional, volunteer military force was followed by the signing of the
Goldwater-Nichols Act in 1986. Up until Goldwater-Nichols was enacted, the individual armed
services dominated actions in the national security arena. Despite repeated attempts by
successive post-World War Il Administrations to achieve “unified action of the armed forces,”
the services were able to jealously guard and maintain their own independence. From the
Congressional perspective, this independence did not translate particularly well into
collaborative and effective “Joint”—or combined service—operational performance. The
outcomes of the Korean and Vietnam Wars, raids such as the Mayaguez Incident and the Iranian
Hostage Rescue mission, and interventions in Grenada and Beirut convinced Congress that
improved Joint action would never occur unless the dominance of the services was
fundamentally challenged. As a result, by the early 1980s, Congress moved ever closer toward

12 As far as | know, the Soviets did not use the term “guided weapons battle networks;” this is a convention used by
me throughout the report to describe the system of system “complexes” envisioned by Soviet military theorists.

143 Watts, Six Decades of Guided Weapons: An Assessment of Progress and Prospects.

144 For more on the AVF, see Walter Y. Oi, “The Virtues of the All-Volunteer Force,” at http://www.cato.org/
dailys/07-29-03.html. For a verdict on the AVF from an American servicewomen, see Staff Sgt. Kathleen T. Rhiem,
“The All-Volunteer Force,” at http://usmilitary.about.com/od/joiningthemilitary/l/ blvolunteerforc.htm.
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legislating measures designed to weaken the power of individual services, and to improve the
power of unified Joint commanders and their staffs.**°

Despite their increasingly tenuous operational ties, Navy and Marine leaders could agree on one
thing: such legislation was unneeded at best, and destructive at worst. The Navy and Marine
Corps, perhaps more than any of the services, had for the most part, operated largely
independently for the better part of two hundred years, and they firmly believed this
independence represented the natural order of things. Indeed, this streak of independence was
vividly reflected in both the Navy’s Maritime Strategy, which envisioned independent carrier
and attack submarine operations against the Soviet Union, as well as the Marine Corps’
cherished expeditionary force-in-readiness role, which emphasized self-contained MAGTFs—
combined arms air-ground teams made up solely by Marines.*®

In the end, over the objections of both the Navy and Marines—and many others within the US
armed forces—the will of the Congress prevailed. Enacted toward the very end of the Garrison
Era, the Goldwater-Nichols Act, which mandated the move toward an All-Volunteer Joint Force,
would have an enormous impact on the subsequent strategic era.

The Fall of the “Dominant Service Model”

Recall that one of Huntington’s central themes was that US defense planners, in order to
economize defense expenditures during peacetime, were normally inclined to devote resources to
one dominant service. This dominant service was the one most attuned to the national security
imperatives of the contemporary era. This model saw the Army as the dominant peacetime
service during the Continental Era; the Navy as the dominant peacetime service in the
Expeditionary Era; and the Air Force as the dominant peacetime service in the early stages of the
Garrison Era. However, as explained earlier, the Garrison Era logic of containment and the
standing requirement to be able to shift quickly to global combat operations against the Soviet
Union convinced the Kennedy Administration that the dominant service model was no longer
viable, and that each service needed to be adequately resourced during peacetime, despite the
high associated costs.

Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara implemented the Planning, Programming, and
Budgeting System (PPBS) to help make sense of and prioritize the competing demands of all of
the services.'*” The PPBS marked the first step toward the demise of the nearly two century-old

%5 see “Goldwater-Nichols Act,” at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Goldwater-Nichols_Act; and “The Goldwater-
Nichols Act Of 1986: Resurgence In Defense Reform and the Legacy of Eisenhower,” at http://www.globalsecurity.
org/military/library/report/1989/PGH.htm. The definitive story about the Act’s enactment is found in James R.
Locher 111, Victory on the Potomac (Texas A&M University Military History Series, No. 79, 2004).

¢ The naval services fought particularly hard against the Act, as is recounted in Locher 11, Victory on the Potomac.

17 See “Robert McNamara” at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RobertMcNamara, and “Planning, Programming and
Budgeting System,” at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Planning%2CProgrammingandBudgetingSystem. “The basic
ideas of PPBS were: “the attempt to put defense program issues into a broader context and to search for explicit
measures of national need and adequacy”; “consideration of military needs and costs together”; “explicit
consideration of alternatives at the top decision level”; “the active use of an analytical staff at the top policymaking
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US practice of having a dominant peacetime service. The “1/3-1/3-1/3” departmental budget split
(i.e., between the Departments of the Army, Army Force, and Navy) that evolved after the
implementation of the PPBS was, in effect, a negotiated “treaty” to satisfy both the peacetime
and wartime needs of all services. After the mid-1960s, major reallocations among the three
Departments and four Services proved to be rare, and when they did occur, they generally took
the form of equal Departmental “taxes” to pay for episodic high cost service systems or pressing
national security requirements (e.g., National Missile Defense).'*

If the PPBS was the first step toward the demise of the dominant service model, then the
Goldwater-Nichols Act was the second. Because the Act was signed in 1986, only three years
before the end of the Garrison Era, it had little noticeable influence on operations during that era.
However, as will soon be discussed, the Act stirred strong winds of change that were to have a
important and lasting influence on decisions about future Battle Force strategy, design, course,
and speed. For now, suffice to say that by legislating a requirement for unified action of the
armed forces and endorsing the idea of a strong, standing Joint force, the Act validated the logic
underpinning the PPBS, making a future return to the dominant service model extremely
unlikely.

Nevertheless, the dominant peacetime service remains a seductive ideal for all service planners,
and DoN Battle Force planners are no exception. Many continue to believe if they could just
explain better the vital role that their service provides for the nation, OSD or Congress would
divert other service resources to pay for ships that are increasingly “over-speced” and over-
priced. This optimistic and likely unrealistic belief is a key source of OSD and DoN institutional
friction, since it works to cause incessant, debilitating inter-service fights over relatively
marginal “discretionary” DoD resources.**

The Navy-Marine Corps Team: Filing For Divorce

More than any other reason, the conditions of assured access evident during the Garrison Era
caused the relationship between the Navy and Marine Corps to take a turn for the worse. Without
the linking operational requirement to seize or defend advanced bases that bound the two
services so closely together during the Expeditionary Era, the ties between them became
increasingly administrative and ceremonial, and the linkages between them grew less strong.
Indeed, by the end of the Garrison Era, the two services had effectively applied for an
institutional “divorce.”

levels”; “a plan combining both forces and costs which projected into the future the foreseeable implications of
current decisions”; and “open and explicit analysis, that is, each analysis should be made available to all interested
parties, so that they can examine the calculations, data, and assumptions and retrace the steps leading to the
conclusions.” See Robert S. McNamara at http://www.defenselink.mil/specials/secdef histories/bios/mcnamara.htm.

148 | am indebted to CNA analyst H. H. “Hank” Gaffney for pointing this out during a review of the pre-publication
draft of this report.

9 A great description of the effect the Quadrennial Defense Review has on the Joint Staff and the services can be
found in Lieutenant Colonel Kirk A. Yost, US Air Force, ret., “Fear and Loathing in the QDR,” Proceedings, May
2004, pp. 70-76.
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This divorce was the natural result of the fundamental change in the national security
environment and the diverging world views of the two naval services. As indicated by Exercise
Steel Pike I, up through 1964, Navy admirals, all having been part of the Pacific and Korean
Wars, continued to support a strong Battle Force amphibious landing capability. However, as the
requirement to seize bases became less important and all Joint forces became accustomed to
ready forward access, the sine qua non of Navy operations became putting ordnance, not
Marines, on target. The gradual Navy emphasis on what is now known as “strike warfare”
accelerated after Vietnam, as more and more World War Il veterans retired, the memory of the
amphibious landing at Inchon during the Korean War gradually faded from the Navy’s
institutional memory, and as the Soviet naval threat became more apparent.” As a result, the
Navy planners clamored for ever more capable sea control and strike platforms. In the process,
the amphibious landing fleet was increasingly viewed by many Navy officers as an overly
expensive transport force, which took resources away from the Navy’s rightful focus on sea
control and strike operations.

For their part, because of the general condition of assured access, throughout the Garrison Era
the Marine Corps focused primarily on its own independent crisis response role and fighting
sustained operations ashore. This focus was also spurred by the post-World War Il emphasis on
defining the roles of individual services rather than Departments. As a result, the Marines
became a more much independent and assertive DoN partner. Indeed, these two circumstances
were closely intertwined. The 1947 National Security Act recognized the Marine Corps as a
distinctly separate service within the Department of the Navy, as opposed to a semi-autonomous
part of the Navy. And after the Korean War, in response to pre-war attempts to disband the
Corps, the Marines began to emphasize their unique role as the nation’s combined arms
expeditionary force-in-readiness, and to develop scalable Marine Air-Ground Task Forces
suitable for operations along the entire spectrum of conflict, from disaster relief and
humanitarian operations to major theater war.*>* The Marine Corps’ unique role was implicitly
accepted by Congress when, in the Defense Appropriations Act of 1979, the Commandant of the
Marine Corps (CMC) was recognized as a full-time member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS).'*

150 Ostensibly, the Navy includes delivery of Marines on target in its definition of strike warfare: “Sea Strike
operations are how the 21%-century Navy will exert direct, decisive, and sustained influence in joint campaigns.
They will involve the dynamic application of persistent intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance; time-sensitive
strike; ship-to-objective maneuver; information operations; and covert strike to deliver devastating power and
accuracy in future campaigns” (emphasis added). However, through scores of interviews conducted for this report, it
seems clear that for most Navy aviators, surface warfare and submarine officers the focus of strike is on putting a
well-aimed bomb, missile, or guided gun round on target. The definition for Sea Strike was drawn from Admiral
Vern Clark, US Navy, “Sea Power 21: Projecting Decisive Joint Capabilities,” Proceedings, October 2002, found
online at http://www.chinfo.navy.mil/navpalib/cno/proceedings.html.

151 gee “Marine Air-Ground Task Force,” at “Marine Air-Ground Task Forces,” at http://www.globalsecurity.org/
military/agency/usmc/magtf.htm; and “United States Marine Corps Mission and Organization,” at http://www.navy
league.org/sea_power/ almanac_jan_05 89.php.

152 From 1947-1978, the CMC served only as a part-time member of the JCS, invited only when matters touched on
the Marine Corps.
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Even though the world views of the two services were growing apart, a strong, enduring
operational link would likely have been enough to keep them together. For example, during the
early 1980s, there was a reconciliation of sorts between the Navy and Marines. General P.X.
Kelley, Commandant of the Marine Corps from 1983 to 1987, fully supported the tenets of the
Navy’s Maritime Strategy, as indicated below:

Those who seek to put Marines on the front in Central Europe or in other
sustained inland roles as land force division equivalents not only
demonstrate their total lack of appreciation for the effectiveness of our
Marine air-ground team; they also convey the most profound
misunderstanding of the proper use of maritime power, the depth of our
naval heritage, and the pride with which we bear the title of “Soldiers of
the Sea.”™

General Kelley’s ardent support for the Maritime Strategy led to the development of the
aforementioned NALMEB; plans for land-based USMC land and air units to cover the advance
of Navy Carrier Battle Groups beyond the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom (GIUK) Gap; and
plans for amphibious attacks in Thrace and in the Pacific. The stated purpose of these planned
amphibious attacks was to divert Soviet attention and resources from the NATO Central Front,
and to provide direct support for DoN sea control operations. Indeed, the aforementioned
requirement to lift the assault echelons of a Marine Amphibious Force and separate Marine
Amphi?g?us Brigade was an integral part of the Maritime Strategy’s associated *“600-ship
Navy.”

However, in 1987, General Alfred M. Gray—the gruff, charismatic 29" Commandant of the
Marine Corps—publicly rejected the notion that the United States would ever fight the Soviet
Union. General Gray believed that the Soviets were on their last legs, and he conspicuously
turned the Corps’ focus away from the Maritime Strategy and toward the Corps’ expeditionary-
force-in-readiness role. In the process, he began to divest the Corps of the heavy equipment best
suited for combat against Soviet Motorized Rifle Divisions, and he continuously argued that the
means ofssgetting Marines to the fight were far less important than being able to get to the fight,
quickly.

General Gray’s views about the Soviet Union were prescient. However, whether intended or not,
his public distancing from the Maritime Strategy and his refocusing of the Corps on its
expeditionary-force-in-readiness role further weakened the once strong institutional linkages
between the Navy and the Marine Corps. General Gray’s final replacement of the word

153 General P.X. Kelley and Major Hugh K. O’Donnell, Jr., USMC, “The Amphibious Warfare Strategy,”
Supplement, Proceedings, January 1986, pp. 18-29.

>4 For a thorough discussion of the Marine role in the Maritime Strategy, see Alexander and Bartlett, USMC, ret.,
Sea Soldiers in the Cold War: Amphibious Warfare, 1945-1991; and Freidman, The US Maritime Strategy.

155 As General Gray said, “The Corps is an expeditionary intervention force with an ability to move rapidly, on short
notice, to whatever needs need to be accomplished.” See Thomas C. Linn and C.P. Neimeyer, “Once and Future
Marines,” Joint Forces Quarterly, Autumn/Winter 1994-95, p. 51.
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“amphibious” with “expeditionary” in MAGTF titles (e.g., Marine Amphibious Forces and
Brigades were renamed Marine Expeditionary Forces and Brigades) represented a symbolic
institutional divorce that had been building within the DoN for over forty years.*®

This divorce had two related impacts. It spurred Navy leadership to place even greater emphasis
on strike operations, and to view the amphibious landing force as an increasing drain on
“rightful” Navy resources. Similarly, it spurred the Marines to become increasingly assertive in
demands for their “fair share” of the DoN budget pie. As a result, the divorce prompted
increasingly sharp fights over the equitable division of DoN assets in the post-divorce
“settlement dispute.” That is to say, disagreements over the DoN allocation of budget shares,
always contentious, became even more heated, especially during the deficit-driven budget
reductions in the waning years of the Garrison Era.

The disputes between the two services were focused primarily in “Blue-in-Support-of-Green”
programs—yprograms funded by the Navy in direct support of the Marines. The three programs
that generated the most spirited debate were amphibious “lift,” or shipping; naval surface fire
support of Marine operations (e.g., naval gun and missile fire in direct support of Marine ground
forces operating ashore); and Marine Corps aviation.

The latter of these three points of debate—the amount of resources dedicated to Marine aviation
capabilities—had been a lightening rod between the two sea services ever since the DoN decided
to pursue a separate air arm after World War 1. As early as June 1919, the Navy’s General Board
debated over whether or not Marine aviation needs could be and should be provided by the
Navy, the Army, or a separate Marine Corps air command.” In the event, the Marines
developed their own aviation capabilities, paid for by DoN dollars. As aviation capabilities
became more central to both Marine Corps and Navy operations, the amount of DoN resources
devoted to Marine Corps aviation became a constant bone of contention between the Navy and
the Marine Corps.

The fighting over DoN aviation resources grew even more contentious over the course of the
Garrison Era, for two reasons. First, throughout the Expeditionary Era and through the first two
decades of the Garrison Era, Marine aviators generally flew the same aircraft as Navy aviators.
During and after the Vietham War, however, the two services pursued different aircraft. For
example, the Navy introduced the A-7 Corsair Il attack aircraft and the two-seat F-14 Tomcat,
while the Marines pursued the Harrier vertical take-off and landing attack jet and the two-seat
F/A-18D Hornet strike fighter. Operating dissimilar aircraft increased Departmental operations
and support outlays, and provoked fights between the two services over which aircraft should

156 General Gray, an ardent Soldier of the Sea, would undoubtedly object to the notion that he caused a divorce from
the Navy. But his moves were widely interpreted as a turn away from the Fleet Marine Force amphibious mission
and toward a more independent force-in-readiness mission. See for example the comments made by Colonel John
M. Collins, USA, ret., “Déja vu All Over Again?” Proceedings, January 2005, found at http://www.military.com/
Content/MoreContent1?file=NI_0705_Deja: “In 1988 Al Gray, the realistic Marine commandant, switched the
Corps’ specialty from amphibious to expeditionary warfare...”

%7 Hone, Freidman, and Mandeles, American &British Aircraft Carrier Development, 1919-1941, p. 22.
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receive upgrades, and in what priority. Second, the USMC share of DoN aviation dollars had
been steadily climbing ever since the Marine development and embrace of the concept of vertical
envelopment, which demanded substantial DoN support of Marine rotary-wing aircraft like
helicopters and tilt-rotors. Both of these circumstances simply added fuel to the already heated
budget debates over Marine aviation.

Influences on Change

The institutional divorce between the Navy and the Marine Corps during the Garrison Era
continues to exert a strong influence on both the relationship between the two services and Battle
Force design. Several other powerful winds of change emanate from the era as well. The first,
tied directly to the rise of guided weapons warfare, provides a strong impetus towards an ever
smaller Battle Force.

Guided weapons made central contributions to US naval operations from their earliest
development, starting first with air-dropped and surface- and submarine-launched guided
torpedoes. After World War 1l, the DoN Battle Force focused considerable attention to
developing and employing guided weapons in an ever-expanding variety of roles, including air
and missile defense of carrier task forces; air-to-air warfare; offensive and defensive ASW; and
anti-surface warfare. In this regard, the long-range missile was particularly central to Battle
Force efforts:

Many words have been splashed in business and defense journals to the
effect that the “information age’ is now altering civilization as well as the
ways of war. A concise response is that the information age is nothing
new to the navies of the world. The role of information (scouting)
reached fruition in the 1930s with the fusion of air search and radio
communications. Information warfare and operations are indeed evolving
with technology, but in most respects they are an extension of the
past....What we have seen in naval tactics is a new weapon—a well-
aimed long-range missile—to take advantage of the sensing and
communicating technology, and vice versa.'*®

As emphasized in the passage above, the two key characteristics of the Guided Weapons Warfare
Regime are accuracy independent of weapon range, and the rise of the sensing, planning,
targeting and fire control networks necessary to exploit extended range accuracy. In the early
part of the regime, increased weapons range came at the cost of increased weapons size. For
example, a single long-range Talos surface-to-air missile and booster, introduced into service in
1959, was 32 feet long and weighed nearly four tons!™® Similarly, the size and complexity of
information and combat systems needed to effectively employ guided weapons over longer

158 Captain Wayne P. Hughes, USN (ret), Fleet Tactics and Coastal Combat (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press,
2000), p. 4.

159 «“Bandix RIM-8 Talos,” found at http://www.designation-systems.net/dusrm/m-8.html.
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ranges grew as well, as indicated by ever-increasing volume and electrical power requirements in
new warships.*®

The shift to naval guided weapons warfare resulted in major changes to the fleet’s naval platform
architecture. The legacy World War Il architecture, characterized by a heterogeneous mix of
large, medium, and small focused-mission ships ranging in size from 57,000-ton lowa-class
battleships to 250-ton patrol submarine chasers, all armed with relatively short-range guns and
unguided weapons (e.g., depth charges, straight-running torpedoes, etc.), gradually gave way to a
relatively homogenous mix of multi-mission ships armed principally with long-range missiles
and guided weapons. The numbers tell the story: a “cruiser’s” FLD fell from 21,000 tons to
9,000 tons; a “destroyer’s” FLD rose from approximately 3,500 tons to over 8,000 tons; and a
“frigate’s” FLD rose from less than 2,000 tons to over 4,000 tons. Even the submarine’s
submerged displacement grew from a displacement of approximately 2,000 tons to nearly 7,000
tons.

The large, complex, multi-mission combatants built for guided weapons warfare generally
proved to be much more effective and efficient than smaller, focused-mission ships. However,
they were also much more expensive. Both circumstances—as well as the character of the global
maritime competition during the Garrison Era —started an inexorable move toward a smaller,
more efficient naval platform architecture. Again, the numbers tell the story: in the decade
between 1951 and 1960, the fleet ranged between 872 and 1,113 ships; between 1961 and 1970,
the fleet ranged between 743 and 932 ships; between 1971 and 1980, the fleet ranged between
523 a1n6cli 752 ships; and between 1981 and 1989, fleet numbers ranged between 521 and 594
ships.

The shift from large numbers of focused-mission combatants armed with guns and unguided
weapons to small numbers of multi-purpose combatants armed with guided weapons fit naturally
with the DoN’s long-standing preference for building the largest, most capable warships in class,
evident since it built its first six “super-frigates” at the turn of the 19" century. Indeed, this
preference was exaggerated during the Garrison Era because the US’s naval allies were content
to build large numbers of smaller, cheaper, single-purpose combatants such as anti-submarine
warfare ships, convoy escorts, fast attack craft, and mine warfare vessels. This relieved any
pressure on the US Navy to build smaller, less expensive ships for its own purposes.

Nevertheless, given the strategic conditions of the Garrison Era and the nature of the global naval
competition, the US shift to a smaller, more efficient fleet optimized for guided weapons warfare
was imminently sensible. However, the continuing influence of the DoN’s preference for the
most powerful ships in class now appears to be making a vice out of virtue. Indeed, as will be
discussed, the DoN’s never-ending pursuit of even more capable, more powerful ships is creating

180 Muir, Jr., Black Shoes and Blue Water: Surface Warfare in the United States Navy, 1945-1975, pp. 2-3.

161 «Us Navy Active Ship Force Levels,” found at http://www.history.navy.mil/branches/org9-4.htm#1945.
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a “perfect storm” in today’s constrained resource environment, and is threatening to sink the
Battle Force in a raging sea of red ink.'®?

A second influence from the Garrison Era is the strong attraction that officers in both the Navy
and Marine Corps continue to feel toward the rotational presence model. The now six decade-
long practice of keeping combat credible force forward drives Battle Force operational thinking
to a remarkable degree. For example, keeping three Carrier Battle Groups and three
ARG/MEU(SOC)s continually forward is often used by naval officers to justify the number of
ships in the naval platform architecture. Indeed, for the carrier force, the number of carriers
needed to keep several forward exceeds the number needed for any major combat operation. This
helps to explain why, even though the striking power of contemporary carriers is four times
greater than it was only 15 years ago, Navy leaders continue to argue for a carrier force of 11 to
12 carriers. It also explains why, even as the Battle Force has become smaller and more efficient,
that naval officers continue to resist the idea of (re)concentrating the Battle Force in home waters
and concentrating on surge operations.*®®

A third lasting influence of the Garrison Era is the increasing cost of military manpower, which
continues to have enormous implications for naval platform architecture design. The costs
associated with recruiting, training, and retaining high quality men and women has climbed
steadily since the 1973 adoption of the AVF, so much so that by the end of the Garrison Era,
crew size had become the single biggest driver of a ship’s life-cycle costs. Larger combatants
generally have larger crews, and therefore have larger operations and support (O&S) costs.
Therefore, a lasting influence of the shift to the AVF has been a steady pursuit of increased
automation and reduced crew size for Battle Force ships. By so doing, DoN leaders hope to
accrue improved platform “life cycle cost savings,” in order to divert funds to shipbuilding and
to continue to build the even larger, more complex ships they continually seek.

Finally, as will be discussed in the next chapter, the Congressionally-mandated call for improved
“unified action of the armed forces,” the resulting increased operational emphasis on Joint
operations, and the gradual rise of a new Joint “culture” continues to have a profound impact on
the way the two services perceived of themselves, their roles, and their inter-Departmental
relationships, as well as the emerging naval platform architecture.

162 See for example Andrew Koch, “US Navy Shipbuilding Plan Takes on Water,” Jane’s Defence Weekly, June 29,
2005, p. 5.

183 The development of the Fleet Response Plan and Flexible Deployment Concept may indicate a new willingness
to return to the surge model developed during the Expeditionary Era. Both aim to increase overall fleet readiness to
facilitate fleet surges during major combat operations; they will be discussed later in the report.
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A NEW NATIONAL SECURITY ERA, 1989-?: MAKING THE

TURN ONTO A NEW RACE LEG

The events of 1989 were breathtaking. In March, Hungary decided to hold free elections, and the
Soviet Union declined to intervene. In June, the Poles followed suit, voting the Communists out
of power. In October, a celebration in East Germany commemorating the 40™ anniversary of the
founding of the German Democratic Republic was disrupted by 70,000 demonstrators
demanding an end to the regime. In response, on November 9, 1989, the East German
government lifted travel restrictions between East and West Germany, and began dismantling the
Berlin Wall. The Wall, erected in August 1961, was the enduring symbol of the disputed frontier
between the Soviet Empire and the West. Its demolition signaled the end of the 42-year long
Garrison Era, the beginning of a new national security policy era, and a new “leg” in the global
naval competition.®*

As in past inter-era shifts, US and DoN strategists worked to understand the national security
requirements for the new era, to make appropriate design changes to the naval fleet platform
architecture, and to settle on a new Battle Force course and speed. However, this quick review of
the Ship’s Log reveals just how disorienting the shifts between strategic eras can be, and how
long it takes to settle on an appropriate naval platform architecture.

Recall that the post-Revolutionary War shift to the Continental Era took approximately 15 years
to settle out, as leaders debated the wisdom of even having a navy or competing in the global
naval competition. When the debate was settled, the DoN pursued a frigate navy designed for
guerre de course. The inter-era shift between the Continental and Expeditionary Eras resulted in
a two-and-a-half decade period of architectural turmoil as DoN planners struggled to both keep
up with rapidly changing naval technology and to completely redesign the naval platform
architecture to reflect a battleship navy designed for guerre d’escadre. And the inter-era shift
between the Expeditionary and Garrison Eras resulted in a decade-and-a-half period of
uncertainty as national security planners struggled to adjust to the development of nuclear
weapons and a long “cold war,” and engaged in a debate over whether long-range airpower had
supplanted the need for a strong Battle Force.

Now, with 16 years having passed since turning onto this new racing leg, one might expect the
Battle Force to have settled down on a constant course and speed, and the design for the required
naval platform architecture to have firmed up. However, even though the new strategic era’s
broad characteristics are becoming increasingly clear, DoN planners continue to struggle to settle
on the changes necessary to prepare for future challenges and competitors. The reason why this
is so will be discussed in the next chapter.

164 «“The End of the Cold War,” found at http://www.nebraskastudies.org/1000/stories/1001_0140.html.
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11l. WAITING FOR THE PLOT TO SETTLE

One characteristic of the system is that it has hugely increased the
economic interdependence and drastically reduced the importance of
geographic distance—so that what happens “over there” matters far more
to us “here” than it once did. Hence, navies are being required to act
together in common cause to project military powers ashore, E)articularly
in expeditionary operations at a distance from the home base.'*

Geoffrey Till
“Navies and the New World Order”

BEEN THERE, DONE THAT

The abrupt end to the Garrison Era took US defense planners by surprise. Even in 1989, after the
dismantling of the Berlin Wall and during the ongoing turmoil in Eastern Europe, the Joint
Chiefs still believed the Soviet Union would remain the most serious threat the United States
through the 1990s.%® Typical of all inter-era transitions, the period leading up to the collapse of
the Soviet Union in 1991, and just after, was a time of enormous strategic uncertainty."®’

The first DoD attempt to describe the military requirements for the post-Garrison Era world was
the Base Force, published by the elder President Bush’s Administration in 1992. The Base Force
substituted the idea of forward defense which characterized defense planning for the previous
four decades in favor of a greatly reduced permanent forward presence buttressed by periodic
deployment of forces from CONUS. In this way, the US could retain its regional influence yet
increase its flexibility to respond to regional instability and crises, which were envisioned as
being the primary threats to US interests in the world ahead.'®® In other words, the Base Force
announced that the primary role of the US military would shift from containing the expansion of
communism and confronting the Soviet Union in Europe and Asia to conducting global power-
projection operations in support of US national security interests.

The basic outline of the Base Force was affirmed by the Clinton Administration in the 1993
Bottom-Up Review (BUR). With the initial post-Garrison Era defense strategy approved by both
Republicans and Democrats alike, the United States conducted a relatively rapid draw-down of
the forces assembled and based overseas during the Garrison Era. Both to protect its continuing

185 Till, “Navies and the New World Order,” p. 61.

166 | orna S. Jaffe, The Development of the Base Force 1989-1992 (Washington, DC: Joint History Office, Office of
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, July 1993), p. 2.

187 The uncertainty that existed is well captured in John Lewis Gaddis, “Toward the Post-Cold War World,” Foreign
Affairs, Spring 1991, pp. 102-22.

168 Jaffe, The Development of the Base Force 1989-1992, pp. 2-3. This slim volume is a wonderful description of the
defense planning that occurred during and just after the end of the Cold War/Garrison Era.
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regional interests and to reassure its allies that the United States would remain globally engaged,
successive US Administrations—Republican and Democrat—decided to keep 100,000 military
personnel in both Europe and Asia. The remainder of US combat forces stationed overseas were
either demobilized or repositioned in the continental United States (CONUS).**®

With the benefit of a decade’s experience in the new strategic era, the initial cautious reductions
in permanent forward garrisons initiated by the Base Force and the BUR were followed by a
more ambitious planned reduction, outlined in a Global Defense Posture Review conducted by
the younger President Bush’s Administration."” The Review recommended that all heavy
combat forces still in Europe be returned to CONUS. All that would remain would be a medium-
weight combat brigade and an airborne brigade. Similarly, the Review recommended that combat
forces on the Korean peninsula to be withdrawn and repositioned in the United States, with only
one active brigade remaining on the peninsula. This brigade would, in turn, be repositioned to the
south of the demilitarized zone that separated North and South Korea, and be postured for intra-
theater deployment.”* The Review also implied further reductions would be forthcoming,
particularly in the number of US forces stationed in Japan.

Thus, 16 years into the new strategic era, its basic structure is now apparent—and its outlines are
quite familiar. Consider the following statement of Winston Churchill in 1942:

The whole power of the United States, to manifest itself, depends on the
power to move ships and aircraft across the sea. Their mighty power is
restricted; it is restricted by the very oceans which have protected them;
the oceans which were their shield, have now become both threatening
and a bar, a prison house through which they must struggle to bring
arr?ies,ll;lzeets, and air forces to bear upon the common problems we have
to face.

These powerful words highlight the fundamental operational similarity that exists between the
Expeditionary Era and this new emerging national security policy era. That is, that primary base
for most future overseas US expeditions will be the continental United States. These expeditions
will continue to be supported by the residual Garrison Era basing infrastructure. However, these

169 See for example the 1996 remarks made by Anthony Lake, National Security Advisor to President Clinton, at
http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/lakeapec.htm.

170 See Statement of Douglas J. Feith, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, before the House Armed Services
Committee, June 23, 2004, at http://www.house.gov/hasc/openingstatementsandpressreleases/ 108thcongress/04-06-
23feith.pdf; and Fiscal 2005 Department of Defense Budget Release at http://www.defenselink.mil/releases/2004/
nr20040202-0301.html.

1 Ann Scott Tyson, “Planned Realignment of Troops Criticized,” The Washington Post, May 6, 2005, p. A19. See
also Michael Noonan, “Reform Overdue: the Geopolitics of American Redeployment,” found online at
http://www.fpri.org/enotes/20040823.military.noonan.redeployment.html.

172 |_abaree, et al., America and the Sea: A Maritime History, p. 9.
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overseas locations will increasingly represent “coaling stations” for major US power-projection
operations, which will originate primarily from US soil.*"®

There are other striking similarities between the Expeditionary and this new national security era.
As in the Expeditionary Era, the focus of US defense strategists and military planners is
gradually shifting away from Europe and towards Asia, albeit with a wider aperture.
Contemporary planners focus on the Greater Asian littoral that extends from the Persian Gulf
(Southwest Asia) to North Korea (Northeast Asia)—an area now often referred to as the “arc of
instability.*"

The emerging US overseas basing network is also eerily similar to that of the Expeditionary Era:
Hawaii, Alaska, Midway and Wake Islands, and Guam continue to play either major or
supporting roles. The United States no longer has the sovereign western Pacific hub it had in the
Philippines in the earlier era, but it does have strong bilateral security treaties with Japan and
South Korea, which gives it similar access to major sea, air, and ground facilities in the Western
Pacific. As it did in the end of the Expeditionary Era, the United States also continues to rely on
Australia. Although it does not base troops on the Australian continent as it did in World War 11,
the United States has ready access to its superb ports, logistics support facilitates, and training
ranges. The two key additions to the US naval overseas basing structure along the Asian littoral
are thelfBifth Fleet support facilities in Bahrain'”® and the island of Diego Garcia in the Indian
Ocean.

Importantly, defense planners are beginning to worry about maintaining forward base access in
distant theaters as much as planners did in the First Expeditionary Era. This problem was first
raised in a serious way by the 1997 National Defense Panel, an independent body tasked by

13 Of course, these expeditions will be supported by rotational, forward-deployed forces. However, as overseas
garrisons are dismantled, these forces will also increasingly come from CONUS bases.

7% The arc of instability is “a swath of territory running...through most of Africa, the Middle East, and Central and
Southeast Asia. It is countries along this arc—often failed states—that US officials argue have been left far behind
as the rest of the world is brought into the global economy.” See “Arc of Instability” at http://www.sourcewatch.org/
index.php?title=Arc_of instability. Another analyst explains that US attention is drawn to the “gap states”—those
states left behind in the ongoing wave of globalization—in Africa and in Asia. See Thomas M. Barnett, The
Pentagon’s New Map (New York, NY: Putnam and Sons, 2004).

1 The US Navy has maintained a permanent presence in the Gulf since the establishment of the Middle East Force
(MIDEASTFOR) in 1949. For the next 20 years, three or four ships at a time were assigned to the MIDEASTFOR—
generally a command ship and two or three small combatants such as destroyers or frigates. When Bahrain became a
sovereign state in 1971, the US Navy worked out an agreement to take over piers, radio transmitters, warehouses,
and other facilities left vacant by the departing British. USS La Salle (AGF 3), an amphibious transport ship
converted for Gulf duty, began to serve as the permanent MIDEASTFOR flagship in 1972. Over time, the facilities
in Bahrain were dramatically improved. These facilities now support the US Fifth Fleet. See http://www.
globalsecurity.org/military/facility/manama.htm.

176 Diego Garcia is a British Indian Ocean Territory. The Navy Support Facility (NSF) on Diego Garcia was
established on October 1, 1977, after six years as a Navy communications station. Now known as the “Footprint of
Freedom,” it plays a primary role in support of US military units operating in the Indian Ocean and Arabian Gulf.
The island’s only occupants are NSF personnel and tenants. The Air Force and Army also maintain support elements
on the island. See http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/diego-garcia.htm.

51



Congress to both critique the 1997 QDR and to provide an alternative strategic review.'’” The
panel warned that future access to forward bases would be increasingly less assured over time,
for two key reasons. First, absent a compelling, unifying threat like that of an expansionist Soviet
Empire, political access would have to be negotiated instead of counted upon. Depending on the
crisis, even reliable allies might balk at the prospect of US forces mounting combat operations
from their soil. Second, the vulnerability of fixed forward bases to ballistic and cruise missiles
armed with guided sub-munitions and possibly weapons of mass destruction (WMD) would
likely increase over time.'"®

As a result, the Panel judged that forward access to bases would be far less certain during the
new strategic era. At best, the NDP warned that US forces operating from forward bases could be
subject to preemptive and/or incessant attack by guided weapons or WMD. At worst, the United
States might lose access to forward land bases altogether. This general theme of uncertain,
contested, or denied base access was echoed and reinforced by the 2001 QDR, which identified
six critical operational goals that would guide future DoD transformation efforts. First among
them was protecting critical bases of US operations (homeland, forces abroad, allies and friends)
and defeating WMD and their means of delivery.*”

The transition to the new strategic era and the gradual relocation of US combat forces to US-
controlled territory occurred against the backdrop of a decade and a half of frenetic global
military activity. Once again, this flurry of activity was not unlike that which marked the first
several decades of the Expeditionary Era, at a time when US leaders were increasingly willing to
step more boldly on the world stage. In this new era, freed from the requirement to be
immediately ready for full-scale war against the Soviet Union, US leaders employed the military
for a variety of tasks, and operational tempo for all of the armed forces climbed dramatically. In
the narrow span of 16 years, the United States conducted two major wars, conducted armed
interventions in Panama, Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan, and committed armed
forces in a number and variety of places and circumstances. During this period of high
“operational tempo,” the term expeditionary gradually infused the lexicon of all of the services,
much to the chagrin of the Marine Corps, which felt in had cornered the (expeditionary) market
during the Garrison Era.*®

77 National Defense Panel, Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21% Century (Washington, DC:
December 1997). The Panel’s final report can be found on the Defense Strategy Review Page online at http://www.
comw.org/qdr/97qdr.html.

178 National Defense Panel, Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21% Century.

179 Office of the Secretary of Defense, Quadrennial Review Report (Washington, DC: Office of the Secretary of
Defense, September 30, 2001), p. 30. The report can be found online at http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/
qdr2001.pdf. For a complete description of the threats to forward air bases, see Christopher J. Bowie, The Anti-
Access Threat and Theater Air Bases (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 2002).
See also Joel Wuthnow, The Impact of Missile Threats on the Reliability of US Overseas Bases: A Framework for
Analysis (United States Army Strategic Studies Institute, January 2005).

180 A good description of what US forces have been and are doing on the ground in post-ColdWar/Garrison Era can
be found in Robert D. Kaplan, Imperial Grunts: The American Military on the Ground (New York, NY: Random
House, 2005).
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Despite the similarities between the current national security policy era and the first
Expeditionary Era, there are also several striking differences. The first, most evident difference is
that unlike during that earlier period, the United States is now the sole global “super power”
rather than one of many major global actors. As such, even after the Soviet Union had imploded,
it was evident that US global responsibilities would continue to require substantial military
capability. The standing peacetime US armed forces are thus larger and much more capable than
those in the Expeditionary Era.

A second difference: far from fighting it out for the number two spot in the global naval race, the
current DoN Battle Force is the most capable naval power in the world—by a wide margin. Just
how wide a margin will be discussed in the next chapter; for now, it is sufficient to say that the
Battle Force now enjoys uncontested command of the high seas; it need no longer concern itself
about fighting its way across any ocean.

A third difference is, unlike during the Expeditionary Era, the US armed forces now consist
exclusively of volunteers. As was prefaced in the last chapter, the costs of maintaining an all-
volunteer force steadily increased during the 1990s, and they continue to rise. Indeed, increasing
manpower costs now influence the way the force is used, designed, and structured in ways
unimaginable during the Expeditionary Era, when peacetime forces were small and poorly paid,
and the majority of wartime forces consisted of conscripts.'®*

For example, DoD and service leaders are well aware of the stresses high tempo puts on the
AVF. In an attempt to keep these stresses from impacting force retention, all of the services have
either developed or are developing unit rotational bases to help manage the amount of time
servicemen and women spend overseas. The DoN rotational base model, developed during the
Garrison Era in order to continually man the forward “naval garrisons,” proved well suited for
the new era, and it was retained with little modification. A variation of the DoN model was
adopted by the Air Force in the mid- to late-1990s for its Aerospace Expeditionary Force (AEF)
concept. In the event, the Air Force organized ten AEFs, of which two are always ready for
immediate deployment at any time.'®> The Army’s ongoing modular brigade reorganization,
occurring in the midst of an ongoing war in Irag, will result in a rotational base consisting of 43
active brigades and 34 National Guard brigades capable of maintaining 20 brigades forward at
any one time.'#®

181 For example, in 2004, eliminating a single Navy enlisted billet was expected to result in a average cost savings of
$57,000 a year; eliminating an officer’s billet saved an average of $115,000 a year. Jack Dorsey, “Carrier Crews to
Shrink,” Norfolk Virginia Pilot, October 29, 2004.

182 See “Aerospace Expeditionary Force,” at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/agency/usaf/aef-intro.htm.

183 Despite the best efforts of the Services to limit personnel “opstempo,” the long occupations of Iraq and
Afghanistan have begun to have an effect on both retention and recruitment, especially in the Army and Marines.
Some service members are on their third combat tour since September 2001. For a quick summary of problems this
is having on the AVF, see Don Edwards, “Ten-Hut! The Army’s Bungling Recruitment,” The Washington Post,
June 12, 2005, p. B5.
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As has been mentioned, the high costs of manpower are soaking up money that might otherwise
be spent on procurement, increasingly driving platform designs, and affecting the way the force
is employed. For example, automation is being far more aggressively pursued to reduce crew
sizes on all manned platforms, and unmanned systems are being substituted for crewed platforms
for the highest risk missions, such as suppression of enemy air defenses or mine sweeping.'**

A fourth key difference between the current and Expeditionary Eras is that in the earlier period,
warfighting strategies and operational art revolved around dominant industrial capacity and the
massing of both firepower and forces. In contrast, current warfighting strategies and operational
art revolve much more around “information superiority” and the discrete, precise application of
firepower, forces, and effects.'®® This change in strategic and operational styles can be attributed
to many factors, but perhaps none as important as the maturation of the Guided Weapons
Warfare Regime and the resulting effect on US defense planning and warfighting effectiveness.

Although the exact timing can be debated, this report considers a third phase of the Guided
Weapons Warfare Regime to have begun in 1991—the year that saw both Operation Desert
Storm and the final disestablishment of the Soviet Union. Indeed, these two events are
inextricably related. The second phase of the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime saw a hard-
fought race between two strong competitors—the United States and the Soviet Union. The
implosion of the Soviet Union left the United States alone in the race. And although guided
weapons made up a relatively small percentage of the total number of munitions expended
during Operation Desert Storm, their dramatic effect appeared to confirm the ongoing military
technical upheaval posited by Soviet military theorists during the second phase of the
competition. %

In any event, after the fall of the Soviet Union and the impressive victory in Desert Storm, more
and more US military officers began to speak in terms of a broader “Revolution in Military
Affairs” (RMA) based on guided weapons, better sensors, improved networking of forces, and
better information.’®” Terms such as “precision” and “information superiority” began to infuse

184 For example, the US Navy’s goal is to convert mine warfare almost completely into an unmanned operation so
that the presence of Sailors is no longer required in a minefield. See “Mine Warfare,” found online at http://www.
chips.navy.mil/archives/03_winter/PDF/mine.pdf.

18 There is a lively debate over the current emphasis on information superiority. For just one explanation of what it
means, see “Information Superiority and Space,” at http://www.defenselink.mil/execsec/adr1999/chap7.html. For a
more thorough explanation, see Walter Perry, David Signori, and John Boon, Information Superiority (Washington,
DC: Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2004), found complete online at http://www.rand.org/publications/
MR/MR1467/MR1467.pdf. For a skeptical look at information superiority, see Timothy L. Thomas, “Kosovo and
the Current Myth of Information Superiority,” Parameters, Spring 2000, pp. 13-29.

188 For a prescient assessment of this revolution, see Andrew F. Krepinevich, Jr., The Military-Technical Revolution:
A Preliminary Assessment (Washington, DC: The Center for Strategic an Budgetary Assessments, 2002). The report
can be found online at http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/Archive/R.20021002.MTR/R. 20021002.MTR.pdf.

187 As described by the Office of Force Transformation, Office of the Secretary of Defense, a revolution in Military
Affairs “is a major change in the nature of warfare brought about by the innovative application of new technologies
which, combined with dramatic changes in military doctrine and operational and organizational concepts
fundamentally alters the character and conduct of military operations.” See http://www.iwar.org.uk/rma. For a good
discussion on RMAs, see James R. Fitzsimonds and Jan M. van Tol, Revolutions in Military Affairs, Joint Forces

54




US military thinking, and to mark US battlefield operations. As more and more US military
officers embraced these concepts, and their benefits were demonstrated successfully on post-
Garrison Era battlefields, the services began to more aggressively pursue the benefits of
networked, guided weapons warfare. As a result, the 1990s saw an aggressive, monopolistic
exploitation of the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime by the US armed services. In the process,
the US armed forces began to rapidly break away from both allies and potential adversaries alike
in terms of conventional military combat capacity and capability.*®

The American RMA is often described in terms of new information technologies and network
centric warfare.'®® Perhaps the most influential proponent of this line of thinking was retired
Vice Admiral Arthur K. Cebrowski, former President of the Naval War College and Director of
the Office of Force Transformation (OFT), who attributed the revolution in war to “fundamental
changes in American society and business.”*® However, the historiography clearly suggests that
the revolution has been more than six decades in the making, and that the pursuit of guided
weapons was as least as important as changes in American business in its ultimate manifestation.
No matter: for all practical purposes—as was foreseen by Soviet military theorists—qguided
weapons warfare and network warfare are now inextricably linked.'*

Guided weapons and networks were not the only contributing components of the American
“revolution in war.” As decribed in the previous chapter, equally important were both the
improving quality of the men and women in the US all-volunteer armed forces and the
“Revolution in Joint Military Affairs” sparked by the Goldwater-Nichols Act. While one
commentator goes so far as to say that “The most important transformation in the [US] Armed
Forces since World War 11 was the change from a draft to an all-volunteer force,”** the rise of
“Jointness” has had an equally profound effect, because it lessened, to a great degree, the power
and independence of the individual services so evident during both the Expeditionary and

Quarterly, Spring 2004, pp. 24-31. A thorough overview of the RMA debate can be found online at “The RMA
Debate,” at http://www.comw.org/rma. For one of many other commentaries on the effect of Desert Storm, see
“Hyperwar: The Legacy of Desert Storm,” found online at http://www.fas.org/spp/ aircraft/ part08.htm.

188 The US dominance in the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime is well captured in “Weapons: From Smart to
Brilliant,” Businessweek.Com, September 27, 2001.

189 For a thorough explanation of network centric warfare, See “Network Centric Warfare: Department of Defense
Report to Congress,” found at http://www.dod.mil/nii/NCW. See also Giles Ebbutt, “Expanding the Net,” Jane’s
Defence Weekly, January 26, 2005, pp. 25-29.

190 v/ice Admiral Arthur K. Cebrowski, USN, and John J. Garstka, “Network-Centric Warfare: Its Origins and
Future,” Proceedings, January 1998, found at http://www.usni.org/Proceedings/Articles03/PROmayo 02.htm.

191 For the inseparable linkages between guided weapons and networks, see “Precision-Strike Limitations Lead Air
Forces to Network Priorities,” Jane’s International Defense Review, July 2005, p. 4. For a description of how
networks are changing military operations, see David Ronfeldt and John Arquilla, “Networks, Netwars, and the
Fight for the Future,” First Mind, 2003.

192 Stephen J. Cimbala, “Transformation in Concept and Policy,” Joint Forces Quarterly, 3d Quarter, 2005, p. 30.
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Garrison Eras, blazed a new path toward increasing Joint battlefield cooperation and
collaboration and spurred the continued integration of service-developed battle networks.

One cost-savings approach to meeting US global military responsibilities during the new
strategic era would have been a return to the dominant service model evident in the
Expeditionary, Continental and early Garrison Eras. Indeed, in the early 1990s, planners from
each of the four armed services tried, with differing degrees of effort, to make the case that their
service would make the most future national security contribution, and should therefore receive
the lion’s shares of the nation’s resources. However, taking their cue from the Kennedy
Administration’s focus on “flexible response,” guided by the intent of the Goldwater-Nichols
Act, and impressed by the results during Operation Desert Storm, successive Republican and
Democratic Administrations instead opted to maintain a powerful, balanced, multidimensional,
Joint armed force, and to demand increasing Joint collaboration. The subsequent rise of Jointness
meant that the chance that any single service is likely to grab a significant majority of the
nation’s resources was becoming increasingly unlikely *3

The impact that Desert Storm had on this decision cannot be discounted. In addition to being the
first major war of the new national security era, Desert Storm was the first war waged since the
passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. While there were many reasons contributing to the
decisive American victory in the war, its rapid and successful outcome was widely attributed by
Congressional and political leaders to the increased power of the war’s overall Joint commander,
General Norman Schwarzkopf, and to the improved unified action of the armed forces that
resulted from that power. As a result, the war’s successful conclusion helped the idea of
Jointness to flourish, and helped to drive the last nail in the coffin of service independence. The
war prompted continual and ever-more insistent calls from Congress for the improvements in
Joint equipment interoperability and operational cooperation necessary to unleash the Act’s full
warfighting potential. As expressed by Admiral Edmund Giambastiani, former Commander of
US Joint Force Command and now Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Jointness has
now “matured to the point where the “joint horse’ is getting in front of the ‘service cart.””*%

The popular contemporary term network centric warfare thus obscures three of the central
driving factors behind the American Revolution in Military Affairs: the equal importance that
guided weapons play in emerging reconnaissance-strike complexes or battle networks; the
transition to an all-volunteer force; and the dramatic improvement of US Joint battlefield
performance. Indeed, it is the emergence of Joint Multidimensional Battle Networks'® and

19 The current buzzword describing the close relationship of the armed forces is “Joint interdependence.” See for
example the comments made by General Fastaband, US Army, in USJFCOM and TRADOC Public Affairs, Army,
“USJFCOM Working to Build Joint Expeditionary Capabilities,” found online at http://www.jfcom.mil/newslink/
storyarchive/2004/pa102904a.htm. See also Colonel Christopher R. Paparone, US Army, and James H. Crupi, Ph.D.,
“What is Joint Interdependence Anyway?” Military Review, July-August 2004, pp. 39-41.

194 Statement of Admiral Edmund P. Giambastiani, Jr., Commander United States Joint Forces Command, before
The House Armed Services Committee, United States House Of Representatives, March 12, 2003, found online at
http://www.jfcom.mil/newslink/storyarchive/2003/pa031203.htm.

1% Joint Multidimensional Battle Networks demand a degree of service cooperation and interoperability not seen in
the Garrison Era. Among many examples: Sandra I. Erwin, “Navy, Air Force Team Up in ‘Joint Fires Network’,”
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Joint expeditionary power-projection operations that give this new strategic era its proper name:
the Joint Expeditionary Era.

The major combat phase of Operation Iraqgi Freedom (OIF), conducted just 17 years after the
passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act and just 14 years after the transition to a new national
security policy era, came as close as any operation to date of achieving the intent of the Act.
Connected and linked US air, ground, sea, space, “cyberspace,” and special operations forces
operated in relatively smooth, synchronized fashion, and their actions were thoroughly integrated
in a fast-moving, hard-hitting, multidimensional campaign built around the use of massed guided
weapons fire:

Under this construct, the emphasis is no longer just on numbers—which
remain important—but rather on harnessing all the capabilities that our
Services and Special Operations Forces bring to the battlespace in a
coherently joint way. Advances in technologies, coupled with innovative
warfighting concepts joined together by a new joint culture, are enabling
a level of coherent military operations that we have never been able to
achieve before. . . .The emphasis now is on the effectiveness of joint
capabilities employed at times and places of our choosing to achieve
strategic effects. General Franks later remarked on this level of jointness,
saying “Operation IRAQI FREEDOM was the most joint and combined
operation in American history.”*®

This is not to imply that there were not lingering problems between the services during OIF.
However, it seems certain that the improvement in Joint information sharing, planning, and
operations will only continue to improve. Why? Because after 2016, every member of the pre-
Goldwater-Nichols generation of officers and servicemen and women will have left the AVF
with the exception of a small number of generals and admirals, who could not hold their job
without having served on a Joint staff. Every person in the US armed forces will have been “born
Joint.”*®" This natural aging and maturing of the Joint force will ensure, much more than further
legislation, that the way in which the United States organizes, trains, and equips its armed forces
will inevitably change. Future Joint Multidimensional Battle Networks will be more effective as
a result.

National Defense, March 2003, p. 22. This article talks about US Navy and Air Force efforts to develop a common
fires network. John A. Tirpak, in his article “The New Way of Electron War,” Air Force Magazine, December 2004,
pp. 26-33, talks about how the Air Force and Navy will need to share the load in electronic warfare. Richard Mullen,
in “*Result Fury’ Successful, DoD Says,” Defense Today, November 24, 2004, talks about a Joint Air Force and
Navy experiment in which GPS guided weapons were directed against moving ships. However, not all examples on
inter-service cooperation and integration are positive. For example, see Hunter C. Keeter, “Naval Air Refueling
Needs Deferred in Air Force Tanker Plan,” Sea Power, April 2004, pp. 16-18. However, a clear trend is that the
Services are becoming more and more interoperable and cooperative across all Joint warfighting dimensions.

19 Statement by Admiral Edmund P. Giambastiani, Jr., Commander, United States Joint Forces Command and
Supreme Allied Commander Transformation (NATO) on Lessons Learned from Operation Iragi Freedom before
The House Armed Services Committee, United States House Of Representatives, October 2, 2003, found online at
http://www.jfcom.mil/newslink/storyarchive/2003/pa100203.htm.

197 Unless selected for flag rank senior officers and staff non-commissioned officers normally retire after 30 years of
service. 2016 will be the 30" anniversary of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.
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INITIAL DON COURSE CORRECTIONS IN THE JOINT

EXPEDITIONARY ERA

Unlike after World War 11, the DoN suffered little of the institutional disorientation that often
results during the shift from one strategic era to another. With the Soviet Navy no longer a threat
and with no navy to fight, DoN planners immediately shifted from their base course of sea
control onto a new heading for power-projection. This shift was made easier because of the
recent passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, which effectively muted calls for a return to a
dominant service model and gave the Battle Force a ready Joint role.

Less than one year after the Soviet Union ceased to exist, then, DoN strategists had begun to
think seriously about how the Battle Force needed to be resized and reshaped, as indicated in the
1992 DoN vision document entitled ...From the Sea:

With a far greater emphasis on joint and combined operations, our Navy
and Marine Corps will provide unique capabilities of indispensable value
in meeting our future security challenges...Our ability to command the
seas in areas where we anticipate future operations allows us to resize
our naval forces and to concentrate more on capabilities required in the
complex operating environment of the “littoral” or coastlines of the
earth...As a result, our national maritime policies can afford to de-
emphasize efforts in some naval warfare areas. But the challenge is much
more complex than simply reducing our present naval forces. We must
structure a fundamentally different naval force to respond to strategic
demands, and that new force must be sufficiently flexible and powerful to
satisfy enduring national security requirements (emphasis added).'%

In other words, DoN strategists anticipated that the locale for the future naval competition would
shift from the high seas into the world’s littorals,*® and that the Battle Force needed to be resized
and reshaped for a new mission: delivering Joint goods and services ashore.”®

Initial DoN moves to resize and reshape the Navy satisfied almost no one. Proponents of the
Navy fretted about the extent of the fleet’s inevitable post-Cold War demobilization. .Between
September 30, 1989, and September 30, 1997, the Navy fell from 592 to 365 ships, with
additional cuts still planned.?* That year, the Quadrennial Defense Review set the post-Garrison

1% Sean O’Keefe, Admiral Frank B. Kelso I, US Navy, General C.E. Mundy, ...From the Sea (Washington, DC:
Department of the Navy, September 1992), found at http://www.globalsecurity.org/ military/library/policy/navy/
fts.htm#INTRO.

199 As described in ...From the Sea, “as a general concept, the littoral comprises two segments of the maritime
battlespace; seaward—the area from the open ocean to the shore which must be controlled to support operations
ashore; and landward—the area inland from shore that can be supported and defended directly from the sea.
O’Keefe, et al,...From the Sea. For a good discussion about the implications associated with operating in shallow,
more crowded littoral waters, see Stephan Nitschke, “Littoral Warfare: A New Name for an Old Mission?” Naval
Forces, No. 111, 2005, pp. 16-27.

20 Hyghes, Fleet Tactics and Coastal Combat, p. 9.

201 The Total Ship Battle Force represents the ships the DoN officially counts as its war fleet. However, the Navy
operates many additional ships. Counting the TSBF will be discussed at length in the next chapter. The official
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Era TSBF “floor” at approximately 305 ships. Although neither as steep nor as dramatic as the
order of magnitude decrease seen in TSBF numbers after the end of the Second World War, this
reduction represented a hefty 48 percent decrease in TSBF numbers in less than a single
decade.?®® For naval proponents, the dismantling of the Cold War “600-ship Navy” was a
mistake of monumental proportions, and they made constant disparaging comparisons between
the size of the Joint Expeditionary Era’s smaller fleet and the larger Cold War fleet.

Meanwhile, critics charged that this smaller Navy was not the “fundamentally different naval
force” promised by DoN leaders. They pointed out that the QDR target Fleet—which included
12 aircraft carriers, 50 nuclear-powered attack submarines, and 116 surface combatants®®*—was
merely a shrunken version of the Cold War force, and they argued that this fleet would be
unsuited for the demands of the new national security era. Consistent with this line of thinking,
some critics argued for a dramatic reduction in the size of the carrier fleet; others argued for a far
larger submarine fleet; still others argued for a fleet made up of small, fast combatants. However,
they all shared a common belief: that the Navy was in danger of becoming a relic of the Cold

War.

The charge that the Battle Force was a turning into a Cold War relic was more of an indictment
against post-Garrison Era defense planning than against the DoN per se. The aforementioned
1993 Bottom Up Review essentially “regionalized” the Garrison Era inner-German border
defense problem by tasking the US armed services to be ready to conduct “rapid halts” of armor-
heavy, cross-border invasions in two near-simultaneous “major regional contingencies,” or
MRCs—an operational problem which all services were generally familiar and comfortable with.
204 The goal of fighting two “major theater wars” was reaffirmed by the second Clinton
Administration in the 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review, and again by a Republican
Administration in the 2001 QDR. While this construct certainly helped to moderate the scope
and extent of the post-Garrison Era demobilization, it also helped to dampen any need to change
the Services dramatically. Indeed, the National Defense Panel worried that the two-military-
theater of war construct “may have become a force-protection mechanism—a means of justifying
the cz%grent force structure—especially for those searching for the certainties of the Cold War
era.”

TSBF numbers on these two dates were drawn from “US Navy Active Ship Force Levels,” found at
http://www.history.navy.mil/branches/org9-4.htm#1945.

22 William S. Cohen, Secretary of Defense, Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review (Washington, DC: Office of
the Secretary of Defense, May 1997), found online at http://www.comw.org/qdr/97qdr.html. The QDR did not
explicitly say the TSBF target was 305 ships. This number came from the Review’s supporting documentation.

203 Cohen, Secretary of Defense, Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review, 1977, in Section V, “Forces and
Manpower.”

24| es Aspin, Secretary of Defense, Report on the Bottom Up Review (Washington, DC: Office of the Secretary of
Defense, October 1993), found online at http://www.fas.org/man/docs/bur.

205 National Defense Panel, Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21 Century.
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Moreover, while the services might be justifiably charged with a conservative approach to
change during the unsettled transition between the Garrison and Joint Expeditionary Eras, the
charge that the “new” Battle Force was just a smaller version of the Garrison Era Battle Force
was not entirely fair. Although the types of platforms in the late 1990s Battle Force looked
familiar, they had been substantially modified in order to exploit guided weapons and slot into
Joint Multidimensional Battle Networks. For example, US Carrier Battle Groups designed
primarily for independent strikes in the Garrison Era, proved to be incapable of sharing data with
the US Air Force during Operation Desert Storm. Improving carrier force connectivity within the
evolving “Joint Fires Network” became a top DoN priority.?*® As a result, by the latter part of the
decade, Joint carrier connectively had improved dramatically, especially between the Navy and
the Air Force.?”’

As another example, increasing the number of carrier aircraft capable of dropping guided
weapons and increasing the number of precision guided weapons in carrier magazines became an
important DoN goal after Desert Storm. As this goal was achieved, fleet carriers gained vastly
more powerful capabilities. Similarly, the rapid proliferation of modular, vertical launch missile
systems in both US surface combatants and submarines during the 1990s transformed the Battle
Force into a vast operationally mobile missile battery capable of projecting enormous offensive
and defensive firepower in support of Joint forces. The fleet may have looked the same, but it
was a far different, more capable one.?%

In any event, the familiarity of systems in the early era architecture masked some important
relative changes among the types of systems that made up the Battle Force. These changes were
guided by the fundamental fact that:

...with the demise of the Soviet Union, the free nations of the world
claim preeminent control of the seas and ensure freedom of commercial
maritime passage.”®®

With no open ocean competitor on the horizon, and with unimpeded and “preeminent control of
the seas,” Battle Force planners prudently decided to retain the unequaled strike power resident
on the decks of its carrier force, and continued to build large missile combatants capable of
projecting both offensive and defensive fires in support of Joint forces ashore. Because it
expected to move into shallower littoral waters where mines were much more effective, the
Battle Force retained all 26 ships in its Garrison Era mine warfare force—making it the only

2% An entire section in the January 1995 issue of Proceedings was entitled “Why Can’t We Talk.” See also Erwin,
“Navy, Air Force Team Up in ‘Joint Fires Network’;” and Robert Wall, “Waging War,” Aviation Week and Space
Technology, March 17, 2003, pp. 44-46.

207 Captain Jacob L. Shuford, USN, “Tomorrow’s Sea Power Plays Today,” Proceedings, January 2000, pp. 32-35.
See also Major General John L. Barry, US Air Force and Jim Blaker, “After the Storm: the Growing Convergence
Between the Air Force and the Navy,” Naval War College Review, August 2001.

2% The makeup of the US TSBF, and its relative standing among naval power, will be discussed in the next chapter.

2% O*Keefe, Kelso, and Mundy, ...From the Sea.
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Battle Force component untouched during the post-Garrison Era drawdown.?° Finally, given the
absence of any open-ocean submarine or air threat to US or allied naval forces or shipping, Navy
planners shed numerous attack submarines, much to the chagrin of the US submarine service;
drastically cut its large Garrison Era open-ocean convoy escort force, much to the chagrin of the
surface warfare community; and gradually began to disarm its combat logistics force ships and to
transfer them to the Military Sealift Command.***

DEAD IN THE WATER

These first changes to Battle Force course and speed were both logical and relatively easy to
make. However, since these first course alterations, the DoN has been generally unsuccessful in
harnessing the winds of change and making much more forward progress toward a
“fundamentally different naval force.” Despite numerous reports to Congress outlining potential
changes to the design of the DoN Battle Force, the last approved change to the DoN’s naval fleet
platform architecture occurred during the 2001 QDR, and this change only involved adding five
submarines to the 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review target of 50 attack boats.?*? As a result, the
2004 naval platform architecture looked very close to the one envisioned in 1997:

2001 QDR TSBF Target 2004 TSBF?

Strategic Ballistic Missile Subs 14 14
Attack Submarines 55 53
Cruise Missile Submarines 0 4

Aircraft Carriers 12 12
Surface Combatants 116 101
Amphibious Ships 36 35
Mine Warfare Ships 16 17
Combat Logistics Force/Support ships 61 52
Total Ship Battle force 310 288

219 However, the DoN continued to count only 16 of these ships in the TSBF count. Ten additional ships in
“Mobilization Category B” did not count.

211 The requirement for nuclear-powered attack submarines was slashed from 100 to 50; the frigate force was
reduced from 101 ships to 30. As will be explained later in the report, by converting CLF ships to civilian-crewed
Military Sealift Command ships, the Battle Force got a much higher peacetime utilization rate out of the ships.

212 statement of Ronal O’Rourke before the House Armed Service Committee, Subcommittee on Projection Forces,
on Navy Force Structure and Ship Construction, March 30, 2004, found online at http://www.house.gov/hasc/
openingstatementsandpressreleases/108thcongress/04-03-30orourke.pdf.

3 This was the size of the TSBF on December 31, 2004. The most up-to-date TSBF count can be found in the
“Naval Vessel Register,” found online at http://www.nvr.navy.mil.
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To outside observers, particularly the Congress, the winds driving DoN transformation plans
appear to have died, and the Battle Force appears to be dead in the water. Said another way,
Congress appears to believe that the 1997 QDR force structure was nothing more than a first,
minor modification to Battle Force course and speed, and far less than the new fleet platform
architecture design needed to prepare the 21% century Battle Force for future competition. Thus,
as previously discussed, it is becoming increasingly frustrated with the delay in receiving further
changes to Battle Force strategies and architectural design.

What accounts for the apparent delay in Battle Force redesign efforts? The quick answer is that
the DoN has yet to fully develop its forecasts for future racing conditions. In addition to some
remaining uncertainties, the development of these forecasts were and continue to be complicated
by two ongoing debates with the DoN. Until they are satisfactorily resolved, little future forward
progress can, or will, be made.

NEwW BATTLE FORCE ERA?

As suggested by the previous review of the Ship’s Log, a shift between Battle Force Eras can
occur in three different ways. It may lag the shift between national security policy eras, as was
the case between the Continental and Frigate Eras. A shift may happen simultaneously, as they
did between the Continental/Frigate and Expeditionary/Battleship Eras. Or, a Battle Force inter-
era shift may actually precede the shift between broader national security eras, as was the case
between the Battleship and Carrier Eras, and the Expeditionary/Garrison Eras.

The shift to the next Battle Force Era is conforming to the first of these three types of models—
that is, the Battle Force shift is still in its formative stages, and it is lagging the transition
between national security policy eras. The lag can be attributed to a fierce intra-Navy debate over
when the shift will occur, and over its ultimate impact on the size and character of the Battle
Force. The “institutional Navy” has essentially taken the position that the precepts of the Carrier
Era will continue to hold for many years, and that the impact of the next intra-era shift will not
be as dramatic as past shifts. This position calls for a force structure not much different in size
and shape than the one called for in the 1997 QDR Force, except with bigger, more capable, and
more expensive warships like the CVN-21 aircraft carrier, the DD(X) land attack destroyer, and
the Virginia-class nuclear-powered attack submarine.?**

This view is vociferously opposed by a group of active and retired navy officers who argue that
new “rule sets” and “decision rules” associated with the Information Age are ushering in a new
Battle Force Era requiring a much different naval fleet platform architecture.”*> Proponents of
this view argue that the future Battle Force should be designed with the primary goal of:

2% For a thorough overview of this debate, see Robert O. Work, Naval Transformation and the Littoral Combat Ship
(Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, February, 2004).

215 Work, Naval Transformation and the Littoral Combat Ship, and Office of Force Transformation (OFT), “US
Military Transformation: Decision Rules,” Transformation Trends, 25 April 2005, p. 1.
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...imposing overwhelming complexity on the opponent, a complexity
that stems from the US military possessing more options to use
destructive force effectively than any opponent and far more options than
the opponent can encounter.

In the view of this group of officers, this goal requires a new Battle Force architecture
characterized by “smallness, numbers,...speed of the force,...and high information fractions.”**’

While it appeared for a time in 2001-2002 that the debate was nearly resolution, it now seems
clear that the question over when the next shift in Battle Force eras will occur and what it
portends for the naval platform architecture design still rages between these two groups. One has
only to compare the naval fleet platform architecture favored by the “Extended Carrier Era
School,” as outlined in the DoN’s recent 30-year shipbuilding report to Congress, and the
architecture favored by the “Network Centric School,” as outlined in the report developed by the
Office of Force Transformation and presented to Congress in January 2005. The former calls for
a relatively familiar TSBF numbering between 260 and 325 ships, including 10-12 aircraft
carriers, and up to 101 large, multi-mission combatants, while the latter proposes a dramatically
new fleet with between 700 and 1,000 ships, boats, and unmanned vehicles.?*® There should be
little surprise that Congress is bewildered and frustrated by the wide disparity in these two future
visions, and uncertain about how to resolve them.

THE NAVY-MARINE CORPS TEAM: DEPARTMENTAL

RECONCILIATION OR IRRECONCILABLE DIFFERENCES?

The second debate dampening the winds of change is an intra-Departmental one revolving
around the future relationship between the Navy and the Marine Corps. In essence, this debate
centers on the following question: should the new strategic era spur a reconciliation between the
Navy and Marine Corps, or should it result in an irreconcilable separation of the two services?

Up until 2000, the evidence suggested the latter. Despite the fact that Desert Storm almost saw
the first contested amphibious assault in over forty years, and despite the strong common service
bonds articulated in Departmental vision statements in the early years of the Joint Expeditionary
Era, during the 1990s the two naval services continued to drift apart.?® Without question, this

28 OFT, “US Military Transformation: Decision Rules,” p. 1.
2T OFT, “US Military Transformation: Decision Rules,” p. 1.

218 The “Extended Carrier Era School” vision is outlined in the “Interim Report to Congress on Annual Long-Range
Plan(s) for the Construction of Naval Vessels for FY 2006,” (Washington, DC: Department of the Navy, March,
2005). For good summaries of this report, see Christopher P. Cavas, “US Navy Sets 30-year Plan,” Defense News,
March 28, 2006; and David Ahearn, “Navy Carrier Force Drops to 10 in 2014, But Surge Ability Unchanged,”
Defense Today, April 5, 2005. The “Network Centric School” vision is found in “Alternative Fleet Architecture
Design,” Office of the Secretary of Defense Report for Congressional Defense Committees, released by the Office
of Force Transformation on January 31, 2005.

% During Desert Storm, a threatened two-brigade amphibious assault became a deception that tied down the Iragi
operational reserves. See Major Mark Johnson, USMC, and Major Jessica Meyeraan, USAF, “Deception: Hiding the
Real—Showing the Fake,” a paper prepared for the Joint Forces Staff College, Joint and Combined Warfighting
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continued drift was helped in no small way by the signing of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, which
emphasized separate service (as opposed to Departmental) contributions to Joint campaigns. On
the one hand, the Navy embraced the tenets of Jointness, and envisioned a future in which its
most important Joint contribution was offensive and defensive fires in support of Joint land
forces, in which the Maries were just one of three Joint claimants for services. One the other, the
Marines pushed hard to create separate Marine Joint “components,” and their emphasis on Joint-
linked “Marine Operating Forces” served to further obscure the DoN-linked Fleet Marine Forces
role—a role already severely weakened by the end of the long Garrison Era. As a result, despite
transitioning into an era in which “[m]aritime forces have qualities and attributes that make them
particularly valuable in the conduct of expeditionary operations,” ?° Navy and Marine leaders
were unable to forge a common vision of the future maritime competitive environment.

This failure can be attributed in large part to an inability of the two services to resolve their
views on the importance of sea-based maneuver. The Marines had begun rethinking their
position on sea-based maneuver in the early 1990s, spurred by their near-requirement to conduct
an amphibious assault in Desert Storm, their increasing concern over the potential lack of basing
access in the Joint Expeditionary Era, and new thinking about over-the-horizon amphibious
operations necessitated by the maturation of the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime. These
musings culminated in the publishing of Operational Maneuver From the Sea (OMFTS) and
Ship-to-Objective Maneuver (STOM) in 1996 and 1997, respectively. In essence, these concepts
embraced the idea of landing where the enemy isn’t, and moving quickly inland.”** These two
concepts were followed by the Maritime Prepositioning Force 2010 concept, which argued for
giving future prepositioning ships new operational capabilities that would reduce their
dependence on foreign deep draft ports.??” Because of the gulf that existed between the Navy and
Marines in the 1990s, however, these concepts were developed independently, with little Navy
involvement other than their incessant worries over the impact that Marine thinking might have
on DoN resources.??

School, March 7, 2003, found online at http://www.jfsc.ndu.edu/current_students/documents _policies/documents/
jca_cca_awsp/deception.doc. Both ...From the Sea, published in 1992, and Forward...From the Sea, published in
1994, promised a re-linking of Navy and Marine Corps operational visions. John H. Dalton, Admiral J.M. Boorda,
USN, and General Charles E. Mundy, Jr., USMC, Forward...From the Sea (Washington, DC: Department of the
Navy, 1994).

220 Geoffrey Till, “Navies and the New World Order,” p. 61.

221 These two concept papers can be found online at the website for N75, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations for
Expeditionary Warfare, found at http://www.exwar.org/Htm/ConceptDocs/NADPGR/ navyusmc.htm. For a good
synopsis of how Marines now view amphibious operations, see Christian Lowe, “Beyond the Beach,” Armed Forces
Journal, January 2005, pp. 20-25.

222 This concept can also be found at http://www.exwar.org/Htm/ConceptDocs/NADPGR/ navyusmc.htm. The
MPF(F) concept will be discussed in detail in Chapter XII.

228 | am indebted to Peter Swartz, analyst at the Center for Naval Analysis, for pointing out the Navy’s constant
concern over the impact of Marine thinking during the 1990s.
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Things were not helped by the Marines, who routinely made equipment decisions more
appropriate for sustained operations ashore rather than for operations from the sea. New
equipment invariably exceeded the size and weight of the article it was designed to replace.”** As
a result, the amphibious lift footprint of Marine Expeditionary Brigades began to outpace the lift
capacities of programmed ships—especially with regard to vehicle square footage. This
convinced some Navy (and Marine) officers that the Marines were not as serious about sea-based
maneuver operations as they were about sustained operations ashore, and that amphibious
landing ships consumed more resources than they deserved.

Inevitably, then, intra-Departmental fights over “Blue-in-Support-of-Green” programs became
even more poisonous and destructive during the 1990s. A revised Joint Expeditionary Era
requirement for 3.0 MEB equivalents of amphibious lift—itself a reduction from the Garrison
Era requirement to lift the assault echelons of a MEF and a MEB—was further “fiscally
constrained” to 2.5 MEB lift.?* At the same time, plans for naval surface fire support platforms
and programs were continually revised and delayed.?® Both moves caused the Marines to
question Navy intentions to maintain a viable Battle Force forcible entry capability, and sparked
sharp fights between planners in both services.

Consistent with the pattern observed in both the Expeditionary and Garrison Eras, nowhere were
the fights more savage than over the proper resource allocations for Marine aviation. The
Marines’ dogged pursuit of the MV-22 tilt-rotor aircraft proved to be an especially thorny issue
between Navy and Marine planners, especially after the aircraft was cancelled by DoD in 1989,
but later reinstated by Congress in 1993 after intense Marine lobbying efforts.??” The Marines’
refusal to support the Navy’s F/A-18 E/F program, and their rejection during the 1997 QDR of a
DoD offer for newly built H-60 helicopters in lieu rebuilding Vietnam-era Huey utility
helicopters and Cobra helicopter gunships, just added fuel to an already incendiary situation.
Things reached a breaking point in 1998, when the Marines abruptly removed their last ship
detachments from Battle Force aircraft carriers with little prior consultation with, or approval of,

224 For example, the diminutive M151 Jeep was replaced by the High Mobility Multi-Wheeled Vehicle (HMMWYV)
which weighs between 7,700 and 10,000 pounds, depending on the variant. It is also much wider and longer. The
60-ton M-60 tank was replaced by the 70-ton M1 tank. The Amphibious Assault Vehicle, which weight 46,314
pounds empty, is to be replaced by the 62,880-pound Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle. Similarly, the standard
tactical truck is much bigger than the one it replaced.

225 See “Amphibious Lift,” at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/systems/ship/scn-phib.htm.

226 For example, during the 1990s, the Land Attack Standard Missile was canceled, the DD-21 Land Attack
destroyer was delayed, and technical problems bedeviled the 5-inch (127mm) Enhanced Range Guided Munition
(ERGM), a guided naval gunfire round (it has yet to enter service).

227 For a good explanation of how the Marines settled on and fought to get the MV-22, see Lieutenant Colonel Carl
J. Fosnaugh 111, “How We Provide For the Common Defense: A Review of the Interactive Decision-Making Process
of the VV-22 Osprey Program From 1981-1992,” found at http://www.ndu.edu/ library/n4/ n035603c.pdf.
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Navy or DoN leadership. Navy leadership was incensed, and the level of trust and comity within
the DoN perhaps reached its post-World War 11 low.??

Once it became apparent just how badly strained the Navy-Marine relationship had become,
things began to change. The 71% Secretary of the Navy, Richard Danzig, made it a special point
to recommend for appointment a Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Vern Clark, and a
Commandant of the Marine Corps (CMC), General James Jones, who shared his desire to repair
relations between the two Services and to work to re-forge strong operational ties within the
Department. This move paid dividends within the Department, with Admiral Clark and General
Jones ultimately agreeing on a Navy-Marine Tactical Air Integration Plan, which consolidated
the separate unaffordable requirements for future Navy and Marine Corps tactical aircraft into a
single, more affordable (some might say less unaffordable), Departmental plan.??® The “Tac-Air
Integration Plan” marked an important step in repairing intra-DoN relationships between the
Navy and Marine Corps, without question, however, the key event that rekindled moves to bring
the two naval services closer together was the unexpected declaration of the “Global War on
Terrorism.”

The surprise attacks on the United States by radical Islamist extremists on September 11, 2001
triggered an immediate US Joint counter-offensive in Afghanistan in less than four weeks.
During Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), a Marine general officer commanded Task Force
58—two combined Amphibious Ready Groups with embarked Marine Expeditionary Units
(Special Operations Capable)—marking the first time a Marine general had been in charge of a
naval task force. From this “sea base,” Marine combat forces were inserted into land-locked
Afghanistan, where they were supported by both Navy and Joint forces.*°

The impact of these first operational moves on both Navy and Marine Corps leaders was
immediate. One year later, in October 2002, after ignoring Marine interest in new sea-based
maneuver options for more than a decade, the Navy published its Seapower 21 concept, which
included Sea Basing as one of its three main pillars—along with Sea Strike, Sea Shield—enabled
by ForceNet.”** Released nearly simultaneously with Seapower 21 was a proposed fleet

228 The author was a staff member at Headquarters, Marine Corps throughout the 1997 QDR and after, and had a
ring-side seat of the debilitating fights between the Marine Corps and Navy staffs. If anything, the relationship
between the two Services was much worse than this paragraph implies.

2% The Tac-Air Aviation plan reduced the total number of aircraft the Navy and Marines planned to buy from 1,637
to 1,140 aircraft, saving an estimated $28 billion in procurement costs over the next 18 years. See Government
Accountability Office, Department of the Navy’s Tactical Aviation Plan is Reasonable, But Some Factors Could
Affect Implementation (Washington, DC: GAQ, 2004). As Lieutenant General Robert Magnus, USMC, the Deputy
Commandant for Programs and Resources remarked, “The plan clearly recognized the fact that we couldn’t afford to
buy all of the things we wanted to buy.” See Interview, LTGEN Robert Magnus, in Jane’s Defence Weekly, May 22,
2002. See also Andrew Koch, “Cash-strapped USN, USMC Look to Integrate Aircraft,” Jane’s Defence Weekly,
April 3, 2002, p. 3; and “US Scales Back JSF, Super Hornet Buys,” National Defense, March 2003, p. 21.

%0 See “Task Force 58 Overview: Operation Enduring Freedom,” at http://www.cpp.usme.mil/press/kit/ OEF.asp.

2 Admiral Vern Clark, US Navy, “SeaPower 21: Projecting Decisive Joint Capabilities.”
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architecture known as the Global ConOps (for Concept of Operations) Navy.?** The Global
ConOps Navy included 12 new “Expeditionary Strike Groups,” or ESGs, which combined
Amphibious Ready Groups, Marine Expeditionary Units (Special Operations Capable), surface
combatants, submarines, and maritime patrol aircraft into a new type of standing naval fire and

maneuver group.?®

The development of ESGs and the evocative wording associated with Sea Basing in Seapower 21
harkened back to the conditions of the (first) Expeditionary Era:

Operational maneuver is now, and always has been, fundamental to
military success. As we look to the future, the extended reach of
networked weapons and sensors will tremendously increase the impact of
naval forces in joint campaigns. We will do this by exploiting the largest
maneuver area on the face of the earth: the sea.

Sea Basing serves as the foundation from which offensive and defensive
fires are projected—making Sea Strike and Sea Shield realities. As
enemy access to weapons of mass destruction grows, and the availability
of overseas bases declines, it is compelling both militarily and politically
to reduce the vulnerability of U.S. forces through expanded use of
secure, mobile, networked sea bases. Sea Basing capabilities will include
providing Joint Force Commanders with global command and control
and extending integrated logistical support to other Services. Afloat
positioning of these capabilities strengthens force protection and frees
airlift-sealift to support missions ashore (emphasis added).?*

The stage seemed set for the re-forging of Navy and Marine operational ties that had grown
progressively weaker over the previous six decades. However, overcoming 60 years of
accumulated friction continues to prove difficult. To this day, Navy and Marine officers have yet
to agree on a concept that would naturally bond them together. A careful reading of the above
passage reveals the basic problem: although the Navy accepted the requirement to maneuver
future sea bases, it made no explicit mention of the requirement for maneuver from the sea
bases. By focusing on the sea base’s “extended reach of networked weapons and sensors,” the
concept seemed to over-value naval strike rather than the employment of sea-based maneuver
forces. This helped to prolong the long-running debate between Navy and Marine officers over
the extent of resources to be devoted to sea-based maneuver platforms.?*®

%2 \fice Admiral Mike Mullen, US Navy, “Global Concept of Operations,” Proceedings, April 2003, pp. 66-69; see
also Scott C. Truver, “Sea Change for the US Navy,” Jane’s International Defense Review, April 2003, pp. 24-27.

% Throughout the Garrison Era and through the first decade of the joint Expeditionary Era, amphibious ready
groups operated without escort. The ESG rectified this situation, and in the process created 12 additional strike
groups for the Global ConOps Navy. For an explanation of the Expeditionary Strike Group, see Captain Kendall
King and Commander Tom Holmes, USN, “Expeditionary Strike Group!” Proceedings, March 2003, pp. 90-93; and
“Expeditionary Strike Groups,” at http://www.globalsecurity.org/ military/agency/navy/esg.htm.

2 Admiral Vern Clark, US Navy, “SeaPower 21: Projecting Decisive Joint Capabilities.”

%5 For a good indication of the difficulty in forging a common Navy-Marine Corps vision, see Rear Admiral
William J. Holland, US Navy, ret., “The Navy is More Than Hauling Marines,” Proceedings, May 2004, pp. 38-41.
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As a result of the failure of senior Navy and Marine leadership to develop, institute, and enforce
a common operational vision, questionable actions on both sides continue to take place. For
example, the Marines appear to be walking away from the mission to secure and protect vessels
during their nuclear refueling and coring. In an era when the possibility that a terrorist
organization might get its hands on nuclear material is among the greatest nightmares of national
leaders, such a move is hard to understand or justify.”*® Equally hard to understand is the recent
Navy announcement that it would stand up a “Navy Expeditionary Combat Battalion” in FY
07.27 As the President of the Naval War College responded in 1894 when asked about a plan to
transfer the Marines to the Army and to stand an amphibious infantry organization manned by
Sailors, “I do not doubt that those seamen, and the officers [who] command them, would
evolve...into a new Corps, identical to the present Marines.”?*®

EXTERNAL WINDS OF CHANGE

As long as these two internal Departmental debates remain unresolved, DoN leaders will
continue to find it difficult to harness the winds of change and to alter the Battle Force along a
course for further, more dramatic transformation. However, strong external winds of change are
gathering that may cause major Battle Force design alterations and course corrections whether
DoN planners are ready for them or not.

These external winds blow from two different directions. The first comes from a gathering
change in strategic direction and planning. In retrospect, defense planning in the period between
1989 and 2001 was relatively static and devoid of new thinking. The BUR’s requirement for an
ability to conduct “rapid halts” in two “major regional contingencies” gave way to the 1997
QDR’s requirement to conduct “rapid halts” in two “major theater wars,” which in turn gave way
to the 2001 QDR’s requirement to achieve “swift defeats” in two “major combat operations.” By
whatever name, the two major military operations were expected to come from a short list of
familiar defense problems: a North Korean invasion of South Korea; a second Iragi invasion of
Saudi Arabia or Kuwait; an Iranian closure of the Straits of Hormuz; or a Chinese attack on
Taiwan.

Thinking about two nearly simultaneous major military operations with clear links to the familiar
Cold War inner-German border defense problem was a comfortable exercise for defense
strategists and planners, with the possible exception of disagreements over the time delay
between the two wars. The upside of this overlapping two-war challenge was that it provided an
effective force sizing framework that satisfied, to varying degrees, each of the four armed
services; it codified their existing and planned force structures. The downside was that it

2% This move has not been officially announced. The possibility that it may occur is being actively discussed. From
interviews conducted with senior Navy and Marine officers in preparation for this report.

27 Director of the Navy Staff Memorandum, entitled “Implementation of Chief of Naval Operations (CNO)
Guidance—Global War on Terrorism (GWQOT) Capabilities,” dated July 6, 2005.

2% Murphy, History of the US Marines, p. 47.
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inculcated a static operational model—to build-up; pound away with guided weapons; win
quickly; and then either quickly come home or reset for another major confrontation—that
clouded the military’s concern for other gathering security challenges, including radical
extremist threats against the American homeland. The emphasis on quick wins and “resetting the
force” also helped in no small way to dampen Departmental enthusiasm for post-conflict
planning and “nation-building.”

The attacks of 9/11 challenged the basic assumptions of this comfortable two-war force planning
construct. As was written in the new National Security Strategy, published one year after the
attacks on September 11, 2001.:

America is now threatened less by conquering states than we are by
failing ones. We are menaced less by fleets and armies than by
catastrophic technologies in the hands of the embittered few.?*

The implied de-emphasis on “conquering states” in the National Security Strategy was picked up
and amplified in the subsequent National Military Strategy of the United States of America,
published in 2004, and again in the new National Defense Strategy of the United States,
published in 2005.%*° These new strategies implicitly accepted that US military capabilities—due
primarily to the dominating American lead in the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime—had made
traditional challenges “posed by states employing recognized military capabilities and forces in
well understood forms of military competition and conflict” far less of a potential threat.?*!
Indeed, the strategies argued, the crushing US advantage in guided weapons warfare and
multidimensional planning and targeting networks had already prompted—and would continue
to prompt—new and different types of “non-traditional” competitive responses that would stress
the US military in new and different ways.

As specified in the terms of reference for the 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review—the first
review guided by these new strategies—one observed response to US dominance in high-
technology force-on-force warfare has been attempts to avoid it.** Some current and future
challengers—especially non-state actors—are and will continue to decline to mass and directly
challenge the US military. Instead, they will often opt to wage “irregular warfare,” and employ

2% president George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (Washington DC: The
White House, September 17, 2002).

0 General Richard B. Myers, USAF, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, National Military Strategy of the United
States of America: A Strategy for Today, a Vision For Tomorrow (Washington, DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2004),
found at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/dod/d20050318nms.pdf. Donald H. Rumsfeld,
Secretary of Defense, The National Defense Strategy of the United States of America (Washington, DC: Office of
the Secretary of Defense, March 2005), found at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/dod/nds-usa
mar2005.htm.

21 Myers, National Military Strategy of the United States of America: A Strategy for Today, a Vision For
Tomorrow.

22 Eor a good overview of the 2005 QDR terms of reference, see Ryan Henry, “Defense Transformation and the
2005 Quadrennial Defense Review,” Parameters, Winter 2005-06, p. 13.
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means like terrorism, guerilla warfare, or other means of indirect combat. Indeed, some
commentators see the future as being characterized by a “Fourth Generation Warfare,” in which:

The distinction between war and peace will be blurred to the vanishing
point. It will be nonlinear, possibly to the point of having no definable
battlefields or fronts. The distinction between ‘civilian’ and ‘military’
may disappear.”*®

Future irregular adversaries will often fight in small, cellular-based tactical organizations, and
their tactics often will favor close-in ambush tactics using small arms, improvised explosive
devices, rocket-propelled grenades, shoulder-fired surface-to-air missiles, and suicide bombs.
Their likely aim will be to achieve a political solution by frustrating the far stronger US military
and exhausting American staying power by merely surviving and inflicting a “death from a
thousand cuts.”

A second observed response to US conventional military dominance has been attempts to
outflank it by seeking weapons of mass destruction, particularly nuclear weapons. In 1975, US
strategists and defense planners elevated “conventional weapons with near zero miss” to a
national security policy objective so that US political leaders would not have to order the use of
tactical nuclear weapons along the inner German border. Ironically, because of the very success
of the US armed forces in pursuing this goal, the only way by which many future adversaries can
ever hope to redress the huge US lead in conventional guided weapons is to seek nuclear
weapons or other weapons of mass destruction in order to inflict “catastrophic” damage on US
forces:

Nuclear weapons are viewed as the ultimate “big stick” for intimidating
enemies, guaranteeing security, and for potentially countering the United
States...They confer upon the owner a strength that makes up for
weaknesses in conventional military, political, or economic power. We
are experiencing the rebirth of nuclear weapons as trump cards of
choice.””

A third likely response by future “near peer competitors” might be to try to leap over US
conventional dominance using a combination of “disruptive” strategies and technologies. The
development of asymmetric multidimensional battle networks as powerful as our own or high-
end counter-network weapons might represent one type of disruptive challenge.?*® Other types of
disruptive challenges might include new forms of space warfare; low-cost, long-range, weapons
that make extended-range barrage attacks against US forces feasible; or even new forms of
robotic warfare.?*® New types of information war, biological warfare (bio-war), war using

243 5ee “Fourth Generation Warfare,” found online at http://www.d-n-i.net/secondlevel/fourthgenerationwarfare.htm.

244 National Security Watch, “The Return of Nuclear Weapons: Threats, Proliferation and the United States,”
(Arlington, VA: Institute of Land Warfare, July 29, 1999), p. 1.

% gee for example Loren B. Thompson, Ph.D., “The Hidden Dangers of Networked Warfare,” Lexington Institute
Issue Brief, June 17, 2005.

28 For one vision of unmanned robotic warfare, see Rowan Scarborough, Washington Times, May 8, 2005.
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nanotechnology (nano-war), and the introduction of directed energy weapons (DEW) might also
qualify as serious disruptive challenges. Any of these possibilities would create a very different
warfighting regime in which the United States might no longer have a clear advantage.

As the 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review has progressed, the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) has
made it increasingly clear that he is becoming far less concerned about defeating simultaneous,
cross-border invasions or conventional opponents, and more concerned about the military’s
ability to confront these new irregular, catastrophic, and disruptive challenges and challengers.**’
To emphasize his concerns—and to help challenge the assumptions that shaped the previous
three defense reviews conducted in 1993, 1997, and 2001—the Secretary of Defense has also
signaled a willingness to take risks in traditional military challenges in order to free up resources
to address and prepare for these three “non-traditional” future challenges.

The 2005 QDR thus promises to be the first defense review since 1989 that might actually begin
to alter the familiar Garrison Era operational problems that dominated defense thinking in the
first decade of the Joint Expeditionary Era.*® What this might mean remains speculation at this
point, but it seems a safe bet that the framework based on two near-simultaneous traditional wars
that has guided defense planning since the start of the Joint Expeditionary Era will be replaced
by some new, and different, operational and force sizing framework.

The Secretary’s desire to free up resources in order to tackle potential non-traditional challenges
will be complicated by countervailing winds caused by increasing budget challenges. The Fiscal
Year 2005 defense budget was quite high by historical standards. Adjusted for inflation, and
without the Defense Supplementals to pay for ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, the
budget was 10 percent above the Garrison Era annual spending average; with the Supplementals,
the budget was higher than the annual defense spending peaks during both the Vietnam War
(1968) and the Reagan Administration defense build up during the 1980s (1985). In addition, the
FY 05 budget represented the eighth straight year of real defense growth. The longest period of
relatively steady increases in defense budgets spanned a period of ten years, between 1975 and
1985. This data suggests that the major defense buildup that pre-dated and surged after the
declaration of the “Global War on Terrorism” may be nearing an end.?*

This should be especially sobering prospect for DoD and DoN planners. Regardless of how long
they last, most defense buildups are followed by substantial declines in defense spending. For

247 Jason Sherman, “Rumsfeld Officially Kicks Off 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review,” Inside the Pentagon, March
10, 2005, pp. 15-16; and Gopal Ratnam, “QDR Process Expected to Be More Inclusive,” Defense News, February 7,
2005.

%8 As Ryan Henry, Principal Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, recently explained, the United States is
at a “strategic crossroads” and the 2005 QDR will be the most unique and important national defense review in
decades. See “Henry: QDR to Reflect Uncertainties, Capabilities,” Aerospace Daily and Defense Report, June 13,
2005. See also Jason Sherman, “Getting It Right,” Sea Power, June 2005, pp. 14-16.

249 By 2005, the US spent $200 billion more per year on defense that it did in 2000. Steven M. Kosiak, “Defense
Affordability Will Require Improved Force and Cost Efficiencies,” Aviation Week and Space Technology, February
28, 2005, p. 70.
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example, between 1986 and 1998, the US defense budget was cut 35 percent in real terms; one-
third of the total defense drawdown occurred before the end of the Garrison Era and the fall of
the Soviet Union, driven in large part by Congressional deficit reduction efforts. This is
significant, given that the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) forecasts that deficits over the
next ten years will amount to some $855 billion. Other forecasts, such as those made by
Goldman Sachs, project the budget deficits will reach $4-5 trillion over the same period.
Moreover, regardless of who is making the forecast, the budget picture gets worse after 2015 due
to demographic changes.?® All the signs point to increasing downward pressure on defense
spending.

Indeed, most experts consider Program Budget Decision 753 (PBD 753), promulgated on
December 23, 2004, simply as a harbinger of things to come. PBD 753 cut more than $30 billion
from the Pentagon’s Future Year Defense Program (FYDP), resulting in the loss of several
TFBN ships, including an aircraft carrier.”* Experts believe that the real significance of PBD
753 to be that it signaled even more difficult cuts ahead.”

As a result, it seems increasingly likely that defense spending will soon level off or even see a
real decline. Discussions with analysts in the Office of Management and Budget, the
Congressional Budget Office, the Congressional Research Service, and the Center for Strategic

20 K osiak, “Defense Affordability Will Require Improved Force and Cost Efficiencies,” p. 70.

21 Jason Sherman, “Pentagon Slashes $30 Billion From Major Navy, Air Force, Missile Defense Programs,” Inside
the Navy, January 2, 2005; and Eric Schmidt, “Pentagon Said to Offer Cuts in the Billions,” New York Times,
December 30, 2004, p. 1. The effects of the budget cuts outlined in these articles will be elaborated later in this
report.

%2 For how budget pressures will increasingly dictate the pace of future change, see Amy Klamper, “Defense
Funding Cuts May Just Be the Beginning,” Congress Daily, February 7, 2005; Jonathan Karp and Andy Pasztor,
“Pentagon Request May Set Off Turf Battles,” Wall Street Journal, February 8, 2005; and Dave Ahearn, “Huge
Budget Deficit to Curb Defense Outlay: Experts,” Defense Today, February 3, 2005, p. 1.
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and Budgetary Assessments suggest that DoN leaders and Battle Force planners would do well to
make conservative fiscal forecasts for future defense budgets.”*

Battle Force planners thus face a tricky challenge: dealing with the combination of a freshening
breeze for change associated with new defense strategies and planning guidance, and the
deadening effect of countervailing budget winds. This challenge would be difficult enough
without the added problems of Congressional impatience internal Departmental discord. As a
result, the time has come for DoN leaders to resolve any ongoing debates, and to begin to map
out the fundamental changes needed to DoN Battle Force strategies, design, and course and
speed for the Joint Expeditionary Era—before changes are mapped out for them.

%53 The 2005 QDR is preparing two plans, one that assumes no fiscal constraints, and another that does. DoD will
decide what capabilities are most needed, and perform a risk assessment to trade off capabilities in a “resource
constrained” topline. See “Henry: QDR to Reflect Uncertainties, Capabilities.”
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V. “NOON SHOT”

...make no mistake: [the United States Navy] is a navy in crisis...The
Reagan administration was the first since World War Two to
acknowledge that a great nation needs a great navy. Navy Secretary John
Lehman created a fleet of 600 ships and submarines...The 600-ship
Navy has now shrunk to 288, and the number will continue to shrink as
more of our ships become old and obsolete...[I]f we do not confront
reality, we may be facing not just an Incredible Shrinking Navy, but
shrinking American power around the world, as well.®*

Arthur Herman, 2003

Both the resolution of lingering debates and the development of potential changes to strategy and
architecture design will require the Battle Force to make explicit racing forecasts and to develop
new planning metrics. The forecasts should include potential racing challenges and challengers,
racing conditions, and expected DoN fiscal resources. Based on these forecasts, DoN planners
can then develop realistic force architecture design attributes, and begin to redesign the Battle
Force in order to maintain US naval supremacy.

First, however, it is important that Battle Force planners have an accurate navigational fix on the
Battle Force’s exact position in the global naval competition. What is the distance between it and
its nearest competitors? Is its lead shrinking, remaining constant, or widening? If the lead is
shrinking, quick and more abrupt or dramatic changes in Battle Force racing strategy and design
may be indicated. If the lead is remaining constant or widening, a more conservative strategy and
approach can be followed.

This chapter aims to determine the Battle Force’s relative position by taking a metaphorical
“noon shoot”—a series of navigational “sightings” on known points.?>®> These sightings will then
be converted into a known position in the global naval race by means of a literary “sight
reduction.” The results are quite illuminating, and help to put the relative standing of the Battle
Force into much clearer perspective.

OF MARITIME SUPREMACY AND SHIP COUNTS
Recall that by December 2004, the number of ships in the DoN’s “Total Ship Battle Force,” or
TSBF, had fallen to 288. In earlier times, when the naval competition was characterized by a

4 Arthur Herman, “Our Incredible Shrinking Navy,” New York Post Online Edition, June 9, 2005.

255 A noon shot was a means of determining a ship’s position in latitude during the age of sail. When taking a noon
shot, an Elizabethan navigator would measure the solar declination angle with the sun at its zenith. By doing so, the
navigator could calculate a ship’s latitude. Sightings of the Pole Star (Polaris, the North Star) during any hour of
darkness could also be used to calculate latitude. The ability to measure longitude practically and accurately at sea
required the invention of the sea chronometer. See “Determination of Latitude by Sir Francis Drake on the Coast of
California in 1579,” found online at http://www.longcamp.com/nav.html.
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number of great navies jostling for the lead in the global naval race, a key metric used for
gauging the relative US position in the competition was to count the number of ships in the US
battle fleet and to compare it with the number of ships in rival fleets. However, with no major
naval powers to worry about, it is increasingly common to count the number of ships in the
DoN’s TSBF and to compare this number against the number of ships in the US TSBF at some
point in the past. For example, as was recently written in one newspaper:

The battle force—the Navy’s fleet of front-line aircraft carriers, cruisers,
destroyers, amphibious ships and selected support vessels—now
numbers 296 ships...the smallest size since before World War 1.2°°

As is evident by Arthur Herman’s sentiments above, the unstated implication of these
comparisons is that the current fleet has diminished in both size and capabilities in comparison
with past US fleets. In other words, the number of ships in the TSBF is now being used as a
measure of the Battle Force’s absolute combat capability, and as an indirect measure of its
standing in the global maritime competition. Is this wise?

Certainly, at some point, the total number of ships in the TSBF becomes operationally relevant,
since a lack of overall numbers, or a deficiency in specific types of ships or platforms, will
constrain a commander’s options in developing plans and responses to contingencies. However,
those who dwell solely on the number of ships in the TSBF and obsess with comparisons to past
US fleets contribute to the perception that the US Navy has either already lost its lead in the
global naval race, or is in the process of doing so. As one Senator recently exclaimed:

Is word [about the Navy’s decline] getting out? Not sufficiently. Armed
Services Committee members know it. The people in the Navy and
industry know it. But the general populace doesn’t know it, and they
don’t care unless they’re told, “We don’t have the ships to go into harm’s
way to protect our national interest” (emphasis added).?’

However, focusing solely on the number of ships in TSBFs present and past gives a misleading
picture both about the strength of the Battle Force and the United States’ relative standing in the
global maritime competition. With regard to the former, TSBF counts do not include all ships
operated by the DoN. A separate counting category called Local Defense Forces and
Miscellaneous Support Forces includes well over 100 additional ships that would support US
wartime operations. Among these ships are eight Coastal Patrol Ships that routinely forward
deploy to fight the “global war on terrorism” and nine Coastal Minehunters that are every bit as

26 James W. Crawley, “Navy Has Fewest Ships Since Before World War 1,” San Diego Union Tribune, October 2,
2003. For another example, see Malina Brown, “Navy Falls Below 300-ship Threshold for First Time in Decades,”
Inside the Navy, August 25, 2003, p. 2.

7 genator Trent Lott (R, MS), as cited in Chuck McCutcheon, “The Navy Pushes for More,” Air Force Magazine
Online, at http://www.afa.org/ magazine/july2000/0700navy.asp.
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capable as the those found in the TSBF.?*® These ships do not “count” as a Battle Force asset.
Why not?

Moreover, the basic rules governing whether or not a ship is “counted” as part of the Battle Force
change over time.?®® For example, today’s counting rules were established in the early 1980s by
then-Secretary of the Navy John Lehman, who was leading the DoN during an intense open-
ocean competition with the Soviet Navy, and before the signing of the Goldwater-Nichols Act.
At the time, Secretary Lehman decided that the only ships that would “count” toward the TSBF
were ships that contributed immediate combat capability to the Navy.?® Therefore, aircraft
carriers in long-term overhaul were not a part of the TSBF. Today they are. In any event,
counting ships that contribute only to Navy combat capability appears to be increasingly
outdated in a world in which support for Joint power-projection operations is DoN job number
one. For example, DoN prepositioning ships and surge sealift shipping underwrite the US Joint
global power-projection capability. Indeed, one noted naval analyst estimates that the DoN
controls 95 percent of the world’s militarily useful sealift.?®* Yet these ships do not contribute to
the TSBF count. Again, why not?

Finally, simply counting ships also obscures other important naval capabilities that help to set the
DoN Battle Force—the combined platforms, capabilities, and men and women of the US Navy
and the Marine Corps—apart from its global competitors. The United States operates the world’s
largest maritime patrol aircraft fleet, which provides its fleet and Joint commanders with
important intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) information, as well as critical
anti-submarine warfare (ASW) capabilities. However, as these are land-based patrol aircraft,
they are not included in the TSBF. Likewise, the DoN Battle Force includes the US Marine
Corps, by far the largest and most capable maritime maneuver force in the world. Yet this
important naval capability is not captured in a simple focus on ship numbers. In other words, the
Total Ship Battle Force is simply one component of the larger DoN Battle Force, and focusing
solely on it gives a poor picture about the true extent of US combat power.

Making comparisons between the size of current and past TSBFs is even more problematic, on at
least three further levels. First, such comparisons fail to account for the Battle Force’s changing
role. As was described earlier, as national security policy eras change, so too does what the
Battle Force is tasked and expected to do by the nation’s political leadership. A Battle Force that

58 For example, on April 13, 2005, the “official” TSBF count stood at 287 ships. An additional 135 ships listed
under “Local Defense and Miscellaneous Support Forces” did not count. The official inventory of US naval ships
and service craft can be found online at the Naval VVessel Register, at http://www.nvr.navy.mil.

9 gee how ship counts changed between the Carter and Reagan Administrations in Norman Polmar, Ships and
Aircraft of the US Fleet, fourteenth edition (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1987), pp. 5-7.

260 | would like to thank my friend Ronald O’Rourke, a respected analyst at the Congressional Research Service, for
pointing out to me Secretary Lehman’s counting criteria.

%1 A D. Baker I, “Sea Power 1999; Costly Fleets: Capability versus Affordability,” The Year in Defense 2000
(Tampa, FL: Government Services Group), p. 108.

77



is expected to confront a naval peer in a global, ocean-spanning competition will be different in
size and scale than a navy that just practices commerce raiding, or a navy that need not fight its
way across an ocean to project combat power.

Second, comparisons between current and past fleets fail to highlight the impact that new
technology and weapons have had on individual ship capabilities. For example, as was
mentioned earlier, due to the DoN’s aggressive pursuit of guided weapons over the past decade,
one contemporary US carrier strike group can strike more targets in a single day than could four
1989 carrier strike groups.®? Is it therefore reasonable to conclude that today’s 12-carrier force is
clearly inferior to the 1989 14-carrier force? No, it is not.

Third, as implied earlier, US naval forces form just one component of increasingly integrated and
capable US Joint Multidimensional Battle Networks. When counting US TSBF numbers, how
does one measure the contribution of a space-based reconnaissance system that guides a B-2
stealth bomber delivering 16, one-ton Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAMS) against 16 fast
attack craft hidden along a coastline? The short answer is: one doesn’t. Yet such attacks would
likely occur long before a US Battle Force would venture into a defended littoral, and they would
greatly reduce the operational problem faced by its commanders.?

However, the most damning problem associated with a focus on numbers in current and past
TSBFs is that such comparisons give no inkling about the Battle Force’s relative position in the
global naval race. In this enduring race, the Battle Force is not competing against itself. As has
always been the case, it is competing against a number of other naval powers or against
continental powers that have moved their “battle lines” ashore. Whether or not today’s Battle
Force has fewer ships than the pre-World War | US TSBF or President Reagan’s “600-ship
Navy” therefore provides no relevant information whatsoever about how the Battle Force stacks
up against its nearest contemporary competitors.

Therefore, as said before, before making any pronounced changes to Battle Force racing strategy,
design, course, or speed, the DoN’s first task is to determine objectively the Battle Force’s
current relative standing in the global naval race. The purpose of the following “noon shot” is to
do just that.?*

%2 Sheila M. McNeill, “Sea Services Bring Forth a New Revolution in Aviation,” Seapower, April 2005, p. 3.

%63 As Joint forces continue to cooperate in power projection operations, long-range bombers will likely provide
increasing support to naval forces. See for example Michael Sirak, “USAF Wants Bombers to Provide Pacific
Punch,” Jane’s Defence Weekly, November 12, 2004; Gregg K. Kakesako, “B-52s to Bomb Ship In Test Off Kauai,”
Honolulu Star Bulletin, November 14, 2004; and Jim Wolf, “US Bombers to Show Clout in Pacific Exercise,”
Reuters.com, November 17, 2004.

%% The following comparison uses four primary sources. The information on forelgn navies was drawn from
Commodore Stephen Saunders, RN, ed., Jane’s’ Fighting Ships, 2004-2005, 107" edition, (Surry, England: Jane’s
Information Group, Ltd, 2004); and Eric Wertheim, ed., Combat Fleets of the World 2005-2006 (Annapolis, MD:
US Naval Institute Press, 2005), CD ROM version produced by ATLIS Systems, Inc., in Silver Spring, MD. The
definitive reference book for DoN warships, submarines, sea-based maneuver platforms, combat logistics force
ships, and aircraft is Norman Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet, as indicated earlier, the eighteenth version
of this edition is the most recent (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2005), and is the primary source for US
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FIRST SIGHTING: AGGREGATE FLEET WARSHIP TONNAGE

The first sighting involves calculating the aggregate fleet warship tonnage for the world’s navies.
As naval analyst Geoffrey Till explains, “[t]here is a rough correlation between the ambitions of
a navy and the size and individual fighting capacity of its main units, provided they are properly
maintained and manned.”?®® Aggregate fleet warship tonnage is therefore used herein as a simple
proxy for a navy’s overall fighting capabilities, and to help identify the key competitors now in
the global naval race.®®

What alarmists over the size of the US TSBF fail to mention is that although the US TSBF is the
smallest it has been in over 70 years, so too are the rest of the world’s navies.”®’ Indeed, other
than the United States, only seven countries operate war fleets that displace more than 100,000
aggregate tons, and ten more operate fleets that displace between 50,000 and 100,000 tons. In
other words, at this point in time, the US Navy faces 17 credible competitors in the global naval
race. In order of aggregate tonnage, these competitors are: Russia; Japan; the United Kingdom;
the People’s Republic of China (PRC); India; France; Taiwan; Turkey; Brazil; Canada; Spain;
Italy; Germany; Australia; South Korea; Greece; and the Netherlands. Together, the navies of
these 17 countries account for 2.66 million tons of the entire rest of the world’s (ROW)
aggregate warship displacement of 3.03 million tons (88 percent).

In comparison, the DoN Battle Force alone operates a fleet of fighting warships with an
aggregate displacement of 2.85 million tons. At the height of its naval dominance, the England
strove to achieve at least a “two-navy standard.” That is, British naval planners aimed to
maintain a navy that was as large as the combined fleets of the closest two naval powers. In
terms of aggregate warship tonnage, then, the United States enjoys a “17-navy standard.” Indeed,
at 94 percent of the total aggregate ROW tonnage, the US war fleet displaces nearly as much as
all other warships in the world’s navies, combined.

Moreover, a quick scan of the competitors reveals that 14 of the 17 are countries allied with or
friendly to the United States, and the fifteenth is a country we now count as a “strategic partner”
(India).?®® Only two of the 17 countries are considered potential naval competitors: Russia and

platforms unless otherwise noted. Another key resource used was the US Naval Vessel Register (NVR), which can
be found online at http://www.nvr.navy.mil.

%> Geoffrey Till, “Can Small Navies Stay Afloat?” Jane’s Navy International, May 1, 2003.

268 For the purposes of this comparison, the following types of warships are included: aviation power-projection
platforms (ships that can support either fixed-wing and/or vertical take-off and landing (VTOL) or short take-off and
vertical landing (STOVL) tactical aircraft); surface combatants with a full load displacement (FLD) greater than
2,000 tons (considered capable of overseas deployment); and submarines with submerged displacements greater
than 450 tons (i.e., a German Type 205 coastal defense submarine equivalent).

267 See for example, A.D. Baker 111, “World Navies Are in Decline,” Proceedings, March 2004, pp. 32-49.

%8 As former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger recently said, “Now India is, in effect, a strategic partner, not
because of compatible domestic structures but because of parallel security interests in Southwest Asia and the Indian
ocean, and vis-a-vis radical Islam.” Henry A. Kissinger, “Implementing Bush’s Vision,” The Washington Post, May
16, 2005, p. Al7. See also Michael Sirak, “US Signs Defense Pact With India,” Jane’s Defence Weekly, July 13,
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the People’s Republic of China. The Russian Navy—assuming all of its ships are 100 percent
operationally capable (a highly questionable assumption)—comes in at 630,628 tons, while the
Chinese People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) totals 263,064 tons. This means the DoN
Battle Force out-displaces the combined fleets of its two biggest potential naval competitors by
over three-to-one.

Simply put, regardless of how its current numbers compare in size with past US fleets, no
contemporary naval competitor comes close to matching the aggregate capabilities of the current
US Battle Force. This conclusion is merely reinforced by following Till’s advice and making a
closer examination of the “size and individual fighting capacity” of the “main naval units” in
world navies: aviation power-projection platforms; surface combatants; and submarines.

SECOND SIGHTING: AVIATION POWER-PROJECTION

PLATFORMS

Since the end of World War I, the preferred way of sinking a ship has been by asymmetric
attack, either by aircraft or by submarine. Ship-on-ship engagements are increasingly rare, except
perhaps in engagements between small, adjacent, littoral navies.*®® Moreover, naval strikes
against land targets are now almost exclusively done by air and missile attacks. As a result, the
number of aviation power-projection platforms a navy operates is a key metric in determining its
overall fighting power, and where it stands in the hierarchy of world navies.

Of the 15 aircraft carriers in the world capable of launching and landing heavy fixed-wing or
short take-off and arrested landing (STOAL) aircraft, the United States operates 12 (80 percent ).
The French, Brazilian, and Russian navies operate one each. The only nations other than the
United States that are currently or contemplating building similar additional ships are US allies
or strategic partners—Britain, France, and India.?”® The head of the Russian Navy announced in
August 2003 that no new carrier construction for the Russian Navy is planned, and there are few
signs that the PLAN is pursuing any type of aviation power- projection platforms.?”

2005, p. 15; and Michael Barone, “An Emerging Alliance With India,” Jewish World Review, July 5, 2005, found at
http://www.JewishWorldReview.com.

%% Norman Friedman, James S. O’Brasky, and Sam J. Tangredi, “Globalization and Surface Warfare,” in the
excellent volume, Sam J. Tangredi, ed., Globalization and Maritime Power (Washington, DC: National Defense
University Press, 2002), p.374.

2% The British are planning to build two 60,000-ton CVFs designed to operate the STOVL variant of the Joint Strike
Fighter. The French are planning to build a second conventionally-powered carrier to complement its current
nuclear-powered carrier, Charles de Gaulle. The Indian Navy will eventually operate three carriers: one converted
Russian carrier, and two locally built Air Defense Ships (ADSs). See A.D. Baker I, “World Navies Are in
Decline,” pp. 32-33; and AMI International, “Indian Navy Orders Three Vikrant Carriers,” Seapower, July 2003, p.
43.

2™ Eric Wertheim, “A Year of Compromise,” Proceedings, March 2005, p. 32. For a good overview of Chinese
thinking on aircraft carriers, see You Ji, “The Debate Over China’s Aircraft Carrier Program,” China Brief, The
Jamestown Foundation, February 15, 2005. Although there is little evidence that the PLAN is aggressively pursuing
an indigenous carrier capability, they are doing yard work on a former Russian Kuznetsov-class carrier, leading
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The United States’ advantage in naval aviation goes beyond a simple count of aircraft carriers.
As suggested by the first sighting on aggregate warship tonnage, US carriers are substantially
larger than ROW carriers: the average US carrier displaces 97,605 tons at full load displacement;
the comparative figure for a ROW carrier is 44,724 tons FLD.?"*> Additionally, ten of the 12 US
carriers have nuclear power plants, giving them essentially unlimited endurance and more
magazine and aviation fuel capacity than conventionally-powered carriers. The only other nation
besides the United States that now operates a nuclear carrier is France.?”

The disparity in carrier size, in turn, is reflected in a disparity between the size and capabilities of
US and foreign carrier air wings (CAWSs). A typical US CAW includes more than 70 aircraft,
including four or five airborne early warning and battle management aircraft like the E-2C
Hawkeye; four or five electronic attack aircraft like the EA-6B Prowler; 40-50 “strike fighters”
all equipped to employ guided weapons; ten anti-submarine and multi-purpose utility
helicopters; and several special carrier onboard delivery aircraft. In the future, the wing may also
include unmanned combat air vehicles.?’* A typical ROW carrier air wing contains no more than
35 aircraft, usually a mixed load of fixed and rotary-wing aircraft, and with far fewer and less
capable specialized support aircraft like the aforementioned E-2C or EA-6B.>"

Moreover, due to the US Navy’s aggressive pursuit of guided air-to-ground weapons, the
disparity between the striking power of US and ROW carrier air wings is even greater than that
suggested by the difference in the numbers and types of aircraft in the wings. In 1989, only a
fraction of the aircraft in a US CAW could carry guided weapons. Navy aviators thus practiced
large, multi-plane strikes against a limited number of sea or shore targets. Assuming a 200-
nautical mile (nm) range to target, a 1989 CAW could strike a maximum of 162 separate targets
a day. In contrast, today’s strike fighters are now all configured to employ guided weapons. As a
result, a single modern US CAW can launch multiple smaller strikes, and hit nearly 700 targets

some to speculate that the PLAN is indeed intent on building a carrier capability. See Yihong Chang, “Is China
Building a Carrier?” Jane’s Defence Weekly August 17, 2005, p. 7.

212 Ys FLD figures come from the Naval Vessel Registry. Other sources suggest that the average US carrier FLD
exceeds 100,000 tons. For example, see Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet, eighteenth edition, pp. 106-25.

"* The French nuclear-powered aircraft carrier Charles de Gaulle, operational since 2001, is the only non-US
nuclear-powered carrier in the world. French authorities decided in early 2004 that the second French carrier would
revert to conventional power. See Wertheim, “A Year of Compromise,” p. 35.

2 polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet, eighteenth edition, p. 370.

2™ While the Russian carrier is designed to carry a maximum of 52 aircraft (18 Su-27K and 18 MiG-29K strike
fighters, and 16 Ka-27 helicopters), it rarely carries this many aircraft. It more often carries just 22-24 Su-33 strike
fighters and six helicopters. The Brazilian carrier, the former French carrier Foch, carries 15-18 A-4 Skyhawks and
nine to 11 helicopters, for a total of 24-29 aircraft. See Jane’s Fighting Ships, 2004-2005, and “Air and Sea-
Supported Land Attack Operations,” Supplement, Armada, Issue 1/2005. The French CAW normally includes eight
Rafale F-1 air superiority fighters, 12 Super Etendard strike fighters, two E-2C radar aircraft, and five helicopters,
for a total of 27 aircraft. See “Charles de Gaulle and the French Carrier Air Group,” International Airpower Review,
Vol. 15, 2005, pp. 26-33.
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per day—more than four times the strike power of a 1989 US carrier.?’® It is highly unlikely that
the combined ROW carrier fleet could sustain much more than half that number of attacks per
day.277

The picture for aviation power-projection ships that operate only vertical take-off and landing
(VTOL) and short take-off and vertical landing (STOVL) aircraft is only slightly less favorable
for the United States. Of the 19 VTOL/STOVL-capable ships in the world, the United States
operates 12 (63 percent). The remaining seven are relatively small CVVVs operated exclusively by
US allies/strategic partners: the Royal Navy operates three, while India, Spain, Italy, and
Thailand operate one each.?’®

Vertically-launched and landed aircraft have less operating range, endurance, and payload
carrying capacity than heavier, catapult-launched, fixed-wing aircraft. Therefore, VTOL/STOVL
carrier air wings are generally less capable than air wings equipped with catapult-launched
aircraft operating off the larger aircraft. In the future, newer aircraft such as the STOVL version
of the multi-national Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) promise to narrow the capabilities gap between
catapult-launched and non-catapult-launched naval aircraft. However, even older VTOL/STOVL
aircraft provide naval task groups with important defensive and offensive capabilities, as was
amply demonstrated by the relatively small British sea-based STOVL Harrier force during their
1982 Falklands campaign against Argentina.?’

276 See Dave Ahearn, “Clark Says Each Carrier Can Take Out More Targets,” Defense Today, March 31, 2005. The
advertised increase in US CAW striking power is due to a combination of factors. Since 1989/90, the average
number of strike aircraft in a typical CAW has increased from 36 to 46; the current air wing can generate more
tactical air sorties per day (207 versus 162); and the F/A-18 strike fighter can strike four aimpoints per sortie
compared to the one aimpoint per sortie attacked by 1989/90 aircraft such as the A-7 Corsair Il. These
improvements meant that by 2001, a US CAW could strike a maximum of 693 aimpoints per day. This compares to
a maximum of 162 aimpoints per day in 1989/90. The maximum number of targets hit per day represent the number
of strikes at maximum surge sortie rates in good weather, with short ranges to targets (200 nm), and no requirement
to refuel. These figures are used only for analytical comparison. Lieutenant Commander Ed Langford, CVW Strike
Sortie/Aimpoint Improvement, unclassified point paper (Washington, DC: DoN (N8QDR), January 18, 2001). Other
reports suggest the maximum number of targets per day is 680. See Sheila M. McNeill, “Sea Services Bring Forth a
New Revolution in Aviation.”

2" For example, on one recent deployment, the French Carrier Air Group onboard the Charles de Gaulle was able to
sustain two multi-plane strikes per day, consisting of six Rafales in the air-to-air role; eight Super Etendards in the
attack role; and one E-2C, on average. The most up-to-date version of the Etendard can carry two 250-kilogram
laser guided bombs under each wing. Two strikes consisting of eight attack aircraft, each capable to hitting four
targets per sortie, gives the French CAW the ability to strike 64 aimpoints a day. See “Charles de Gaulle and the
French Carrier Air Group,” pp. 27-33. The Russian carrier Admiral Kuznetsov normally carries 22-24 SU-33 Strike
fighters, each capable of carrying six, 500-kilogram laser guided bombs. Assuming an availability rate of .85, and a
daily sortie rate of two sorties per aircraft, the carrier might be able to hit approximately 250 aimpoints per day. See
“Air and Sea-Supported Land Attack Operations,” Supplement, Armada.

28 CVV s the designator used by Jane’s Fighting Ships to describe VTOL/STOVL carriers without a well deck.
The largest of these ships is the Indian CVV Viraat, a converted British medium aircraft carrier, with a FLD of
28,700 tons. The smallest is the Thai CVV Chakri Nareubet, with a FLD of just 11,485 tons.

2% See for example Max Hastings and Simon Jenkins, The Battle for the Falklands (London: WW Norton &
Company, 1983). The performance of the Harrier is nicely summed up by a passage in “It Flies Like a
Hummingbird,” found at www.thehistorynet.com/ahi/blharrier/index3.html: “The best tribute to the Harrier’s
capability lies in the fact that during the entire Falklands campaign only nine Harriers were lost, five shot down by
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US ships capable of operating STOVL and VTOL aircraft are all large “big-deck” amphibious
assault ships known as LHAs or LHDs. These ships have expansive fight decks and hangers,
well decks for carrying landing craft and vehicles, and commodious troop, vehicle, and cargo
spaces. In addition to carrying both troop-lifting rotary-wing and fixed-wing aircraft, the ships
can carry up to 1,700 Marines and a considerable amount of landing force equipment. As a
result, US LHDs and LHAs are much larger than ROW CVVs: the average FLD for US ships is
40,325 tons, while the average FLD for ROW ships is only 18,672 tons. The large size of US
ships allows them to carry a much larger and more diverse air wing than ROW CVVs. For
example, a typical air wing embarked aboard a US amphibious assault ship might include 12
CH-46 medium lift helicopters; six CH-53 heavy lift helicopters; four to eight smaller utility
helicopters and helicopter gunships; and six AV-8B Harriers.?®

More to the point, the large size of US ships also allows them to carry a respectable tactical air
wing in a dedicated VTOL/STOVL carrier role. For example, during Operation Iraqi Freedom,
two US amphibious assault ships were used as “Harrier Carriers,” with air wings consisting of
22-24 of these aircraft.®* In comparison, ROW ships normally support an air wing of only six to
12 Harriers, although these numbers can be expanded in an emergency.*®

In summary, of the 34 ships in the world that can support fixed-wing tactical aircraft, the United
States operates 24 (70 percent). Said another way, the United States operates 2.4 times more
aviation power-projection than the rest of the world’s navies combined, and its aviation power-
projection fleet is eight times the size of the nearest ROW fleet (operated by the British Royal
Navy). Moreover, all but one of the ROW carriers and CVVVs are operated by navies allied with
or friendly to the United States. Indeed, the wide disparity between US and foreign naval
aviation capabilities is causing DoN decision makers to consider reducing the number of carriers
in its force structure.?®®

ground fire and four due to accidents. None were shot down in air-to-air combat. Argentina, on the other hand, lost
31 aircraft to the Harrier in air combat with a further 30 destroyed on the ground by GR-3 [Royal Air Force
Harriers].”

%80 See the entries on the Wasp-class LHD and Tarawa-class LHAs in Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet,
eighteenth edition, pp. 184-89.

81 | orenzo Cortes, “Amos: Marines Used ‘Harrier Carriers’ During OIF, Sent Cobras Deep,” Defense Daily, July
31, 2003.

%82 During Operation “Magic Carpet,” the British carrier Invincible operated seven Royal Navy Sea Harriers and
eight Royal Air Force Harrier GR.7As. See Richard Scott, “Invincible Steps Up to ‘Magic Carpet’,” Jane’s Navy
International, April 2005, p. 5. In other operations, British carriers have operated 16 Harriers. See James S.
Bosbotinis, “UK Future Maritime Airpower,” Air Force Monthly, June 2005, p. 40.

283 |n preparation for the 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review, the DoN announced its desire to reduce its large carrier
fleet from 12 to 11 ships. The Congressional reaction to this announcement will be discussed later in the report. See
Gordon I. Peterson, “A Victim of Its Own Success?” Naval Forces, No. 111, 2005, pp. 9-15.
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THIRD SIGHTING: SURFACE COMBATANTS

On December 31, 2004, there were a total of 574 surface combatants in the world with FLDs
greater than 2,000 tons. Of these, the United States operated 101. Of the remaining 473 ROW
combatants, the top 17 naval competitors operated 366. The Japanese Navy operated the second
largest surface combatant fleet with 51 ships. None of the other competitors operated more than
35 surface warships: the PLAN operated 35; the British Royal Navy, 31; the Russian Federation,
30; Taiwan, 29; France, 23; India, 22; and Turkey, 20. The remaining nine navies all operated 17
or fewer surface combatants.?®*

In pure numerical terms, then, the United States thus enjoys slightly more than a “two-navy
standard” in major surface combatants. However, a closer examination reveals an even more
impressive US edge, and highlights once again the perils of relying on simple number
comparisons to measure relative fleet capabilities.

The ultimate purpose of a surface combatant is to put “ordnance on target.””®® Up until the
Second World War, the primary target for a surface warship was another warship, and the
primary instrument to put ordnance on target was the naval cannon or gun. Therefore, in the age
of sail, a warship was judged first by the number of guns it carried; and in the age of the all-big
gun battleship, by the number and size of guns in its main battery.?®® In both periods, weight of
broadside was a key determinant in the outcome of naval battles.?*’

After the aircraft carrier supplanted the battleship as the primary “capital ship” in world navies,
aircraft became the primary means for attacks against both ships and shore targets. Guns took on
a fleet defensive role against attacking planes, and retained a supporting offensive role against
land targets close to the coastline. However, as was discussed earlier, during the post-World War
I global transition to jets, missiles, and nuclear attack submarines, ships’ guns were gradually
supplanted by guided weapons for both defensive and offensive roles, and guided missiles and
rockets gradually replaced cannon shells and powder in warship magazines.”®® As one naval
expert wrote:

%84 Fleet counts for surface combatants are less solid that for aviation power projection platforms. Different sources
reflect different counts. These numbers are drawn from Jane’s Fighting Ships, 2004-2005.

8 This was the favorite phrase of Admiral Joseph Metcalf 111, USN, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Surface
Warfare in the early 1980s. See Norman Friedman, US Destroyers, revised edition (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 2005), p. 432.

%8 Sjze of the guns were usually expressed by muzzle diameter, in inches; e.g., a 16-inch gun.

%87 «Sjince the Spanish Armada, grappling and boarding ceased to play any significant part in battle plans. Victory
now belonged to the side with the most firepower, meaning the one with the most ships—one reason the European
navies would grow larger and larger—and the most guns...Hence the appeal of the broadside.” Herman, To Rule the
Waves, pp. 175-76.

88 A great history of the US surface Navy’s adjustment to the threats of jets, missiles, and nuclear attack submarines
ac be found in Malcolm Muir, Jr., Black Shoes and Blue Water: Surface Warfare in the United States Navy, 1945-
1975 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1996).
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In recent years, mines have been harmful, submarines influential, and
both have constrained operations out of proportion to the numbers
engaged and the damage achieved. We have even seen old-fashioned
bombs dropped on ships. Nevertheless, the evidence is unassailable that
missiles of all descriptions from land, air, sea, and beneath the
sea...dominate modern warfare at sea. Even disregarding nuclear,
chemical, and biological warheads, we are in the missile age.28

The broad shift in naval weapons from guns to guided missiles led to the emergence of an
entirely new surface combatant design regime, characterized by hulls with closely coupled
combat and missile systems.*® Large “battle force capable” combatants carried main batteries
consisting of large diameter missiles and rockets such as long-range area air defense surface-to-
air missiles (SAMs) and long-range anti-ship cruise missiles (ASCMs), and secondary batteries
of terminal defense SAMs and guns. Medium-range local air defense SAMs and anti-ship cruise
missiles made up the main batteries on less capable “protection of shipping” combatants (e.g.,
convoy escorts), and terminal defense missiles and guns made up their secondary batteries. Even
the smallest combatants often carried four to 16 ASCMs for their main batteries, and rapid-fire
guns and terminal defense missiles for their secondary batteries.?*

Up until 1980, nearly all missile-armed surface combatants were armed with above-deck,
trainable “rail” launchers sitting atop below-deck rotary missile magazines. However, in that
year, the Soviet Navy launched a ship equipped with a new type of missile launch system that
combined the below-deck rotary magazine and launcher into a single integrated system. This
system consisted of circular groupings of eight missiles in canisters nestled below deck, which
rotated like the cylinders of a revolver. In action, the canisters would rotate and slot their missiles
into a single vertical launch cell analogous to the chamber of the revolver. Upon firing, the
launcher would eject the missile vertically from the launch tube, and the missile’s rocket engine
would ignite at low altitude, up and out of the ship’s hull, sending the missile on its way. This
“cold launch” technique kept the single launch cell from overheating. Once the missile was
away, the cylinder would rotate and slot another missile into the firing chamber for launching.?

289 Captain Wayne P. Hughes, USN (ret), Fleet Tactics and Coastal Combat (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press,
2000), p. 4.

2% «CJosely-coupled” means that a ship’s major combat systems are integrated closely into the hull design.

21 For the purposes of this report, a area air defense SAM is a long-range missile with ranges greater than 48
kilometers, or 25 miles). A local air defense SAM is a medium range missile (16-48 kilometers, or 10-25 miles) that
can engage crossing threats (i.e., a missile homing in on another ship). A terminal defense SAM is an agile, short-
range missile with a range less than 16 kilometers (10 miles) that is generally incapable of engaging a crossing
threat; that is, the missile is designed to engage a missile homing in on the host ship. However, the distinction
between terminal defense and local air defense SAMs is blurring with the development of missiles like the US
Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile (ESSM) and the European Aster-15. These missiles have the range and the agility—
both are capable of pulling 50-60 gs—to perform both local air defense and terminal defense missions. For the
ESSM, whether or not the missile performs a local defense or simply a terminal defense role depends entirely on the
capability of the ship’s combat system.

2 The first Soviet ship with a vertical launch missile system was the nuclear-powered “battlecruiser” Kirov. Ships
of this class carriy 96 SA-N-6 Grumble area air defence missiles in 12, 8-round, B-203 revolving vertical launchers.
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Soon thereafter, in 1986, the US Navy improved upon the Soviet idea by introducing the Mk-41
vertical launch system (VLS).* Like the Soviet system, the Mk-41 VLS did away with the
operational and maintenance problems associated with hydraulic feeding mechanisms that linked
missiles in magazines to above-deck trainable launchers. However, the Mk-41 also did away
with the hydraulics associated with revolver-launcher/magazines, introducing instead fixed
“modules” of eight VLS cells which served as both magazine and launcher for their missiles. A
ship’s battery consisted of grouped multiples of modules. This arrangement meant that every
missile carried aboard a VLS-equipped ship was in a “ready-to-fire” condition, needing only
targeting data to send it on its way. A VLS-equipped combatant thus had a far less maintenance
intensive and more reliable main battery—with much a higher rate of fire—than any other
missile-armed combatant.?*

Moreover, the Soviet revolver-VLS was a single-purpose launcher, designed to fire only long-
range area air defense SAMs. In contrast, the US system—which came in three different cell
lengths—was designed to flexibly store and fire any missile with a diameter up to 21 inches that
was suitable for vertical launch.?®® This gave the US Mk-41 VLS the ability to store and fire
long-range area air defense missiles from the Standard Missile (SM) SAM family; local air
defense SAMs like the Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile (ESSM); terminal defense SAMs like the
NATO Sea Sparrow Missile (NSSM); anti-submarine rockets (ASROCs); and Tomahawk anti-
ship and land attack cruise missiles (LACMs).*®

One immediate consequence of the move toward the Mk-41 VLS was a reduction in the number
of special-purpose missile launchers required aboard US combatants, which further reduced the
fleet’s maintenance and logistics load. Moreover, the US VLS made very efficient use of space
in a ship’s hull, allowing a ship so equipped to carry over 40 percent more missiles than a legacy
missile ship of equal size.”" In today’s lexicon, the VLS converted US surface combatants into

2% The first US warship to introduce the VLS into fleet service was a submarine, the USS Providence,
commissioned in 1985. In 1986, the USS Bunker Hill, CG-52, was commissioned—the first new construction
Ticonderoga-class guided missile cruiser to be armed with the VLS, and the first of 24 Spruance-class destroyers
was modified to accept a VLS.

%% See Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet, eighteenth edition, pp. 508-509.

2% «gtandard/Strike” cells are 7.7 meters high and can accommodate all missiles in the US inventory, including the
Tomahawk land attack missile. “Tactical” cells are 6.76 meters high, and can accommodate all battle force missiles
except the longer Tomahawk and ballistic missile interceptors. “Self-defense” cells accommodate smaller local air
defense and terminal defense SAMs. See Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet, eighteenth edition, p. 508.

2% For descriptions of all of these weapons, see Chapter 30, “Weapon Systems,” in Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the
US Fleet, eighteenth edition.

27 A rail-armed Ticonderoga-class cruiser can carry 88 missiles in its below deck magazines; a VLS-armed
Ticonderoga-class cruiser can carry 128 VLS cells in the same size hull. Originally, these ships were to have an
ability to rearm their VLS cells at sea. A group of three cells in both the ships’s forward and after VLS batteries
formed a “strike down module” with a missile handling system, reducing the number of missiles actually carried to
122.
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mobile, densely packed, modular missile batteries that could be easily scaled and tailored to
accommodate any threat or mission.

The appearance of the VLS eventually upended the contemporary surface combatant design
regime. However, its effects on the global naval competition were not immediately felt for
several reasons. First, in 1986, there were only two competitors fighting it out for the number
one spot in the global naval race—the United States and the Soviet Union. An important US
competitive response to expected Soviet saturation missile raids against its carrier battle groups
was a “system of systems” to provide the groups with accurate, high-volume, area air defense
missile fire. In addition to VLS, this system of systems included the sophisticated AEGIS phased
array radar and digital combat system, and long-range surface-to-air missiles with commandable
auto-pilots—capabilities then beyond the reach of most other naval competitors.2*® Second, even
if these capabilities were affordable, the VLS was generally unsuited to the needs of the many
navies allied with the United States against the Soviets. These navies normally concentrated
narrowly on the ASW and anti-surface warfare (ASuW) missions, where the advantages offered
by VLS were far less pronounced. Third, once the Soviets dropped out of the race, most allied
navies were left with fleets of relatively young pre-VLS combatants. In the years immediately
following the collapse of the Soviet Union, few defense officials or politicians outside the United
States supported calls for newer, more expensive, and more capable VLS-equipped warships.

As a result, the first phase of the ROW VLS transition, evident throughout the 1990s, generally
involved the relatively inexpensive replacement of ships’ secondary surface-to-air missile
batteries with new terminal defense VLS systems, where the system’s advantages in space
efficiency, rapid reaction, and firepower were clearly worth pursuing.”*® Now, however, the
second phase of the ROW VLS transition—involving the adoption of VLS main batteries—is
picking up steam. This second phase coincides with the decommissioning of old Cold War
combatants, as well as increased interest in navies allied with the United States in conducting
“out of area” expeditionary operations.

Among the top 17 ROW naval competitors, Russia, Japan, Canada, Spain, Germany, South
Korea, and the Netherlands now operate combatants with VLS main batteries capable of firing
both large battle force missiles and local air defense missiles. Two additional navies—the
Turkish and Australian—are adopting vertical launch systems armed with local air defense
missiles for the main batteries on their “protection of shipping” combatants. Both are also

2% For a discussion of these systems, see Norman Friedman, US Destroyers, revised edition.

% The Soviet Navy adopted a VLS system for its SA-N-9 Gauntlet terminal SAM; the British converted to vertical
launch canisters for their Seawolf terminal defense SAMs; the Israelis adopted VLS systems for their Barak missile;
and three navies (Canadian, Greek, and Netherlands) converted trainable box launchers for their NSSMs to vertical
launchers. Increasingly, terminal defense missiles, except those adapted from shoulder-fired SAMs or smaller air-to-
air weapons (e.g., the Rolling Airframe Missile), are fired from vertical launchers.
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planning to build new, more capable VLS-equipped combatants armed with larger battle force
missiles.>® All of these navies save Russia’s have opted to pursue the proven US Mk-41 system.

Soon to join the VLS club will be the navies of England, France, Italy, and Greece. British,
French, and Italian ships will be armed with the new, European-designed Sylver VLS system.
Like the Mk-41, the Sylver VLS will come in three different lengths, and will be able to fire a
variety of different missiles. It can be installed in modules of two, four, or eight cells.** In
contrast, the Greek Navy intends to operate new VLS-equipped warships armed with the US Mk-
41 system.>*

Even small navies are also making the shift over to VLS. The New Zealand Navy operates two
ships armed with Mk-41 cells; the Norwegian Navy will soon operate five; the Danish Navy
plans to build three. Numerous other navies, including those of Saudi Arabia and Singapore, are
also shifting to VLS combatants (both of these navies opted for the Sylver system). With the
development of small, compact VLS launchers such as the Lockheed Martin Single-Cell
Launcher (capable of storing and launching four Evolved Sea Sparrow Missiles), the Raytheon
Dual-Pack ESSM Launching System, and modular, lightweight, four-cell Sylver VLS launchers,
VLS will be found on even the smallest future combatants.*®

While legacy combatants with rail missile systems will continue to serve in many world navies
for years to come, only the Chinese and Indian navies continue to launch major combatants
without VLS for their air defense batteries. Both are commissioning ships armed with Russian-
built single-rail missile launchers serviced by below-deck rotary magazines.*® However, the
Indian Navy recently introduced vertically-launched anti-ship missile batteries, and the PLAN
just launched two combatants with an indigenously-designed VLS for fleet air defense. This

%00 The Turkish Navy is seeking six new “TF-2000” air defense frigates based on the MEKO 200 design, and armed
with a vertical launch area air defense system. Combat Fleets of the World 2005-2006. The Australians have an offer
for three “air warfare destroyers” armed with Mk-41 VLS cells. See lan Bostock, “Progress on Australian Big Ship
Projects,” Jane’s Defence Weekly, 27 October 2004, p. 16.

%01 The “short length” A43 VLS is designed for self-defense/local air defense missiles like the Aster-15. The
“tactical length” A50 handles long-range SAMs like the Aster-30. The new “strike length” A70 will handle long-
range land attack missiles like the SCALP. See “Sylver,” a brochure on the Sylver modular VLS system, published
by DCN, Paris France. See also “Launcher for Aster PAAMS Ship Defense System Successfully Tested by MBDA
and DCN,” at http://www.eurosam.com/room/communiquel1.htm.

%02 A Navy’s selection between the US Mk-41 and the Aster Sylver VLS systems also reflects a choice between the
Aster family of missiles, which employ active radar guidance, and the the Raytheon family of Standard missiles and
ESSM, which employ semi-active radar homing guidance. See Joris Janssen Lok and Richard Scott, “Navies Face
Choice Questions for Defense of Surface Combatants,” Jane’s International Defense Review, February 2005, pp.
32-41.

%03 «|JSN to Fit Vertical-Launch ESSM on Large-Deck Ships,” Jane’s International Defense Review, March 2003, p.
20; Richard R. Burgess, “Lockheed Martin, United Defense Developing Single-Cell Launcher,” Seapower, May
2002, p. 19; and “Sylver,” a brochure on the Sylver modular VLS system, published by DCN, Paris France.

%% These single rail launchers are designed to fire either the SA-N-7 Gadfly/Shtil or SA-N-12 Grizzly local air
defense SAMs. See the sections on the Chinese and Indian navies in Jane’s Fighting Ships, 2004-2005.

88



latter system consists of circular modules of six individual launch cells, capable of firing only
long-range area air defense SAMs. In contrast to the Mk-41 and Sylver systems that “hot launch”
their missiles directly from their cells (requiring complex flame and gas ducting and exhaust
systems), the Chinese system will evidently use the “cold-launch” technique introduced in the
Soviet/Russian revolver-type VLS.** There are also reports that the Chinese will soon introduce
a “Mk-41-like” VLS to replace its above-deck terminal defense missile launchers.*® In any
event, both the Indian and Chinese navies now also appear to be transitioning to VLS-armed
surface combatants.

If true, then Taiwan and Brazil would be the only two navies among the top 17 that have yet to
start the shift toward VLS-equipped ships. Since neither of these two nations export combatants,
this will mean that all major future western combatants will be VLS-armed ships, with either the
US or European designed systems. This will also be true for ships designed and built for foreign
navies, ensuring that the global move toward VLS combatants will continue.

In 1906, the revolutionary all-big gun HMS Dreadnought incited a furious naval armaments race
between Great Britain and Germany, and a global design and building competition in all-big gun
battleships and battlecruisers. The British, German, American, Japanese, lItalian, French,
Russian, and Austro-Hungarian navies all moved quickly to copy the design features of the
Dreadnought. Ten other countries attempted to build or acquire them, but only Argentina, Brazil,
Chile, Spain, and Turkey were successful in their efforts. The Dreadnought changed the rules of
the contemporary naval competition, and those countries in the race had to quickly change their
naval platform architectures and building plans if they wanted to keep up.3’

The introduction of VLS and sophisticated digital combat systems like the AEGIS sparked a
similar “revolution” in the contemporary naval design competition.*® However, because of
different strategic circumstances, few nations other than the United States had the inclination or
wherewithal to rapidly adapt to the new design rules. As a result, the United States now enjoys a
commanding lead in the all-VLS competition. On December 31, 2004, of the 71 large, multi-
mission “battle force combatants” in the US surface combatant fleet, only two retained legacy
rail launchers. These two ships carried a combined total of 192 large diameter “battle force”

%% james C. Bussert, “China Debuts ‘AEGIS’ Destroyers,” found online at http://www.afcea.org.signal.

%% Captain Massimo Annati, Italian Navy, “China’s PLA Navy: The (R)Evolution,” Naval Forces, No. VI 2004, pp.
66-75.

%7 Robert Gardiner, ed., Conway’s History of the Ship: The Eclipse of the Big Gun, 1906-45 (London: Conway
Maritime Press Ltd), pp. 14-24. For excellent histories of the Dreadnought revolution and the naval race between
Great Britain and Germany, see Jon Tetsuro Sumida, In Defense of Naval Supremacy (Boston, MA: Unwin Hyman,
1989); Nicholas A. Lambert, Sir John Fisher’s Naval Revolution (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina
Press, 1999); and Robert K. Massie, Dreadnought: Britain, Germany, and the Coming of the Great War (New York,
NY: Ballantine Books, 1991).

%% This was a favorite argument of the aforementioned Admiral Joseph Metcalf 111. See Freidman, US Destroyers,
revised edition, p. 432.
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missiles.*®® The remaining 69 VLS-equipped ships carried among them 6,923 Mk-41 VLS cells
(an average of just over 100 VLS cells per ship). Moreover, every cell came in the longest
“standard/strike length” version—meaning every US cell was capable of storing either one area
air defense SAM; one ballistic missile interceptor; one anti-submarine rocket; four local air
defense missiles; or one land attack missile. These 69 ships also carried an additional 424
Harpoon anti-ship cruise missiles in above-deck canister launchers, giving the US fleet a
combined missile capacity of 7,539 battle force missiles.

In contrast, on December 31, 2004, the eight western navies in the process of shifting over to
VLS operated a combined fleet of 154 surface combatants. Forty of the ships (about one in four)
were equipped with a total of 1,108 “tactical” Mk-41 VLS cells (an average of approximately 37
cells per ship) capable of carrying any US VLS-fired missile except Tomahawks. Ten more
carried 112 “self defense” MK-41 cells capable of firing either local air defense or terminal
defense SAMs (an average of approximately 11 cells per ship).*® Four of Russia’s 30
combatants carried 20 vertically-launched ASCMs and a total of 36 single-purpose revolver VLS
launchers with eight cells each, capable of firing a total of 288 long-range area air defense
SAMs. Three of India’s 22 combatants carried an additional 24 single-purpose VLS cells for
anti-ship cruise missiles. None of the 160 operational warships in the navies of Brazil, China,
France, Italy, Greece, Italy, Taiwan, and the United Kingdom carried battle force missile VLS
launchers. In other words, only 47 of the 366 surface combatants operated by the next largest 17
naval competitors had battle force missile VLS systems, and they carried among them only 1,552
VLS cells. The combined magazine capacity for the 366 ships, not counting terminal defense
SAMs, was 5,262 battle force missiles and an additional 2,978 local air defense missiles.**

In summary, then, the US surface combatant fleet carries nearly one-and-a-half times the number
of VLS-equipped warships than the next 17 navies combined, and it enjoys a greater than four-
to-one advantage in battle force VLS cells. This gives the US surface fleet an enormous
advantage in missile firepower. Indeed, the 71 large US surface warships carry more battle
force/local air defense missiles than the 366 ships in the 17 next largest navies, combined.*2

%09 For the purpose of this report, battle force missiles are missiles that contribute to battle force missions such as
area and local air defense, anti-surface warfare, and anti-submarine warfare. Terminal defense SAMs, which protect
only the host ship, are not considered a battle force missile.

%10 Remember that the distinction between terminal defense and local air defense SAMs is blurring with the
development of missiles like the US Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile and the European Aster 15. Although both are
small enough to fit in shorter-length “self defense” VLS cells, both have the range to perform both local air defense
and terminal defense missions. Whether or not the missile performs a local defense or simply a terminal defense role
depends entirely on the capability of the ship’s combat system.

*11 This comparison only considers missiles that can perform battle force missions such as protection of shipping,
ASW, ASuW, etc. It does not include the additional 5,792 purely self-defense missiles carried by these ships.

%12 The US battle line could “quad-pack” 2,980 local air defense missiles in 780 VLS cells and carry an additional
6,143 large diameter battle force missiles in its remaining VLS cells. Together with the 192 battle force missiles
carried on the two rail-armed ships and the 424 Harpoons carried on VLS-equipped combatants in above-deck
canisters, the fleet would carry 6,759 battle force missiles. In other words, while carrying an equivalent load of local
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FOURTH SIGHTING: SUBMARINES

When comparing the current US submarine fleet with past US submarine fleets, the picture
initially looks relatively gloomy. Since 1989, the year the Berlin Wall came down, the number of
active US submarines has declined from 99 boats to its current level of 53 nuclear-powered
attack submarines (SSNs)—a reduction of 46 percent.?

Once again, however, when comparing the US submarine fleet against the ROW fleets, the
picture is much less distressing. As of December 31, 2004, the total number of “tactical”
submarines in the world (SSNs, SSGNs, SSKs, SSGs, and SSs) stood at 368 boats of all types.
This compares to 784 operating in the world as the Cold War came to an end in 1989. In other
words, the smaller US submarine force today has about the same relative position that it did
when it had nearly twice as many boats (53 of 368 total boats, or 14 per cent of the 2004 ROW
tactical submarine inventory, compared to 99 of 784 boats, or 13 per cent of the 1989 ROW
tactical submarine inventory).3**

Indeed, the relative US position is likely now much better. Given the dramatic decline in the
number of top-quality Russian submarines, the qualitative difference between the average US
and average ROW boats has likely never been higher. The Virginia-class SSNs now in serial
production are arguably the finest submarines in the world today. As one Admiral stated, “No
[submarine] in the world can go toe-to-toe with a Virginia class.”**® With the Virginias and
earlier Seawolf- and Los Angeles-class SSNs, US submariners enjoy great qualitative advantages
over ROW submarines in terms of top speed, acoustic search speed, operating depth, undersea
sensors, acoustic signal processing, and quieting. Moreover, the US submarine force enjoys a
maintenance and training regime and real-world operational training and experience matched by
few submarine fleets—and most of these are in allied navies.

Indeed, because US TSBF designers have so much faith in the qualitative edge enjoyed by US
submarines, they have long been willing to accept a disparity in submarine force ratios. For
example, in 1990, as the Cold War was coming to a close, the US submarine force believed it
could take on and defeat a Soviet tactical submarine force of 72 guided missile submarines, 64
nuclear-attack submarines, and approximately 65 conventional submarines, for a combined

air defense missiles, the US battle line can carry 28 percent more battle force missiles than the 366 major surface
combatants in the next largest 17 navies.

3 For the number of submarines in the US fleet, see “Ship Force Levels, 1886-present,” at http://www.
history.navy.mil/nhc3.htm. The submarine force reached a high of 102 boats in 1987. The US fleet also is
converting four former Ohio-class strategic ballistic missile submarines into conventional guided missile and special
operations transport submarines, or SSGNs. These boats will be able to carry up to 154 Tomahawk missiles, and up
to 102 special operations force personnel. Although all four were counted as fleet assets the Naval Vessel Register
on December 31, 2004, all remain in the yards. They are therefore not included in the numbers above.

4 The 1989-90 ROW submarine inventory came from International Institute for Strategic Studies (11SS), The
Military Balance, 1989-1990 (London: Brassey’s, 1989).

1% Rear Admiral Joseph Walsh, USN, Director of Submarine Warfare, as cited in Dave Ahearn, “Submarine
Builders Might Provide Boats For Lower Price,” Defense Today, June 9, 2005, p. 2.
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tactical submarine force of 201 total boats. With 93 US SSNs then in commission, this equated to
a force ratio of one US boat for every 2.16 Soviet tactical submarines. In other words, the US
attack submarine fleet confidently confronted a potential submarine adversary that operated over
two times the number of tactical boats.'®

The two largest contemporary submarine fleets that might reasonably be considered potential US
adversaries are operated by the Chinese and Russian navies. Together, these fleets currently
number 27 nuclear-powered SSGNs and SSNs, and 67 conventional boats, for a total of 94
boats.®' In other words, the current US attack submarine fleet is outnumbered by a combined
Russian/Chinese fleet by a ratio of 1.77 boats-to-one. This means that the contemporary
comparative submarine force ratio for two potential adversaries is much better than the force
ratio against just one adversary during the Cold War. And, of course, by concentrating its fleet
against any single adversary, the US fleet would enjoy a comparative force ratio of close to one-
to-one, or better.

The relative submarine threat has declined in kind as well as numbers. In 1990, of the 201 Soviet
tactical submarines, 136 were nuclear-powered guided missile or attack boats.**® The PLAN
operated an additional four Han-class SSNs. All of these boats were theoretically capable of
wide-ranging, high-speed, open-ocean attack operations against US naval task forces. Today, of
the world’s 368 total boats, only 97 are nuclear-powered. Of these, the United States operates 53,
and its allies operate an additional 17. The remaining 27 nuclear boats are operated by the
Russian Navy and the PLAN. In other words, since 1990, the number of foreign submarines that
pose a genuine open-ocean threat to US naval forces has fallen from 140 boats to only 27, a
decrease of over 80 percent. This comparison is in no way meant to downplay the risk of
submarine attacks on contemporary US task forces transiting choke points or operating in littoral
waters. Without question, however, the relative open-ocean submarine threat to US naval forces
has declined dramatically, allowing the DoN, among other things, to halt production of ASW
convoy escorts and to prudently reduce its own attack submarine fleet.

%18 Russian fleet numbers are taken from “Russian Warships,” found at http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/
world/russia/ship.htm. US numbers are taken from “Ship Force Levels, 1886-present,” at http://www.history.navy.
mil/nhc3.htm.

*17 Current Russian submarine numbers are difficult to track, due to the general state of disrepair of the Russian
fleet. Jane’s Fighting Ships, 2004-2005 counts eight SSGNs (seven Oscars, one Yankee Notch), 15 SSNs (eight
Akulas, one Sierra Il, one Sierra I, and five Victor IlIs), and 13 SSKs (Kilo class), for a total force structure of 23
nuclear boats and 13 conventional boats. Combat Fleets of the World, 2005-2006, counts nine SSGNs (eight Oscars,
one Yankee Notch), 17 SSNs (ten Akulas, one Sierra Il, one Sierra I, and five Victor IlIs), and seven SSKs (Kilo
class), for a total of 26 nuclear boats and seven conventional boats. Global Security.Org counts seven SSGNs (Six
Oscars, one Yankee Notch), 15 SSNs (nine Akulas, three Sierras, one Victor 11, and two Yankee Is), and 18 SSKs
(Kilos), for a total of 22 nuclear boats and 18 conventional boats. The disparity in Chinese submarine numbers is not
as striking. Jane’s counts four Han SSNs, Combat Fleets, three. Jane’s counts eight Songs, four Kilos, 20 Mings, 22
active Romeos, and ten reserve Romeos, for an active conventional fleet of 54 boats. Combat Fleets counts five
Songs, five Kilos, 18 Mings, and “up to 32 Romeos,” with some in reserve, for a maximum active conventional fleet
of 60 boats. For consistency, this report uses the numbers found in Jane’s Fighting Ships.

%18 «Russian Warships,” found at http://www.globalsecurity.org/ military/world/russia/ship.htm.
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Moreover, in 1990, the Soviet Union operated an additional 63 nuclear powered strategic
ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs).**® A key part of the DoN’s Cold War naval strategy was to
hold these submarines at risk of destruction. SSBNs were thus a high priority target for US
SSNs, which diverted boats away from anti-submarine operations against the Soviet cruise
missile and attack submarines that threatened US and allied task groups. When factoring these
SSBNs into the comparative force equation, the 1990 ratio of US to Soviet boats was one-to-
2.84. Today, the Russian Navy has only about 12 operational SSBNs, and the Chinese Navy,
one. This makes the current overall ratio of US to Chinese/Russian boats one-to-2.02—a
dramatic improvement over the 1990 ratio.

The decline in the open-ocean ASW threat has also changed the submarine force’s contribution
to US Battle Force operations. Beginning in 1985, the submarine fleet began adding VLS to its
shipboard armament. In fact, the USS Providence, SSN 719, was the first US warship equipped
with the VLS, carrying a 12-cell VLS battery nestled in its bow. All subsequent US attack boats
(with the exception of the small, three-ship Seawolf class)—an additional 32 boats to date, and
with more on the way—nhave a similar 12-cell VLS battery, giving the US SSN fleet a total of
384 VLS cells.*® The incorporation of VLS cells in the attack submarine force and the
development of encapsulated land attack missiles that can be fired from the submarine’s torpedo
tubes gives the US attack submarine fleet an impressive Battle Force land attack role in addition
to, and without detracting from, its traditional ASW and ASuW roles.

This covert land attack punch will be dramatically increased after the arrival of four new
conventional guided missile and special operations transport submarines. These four SSGNs, all
former US strategic ballistic missile submarines, are in the yards undergoing conversion to their
new role. As will be discussed in more detail later in this report, each SSGN will be able to carry
up to 154 vertically-launched weapons in specially designed canisters, and be able to support up
to 102 special operations personnel.** When operational, the four boats will add an additional
616 VLS cells to the 384 now found in the submarine fleet, for a total of 1,000 “stealth” VLS
cells. The ability to deliver such a large number of guided land attack weapons covertly from an
underwater sanctuary will provide the Battle Force with important early attack options against
potential enemies armed with large numbers of land-based ASCMs or maritime aviation strike
aircraft.

Despite their impressive new covert land attack capabilities, the primary future role of the
submarine force will remain anti-submarine warfare. In this regard, much has been made of the
development of diesel-electric attack submarines augmented with air-independent propulsion
(AIP). These new submarines are typified by the German-designed Type 212A submarine, or its

319 “Russian Warships.”

%20 On December 31, 2004, there were 31 Los Angeles-class SSNs and one Virginia-class SSN with 12-cell VLS
batteries in fleet service. The 384 VLS cells they carry represent an equivalent missile load of four Flight I1A
Arleigh Burke DDGs, equipped with 96 VLS cells apiece. However, SSN VLS cells now only carry and fire
Tomahawk land attack missiles, not other battle force missiles.

%21 See Polmar, Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet, eighteenth edition, pp. 72-74.
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export version, the Type 214. These subs are equipped with a solid-polymer, metal-hydride fuel
cell that allows them to sail to a patrol area under diesel power, and then revert to slow-speed
patrol operations using the AIP fuel cell. While operating on the fuel cell at slow 3-4 knot patrol
speeds, the Type 212A can remain submerged for 17 days without having to come up to use its
snorkel.** This greatly reduces the submarine’s “indiscretion” rate in its patrol area. Moreover,
while operating in the AIP mode, the submarine is extremely quiet.**® By virtue of its good
underwater endurance and its quiet operation, a lurking AIP diesel submarine is very difficult to
detect, even for the best US nuclear-powered boats.***

Fortunately, AIP technologies do not come cheap; a Type 214 export submarine comes in at
nearly half-a-billion dollars. As a result, these submarines “are found in a handful of navies.”*?®
There are less than ten operational AIP diesel boats in the world today; by 2010, there will be
approximately 40—all in navies either allied with, or friendly to, the United States.*?

Moreover, for all their stealth while on patrol, AIP diesel subs still have the same disadvantages
of a conventional diesel-electric boat when compared to a nuclear submarine. Their transoceanic
speeds are less than half that of a nuclear boat’s—a key operational disadvantage if rapid global
transoceanic repositioning is a high priority requirement. More importantly, once discovered, an
AIP sub has relatively limited high-speed underwater endurance, which limits its evasive tactics,
especially against helicopters equipped with a dipping active sonar. Additionally, the magazine
capacity of most AIP boats is relatively small. For example, the Type 212A carries only 12
torpedoes; the Type 214 carries 18. So while these boats are ideally suited for chokepoint patrols,
persistent patrols near friendly coasts and bases, and intelligence gathering against Third World

%22 A snorkel is a mast in the submarine’s conning tower that can be extended above the water while the submarine
is submerged. The mast has air intake and exhaust valves that allow the submarine to run its diesel engine while
submerged. This, in turn, allows the submarine to charge its batteries without coming fully to the surface. See
Martin Driver, “Holding Breath on AIP,” Jane’s Navy International, June 2005, p 22.

%23 The Type 212 submarine has been described as “the quietest submarine money can buy.” See Charles A. Thibo,
“U-Boat!” Proceedings, June 2005, p. 24.

% For more information on the German designed AIP boats, see “U212/U214 Attack Submarines, Germany,” at
http://www.naval-technology.com/projects/type 212/; and “The Gray Wolf: Deutsche Unterseeboot U212,” at
http://www.military.com/soldiertech.

%25 A D. Baker I, “World Navies Are in Decline,” p. 33.

%26 |n 2010, the Germany Navy will operate a minimum of four AIP boats (they are seeking a second batch of Type
212Bs, with additional fuel cells and greater underwater endurance); the Swedish Navy will operate five
indigenously produced boats with the Stirling AIP propulsion plant; the Greek Navy, eight (four German Type 214s
and four converted boats); the Spanish Navy, four (Scorpenes); the Royal Netherlands Navy, four (converted boats);
the Italian and Portuguese Navy, two apiece (Type 214s; the South Korean Navy, nine (three Type 214s and six
converted boats); and the Pakistani Navy, three (using the French MEMSA AIP plant). See Driver, “Holding Breath
on AIP,” pp. 20-25, and Dave Ahearn, “HDW Sees Rapid Sales of Super-Silent Fuel Cell Submarine,” Defense
Today, September 14, 2004, p. 1. According to Jane’s Fighting Ships, one or two Japanese AIP boats may also now
be in service.
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nations, they are less suitable for the wide-ranging, six-month long patrols routinely conducted
by larger US nuclear-powered boats.*’

In sum, although today’s US submarine fleet is smaller than at any time since 1934, it faces far
less of a relative threat than did earlier fleets.>® As A.D. Baker Ill, former editor of Combat
Fleets of the World, observed:

A great deal of misinformation has been published about the proliferation
of submarines. In fact, submarine fleets are shrinking and will shrink
further. As many countries are ceasing to operate them as are “joining
the club.”?

Therefore, despite unflattering comparisons with the size of past US submarine fleets, the current
fleet of 53 US attack boats remains the most powerful in the world, and it appears to be in little
immediate danger of losing its dominant lead.

FIFTH SIGHTING: US FLEET STRIKING POWER

For those who despair over comparisons between the numbers of ships in the current TSBF
compared with those in the past should be heartened by the overall increase in US fleet striking
power. As a result of the Navy’s aggressive pursuit of more guided weapon “shooters” for its
Carrier Air Wings; its buying of more guided weapons to store in its large carrier magazines; its
adoption of space-saving VLS for both its surface combatants and submarines; and its
concentration on large surface combatants and submarines with large magazine capacities, the
US TSBF has managed to maintain or increase its maximum fleet striking power even as its ship
numbers have declined.

The numbers tell the story. In 1989, the US TSBF numbered 592 ships. This fleet included 14
aircraft carriers; 208 surface combatants—of which 108 were large “battle force capable”
combatants capable of operating with fast carrier task forces; and 99 attack submarines.**® On
December 31, 2004, the TSBF numbered less than 300 ships, including 12 carriers; 101 surface
warships, with 71 battle force capable combatants; and 53 SSNs. However, the overall reduction
in ship numbers did not result in a diminution of fleet striking power:

e In 1989, the maximum theoretical daily strike capacity for the US fleet of 13 deployable
carriers (with another in long-term overhaul) was 2,106 aimpoints. The comparative

%27 For these reasons, among others, the Defense Science Board’s Task Force on Submarines of the Future,
convened in 1998, concluded that SSNs remained the best alternative for the US submarine fleet. See Polmar, Ships
and Aircraft of the US Fleet, eighteenth edition, p. 71.

%28 «|JS Navy Active Ship Force Levels,” at http://www.history.navy.mil/branches/org9-4.htm.

%29 A D. Baker 111, “World Navies Are in Decline,” p. 33.

%0 «\ys Navy Active Ship Force Levels, 1986-1992,” at http://www.history.navy.mil/branches/org9-4.htm.
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figure for today’s fleet of 11 deployable carriers (with another in long-term overhaul) is
more than 7,600 aimpoints.®*!

e In 1989, 108 battle force capable combatants carried a total of 1,525 VLS cells and 7,133
battle force missiles among them.®** The current surface combatant fleet of 71 battle
force capable combatants, despite having 37 fewer ships, now carries 6,923 VLS cells
and 7,539 battle force missiles.

e Of the 99 SSNs in the 1989 fleet, 89 boats were in the front-line fleet. These 89 front-line
boats carried 132 VLS cells and 2,416 total torpedo tube- and VLS-launched weapons, in
a force optimized for ASW and anti-surface warfare operations.*® The current fleet of 53
SSNs carry among them 384 VLS cells and stowage space for 1,377 tube-launched
weapons, for a total magazine capacity of 1,761 war shots , in a force optimized for ASW
and land attack (strike) operations.

As can be seen, then, in terms of fleet striking power, the contemporary TSBF compares quite
well to past TSBFs nearly twice its size.

SIXTH SIGHTING: WAR PLANNING EXERCISES

Despite the impressive comparisons with past US fleets, DoN planners have traditionally
preferred comparisons against potential naval rivals or groups of rivals to determine the likely
outcome of potential naval confrontations. These comparisons have often taken the shape of war
planning exercises. Perhaps the most famous of these were the “color plans” developed by the
US Joint Army and Navy Board between 1904 and 1938. For example, War Plan Black
considered operations against the German fleet (in the Caribbean!); War Plan Orange considered
possible operations against the Imperial Japanese Navy; there were even color plans for possible
operations against the Royal Navy (War Plan Red).*** These plans were based on table top war
games and analyses which helped both to test potential fleet strategies and operations, and to
develop TSBF planning figures for different classes of ships.

Today, the table top exercises used to inform earlier plans for TSBF size and design have been
replaced by sophisticated, computer-supported, naval campaign planning models. Such campaign

%1 The calculations are as follows. 1989: 13 carriers x 162 aimpoints a day = 2,106 aimpoints; 2004: 11 carriers x
693 aimpoints a day = 7,623 aimpoints at day. Again, it is important to emphasize these are simply theoretical
maximums used for comparative purposes only. The number of aimpoints hit per day in a real world operation, over
long ranges, or in the face of credible air defense, would be much less. For a more sober view on the number of
aimpoints that can be hit per day, see Lieutenant B.W. Stone, USN, “A Bridge Too Far,” Proceedings, February
2005, pp. 31-35.

%2 See Colonel Robert O. Work, USMC (ret), The Challenge of Maritime Transformation: Is Bigger Better?
(Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 2002), p. 70.

3 Work, The Challenge of Maritime Transformation: Is Bigger Better? pp. 73-74.

¥4 Steven T. Ross, ed., US Warplans, 1938-1945 (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002), p. 2.
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planning is well beyond the purview of this report. But for those who insist that counting ships is
indicative of a fleet’s overall capabilities, a simple “color plan”-style correlation of forces is
itself quite instructive.

As indicated earlier, the most stressful (although unlikely) modern “War Plan Red-Yellow”
would involve a war against a hypothetical hostile naval coalition consisting of the Russian and
Chinese navies. The fact that such a confrontation is unlikely does not mean that planning for it
is any less useful. For example, one Joint Army and Navy Board planning excursion involved
War Plan Red-Orange, a hypothetical (although unlikely) fight in multiple oceans against the
next two largest naval powers—Britain and Japan.®*® The purpose of these exercises is simply to
highlight the potential strategic, operational, and tactical problems of such a confrontation; to
challenge planners to devise appropriate strategies; and to help determine final fleet numbers.

Today, when modeling this modern “War Plan Red-Yellow,” the US Battle Force would be
confronted by a combined hostile Russian-Chinese fleet of 160 warships displacing a combined
total of 893,692 tons, including:

e One Kuznetsov-class aircraft carrier with a notional air wing consisting of 36 fixed-wing
strike aircraft and 16 ASW helicopters;

e 94 tactical submarines, including 27 nuclear submarines (23 Russian and 4 Chinese), and

67 conventional submarines (54 Chinese, 13 Russian);**® and

e 65 surface combatants with FLDs greater than 2,000 tons.

Against this force, the current US Battle Force could marshal 177 warships amassing a total of
2.85 million tons, including:

e 11 deployable CV/CVNSs, each with air wings consisting of 70+ aircraft;

e 12 additional large “big-deck” amphibious assault ships capable of operating
VTOL/STOVL and rotary-wing aircraft;

e 53 SSNs; and
e 101 surface combatants with FLDs greater than 4,000 tons.
Comparing these two fleets, the US Battle Force would slightly outnumber the combined

Russian-Chinese fleet in terms of total warships (a “two-navy standard”), and out-displace the
opposing coalition by greater than three-to-one. In terms of aviation power-projection platforms,

5 Ross, ed., US Warplans, 1938-1945.

3% These numbers do not include an additional 13 Russian and Chinese SSBNS.

97



the United States would hold a 23-to-1 advantage. The United States would outnumber the
Russian-Chinese fleet in surface combatants by 101 to 65 warships, and the overall submarine
force ratio would be one US boat for every 1.77 Russian-Chinese boats. As has been discussed,
this represents a favorable submarine force ratio from a historical perspective.

In terms of potential fleet striking power, the Russian-Chinese fleet has no appreciable aviation
capability, while the 23 US aviation power-projection platforms are capable of carrying over
1,000 aircraft of all types that can strike over 7,600 targets per day. As far as the surface
combatant firepower goes, the US war fleet of 71 large battle force capable combatants carries
6,923 VLS cells and has a maximum capacity of 7,539 battle force missiles. The combined
Chinese-Russian fleet, consisting of smaller, less capable warships, carries only 288 VLS cells,
and a combined missile capacity of 1,520 battle force missiles, including 652 ASCMs, 360 area
air defense SAMs, 428 local air defense missiles, and 80 intermediate/long range ASW missiles.
In addition to facing a five-to-one disadvantage in battle force missile capacity, as is evident by
its aggregate magazine load, the Russian-Chinese surface fleet is optimized for anti-surface
warfare, and has relatively weak fleet area air defenses. As a result, it would be highly vulnerable
to asymmetric stand-off air and missile attack from US aircraft and submarines.

Obviously, the United States fleet’s ability to defeat such a hypothetical coalition could not be
answered simply by comparing the numbers of ships, submarines, and missiles in the respective
fleets. However, this comparison does suggest that in the event of a naval confrontation, the US
TSBF would be able to more than hold its own in terms of numbers and combat power.

CONVERTING OBSERVED SIGHTINGS INTO A RELATIVE

POSITION IN THE GLOBAL NAVAL COMPETITION

These sightings lead to an inescapable conclusion: despite its relatively small size—in
comparison to some past US Battle Fleets—the current US TSBF represents the world’s greatest
concentration of naval power by a commanding margin.

The only real debate is just how much of a relative lead the United States now enjoys in the

global naval race. Geoffrey Till approaches this question by dividing the world’s navies into a

nine-level hierarchy®*":

¥ Geoffrey Till, “Can Small Navies Stay Afloat?” Jane’s Navy International, May 1, 2003.
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Rank 1 | Major Global Power-projection Navy (complete)

Rank 2 | Major Global Power-projection Navy (partial)

Rank 3 | Medium Global Power-projection Navy

Rank 4 | Medium Regional Power-projection Navy

Rank 5 | Adjacent Power-projection Navy

Rank 6 | Offshore Territorial Defense Navy

Rank 7 | Inshore Territorial Defense Navy

Rank 8 | Constabulary Navy
Rank 9 | Token Navy

Till’s placement of navies within this hierarchy is based on such judgments as a navy’s
geographic reach; function and capability; access to high-grade technology; and reputation. The
great disparity between the size and capability of the US war fleet and those of the world’s other
navies’ helps to explain why Till lists the US Navy as the only Rank 1 Major Global Power-
projection navy in the world today. The Garrison Era Soviet Navy—now rusting pier side—was
the last Rank 2 partial global power-projection navy in Till’s hierarchy. Today, Till ranks the
British Royal and French navies as Rank 3 Medium Global Power-projection navies; all others
are Rank 4 navies, or lower.**®

Other analysts are less structured in their arguments, but just as pointed in their assessments. For
example, Norman Polmar, editor of Ships and Aircraft of the US Fleet, flatly states that “No one
is going to challenge [the United States] at sea for the next 20 years.” Polmar’s view is shared by
A.D. Baker Il1, long-time editor of Combat Fleets of the World, who wrote that:

...the US Navy remains by a vast gap the world’s most powerful,
and...has been steadily increasing its margin of power over any possible
protagonist—or even groups of protagonists...[T]he Navy’s fleet is
essentially unchallengeable, and its aircraft inventory is far larger than
that of any foreign nation’s air forces, land- or sea-based. From the
standpoint of military technology, there is simply no other nation with
the same naval capabilities, and it appears that no_challenger will be
likely to appear for two to three decades in the future.®*

So, to those who fret constantly about the size of the TSBF: in the global naval competition, it is
the relative numbers of ships that count and relative fleet capabilities that matter—not the

8 Till, “Can Small Navies Stay Afloat?”

%9 A D. Baker 111, Combat Fleets of the World 1998-1997 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1998), p. Xiv.
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absolute number of ships in the TSBF. Whether or not the US TSBF is smaller than before
World War | is completely beside the point. As Admiral Vern Clark, former Chief of Naval
Operations (CNO), recently said in a statement before the Senate Armed Service Committee:

The number of ships in the fleet is important. But it is no longer the only,
nor the most meaningful, measure of combat capability. Just as the
number of people is no longer the primary yardstick by which we
measure the strength or productivity of an organization, the number of
ships is not the only way to gauge the Navy’s health or combat
capability...In fact, today’s Navy can deliver more combat power than we
could twenty years ago when we had twice as many ships and half again
as many people.*?

TIME TO REEF SAILS?

The conclusion that the smaller US TSBF represents the most powerful naval force in the world
by a wide (and growing) margin appears to be incontrovertible. Indeed, the sheer margin of US
naval superiority is such that some might scoff at those who compare the current US TSBF with
past US TSBFs, and try to make the case that the TSBF could be reduced further still with little
additional risk to the nation—as was done after World War 11, when the Battle Force enjoyed a
similarly commanding lead in the global naval race. Or, alternatively, the Battle Force’s great
lead in the global naval race could be used to argue “if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” In other
words, with such a commanding lead, the nation should allocate no resources to fundamentally
change Battle Force strategy or design. In the never-ending budget battles that go on inside the
DoD and in Congress, the temptation to make such arguments will be especially strong among
DoN comepetitors fighting for increased defense budget “market share,” especially during the
ongoing 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review.***

However, a credible first response to both of these arguments is that the foregoing metrics and
fleet comparisons may no longer be determinative in the emerging naval competition. In the
naval age of sail and during the age of the battleship, when naval battles were generally gun
duels between the battle lines of opposing fleets, aggregate warship tonnage—tied as it was to
the number and size of ships in a fleet and their total gun-carrying capacity—was a good
comparative proxy measure for Battle Force capabilities. Today, in an era of asymmetric attacks
on surface ships from aircraft, missiles, and submarines, a 100,000-ton Rank 6 Territorial
Offshore Defense Navy, consisting of fifty, 2,000-ton diesel-electric submarines with air
independent propulsion, would give even a 2.85 million-ton Major Global Power-projection
Navy pause under certain circumstances.

0 Statement of Admiral Vern Clark, US Navy, Chief of Naval Operations, before the Senate Armed Services
Committee, April 12, 2005, p. 4. Admiral Clark’s testimony can be found at http://www.navy.mil/navydata/cno/
testimony/clark050412.pdf.

%1 As General John Jumper, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, recently remarked about the 2005 Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR): “The QDR tends to bring out the worst in all of us.” See “Washington Report,” Seapower,
April 2005, p.8.
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Similarly, in the age of sail and gun, a combatant rating system was a good measure of
comparative surface combatant tactical capabilities, and a good predictor of the outcome of ship-
on-ship combat, since the likelihood of a small vessel taking on a “first-rate” and winning was
minimal. In the missile age, however, even a tiny fast patrol boat and take out a “first-rate” if it
can get within missile range.**?

In other words, metrics like aggregate warship tonnage, numbers of VLS cells, and submarine
force ratios are certainly valid if the future global naval competition will involve head-to-head
struggles between ocean-going, sea-control navies, and if battles between opposing fleets are
common. However, they may not be nearly as useful in an alternative future where the DoN
Battle Force will square off against “irregular” naval challengers who do not have proper navies,
or against regional sea denial navies that have positioned the bulk of their battle lines ashore. In
the case of the former, the Battle Force might have to disperse globally to confront terrorists and
pirates; in the case of the latter, it might have to concentrate to project Joint power ashore,
making itself more vulnerable to missile attack. Both cases might require a much different, and
perhaps much larger, Battle Force.

This counter-argument is a compelling one. History has shown that the nature of the naval
competition can change quite quickly. For example, Athens, one of the greatest naval powers in
the ancient world, was defeated at sea by Sparta within three decades after the start of the
Peloponnesian War. Between 1940 and 1942, the battleship was rapidly eclipsed by the aircraft
carrier as the “capital ship” in the naval competition; a relative superiority in the number and
quality of battleships was no longer determinative in ranking navies in the global naval race.
Navies that had not anticipated this shift in the competitive environment, or had not been
prepared to adjust to it, were rapidly left behind. And though the US Battle Force stood alone at
the top of naval competitors as the Second World War came to a close, only thirty years later it
was having a tough time holding off a serious challenge by the Soviet Navy.

Therefore, before any move is made to “reef sails” and to reduce the size of the Battle Force,
DoN leadership must seek to answer several questions. What will the future DoN Battle Force be
expected to do? What are its most likely future challenges? Who are its most likely potential
racing challengers? What are the expected racing conditions?

Based on the answers to these initial questions, is the DoN’s competition strategy the right one?
If not, how must it be changed? Is the US competition “racer”— the DoN Battle Force—properly
designed to support the strategy and to overcome potential challengers? Is the number of ships in
the Battle Force too high, too low, or about right? Are the types of ships the right one for the
expected competitive environment?

The remainder of this paper addresses these important questions. However, based on the
foregoing analysis, it is unlikely that DoN Battle Force planners need make any hasty or radical

#2 A great discussion on how even small combatants have great fighting power in the missile age can be found in
Hughes, Fleet Tactics and Coastal Combat.
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changes to Battle Force design or course and speed. Even if the Battle Force is not now correctly
shaped for the future, its daunting lead in the global naval race should give DoN planners and
naval platform architects ample time to make any needed adjustments. Indeed, as will be seen,
the great US lead will enable a competition strategy that is at once both patient and bold, and
designed to maintain enduring US naval supremacy even while operating within a tight budget.
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V. RACING FORECASTS FOR THE JOINT
EXPEDITIONARY ERA

The Greek way of expressing past and future differ[s] from ours. We say
that the past is behind us and the future is in front of us. To the Greeks,
however, the past was before them, because they could plainly see its
finished form standing in front of them; it was territory they had passed
through and whose terrain they had chartered. It was the future that was
behind them, sneaking up like a thief in the night, full of dim imaginings
and vast uncertainties. Nothing could penetrate the blackness of the
unknown future except the rare flash of foresight the Greeks called
sophos, or wisdom. Yet even these flashes of wisdom depended entirely
on the capacity to remember...3*

Lee Harris, Civilization and its Enemies

Depending as it does on wisdom and foresight, the answer to whether the DoN Battle Force is
correctly sized and shaped for the future is not nearly as clear cut as determining the Battle
Force’s relative position in the global naval race. However, by remembering the journey just
reviewed and the relative position in the waters just charted, a framework for penetrating the
blackness of the unknown future emerges.

A NEwW COMPETITIVE ARENA

As a starting point, the huge lead that the US now enjoys in the global maritime competition
means that for the next several decades of the Joint Expeditionary Era, racing conditions will be
defined primarily by the degree to which the DoN Battle Force will be able to exploit its
command of the seas at the end of an uncontested transoceanic voyage. In other words, future
racing conditions will primarily depend on the ease with which the Battle Force can operate
“right up to within a few miles of the enemy’s shores.”**

Said another way, and as described as early as 1992 in the aforementioned DoN vision statement,
...From the Sea, the competitive arena for the global naval race has shifted from the open ocean
into the world’s littorals. As described by the Royal Swedish Navy, masters of their own littoral
environment, the littoral is:

A coastal area, or a border sea that more resembles a bay than an ocean.
Shallow waters with a difficult sub-surface environment characterize the
sea area. During armed conflict the area is dominated by multiple threats
in all dimensions of the battle space, especially in the subsurface
environment. The threat level increases as one approaches the shoreline.

343_!Tee Harris, Civilization and its Enemies: The Next Stage of History (New York, NY: The Free Press, 2004), p.
Xviii.

¥4 Huntington, “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy,” p. 491.
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The battlespace, furthermore, allows for short reaction times for units
engaged in war fighting in the areas....The unique conditions in this
environment place special and high demands on equipment, tactics, and
personnel 3%

In this new arena, the ease and speed with which US naval power can be brought to bear will be
determined largely by its degree of littoral access.**® Littoral maritime access can be described
by one of four general degrees:

e Unimpeded access, in which the enemy has no credible naval forces or land-based
defenses that threaten the advance of the Battle Force into littoral waters. Under these
conditions, the Battle Force can immediately establish itself in waters adjacent to the
coast, and provide appropriate support to Joint expeditionary forces operating ashore—be
it offensive fires, defensive fires, or logistics and medical support. While US naval forces
might be subject to irregular surprise attacks using civilian sea or air craft, the threat of
these attacks likely would have little impact on US Battle Force actions.

e Guarded access describes conditions in which the enemy has a Coast Guard or irregular
navy whose primary function is to warn of an impending attack by a US naval task force,
or has laid mines to guard the enemy’s maritime approaches. Although US forces might
be subject to attacks from irregular forces, minor naval combatants, or mines, these forces
would not be able to deny US naval freedom of action.

e Defended access describes a situation in which an enemy can mount multidimensional
attacks against naval Battle Forces; the enemy has credible sea- and land-based maritime
defense capabilities designed to deter US intervention, or to prevent Battle Force freedom
of action in regional waters. Only Battle Force assets designed to penetrate a defended
battlespace would initially venture into the waters immediately adjacent to the enemy’s
coast. This would require that much of the Battle Force be assembled and held farther out
to sea until enemy defenses could be reduced. Once reduced, the bulk of US naval power
would move closer to the shore.

e Contested access describes the most severe racing condition, one in which the enemy has
robust, redundant, and survivable naval anti-access/area-denial (A2/AD) network,
capable of both conducting long-range over-the-horizon sensing and controlling intense
sustained multidimensional guided weapons attacks to the limits of its sensor range. In
these instances, US maritime access would be seriously contested, and Battle Force
counter-network operations would take some time before they had an effect on enemy

5 «“The Swedish Royal Navay, Today and Tomorrow,” Naval Forces, Special Issue 2005, p. 17.

8 For a good discussion of the requirement to operate and dominate in littoral waters, see Barry R. Posen,
“Command of the Commons,” International Security, Summer 2003, 28:1, pp. 5-46.
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defenses. While these operations were going on, most US naval units would need to
remain in a high seas sanctuary.>*’

Figure One depicts the relative degree of littoral maritime access that exists today in the form of
a simple probability curve. It also suggests the time required for a US naval task force to achieve
control of an operating area in littoral seas. That is, the “access curve” also implies an opposing,
mirror-image curve which depicts the time required for the Battle Force to achieve freedom of
action or to take down an adversary’s A2/AD network. The amount of time required to open a
defended littoral is the key determinant on the speed with which US Joint forces can be deployed
and employed.

Figure One: The “Access Curve”
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As suggested by Figure One, there are currently few nations capable of mounting a serious
defense of their maritime approaches or contesting US littoral maritime supremacy is a small
number. Indeed, naval analyst Norman Freidman, after reviewing world-wide defense
expenditures, concluded that there is no compelling evidence to suggest that high-end maritime
defenses or A2/AD networks are now being broadly pursued.**® Given the increasing costs and

7 Anti-access and area-denial threats include a number of actions that can be taken outside the environs of the
littoral. For a good conceptual overview of A2/AD threats, see F.G. Hoffman, “Sailing in a Fog of Peace: Future
Anti-Access Threats,” a PowerPoint presentation given at the National Defense University, on July 9, 2002.

#8 Norman Freidman, “Globalization and Anti-Access Strategies?” Chapter 26, In Globalization and Maritime
Power, Sam J. Tangredi, editor (Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 2002), pp. 487-501.
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difficulty in employing sophisticated weapons in a way that would seriously contest the Battle
Force’s ability establish itself in regional waters, uncontested and guarded access are thus the
most common littoral access conditions. The bottom line, then, is at this point in time, few
countries are able to deter an advancing US naval battle force, and fewer still are capable of
seriously contesting its operations in close-in littoral seas.

A key unknown for Battle Force planners is how this littoral access curve will change over time.
Given the increasing costs and sophistication of naval weapons, and the difficulty in employing
them in such a way that would seriously threaten a US naval task force determined to establish
itself in regional waters, it seems likely that this rough curve depicts the relative degree of
maritime access for some time to come (see Figure Two).

Figure Two: The 21st Century Access Curve
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Why this is so can be explained by overlaying the weapons associated with creating littoral
defenses. The weapons most readily available to contest US Battle Force operations are
converted suicide boats and mines. Both are relatively cheap, require little force training, and
more importantly, require little technical intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR)
support. Used alone and in small numbers, however, these threats would not likely be more than
a nuisance to an alert US naval task group.

Moving onto more sophisticated maritime defense capabilities requires a dramatic step increase
in both resources and effort. To be effective, anti-ship cruise missiles and tactical ballistic
missiles (TBMs) would require a supporting ISR network that would be vulnerable to attack by
US counter-network attack forces. Operating a well-maintained and trained force of maritime
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strike aircraft (a/c) or submarines requires not only substantial ISR and support infrastructure,
but introduces knotty force management issues such as training, logistics, and development of
junior, mid-grade, and senior leaders. Pursuing nuclear weapons or building a highly capable,
hardened, and redundant A2/AD network would require enormous expenditures of money, time,
and effort.

Faced with the prospect of confronting DoN Battle Forces—themselves just a part of a much
larger and more powerful Joint Multidimensional Battle Network—and given the increasing
costs associated with constructing credible littoral defenses, Figure Two thus seems to accurately
describe likely relative littoral access conditions for some time. Whether this forecast turns out to
be true will depend primarily on whether or not cheap, commercial technologies will allow
credible maritime A2/AD networks to be assembled for an affordable price. Despite urgent
warnings this may be the case, there is no compelling evidence to suggest it may happen over the
next twenty years. In other words, contested access conditions likely will be relatively rare, while
unimpeded and guarded access conditions likely will be relatively common. Cases of defended
access will fall somewhere between.

The access curve describes the expected competitive arena in the Joint Expeditionary Era,
general racing conditions, and the ease with which US naval power will likely be able to be
brought to bear in the event of an armed confrontation. However, as the maritime component of a
larger Joint Multidimensional Battle Network, the DoN Battle Force ultimately exists to provide
Joint goods and services in support of Joint operations and campaigns. And in this regard, the
access curve does not describe what the Battle Force is expected to accomplish once established
in littoral waters, or how the Battle Force should or can exploit the littoral seas to support Joint
campaign objectives. Therefore, DoN strategists and planners must also forecast the types of
specific challenge or challengers the Battle Force will likely confront while operating in the
world’s littorals.

POTENTIAL CHALLENGES AND CHALLENGERS

In this regard, the three “non-traditional”’challenges highlighted in the 2005 Quadrennial Defense
Review provide US defense strategists with a solid basis for forecasting the general range of
future challenges. They also help DoN strategists and planners to forecast the specific types of
maritime irregular, catastrophic, and disruptive challenges they will likely confront within the
framework of future Joint operations. Importantly, planners need not worry about whether or not
the forecasts are exactly right. These forecasts are made only to help identify the most likely
range of operational capabilities needed by the DoN Battle Force to prevail in future naval
competitions.>**

9 «“Henry: QDR to Reflect Uncertainties, Capabilities.”
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Irregular/Catastrophic Maritime Challenges

‘The largest unregulated area in the world’ is how Admiral Madhvendra
Singh, Chief of the Indian Naval Staff, described the world’s oceans...on
12 November 2003...[T]he largely unregulated status of the
seas...presents opportunities to terrorists who, as measures to combat
them on land and in the air become more effectlve may now be looking
for other ways to conduct their deadly business.®

Jane’s Fighting Ships, 2004-2005

The United States is now engaged in a persistent, global, armed ideological struggle against an
irregular adversary—radical Islamic extremists—who lack a traditional army, air force, or navy.
For the DoN, blessed with uncontested command of the seas and faced with no major naval peer
competitor, its most pressing operational challenge will be to confront and defeat the irregular
maritime challenge posed by radical Islamic extremists and their closely related irregular allies—
smugglers, pirates, and other maritime terrorists.**

The first key operational requirement in this deadly struggle is to defeat the unnerving
combination of irregular enemies armed with catastrophic weapons—weapons of mass
destruction:

The worst potential WMD problem is nuclear terrorism, because it
combines the unparalleled destructive power of nuclear weapons with the
apocalyptic motivations of terrorists against which deterrence, let alone
dissuasion or diplomacy, is likely to be ineffective.®

With respect to maritime forces, this means the first key irregular maritime challenge will be to
thwart a seaborne WMD attack on the US homeland. This will require:

...defense in depth—the ability to detect at a distance on the high seas a
weapon of mass destruction, the ability to track [in] real time such threat
platforms, [and] the ability to interdict, board, and conduct render-safe
operations...**

0 Executive Overview, Jane’s Fighting Ships 2004-2005, p. 28.

¥ Geoffrey Till, “Navies and the New World Order,” p. 62. Piracy and armed robbery at sea continue to be a global
problem, as indicated in Richard Scott, “Scourge of the Seas,” Jane’s Defence Weekly, May 11, 2005, pp. 20-23.
The links between piracy and terrorism is increasingly evident. See “Terror Threat Swells at Sea,” WorldNetDaily,
June 8, 2004; and Lieutenant Commander Krzysztof Kubiak, Polish Navy, “Terrorism is the New Enemy at Sea,”
Proceedings, December 2003, pp. 68-71.

%2 Ashton B. Carter, “How to Counter WMD,” Foreign Affairs, September/October 2004, p. 76.

%3 «“Maritime NORAD is ‘Defense in Depth’,” Aerospace Daily and Defense Report, June 14, 2005.
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Mounting a maritime defense in depth to confront and deflect this irregular/catastrophic maritime
challenge is not the sole responsibility of the DoN Battle Force; it is a shared responsibility with
the US Coast Guard, the “Fifth Service.” In past times of war, the US Coast Guard often, but not
always, fell under the operational control of the Navy.** It now seems clear that this will not
happen; at least for the foreseeable future, the US Coast Guard will remain under the Department
of Homeland Security.>*®

Linked by maritime tradition but separated by two governmental Departments, the generally
accepted view of the shared responsibility for preventing an irregular catastrophic attack on the
United States from the sea is that the Battle Force should concentrate on the “away game,”
supporting Joint counter-WMD raids overseas, and conducting distant maritime interdiction
operations to intercept weapons that make it onto the high seas. Meanwhile, the Coast Guard
concentrates on the “home game,” guarding the direct maritime approaches to the United States
and its littoral points of entry.*®

In this neatly divided view of the world, the Navy and Coast Guard work to develop shared
global “maritime domain awareness”—the current term for describing global naval ocean
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance—in order to identify potential maritime threats and
to intercept them as far from a US coast as possible.** The “hand-off point” between the two sea
Services for prosecuting threats is the 200-mile limit of the US Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ),
and both Services theoretically cooperate in handling threats that pass between this high seas
boundary. A future agency along the lines of the North American Air Defense Command—a
“Maritime NORAD”—perhaps might coordinate this cooperation.®*®

However, in practice, there is no neat dividing line between Coast Guard and Navy homeland
defense responsibilities. For example, the Coast Guard is the lead maritime service in monitoring
global port security in order to protect the United States from shipborne terrorist attacks
involving commercial merchant vessels. Additionally, Coast Guard units routinely operate in
forward theaters to help increase the maritime capacities of many smaller navies vital for fighting
the irregular maritime foes that might seek to exploit the oceans for attacks on the United States.

%% The predecessor of the US Coast Guard, the Revenue Cutter Service, was established in 1790, eight years before
the US Navy was officially reconstituted. Under Title 14, US Code, the Coast Guard is “a military service and
branch of the armed forces of the United States,” and must maintain a state of readiness to function as a specialized
service in time of war.” See Captain Bruce B. Stubbs, USCG (ret), “The Coast Guard-Navy Relationship Still Makes
Sense,” Proceedings, February 2005, p. 59.

%5 John Birkler, et al, The US Coast Guard’s Deepwater Force Modernization Plan (Santa Monica, CA: RAND,
2004), p. 1.

%6 A good explanation of this separation of responsibilities is found in Joel J. Sokolsky, “Canada and North
American Maritime Security: the Home and Away Game at Sea,” Policy Options, May 2005, pp. 35-40.

%7 See Jason Sherman, “Domain Defense,” and David W. Munns, “Vital Links,” in Seapower, May 2005, pp. 20-24.

%8 See for example Aarti Shah, “Admiral: “‘Maritime NORAD’ Should be Multilateral, Interagency,” Inside the
Navy, February 14, 2005.
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Indeed, many navies prefer to operate with Coast Guard vessels, because they approach terrorism
(and piracy) more as a law enforcement problem than a military one.**

The dividing line in responsibilities breaks down further still within the broader context of
confronting and defeating the global irregular maritime “coalition” that threatens the United
States, its allies, and their global interests. Coast Guard assets routinely operate in distant littorals
in support of Battle Force operations against irregular naval adversaries. For example, the Coast
Guard sent several small combatants and Port Security Units to the Persian Gulf in support of
Operation Iraqi Freedom.*®® Moreover, despite their preference and consistent emphasis on “the
away game,” the DoN Battle Force has always played an important homeland defense role. For
example, immediately after the attacks of 9/11, US aircraft carriers and surface warships took up
positions along both coasts of the United States.*** As suggested by these actions, the Navy will
always take the lead role in providing maritime air and missile defense for the nation. And, in the
event of terrorist use of mines in US harbors, attacks against offshore energy infrastructure in the
Gulf of Mexico, or attacks on the transoceanic undersea cables that connect the United States to
the global information grid, the Navy would undoubtedly augment Coast Guard assets within the
EEZ.

The demands of preventing a seaborne WMD attack on the United States and fighting a
persistent global “war” against irregular naval adversaries thus seems likely to thrust the Navy
and the Coast Guard closer and closer together. Two quick examples suffice: the Navy
transferred five of its small coastal patrol craft to the Coast Guard (while continuing to pay for
their operating costs), and US Coast Guardsmen were among those who died protecting oil
platforms from suicide boat attacks off the coast of Iragq.*®> As one Admiral recently remarked
when discussing the problem of maritime defense of the homeland, “It is not just an away game
for the US Navy any longer, and it is not a home game, either. Rather, the roles are merging into
one game.”*®®

How Dbest to integrate the combined maritime capabilities of the two sea services remains a key
unresolved question. However, a good starting point is the mid-1990s Memorandum of
Understanding signed by the Commandant of the Coast Guard and the Chief of Naval
Operations, updated in 2002, that endorses the concept of a National Fleet, an integrated force of

%9 Stubbs, “The Coast Guard-Navy Relationship Still Makes Sense;” Sokolsky, “Canada and North American
Maritime Security: the Home and Away Game at Sea.”

%0 \/ice Admiral James Hull, Commander Cari Thomas, and Lieutenant Commander Joe DiRenzo 111, “What Was
the Coast Guard Doing in Irag?” Proceedings, August 2003, pp. 38-40.

%! See Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming US Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002, pp. 58-59. These pages
describe immediate Navy deployments response to the attacks of September 11, 2001.

%2 Stubbs, “The Coast Guard-Navy Relationship Still Makes Sense.”

%3 Admiral Joseph Sestak, as cited in Christopher P. Cavas, “New Missions Will Rely on Sea Basing,” Defense
News, January 17, 2005, p. 4.
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“multi-mission assets, personnel resources and shore command and control nodes” to optimize
the effectiveness of both services across “all naval and maritime missions.”*** When fighting a
persistent global war against irregular naval adversaries—and one that will challenge both the
Navy and Coast Guard—steps toward making the concept of a National Fleet a concrete reality
appears to be prudent and logical step.

Even with the support of the Coast Guard, fighting a global irregular maritime war will severely
challenge the DoN Battle Force, first because of the sheer geographical expanse of the war’s
central theater. Without question, the most dangerous adversaries in the irregular naval coalition
are radical Islamic extremists. In a slim volume called Civilization and its Enemies, author Lee
Harris explains that the United States is a prop in the fantasies of Islamic radicals, who hope to
recreate the Islamic Caliphate. To defeat these enemies, the United States must deconstruct their
fantasies.®® The practical result: although irregular maritime confrontation is global in scope, the
main theater of operations will be defined by the rough outlines of the Caliphate at its height (see
Figure Three). It is here—in the “the Indian Ocean and its adjoining seas and gulfs”—that the
Radical extremists’ fantasies must be deconstructed, and their forces defeated.*®® It is also here
that many irregular enemies with close links to the radical Islamic cause—such as pirates and
smugglers—will also be found.**’

Like the Pacific Theater in World War 11, the Indian Ocean and its adjoining seas and gulfs form
one crucial, integrated strategic theater:

The Indian Ocean theater contains the world’s largest democracy (India),
the world’s most populous Muslim state (Indonesia), the greatest
concentration of oil (on the Arabian Peninsula and in the Persian Gulf),
the first Muslim nuclear power (Pakistan), the most progressive
economies in Southeast Asia (Singapore, Malaysia, and Thailand) and
the greatest concentration of terrorists in the world.

This is where Islam must—and can—change; where nuclear weapons are
likeliest to be used; where the future economic potential is vast; where
the bulk of the world’s heroin is produced; and where the heroin of the
world economy—oil—could be cut off with a handful of nuclear
weapons (think Iran, the Suez Canal, and a few Arab ports).

...our Navy remains the lead service for security affairs in the Indian
Ocean. The Air Force will have a role in crises, while the Army and
Marines will be needed to fight the region’s ground campaigns of

%4 \/ernon E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations, and Thomas H. Collins, Commandant of the Coast Guard, National
Fleet: a Joint Navy/Coast Guard Policy Statement (Washington, DC: Department of the Navy and US Coast Guard,
July 8, 2002).

%3 Harris, Civilization and Its Enemies: The Next Stage of History. For a concise description of what Harris refers to
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tomorrow (they’re coming), but our naval presence is the indispensable
military and strategic tool required by the Indian Ocean’s strategic
environment.*®

Whether or not the Navy is the “lead service” for security affairs in this central theater of
irregular wartime operations is open to debate. However, its great distance from the continental
United States and the sheer extent of its maritime dimensions are not; these facts alone will call
for the mobilization of all of the nation’s maritime capabilities.

Figure Three: The Central Theater of Operations for Persistent Irregular War

A/

The second challenge of the irregular war is related to the nature of the enemy threat. Although
the irregular enemy does not have a navy, he has a clear naval strategy: guerre de course. Like
the Continental Navy in the Revolutionary War, the enemy lacks the resources and skills to
confront the largest naval power in the world in a head-to-head competition. Instead, operating
under “letters of marque,” (fatwas), the enemy has demonstrated the intent and ability to attack
commercial vessels in a waterway, offshore oil energy platforms, and unwary combatants in

%8 peters, “Tsunami Ripples.”
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port.®®® His allies—pirates and smugglers—also conduct increasingly bold attacks on vessels at
sea and offshore oil platforms.*”

The traditional way to defeat a strategy of guerre de course is to conduct a close blockade of the
enemy’s coastline, thereby preventing his small raiding or naval craft from getting to sea. Given
the sheer geographical reach of the war’s central theater and the enemy’s global operations,
however, such an approach is not feasible. An updated “distributed blockade” is called for—a
combination of maritime patrolling, local sea control and sea denial operations, “maritime hot
pursuit,” and an ability to mount aggressive, broad-area maritime interdiction operations (MIO)
in forward close-in littoral waters, on the high seas, and along the maritime approaches of the
United States. How to conduct such a distributed blockade in such a vast maritime theater thus
looks to be a defining maritime operational challenge in the Joint Expeditionary Era. Broad area
surveillance, an ability to track vessels throughout the theater, and support from both the US
Coast Guard and allied navies will be required to tackle this task.

In addition to increased cooperation between the Navy and its allies and the Coast Guard, the
irregular maritime war will see the need for increased cooperation between the Navy and Marine
Corps. Although the enemy does operate on the sea, his primary operating domain is found on
land. In classic guerrilla fashion, the enemy’s strength comes from many small cells distributed
throughout the theater. These cells work loosely to attack US interests and to overthrow
governments not committed to the establishment of the Caliphate. They thrive in ungoverned
areas—areas where the power of a central state government cannot or will not reach—or in
populous urban settings where they hide in plain sight in a sea of humanity. In either case,
ground forces will be needed to hunt, locate, and kill or capture the insurgents, or to help build
up the capacity of governments to accomplish these tasks on their own. In these circumstances,
the Navy’s reach:

...tends to be ephemeral when compared to the long-term effects of
boots on the ground. There are innumerable types of instability ashore
that are better handled ashore.>™

In other words, the Battle Force must be ready to shift its “priorities from the sea to the land,
from power at sea to power from the sea,” which suggests a renewed use of sea-based maneuver
operations.*”> The usefulness of having a sea-based maneuver capability was amply
demonstrated during Operation Enduring Freedom, the US campaign to oust the Taliban
government and to deny radical Islamic extremists an operational sanctuary in Afghanistan. As
mentioned earlier, during this operation the Battle Force was able to quickly concentrate two
forward deployed Amphibious Ready Groups and their embarked Marine Expeditionary Units to
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form Task Force 58 (TF 58). Commanded by a Marine general officer, TF 58 was able to project
Marine forces over 400 miles inland and to establish a forward operating base in southern
Afghanistan. From this location, Marine forces conducted counter-sanctuary operations and
hounded Taliban forces throughout the area.®”® Similarly, Marine forces recently formed the
nucleus of a Joint Task Force operating in the Horn of Africa to deny extremists sanctuary in this
ungoverned area.>” Indeed, using sea-based maneuver forces to deny the enemy operating bases
or sanctuary or to establish an enduring operating presence in territory claimed or used by the
enemy has some loose parallels with the World War Il Central Pacific drive. In any event, a
Battle Force sea-based maneuver capability will be a useful tool in the irregular maritime war,
especially in the austere, ungovernable areas to which the enemy is drawn.

Traditional/Catastrophic Challenges

As suggested by the stunning swiftness of the major combat operations phase of Operation Iraqi
Freedom, Joint Multidimensional Battle Networks employing large numbers of guided weapons
have changed the calculus on the traditional battlefield. As suggested by the Joint Expeditionary
Era’s forecasting model, potential US adversaries have taken note, and many are pursuing
nuclear weapons to deter US attacks.*”

Should countries like North Korea and Iran acquire nuclear weapons and they are perceived to
protect these countries from US interference, more countries may also opt to try to get them.
Indeed, Paul Bracken argued in 2000 that the world was on the verge of a “second nuclear age”
in which nuclear weapons are acquired by as many as ten Asian nations from Iran to North
Korea with the aim of reversing the centuries of Western domination that began with Vasco da
Gama’s landing in India in 1498.3® Another expert, Dr. Andrew F. Krepinevich, agrees,
worrying that the US may soon face a 5,000-mile “Arc of Atomic Instability” stretching from the
Persian Gulf to North Korea.*”’

The conventional wisdom is that no responsible or even irresponsible nation would actually
employ these weapons. But in the words of strategist John Gaddis:
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