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Introduction

NAVAL SUPREMACY, COMPETITIVE POSTURE CHANGE,
AND THE COLD WAR AT SEA

1.1 Project outline

This dissertation investigates the dynamics of naval competition between the United States
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) during a thirty-five year period that even-
tually led to the U.S. Navy’s adoption of the Reagan era Maritime Strategy.! Its focus is on the
long-term pattern of military interaction between the military organizations that had primary
responsibility for pursuing the Cold War competition at sea, the United States Navy (USN)
and the Voyenno-morskoy flot SSSR (“Military Maritime Fleet of the USSR”, henceforth: VMF).
Throughout the period in question, these two powerful organizations prepared for war in the
empty wastes of the North Atlantic, the Western Pacific and their peripheral seas. If that con-
flict had come to pass, it would have been the first naval war to feature guided missiles and
nuclear weapons — and perhaps also the last. It would have revolved around one of the most
vexing problems that the geography and the strategic realities of the Cold War confrontation
imposed on the Western alliance. As a sea power separated from the likely theaters of conflict

by millions of square kilometers of water, the United States relied on forward-deployed forces

1 The first ‘official’ version of The Maritime Strategy came together in the autumn of 1982, but the basic tenets
had been under discussion for some time. For a detailed review of the process of formulating and refining
the forward Maritime Strategy, see John B. Hattendorf, The Evolution of the U.S. Navy’s Maritime Strategy 1977-
1986, Newport Paper 19 (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2004).
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Introduction

to reassure its NATO allies and deter attacks that might not meet the criteria for a full-scale
nuclear response.2 While the permanent elements of this forward posture could provide a
“tripwire” in case of Soviet military encroachment, reinforcing them in a crisis and sustaining
them in a conflict would not have been a trivial matter. Regardless of the exact circumstances,
it demanded the application of superior seapower to secure NATO's sea lines of communica-
tion (SLOCs) across the Atlantic and to reliably overcome what Mearsheimer has called “the
stopping power of water.”4 Framed in terms of 21%* defense debates, it would have required
operational access — that is, “[t]he ability to project military force into [the] operational area with
sufficient freedom of action to accomplish the mission.”® In Cold War terms, Western analysts
expected to find themselves fighting a Third Battle of the Atlantic, not unlike those fought
during the world wars.®

This investigation will advance the case that this analogy of the Third Battle can serve
as a useful framework for thinking about the U.S.-Soviet naval competition for only part of the

Cold War era. To be more specific, the Cold War at sea can reasonably be divided into three

2 For the purposes of this dissertation, the term ‘sea power” will denote an actor in possession of ‘seapower’,
which we agree “can be usefully defined as military power that is brought to bear at [and from the, MH] sea.”
Hedley Bull, “Sea Power and Political Influence,” Adelphi Paper 16, mno.122 (1976),
doi:10.1080/05679327608457271, 1. While this is admittedly a relatively narrow definition, it provides clarity
where more recent attempts at definitions have been deliberately wooly and all-encompassing. To define
seapower broadly, in terms of “the capacity to influence the behavior of other people or things by what one
does at or from the sea,” as Till proposes, leaves little room for a conception of “maritime power’ that can
encompass civil aspects much more conspicuously and appropriately. Geoffrey Till, Seapower: A Guide for the
Twenty-First Century (London: Routledge, 2009), 21. For his discussion of related concepts and terminology,
which is generally excellent, see ibid., 20-38.

3 The concept was originally associated with the Eisenhower Administration’s nuclear-centric New Look.
See Richard A. Bitzinger, “Assessing the Conventional Balance in Europe, 1945-1975” (RAND, Santa Monica,
CA, 1989), 11. On the New Look and the doctrine of “massive retaliation’, see e.g. Samuel F. Wells, “The
Origins of Massive Retaliation,” Political Science Quarterly 96, no. 1 (1981), doi:10.2307/2149675, 31-51; Andreas
Wenger, Living with Peril: Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Nuclear Weapons (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield,
1997), esp. 13-84, 105-20.

¢ John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York, NY: W.W. Norton, 2001), 113-19.

5 Department of Defense, “Joint Operational Access Concept: Version 1.0” (Washington, DC, 2012),
https://dod.defense.gov/Portals/1/Documents/pubs/JOAC_Jan%202012_Signed.pdf, 1. The most comprehen-
sive study of questions of strategic and operational access is Sam J. Tangredi, Anti-Access Warfare: Countering
A2/AD Strategies (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2013).

¢ The term is used repeatedly throughout the literature on the Cold War at sea, but it is now most promi-
nently associated with Cote’s excellent study of the competition in undersea warfare, which will be referenced
repeatedly in this study. Owen R. Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy's Silent Cold War Struggle
with Soviet Submarine, Newport Papers 16 (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2003).
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Introduction

periods. During the first period (c. 1946-1960), the U.S. Navy began to focus on power projec-
tion against Soviet land targets and the Soviet Union built a layered sea denial system that
began to reach out further into the North Atlantic towards the end of this timeframe. During
the second period (c. 1961-1981), the U.S. Navy effectively shifted its capability for nuclear
strike from carrier battlegroups to its submarine force. Meanwhile, the VMF continued to de-
velop an oceanic defense perimeter, which included a limited capability for nuclear strikes
against targets in the continental United States. Towards the end of this phase, however, came
a Soviet paradigm shift. Instead of investing further resources into an ever more expansive
system of oceanic defense, the VMF’s efforts were refocused on the near-seas zone. By the late
1970s, the VMF’s far-seas defense capability was approaching high tide, largely as a result of
decisions made in the late 1950s and early 1960s. But the focus of Soviet naval ambitions had
returned to the Barents Sea and, in the far east, the Sea of Okhotsk. During the third and final
phase (1981-1991), the Reagan era Maritime Strategy attempted to exploit this shift for strategic
advantage. While the first two phases can be reasonably described as encompassing prepara-
tions at the level of naval postures for the eventuality of a Third Battle of the Atlantic, the third
phase — which has received much of the attention of Western naval analysts, not least due to
its bureaucratic significance for the U.S. Navy —is difficult to frame in those terms.

The focus of the present investigation is on the two phases that preceded the Soviet
Union’s tacit admission that it could not — and, perhaps, need not — effectively compete with
the U.S. Navy on the high seas. Rather than during the third phase, as has often been claimed,
it must have been during these earlier phases that the high-seas competition was essentially
decided. The eventual outcome of the struggle for a meaningful naval advantage in the North
Atlantic area raises important questions: How did the U.S. Navy manage to maintain its military
advantage in this area over the long term? Or, if we endeavor to see the issue through the eyes of a
continental challenger of U.S. naval supremacy, why did the Soviet Union fail to develop an effective
system for keeping the U.S. Navy'’s projection forces at bay? These are the questions that this dis-
sertation will explore in the form of a theoretically informed analysis of the first two phases of

the Cold War at sea. Specifically, we will be looking at the contest between the VMF’s posture
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of oceanic “sea denial”” — a more traditional, less controversial, and slightly narrower term
than “anti-access/area denial”® — and the U.S. Navy’s posture of sea control through “transo-
ceanic”? power projection. This introductory chapter will briefly familiarize the reader with
the setting of the Cold War at sea, lay out the purpose of the investigation and research design
in some detail, explore the current state of research into this and related topics, and provide a

brief overview of the chapters that follow.

SEAPOWER IN A NUCLEAR CONTEXT

The working assumption of many observers on both sides of the Cold War divide was — and
had to be — that any major war between the superpowers was likely to escalate to a full-scale
nuclear exchange, possibly with very little warning.'® In effect, the superpowers would have
moved from a state of peace or increased tension to full-scale nuclear war with only token

involvement of all other conceivable levels of conflict.!! But there existed at the heart of the

7 One of Corbett’s principles was that “[t]he object of naval warfare must always be directly or indirectly
either to secure the command of the sea or to prevent the enemy from securing it.” Julian S. Corbett, Principles
of Maritime Strateqy (Mineola, NY: Dover, 2004[1911]), 87. For a detailed discussion of sea denial postures and
strategies, see Milan N. Vego, Maritime Strategy and Sea Denial: Theory and Practice (London: Routledge, 2019);
Ian Speller, Understanding Naval Warfare (London: Routledge, 2019), 118-22. On the specific requirements of
sea control and sea denial in marginal and constricted seas, see also Milan N. Vego, Naval Strategy and Oper-
ations in Narrow Seas (London: Routledge, 2003), 110-28.

8 For an extended discussion and history of the concept, see Tangredi, Anti-Access Warfare, 32-74.

° Samuel P. Huntington, “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy,” USNI Proceedings 80, no. 5 (1954),
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/1954/may/national-policy-and-transoceanic-navy.

10 See e.g. Stephen J. Cimbala, Strategic Impasse: Offense, Defense, and Deterrence Theory and Practice (New York,
NY: Greenwood, 1989), 53.

1 For an understanding of what potential escalation levels were present, we can look to Nitze’s “hierarchy
of potential violence” that comprises ten levels. Paul Nitze, “The Relationship of Strategic and Theater Nu-
clear Forces,” International Security 2, no. 2 (1977), d0i:10.2307/2538729, 122-23. Reordered here in ascending
order of conflict intensity, they are: “10. Political, economic, and psychological warfare; 9. Civil war or guer-
rilla war in its various forms; 8. Conventional war with client states only participating; 7. Conventional war
with only a single superpower actively participating; 6. Conventional war with both superpowers actively
participating; 5. Unilateral use by the country attacked of tactical nuclear weapons in self-defense on and over
its own territory; 4. Forward Edge of the Battlefield (FEBA) nuclear war with both sides primarily using
shorter range weapons close to the line of contact between the opposing forces; neither superpower using its
intercontinental or gray-area weapons, and both superpowers avoiding the territory of the other; 3. Theater
nuclear war in which intermediate gray-area weapons, such as the SS-20, Backfire, G-Class submarines, FB-
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Cold War balance of “mutual assured destruction”? a series of paradoxes that could under-
mine the stabilizing logic of nuclear fear: What if the very stability of deterrence at the “strate-
gic”® level — which threatened the use of nuclear weapons against the likely adversary’s
civilian population, industrial strength, and opposing strategic nuclear forces — made war
more likely at lower levels of conflict?'* What, in other words, if strategic nuclear deterrence
worked foo well and the other side arrived at the conclusion that it could get away with some
forms of conventional aggression without triggering a massive nuclear response? What if, on
reflection, the limitation of a conflict that had resulted from one of the more plausible scenarios
— accident, miscalculation, or deterrence failure — looked like a better option than sacrificing
hundreds of millions of lives to make a point about one’s “nuclear resolve”'>? What if there
had been a use of nuclear weapons and both sides had decided that they had had enough, but

the fighting had not stopped?'® While some of the best strategic minds of the era tried to iron

111, intermediate range cruise missiles, and the like, are used; 2. Intercontinental, primarily counterforce,
nuclear war; 1. Intercontinental, primarily countervalue, nuclear war.” ibid. Kahn famously came up with a
much more elaborate, 44-step ‘escalation ladder’. Herman Kahn, On Escalation: Metaphors and Scenarios (Lon-
don: Routledge, 2017[1965]).

12 Robert Jervis, The Meaning of the Nuclear Revolution: Statecraft and the Prospect of Armageddon (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1990), 74-82.

13 There is some confusion as to what exactly it is that differentiates the ‘strategic’ level from the ‘tactical’ and
‘theater’ levels. Logically, strategic forces are those that are earmarked to be used for strategic effect, i.e. to
directly affect the opponent’s ability to continue fighting. On strategic effects, see Colin S. Gray, “Understand-
ing Airpower: Bonfire of the Fallacies,” Strategic Studies Quarterly 2, no. 4 (2008), 51-52. Gray is right to insist
that “[t]he critical difference between the strategic and the tactical is the quality of instrumentality. Strategic
effect is distinctive in kind or quality from tactical effect, not in quantity. A vehicle does not become strategic
because it is intercontinental in range rather than merely intraregional or even intracontinental. A weapon, a
capability, a project, is strategic only in its consequences.” ibid., 51. Emphasis added.

14 The seminal statement of this so-called ‘stability-instability paradox’ is Glenn H. Snyder, Deterrence and
Defense: Toward a Theory of National Security (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1961). For a contrasting
view, although not one that manages to dispel the paradox convincingly, is Jervis, The Meaning of the Nuclear
Revolution, 19-22, 78-79.

15 Richard K. Betts, Nuclear Blackmail and Nuclear Balance (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1987), 193.
On accidental nuclear war, see Bruce G. Blair, The Logic of Accidental Nuclear War (Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution, 1993); Richard Ned Lebow, Nuclear Crisis Management: A Dangerous Illusion (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1987), 104-53; Alexander George, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice
(New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 1974), 534-49.

16 One need not be a proponent of what was known as “broken-backed war” to see this as a plausible turn of
events. The latter concept was advanced primarily by naval officers who saw a long war as plausible — not
least of all for bureaucratic reasons. See John Baylis, Ambiguity and Deterrence: British Nuclear Strategy, 1945-
1964 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 144; Richard Moore, The Royal Navy and Nuclear Weapons (London: Routledge,
2015), 65-93. For a critique of the concept, see Kahn, On Escalation; Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear War (New
Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books, 2010[1960]), 38.
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out these and other major wrinkles in the otherwise sturdy cloth of nuclear deterrence, the
truth was (and remains) that very little is known or understood about a world in which nuclear
war is no longer a set of intellectual complications confined to “the deep, dark pit of nuclear
strategy”!” and becomes instead a part of the real world.

As a result, both U.S. and Soviet decision-makers soon discovered that they were not
actually willing to rely on nuclear deterrence in any of its pure forms, and both sides made
massive, sustained investments in conventional forces.’® While U.S. and Soviet navies were
both deeply involved in the grim business of strategic nuclear deterrence, they were also sure
to play a central role in any conflict that remained limited to conventional or tactical nuclear
options for more than a few days. In fact, in any “protracted war’ scenario, the survival of the
Western alliance would have become successively more dependent on replenishment sealift
with every gallon of fuel that was consumed and every shot that was fired.* Moreover, given
NATO’s dependence on strategic warning and prior mobilization to offset Soviet conventional
strength, the same would apply in an extended crisis as well.? While it is true that a naval war
in the North Atlantic would have been an alliance effort, the burden of maintaining naval su-

premacy with such scenarios in mind fell squarely on the shoulders of the U.S. Navy. There

17 Fred M. Kaplan, The Wizards of Armageddon (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1991), 373.

18 According to the CIA’s estimates, Soviet average spending on the strategic offensive mission never ex-
ceeded 12.3 percent in any period during 1951-1990. Noel E. Firth and James H. Noren, Soviet Defense Spend-
ing: A History of CIA Estimates, 1950-1990 (College Station, TX: Texas A & M University Press, 1998), 112. In
the United States, there were three fiscal years during the 1945 to 1978 period in which procurement funding
for strategic forces — as opposed to total spending — slightly exceeded or equalled that for general purpose
forces. The shares were relatively even during 1945-50 and 1954-1961 and began to permanently diverge
thereafter, with an overhang towards general purpose forces funding of roughly 10 billion per fiscal year on
average (excluding additional spending for the war in South East Asia). Congressional Budget Office, “As-
sessing the Warsaw Pact/NATO Military Balance” (Budget Issue Paper for Fiscal Year 1979, CBO, Washing-
ton, DC, 1979), 47.

19 On protracted war see Richard Hegmann, “Reconsidering the Evolution of the US Maritime Strategy 1955—
1965,” Journal of Strategic Studies 14, no. 3 (1991), doi:10.1080/01402399108437454, 303-305; John V. Hall, “Why
the Short-War Scenario is Wrong for Naval Planning” (Professional Paper 354, Center for Naval Analyses,
Alexandria, VA, 1982). See also Joel J. Sokolsky, Seapower in the Nuclear Age: The United States Navy and NATO,
1949-80 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1991), 125-76; Paul H. Nitze and Leonard Sullivan, Securing
the Seas: The Soviet Naval Challenge and Western Alliance Options (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1979), 344-45, 376.

2 See e.g. Barry R. Posen, “Measuring the European Conventional Balance: Coping with Complexity in
Threat Assessment,” International Security 9, no. 3 (1984), doi:10.2307/2538587, 94-102.
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can be little doubt that the most critical missions would have overwhelmingly fallen to Amer-
ican seamen and naval aviators, with the Royal Navy making by far the largest alliance con-
tribution and other navies providing capabilities to free up as many U.S. assets as possible for
higher priority missions.?!

If power projection from the sea — including, but not limited to the nuclear aspect — was
one part of the raison d’étre of what Samuel Huntington called “the transoceanic navy [...], a
navy oriented away from the oceans and toward the land masses on their far side,”? assuring
operational access was the other. In practice, they soon became folded into one, as a new con-
ception of “sea-air power”? began to frame carrier strikes against land targets as the best
means of ensuring sea control.? This development was, in a very real sense, at the heart of the
Cold War dynamic at sea during 1946-1981. Given the relative positions of the North American

and Eurasian landmasses, and the difficulties of moving heavy forces and bulky materiel by

2l On the naval debate in NATO into the late 1960s, see Sokolsky, Seapower in the Nuclear Age, 7-47; Robert S.
Jordan, Alliance Strategy and Navies: The Evolution and Scope of NATO's Maritime Dimension (New York, NY: St
Martin's Press, 1990). On British awareness of the Royal Navy’s limited role in countering Soviet submarines
in the 1980s, see Peter Hennessy and James Jinks, The Silent Deep: The Royal Navy Submarine Service since 1945
(London: Allen Lane, 2015), 559. On the Royal Navy in the Cold War, the gold standard work is still Eric
Grove, Vanguard to Trident: British Naval Policy since World War II (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1987).
While alliance burden sharing did extend into the naval arena to some extent, other alliance contributions are
much more doubtful than the British one, certainly from an operational perspective. Focusing mostly on de-
fensive sea control and supporting tasks, other European navies stood ready to take up some of the slack
once the U.S. Navy shifted into high gear, but to claim that they were in a position to decisively influence a
naval war between East and West is to engage in alliance politics. For an overview of NATO allies” compar-
atively modest naval capabilities at the height of the Maritime Strategy debates in the 1980s, see Stephen
Roberts, “Western European and NATO Navies, 1982” (Professional Paper No. 399, Center for Naval Anal-
yses, Alexandria, VA, 1982).

2 Huntington, “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy”. Reduced to its essentials, seapower has always
been about power projection against the land, as Corbett has emphasized: “Since men live upon the land and
not upon the sea, great issues between nations at war have always been decided — except in the rarest cases
— either by what your army can do against your enemy’s territory and national life, or else by the fear of what
the fleet makes it possible for your army to do.” Corbett, Principles of Maritime Strategy, 14. The fundamental
change in naval affairs that was wrought by 20" century technology — namely carrier aviation, guided mis-
siles, and nuclear weapons — was that navies are no longer limited to the role of enabler and can now threaten
the enemy’s territory and national life directly and much more decisively than a slow-acting blockade ever
could. At the same time, Corbett’s insistence that “the object and end of naval warfare is the control of com-
munications” (ibid., 91) continues to hold true in most cases short of strategic nuclear war.

2 Daniel Yergin, Shattered Peace: The Origins of the Cold War and the National Security State (Boston, MA:
Houghton Mifflin, 1978), 208.

2 The basic outlines of this story are told extremely well in George W. Baer, One Hundred Years of Sea Power:
The U.S. Navy, 1890-1990 (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1998), 288-90.
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air, it was reasonable to assume that a struggle for access would focus on the maritime ap-
proaches to the continental battlefield. It was not unreasonable to expect that the USSR, for its

part, would make every effort to interfere with NATO’s Atlantic “lifeline”? in case of war.

Fig. 1: The North Atlantic was the pivotal theater of the Cold War at sea. (Own work/NASA WorldWind)

The basic geostrategic setting of the confrontation is depicted in Figure 1 above. As readers
with a background in strategic studies or military history will appreciate, there are unmistak-
able echoes of the two previous Battles of the Atlantic.® There are also critically important
differences, however, which we will examine in some detail in Chapters 4 and 5. What all three
scenarios had in common was a continental challenger on the Eurasian landmass, who was in

a position to contest the Western sea powers’ vital “control of communications”? across the

% Sokolsky, Seapower in the Nuclear Age, 126.

2% An excellent overview of the Second Battle of the Atlantic from a strategic and operational perspective is
Marc Milner, Battle of the Atlantic (Stroud: The History Press, 2014). For a more exhaustive study, see Clay
Blair, Hitler’s U-Boat War: Volume 1: The Hunters, 1939-1942 (New York, NY: Random House, 1996); Clay Blair,
Hitler's U-Boat War: Volume 2: The Hunted, 1942-1945 (New York, NY: Random House, 2000). On the First
Battle of the Atlantic, see. e.g. Edwyn Gray, The Killing Time: The U-Boat War, 1914-18 (London: Seeley, 1972).
An integrated view of the German submarine campaigns that facilitates comparison is provided by V. E.
Tarrant, The U-Boat Offensive, 1914-1945 (London: Arms and Armour, 1989).

27 Corbett, Principles of Maritime Strategy, 90.
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Atlantic. But, ultimately, the history of the Cold War at sea has much less in common with
these earlier cases than a superficial look at various similarities would suggest. Far from pos-
ing a repeat of earlier continental challenges to Western naval supremacy, the introduction of
nuclear weapons and of the means to deliver them from the sea fundamentally reshaped the
dynamic of naval competition in the North Atlantic area over time, in ways that are not widely

understood even today.

A ‘SECURITY DILEMMA AT SEA’

For a start, it may come as a surprise to some readers that the most crucial mission the Soviet
Navy was tasked with by the General Staff of the Armed Forces of the USSR throughout the
Cold War period was not the interdiction of Western sea lines of communication, but homeland
defense against nuclear-armed carrier strike groups and ballistic-missile carrying submarines
(SSBNs). While SLOC interdiction was often mentioned as a secondary or tertiary task, the
consensus among Soviet naval planners was that it should only be pursued once the more
essential objectives of defending the homeland and — later on — assuring the naval potential
for strategic deterrence had been met.?” In practice, this meant that there were never enough
resources allocated to embark on the full-fledged ‘Third Battle” against the Western lifeline

that many U.S. and NATO planners feared. While this may sound like a controversial finding,

% Some naval analysts realized this early on, but at an organizational level, the US Navy began to accept this
only in the 1980s. Two notable sources making this case as early as the 1960s are Robert W. Herrick, Soviet
Nawal Strategy: Fifty Years of Theory and Practice (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1968), esp. 92-105;
Central Intelligence Agency/Office of Research and Reports, Soviet Naval Strategy and Its Effects on the Devel-
opment of Naval Forces, 1953-63, October 22, 1963, CIA/RR ER SC 63-3, CIA Historical Collection, FOR-SECRET
(declassified 21 May 2012), 65-119. This issue will be touched upon repeatedly in Chapters 4 and 5.

2 For an excellent overview of the evolution of the VMF’s Cold War mission structure, see Robert W. Herrick,
“Roles and Missions of the Soviet Navy: Historical Evolution, Current Priorities, and Future Prospects,” in
The Soviet and Other Communist Navies: The View from the Mid-1980s, ed. James L. George (Annapolis, MD: Na-
val Institute Press/Center for Naval Analyses, 1986), 9-36.
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recently declassified documents show that Western intelligence agencies eventually came to
much the same conclusion.®

As things stood, the possibility that the VMF might move against the SLOCs and the
real challenge to Western command of the seas that it posed were sufficient to require a deter-
mined response. NATO'’s alliance politics demanded that the United States provide sufficient
assurances of continued support for the alliance in case of a long war that could not be pursued
unless the SLOCs remained open.?! The Soviet leadership, on the other hand, could not accept
the untrammeled naval supremacy of the United States and its allies up to its coast, at a time
when U.S. aircraft carriers had also become nuclear delivery systems.?? The overarching con-
sequence of the two sides” incompatible strategic imperatives was what one of the drafters of
the Reagan administration’s forward Maritime Strategy, CAPT (ret.) Peter Swartz, retrospec-
tively describes as “a security dilemma at sea.”*® As the United States developed a carrier-
centric posture designed to dispose of the prospective Soviet submarine threat to Western
SLOC:s across the Atlantic, the Soviet Union began to push its defensive perimeter outward to
prevent carrier-borne strikes on its territory. In the process of doing so, the VMF acquired
many of the same capabilities that it would presumably have employed in an offensive anti-
SLOC campaign.®* In the absence of an accurate understanding of the Soviet Union’s naval
force posture, it was reasonable to assume that this was indeed a high-priority goal of the

burgeoning Soviet fleet. As we now know, it was not. Hence, the security dilemma logic of

% Central Intelligence Agency, The Role of Interdiction at Sea in Soviet Naval Strategy and Operations: An Intelli-
gence Assessment, May 1978, CIA Historical Collection, FOP-SECRET (declassified 16 June 2017); Central In-
telligence Agency/National Foreign Assessment Center, The Soviet Attack Submarine Force and Western Sea
Lines of Communication, April 1979, CIA Historical Collection, SECRET (declassified 14 June 2017). This study
is among the first to make use of these newly released sources.

31 See e.g. Sokolsky, Seapower in the Nuclear Age, esp. Chapters 1-2.

% According to Norris and Kristensen, carriers still deployed with roughly 100 nuclear weapons during the
later stages of the competition, i.e. long after they had been taken off strategic nuclear alert duties. Robert S.
Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “Declassified: US Nuclear Weapons at Sea during the Cold War,” Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists 72, no. 1 (2016), doi:10.1080/00963402.2016.1124664, 60.

% Captain Peter M. Swartz, USN (ret.), interview with the author (Arlington, VA, 12 May 2016). I am grateful
to Peter for suggesting this as a useful frame of reference. For a state-of-the-art review of the concept of the
security dilemma, see Ken Booth and Nicholas J. Wheeler, The Security Dilemma: Fear, Cooperation, and Trust
in World Politics (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008). The role of the security dilemmas in long-term mil-
itary competitions is further discussed in Chapter 2.

3 Ibid.
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states “arm[ing] for the sake of security”* and rendering each other progressively less secure
in the process would indeed seem to apply to the situation at hand. Although it is hardly the
end of the story, it nonetheless provides a useful starting point for our analysis of the dynamics
of naval interaction during the Cold War era.

The U.S. Navy eventually came to accept the essentially defensive nature of the Soviet
naval build-up as a result of a decisive intelligence breakthrough in the late 1970s and early
1980s — a “special source”? that the select few who are privy to the details are still unable to
comment on. In reality, the VMF was not so much shifting from an offensive to a defensive
posture, as from an attempt at far-seas defense to a near-seas defense, thereby reversing its
earlier shift in the opposite direction. In essence, once it became clear that enemy SSBNs were
fundamentally unlike enemy carriers and could not be effectively countered by means of an
oceanic defense system, the weight of the strategic defense effort was rebalanced in favor of
the protection of the Soviet Union’s own SSBNs. With a capability to launch from home waters
against targets in the continental United States from the mid-1970s onwards, this could take
the form of a near-seas defense in what Western analysts came to call “bastions”” well north
of the Arctic circle. In other words, Soviet planners had come to recognize that the aspect of
U.S. naval superiority that was most important for them to counter — the ability to strike the
Soviet homeland with nuclear weapons — could not be broken by naval means focused on sea

denial.

% Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York, NY: Random House, 1979), 186.

% Two theories that have been discussed repeatedly revolve around the tapping of undersea cables by U.S.
submarines inside Soviet territorial waters and the recruitment of one or several moles in the highest reaches
of the Soviet General Staff. Both theories are plausible, and both may be accurate. See, e.g. Hennessy and
Jinks, The Silent Deep, 531. For an account of U.S. cable-tapping operations, see Sherry Sontag and Christopher
Drew with Annette Lawrence Drew, Blind Man’s Bluff: The Untold Story of American Submarine Operations (New
York: HarperCollins, 1998).

% For the basic outline of the story, see Hattendorf, The Evolution of the U.S. Navy’s Maritime Strateqy 1977-
1986, 23-36; Christopher Ford and David Rosenberg, The Admirals’ Advantage: U.S. Navy Operational Intelli-
gence in World War II and the Cold War (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2005), 77-108.
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Fig. 2: The Cold War naval confrontation in the North Atlantic area as a security dilemma. (Own work/NASA
WorldWind.)

There is, however, more to this story than meets the eye. U.S. naval initiatives that long pre-
dated the 1980s Maritime Strategy played an important role in bringing about this outcome.
The U.S. Navy’s adaptations to the Soviet threat made sure that the Soviet zone defense system
ultimately failed in its main purpose: to pose a sufficient threat of conventional and tactical
nuclear “denial”%® — that is, to convince the U.S. Navy that the kind of far-forward, offensive
naval strategy that was originally developed in the late 1940s and early 1950s would be too
difficult and too costly to succeed. Without these various adaptations, it would have been
much more difficult to reprise such a strategy from the early 1980s onwards and the Soviet
threat of oceanic denial would have loomed considerably larger than it ultimately did. Hence,
there are important conclusions to be drawn from this aspect of the competition as well. It is
hoped that, to the extent that this dissertation manages to combine the various strands of the

Cold War dynamic at sea into an analytical narrative, it will make a valuable contribution to

% John J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983), 14.
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our understanding of this defining case of naval competition under the conditions of the nu-
clear age. Having said that, to successfully guide the investigation and keep it focused squarely
on its object, the research questions and approach need to be set out more closely. This will be

the task of the next section.

1.2 Research problem and approach

Ultimately, the superpowers were fortunate enough never to find out exactly how the other
would employ its naval forces in times of war. The interaction between the naval postures of
the East and West nevertheless played a critical role in shaping the military and political real-
ities of the Cold War era. The only sustained, large-scale naval rivalry to take place since the
dawn of the “missile age,”*® the competition between the superpowers played a pivotal role in
the evolution of naval warfare after 1945. Although direct analogies are difficult, it is not an
exaggeration to say that it was as significant in that respect as the Anglo-German naval race of
1898-1914 or the U.S.-Japanese antagonism of the interwar period.* For this reason alone, re-
search into the Cold War at sea should be a core part of any 21¢t century strategic studies re-
search agenda concerned with developments in naval forces.

The purpose of this dissertation is, however, more specific. It seeks to make sense of a
puzzling outcome that may — or may not — repeat itself in this century. It starts from the obser-

vation that the U.S. Navy entered the Cold War with a clear-cut advantage over any potential

% The concept can be traced to Brodie’s classic Strategy in the Missile Age and, in its original context, it has a
nuclear connotation. Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2007) Applied to
naval warfare, self-propelled missiles had played an important role long before, of course — the torpedo being
the foremost example. According to Watts, “the earliest instances of combat success with recognizably modern
guided munitions occurred in 1943 [when] the German Navy introduced the first acoustic-homing torpedo,
the G7e/T4 Falke.” Barry D. Watts, “Six Decades of Guided Munitions and Battle Networks: Progress and
Prospects” (Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, Washington, DC, 2007), 3 (emphasis added).
For the purposes of this study, the term should be read to denote both the wholesale replacement of guns, for
both offensive and defensive uses, by various types of guided missiles in the aftermath of World War II, and
the potential nuclear dimension of missile combat at sea.

4 For an overview, see Peter Padfield, The Great Naval Race: The Anglo-German Naval Rivalry, 1900-1914 (New
York, NY: D. McKay, 1974); David C. Evans and Mark R. Peattie, Kaigun: Strategy, Tactics, and Technology in
the Imperial Japanese Navy, 1887-1941 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2012), Chapters 8-13.
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challenger, or a plausible constellation of challengers. Such advantages have been difficult to
maintain over a period of decades in the face of a determined challenge. Looking back in his-
tory, Britain’s naval supremacy in the North Sea and the United States” position in the Pacific
each came under severe pressure within less than a decade of being openly challenged by
Germany and Japan, respectively. Compared to these two pre-nuclear cases, the Soviet chal-
lenger defined its aims narrowly and focused very considerable resources on an objective that
should have been relatively comparatively easy to attain: to raise the costs of far-forward naval
operations against the Soviet Union sufficiently to force the U.S. Navy to lower its aim in that
particular regard. Yet, after some thirty-five years of Soviet investment into a focused sea de-
nial capability that was largely without equal in history, the U.S. Navy of the early 1980s
nevertheless found itself in the position to propose a posture designed for far-forward, offen-
sive operations no less ambitious than that envisioned during the late 1940s, which had
spurred the Soviet defense establishment into action in the first place. Why, given the significant
technological and operational strides that the VMF made, did the long-term naval competition between
the Cold War superpowers end with U.S. naval supremacy largely intact? Conversely, why did the
VMF’s ultimately reimagine its defensive system in terms of the much more circumscribed, near-seas
defensive bastions of the 1980s, given that the task of oceanic perimeter defense should not have been
insurmountable, given its largely negative aims and the sheer lethality of missile age weaponry? To
provide answers to these questions, the thesis will explore in detail the Soviet Navy’s attempts
to undermine U.S. naval supremacy and the U.S. Navy’s efforts to keep a meaningful ad-
vantage over its opponent through several long modernization cycles, focusing on the two
functional areas that were expected to pose the greatest challenges in any conflict with the
Soviet Union: the contest between submarines and anti-submarine warfare (ASW) forces, and
the competition between Soviet naval aircraft armed with anti-ship missiles and U.S. fleet air

defenses.*!

4 For pragmatic reasons, the study does not give the same weight to anti-surface warfare (ASuW), as the
main threat posed by Soviet surface combatants to U.S. surface units was their heavy missile armament,
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THE CONCEPT OF POSTURE CHANGE

This dissertation proposes to study the dynamics of the competition for military advantage
between the Cold War superpowers from a particular conceptual angle — namely, that of
change in naval postures. By naval posture we mean the product of decisions about the principles of
naval force employment, the types of naval forces to acquire, and the manner in which they are to be
deployed.®> A naval posture is not a strategy — it does not specify how particular political-military
aims are to be pursued in war or in peacetime.*® Rather, it is designed to provide military
options to decision-makers. Postures set out, and thereby also narrow, the range of military
ways and means that are plausibly available for strategists to work with. Hence, naval postures
shape naval strategies in critical ways, but they do not determine them. Conversely, strategic
choices — including those at the levels of grand strategy and national military strategy — pro-
vide political-military direction for posture planning. Hence, the relationship between the two
concepts is really quite intimate, but they are not the same thing.

Even though the concept of strategy has been so diluted as to mean all things to all
people, the proper realm of strategy is the particular: a strategy must be closely adapted to the
challenges at hand. At the same time, strategy-making also requires sufficient flexibility to
adapt to an evolving situation. “In historical practice,” Gray finds, “strategies constantly need
to be drafted for, and adapted to, dynamic circumstances.”# Strategies can and sometimes must

change practically overnight. A posture is usually developed over a period of years and even

which is covered as part of the anti-air warfare (AAW) problem set. It also does not include a detailed dis-
cussion of amphibious operations. On the history of amphibious warfare during the Cold War era, see Joseph
H. Alexander and Merrill L. Bartlett, Sea Soldiers in the Cold War: Amphibious Warfare, 1945-1991 (Annapolis,
MBD: Naval Institute Press, 1995). For a functional overview of modern amphibious operations, see Ian Speller
and Christopher Tuck, Amphibious Warfare: Strategy and Tactics from Gallipoli to Iraq (London: Amber Books,
2014).

£ Stratmann provides a workable definition of posture as encompassing the material and immaterial com-
ponents of organization, equipment, armaments, tactics, command and control, and operational planning.
His inclusion of strategy as a component of posture — rather than an intimately related, but analytical separate
category —is, however, puzzling and requires a departure. Karl-Peter Stratmann, “Die Sicherheit des NATO-
Abschnitts Mitteleuropa als strategisches Problem: Untersuchungen zur Glaubwiirdigkeit der gegenwartigen
NATO-"Posture’” (Doctoral dissertation, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitit, 1978), 6.

# Colin S. Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 18.

“ Ibid., 41.
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its most flexible element by far — the pattern of force deployment — can take weeks or months
to adjust. Because “you go to war with the [forces] you have — not the [forces] you might want
or wish to have at a later time,”* posture planning must be sufficiently broad-based to allow
for the implementation of different strategies in different contextual settings. At the same time,
there are only so many strategic options that a posture can support. Thus, there are many
strategies that a well-designed coastal defense posture can serve well, but those that require
escorting convoys across the Atlantic in force 10 gales will most likely fall outside its scope. A
blue-water, sea control navy will be much more expensive to develop, but it will struggle al-
most as badly when it is sent into a vicious coastal scenario. A long-term military competition,
in this perspective, involves the search for advantages in force posture that can support a range
of plausible strategies that might be pursued in a crisis or conflict. The product of those strat-
egies, when implemented, is strategic effect.* The product of military posture planning, on the
other hand, is credible options for the use of force. It is the process by which these options are
created, and by which postures are adapted over the long term, that will be at the heart of the

research effort.

RESEARCHING THE DYNAMICS OF COLD WAR NAVAL POSTURES

Based on a detailed reconstruction of the U.S. Navy’s efforts to maintain its starting position
of naval supremacy in the “rimlands”# of Eurasia, and of the Soviet Navy’s attempts to sow
pervasive doubts about the U.S. Navy’s prospects in a naval war so as to undermine that po-
sition, this dissertation seeks to unearth the patterns of naval posture change and to provide
an improved understanding of why the Soviet challenge fell short of its ambition during the
first and second phases of the Cold War at sea. To do so, we must first conceptualize the pro-
cess of posture change and lay down some guidelines for the analysis of the extensive primary

and secondary evidence that is available on the Cold War at sea. As we will see, there is no

% Donald Rumsfeld, Known and Unknown: A Memoir (London: Allen Lane, 2013), 645.

4 Seen. 12.

4 The concept is most prominently associated with the geostrategist Nicholas Spykman. See Saul Bernard
Cohen, Geography and Politics in a World Divided (New York, NY: Random House, 1963), 46-49.
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one theory or approach that we can adopt ‘off the rack’ to accomplish this and lay a solid
foundation for an analysis of naval posture change that is theoretically informed and systematic
in approaching the research problem, but that also retains sufficient empirical richness and ac-
curacy to provide a detailed account. Hence, the approach that is eventually selected amounts
to what Scharpf has called a “modular framework”® that deliberately seeks to combines as-
pects of different theories to maximize our ability to reprise a complex historical reality in a
structured manner and analyze it in a way that does justice to our subject. This framework,
which is summarized in Figure 3, combines elements of neoclassical realism with insights from
organization theory. The main components of this framework are (1) the insistence that, in a
long-term strategic rivalry, external military threats are a primary driver of state behavior, (2)
the realization that military advantages are created and maintained by the actors themselves,
rather than by technological or military change per se, (3) a focus on navies as bureaucratic
actors that are motivated by a complex mixture of self-interest and state-level responsibilities,
and (4) the expectation that military organizations’ reactions to external threats will be shaped
by their perception of the external environment and by the mélange of interests that drive them,

but also by intrastate developments that are not under their direct control.

| Fiscal-political :
| environment '
___________ S — syl g
i Bureaucratic ' I Internal |
| threats ' ! debate '
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- Adaptation Force Posture
]?xtem(allv) Serv1cet .threat of posture N structure —> | change
threat perceptions
concept (DV)
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Fig. 3: The posture adaptation process

4 Fritz W. Scharpf, Games Real Actors Play: Actor-Centered Institutionalism in Policy Research (Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 1997), 30-31.
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The framework will be developed step-by-step in the course of a more detailed engagement
with several strands of the theoretical literature in Chapter 2 and will be further specified in
Chapter 3, which will also discuss the methods that will be used throughout the empirical
chapters. While the main method will be process tracing, this will be combined with insights
provided by a number of supporting methods that were originally developed by Cold War
naval analysts, such as hardware analysis and literary analysis. These methods will also be out-
lined in greater detail in Chapter 3. In the next step, we will see how this effort can be located
within the existing literature and why the synthetic approach that is proposed here will make
a significant contribution to the state of knowledge in the field of international security and

strategic studies.

1.3 Literature review

While geostrategic rivalries between sea powers and land powers — as well as among rival sea
powers — have preoccupied generations of statesmen, naval strategists, and historians, they
have evinced only sporadic interest among contemporary social scientists. The interdiscipli-
nary field of strategic studies, preoccupied first with the vexing questions raised by the nuclear
revolution and then with the crumbing of its nuclear-centric research agenda in the 1990s, has
been only a partial exception in this regard.* Naval competition has been an even less promi-
nent subject in the subdiscipline of security studies more broadly. There is a significant poten-
tial, however, for combining theoretical and historical approaches in search of a better
understanding of the phenomenon in general, and of the Cold War case in particular. In the

following, we will briefly review the different strands of the existing literature in turn.

4 Among the ‘academic strategists” of the second half of the 20% century, Bernard Brodie and Colin Gray are
prominent exceptions in this regard. The overall picture is a different one, however: In their comprehensive
review of the evolution of the security and strategic studies field, Buzan and Hansen can get away with not
mentioning seapower as a relevant factor even once. Barry Buzan and Lene Hansen, The Evolution of Interna-
tional Security Studies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).
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NAVAL COMPETITION AS A SUBJECT OF HISTORICAL ENQUIRY

Naval history is a rich subfield of military history that has brought forth a very considerable
number of works that are of relevance to this investigation. While naval historians have tradi-
tionally focused on providing detailed analyses of naval battles and campaigns — a genre with
a long pedigree that quite literally comprises thousands of works, which inevitably vary
widely in depth and quality — the field has seen an impressive diversification over the last
several decades.” In fact, some of the most relevant works in establishing the historical context
of the present investigation do not neatly qualify as naval histories, in a narrow sense. Partic-
ularly relevant in this regard is a small number of works that explore the history of leading sea
powers, and of competitions between sea and land powers, in a macrohistorical perspective.>!
Equally pertinent is a subset of the historical literature that explores interrelated issues of strat-
egy, doctrine, administration, and technology development, sometimes in a very well-orga-
nized and integrated manner.>> Some of these works provide deep insights into the dynamics
of naval posture change and the pursuit of naval competitions that students of these matters
would ignore at their peril. At the same time, the analyst should be wary of directly grafting
insights from the historical literature onto the Cold War case, given the radical changes in
warfare that shaped the U.S.-Soviet competition.

A third subset of works, which partially overlaps with the second, has explored partic-

ular instances of past naval competitions in considerable detail. Although other cases are also

% For recent and fairly comprehensive overview, see Richard Harding, Modern Naval History: Debates and
Prospects (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2016). See also the papers in John B. Hattendorf, ed., Doing Naval
History: Essays Toward Improvement (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 1995).

51 Particularly worthy of mention are Clark Reynolds, Command of the Sea: The History and Strategy of Maritime
Empires (New York, NY: Morrow & Co, 1974), Peter Padfield, Maritime Supremacy and the Opening of the West-
ern Mind: Naval Campaigns that Shaped the Modern World, 1588-1782 (London: John Murray, 1999); and Andrew
D. Lambert, Seapower States: Maritime Culture, Continental Empires and the Conflict that Made the Modern World
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2018). Mahan’s The Influence of Sea Power Upon History may also be
said to qualify, but despite its undeniable influence to this day, it is much more narrowly focused overall. A.
T. Mahan, The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660-1783 (New York, NY: Dover, [1894]2012).

52 Notable examples include Roger Morriss, The Foundations of British Maritime Ascendancy: Resources, Logistics
and the State, 1755-1815 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011); Jon Tetsuro Sumida, In Defence of
Nawal Supremacy: Finance, Technology, and British Naval Policy 1889-1914 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press,
[1989]2014); and William M. McBride, Technological Change and the United States Navy, 1865-1945 (Baltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2010).
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relevant, studies of the Anglo-German and U.S.-Japanese rivalries — particularly those with a
focus on strategy, technology and operational planning — have been most useful in preparing
this dissertation.® There is, of course, a significant historical literature on the Cold War naval
competition as well, which is briefly discussed below. These works are often excellent in cap-
turing particular aspects or phases of a competition, and many of them were instrumental in
preparing this study. At the same time, it must be said that the number of historical works that
manage to combine breadth and analytical depth in an attempt to cover the entire Cold War
at sea, or large parts of it, has remained relatively small.>* Many of the more narrowly focused
works are of very high quality and, collectively, they provide a wealth of evidence for an at-

tempt at synthesis.

NAVAL COMPETITION IN STRATEGIC STUDIES

The second relevant field of enquiry, which is rooted in the tradition of strategic and military
studies, is primarily concerned with the theory and uses of seapower. These works often ex-
plore the nature of seapower and the missions of navies in war and peace in fairly general
terms and provide a solid overview of the peculiarities of naval forces and naval warfare, and
the foundational concepts of naval analysis. Some of the broad surveys of the topic continue
to shape current debates. Booth’s Navies and Foreign Policy, Gray’s The Leverage of Sea Spower,

Till’'s Modern Sea Power, and Uhlig’s How Navies Fight: The U.S. Navy and its Allies are among

% On the Anglo-German rivalry, see e.g. Padfield, The Great Naval Race; Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise of the Anglo-
German Antagonism, 1860-1914 (New York, NY: Humanity Books, 1988); Shawn T. Grimes, Strategy and War
Planning in the British Navy, 1887-1918 (Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2012); Matthew S. Seligmann, Frank
Nagler and Michael Epkenhans, eds., The Naval Route to the Abyss: The Anglo-German Naval Race 1895-1914
(London: Routledge, 2016). On the U.S.-Japanese rivalry see Evans and Peattie, Kaigun; Edward S. Miller, War
Plan Orange: The U.S. Strategy To Defeat Japan, 1897-1945 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, [1991]2013).
All of these works provide deep insights into naval operational concepts, technology and organization. On a
somewhat less prominent case, see Nicholas Papastratigakis, Russian Imperialism and Naval Power: Military
Strategy and the Build-Up to the Russian-Japanese War (London: 1.B. Tauris, 2011).

% Some notable exceptions to the rule are Baer, One Hundred Years of Sea Power, 275-444; Jeffrey G. Barlow,
From Hot War to Cold: The U.S. Navy and National Security Affairs, 1945-1955 (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 2009); and — with a stronger focus on an elaborate narrative — Michael T. Isenberg, Shield of the Republic:
The United States Navy in an Era of Cold War and Violent Peace, 1945-1962 (New York, NY: St Martin's Press,
1993).
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the best examples in this regard.”” They are complemented by a set of more specialized works
on tactics and operational art, which accomplish the same at lower levels of analysis.*® How-
ever, none of these contributions come close to providing, individually or collectively, a well-
specified theory of great power naval competition.

Two subfields of the strategic and military studies literature are of particular im-
portance in laying the foundation for such a theory. The first analyzes naval rivalries through
the prism of arms racing and arms control.”” While this is a relatively small body of research,
it provides a distinct view of the competitive and reactive aspect of the phenomenon and, as a
result, proves useful in examining the Cold War at sea. Like the literature on arms races more
generally, this approach tends to direct attention towards specific armaments programs, how
they interact with one another, and how they eventually become a contributing cause of insta-
bility and war.®® This framing is particularly well-suited to the Anglo-German naval race of
1898-1914 and, to a lesser extent, the U.S.-Japanese competition in the 1930s. It accurately de-

scribes certain aspects of the Cold War naval rivalry, but does not work well as a standalone

% Ken Booth, Navies and Foreign Policy (London: Croom Helm, 1977); Geoffrey Till, Modern Sea Power: An
Introduction (London: Brassey's Defence, 1987); Colin S. Gray, The Leverage of Sea Power: The Strategic Advantage
of Navies in War (New York, NY: Macmillan, 1992); Frank Uhlig, How Navies Fight: The U.S. Navy and its Allies
(Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1994). Other important works include: Edward Luttwak, The Political
Uses of Sea Power (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974); Eric Grove, The Future of Sea Power
(Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1990); Geoffrey Till, Seapower: A Guide for the Twenty-First Century,
3rd ed. (London: Routledge, 2013); Speller, Understanding Naval Warfare.

% Wayne P. Hughes and Robert Girrier, Fleet Tactics and Naval Operations (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 2018); Milan N. Vego, Operational Warfare at Sea: Theory and Practice, 2nd ed. (London: Routledge, 2017).
% See, e.g.: Matthew S. Seligmann, “The Anglo-German Naval Race, 1898-1914,” in Mahnken; Maiolo; Steven-
son, Arms Races in International Politics, 21-40; Joseph Maiolo, “Naval Armaments Competition Between the
Two World Wars,” in Mahnken; Maiolo; Stevenson, Arms Races in International Politics, 93-114; Emily O. Gold-
man, Sunken Treaties: Naval Arms Control Between the Wars (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity Press, 1994); Geoffrey Till, Asia’s Naval Expansion: An Arms Race in the Making?, Adelphi Paper 432-433
(London: Routledge/IISS, 2012).

5 For an excellent overview of these debates, see Barry Buzan, An Introduction to Strategic Studies: Military
Technology and International Relations (Basingstoke: Macmillan/IISS, 1987), 69-131. See also Barry Buzan and
Eric Herring, The Arms Dynamic in World Politics (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1998); Jeffrey A. Larsen and
James J. Wirtz, Arms Control and Cooperative Security (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2009).
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explanation of the complex dynamics of posture change over a number of decades.” While it
was, at times, marked by the immediate urgency and escalatory momentum that is often asso-
ciated with an arms race, this rivalry was primarily a process of prolonged posturing for rela-
tive advantage in which changes in force structures, operational concepts, war plans and
deployment patterns often came together gradually. Technology was one driver among others
and threat perceptions were chronic, with some interspersed bouts of acute alarm. Naval arms
control became a serious concern only briefly and then only in the waning days of the compe-
tition.®Y As a result, the contribution of the arms race and arms control literature will be to
inform this study, rather than to provide the main analytical blueprint to work from.

The second subset of strategic studies looks at the evolution of specific naval strategies
in much greater detail, often at a national level. While there is some overlap with the historical
literature, these studies tend to be more systematic and more narrowly focused. Perhaps the
best example of such a study of the U.S. Navy during the Cold War is Hegmann'’s In Search of
Maritime Strategy.®! As far as the its Soviet competitor is concerned, Robert Herrick’s works on
the history of Soviet naval strategy and doctrine perhaps come closest to providing an equiv-
alent.”? Some more recent analyses of U.S. naval strategy include Haynes” Toward a New Mari-
time Strategy: American Naval Thinking in the Post-Cold War Era and Bruns’” U.S. Navy Strategy &
American Sea Power from “The Maritime Strategy’ (1982-1986) to “A Cooperative Strategy for 21st

Century Seapower” (2007), both of which engage with the Maritime Strategy debates of the

% For an analysis of the U.S.-Soviet competition that is explicitly guided by arms race and arms control con-
cepts, see Richard W. Fieldhouse and Shunji Taoka, Superpowers at Sea: An Assessment of the Naval Arms Race
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989). It should be noted that this particular framing coincided with at-
tempts at making naval forces part of a more comprehensive arms control agenda and was never a prevalent
approach in analysing superpower naval strategies. Peter Rudolf, Amerikanische Seemachtpolitik und maritime
Riistungskontrolle unter Carter und Reagan (Frankfurt am Main: Campus, 1990).

¢ For an overview of the Soviet proposals and the ensuing debate, see Ronald O'Rourke, “Naval Arms Con-
trol: A Bilateral Limit on Attack Submarines?” (Congressional Research Service, Washington, DC, 1990);
Fieldhouse and Taoka, Superpowers at Sea.

61 Richard Hegmann, “In Search of Strategy: The Navy and the Depths of the Maritime Strategy” (Doctoral
Thesis, Brandeis University, September 1990).

¢ His book-length treatments of the subject are Herrick, Soviet Naval Strategy; Robert W. Herrick, Soviet Naval
Theory and Policy: Gorshkov's Inheritance (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1989); Robert Waring Herrick,
Soviet Naval Doctrine and Policy, 1956-1986, 3 vols. (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, 2003).
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1980s, but have little overlap with the present study.®® The two works also share a focus on
analyzing successive high-level strategic documents in their respective context and both draw
on the CNA Capstone Strateqy Series — a comprehensive review of U.S. Navy strategic docu-
ments from 1970-2010 prepared by CAPT (ret.) Peter Swartz.%* Although formal strategy doc-
uments, which should be seen as distinct from naval postures ‘on the ground’ or at sea, are not
a focal point of the analysis, portions of the series have also been used as background material
and evidence in preparing this dissertation.

Another important pillar of the literature directly addresses questions of maritime op-
erational access and anti-access (or counter-projection) strategies. The main hub for this line of
enquiry has been the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments in Washington, DC.% A
number of detailed, policy-focused studies of current and future anti-access threats have also
been undertaken at the RAND Corporation and other think tanks.®® The most comprehensive
take on the anti-access problem is Tangredi’'s Anti-Access Warfare: Countering A2/AD Strate-
gies.” Though clearly driven by the policy debate, Tangredi goes deeper in contextualizing this

debate than most other authors have done and provides a framework for understanding anti-

6 Peter D. Haynes, Toward a New Maritime Strategy: American Naval Thinking in the Post-Cold War Era (Annap-
olis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2015); Sebastian Bruns, “U.S. Navy Strategy & American Sea Power from
“The Maritime Strategy” (1982-1986) to “A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower” (2007): Politics,
Capstone Documents, and Major Naval Operations 1981-2011” (Doctoral dissertation, Christian-Albrechts-
Universitdit zu Kiel, 2014), accessed August27, 2018, https://macau.uni-kiel.de/servlets/MCRFile-
NodeServlet/dissertation_derivate_00006090/Bruns_American_Seapower_1981-2011.pdf.

¢ The entire series of seventeen extensive Powerpoint briefings is available online: https://www.cna.org/re-
search/capstone-strategy-series.

¢ See, e.g. Andrew F. Krepinevich and Robert O. Work, “A New US Global Defense Posture for the Second
Transoceanic Era” (CSBA/Office of Net Assessment, Washington, DC, 2007); Andrew F. Krepinevich, “Why
AirSea Battle?” (CSBA/Office of Net Assessment, Washington, DC, 2010); Jan van Tol et al., “AirSea Battle: A
Point-of-Departure Operational Concept” (CSBA/Office of Net Assessment, Washington, DC, 2010); John Stil-
lion and Bryan Clark, “What it Takes to Win: Succeeding in 21st Century Battle Network Competitions”
(CSBA/Office of Net Assessment, Washington, DC, 2015).

6 Roger Cliff et al., Entering the Dragon’s Lair: Chinese Antiaccess Strategies and Their Implications for the United
States (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2007); Roger Cliff et al., Shaking the Heavens and Splitting the Earth: Chinese
Air Force Employment Concepts in the 21st Century (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2011); Eric V. Larson et al., As-
suring Access in Key Strategic Regions: Toward a Long-Term Strategy (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2004); Peter
Dutton, Andrew S. Erickson and Ryan Martinson, eds., China’s Near Seas Combat Capabilities (Newport, RI:
U.S. Naval War College/China Maritime Studies Institute, 2014).

7 Tangredi, Anti-Access Warfare.
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access threats that is not bound to a single threat or historical context.® While his analysis is
far from complete, and his focus is on analyzing campaigns more than the peacetime military
competitions that tend to precede them, his work also provides useful background material
for this study. Finally, there also large and sophisticated technical literature on ship design,
naval weapon systems and sensors, and developments in force structure and organization,
which was indispensable in preparing this study and which will be referenced as necessary.®

All of the works mentioned above make important contributions to their respective
subfields. However, none of them manage to systematically relate their analysis of naval com-
petitions for access to broader concerns in the security studies field. As a result, they largely
fail to bridge the gap between the academic and policy worlds in the way that such landmark
studies as Pape’s Bombing to Win: Air Power and Coercion in War or Biddle’s Military Power:
Explaining Victory and Defeat in Modern Battle have done for the employment of airpower and

landpower, respectively.”

NAVAL COMPETITION IN INTERNATIONAL SECURITY STUDIES

While seminal academic works on the subject are few and far between, it is nonetheless worth
looking beyond the specialized naval literature and considering the subject of the study in a
broader international security framing as well. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the state of the litera-
ture that directly touches upon the question becomes considerably more threadbare as we en-
ter into the territory of ‘academic’ security studies proper. Given the pervasive impact of

transoceanic power projection on real-world international politics and the fact that the current,

6 Ibid., 75-106.

® Important works in this category include: Norman Friedman, The Naval Institute Guide to World Naval Weap-
ons Systems (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1989); Siegfried Breyer and Norman Polmar, Guide to the
Soviet Navy (Cambridge: Patrick Stephens Ltd, 1977); Norman Polmar, The Naval Institue Guide to the Ships and
Aircraft of the United States Fleet (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1993); ]. E. Moore, Jane’s Fighting Ships
(London: Jane's Information Group); David R. Frieden, Principles of Naval Weapon Systems (Annapolis, MD:
Naval Institute Press, 1985).

70 Robert Anthony Pape, Bombing To Win: Air Power and Coercion In War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1996); Stephen Biddle, Military Power: Explaining Victory and Defeat in Modern Battle (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2006).
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U.S.-led global security system is fundamentally shaped by its maritime geography, this is a
serious deficit that must be pointed out. It is perhaps understandable that liberal, institution-
alist, and constructivist scholars of IR would not ordinarily dwell at length on the relationship
between the availability of military power and the ability to bring it to bear in far-flung corners
of the planet, central though that relationship has been to the evolution of the global system
under both European and U.S. leadership.”

However, the same cannot be said of the realist school of thought, which claims deep
insights into the workings of power politics and inter-state security systems. In fact, despite
their concern with military capabilities, most mainstream realists remain astonishingly vague
in their accounts of how military power is actually converted into political outcomes. They
also tend to practice a far-reaching agnosticism as to the “physical playing field””? on which
the real-world struggle for global influence necessarily takes place. Notable exceptions are
Boulding’s Conflict and Defense: A General Theory, select passages in Mearsheimer’s The Tragedy
of Great Power Politics, and important contributions by Levy, Modelski, and Thompson.” The
latter in particular offer a considerably more nuanced treatment of the specific contributions

of naval power projection, which they effectively link to the broader debate about ‘long cycles’

71 Interestingly, economists like Findlay and O’Rourke seem more attuned to this reality than many IR schol-
ars; see Ronald Findlay and Kevin H. O'Rourke, Power and Plenty: Trade, War, and the World Economy in the
Second Millennium (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2007). On maritime affairs, Wendt’s construc-
tivism contributes only the idea that “[g]roups lacking navigational technology [...] will find their borders
constrained by oceans, whereas sea-faring groups will not.” Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International
Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 213. While this may well be true, it arguably falls
short of establishing him as an expert on the subject. That said, the social self-construction of sea and land
powers is a rather fascinating topic that would arguably be worthy of serious enquiry by scholars of the
constructivist persuasion. English-school theorist Martin Wight deserves some credit for discussing the di-
chotomy of seapower and landpower in some detail, even if one does not concur with his judgment that the
utility of seapower has long been overstated and that it has been “[credited] with results that were due rather
to propitious circumstances.” Martin Wight, Power Politics (New York, NY: Leicester University Press,
Holmes & Meier Publishers Inc., 1978), 71.

72 G. R. Sloan and Colin S. Gray, eds., Geopolitics, Geography, and Strategic History (London: Frank Cass, 1999).
7 Kenneth E. Boulding, Conflict and Defense: A General Theory (New York: Harper, 1962); Mearsheimer, The
Tragedy of Great Power Politics, esp. 114-25; George Modelski and William R. Thompson, Seapower in Global
Politics: 1494 -1993 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1988); Jack S. Levy and William R. Thompson, “Hegemonic
Threats and Great-Power Balancing in Europe, 1495-1999,” Security Studies 14, no.1 (2005),
doi:10.1080/09636410591001465; Jack S. Levy and William R. Thompson, “Balancing on Land and at Sea: Do
States Ally against the Leading Global Power?” International Security 35, no.1 (2010),
doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00001, 7-43.
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and hegemonic succession, that can otherwise be found in the security studies literature.”
However, much of the work in question is of a quantitative empirical nature, and thus primar-
ily a treasure trove of data linked to an internally consistent — if not necessarily comprehensive
— analysis of hegemonic systems. In a 2010 article, Thompson, in conjunction with Jack Levy,
expands on this earlier work by providing a well thought-out theoretical account of the bal-
ancing dynamics in the “global maritime system.””> Levy and Thompson argue that sea pow-
ers generally do not provoke the kind of vigorous external balancing behavior that is often
seen in continental systems, because they are seen as inherently less threatening: “Maritime
powers have smaller armies, fewer capabilities for invading and occupying, and fewer incen-
tives to do so. They pose significantly weaker threats to the territorial integrity of other states,
particularly to other great powers, but greater threats to each other than to leading land-based
powers.”7

While they make a strong case that alliance building is indeed less likely against lead-
ing maritime powers, their well-specified theory obviously has little to say about internal bal-
ancing — that is, the acquisition of capabilities and the development of doctrinal concepts
designed to offset the sea power’s comparative military advantage.”” In the following, the
reader will find abundant evidence of Soviet internal balancing directed specifically against
U.S. naval capabilities. It will also become evident that, even though sea powers may well be
seen as relatively less threatening compared to proximate land powers that exert a similar level
of military effort, the presence of an array of offensively-oriented projection forces within strik-
ing range of one’s home territory does not inspire any particular trust in absolute terms. (In
fact, if naval projection forces were perceived as inherently non-threatening, they would de-
liver a very poor return on investment, as far as deterrence and compellence are concerned.)

The conclusion that can be drawn from this review of the existing literature is that naval

competition has not been — and most probably cannot be —adequately captured by mainstream

74 The other classic treatment of that debate is: Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1981).

7> Levy and Thompson, “Balancing on Land and at Sea”, 8.

76 Ibid., 16.

77" The differentiation is first introduced in Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 168.
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IR scholarship. Assessing the dominant sea power’s ability to uphold its advantage in naval
power projection in the face of organized resistance requires a more tailored and fine-grained
approach. At the same time, we will see that relevant analytical instruments do exist and can
readily be adapted to the task at hand. Having said that, none of the literatures discussed
above can claim to provide a suitable framework that would allow us to analyze the Cold War
at sea without reference to the other literatures. To put it somewhat pointedly, neither a tradi-
tional historical account, nor a winding discussion of the true meaning of seapower, nor a
deliciously parsimonious structural theory is likely to provide the best answers to the ques-
tions we are pondering here. Rather, it is the combination of appropriate elements and insights
from international security studies, strategic studies, and more narrowly focused naval anal-
yses that holds the promise of significantly improving our understanding of the historical dy-
namics of the Cold War at sea. As a result, this investigation treads an intermediate path, and
proposes a modular theory that can capture the naval competition between the superpowers
to an extent that no individual approach can. On the downside, the resultant framework will
not allow for sweeping generalizations. On the upside, it can be expected to reflect real-world
dynamics more closely than a reliance on sparse structural theories or a conceptual discussion

of seapower would do, while still providing considerable analytical leverage.

EXISTING STUDIES OF THE COLD WAR AT SEA

The literature on the Cold War at sea itself, some of which has already been referenced, is
rather voluminous, often sophisticated, and densely packed with relevant information. At the
same time, it also extremely fragmented and much of the available information has never been
properly woven together into readable syntheses. While this is a deficit that is difficult to rem-
edy — except perhaps by a monumental, multi-volume history — progress is certainly possible.
As far as this present investigation is concerned, the number of high-quality sources that we
can draw on is in the hundreds. For the period from 1946-1960, Barlow’s From Hot War to Cold

and Palmer’s Origins of the Maritime Strategy cover much the same ground in the form of more
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general, analytical histories.” For the period from 1950-1970, Hegmann’s In Search of Maritime
Strategy accomplishes much the same thing, in an even more explicitly analytical format.”
None of these studies focus on competitive posture change, but all of them provide essential
background knowledge and the outlines of a narrative. Hattendorf’s collections of key docu-
ments for the 1970s and 1980s, and on the Maritime Strategy in particular, are all extremely
useful as well.% Swartz’s briefing slides cover some of the same ground in a different but sim-
ilarly detailed format.’! On the other hand, the three volumes that came out of Michael
MccGwire’s Dalhousie seminars remain a key source of insight into Soviet naval strategy.®
The same is true of Herrick’s book-length treatments of Soviet naval strategy.®® His three-vol-
ume literary analysis of Soviet statements on naval strategy and doctrine is an essential re-
source. The extensive collection of reports from the Center for Naval Analyses, which is
referenced throughout, makes a similarly important contribution.

Professional periodicals like the U.S. Naval Institute (USNI) Proceedings and Naval War
College Review, and yearbooks like Brassey’s Annual are other indispensable sources of insight
and factual information about the Cold War at sea. The same can increasingly be said of the
Central Intelligence Agency’s Historical Collection, the relevant contents of which have grown
considerably and which is now also searchable online.®* The U.S. Navy’s own Operational Ar-
chives were difficult to access for much of the duration of this study, but some relevant pri-
mary documents could be obtained from other sources. Oral histories collected by the Naval

Institute and the Naval Historical Foundation (NHF) can add another important element to a

78 Barlow, From Hot War to Cold; Michael A. Palmer, Origins of the Maritime StrateQy: The Development of Amer-
ican Naval Strategy, 1945-955 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1990).

7 Hegmann, “In Search of Strategy: The Navy and the Depths of the Maritime Strategy”.

8 John B. Hattendorf, ed., U.S. Naval Strategy in the 1970s: Selected Documents, Newport Paper 30 (Newport,
RI: Naval War College Press, 2007); John B. Hattendorf, ed., U.S. Naval Strategy in the 19780s: Selected Docu-
ments, Newport Papers 33 (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2008); Hattendorf, The Evolution of the UL.S.
Navy's Maritime Strategy 1977-1986.

81 See n. 64.

8 Michael MccGwire, ed., Soviet Naval Developments: Capability and Context (New York, NY: Praeger, 1973);
Michael MccGwire, Ken Booth and John McDonnell, eds., Soviet Naval Policy: Objectives and Constraints (New
York, NY: Praeger, 1975); Michael MccGwire and John McDonnell, eds., Soviet Naval Influence: Domestic and
Foreign Dimensions (New York, NY: Praeger, 1977).

8 Herrick, Soviet Naval Strategy.

8 Central Intelligence Agency, “Electronic Reading Room”, https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/.
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well-rounded picture.®> A range of other sources bear mentioning but, for the sake of relative
brevity, they will be introduced in the text as appropriate.

Overall, it is fair to say that the ground that is covered by this study is well-tilled and
that most of it has been covered before in some form or other — for the most part while the
Cold War competition was still ongoing or soon thereafter. That an extensive bibliography
could be compiled during the research process serves to demonstrate this. However, in provid-
ing a theoretically informed, analytical account of the U.S.-Soviet naval rivalry during the
1946-1981 period with a distinct focus on the competitive interaction in naval postures, and in
drawing together a highly fragmented knowledge base into a single narrative, this study
makes a significant and original contribution to the field of security and strategic studies. It is

the author’s hope that this can be further built on by future research.

1.4 Plan of the dissertation

The main parts of the investigation will be laid out in four chapters. Two of those chapters are
conceptually focused. In Chapter 2, we will review the pertinent theoretical literature. After
tirst looking into the phenomenon of long-term strategic competition and the origins of mili-
tary advantages, the chapter makes the case for a hybrid approach that combines elements of
systemic and organizational theories to arrive at the best possible balance between analytical
leverage and empirical accuracy in our consideration of the historical evidence. Chapter 3 will
first explicate the assumptions that underpin the hybrid approach and present a causal model
as a guide for the empirical parts of the dissertation. It will then discuss the primary method
—namely, process tracing — and the supporting methods, which are derived from the work of
leading naval analysts. The evidence itself is presented in the two chapters that follow. Chapter
4 details the process tracing outcomes for the 1946-1960 period, looking at anti-submarine war-

fare and anti-air warfare in turn, and laying bare the foundations of the U.S. Navy’s long-term

8 U.S. Naval Institute, “The U.S. Naval Institute Oral History Program,” https://www.usni.org/press/oral-
histories/about; Naval Historical Foundation, “Oral History Program,” http://www.navyhistory.org/pro-
grams/oral-histories/.
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advantage, which can largely be traced to this first phase. Chapter 5 will review the process
tracing evidence for the 1960-1981 period in a similar fashion, especially as it relates to VMF’s
shift from a near-seas posture to a more ambitious, oceanic posture and back again. By exam-
ining this second phase, which in many ways proved decisive, in detail we can identify many
of the trends and decision points that resulted in the VMF’s ultimate retrenchment and the
U.S. Navy’s successful defense of its long-term advantage at sea. Finally, in Chapter 6, will once
again summarize the most important findings and provide an assessment of their relevance

from a 21 century perspective.
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Understanding military competition at sea
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The dynamics of military competition

ENGAGING THE LITERATURE

2.1 The challenge: tracing competitive adaptation of naval postures

This thesis seeks to understand the United States Navy’s overall success in maintaining a
meaningful military advantage over its Soviet counterpart across the two most important func-
tional dimensions — anti-submarine warfare and fleet air defense — of an intense naval compe-
tition that spanned more than four decades. Such an investigation can only be based on a
detailed understanding of the specific geographic, strategic and technological realities of the
U.S.-Soviet competition at sea, which in turn shaped the processes of competitive adaptation
that unfolded between 1946 and 1981. In itself, the recourse to some high-level theory of state
behavior that was designed to apply across a wide range of historical settings and circum-
stances is therefore unlikely to provide answers of sufficient granularity to meet the objective
of this study.! To understand the U.S.-Soviet competition at sea, we must — above all — engage

with the historical record.

1 As Krause maintains, few scholars in the field of strategic studies have embraced the so-called ‘scientific turn’
and most have remained wedded to an understanding of the political and military spheres that is rather indifferent
to the requirements of formal explanatory power. Joachim Krause, “Strategische Wissenschaft,” in Handbuch der
Internationalen Politik, ed. Carlo Masala, Frank Sauer and Andreas Wilhelm (Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fiir Sozialwis-
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At the same time, to provide a solid foundation for this undertaking, an analytical as-
sessment of the U.S.-Soviet naval rivalry should be guided by a structured and explicit frame-
work for research that is both internally consistent and open to peer criticism. Moreover, it
stands to reason that such a framework should not itself be derived from evidence provided
by the case that is under investigation, which would render it self-confirming, and should rest
on a broader evidentiary and theoretical base. Many elements of such a framework can be
gleaned from an extensive literature on the dynamics of military competition between states,
the main strands of which will be parsed for valuable insights below. We will use these theories
extensively to guide and enrich our analysis, which Donald Puchala would remind us “is not
the same thing as theorizing.”? Some of the methods we will draw on were developed for the
specific purpose of analyzing the Soviet navy or modern navies more generally. While the
synthesis of theories, conceptual tools, approaches and methods that this chapter arrives at
does not reflect an exclusive attachment to any one school of thought, it is firmly rooted in the
strategic and military studies tradition, as well as in the security studies literature more
broadly. Couched in the terms of political science methodology, this approach can be likened

to the “modular”? explanatory strategies proposed by actor-centered institutionalists, who

senschaften, 2010), 192. Ayson agrees that “[t]he issues that animate strategic studies reflect an overdeveloped in-
terest in practice rather than theory.” Robert Ayson, “Strategic Studies,” in The Oxford Handbook of International
Relations, ed. Christian Reus-Smit and Duncan Snidal (Oxford University Press, 2009), 558. That said, scholars in
strategic studies have frequently engaged with and used existing theories, without slavishly adhering to any of
them. On the scientific turn in international relations, see Andrew Linklater, “General Introduction,” in International
Relations: Critical Concepts in Political Science, ed. Andrew Linklater (London: Routledge, 2000), 2-3. The tenets of
social science orthodoxy after the turn are notably expressed in Gary King, Robert O. Keohane and Sidney Verba,
Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994).
This intellectually inflexible and monistic approach has increasingly come under attack even from within the ranks.
See e.g. Henry E. Brady and David Collier, eds., Rethinking Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools, Shared Standards (Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2010).

2 Donald J. Puchala, Theory and History in International Relations (London: Routledge, 2003), 4.

3 Fritz W. Scharpf, Games Real Actors Play: Actor-Centered Institutionalism in Policy Research (Boulder, CO: Westview
Press, 1997), 30-31. Scharpf argues that such an approach is particularly relevant where multiple levels of analysis
come into play and no single theory or causal mechanism provides a good grip on the entirety of the policy problem.
He further suggests that any partial theories will usually have to be linked together by an overarching narrative.
See also Adrienne Héritier, “Causal Explanation,” in Approaches and Methodologies in the Social Sciences: A Pluralist
Perspective, ed. Donatella Della Porta and Michael Keating (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 73-75.
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share with the proponents of strategic studies a keen interest in understanding complex policy
problems.*

Given its aim of unraveling the intricate dynamics of U.S.-Soviet competitive adapta-
tion in the naval domain in some detail, the investigation is designed as an in-depth case study
with empirical richness and accuracy in mind. In other words, even though its findings may
be relevant in the context of other naval competitions — past, present, or future —, no quasi-
scientific generalization is intended and no direct analogies are implied.> To provide a perti-
nent example, it is as yet unclear whether the emerging U.S.-China competition will exhibit
similar patterns of competitive adjustment over the long term. While analysts of current events
may want to carefully note both similarities and differences with past cases as this naval ri-
valry under 21 century conditions continues to take shape, nothing in these pages is intended
as a ‘blueprint’ for how to compete, or not to compete, with China in the naval sphere. As
Scharpf notes, in “comparative policy research [...] the number of different constellations of
situational and institutional factors will be extremely large — so large, in fact, that it is rather
unlikely that exactly the same factor combination will appear in many empirical cases.”® Any
attempt at generalization should therefore be approached with the utmost caution and humil-
ity. As Lawrence Freedman reminds us, a failure to heed these limitations is likely to add to a
graveyard of misplaced ambitions: “This is the problem with international relations theory

masquerading as science: Too many variables; too few cases.””

4 Scharpf, Games Real Actors Play, 30-31.

5 One of the few leading thinkers who successfully straddled the divide between academic IR and strategic studies
emphasized that “the test for an academic contribution to International Relations is that it should have either his-
torical or theoretical depth.” Hedley Bull, “International Relations as an Academic Pursuit,” Australian Outlook 26,
no. 3 (1972), doi:10.1080/10357717208444445, 264. Which kind of depth the investigator should primarily aim for
can only be determined with reference to the nature of the research problem. As far as the present study is con-
cerned, not only is a single case study the most appropriate way to get to the bottom of the research problem —
given the lack of truly comparable cases, there are also few viable alternatives. In methodological terms, the US-
Soviet case was selected for its intrinsic importance in studying naval competition under missile-age conditions, its
data richness, and its potential policy relevance as a foil against which to assess newly emerging naval competitions.
On formal case selection criteria in political science, see Stephen van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political
Science (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1997), 77-88.

¢ Scharpf, Games Real Actors Play, 23.

7 Lawrence Freedman, Deterrence (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2004), 45.
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The framework that is developed step-by-step in this chapter and laid down in the next
is appropriately restrained in its scope and made up of four main components: a small number
of assumptions, a notional causal model to guide our effort at historical reconstruction, an
overall analytical approach that relies on a process tracing methodology, and a set of support-
ing methods that are largely inherited from leading Western naval analysts of the Cold War
period. The resulting toolkit is practically oriented and pragmatic, rather than theoretically
ambitious or elegantly scientific. It may not be free from imperfections, but it is well suited to
the task at hand: to provide a theoretically informed, analytically driven account of the struggle for
naval advantage in the main, North Atlantic theater of the Cold War at sea, as it expressed itself in the
competitive adaptation of U.S. and Soviet naval postures.

In this chapter, we will engage with the pertinent literature, much of it of a conceptual
and theoretical nature, in detail to carve out an appropriate approach for dealing with the
research problem. The first part of the chapter will explore the nature of peacetime rivalries
and the origins of military advantages that develop, or are lost, in their course. The second
part of the chapter will review several strands of the literature on the dynamics of military
interaction between states and military organizations. While no one approach allows us to
understand the subject matter with sufficient granularity to satisfactorily address the research
problem, the insights that we can draw out of these literatures ultimately allow for a solid grip
on the issues at hand. The outlines of the approach that emerges from this chapter are then
concretized further in Chapter 3, which will also introduce the methodical framework of the

dissertation in some detail.

2.2 Strategic rivalry and peacetime military competition

2.2.1 Long-term strategic rivalries

Why do states compete for military advantage in the first place and why should we study this

military aspect, rather than some other element of interstate competition? Before we embark
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on a discussion of how to research the naval component of any such contest in detail, we should
briefly address these questions and, once again, underscore that the Cold War competition at
sea did not take place in a vacuum. While the competition for military advantage — including,
but certainly not limited to, the naval element — was in many ways central to the confrontation
between the Cold War-era superpowers, it should be properly contextualized. A frame of ref-
erence that allows us to do so is provided by the literature on long-term strategic rivalries, which
is notable for combining qualitative and quantitative methodologies rather productively.® As
recent historical research has once more reminded us, strategic rivalries have been a funda-
mental reality of successive international systems throughout the last 2,500 years of recorded
history.” Not all competitive military moves in the international system are linked to long-
standing rivalries — but, as we will see, a surprisingly high proportion of them are. In the fol-
lowing, we will review the key features of strategic rivalries, like the one that unfolded be-
tween the United States and the USSR after 1945, and look into the role of peacetime military
competition as a shaping force within them.

As is the case for most key concepts in the social sciences, there is no generally accepted
definition of what constitutes an interstate strategic rivalry. There is, however, broad agree-
ment on a number of core criteria: a strategic rivalry is an antagonistic state of relations that is
entrenched, enduring, and most often militarized. Rivalries are entrenched because “hardening
attitudes and increased belligerence”!? with regard to an underlying conflict of interest have

led to strong expectations of future hostility that are difficult to reverse, even as domestic and

8 Some authors have preferred the term enduring rivalries to refer to essentially the same phenomenon. For an
extended discussion of the concept and research program, see William R. Thompson, “Identifying Rivals and Ri-
valries in World Politics,” International Studies Quarterly 45, no. 4 (2001), doi:10.1111/0020-8833.00214, 559-68; Gary
Goertz and Paul F. Diehl, “Enduring Rivalries: Theoretical Constructs and Empirical Patterns,” International Studies
Quarterly 37, no. 2 (1993), doi:10.2307/2600766, 147-71; Paul F. Diehl, “Introduction: Overview and Some Theoretical
Guidelines,” in The Dynamics of Enduring Rivalries, ed. Paul F. Diehl (Chicago, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1998),
1-28; Zeev Maoz and Ben D. Mor, Bound by Struggle: The Strategic Evolution of Enduring International Rivalries (Ann
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2002), 3-23.

° For an overview of some of the most consequential strategic rivalries, see James Lacey, ed., Great Strategic Rival-
ries: From the Classical World to the Cold War (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016). Also see the chapters in Paul
F. Diehl, ed., The Dynamics of Enduring Rivalries (Chicago, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1998) and William R.
Thompson, ed., Great Power Rivalries (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1999).

10 Lacey, Great Strategic Rivalries, 3.
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international circumstances change over time. The rival actors, in effect, become “prisoners of
the past and future.”'* Hence, rivalries that have taken hold also tend to be enduring, in that
they will persist through many cycles of interaction that can easily span decades — in some
cases even centuries. Finally, such rivalries are either already militarized from an early stage,
or in constant danger of becoming so, because the parties have come to see their respective
opponent as a serious threat to their security interests.!>? They observe each other warily even
in their peacetime interactions as “each state bases its security-related calculations on plans
and actions it attributes to its rival.”’* Whereas some scholars have seen overt militarization as
a constitutive element of strategic rivalries, others have required only a potential for future
militarization.!

Irrespective of which of these two schools of thought one identifies with, it is militari-
zation that provides the most compelling reason to study long-term strategic rivalries thor-
oughly and in depth. As a succession of major studies has found, they are strongly correlated
with the incidence of interstate armed conflicts — more so than any other type of interstate
relationship. Of ninety-five interstate wars they identified for the period of 1823 to 2003,
Thompson and Dreyer find that 78 percent had among their participants at least one pair of
strategic rivals fighting each other.™ They conclude that “rivals become disproportionately
likely to become engaged in conflict.”!® Colaresi, Rasler and Thompson identify forty-seven

interstate wars in the 20 century, of which they see 87 percent as linked to strategic rivalries,

11 Thompson, “Identifying Rivals and Rivalries in World Politics,” 569. Emphasis added. The dynamics created
by successive “hardline” policy choices and their importance in making major wars more likely are also elucidated
in Dale C. Copeland, The Origins of Major War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000), 35-55.

12- Maoz and Mor, Bound by Struggle, 7-8.

3 Ibid., 7.

14 Thompson, “Identifying Rivals and Rivalries in World Politics,” 569-73; Lacey, Great Strategic Rivalries, 5. Lacey
argues that any set of repeated competitive interactions, including in the commercial sphere, can increase the like-
lihood of militarization and that particular analytical attention should be paid to competitions in which overt mili-
tarization is avoided. While this view has practical merit, it also blurs the definitional boundaries between strategic
rivalries and other types of international competition and is therefore conceptually unhelpful.

15 William R. Thompson and David R. Dreyer, Handbook of International Rivalries, 1494-2010 (Los Angeles, CA: CQ
Press, 2012), 6.

16 Tbid., 2.
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and twenty-seven wars after 1945, of which 93 percent involved rivals of long standing.'” Maoz
and Mor agree that enduring rivalries constitute “a small group of [interstate] dyads [that] is
responsible for a disproportionately large number of conflicts and wars.”® In fact, many of the
prominent historical cases discussed in the literature involved not just an individual conflict,
but a succession of major wars. This pattern of serial crises and “conflict recidivism”" is his-
torically intuitive, but — unlike the broader phenomenon of war-prone rivalries — it has not
been studied across the entire universe of cases.?

It is almost equally important to note that, while most wars are fought by strategic
rivals, less than half of the rivalries observed since the early 19* century have resulted in armed
conflict. In fact, 54 percent of the rivalries that Colaresi, Rasler and Thompson examined did
not result in war, even though more than 85 percent gave rise to militarized disputes.?! At the
same time, recent research has once again confirmed that the prospects of managing rivalries
short of war are particularly bleak when one of the rivals is a leading power in fear of displace-
ment. Looking at the subset of strategic competitions that involved challenges to the status
quo by a rising powers, the Thucydides Trap Project at Harvard University found that twelve
out of sixteen cases (75 percent) resulted in war.?? Among a second group of fourteen less clear-

cut cases that have not been considered in detail so far, only half led to war.?® It is, of course,

17 Michael P. Colaresi, Karen A. Rasler and William R. Thompson, Strategic Rivalries in World Politics: Position, Space
and Conflict Escalation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 21.

18 Maoz and Mor, Bound by Struggle, 3.

19 William R. Thompson, “Why Rivalries Matter and What Great Power Rivalries Can Tell Us about World Poli-
tics,” in Great Power Rivalries, ed. William R. Thompson (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1999),
4.

20 Colaresi, Rasler and Thompson, Strategic Rivalries in World Politics, 131. On serial crises, see also Michael P.
Colaresi and William R. Thompson, “Hot Spots or Hot Hands? Serial Crisis Behavior, Escalating Risks, and Ri-
valry,” The Journal of Politics 64, no. 4 (2002), doi:10.1111/1468-2508.00168, 1175-98. The peculiarities of rivals’ crisis
behavior are further explored in Michael P. Colaresi and William R. Thompson, “Strategic Rivalries, Protracted
Conlflict, and Crisis Escalation,” Journal of Peace Research 39, no. 3 (2016), doi:10.1177/0022343302039003002, 263-87.
21 Colaresi, Rasler and Thompson, Strategic Rivalries in World Politics, 90-91.

2 “Can America and China Escape Thucydides's Trap? Case File,” Belfer Center for Science and International
Affairs, accessed July 3, 2019, https://www belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/methodology/thucydides-trap-poten-
tial-additional-cases. It appears that the probability of escalation to war is considerably higher across all dyads
consisting of two major powers, compared to those involving a “minor-minor” or “major-minor” constellation.
Colaresi, Rasler and Thompson, Strategic Rivalries in World Politics, 90.

2 “Case File: Potential Additional Cases,” Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, accessed July 3, 2019,
https://www belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/methodology/thucydides-trap-potential-additional-cases.
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deliciously ironic that a motif identified by an ancient Greek historian based on his intimate
knowledge of a single-case study should have this kind of general, enduring relevance for
contemporary security studies research.

From a policy-focused perspective, the empirical evidence raises important questions
as to how strategic rivalries can be managed short of war, be it by military or non-military
means. Interestingly enough, outside the well-known literatures on nuclear deterrence and
short-term crisis management, there appears to have been little systematic research into this
problem set.? The present study was not primarily designed with this deficit in mind, but an
understanding of the dynamics of Cold War military interaction at sea can certainly contribute
to our understanding of why this particular rivalry did not result in war. For the time being,
suffice it to say that the U.S.-Soviet case clearly falls within the broad confines of the historical
pattern: while it did not ultimately end in a major war, it was militarized from an early stage
and resulted in vigorous military competition, as well as repeated military clashes between

the main protagonists.?® When it is seen as an instance of potential hegemonic displacement of

2 The relevant passage has been quoted time and again. Thucydides states that “[t]he real cause [of the Pelopon-
nesian War], however, I consider to be the one which was formally most kept out of sight. The growth of the power
of Athens, and the alarm which this caused in Sparta, made war inevitable.” Robert B. Strassler, ed., The Landmark
Thucydides: A Comprehensive Guide to the Peloponnesian War (New York, NY: Free Press, 2008); A Newly Revised
Edition of the Richard Crawley Translation with Maps, Annotations, Appendices, and Encyclopedic Index, 16.

% Allison’s historically grounded approach for managing U.S.-China relations is relevant and timely, but given
the current trajectory of this crucial relationship, it can be no more than one of a number of starting points. His
recent monograph is Graham T. Allison, Destined for War: Can America and China Escape Thucydides’s Trap? (Boston,
MA: Houghton Mifflin, 2017). Rasler, Thompson and Ganguly look into some of the factors that were present in
rivalries that were ultimately defused. Unfortunately they present the results of their sophisticated theory-building
exercise in such a way as to render them largely irrelevant in an off-campus environment. Karen A. Rasler, William
R. Thompson and Sumit Ganguly, How Rivalries End (Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2013).
Overall, Thompson’s own statement of two decades ago that “[d]escalation dynamics are probably even less well
understood than the factors leading to escalation” remains in force — certainly as far as policy-relevant research is
concerned. Thompson, “Why Rivalries Matter and What Great Power Rivalries Can Tell Us about World Politics,”
18.

% ]t is now sometimes forgotten that, despite the sobering influence of the nuclear revolution on strategic affairs,
the superpowers did engage in direct military action against one another on numerous occasions. Notable examples
include hundreds of air-to-air engagements involving the Soviet 64" Fighter Aviation Corps during the Korean
War, numerous surface-to-air missile engagements of U.S. aircraft by Soviet personnel during the Vietnam War,
and the shoot down of more than two dozen U.S. and Soviet aircraft outside active combat zones. Although these
clashes pale in comparison to many of the sustained military conflicts that marked earlier strategic rivalries, it
would be misleading to claim that nuclear weapons reliably prevented the use of force by one superpower against
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the leading power, the case is one of only four that were ultimately resolved short of major
war, but given the small number of cases overall, this hardly makes it an outlier.”

To properly contextualize the military element of strategic rivalries, we should also
review the literature’s findings concerning the substance of such confrontations. The exact mix-
ture of motivations that fuels and sustains a rivalry is, of course, case-specific. It is nevertheless
useful to think through the range of possibilities in general terms. Colaresi, Rasler and Thomp-
son contribute an analytical distinction between rivalries that are chiefly driven by spatial, po-
sitional, or ideological concerns, although they have to admit that — in practice — all three may
well come into play.?® The spatial component is driven by conflicts over territorial interests,
the positional contest is about the actors’ international standing, and the ideological dimension
is about the projection of their preferred value systems.?” In addition, they also posit a number
of secondary types. For the purposes of the present study, the most interesting of these is the
rivalry over access.® Such rivalries “are at least in part about contests over territory regarded
to have strategic importance and/or providing a route toward some desired location.”* Given
that one of the main protagonists was an extraregional power that depended on strategic and
operational access to be able to shape the conflict in accordance with its interests, and to defend
its allies in case of war, it is difficult not to see the Cold War confrontation in those terms. It is
therefore interesting to see that some of the leading scholars in the field fail to make this con-

nection and believe that access rivalries have become less relevant since the 19t century.®> At

the other. For an overview of aerial warfare incidents, see Appendix I in James E. Wise and Scott Baron, Dangerous
Games: Faces, Incidents, and Casualties of the Cold War (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2010). For a chronology
of incidents at sea, which were often violent but generally did not involve exchanges of live fire, see David F. Win-
Kler, Incidents at Sea: American Confrontation and Cooperation with Russia and China, 1945-2016 (Annapolis, MD: Naval
Institute Press, 2017), 215-52.

27 The other cases that were resolved short of war in Allison’s tally are the rivalries between Portugal and Spain in
the 15 century, the U.S.-UK rivalry in the late 19t century and France/UK versus Germany after German unifica-
tion in the 1990s. See Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, “Can America and China Escape Thucyd-
ides's Trap?”.

28 Colaresi, Rasler and Thompson, Strategic Rivalries in World Politics, 78-80.

»  Ibid.

% Ibid., 79. The other secondary motivations they make out are ethnic strife, competition for resources, and the
harboring of dissidents.

3 Ibid., 81.

32 Ibid.
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the same time it should also be acknowledged that access is probably best seen not as an orig-
inal motivation of U.S.-Soviet rivalry but as a necessary precondition for the United States in
order to pursue the rivalry successfully. As such it became a key factor in maintaining a rivalry
that had its origins in the superpowers’ incompatible conceptions of the postwar international
order. As far as the overall picture is concerned, Lacey is undoubtedly correct in emphasizing
the complex and somewhat contingent interplay of “fear, honor and interest”* on both sides
of a rivalry and the resulting dynamics, rather than any one particular type of motivation.
This complexity and contingency is ultimately replicated at the level of ways and
means as well: military competition is only one of the instruments which states rely on in pur-
suing whatever mixture of spatial, positional, ideological, access, or other concerns may moti-
vate them. In many cases, commercial competition, alliance politics, adversarial diplomacy
and propaganda will be of similar or perhaps even greater importance. All the same, it is their
potential for militarization and the likelihood of their escalation to major war that sets long-
term strategic rivalries apart from other types of interstate relationships and arguably makes
them the most important type of relationship to study. Clearly, the militarized aspects of stra-
tegic rivalries are of particular interest if we are to understand the dynamics that fuel them
and turn them into a systemic risk factor for the incidence of interstate wars. In the next step,
we will examine how military advantages are created in the course of a peacetime strategic

competition and why they are difficult to maintain over time.

3 Lacey, Great Strategic Rivalries, 7-8. This is, of course, is another Thucydidean motif — one which, it must be
remembered, is mustered by the Athenians in defense of their extensive empire building. See Strassler, The Land-
mark Thucydides, 43. For a sophisticated engagement with this view, see Richard Ned Lebow, The Tragic Vision of
Politics: Ethics, Interests, and Orders (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 65-114; Michael W. Doyle, Ways
of War and Peace: Realism, Liberalism, and Socialism (New York, NY: Norton, 1998), 49-91. Gray aptly describes it as
“one of literary history’s greatest feats of inspired reductionism.” Colin S. Gray, Strategy and Defence Planning: Meet-
ing the Challenge of Uncertainty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 170.
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2.2.2 The origins of military advantage

At the heart of this study is the question of why and how the U.S. Navy managed to maintain
a meaningful military advantage over its Soviet competitor. This raises a number of basic ques-
tions: what is a meaningful military advantage, where do such advantages come from, and how are they
preserved or lost over time? The answer to the first of these questions is relatively straightfor-
ward. As even the most cursory survey of military history would tell us, military advantages
come in many guises. Hence, this study will define a military advantage simply as an area of
superior capability and/or competence with regard to the use of force. Following Max Weber’s well-
established definition of power as “the probability that one actor within a social relationship
will be in a position to carry out his own will despite resistance, regardless of the basis on
which this probability rests,”* having a military advantage can be seen as a specific form of
power between nations (or “conflict groups”* more broadly). Military advantages, like other
forms of power, are necessarily relative: they can be assessed only with reference to some ex-
pected opponent or conflict scenario. Like other forms of power, the existence of a military
advantage does not determine outcomes, it merely reflects an increased chance of shaping the
social relationship in question — a militarized competition or conflict of some sort — in favor of
the party that holds the advantage. A meaningful military advantage, then, is not one that
guarantees a particular outcome, but one that allows a military organization to maintain a suf-
ficient level of confidence in its ability to perform its missions in the face of enemy resistance and
accomplish its main objectives in a timely manner, without suffering unacceptable losses in
the process. Because, within the framework of a long-term strategic rivalry, this is an aim that

both sides will regularly aspire to, some level of competition is almost inevitable.

3 Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich, eds., Max Weber — Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology
Volume 1 (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1978), 53. See also Richard Swedberg, The Max Weber Dic-
tionary: Key Words and Central Concepts, with the assistance of Ola Agevall (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
2005), 205.

% Robert G. Gilpin, “No One Loves a Political Realist” Security Studies 5, no.3 (1996),
doi:10.1080/09636419608429275, 7-8.
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Perhaps the most critical analytical questions that we need to examine before this inves-
tigation can go ahead is where military advantages come from — and how they can be maintained, or
lost in turn. The fact that military competitions tend to be both an expression and a key feature
of strategic rivalries tells us little about why they unfold the way they do. We need a working
theory of how advantages come about and how actors in the international system can harness
them for their strategic purposes. Interestingly enough, there are two alternative and largely
incompatible views on the origin of military advantage in the security and strategic studies
literature. The first is held mainly by the disciples of offense-defense theory and based on the
idea that military advantage is a systemic phenomenon — that is, a reflection of the overall state
of military technology. The resulting balance of advantage cannot be traced to the actions that
any one state takes,? but it can be reduced to a simple measure: the relative ease of offense
versus defense. The second is most clearly expressed by Shimshoni’s military entrepreneurship
theory, according to which military advantages are “manufactured and destroyed by the actors
themselves, endogenously.”? As we will see, this is a far more accurate and useful take on the

problem than offense-defense theorists can muster.

THE OFFENSE-DEFENSE BALANCE AND SYSTEMIC ADVANTAGE

Offense-defense theory (ODT) is an approach deployed by some mainstream security/strategic
studies scholars to account for the impact of military technology on interstate relations. First
proposed by Robert Jervis in 1978, ODT is basically an attempt to differentiate between two
different states of the international system: one that instigates and rewards international ag-
gression, and one that militates against it.>® Which of the two states an international system is

in depends on the offense-defense balance — that is, the relative ease of engaging in offensive or

% Sean M. Lynn-Jones, “Offense-Defense Theory and Its Critics,” Security Studies 4, no.4 (1995),
doi:10.1080/09636419509347600, 690.

% Jonathan Shimshoni, “Technology, Military Advantage, and World War I: A Case for Military Entrepreneur-
ship,” International Security 15, no. 3 (1990), doi:10.2307/2538911, 187-215.

3% See Robert Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” World Politics 30, no.02 (1978),
doi:10.2307/2009958, 167-214.
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defensive military operations.* In other words, ODT assumes a system-wide offensive or de-
fensive advantage, based on what technologies that are available at the time. In Jervis’ formu-
lation, “[w]hen we say that the offense has the advantage, we simply mean that it is easier to
destroy the other's army and take its territory than it is to defend one's own. When the defense
has the advantage, it is easier to protect and to hold than it is to move forward, destroy, and
take.”# From a Clausewitzian perspective, this is an absurd proposition. Assuming, as many
adherents to the strategic studies tradition still do today, that there is “an essential unity to all
strategic experience,”#! Clausewitz believed that the balance between offense and defense re-
flects the innermost logic of military conflict. He went to considerable lengths to show that,
due to its more circumscribed aims, “the defensive form of warfare is intrinsically stronger than the
offense.”*2 The central passages of Book VI of On War are devoted to this thesis, on which much
of his theory of war rests. Starting from what Butfoy describes as their “relatively mechanistic
approach to strategic analysis,”* offensive-defense theorists have remained sanguine about

the inconsistency of their views with what this considerably more developed body of military

3 The core texts on ODT include Charles L. Glaser and Chaim Kaufmann, “What Is the Offense-Defense Balance
and How Can We Measure It?,” International Security 22, no. 4 (1998), doi:10.1162/isec.22.4.44, 44-82; Jervis, “Coop-
eration under the Security Dilemma”; Jack S. Levy, “The Offensive/Defensive Balance of Military Technology: A
Theoretical and Historical Analysis,” International Studies Quarterly 28, no. 2 (1984), doi:10.2307/2600696, 219-38;
Keir A. Lieber, War and the Engineers: The Primacy of Politics over Technology (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
2008); Lynn-Jones, “Offense-Defense Theory and Its Critics,” 660-91; George H. Quester, Offense and Defense in the
International System (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books, 2002); Scott D. Sagan, “1914 Revisited: Allies, Offense,
and Instability,” International Security 11, no. 2 (1986), d0i:10.2307/2538961, 151-75; Jack Snyder, “Civil-Military Re-
lations and the Cult of the Offensive, 1914 and 1984,” International Security 9, no. 1 (1984), doi:10.2307/2538637, 108-
46; Stephen van Evera, “The Cult of the Offensive and the Origins of the First World War,” International Security 9,
no. 1 (1984), doi:10.2307/2538636, 58-107; Stephen van Evera, “Offense, Defense, and the Causes of War,” Interna-
tional Security 22, no. 4 (1998), doi:10.1162/isec.22.4.5, 5-43; James W. Davis et al., “Correspondence: Taking Offense
at Offense-Defense Theory,” International Security 23, no. 3 (1999), doi:10.1162/isec.23.3.179, 179-206. Glaser’s ra-
tional theory of international politics also depends heavily on ODT. Charles L. Glaser, Rational Theory of International
Politics: The Logic of Competition and Cooperation (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2010).

40 Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” 187. What this formulation immediately lays bare is that the
offense-defense debate has been almost exclusively focused on land warfare from the outset. This has largely re-
mained so.

4 Colin S. Gray, Modern Strategy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 15.

#  Carl von Clausewitz, On War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008), ed. and transl. Michael Howard
and Peter Paret, 358. Emphasis in the original. Scott Sagan recognized relatively early in the debate that this poses
a serious problem for ODT. Sagan, “1914 Revisited,” 161.

# A, Butfoy, “Offence-Defence Theory and the Security Dilemma: The Problem with Marginalizing the Context,”
Contemporary Security Policy 18, no. 3 (2007), doi:10.1080/13523269708404168, 39.
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thought.* Jervis goes on to formulate two tests — both of them rather simplistic, one may ven-
ture to say — to establish the nature of the offense-defense balance in each particular empirical

instance:

“First, does the state have to spend more or less than one dollar on defensive forces to
offset each dollar spent by the other side on forces that could be used to attack? If the state
has one dollar to spend on increasing its security, should it put it into offensive or defen-
sive forces? Second, with a given inventory of forces, is it better to attack or to defend? Is
there an incentive to strike first or to absorb the other's blow? These two aspects are often
linked: if each dollar spent on offense can overcome each dollar spent on defense, and if
both sides have the same defense budgets, then both are likely to build offensive forces

and find it attractive to attack rather than to wait for the adversary to strike.”4

Much of the debate among the proponents of ODT, and between them and their critics, has
flowed from these passages. Two concerns in particular have stood out in the academic debate:
can the offense-defense balance be measured at all?“¢ And is it the objective balance that matters
or is it states’ perceptions of it that influence their behavior?¥” While these are fascinating de-
bates in themselves, and both of them remain to some extent unresolved, a more important
finding for the purposes of the present study is that there are serious problems with the idea
of system-wide advantages based primarily on technological factors.*® Nor is it at all clear that
leaders view the state of military technology as an exogenous constraint that is to be accepted,

rather than a resource that can be manipulated for strategic advantage.

4 The potential responses from the ODT perspective are laid out in Lynn-Jones, “Offense-Defense Theory and Its
Critics,” 688-89.

% Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” 188.

4 For the opposing view, see Glaser and Kaufmann, “What Is the Offense-Defense Balance and How Can We
Measure It?”; Keir A. Lieber, “Mission Impossible: Measuring the Offense-Defense Balance with Military Net As-
sessment,” Security Studies 20, no. 3 (2011), doi:10.1080/09636412.2011.599193, 451-59.

47 See e.g. Shiping Tang, “Offence-Defence Theory: Towards a Definitive Understanding,” The Chinese Journal of
International Politics 3, no. 2 (2010), doi:10.1093/cjip/poq004, 237-44; Levy, “The Offensive/Defensive Balance of Mil-
itary Technology,” 222, 233; Davis et al., “Correspondence,” 324-25.

4 Perhaps most damning is the fact that this has occurred even to scholars who would basically retain Jervis’ logic.
Hence, Taliaferro has to admit that “it makes little sense to speak of a systemwide offense-defense balance in mili-
tary technology.” Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, “Security Seeking under Anarchy: Defensive Realism Revisited,” Interna-
tional Security 25, no. 3 (2001), doi:10.1162/016228800560543, 138.
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FROM SYSTEMIC TO ENDOGENOUS ADVANTAGES

The prevailing doubts concerning the systemic nature of military advantages are fueled by
some of the best mixed-methods research in the field. In his cutting-edge study of the deter-
minants of victory and defeat in modern warfare, Biddle finds that force employment explains
battlefield outcomes far better than technology does.*’ In an earlier review of ODT, he con-
cluded that “the large literature built around notions of the offense-defense balance rests on
an unsound foundation: technological change is unlikely to induce the sweeping political con-
sequences so widely attributed to it.”* If we accept his conclusions, which are based on a far
deeper engagement with the empirical record than offense-defense theorists have attempted,
there is no reason to believe that the balance would be the same across an international system.
On the contrary, if we acknowledge that the way in which states employ their military forces
will account for a significant part of their battlefield performance — a view that most military
historians would think entirely uncontroversial — the balance will be different for each dyad
of states.>

Shimshoni raises two of additional and related concerns, which ultimately lead him to
develop an alternative theory. His first concern mirrors the findings of Biddle’s study: clearly,
advantages are not based on technology alone, but on a combination of technological possibil-
ities, operational and tactical force employment concepts, and competent planning. While
technologies may eventually spread throughout the international system, the other two factors
are undoubtedly shaped by unit-level processes.> The second concern is that, at the level of
operational implementation, the idea of ‘offensive” versus ‘defensive’ strategies starts to fall

apart almost immediately. To achieve strategic aims, military organizations almost always

4 Stephen Biddle, Military Power: Explaining Victory and Defeat in Modern Battle (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2006), 192-96. Lieber agrees that military outcomes do not appear to be primarily driven by technology. See
Lieber, War and the Engineers, 150-52. This view is also notably supported by one of the very few explicit historical
reviews. Mark Herman et al., “Military Advantage in History” (Booz Allen Hamilton/Director of Net Assessment,
2002).

5% Stephen Biddle, “Rebuilding the Foundations of Offense-Defense Theory,” The Journal of Politics 63, no. 3 (2001),
doi:10.1111/0022-3816.00086, 743.

51 Ibid., 743.

52 Shimshoni, “Technology, Military Advantage, and World War ,” 189.
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have to combine offensive and defensive action at the lower levels of warfare.”® The deeper we
go into the empirics of operational design, the more threadbare the notion of “generic defense
and offense”> starts to look. In fact, the notion of distinguishability is problematic even at the
lowest tactical levels, where serious analysts have long found it difficult — even impossible —
to draw a meaningful distinction between offensive and defensive weaponry, which many
variants of ODT also require.” If strategic success actually hinges on the effective combination
of offensive and defensive actions across all levels of warfare, and advantages are not primar-
ily a product of system-wide technological change but instead shaped by unit-level variables,
ODT ends up explaining very little. Together, Biddle and Shimshoni provide the basic ele-
ments of an alternative approach that is far more empirically accurate and credible than ODT,
and which is outlined below.

Doubts have also been cast on another central idea of ODT, namely, that political and
military leaders base their strategic decision-making on the system-wide technological bal-
ance, passively adapting to either the objective state of the balance or their interpretation of it.
In one of the few broad-based empirical reviews of the theory, Gortzak, Haftel and Sweeny
find that “[t]he perceived ODB [offense-defense balance], often argued to be the more im-
portant of the two measures, has no discernable effect on war or [military interstate dispute]
onset.”* Lieber goes on to turn the notion on its head: “[P]olitical and military elites tend not
to shape their strategies on the basis of military technology, but rather to view the utility of
new technologies through the lens of their current strategies.””” Shiping Tang similarly be-

lieves that offense-defense theorists have it backwards and that leaders’ focus on offensive

5 Ibid., 191-92. The main mechanism that adherents of ODT propose to explain broad-based shifts in the relative
strength of offense and defense is technological change leading to increases in mobility or firepower. See e.g. Lieber,
War and the Engineers, 34-45. If the operational impact of such changes does not neatly translate into strategic effects
of the same nature — if, for example, greater operational mobility can also be employed for strategically defensive
purposes, as indeed it has been — the picture is complicated very considerably.

5 Ibid., 192.

%  See John ]J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983), 24-27; Colin S.
Gray, Weapons Don't Make War: Policy, Strategy, and Military Technology (Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas, 1993),
Shimshoni, “Technology, Military Advantage, and World War I,” 192 n. 11.

% Yoav Gortzak, Yoram Z. Haftel, and Kevin Sweeney, “Offense-Defense Theory: An Empirical Assessment,”
Journal of Conflict Resolution 49, no. 1 (2016), doi:10.1177/0022002704271280, 86.

57 Lieber, War and the Engineers, 153.
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military options is likely to result from their expansive political aims, rather than the other
way around.’ If these criticisms are valid, they severely undermine the view that leader’s ac-
tions are shaped by the balance, or their perception of it, rather than the other way around. In
the end, even a staunch defender of ODT is forced to admit that “[t]here may be considerable
truth in the view that states try to shape the offense-defense balance to create the offensive or
defensive advantages that they deem necessary for their strategies.”*

Overall, then, ODT’s central claim — that military advantages are systemic phenomena
and lead states to favor either offensive or defensive strategies across the board — does not hold
up well under scrutiny. The same is true of the supporting claim that the observable variations
in states” approaches are due to political leaders’ interpretations (and misinterpretations) of
the objective balance. Lieber believes that ODT has remained attractive mainly because “it of-
fers a compelling argument for why intense security competition among states is not an inev-
itable consequence of the structure of the international system.”® Be that as it may, it certainly
does not provide a compelling — let alone fine-grained — explanation for why security compe-
tition unfolds the way it does in any particular strategic relationship.

Conversely, Shimshoni’s alternative take on the origins of military advantage goes a
long way in this regard. His core thesis, which is adopted by the present study, is that military
advantages are created and sustained at the unit level by military leaders and organizations.®® From an
extensive review of offense-defense theory and its many inadequacies, Shimshoni derives four

elementary statements on the nature of military advantage, which are worth quoting at length:

% Tang, “Offence-Defence Theory,” 241-43.

%  Lynn-Jones, “Offense-Defense Theory and Its Critics,” 690. Lynn-Jones promises “a comprehensive rebuttal”
(663) to this and other major challenges to ODT, but falls far short of this ambition. His rebuttal of Shimshoni is
particularly feeble. The fact that “some technological changes which influence the offense-defense balance are not
the result of state-sponsored attempts at military innovation” (690) is hardly a knock-out punch against Shimshoni’s
alternative theory, which does not limit its aperture to technology as the main source of advantage to begin with.
The assertion that the offense-defense balance, whatever its residual relevance may amount to, “is not shaped by
the efforts of one state to develop advantages” (ibid.) will have left the critics similarly unfazed — and their case
completely intact. Overall, the fact that this was the strongest defense that could be mustered in a seminal article
written with the express intention of keeping ODT alive in the face of mounting criticism is devastating.

6 Keir A. Lieber, “Grasping the Technological Peace: The Offense-Defense Balance and International Security,”
International Security 25, no. 1 (2000), doi:10.1162/016228800560390, 103.

61 Shimshoni, “Technology, Military Advantage, and World War I”.
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“First, [the advantage] must serve a grand strategic goal, or purpose. Second, it must be
or may be created or engineered. Third, in producing it, leaders must take account of
factors outside their control, adapt to these, and concentrate on manipulating three basic
elements within their control: doctrine, war plans, and technology. Fourth, ‘advantage” is
relative to an opponent and fleeting, and therefore creating it is a never-ending competitive
enterprise. [...] This characteristic is perhaps the most significant. I argue that there is room
for true entrepreneurship in this competitive process, and that the military advantage

normally goes to the more entrepreneurial state.”
This perspective finally provides us with a glimpse of how peacetime military competitions
take shape, how they are conducted, and why they produce a particular set of observable out-
comes. Two implications of this alternative perspective stand out in particular. The first is that
hard work is required to consciously uphold existing advantages, which will quickly begin to
erode if the efforts made to sustain them are insufficient, or if the resources — intellectual and
material — that are invested in sustaining them are inadequate. The second implication is that,
far from applying all across an international system, advantages must be specifically tailored
to one’s competitor or competitors, as well as to the external parameters of the competition. In

Shimshoni’s words,

“[s]tates do (or should) determine their military solutions in response to their strategic
environment and in pursuit of grand strategic goals. Potential enemies, alliances, and the
distribution of power constitute the strategic environment; also important are geography
and topography, and socio-cultural constraints on (or advantages in) the use and appli-
cation of force. Always remembering that ‘advantage’ is a relative notion, a central piece
of the analysis must be devoted to one's opponents —their environment, their capabilities,
their military doctrine. Armed with goals and this analysis, military leaders must find a
way to execute the strategy. This entails the construction or creation of an integrated sys-

tem of technology, doctrine, and war plans.”®

In the context of a long-term strategic rivalry, the competitors will go through successive cycles
of advantage-seeking and mutual adaptation, the outcomes of which will depend on the spe-

cific steps that are taken by each of the parties in search of a meaningful advantage, as well as

62 Ibid., 197. Emphasis added. Biddle endorses a very similar view, although he places primary importance on
force employment. See Biddle, “Rebuilding the Foundations of Offense-Defense Theory,” 743.
63 Shimshoni, “Technology, Military Advantage, and World War I”.

[50]



The dynamics of military competition

the interactions between those various steps. This search for advantage may or may not rise to
the standard of actual military entrepreneurship, which aims for maximum surprise and disrup-
tion, for “consistently rejuvenated theories of victory.”® But whether it is pursued vigorously
and creatively by both sides or not, it will inexorably shape that aspect of a strategic rivalry
that is pursued in peacetime with predominantly military means — the subject of our investi-
gation, in the most general terms. To understand this process in detail, so that we may retrace
it based on the available historical data on the U.S.-Soviet competition at sea, we can draw on
several preexisting bodies of theory. As was discussed above, we will then go on to combine
elements of those theories into a modular framework that provides greater explanatory power

that any of them can provide individually, with respect to the case at hand.

2.3 Military interaction cycles: competing theories

2.3.1 The international system and unit-level strategic adjustment

Where should we begin our search for appropriate analytical instruments and approaches to
investigate the long-term dynamics of the U.S.-Soviet competition for military advantage at
sea? Although Shimshoni would immediately and with good reason direct our attention to-
wards military organizations as key actors, the default unit of analysis in modern international
relations is the state. Similarly, the level of analysis that is most commonly examined to explain
the outcomes of strategic competition involves the interaction of states at the system level.® If
competitions for military advantage can be successfully traced at this aggregate level, there is
no need to go into greater detail and break down the main political units down into their com-
ponent parts to understand historical outcomes after the fact. Since many of the most estab-

lished theories in security studies operate at this level, we should at least explore the

64 Tbid., 199.
% The classic treatment of levels of analysis in the security studies literature remains Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the
State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 2001).
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possibility. Once it has become clear that a structural explanation will not do, we will then
strike out in search of a more tenable, hybrid paradigm that accounts for state-level influences

as well as systemic pressures.

THE FALSE ALLURE OF BALANCE-OF-POWER THEORY

The process by which the modern state came to dominate the international system, and schol-
ars’ ideas of it, was itself characterized by intense competitive adaptation over a period span-
ning roughly four centuries.®® The dominant form of political organization that came out of
this this process claimed “precise, hard boundaries”®” and “absolute sovereignty”® within
those borders. As a result, modern states could be conceived and theorized as a “unitary ac-
tors”® interacting in an international system that conditioned them to behave in ways that
would ensure their long-term viability. In reality, it is difficult to overlook that the political
and administrative structures of modern states are anything but monolithic. Even though he
assumes otherwise in his defining take on balance-of-power theory, Kenneth N. Waltz himself
clarifies: “We can freely admit that states are in fact not unitary, purposive actors.””® Given that
Waltz’s structural realist theory has long been a key reference point for explaining competitive
state behavior in the international system and that social science orthodoxy would have us
“seek parsimony first, and then add on complexity,”” it is nevertheless worth considering
what this most prominent theory in the security studies canon can tell us about the subject at

hand. As will quickly become apparent, a detailed analysis of the naval element of an interstate

% See, e.g. Barry Buzan and Richard Little, International Systems in World History: Remaking the Study of International
Relations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 256-66; Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD
900-1992 (Oxford: Blackwell, 1997).

¢ Buzan and Little, International Systems in World History, 244.

6 Ibid., 244-45.

0 Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York, NY: Random House, 1979), 118.

70 Ibid., 119. Emphasis added. Waltz can admit this because such “assumptions are not factual. One cannot there-
fore legitimately ask if they are true, but only if they are useful” (117-18).

71 Robert O. Keohane, “Theory of World Politics: Structural Realism and Beyond,” in Neorealism and Its Critics, ed.
Robert O. Keohane (New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 1986), 188.
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competition for military advantage will require us to move beyond such highly generalized
theoretical constructs and engage the historical record using a more tailored framework.

The structural realist theory proposed by Waltz has few moving parts. Donnelly aptly
observes that “[t]he structuralist project [...] rests on maximum abstraction. The theoretical
strategy is to make the fewest assumptions possible and use the smallest imaginable number
of explanatory variables. Structural realists self-consciously sacrifice richness and depth for a
simple, rigorous theory that holds widely across time and space.””?> The basic elements of
Waltzian realism have been stated so many times that it is at risk of turning into a caricature
of itself: states are “like units”7 that interact under conditions of international “anarchy””* and
maximize their aggregate “capabilities””> by means of “internal””® or “external balancing””” to
ensure their survival in the face of opposing concentrations of power. While this intellectual
austerity may have held considerable appeal in its own time, it is probably fair to say that
Waltz did the realist tradition a disservice when he resolved to reduce it to the equivalent of
“a theory of the market built up from assumptions about the behavior of individuals."”®

In effect, structural realists can examine strategic adjustment only in the aggregate, as
the abstract product of all unit-level actions undertaken to ensure the survival of the unit.
“Since balance of power theory seeks to explain large-scale patterns of state action over long

periods of time,” Keohane maintains, “we could hardly expect the precision from it that we

72 Jack Donnelly, Realism in International Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 107.

73 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 95-96.

74 Tbid., 111-16.

75 Ibid., 97-99.

76 Tbid., 168.

77 Ibid.

78 Ibid., 110. Although the point is hardly original, it should nonetheless be remembered that the realist school of
political thought originated with what Doyle described as the ‘complex realism” of Thucydides. Doyle, Ways of War
and Peace, 49-92. See also Robert G. Gilpin, “The Richness of the Tradition of Political Realism,” International Organ-
ization 38, no. 2 (1984), doi:10.1017/5S0020818300026710; Richard Ned Lebow, The Tragic Vision of Politics: Ethics, In-
terests, and Orders (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003). The radical reduction of realism to its structural
and systemic elements was touted as a necessary step on the way to a ‘better’ kind of social science but, in the
context of this deeply rooted tradition, could scarcely count as progress. Against this backdrop, it is hard not to
credit William Wohlforth’s suggestion that Gilpin’s War and Change in World Politics might have made a better
springboard for a realist revival. See: William C. Wohlforth, “Gilpinian Realism and International Relations,” Inter-
national Relations 25, no. 4 (2011), doi:10.1177/0047117811411742.
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expect from theories whose domains have been narrowed.”” Structural realism provides an
explanation of why states engage in balancing behavior, but it cannot explain why they chose
to balance in certain ways, or emphasizing certain means over others — or why they sometimes
fail to balance at all.®* Because there is no functional differentiation among units and their in-
ternal makeup lies outside the purview of Waltz's theory, states are expected to react to envi-
ronmental stimuli in roughly the same, predictable fashion. Structural realism provides what
Resende-Santos describes as “a latent theory of [military] emulation,”#! no more and no less
than that. Specifically, Waltz holds that “[t]he possibility that conflict will be conducted by
force leads to competition in the arts and the instruments of force. Competition produces a
tendency toward the sameness of the competitors.”$2 What, then, explains the enduring asymme-
tries in the U.S. and Soviet approaches to naval warfare in the missile age? To provide a satisfactory
answer to what from a structuralist perspective can only be described as a puzzle, we have to
embrace a considerably greater degree of complexity in our analytical approach. In fact, as
Biddle has argued, the very idea of a single, undifferentiated ‘balance of power” based some
compound measure of military power should be viewed with suspicion: “[The] whole notion
of a simple, unitary ‘capability” fundamentally misrepresents military potential, which is in-
herently multidimensional.”* What we can take away from Waltz’s balance-of-power theory
is that states will usually find it difficult to ignore systemic pressures for very long — all the
more so in a threat-driven environment like the one that characterized the Cold War confron-

tation.®* But, clearly, the structuralist perspective can provide at best a bare-bones account of

7 Keohane, “Theory of World Politics,” 187-88.

8 For a neoclassical realist take on this phenomenon of ‘underbalancing’, see Randall L. Schweller, Unanswered
Threats: Political Constraints on the Balance of Power (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010).

81 Joao Resende-Santos, Neorealism, States, and the Modern Mass Army (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2007), 13.

82 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 127.

8 Biddle, Military Power, 192.

8 In his test of structural realism against the historical record of Russian/Soviet empire building, Wohlforth found
that the adaptation processes observed in this case were, at an aggregate level, broadly compliant with the theory’s
predictions. However, even in the context of this favorable outcome, he is sure to remind the reader that “[n]eore-
alist theory does not predict the precise nature of institutions and ideas; it merely predicts the rough
manner in which states will be shaped by the international system.” William C. Wohlforth, “The Russian-Soviet
Empire: A Test of Neorealism,” Review of International Studies 27, no. 5 (2001), d0i:10.1017/S0260210501008099, 213-
35.
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why U.S. and Soviet naval forces (or other aspects of the competition, for that matter) evolved

the way they did.

TOWARDS A HYBRID FRAMEWORK

Ultimately, we cannot begin to comprehend why the U.S. and Soviet approaches to warfare at
and from the sea developed in such different directions without allowing that a number of
additional variables were at play and that each of them had a highly significant impact — from
the distinction between sea powers and land powers, to the importance of geographic position
and historical experience, to the very different roles and organization of the opposing naval
forces, to name just a few of the most important ones.®*® To understand the processes that
shaped force structures, doctrines and deployment patterns — unit-level properties one and all
- in any detail, we first have to let go of the “unitary actor’ and ‘like units” assumptions. As
Waltz himself would readily have conceded, threat-driven interactions at the system level can
only explain aggregate international outcomes — that is, the fact that extensive military balanc-
ing behavior took place between the United States and the Soviet Union.®® To claim that sys-
temic pressures alone, as opposed to a combination of systemic pressures and specific unit-
level properties, account for the massive variance in how the two sides adapted to the threat
environment would be deeply implausible.

As they began to recapture the richness of the realist school of thought and move be-

yond the rudimentary balance-of-power narrative of Theory of International Politics, realists

8 As Levy and Thompson demonstrate, the introduction of the land power/sea power distinction into the struc-
turalist framework goes a long way towards explaining why alliance formation and balancing behaviors are far
from uniform across different types of international systems. See Jack S. Levy and William R. Thompson, “Balanc-
ing on Land and at Sea: Do States Ally against the Leading Global Power?,” International Security 35, no. 1 (2010),
doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00001. That said, to explain the balancing dynamics in a particular global maritime system in
detail once again requires going into considerably greater empirical depth.

8 This why IR theories have long been subdivided into theories of international politics and theories of foreign policy.
See: Kenneth N. Waltz, “International Politics Is Not Foreign Policy,” Security Studies 6, no.1 (2007),
doi:10.1080/09636419608429298, 54-57; Gideon Rose, “Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy,” World
Politics 51, no. 1 (1998), doi:10.1017/50043887100007814, 145.
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themselves found Waltz’s sparse structuralism wanting.?” By the early 1990s, Jack Snyder had

concluded that

“recent exponents of Realism in international relations have been wrong in looking exclu-
sively to states as the irreducible atoms whose power and interests are to be assessed. [...]
Contemporary political scientists are beginning to conceive of the state not as a unitary
billiard ball in a system of other billiard balls, but as a pivot adjudicating between inter-

national and domestic pressures.”

In time, this renewed interest in the effects of state structure and intrastate political processes
on foreign policy behavior gave rise to a new variant of realist theory that explicitly seeks to
account for observed variances in strategic adjustment by including unit-level variables.
Using the structuralist understanding of strategic adjustment as their baseline, this new
generation of realist scholars found that much of the variance in outcomes at the unit level

could be explained by what they conceptualized as intervening variables. Their “neoclassical

87 See, e.g. Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1991); Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1987); Randall L.
Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In,” Intfernational Security 19, no. 1 (1994),
doi:10.2307/2539149; Randall L. Schweller, “New Realist Research on Alliances: Refining, Not Refuting, Waltz's
Balancing Proposition,” American Political Science Review 91, no. 4 (1997), doi:10.2307/2952176; Randall L. Schweller,
Deadly Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler's Strategy of World Conquest (New York, NY: Columbia University Press,
1998). Levy and Thompson'’s articles on power balancing and the land power/sea power distinction as a further
development of Walt’s balance-of-threat theory are also in this tradition. See Jack S. Levy and William R. Thompson,
“Hegemonic Threats and Great-Power Balancing in Europe, 1495-1999,” Security Studies 14, no.1 (2005),
doi:10.1080/09636410591001465; Levy and Thompson, “Balancing on Land and at Sea”. Unsurprisingly, the true
disciples of a ‘scientific’ school of thought in international relations construed this return to a broader conception
of realist thought as evidence of theoretical ‘degeneration’. See John Vasquez, “The Realist Paradigm and Degen-
erative vs. Progressive Research Programs: An Appraisal of Neotraditional Research on Waltz’s Balancing Propo-
sition,” American Political Science Review 91, no. 4 (1997), doi:10.2307/2952172; Jeffrey W. Legro and Andrew
Moravecsik, “Is Anybody Still a Realist?,” International Security 24, no. 2 (1999), doi:10.1162/016228899560130. For a
response, see Peter D. Feaver et al., “Brother, Can You Spare a Paradigm? (Or Was Anybody Ever a Realist?),”
International Security 25, no. 1 (2000), doi:10.1162/016228800560426. Schweller also expertly responded to the charge
in a separate chapter. Randall L. Schweller, “The Progressiveness of Neoclassical Realism,” in Progress in Interna-
tional Relations Theory: Appraising the Field, ed. Miriam Fendius Elman and Colin Elman (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
2003), 311-47. The ‘degeneration” argument is alive and well, and has predictably been deployed against more re-
cent, neoclassical realist scholarship as well. See Kevin Narizny, “On Systemic Paradigms and Domestic Politics: A
Critique of the Newest Realism,” International Security 42, no. 2 (2017), doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00296; Davide Fiammen-
ghi et al, “Correspondence: Neoclassical Realism and Its Critics,” International Security 43, no.2 (2018),
doi:10.1162/isec_c_00332.

8 Snyder, Myths of Empire, 19. Emphasis in the original.
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realism”® (NCR) has since established itself as a major alternative to both structuralist and
liberal theories of international relations.” Most of the research undertaken under the umbrella
of this relatively new addition to the realist school of thought has focused either on the impact
of “elite calculations and perceptions of relative power and domestic constraints”®' on state
behavior, or on the limits imposed by the state’s “extraction and mobilization capacity”* - that
is, its ability to actually make use of the latent power resources in its domestic environment.
The result has been a considerably more fine-grained understanding of the strategic
adjustment process and its observable ‘imperfections” both the level of theory as well as in

terms of detailed case study research.” The metaphor that is often deployed to illustrate this

8 The term is generally traced to Rose, “Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy”. Rose’s first cut at
defining the new approach was based on his reading of a number of early works that are now often seen as foun-
dational, including Thomas J. Christensen, Useful Adversaries: Grand Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and Sino-Amer-
ican Conflict, 1947-1958 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997); Schweller, Deadly Imbalances; William C.
Wohlforth, The Elusive Balance: Power and Perceptions during the Cold War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1993);
Fareed Zakaria, From Wealth to Power: The Unusual Origins of America’s World Role (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1999). Another important, but less widely noted, reference point was Jennifer Sterling-Folker, “Realist
Environment, Liberal Process, and Domestic-Level Variables,” International Studies Quarterly 41, no.1 (1997),
doi:10.1111/0020-8833.00031, 1-26.

% On liberalism, see: Andrew Moravcsik, “Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International Politics,”
International Organization 51, no. 4 (1997), doi:10.1162/002081897550447; Doyle, Ways of War and Peace, 205-313.

91 Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, Steven E. Lobell, and Norrin M. Ripsman, “Introduction: Neoclassical Realism, the State,
and Foreign Policy,” in Lobell; Ripsman; Taliaferro, Neoclassical Realism, the State, and Foreign Policy, 28. See also
Rose, “Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy,” 157-61. A somewhat similar approach that is explicitly
not in the realist ‘camp’ is taken in Richard Rosecrance and Arthur A. Stein, eds., The Domestic Bases of Grand Strategy
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1993).

%2 Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, Steven E. Lobell, and Norrin M. Ripsman, “Introduction: Neoclassical Realism, the State,
and Foreign Policy,” in Lobell; Ripsman; Taliaferro, Neoclassical Realism, the State, and Foreign Policy, 39. See also
Rose, “Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy,” 161-65; Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, “State Building for Fu-
ture Wars: Neoclassical Realism and the Resource-Extractive State,” Security Studies 15, no.3 (2006),
doi:10.1080/09636410601028370.

% The outstanding theoretical work, and the best statement of an expansive vision of the utility and applicability
of NCR, is now Norrin M. Ripsman, Jeffrey W. Taliaferro and Steven E. Lobell, Neoclassical Realist Theory of Interna-
tional Politics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016). A useful theoretical study that takes a more limited perspec-
tive of the role and utility of NCR is Brian Rathbun, “A Rose by Any Other Name: Neoclassical Realism as the
Logical and Necessary Extension of Structural Realism,” Security Studies 17, mno.2 (2008),
doi:10.1080/09636410802098917. Works that notably combine NCR theory with in-depth case study research include
Schweller, Unanswered Threats; Amelia Hadfield-Amkhan, British Foreign Policy, National Identity, and Neoclassical
Realism (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2010); Tom Dyson, Neoclassical Realism and Defence Reform in Post-Cold
War Europe (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010); Paolo Rosa, Neoclassical Realism and the Underdevelopment of
China’s Nuclear Doctrine (Cham: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018); Asle Toje and Barbara Kunz, eds., Neoclassical Realism
in European Politics: Bringing Power Back In (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2012); Thomas Juneau, Squan-
dered Opportunity: Neoclassical Realism and Iranian Foreign Policy (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press,
2015).
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difference is that of a “transmission belt.”?* In the structuralist paradigm, systemic pressures
are expected to translate relatively smoothly into unit-level actions designed to manage them.
In neoclassical realism, any reactions to external stimuli for action are expected to be moder-
ated and, more likely than not, modified by structures and preferences at the unit level.”> To
understand why each unit ultimately responded the way it did, we need to make the admin-
istrative and political structures of the state and the priorities set by key decision-making bod-
ies an integral part of our analysis. The focus of NCR theorists has generally been on high-
level political decision-makers — the so-called foreign policy executive (FPE), °® which formulates
and adjusts a state’s grand strategy and its overall security strategy.

A small number of NCR-based studies have attempted to explain changes in states’
military doctrines and postures based on this approach. In his recent study of China’s nuclear
doctrines, Rosa found that during the two historical phases he examined “different patterns of
elite politics that dominated the Chinese political system [...] have decisively affected the ca-
pacity of policymakers to develop a nuclear doctrine.””” Because the Chinese process for for-
mulating nuclear doctrine was exceptionally politicized, a straightforward application of NCR
goes at least part of the way in explaining the ‘underdeveloped’ state of China’s nuclear doc-
trine.”® China is probably best seen an outlier in this respect. It is not clear that the same ap-
proach would work equally well for cases in which military organizations have a higher level
of professional influence over the evolution of doctrine, as has arguably been the case in most
modern administrative states at most times. This is also the direction that another NCR-based
study of a similar subject matter would points us in: Narang choses as one of his intervening
variables the nature of civil-military relations with regard to nuclear posture development.”

He expects regional states in which military forces have greater independent decision-making

% Rose, “Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy,” 147.

% Ripsman, Taliaferro and Lobell, Neoclassical Realist Theory of International Politics, 58-79.

% Steven E. Lobell, “Threat Assessment, the State, and Foreign Policy: A Neoclassical Realist Model,” in Lobell;
Ripsman; Taliaferro, Neoclassical Realism, the State, and Foreign Policy, 56.

7 Rosa, Neoclassical Realism and the Underdevelopment of China’s Nuclear Doctrine, 43.

% Ibid., 149-50.

% Vipin Narang, Nuclear Strategy in the Modern Era: Regional Powers and International Conflict (Princeton, NJ: Prince-
ton University Press, 2017), 36-39.
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authority to arrive at substantially different nuclear postures.!® Perhaps the most useful of the
NCR-based approaches is suggested by Sten Rynning in his investigation of doctrinal change
in the French Fifth Republic. As Rynning recognizes, even though politics may at times be the
determinative factor, “[p]inpointing patterns of military influence is [...] essential to a study
of military doctrine.”'* While much of what he has to say is case-specific, he nonetheless lights
the way in proposing a framework that looks beyond the foreign policy executive to the role
of professional military officers to explain the dynamics of doctrinal change.

By allowing for the introduction of intervening variables, the neoclassical realist project
comes much closer to providing a viable analytical framework for understanding why a state
adapts to perceived threats in certain ways and not others. What NCR-based studies focused
on military change ultimately demonstrate is that, to fully grasp the dynamics of competitive
military adaptation, we need to disaggregate the state even further. Although the decisions of
the foreign policy executive provide the outlines of military policy, the details of a state’s mil-
itary posture are not generally determined by the political leadership itself but shaped by mil-
itary organizations’ interactions with their political masters, as well as with other military
organizations in the external and domestic environments.!® Under most circumstances, then,
military organizations should be seen as key actors alongside the foreign policy executive, where the
formulation of military doctrine and the competitive adaptation of military postures is con-
cerned.

The most relevant examples of such an approach are provided by works that adopt

approaches that are structurally similar to NCR, but that self-confidently dispense with some

100 Tbid., 53.

101 Sten Rynning, Changing Military Doctrine: Presidents and Military Power in Fifth Republic France, 1958-2000 (West-
port, CT: Praeger, 2002), 15.

102 Once again, Rynning states this case eloquently. Even in circumstances of limited military influence (e.g. due to
a painful historical experience of military interference), he believes that “military officers can influence the process
of change by offering ideas to policy-makers searching for new policies, by withholding support and thus implicitly
contesting political legitimacy, and by drawing on the daily contacts with foreign militaries to be inspired and
shape doctrinal thinking within national institutions.” Ibid., 17. Clearly, this case can be made even more strongly
where such experiences are absent and where the role of military professionals in formulating military doctrine is
well developed. On different modes in civil-military relations, more generally, see: Samuel P. Huntington, The Sol-
dier and the State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2008[1957]), 80-97.
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of the constraints imposed by the high-level theoretical debates in the security studies litera-
ture. A particularly rich and apposite understanding of strategic adjustment at the unit level
is outlined by the chapters in Trubowitz, Goldman and Rhodes’ edited volume on The Politics
of Strategic Adjustment. They criticize realists for framing “the process by which states select
their grand strategies [as] remarkably bloodless, unencumbered by the political divisions, fric-
tions, and cleavages that plague policymaking on the domestic front. Such a view is too styl-
ized, mechanical, and apolitical.”'® While neoclassical realists would very much agree with
their sense that “[t]he nonunitary and bureaucratic character of state institutions also limits and
shapes the state’s ability to react to changing and ambiguous external threats,”' Trubowitz
and Rhodes go further in their desire to capture the complex institutional setup of the modern
state. Unencumbered by possible charges of paradigmatic degeneration, they freely
acknowledge the relevance of military organizations as well as other domestic pressure
groups. Like March and Olsen in their classic essay, they see bureaucratic organizations as
“political actors in their own right.”1%

At the same time, they are careful to avoid a cardinal mistake that has marred much of
the literature on military innovation and civil-military relations: to unthinkingly credit and
lazily reproduce “simplistic accounts of institutional behavior that presume bureaucratic or-
ganizations face insurmountable obstacles to undertaking self-conscious, intelligent, nonincre-
mental adjustment in response to changed threats.”'% Their alternative view is all the more
valuable because they can demonstrate its direct applicability to the question of naval posture

change in their preceding chapters.!”” Unfortunately, from the point of view of the present

105 Peter Trubowitz and Edward Rhodes, “Explaining American Strategic Adjustment,” in Trubowitz; Goldman;
Rhodes, The Politics of Strategic Adjustment, 9.

104 Tbid., 12.

105 James G. March and Johan P. Olsen, “The New Institutionalism: Organizational Factors in Political Life,” Amer-
ican Political Science Review 78, no. 3 (1984), doi:10.2307/1961840, 738.

106 Peter Trubowitz and Edward Rhodes, “Explaining American Strategic Adjustment,” in Trubowitz; Goldman;
Rhodes, The Politics of Strategic Adjustment, 13.

107 The most clear-cut example of this is Smith’s chapter, which focuses on the Navy’s capacity to formulate and
implement meaningful conceptual and structural changes in the early 1990s. Due to the volume’s historical setting
and interest in understanding strategic adjustment in a more relaxed threat environment, the Cold War case itself
was not examined. Edward A. Smith, “...From the Sea: The Process of Defining a New Role for Naval Forces in the
Post-Cold War World,” in Trubowitz; Goldman; Rhodes, The Politics of Strategic Adjustment, 267-301.
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study, all of these consider phases in the history of the U.S. Navy that featured threat environ-
ments considerably less severe than that of the Cold War era. It is highly likely that unit level
factors would be more clearly expressed under these circumstances than we can reasonably
expect to find during any of the three phases of the Cold War at sea.’® Hence, the specific
findings presented in Trubowitz, Goldman, and Rhodes” volume are expected to be of limited
relevance for our investigation. What is required, then, is a workable synthesis between NCR'’s
continued focus on systemic factors, on the one hand, and the need to capture the ability of military
organizations to shape the search for military advantage within the broad parameters set out by the
political level, on the other.

Such a synthesis finally emerges when we engage with the Kimberly Marten Zisk’s
remarkable study of the Soviet General Staff’s attempts to counter successive evolutions of
Western air-land doctrine during the period from 1955 to 1991.1” From her reading of organi-
zational theory, and of the peculiar nature and responsibilities of military organizations, she

deduces a crucially important hypothesis:

“Military organizations are likely to develop innovative doctrines on their own, in the absence of
civilian intervention, when they interpret a foreign doctrinal shift as a threat to the success of their
current war plans. Because senior professional military officers believe that their institu-
tion’s primary role is to defend state security, their interests extend beyond a narrow bu-

reaucratic focus.”110

In effect, the military planners” perceptions of the threat environment and their ingrained re-

sponsibility to counter severe threats posed by other military organizations will play a key role

108 On the importance of the external threat level as a scope condition, from an NCR perspective, see: Norrin M.
Ripsman, Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, and Steven E. Lobell, “Conclusion: The State of Neoclassical Realism,” in Lobell;
Ripsman; Taliaferro, Neoclassical Realism, the State, and Foreign Policy, 280-87. For a slightly more nuanced view, see
Emily O. Goldman, “International Competition and Military Effectiveness: Naval Air Power, 1919-1945,” in Creat-
ing Military Power: The Sources of Military Effectiveness, ed. Risa A. Brooks and Elizabeth A. Stanley (Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press, 2006), 162-66.

19 Marten Kimberley Zisk, Engaging the Enemy: Organization Theory and Soviet Military Innovation, 1955-1991
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993).

110 Jbid., 26. Emphasis added.
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in shaping organizational responses and, by extension, the dynamic of a competition for mili-
tary advantage that takes place in such an elevated threat environment.""" Given that Zisk’s
framework was itself designed with the Cold War environment in mind, we can adopt this
perspective with a high degree of confidence in its applicability to our investigation. The full
significance of this outlook in bridging the divide between the systemic ‘push’ factors realists
have emphasized and observable military initiatives will become apparent if we examine the

search for military advantage from an organizational, rather than a state-level perspective.

2.3.2 Innovation, adaptation, and organizational survival

Much of the debate about military change since the early 1980s has revolved around a tug-of-
war between structural realism and organization theory. In what is now considered the classic
treatment of the subject, Barry Posen explicitly contrasts the two perspectives in a theory-test-
ing format."? His The Sources of Military Doctrine undoubtedly set the tone for an important
research program and, in doing so, has spawned a fruitful debate. At the same time, the main
limitation of this highly influential work — its focus on the relative explanatory power of struc-
turalist and organizational explanations, about which it ultimately does not have much to say
— has cast an equally long shadow.® While we cannot fault Posen’s logic when he states that

“in the realm of theory these explanations are competitive, not complementary,”!* the very

11 For some fascinating case studies of how military organizations may perceive, or misperceive, foreign military
change, see Thomas G. Mahnken, Uncovering Ways of War: U.S. Intelligence and Foreign Military Innovation, 1918-1941
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2002). On conceptual aspects, see pages 5-17. The prickly question of as-
sessing opponents’ intentions has more recently been tackled by Yarhi-Milo, although not specifically from the
perspective of military intelligence. Keren Yarhi-Milo, Knowing the Adversary: Leaders, Intelligence, and Assessment of
Intentions in International Relations (Princeton, NY: Princeton University Press, 2014), esp. 14-43.

112 Barry R. Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine: France, Britain, and Germany between the World Wars (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1984), 34-80.

113 Posen’s main conclusion on this count is that in his subjective judgement “balance of power theory is a slightly
more powerful tool than organization theory for the study of doctrine.” Ibid., 239. This is a slightly dissatisfying
finding, given that a decision to combine both, instead of conducting a rather toothless theory test, could have
yielded an analytical instrument much stronger than either of the two perspectives individually.

114 Ibid., 7. Emphasis in the original.
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structure of his study stands in the way of an understanding of competitive military change
as it is brought about in practice.

As has already been argued, to retrace the dynamics of Cold War naval competition
(and perhaps those of other relevant cases as well) a hybrid framework is far more useful.
Given that our case featured perceptions of a severe threat on both sides, we can assume — as
neoclassical realism does — that systemic factors played a rather important role in shaping unit-
level responses. At the same time, we have seen that a purely structural framework could pro-
vide at best a rough outline of the dynamics that took shape.!> The next question that we will
need to consider, then, is whether and to what extent existing organizational theories can fill
in the many blank spaces that balance-of-power theory would leave us with, and contribute to
a sufficiently rich and accurate understanding of the dynamics of military competition. In the
next step, we will take a bottom-up view of how competition is pursued by military organiza-

tions and explore how this literature can add to our ‘modular” analytical framework.

BUREAUCRATIC ESSENTIALISM VERSUS THE ORGANIC METAPHOR

So far, it has been established that military advantages are created at the unit - i.e., intrastate
— level and that military organizations play a more important role in shaping competitive re-
sponses to external pressures than established realist theories would lead us to believe. But
how exactly does organizational behavior impact the search for meaningful military advantages? Ac-
cording to most statements of the organizational perspective in the political science literature,

one should expect organizational behavior to function primarily as an impediment to military

115 Kijer argues that the international system is altogether “indeterminate” as far as the selection of offensive or
defensive doctrines is concerned. Elizabeth Kier, Imagining War: French and British Military Doctrine between the Wars
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1999), 11-12. Strictly speaking, this is correct: a structural theory alone
cannot explain why states act as they do in a military competition, and why they chose specific options among a
range of possible alternatives. That said, her cultural theory would lead us to consistently understate the importance
of systemic pressures in bringing about military change, as well as the extent to which other states” actions narrow
down the range of viable responses.
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change. In fact, military organization are often seen as prime examples of bureaucratic inertia.
Jensen summarizes this view well:
“The modern military, like all bureaucracy, is an iron cage prone to crowding out inno-
vation in an effort to promote efficiency and existing processes. Civilian bureaucrats and
military officers are expected to be unwilling or reluctant to escape this iron cage. This
organizational resistance to change should be especially pronounced in peacetime, when
there are few incentives to challenge existing routines and uncertainty about where or
when the next war will be. Change in military organizations should be an anomaly.”!1®
Few scholars in security and strategic studies have deviated from this accepted interpretation.
According to Posen’s reading of organization theory, major change is likely only if it is im-
posed from the outside by civilian intervention or by defeat in battle.!”” Even Stephen Rosen,
who is much more willing to concede the possibility of self-administered change than Posen,
concedes that “in bureaucracies the absence of innovation is the rule, the natural state.”18 Wil-
son, who takes a significantly broader view of bureaucratic institutions than either of his afore-
mentioned colleagues, similarly believes that “[w]e should not be surprised that organizations
resist innovation. They are supposed to resist it.”"° As for navies more specifically, Jervis re-
minds his readers that “[i]t is a commonplace that navies are even more hide-bound than most
bureaucracies.”'20 All of these scholars ultimately ask: how does innovation happen in spite of
a military organization’s ingrained resistance to change? At the same time, none of them
would go so far as to claim that militaries never change of their own accord. In fact, Zisk and

Jensen argue convincingly that significant changes in the military doctrines of the land forces

116 Benjamin M. Jensen, Forging the Sword: Doctrinal Change in the U.S. Army (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 2016), 3.

117 Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine, 57. A clear opportunity for bureaucratic expansion is also seen as a po-
tential external trigger for innovation. While it appears to be an option in such situations, Posen finds that it is “not
necessarily a preferred one.” Ibid., 47.

118 Stephen Peter Rosen, Winning the Next War: Innovation and the Modern Military (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1994), 5.

119 James Q. Wilson, Bureaucracy: What Government Agencies Do and Why They Do It (New York, NY: Basic Books,
2000), 221.

120 Robert Jervis, “Navies, Politics, and Political Science,” in Doing Naval History: Essays Toward Improvement, ed.
John B. Hattendorf (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 1995), 47.
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of both Cold War superpowers occurred throughout the Cold War, although at different fre-
quencies.'?! How are we to resolve this tension?

To understand why militaries are willing to adapt in some circumstances and why they
vigorously resist major changes of the kind most scholars define as innovative, we need to take
a closer look at what exactly it is that they are resisting. Because they have been created to per-
form a spectrum of tasks that thus becomes a constitutive element of their bureaucratic being
at the creation, all organizations cherish their basic missions and enviously protect them from
outside interference. If possible, they will seek to expand the scope of their responsibilities
further, both as a defensive buffer for the status quo and as a way of further increasing their
influence, or preventing potential rivals from doing so.'? The core responsibilities that set the
organization apart from its rivals are at the heart of what Halperin calls organizational essence,
or “the view held by the dominant group within the organization of what its missions and
capabilities should be.”1% This view may not be shared fully by different constituencies within
the organization, nor is it impervious to change over time, but the basic purpose of the organ-
ization will be quite settled at most times during its existence. Because it is at the heart of their
self-conception and seen as critical to their bureaucratic well-being, organizations will vigor-

ously resist any perceived challenge to their organizational essence.!*

121 7Zisk, Engaging the Enemy, 180; Jensen, Forging the Sword, 3-7.

122 Morton H. Halperin and Priscilla Clapp, Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy, with the assistance of Arnold
Kanter (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2006), 38-39.

123 Tbid., 27.

124 Unsurprisingly, there is an entire literature on the interactions of bureaucratic organizations within the domestic
environment as well. Relevant works in this vein include Graham T. Allison and Morton H. Halperin, “Bureaucratic
Politics: A Paradigm and Some Policy Implications,” World Politics 24, S1 (1972), doi:10.2307/2010559, 40-79; Morton
H. Halperin, “The Decision to Deploy the ABM: Bureaucratic and Domestic Politics in the Johnson Administration,”
World Politics 25, no. 1 (1972), doi:10.2307/2010431, 62-95; Robert J. Art, “Bureaucratic Politics and American Foreign
Policy: A Critique,” Policy Sciences 4, no. 4 (1973), doi:10.1007/BF01728472, 467-490; Lawrence Freedman, “Logic,
Politics and Foreign Policy Processes: A Critique of the Bureaucratic Politics Model,” International Affairs 52, no. 3
(1976), doi:10.2307/2616555, 434-49; Jerel A. Rosati, “Developing a Systematic Decision-Making Framework: Bu-
reaucratic Politics in Perspective,” World Politics 33, no. 2 (1981), doi:10.2307/2010371, 234-52; ]. G. Clifford, “Bu-
reaucratic Politics,” The Journal of American History 77, no. 1 (1990), doi:10.2307/2078648,161-68; David A. Welch,
“The Organizational Process and Bureaucratic Politics Paradigms: Retrospect and Prospect,” International Security
17, no. 2 (1992), doi:10.2307/2539170, 112-46; Graham T. Allison and Philip Zelikow, Essence of Decision: Explaining
the Cuban Missile Crisis (New York, NY: Longman, 1999), 143-96; Roger Hilsman, The Politics of Policy Making in
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What this means for the prospect of innovation now largely becomes a matter of defi-
nition. As Wilson shows, organizations are often perfectly willing to embrace changes that do
not pose an immediate challenge to their essence.’? That is why he defines innovation not as
“any new program or technology, but only those that involve the performance of new tasks or
a significant alteration in the way in which existing tasks are performed.”!? By the standard
he applies, the successive changes in the U.S. Army’s basic doctrine during the Cold War era
— which Jensen and Zisk explicitly investigate as cases of doctrinal innovation — do not qualify
at all: “[A]t a deeper level, very little changed. [...] Every alteration in doctrine and structure
was based on the assumption that the war for which the army should prepare itself was a
conventional war on the plains of Germany.”'?” Because the U.S. Army was already committed
to this task and comfortable with it, it did not resist changes that enabled it to better compete
with its Soviet adversary. This perspective is compatible with the main findings of “profes-
sionalist”1? scholars like Stephen Rose, who have argued that major innovations are possible
even in the absence of outside interventions or defeats, if a new task is established from within
the organization.

This discussion raises two important points. First, we must conclude that what a suc-
cession of scholars in security and strategic studies have discussed under the heading of mili-
tary innovation only very partially overlaps with what we have described as the search for
military advantage within the framework of a long-term strategic rivalry. The development of the
U.S. Army’s AirLand Battle doctrine in the late 1970s and early 1980s, which was driven by a
few determined individuals and involved a significant change of posture vis-a-vis the Soviet

armed forces, would certainly count as a competitive adaptation of the entrepreneurial kind

Defense and Foreign Affairs: Conceptual Models and Bureaucratic Politics, with the assistance of Laura Gaughran, and
Patricia S. Weitsman (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 2003); I. M. Destler, Presidents, Bureaucrats and Foreign
Policy: The Politics of Organizational Reform (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2015); Bill Jenkins and Andrew
Gray, “Bureaucratic Politics and Power: Developments in the Study of Bureaucracy,” Political Studies 31, no. 2
(2016), doi:10.1111/j.1467-9248.1983.tb01340.x, 177-193. While this is a fascinating literature in itself, its findings are
for the most part either self-evident or highly contradictory.

125 Wilson, Bureaucracy, 222.

126 Ibid.

127 Tbid., 220.

128 Jeffrey A.Isaacson, Christopher Layne, and John Arquilla, “Predicting Military Innovation” (Documented Brief-
ing, RAND, Santa Monica, CA, 1999), 19-20.
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in Shimshoni’s book.!? For Zisk —and, in her telling, for the Soviet General Staff — this was one
of the most important competitive moves of the entire Cold War period.'® It did not, however,
involve a challenge to the organizational essence of either the Army or Air Force. If a rear-
rangement of core tasks, or creation of new tasks, is required for an organizational change to
count as innovative, a great many cases of highly relevant competitive adjustments fall
through the cracks. The implication is clear: military innovation is not — or not necessarily —
the kind of military change that we should be concerned with in this study. We will explore
this point further in the next section.

The second point that emerges is that to understand the type of change we should be
examining — competitive military adaptation to create or maintain an advantage over a specific
adversary or threat — we will have to embrace a different way of looking at organizations. The
military innovation debate defines military organizations in terms of what we might call bu-
reaucratic essentialism — i.e., their innate tendency to fight any attempt at changing their basic
conception of themselves. The cases that are selected for examination generally involve organ-
izations fighting fundamental changes that are perceived as threatening by the senior leader-
ship at the time. Competitive adaptation, for the most part, does not involve such immediate
challenges to the organizational essence. At the same time, it still goes far beyond opportunis-
tic adjustments or routine updates of plans and hardware, even in the short-term. The signifi-
cance of what is being undertaken is apparent to the actors involved. Cumulatively, over time,
repeated competitive adaptation can effect striking and conspicuous changes. Perhaps most
importantly, understanding this type of change requires us to relate organizational behavior
to the external environment to a much greater extent than the military innovation literature
has traditionally done.

This focal shift also raises another very important question: what if adaptive behavior

in military organizations is actually much more common than the narrow focus on a few major

129 For an excellent overview of this development, see: Richard Lock-Pullan, “How to Rethink War: Conceptual
Innovation and AirLand Battle Doctrine,” Journal of Strategic Studies 28, no. 4 (2007), doi:10.1080/01402390500301087,
679-702. See also: Robert R. Tomes, US Defense Strategy from Vietnam to Operation Iragi Freedom: Military Innovation
and the New American Way of War, 1973-2003 (London: Routledge, 2007), 58-124; Jensen, Forging the Sword, 56-86.

130 Zisk, Engaging the Enemy, 120-77.
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innovations, which “were simply the most important in the history of the particular military
organization,”'® would suggest? After all, it is hardly surprising that such mega-changes are
few and far between, and that many of them were vigorously resisted at first. But if the per-
spective of military innovation studies is unrepresentative of how military organizations most
often change over time and how they interact with their environment, how can we better grasp
their behavior? This is where the organic metaphor comes into play.'® This is an analytical lens
that would invite us to think of organizations “as living systems, existing in a wider environ-
ment on which they depend for the satisfaction of various needs.”'® In the case of military
organizations, which are tasked with defending against outside threats, they can be seen as a
subsystem of a larger organism — the state — on which they depend for the fulfilment of even
their most basic needs, such as adequate budgetary and personnel. In the medium to long
term, this continued flow of resources depends on the ability of the subsystem to perform the
tasks it has been assigned as part of the organism’s functional differentiation. The need for the
subsystem to be responsive in order to ensure its own success, as well as that of the organism
as a whole, is likely to be highest where the perceived severity of external threats is high and
where there is some level of functional redundancy in the military subsystem of the body pol-
itic — that is, where the same tasks could potentially be performed by another service.!
Because the external threat environment changes over time, the capacity of the subsys-
tem to fulfil its assigned role in the survival of the organism as a whole depends on its being
able to evolve. Morgan defines such evolution in terms of “an ability to move to more complex
forms of differentiation and integration, and greater variety in the system facilitating its ability
to deal with challenges and opportunities posed by the environment. This involves a cyclical
process of variation, selection, and retention of the selected characteristics.”’** The evolution-

ary analogy does not depend on this process being efficient. In fact, some proponents have

131 Rosen, Winning the Next War, 7.

132 The classic summary of this perspective is: Gareth Morgan, Images of Organization (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE,
1997), 33-71.

133 Ibid., 33.

134 Tbid., 61.

135 Ibid., 41. For an extremely comprehensive overview of organizational evolution, see the chapters in Joel A. C.
Baum and Jitendra V. Singh, eds., Evolutionary Dynamics of Organizations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994).
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themselves pointed to “the importance of inertial pressures that often prevent organizations
from changing in response to their environment.”'* Morgan also emphasizes that “[m]ost or-
ganizations are not as functionally unified as organisms.”'¥ This would seem to underline the
possibility of competition among subsystems that some military innovation thinkers —notably
Owen Cote — have emphasized as a source of change.!® Moreover, the adaptation process is
likely to be subject to some level of perceptual bias, which is a common feature of organiza-
tional behavior.' To what extent biases and organizational pathologies will skew the adapta-
tion process is impossible to predict with any accuracy, but with hindsight, it would be quite
possible to identify the imprints of such distortions.

Overall, the analogy is far from perfect (few analogies are), but it nonetheless serves to
draw attention to the related internal and external pressures military organizations face for
continuous and significant evolutionary change. Participation in this adaption process is nec-
essary to ensure the systemic relevance, and ultimately the viability, of a subsystem in the long
term. Military organizations may be able to resist demands for immediate, radical change
almost all of the time, but they cannot afford to become outmoded as external challengers modern-
ize and the other services seek to expand their resource base. As far as the military innovation
research program is concerned, to ignore such adaptive change because it is ‘merely evolu-
tionary” and does not lead to some immediate recasting of the organization’s essence is deeply
misguided.

This leads us back to Zisk’s hypotheses about military officers” willingness to embrace
change in the absence of any manifest civilian intervention or catastrophic shocks to the sys-
tem. In line with the professionalist interpretation, she expects senior officers “will react both

to perceived threats to state security from abroad and to perceived bureaucratic threats to the

1% Morgan, Images of Organization, 62. See also Michael T. Hannan and John Freeman, “The Population Ecology of
Organizations,” American Journal of Sociology 82, no. 5 (1977), doi:10.1086/226424, 929-64.

137 Morgan, Images of Organization, 74.

138 Owen R. Cote, “The Politics of Innovative Military Doctrine: The U.S. Navy and Fleet Ballistic Missiles” (Doc-
toral dissertation, MIT, 1996), 70-94.

139 The classic treatment of perceptual biases and pathologies is still Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in
International Politics (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1976), 319-406.
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military organization from within the domestic policy-making system.”'% In terms of organi-
zational behavior, she further expects that organizations will favor solutions that simultane-
ously increase their resource base and that they tend to react to domestic threats to their
essence first.!*! This, she believes, is because decisions to shift resources or responsibilities
away from the organization would leave it internally weakened and potentially unable to
tackle the external threat.'*> These hypotheses are both sensible and compatible with the or-
ganic perspective we have discussed above.

The overall picture that emerges is one of military organizations that are highly reluc-
tant to embrace radical change, but much more willing to evolve in ways that mesh with their
organizational essence, both to ensure the security and well-being of the state and their own
continued relevance. The latter is inseparably tied to the former, by way of two mechanisms:
The first is their being an organic part of a functionally differentiated whole that is seen as
being threatened from the outside and for the defense of which they have been assigned direct
responsibility. The second is their utter dependency on resources that are parceled out by the
body politic and that may eventually be shifted or withheld if they are perceived to underper-
form in relation to what is required of them, or in relation to what other ‘organs’ in the military
subsystem are thought to be capable of. In the next section, we will attempt to further set apart
the type of change that results from this cyclical adaptation to the environment from other

types of military change.

DELINEATING POSTURE CHANGE

Given that different ideas and definitions of what qualifies as military innovation remain prev-
alent in the literature, it is important that we further attune our analytical instruments to the
specific type of change we will be studying. In what follows, we will review three main types

of military change, namely fundamental change, posture change, and responsive military

10 Zisk, Engaging the Enemy, 14.
1“1 Ibid., 26-27.
42 Tbid., 27.
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change. All are clearly worthy of consideration and study; but the purposes, extent and organ-
izational implications of change differ markedly between them. As a result, they will not only
occur with dissimilar frequencies and different levels of external visibility — they are also likely
to involve different causal chains, which should be reason enough for researchers not to con-
flate them.

The first type of military change is fundamental change, which corresponds to the “major
innovations”'# that have generally been favored as study cases. What most clearly sets
changes of this type apart is that they are “by definition unprecedented. Even if that innovation
takes place in wartime, there will not have been much relevant previous experience.”!* The
most prominent works in the military innovation literature, including Posen’s The Sources of
Military Doctrine, Rosen’s Winning the Next War, and Parker’s The Military Revolution, have
looked into this type of change almost exclusively.'*> While these accounts differ both in their
approach and their assessment of the roots of fundamental change, they are all concerned with
the same type of phenomenon: the introduction of technologies and operational paradigms
that fundamentally reshaped military organization and established new types of capabilities
that often had pervasive consequences for how wars are fought. Essentially, this type of
change reconfigures the organization’s essence, or important aspects of it, and is likely to be
contested as a result. Posen’s case studies of change are the British implementation of the first
integrated air defense system, Nazi Germany’s development of a doctrine of armored deep

penetration (Blitzkrieg), and France’s reliance on the Maginot Line, “the first fortress system of

143 Rosen, Winning the Next War, 7.
144 Ibid., 25.
145 Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine; Geoffrey Parker, The Military Revolution: Military Innovation and the Rise of

the West, 1500-1800 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996); Rosen, Winning the Next War. Other key entries
in this literature include: Cote, “The Politics of Innovative Military Doctrine”; Matthew Evangelista, Innovation and
the Arms Race: How the United States and the Soviet Union Develop New Military Technologies (Ithaca, NY: Cornell Uni-
versity Press, 1988), esp. 22-49; Dima Adamsky, The Culture of Military Innovation: The Impact of Cultural Factors on
the Revolution in Military Affairs in Russia, the US, and Israel (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2010). For a
slightly dated, but otherwise excellent, overview of the research program as a whole, see Adam Grissom, “The
Future of Military Innovation Studies,” Journal of Strategic Studies 29, no. 5 (2007), d0i:10.1080/01402390600901067,
905-34.
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its kind,”%¢ for strategic defense. Rosen’s cases include inter alia the introduction of airmobile
forces into the U.S. Army and of an effective paradigm for amphibious assault in the U.S. Ma-
rine Corps, of carrier aviation and submarine commerce raiding in the U.S. Navy, and of stra-
tegic bombing in the U.S. Army Air Forces. Because of their scope and far-reaching
organizational impact, most analysts of military change would agree with Posen’s hypothesis
that shifts of this magnitude will be “rare”'¥ and many would also share his conviction that
they are a product of extreme circumstances or high-level interventions.!4

Meanwhile, Parker presents his interpretation of a change with even more wide-ranging
implications. He sees in the coming of disciplined, infantry-centric mass armies, scientific siege
warfare, and long-range naval forces the outlines of an epochal shift in the organization of
violence that underpinned the rise of the European nation states and their successful quest for
global preeminence.'* While parts of this particular account have been criticized as overstated
or inaccurate, the early 1990s spawned a whole new debate about revolutions in military affairs
(RMAs), which were now though to occur with much greater frequency.'> The participants in
this debate agree that an RMA is a particularly momentous form of major innovation: a tech-
nological and organizational change of such comprehensive and disruptive nature as to render

an entire paradigm of warfare virtually irrelevant. There is little agreement, however, as to the

146 Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine, 106.

147 Ibid., 54.

148 Ibid., 55-57.

149 Parker, The Military Revolution, 6-44. Many of the key contributions to this debate, including Michael Robert’s
initial take, have been collected in Clifford J. Rogers, ed., The Military Revolution Debate: Readings on the Military
Transformation of Early Modern Europe, History and warfare (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1995).

150 On this debate, see Andrew F. Krepinevich, “The Military-Technical Revolution: A Preliminary Assessment”
(CSBA/Office of Net Assessment, Washington, DC, 1992[2002]); Colin S. Gray, Strategy for Chaos: Revolutions in
Military Affairs and the Evidence of History (London: Frank Cass, 2002); Jan Helmig and Niklas Schornig, Die Trans-
formation der Streitkrifte im 21. Jahrhundert: Militirische und politische Dimensionen der aktuellen ”Revolution in Military
Affairs” (Frankfurt am Main: Campus, 2008); Keith L. Shimko, The Iraq Wars and America’s Military Revolution (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010); Jeffrey Collins and Andrew Futter, eds., Reassessing the Revolution in
Military Affairs: Transformation, Evolution and Lessons Learnt (London: Springer, 2015). The classic study of the much
needed historical context is MacGregor Knox and Williamson Murray, eds., The Dynamics of Military Revolution,
1300-2050 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).
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exact criteria that an innovation, or complex of innovations, must fulfill to qualify for this rar-
efied category.!®! At a minimum, the thorough industrialization of warfare before and during
World War I, the introduction of nuclear weapons, and the triumph of information technology
from the 1970s onward are thought to have resulted in such revolutions during the 20t cen-
tury.’> While this was a highly relevant debate that, in a much more muted form, has contin-
ued into the 2010s, there is no need to add to it by introducing further dubious cases. The Cold
War at sea did reflect the outlines of the nuclear and reconnaissance-strike revolutions, but the
fact that these developments were taking place does not tell us why exactly the two navies
evolved the way they did — and not some other way that would also have been consistent with the
wider evolution of the military sphere.

Returning to the established minimum standard for fundamental changes — far-reaching
structural and functional change to an existing service or “warfare community,”'> or creation
of a new set of tasks and corresponding service branch — the last century saw at least four such

changes in naval warfare, which often featured important interlinkages:

= the submarine warfare revolution of the 1900s and 1910s,!5¢

= the introduction of sea-based and land-based naval aircraft in the 1910s,!%

151 Murray and Knox’s differentiation military revolutions and associated, but more circumscribed, revolutions in
military affairs manages reconcile some of the internal contradictions of the debate, but even this conceptually ma-
ture approach does not fully resolve them all. Williamson Murray and MacGregor Knox, “Thinking about Revolu-
tions in Warfare,” in The Dynamics of Military Revolution, 1300-2050, ed. MacGregor Knox and Williamson Murray
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 6-14.

152 Krepinevich, “The Military-Technical Revolution,” 4-5.

153 Rosen uses the term ‘combat arm’ to denote “a functional division within the military [specifically within a
military service, MH] in which one weapon system dominates the way in which its units fight.” Rosen, Winning the
Next War, 7. The term “warfare communities’ is preferred in the U.S. naval context to describe the three main combat
arms of naval aviation (centered on the carrier and its air wing), surface warfare (centered on cruisers and destroy-
ers) and submarines (centered on nuclear-powered submarines of fast attack or ballistic missile-carrying type).

154 See e.g. Richard Compton-Hall, The Submarine Pioneers: The Beginnings of Underwater Warfare (Penzance: Peri-
scope, 2003); Karl Lautenschldger, “The Submarine in Naval Warfare, 1901-2001,” International Security 11, no. 3
(1986), doi:10.2307/2538886, 94-140; Lawrence Goldstone, Going Deep: John Philip Holland and the Invention of the At-
tack Submarine (New York, NY: Pegasus Books, 2018).

155 See e.g. Douglas V. Smith, One Hundred Years of U.S. Navy Air Power (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press,
2013), 5-93; Stéphane Nicolaou, Flying Boats & Seaplanes: A History from 1905 (Osceola, WI: MBI, 1998); Mark Lardas
and Paul Wright, World War I Seaplane and Aircraft Carriers (London: Bloomsbury, 2016); Mark R. Peattie, Sunburst:
The Rise of Japanese Naval Air Power, 1909-1941 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2001), 1-20.
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* the replacement of the battleship by the aircraft carrier as the capital ship of the world’s
leading navies during the early 1940s,'%

* the introduction of sea-based nuclear weapons from the late 1940s onwards.'*

While some might want to add to that list, and the term ‘revolution” in particular has been
bandied about more liberally that perhaps it should have, these are the only clear-cut cases of
major change, as Rosen would define it.!* Each of these innovations ultimately led to the im-
plementation of far-reaching structural shifts and changed how leading navies approach war-
fare at and from the sea. Together, they resulted in the creation of naval forces that were both
far more powerful and, at the same time, far more relevant to happenings on land than during

any previous period in history.

1% See e.g. Geoffrey Till, “Adopting the Aircraft Carrier: The British, American, and Japanese Case Studies,” in
Murray; Millett, Military Innovation in the Interwar Period, 191-226; Thomas C. Hone, “Replacing Battleships with
Aircraft Carriers in the Pacific in World War IL” Naval War College Review 66, no. 1 (2013), 56-69; David C. Evans
and Mark R. Peattie, Kaigun: Strategy, Tactics, and Technology in the Imperial Japanese Navy, 1887-1941 (Annapolis,
MD: Naval Institute Press, 2012), 291-352; Peattie, Sunburst, 129-67; James H. Belote and William M. Belote, Titans
of the Seas: The Development and Operations of Japanese and American Carrier Task Forces during World War II (New York:
Harper & Row, 1975). I deliberately do not include amphibious forces in this tally, although they do provide some
fascinating case studies in their own right. On developments towards a fully rounded operational paradigm for
amphibious warfare that Rosen is right to count as a major innovation, see Allan R. Millett, “Assault from the Sea:
The Development of Amphibious Warfare between the Wars — the American, British, and Japanese Experiences,”
in Murray; Millett, Military Innovation in the Interwar Period, 50-95. See also Rosen, Winning the Next War, 80-85.

157 The introduction and evolution of sea-based strategic weapons is well-documented, especially on the American
side. See e.g. Graham Spinardi, From Polaris to Trident: The Development of US Fleet Ballistic Missile Technology (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994). The Soviet case is poorly understood in the West and is discussed in
much greater detail below. Tactical nuclear war at sea remains a relatively underexplored area of research. The best
discussion of the implication of tactical nuclear use at sea is still Desmond Ball, “Nuclear War at Sea,” International
Security 10, no. 3 (1985), d0i:10.2307/2538940, 3-31. We will have more to say on this subject as well in Chapters 4-5.
158 An excellent case in point is the much-touted Dreadnought ‘revolution.” The development of the Dreadnought-
type battleship was undoubtedly a highly significant event with far-reaching ramifications. But while it left previ-
ous classes of battleships outmatched and vulnerable, it did not fundamentally change how naval officers thought
about war at sea, nor did it create a new service branch or, in an organizational sense, transform an existing one.
The idea that “[sJupremacy at sea must, after all, be measured by the number of battleships we can put into the
line,” as the First Lord of the Admiralty from 1886-1892, George Hamilton put it, had been established long before
Dreadnought was launched. Quoted in Nicholas A. Lambert, Sir John Fisher’s Naval Revolution (Columbia, SC: Uni-
versity of South Carolina Press, 1999), 19. Nothing that transpired in the battleship race after 1905 qualifies as a
fundamental military change. Had the Royal Navy fully replaced its ships of line with battlecruisers, the case for a
major innovation would be much stronger, but it did no such thing. The battlecruiser issue has, of course, remained
an eternal bone of contention among naval historians. Lambert’s claim that this actual ‘revolution” may have been
close at hand has found its apologists as well as its detractors. Nicholas A. Lambert, “Admiral Sir John Fisher and
the Concept of Flotilla Defence, 1904-1909,” in Technology and Naval Combat in the Twentieth Century and Beyond, ed.
Phillips P. O'Brien (New York, NY: Routledge, 2013), 72.
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It is equally important to emphasize, however, that the introduction of submarine forces
or naval air arms, and of doctrines for their tactical and operational employment, does not
explain with any degree of accuracy why naval competitions since the 1910s have unfolded as
they did. Even in the case of nuclear weapons — some would say particularly in the case of
nuclear weapons — we need to look far beyond the initial, fundamental shift to understand
how we got to where we are today. While a major change that is adopted by one or more actors
will often be a starting point for increased competition, it does not in any meaningful sense
account for how that competition develops in the medium to long term. While they form the
backdrop for nearly everything that will be said in this monograph, the innovations mentioned
above — which, by 1946, had either already taken hold or had already become visible on the
horizon — are therefore not the primary subject of our investigation. Rather than with these
more fundamental shifts per se, we are concerned with a second type of military change, which
we will call posture change.

A military organization’s posture is the living manifestation of its operational and strate-
gic priorities. It is the functional expression of how leaders believe the organizational essence
should be cross-referenced with the strategic aims passed down from the political level and
translated into (1) operational approaches and doctrine, (2) force structure, and (3) deployment pat-
terns.™® Posture change will mostly be a top-down process in which military elites operate
these three main levers of adaptation to maintain or improve their ability to execute estab-
lished missions and protect their established organizational essence in the face of emerging
threats. In the context of a long-term strategic rivalry, a service level effort at creating or sus-
taining an advantage over their expected opponent will express itself in repeated adjustments
in some or all of these dimensions.

Cumulatively, this may result in very significant changes to the strategic outlook and
operational mindset of the organization, as well as to its acquisition priorities. Given that we

will study naval competition specifically, we will mostly deal with posture at the service level

1% This understanding of the concept of posture may not be universally accepted, but it is sensible nonetheless.
Tang’s definition comes close (Tang, “Offence-Defence Theory,” 219).
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and, to some extent, at the level of warfare communities. As has already been argued, repeated
posture changes can also plant the seeds for a fundamental change. But the intention of such
changes falls well short of bringing about a radical transformation of the organization in whole
or in part. Thus, the development of AirLand Battle and of the technologies to support it in
practice, may have constituted an important point of departure for what later turned into the
so-called revolution in military affairs. But it was undertaken to offset the concrete threat
posed by the numerical superiority of Soviet mechanized forces along the European Central
Front, not to induce a revolution in military affairs. Ironically, that revolution eventually cre-
ated pressures to drastically reorganize the US military away from the AirLand Battle paradigm
and get rid of many of its heavy units.'® Whatever its second- and third-order consequences
may be, the fact remains that posture change is essentially geared towards improving the or-
ganization’s relative position within a well-understood, competitive context. To this end, the
organization will seek ways of employing existing forces more effectively and recapitalizing
its force structure to better correspond to the foreseeable threat environment. Whereas funda-
mental changes are rare and the organizational costs of implementing it will often be consid-
ered prohibitive by the incumbent leadership, posture change can be a product of perfectly
‘normal’ organizational routines, or it can involve entrepreneurial efforts that do not amount
to a fundamental challenge.!¢! Previously examined cases of U.S. Navy innovation confirm that
an important entrepreneurial component is usually present in cases of posture change, as well
as those of major change.'® The processes that collectively result in posture changes — obser-
vation of the external environment, threat assessment, operational concept development, pro-
curement and deployment planning, renegotiation of the resource base — will take place almost

continuously in any functioning military bureaucracy faced with a serious, identifiable threat.

160 See e,g, William M. Donnelly, Transforming an Army at War: Designing the Modular Force, 1991-2005 (Washington,
DC: Center of Military History/United States Army, 2007).

161 Pierce makes a related distinction between sustaining and disruptive innovations that is apposite here. Terry C.
Pierce, Warfighting and Disruptive Technologies: Disguising Innovation (London: Frank Cass, 2004), 24-27. His view is
the former “reinforce the capabilities of the organization, while disruptive innovations require new skills and rou-
tines.” Ibid., 25.

162 See Vincent Davis, The Politics of Innovation: Patterns in Navy Cases (Denver, CO: University of Denver, 1966), 33-
36; Bradd C. Hayes, “Conclusion,” in The Politics of Naval Innovation, ed. Bradd C. Hayes and Douglas V. Smith
(Newport, RI: U.S. Naval War College/Center for Naval Warfare Studies, 1994), 91-93.
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This should be true even where that bureaucracy is highly conservative as far as its core mis-
sions, main weapon systems, and basic organizational structures are concerned.

It is interesting to note that, while the concern with foundational change in general and
RMAs in particular has given rise to a targeted and sustained research program, the same has
not been true with regard to posture change. As a consequence, the concept of military inno-
vation has become largely synonymous with fundamental change and the innovation litera-
ture offers little in way of explicit theoretical guidance for studying posture change. It can be
argued that some works that have been framed as contributions to the traditional military
innovation literature actually deal with posture change.!®® But given that posture change is
actually a much more frequent and pervasive, there is still a conceptual deficit in need of cor-
rection. Perhaps the most important difference between the two literatures is that the fact that
a change led to an innovation of some kind is not necessarily of primary interest when we are
studying the competitive adaptation of military postures. Because the latter perspective is all
about the dynamics of interstate competition, rather than some abstract idea of capability or
organizational progress, the question of whether a change is adequate to create, preserve or de-
construct a meaningful advantage will be much more central to the analysis. The resulting shift
in perspective is significant enough to require different conceptual tools and a tailored analyt-
ical framework.

Finally, there is a third type of change that has received considerable attention over the
last two decades in particular: reactive military adaptation comprises limited, ad hoc modifica-
tions of existing procedures and systems that are often undertaken in a bottom-up fashion, as
a reaction to immediate threats at the tactical or operational level. Recent wartime examples
include the efforts undertaken by US and allied forces to keep their counterinsurgency pos-

tures viable in the face of escalating attacks featuring improvised explosive devices (IEDs)

163 Without embarking on a wholesale renegotiation, this can arguably be said of some chapters in notable works
like Williamson R. Murray and Allan R. Millett, eds., Military Innovation in the Interwar Period (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1996); Theo Farrell and Terry Terriff, eds., The Sources of Military Change: Culture, Politics,
Technology (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2001); and Emily O. Goldman and Leslie C. Eliason, eds., The Diffusion of
Military Technology and Ideas (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2003).
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during the campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan.!* In other areas like electronic warfare (EW)
and cyber operations, similar dynamics may take place in peacetime as well — once a new
emitter or capability is detected, it may have to be countered immediately to manage an emerg-
ing vulnerability. Reactive adaptation efforts may originate at the lowest tactical levels. Some
of them eventually develop into major, concerted programs, while others remained localized.
While they can have important implications at higher levels of an organization and culminate
in a major investment of resources, they tend to be reactive in a very immediate sense and
usually do not result in the articulation of a positive vision for far-reaching adaptation at the
service level. That said, it is nonetheless possible for short-term adaptation efforts to eventu-
ally spawn a posture change.'®® For example, the reintroduction of the long-forgotten practice
of convoying was an immediate reaction to the German campaign of unrestricted submarine
warfare during 1917-1918, reluctantly adopted once a number of other approaches had been
tried and found ineffective.!® Yet, it also led to the development of an operational posture for
defensive sea control that formed the basis of Allied strategy and operations in two successive
Battles of the Atlantic — and would have played a role in a third one, between NATO and the

Soviet Union, had it come to pass. The broad ramifications of the German turn towards elastic

164 On that case specifically, see Andrew Smith, Improvised Explosive Devices in Iraq, 2003-09: A Case of Operational
Surprise and Institutional Response, Letort Papers (Carlisle, PA: U.S. Army War College/Strategic Studies Institute,
2011).

165 Important works examining this type of change and its broader implications include Williamson Murray, Mili-
tary Adaptation in War: With Fear of Change (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011); Chad C. Serena, A Rev-
olution in Military Adaptation: The US Army in the Iraqg War (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2011);
Theo Farrell, Frans P. B. Osinga and James A. Russell, eds., Military Adaptation in Afghanistan (Stanford, CA: Stan-
ford University Press, 2013); Raphael D. Marcus, Israel’s Long War with Hezbollah: Military Innovation and Adaptation
under Fire (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2018); Aimée Fox-Godden, Learning to Fight: Military
Innovation and Change in the British Army, 1914-1918, Cambridge Military Histories (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2018).

166 See e.g. Lawrence Sondhaus, German Submarine Warfare in World War I: The Onset of Total War at Sea (Lanham:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2017), 119-126; Dwight R. Messimer, Find and Destroy: Antisubmarine Warfare in World War 1
(Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2001). Very interestingly, Abbatiello also traces the attack-at-source posture
to World War [ initiatives. See John J. Abbatiello, Anti-Submarine Warfare in World War I: British Naval Aviation and
the Defeat of the U-Boats (London: Routledge, 2006), 59-80.

[78]



The dynamics of military competition

defense and infiltration tactics (Sturmtruppentaktik) in World War I are another excellent exam-
ple.'” Hence, it would seem that adaptive countermeasures are no less “‘upwardly mobile” in
principle than posture changes that provide the kindling for a major innovation.

Having outlined and specified the type of military change that is to be investigated here,
and having delineated it to the best of our abilities, there is one more theoretical question to
answer: To what extent are the strategic competitors in a long-term militarized rivalry actually in
control of the dynamic process of cyclical posture changes that they embark on? And even if the actors
are fully in the driver’s seat to begin with, can they remain so as the competition unfolds? These ques-
tions, which once again confronts us with the prickly challenge of reconciling unit-level agency
with the inevitable presence of structural forces unleashed at the systemic level, will be the

subject of the next section.

2.3.3 Structural accelerators in the search for advantage

The danger of interstate military competitions slipping beyond the conscious control of polit-
ical and military leaders on both sides and ‘getting out of hand’ is a long-standing motif in the
study of international politics. The most prominent examples of this apparent take-over of
structural forces are of conflicts that resulted from failed efforts to manage a militarized crisis.
Lebow has called this the loss-of-control pathway to war.1%® Ever since the establishment of the
discipline, of which international relations (IR) was itself a collateral consequence of World

War I, generations of scholars and politicians have been reared on the lessons of the July Crisis,

167 See Timothy T. Lupfer, “The Dynamics of Doctrine: The Changes in German Tactical Doctrine during the First
World War” (Leavenworth Paper No. 4, U.S. Army Command and Staff College/Combat Studies Institute, Fort
Leavenworth, KS, 1981); Patrick T. Stackpole, “German Tactics in the "Michael" Offensive” (M.A. dissertation, U.S.
Army Command and Staff College, 1993); David T. Zabecki, The German 1918 Offensives: A Case Study in the Opera-
tional Level of War (London: Routledge, 2006); Biddle, Military Power, 78-107.

168 Richard Ned Lebow, Nuclear Crisis Management: A Dangerous Illusion (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1987),
75-103.
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as they were put forth in such landmark works as Barbara Tuchman’s The Guns of August.'®
Other accounts have adopted a macro-perspective of this key event and have emphasized that
powerful structural forces were at play long before the descent into crisis. Some have empha-
sized what has more recently been framed as the Thucydides trap, or something close to it.'”° A
second strand of the literature has examined the armaments policies of the great powers, and
the Anglo-German naval arms race in particular.”” As Mulligan has aptly summarized, the
basic proposition is that “[t]he arms race before the First World War was a fundamental struc-
tural problem in the international system, which undermined peace between the great pow-
ers.”172 The exact contribution of the naval race between Britain and Germany in the eventual

march to war is impossible to determine, but it has traditionally been seen as no less important

169 Barbara Tuchman, The Guns of August (London: Penguin, 2014[1962]). John F. Kennedy famously used his per-
sonal read-out of Guns of August as a heuristic before and during the Cuban Missile Crisis. See Richard E. Neustadt
and Ernest R. May, Thinking In Time: The Uses Of History For Decision Makers (New York, NY: Free Press, 1986), 15.
He also had copies “placed in every one of the officers” day rooms on U.S. military bases around the world.” Richard
Reeves, President Kennedy: Profile of Power (New York, NY: Touchstone, 1993), 306. The loss-of-control theory of the
entry into World War I has seen a recent revival, notably in Christopher M. Clark, The Sleepwalkers: How Europe
Went to War in 1914 (London: Penguin, 2014). Other notable contributions have questioned this narrative and em-
phasized the very considerable degree of fully conscious agency that was involved in precipitating the war. Partic-
ularly valuable is Richard F. Hamilton and Holger H. Herwig, Decisions for War, 1914-1917 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005).

170 See fn. 22 above. For Allison’s take on World War I, see Allison, Destined for War, 55-87. For an interpretation
from the perspective of the strategic rivalries literature, see Karen Rasler and William R. Thompson, “Strategic
Rivalries and Complex Causality in 1914,” in The Outbreak of the First World War: Structure, Politics, and Decision-
making, ed. Jack S. Levy and John A. Vasquez (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 65-86.

171 Perhaps the definitive work in this tradition is David Stevenson, Armaments and the Coming of War: Europe, 1904-
1914 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996). See also David G. Herrmann, The Arming of Europe and the Making of the First
World War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997). On the naval race more specifically, see E. L. Wood-
ward, Great Britain and the German Navy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1935); Arthur J. Marder, From the Dread-
nought to Scapa Flow: Volume 1: The Royal Navy in the Fisher Era, 1904-1919 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press/Seaforth, 2013 [1962]); Jonathan Steinberg, Yesterday's Deterrent Tirpitz and the Birth of the German Battle Fleet
(London: Macdonald, 1966); Volker Berghahn, Germany and the Approach of War in 1914 (London: Macmillan, 1973);
Barry H. Steiner, Arms Races, Diplomacy, and Recurring Behavior: Lessons from Two Cases (Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE,
1973), SAGE Professional Paper No. 2; Peter Padfield, The Great Naval Race: The Anglo-German Naval Rivalry, 1900-
1914 (New York, NY: D. McKay, 1974); Holger H. Herwig, "Luxury” Fleet: The Imperial German Navy, 1888-1918
(New York, NY: Humanity Books, 1987); Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise of the Anglo-German Antagonism, 1860-1914
(New York, NY: Humanity Books, 1988); Grant T. Hammond, Plowshares into Swords: Arms Races in International
Politics, 1840-1991, Studies in international relations (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1993);
N.A.M. Rodger, “Deutsch-englische Flottenrivalitdt, 1960-1914,” in Skagerrakschlacht: Vorgeschichte, Ereignis, Verar-
beitung, ed. Michael Epkenhans, J6rg Hillmann and Frank Néagler (Miinchen: Oldenbourg, 2011); Matthew S. Selig-
mann, “The Anglo-German Naval Race, 1898-1914,” in Mahnken; Maiolo; Stevenson, Arms Races in International
Politics, 21-40; Matthew S. Seligmann, Frank Nagler and Michael Epkenhans, eds., The Naval Route to the Abyss: The
Anglo-German Naval Race 1895-1914 (London: Routledge, 2016).

172 William Mulligan, The Origins of the First World War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 126.
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than the continental arms race. This strand of the literature is of particular interest to us, for
two reasons. The first reason is that it has a direct bearing on our assessment of the search for
military advantage and of the role of structure and agency within it. The second is that it has
been explicitly argued that the U.S.-Soviet rivalry at sea constituted a naval arms race, which
would further increase the relevance and applicability of any findings from existing historical
case study work.!”?

There are two partially overlapping phenomena to discuss here: The first is the security
dilemma, which may induce states to see each other’s defensive preparations as potentially ag-
gressive. The second is the arms dynamic more specifically, which can potentially result in self-
sustaining patterns of action and reaction, and may leave the contenders with an irrational
superabundance of certain types of armaments in exchange for reduced security all around.

Together, these related debates provide several important, if circumscribed, insights.

THE WAGES OF FEAR

Can states’ responses to perceived military threats ever be fully rational and calculated? The
findings of a century of security and strategic studies research suggest that the pervasive pres-
ence of uncertainty and fear in interstate relations make a perfectly balanced response to an-
other state’s military initiatives perhaps the least likely outcome of all — even if we were to
implausibly put the irrationalities of organizational behavior and the frailties of human deci-
sion-making to one side for a moment. Because the stakes in a militarized competition between
states are bound to be high and the consequences of underreaction are potentially catastrophic,
overreaction is always a distinct possibility. On the other hand, a strong reaction designed to
deter aggression may well end up exacerbating tensions and heightening insecurity overall —

especially if one’s counterpart did not, in fact, harbor any aggressive military designs to begin

173 This argument is most explicitly laid out in Richard W. Fieldhouse and Shunji Taoka, Superpowers at Sea: An
Assessment of the Naval Arms Race (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989).
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with. The structural difficulty of getting an armed opponent’s intentions right based on incom-
plete and possibly contradictory information has long been theorized as the security dilemma.'7
Tang has accurately described this as “one of the most important theoretical ideas in interna-
tional relations.”'”> John Herz’s original formulation of that dilemma is still worth quoting at

length:

“Groups or individuals living [alongside each other without being organized into a
higher unity] must be, and usually are, concerned about their security from being at-
tacked, subjected, dominated, or annihilated by other groups and individuals. Striving to
attain security from such attack, they are driven to acquire more and more power in order
to escape the impact of the power of others. This, in turn, renders the others more insecure
and compels them to prepare for the worst. Since none can ever feel entirely secure in
such a world of competing units, power competition ensues, and the vicious circle of se-

curity and power accumulation is on.” 176

The literature is rich in variations on this theme, but the basic ingredients — anarchy, “irreduc-
ible uncertainty,”'”” cascading fear'”®, action and reaction — are always the same. Credit for the
pithiest framing of the military implications, and for the clearest linkage of the security di-
lemma and arms racing logics, should go to Waltz’s version, “in which states, unsure of one
another’s intentions, arm for the sake of security and in doing so set a vicious circle in motion.
Having armed for the sake of security, states feel less secure and buy more arms because the means

to anyone’s security is a threat to someone else who in turn responds by arming.”7 While some

174 On the security dilemma in general, see John H. Herz, “Idealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,”
World Politics 2, no. 2 (1950), doi:10.2307/2009187; Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma” Charles L.
Glaser, “The Security Dilemma Revisited,” World Politics 50, no. 1 (1997), doi:10.1017/S0043887100014763, 171-201;
Shiping Tang, “The Security Dilemma: A Conceptual Analysis,” Security Studies 18, mno.3 (2009),
doi:10.1080/09636410903133050, 587-623; Evan B. Montgomery, “Breaking Out of the Security Dilemma: Realism,
Reassurance, and the Problem of Uncertainty,” International Security 31, no. 2 (2006), doi:10.1162/isec.2006.31.2.151,
151-85; Ken Booth and Nicholas ]J. Wheeler, The Security Dilemma: Fear, Cooperation, and Trust in World Politics (Ba-
singstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008). On the question of perceptions, Jervis’ classic account of spiral and deterrence
logics remains very impressive. Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, 58-113.

175 Tang, “The Security Dilemma,” 587.

176 Herz, “Idealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,” 157.

177 Glaser, “The Security Dilemma Revisited,” 195.

178 On concepts of fear in modern realist thought, see Arash Heydarian Pashakhanlou, Realism and Fear in Interna-
tional Relations: Morgenthau, Waltz and Mearsheimer Reconsidered (Cham: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017).

179 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 186. Emphasis added.
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thoughtful criticisms of have been offered over the years, none have sought to dispel the notion
that security dilemmas do occur and that they can contribute to a fraying of relations that may
then result in an extended competition and, with some probability, a military conflict down
the line. 180

One basic conceptual problem that remains unresolved is that the security dilemma
can be variously interpreted as a cause, a catalyst, or a symptom of militarized competition —
perhaps even all of the above, and all at once. ‘Defensive’ realists have often seen it as a source
of conflicts that could otherwise be prevented.’®" Conversely, ‘offensive’ realists would em-
phasize the essential rationality of expansionist security strategies. For this second group of
thinkers, the security dilemma merely exacerbates patterns of competition between power-
maximizing states that are, for all intents and purposes, inescapable.'s? For the purposes of this
study, we can state with some confidence that the search for security provides only a partial
explanation of superpower behavior. As will become apparent, we find a thorough blend of
offensive and defensive motives on both sides of the Cold War confrontation — both in the
lead-up to, and in the course of, the long-term strategic competition.!$> Hence, at the levels of
both grand strategy and national military strategy, the security dilemma is better understood
as a contributing factor, rather than a standalone guide to a complex and multilayered set of
interactions. Interestingly enough, it is at the level of naval postures that we find the most
convincing evidence of a collision of essentially defensive considerations. Contrary to Booth
and Wheeler’s interpretation in their state-of-the-art 2008 study, this also implies the dilemma
of interpretation does not come to an end once the competitors have identified one another as

a strategic challenge.’® We will explore this aspect further in the next chapter.

180 Constructivists, in particular, have argued that security dilemmas are largely self-imposed and avoidable. See
e.g. Alexander Wendt, “Constructing International Politics,” International Security 20, no.1 (1995),
doi:10.2307/2539217, 77.

181 Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” 187-88. For a study of the crucial July Crisis case from this
perspective, see Jack L. Snyder, “Perceptions of the Security Dilemma in 1914,” in Psychology and Deterrence, ed.
Robert Jervis, Richard N. Lebow and Janice G. Stein (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991), 153-
179.

182 John ]. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York, NY: W.W. Norton, 2001), 35-36.

183 Directly on this issue, from a standard security dilemma perspective, see Robert Jervis, “Was the Cold War a
Security Dilemma?,” Journal of Cold War Studies 3, no. 1 (2001), doi:10.1162/15203970151032146.

184 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, 9-10.
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Another serious issue that needs to be addressed in the context of this present study is
to do with Jervis’ idea that the severity of the security dilemma is modulated by the state of
the offense-defense balance.’®> Given that we have rejected the idea of systemic military ad-
vantages as empirically untenable, can we say anything about the state of the competition and its
impact at the level of the security dilemma? Here, the fact that the security dilemma has as its
reference point a dyadic constellation, rather than the system as a whole, works very much in
favor of the perspective adopted here. The key to bringing security dilemma thinking into our
modular analytical framework is Biddle’s finding that “different pairs of potential opponents
face different offense-defense balances.”!%¢ In fact, as Shimshoni points out, a military ad-
vantage might only apply to some partial aspect of a dyadic competition or only under some
circumstances. As a result, there could be a number of different offense-defense balances exist-
ing in parallel for each dyad, depending on the operational sphere and the scenario in ques-
tion.!®” In either case, if we accept that the balance is determined by the interaction of the
opponents’ postures in each dyadic constellation, we can also retain the link to the security
dilemma, as far as that particular dyad is concerned.

This rejection of a systemic deus ex machina — in the form of a priori defense dominance
and the even more problematic idea of distinguishability of defensive weaponry — also has a
bearing on the question of whether security dilemmas can be overcome at all, and if they can
be overcome, how. Offensive realists arguably take the strongest position on this issue, with
Mearsheimer declaring that “little can be done to ameliorate the security dilemma.”58 Biddle
himself does see a potential for its mitigation, but not for elimination.!® Starting from his dy-
adic theory, he concludes that “states cannot signal benign intentions unambiguously via their
military policies. The strategic choices identified here as most defense-conducive require states

to implement tactics that could also enable successful attack against neighbors who fail to avail

185 Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” 186-214; See also Marco Nilsson, “Offense-Defense Balance,
War Duration, and the Security Dilemma,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 56, mno.3 (2012),
doi:10.1177/0022002712438350, 467-89.

186 Biddle, “Rebuilding the Foundations of Offense-Defense Theory,” 743.

187 Shimshoni, “Technology, Military Advantage, and World War I,” 189.

188 Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 36.

18 Biddle, “Rebuilding the Foundations of Offense-Defense Theory,” 769.
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themselves of appropriate strategies and tactics themselves.”1®* While we should not expect to
be able to simply transpose this finding to the naval domain, we will explore the implications
of the dyadic perspective for the Cold War naval case in the following chapters.

Not entirely surprisingly, Booth and Wheeler provide a more pluralistic, and altogether
more optimistic, set of answers in their inclusive review of security dilemma thinking. In fact,
they devote much of their study to what they call mitigator and transcender logics found in
English School/institutionalist and emancipatory accounts, respectively.’! Their assessment
that “the security dilemma cannot ultimately be escaped, but it can be transcended”**? is worth
restating. Their advocacy for what they call “security dilemma sensibility”!*® is particularly
well-taken and relevant far beyond the academic debate. However, as far as entrenched rival-
ries are concerned, the grounds for optimism on this count are very limited. While major wars
are never structurally preordained — and as a result can often be avoided, be it as a result of
sensible competitive measures that make military conflict less attractive or of cooperative
schemes — the underlying, severe and broad-based conflicts of interest are often intractable.
Even if the security dilemma itself can indeed be transcended, which Biddle and others are
skeptical about for good reasons, the grounds for competition and conflict would remain.!*
For the most part, then, we should expect regime- and trust-building measures to improve the
climate within which competitions are being pursued, with the attendant positive side effects,
rather than to resolve or transform militarized rivalries as such.

Finally, it is important to clarify how the potential presence of a security dilemma will
figure in our hybrid model of military competition, which is populated by military organiza-
tions that are interacting with one another and their respective domestic environments based
on a combination of threat-based and organizational considerations. As seen from this per-

spective, it is certainly possible — even likely — that the security dilemma will be one of the

190 Tbid.

1 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, 14-18, 83-257.

192 Tbid., 296.

195 Ibid.

194 For a discussion of conflicts of interest and the need to see them as conceptually distinct from the security
dilemma, even from a defensive realist perspective, see Tang, “The Security Dilemma,” 598-603.
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structural drivers that provide high-level motivations for a search for military advantage.
Moreover, the security dilemma may also directly come into play at the level of naval postures
that we are primarily concerned with. At the same time, this is entirely compatible with our
expectation that structural factors will not, in any real sense, account for the content of unit-
level responses to the security environment, which will be determined by the hybrid causal
chain outlined above (and further clarified below). In the next subsection, we will weigh the
possible contributions of the closely-related literature on the security dilemma at sea and arms

races.

A NAVAL ARMS RACE?

The arms race phenomenon has been a subject of extensive study in both security and strategic
studies, and for good reason. According to Buzan’s succinct take on the subject, “arms racing
lies at the heart of what Strategic Studies is about: the way the instruments of force affect rela-
tions among the states that possess them.”1® The primary concern of the debate about arms
races, which we have already traced to a lasting preoccupation with the origins of World War
I, has generally been with their impact on the likelihood of conflict. The outcomes of this long-
standing research effort are much less uniform than one might expect. While some scholars
have gone so far as to claim that arms races almost always lead to war,'* others have presented

a much more nuanced picture, in which intense arms competition has sometimes made wars

195 Barry Buzan, An Introduction to Strategic Studies: Military Technology and International Relations (Basingstoke:
Macmillan/IISS, 1987), 71.

1% This is the position that Richardson took in his classic study, which also outlined one of the first formal, math-
ematical models of arms races. See Lewis F. Richardson, Arms and Insecurity: A Mathematical Study of the Causes and
Origins of War, 1960 vols. (Pittsburgh, PA: Boxwood Press). On Richardson’s approach, see also Michael D. Intri-
ligator and Dagobert L. Brito, “Richardsonian Arms Race Models,” in Midlarsky, Handbook of War Studies, 219-38;
Craig Etcheson, Arms Race Theory: Strategy and Structure of Behavior (New York, NY: Greenwood, 1989). For a some-
what less extreme version of the same position, see Michael D. Wallace, “Arms Races and Escalation: Some New
Evidence,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 23, no. 1 (1979), doi:10.1177/002200277902300101, 3-16; Michael D. Wallace,
“Armaments and Escalation: Two Competing Hypotheses,” International Studies Quarterly 26, no.1 (1982),
doi:10.2307/2600598, 37-56.
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more likely and sometimes not.!”” Hammond’s account is significant for challenging the com-
mon view that arms races’ net effect is usually negative altogether, and claiming that their
effects have just as often been stabilizing.!”® Glaser does not go quite as far, but agrees that
arms racing can be a rational strategy and that “failing to build up arms can sometimes reduce
a state’s security.”1”” Overall, the state-of-the-art in arms race research still presents a highly
ambiguous picture as far as this crucial problem is concerned.

This picture is further confounded by the fact that arms races are believed to be closely
linked to the phenomenon of strategic rivalries, which we have identified as a set of particu-
larly war-prone interstate dyads above. It is not immediately apparent whether, and to what
extent, arms races are responsible for this outcome. After all, “[i]t is political antagonism [...]
that defines the risk of war. Military competition is merely a symptom.”?® Even if one were to
reject this basic reality, Colaresi and Thompson convincingly argue that an arms build-up is
usually only one of a number of significant factors in the lead-up to a conflict, and that the
exact contribution of each of those factors is extremely difficult to sort out.?’! Their preliminary
empirical finding, which should be taken with several grains of salt, is that competitive arms

build-ups are associated with an increased risk of war only when they take place in a rivalry

197 The view that arms races need not end in war and may make war more or less likely, depending on the exact
circumstances of the confrontation, is proposed inter alia in Samuel P. Huntington, “Arms Races: Prerequisites and
Results,” Public Policy 8 (1958), 41-86; John C. Lambelet, “Do Arms Races Lead to War?,” Journal of Peace Research
12, no. 2 (1975), doi:10.1177/002234337501200204, 123-28; Paul F. Diehl, “Arms Races and Escalation: A Closer
Look,” Journal of Peace Research 20, no. 3 (1983), doi:10.1177/002234338302000301, 205-12; Paul F. Diehl, “Arms Races
to War: Testing Some Empirical Linkages,” The Sociological Quarterly 26, no.3 (1985), doi:10.1111/j.1533-
8525.1985.tb00231.x, 331-49; Michael D. Intriligator and Dagobert L. Brito, “Can Arms Races Lead to the Outbreak
of War?,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 28, no. 1 (1984), doi:10.1177/0022002784028001004; Randolph M. Siverson and
Paul F. Diehl, “Arms Races, the Conflict Spiral, and the Onset of War,” in Midlarsky, Handbook of War Studies; Gray,
Weapons Don’t Make War, esp. 47-64.

198 Hammond, Plowshares into Swords, 263. Gray somewhat unkindly frames this conclusion as “worth of Sir
Humphrey Appleby. ‘Arms races are as conducive to peace as they are to war.” In other words, yes and no.” Colin
S. Gray, “Arms Races and Other Pathetic Fallacies: A Case for Deconstruction,” Review of International Studies 22,
no. 3 (1996), doi:10.1017/S0260210500118571, 325.

199 Charles L. Glaser, “When Are Arms Races Dangerous? Rational versus Suboptimal Arming,” International
Security 28, no. 4 (2004), doi:10.1162/0162288041588313, 81.

20 Gray, Weapons Don't Make War, 57.

201 Michael P. Colaresi and William R. Thompson, “Alliances, Arms Buildups and Recurrent Conflict: Testing a
Steps-to-War Model,” The Journal of Politics 67, no. 2 (2005), doi:10.1111/j.1468-2508.2005.00320.x, 348-49. See also
Toby ]J. Rider, Michael G. Findley, and Paul F. Diehl, “Just Part of the Game? Arms Races, Rivalry, and War,” Journal
of Peace Research 48, no. 1 (2010), doi:10.1177/0022343310389505
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setting that features recurrent crises.?? In another ambitious study of strategic rivalries — spe-
cifically those that involved high-intensity conventional arms races — Gibler, Rider and
Hutchison conclude that the dyads that featured an arms race were, in fact, much more war-
prone.?”® However, while they claim to have controlled for the level of perceived threat, they
did so only by selecting cases of strategic rivalry.? Hence, there is a real chance that they
might still have it backwards —i.e. that arms races were indeed a symptom of increased hostility
in a subset of cases within the general category of strategic rivalries that featured the most
severe threat perceptions to begin with, as opposed to an independent or contributing cause
of war in those dyads. Not entirely to our surprise, the use of statistical methods falls far short
of sorting out the complexity that is present in those cases and ultimately resolves very little.
Moreover, none of the studies that purport to establish a heightened risk of war even
attempt to answer an important practical question first raised by Weede in his 1979 critique of
Wallace’s early entry into the genre of statistical arms race studies: what about “the effects of
unilaterally opting out of an arms race or of not racing fast enough to keep up a military bal-
ance?”?% We simply do not know if and under what conditions the refusal to engage in an
arms competition, or to continue engaging in it, reduces the probability of conflict. While such
behavior might lead to a desirable outcome in some dyads, specifically those that are made up
of two status quo powers, it may well lead to increased aggression in dyads that include a
revisionist opponent.?% There is little terra firma here for policy recommendations of any kind

— least of all for a recommendation not to engage in some level of competition where it appears

202 Colaresi and Thompson, “Alliances, Arms Buildups and Recurrent Conflict,” 358.

203 Douglas M. Gibler, Toby J. Rider, and Marc L. Hutchison, “Taking Arms Against a Sea of Troubles: Conven-
tional Arms Races During Periods of Rivalry,” Journal of Peace Research 42, mno.2 (2016),
doi:10.1177/0022343305050687,

204 Tbid., 145.

205 Erich Weede, “Arms Races and Escalation: Some Persisting Doubts,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 24, no. 2 (1979),
doi:10.1177/002200278002400205, 287.

206 These different conditions have sometimes been debated as separate ‘spiral’ and ‘deterrence’ models of arms
competition. While the former involves a security dilemma logic, the latter theorizes cases in which a strong military
reaction will lead to stability. Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, 58-113; Robert Jervis, “Arms
Control, Stability, and Causes of War,” Political Science Quarterly 108, no.2 (1993), doi:10.2307/2152010, 239-58;
Charles L. Glaser, “Political Consequences of Military Strategy: Expanding and Refining the Spiral and Deterrence
Models,” World Politics 44, no. 4 (1992), doi:10.2307/2010486, 497-538.
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prudent to do so. Clearly, the current state of research into arms races and their role in modi-
fying the severity and war-proneness of rivalries still leaves much to be desired.

We will next look into a matter that is of critical importance for the present study and
does not presuppose a reliable understanding of the relationship between arms races and war
initiation. So far, we have considered the possibility that structural pressures could act as an
accelerator for potentially irrational action-reaction dynamics in the context of the security di-
lemma. Arms races — even those that do not lead to war — are often seen as an extreme subset
of cases involving such dynamics. As Gray has summarized, they are thought to “[work] by
[their] own systemic logic or grammar, not by the policy logic of responsible statecraft.”?” In
other words, it is assumed that the actors have forfeited effective control of their “abnormally
intense” 2% competitive military behavior, not just in a short-term perspective of days or weeks,
as would be the case in a military crisis management situation, but for the entire duration of
an arms competition (or, at a minimum, some phases of it). Although there is no necessary
connection to the probability of conflict, such a takeover of structural dynamics would pose
serious problems for our view that posture change results from unit-level, organizational reactions
to somewhat underspecified structural incentives. If this found to be a real possibility, we would
then have to consider whether the U.S.-Soviet naval competition might qualify as such a case.

Is the view that arms races are a supercharged version of the security dilemma that the
actors have essentially lost control over justified? Based on some of the more detailed and
comprehensive reviews available to us, there is reason for skepticism on this count. There are
two main problems with this widespread claim. The first problem is one of differentiation. As
Buzan and Herring have found, “[o]ne of the striking things about the literature on the topic
is that much of the subject matter does not fit comfortably within the metaphor of a race.”?”
Gray takes this one step further: “I remain unpersuaded that arms race phenomena either can
be defined usefully — a negative judgment which includes my own attempt at definition — or

can be shown to ‘work” in ways and to ends distinct from other conditions of strategic rivalry.

27 Gray, Weapons Don’t Make War, 49.
208 Buzan, An Introduction to Strategic Studies, 69.
209 Barry Buzan and Eric Herring, The Arms Dynamic in World Politics (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1998), 77.
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In other words [...] arms races comprise a non-subject.”?® While this line of argument is partly
polemical, his point that there are no objective, or even circumstantially compelling, criteria
for differentiating arms races from other forms of military competition is a valid one. Of eight
definitional criteria proposed by Hammond, the only one that attempts to establish a level of
intensity at which a military competition turns into an arms race — “an extraordinary and con-
sistent increase in the level of defense effort of 8 percent of GNP [gross national product] per
annum for both parties”?"" — is purportedly based on his empirical research but it remains far
from convincing.?'2 The other seven criteria could just as well be applied to a militarized rivalry
that does not qualify as an arms race. Other authors have not done any better.

For example, in his study of the 21% century naval modernization in Asia, Till suggests
seven criteria that can all apply to ‘lesser” forms of arms competition, with the possible excep-

tion of a criterion for intensity that remains totally unspecified in practice:

= “driven by international rather than domestic imperatives;
= usually bilateral;

* intense in terms of effort, rapidity and expression;

= associated with high levels of political tension;

= operationally specific;

* indicative of high strategic stakes, and

= regarded as such.”?!3
All of this throws into doubt the idea that arms races have a peculiar trajectory which leads to
military competitions essentially spiraling out of control. Other than a perception that a compe-
tition has in some sense become “hypertrophic,”?#it is not clear that the structural mechanisms

that underpin arms races are substantially different from those in other competitive scenar-

i0s.2% In fact, Buzan and Herring ultimately reject the call to abandon the concept of arms races

20 Gray, “Arms Races and Other Pathetic Fallacies,” 334.

211 Hammond, Plowshares into Swords, 31.

22 Gray, “Arms Races and Other Pathetic Fallacies,” 327.

23 Geoffrey Till, Asia’s Naval Expansion: An Arms Race in the Making?, Adelphi Paper 432-433 (London:
Routledge/IISS, 2012), 19.

24 J. D. Singer, “Threat-Perception and the Armament-Tension Dilemma,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 2, no. 1
(2016), doi:10.1177/002200275800200110, 90.

25 For a typology of possible ‘arms race’ scenarios, see Colin S. Gray, “The Arms Race Phenomenon,” World Politics
24, no. 1 (1971), doi:10.2307/2009706, 39-79.

=
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altogether, not based on their identification of a distinctive Eigendynamik?'® of some sort, but
because arms racing is “an expression of intensified political rivalry and because arms racing con-
sumes more resources than less intense manifestations of the arms dynamic.”?"7 Overall, then,
the suspicion that military competitions may have turned into arms races as a consequence of
a deteriorating political-strategic situation is reinforced, rather than dispelled, as we zoom in
more closely on the arms race phenomenon.

A second problem is closely related to the first and results in a dilemma for those who
would posit a take-over of structural factors: On the one hand, unless one can demonstrate that
arms races involve a distinctive pattern of self-sustaining and irrational overreactions, their
internal logic does not, in any real sense, set them apart from other types of military competi-
tions. In that case, they are best seen as a reflection of the political-strategic arc of a rivalry and
correspond to the higher end of one and the same spectrum of arms dynamics.?'® In other words,
this would make them a somewhat fuzzy subcategory of a much broader phenomenon. On the
other hand, if they reflect a distinctly irrational and excessive approach to military competition,
it is difficult to see in what sense they are caused by systemic pressures at all. On the contrary,
we would have to conclude that they almost certainly originate in unit-level political or bu-
reaucratic idiosyncrasies on one or both sides of the equation, as proponents of a “domestic
structure model”?" of arms racing have long claimed. In effect, then, arms races would repre-

sent cases of overbalancing that result from unit-level threat perceptions that are out of whack

216 The term is used as a loan word in this particular context by Evangelista as well as by Gray. Matthew Evange-
lista, “Case Studies and Theories of the Arms Race,” Bulletin of Peace Proposals 17, no.2 (1986),
doi:10.1177/096701068601700212, 199; Gray, “Arms Races and Other Pathetic Fallacies,” 326. Evangelista traces his
adoption of the term to Dieter Senghaas, Riistung und Militarismus (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1972).

217 Buzan and Herring, The Arms Dynamic in World Politics, 80. Emphasis added.

218 Tbid., 79-81.

219 Buzan, An Introduction to Strategic Studies, 94-104; Buzan and Herring, The Arms Dynamic in World Politics, 101-
118; Dieter Senghaas, ed., Zur Pathologie des Riistungswettlaufs: Beitrige zur Friedens- und Konfliktforschung (Freiburg:
Rombach, 1970); Ferdinand Otto Miksche, Riistungswettlauf: Ursachen und Auswirkungen (Stuttgart: Seewald Verlag,
1972); Graham T. Allison and Frederic A. Morris, “Armaments and Arms Control: Exploring the Determinants of
Military Weapons,” Daedalus 104, no. 3 (1974); Mary Kaldor, The Baroque Arsenal (London: André Deutsch, 1982);
Mary Kaldor, “The Weapons Succession Process,” World Politics 38, no. 4 (1986), doi:10.2307/2010167; David Hol-
loway, The Soviet Union and the Arms Race (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1983), 109-77; Evangelista, Inno-
vation and the Arms Race; Nils P. Gleditsch and Olav Njelstad, eds., Arms Races: Technological and Political Dynamics
(Newbury Park: Sage/PRIO, 1990); Theo Farrell, Weapons Without a Cause: The Politics of Weapons Acquisition in the
United States (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1997).
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with any systemic incentives that are actually present. Rather than structural pressures crowd-
ing out unit-level factors, political-strategic irrationalities would serve to magnify any sys-
temic effects far beyond the requirements of a modestly ‘rational’, “calculated” or ‘strategic’
response to the prevalent systemic pressures. The content, as well as the magnitude, of any
such overbalancing decisions would have been determined at the unit-level. The pathologies
of those unit-level processes would then begin to spread through the system, and in time could
establish a self-sustaining and potentially self-magnifying feedback loop. However, while
there is a systemic component in this process, the causal chain in question has little in common
with structuralist accounts and everything to do with the imperfections of the “transmission
belt’ between the systemic and unit levels, as emphasized by neoclassical realists.

The same is actually true if excessive balancing results from a lack of information or
from faulty intelligence: any decisions concerning the ‘adequate’ responses would again have
been made at the unit-level. Rather than giving the actors too little choice over their actions and
eliminating effective control over the process, the problem would come about because the sys-
tem is providing them with foo much interpretive leeway, thus giving free rein to all manner
of unit-level biases and distortions in the course of the adaptation process. While this may not
be a desirable outcome from the perspective of international stability, it is one that our hybrid
model is well-equipped to handle. To briefly summarize, although there is a widespread belief
to the contrary, there is little reason to think that arms competitions ever spiral out of control as a
result of structural pressures that somehow overwhelm states” usual margin for interpretation and pre-
meditated action.

If this finding is accurate, the hybrid model of military posture change is likely to apply
whether a situation has been classified as an arm race or not. That said, we should nonetheless
briefly establish whether the U.S.-Soviet naval competition can be qualified as an arms race —
that is, “an extreme manifestation of the arms dynamic,”?? to follow Buzan and Herring’s sen-
sible, middle-of-the-road approach. Unfortunately, this is not a straightforward question to

answer, mainly because of the interconnectedness of the naval aspect of the Cold War strategic

220 Buzan and Herring, The Arms Dynamic in World Politics, 80.
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rivalry with its nuclear aspect in general, and with the competition in strategic nuclear weap-
ons in particular. As a result, the conventional and nuclear aspects will have to be addressed in
turn.

The classic example of a conventional naval arms race is still the Anglo-German naval
race. It has retained this archetypal status for good reason. In fact, it confirms much of what
has been argued above, in that it clearly represents a case of unit-level pathologies that worked
their way through the international system to produce a situation that is extremely difficult to
explain in structuralist terms. As Kennedy found in his study 35 years ago, Tirpitz’s determi-
nation to pursue a vigorous naval build-up owed little to prudent strategic calculations and
instead “fits in with the non-strategic aspects of the admiral’s naval policy: with his Social
Darwinism [...]; with his belief that Germany should rely less on the landowners and the army
as the future bases of economic power [...]; with his internal political calculations [...]; and
with the natural feelings of a patriot and a serving officer that having only a ‘second best’ navy
was not good enough.”??! Far from being a result of a security-seeking Eigendynamik, the tit-
for-tat arms build-up that resulted flowed from this expansive vision. While the competition
with Britain cannot be reduced to these factors, it thus appears that the accelerators of the
Anglo-German naval competition were to be found primarily at the unit level. Seligmann’s
summary of this widely accepted interpretation is particularly incisive: “[T]his was an arms
race that should not have taken place, where the challenger had no prospect of overtaking the
leader, and where the only possible outcome was a humiliating defeat. Nothing has been writ-
ten to date that would seriously undermine these conclusions.”??> Far from being a runaway
train that neither side could stop, then, the Dreadnought race was fueled by a series of deliber-
ate, domestically motivated policy decisions. Because Germany was trying to catch up in a
highly symmetrical competition, and coming from a position far behind the leading power,

the effort had to be intense and the window for success, if any, was short. The race eventually

21 Paul M. Kennedy, Strategy and Diplomacy, 1870-1945: Eight Studies (London: Fontana Press, 1989), 157.
222 Matthew S. Seligmann, “The Anglo-German Naval Race, 1898-1914,” in Mahnken; Maiolo; Stevenson, Arms
Races in International Politics, 22.
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wound down because its economic burden and strategic opportunity costs had become un-
sustainable in a worsening continental climate.

If we accept this as the paradigmatic case of naval arms racing, the U.S.-Soviet naval
competition does not qualify in any of the measures that have been proposed. It was neither
extremely intense, nor marked by particularly rapid competitive cycles, nor were the respec-
tive efforts divorced from the actual threat environment, nor did the clearly inferior side de-
lude itself about its chances of getting ahead against the odds, or overinvest in naval forces in
particular. Overall, Stevenson’s comparison between the Cold War at sea and the Anglo-French
competition during the second half of the 19t century seems far more reasonable. The fact that
a leading historian would explicitly describe this later case as a “naval competition”?? rather
than an arms race is revealing. There are, in fact, few accounts of the U.S.-Soviet naval dynamic
that disagree with its characterization of the case as something less than an arms race. The fact
that the most visible exceptions are publications that specially emphasize the fact that they
approach the case from an arms control perspective, can serve as further confirmation of the
rule.??* This study will therefore adopt the position that the U.S.-Soviet conventional competi-
tion at sea does not qualify as an arms race, although the cycles of competitive posture change
that we will be examining in detail could be seen as an example of the broader phenomenon
of the arms dynamic in action.

Turning to the nuclear element, there is little doubt that the U.S.-Soviet competition in
nuclear weapons qualified as an intense arms competition. There are few other cases that have
more frequently or more consistently been discussed as examples of an arms race. While some
accounts, including Hammond’s rather meticulous study, have attempted to challenge this

conventional wisdom head-on, it is much easier to make the case that the nuclear build-up

23 David Stevenson, “Before 1914: Introduction,” in Mahnken; Maiolo; Stevenson, Arms Races in International Pol-
itics, 13.

24 These are Fieldhouse and Taoka, Superpowers at Sea; Richard W. Fieldhouse, Security at Sea: Naval Forces and
Arms Control (Oxford: Oxford University Press/SIPRI, 1990); Charles Daniel et al. “Superpower Arms Race at Sea,”
special issue, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 43, no. 7 (1987). Other works have explicitly addressed what they see
as a conventional arms race, or closely linked the conventional and nuclear components. See e.g. Geoffrey Kemp,
Robert L. Pfaltzgraff and Uri Ra'anan, eds., The Other Arms Race: New Technologies and Non-Nuclear Conflict (Lexing-
ton, MA: Lexington Books, 1975); Carlo Schaerf, Brian Holden Reid and David Carlton, eds., New Technologies and
the Arms Race (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1989).
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was ‘abnormally intense’ than it is for the conventional naval aspect.?> The historical and po-
litical science accounts that have described the outcomes of the strategic nuclear build-up as
‘excessive’ or ‘irrational” probably number in the hundreds — and that might still be conserva-
tive estimate. As a matter of fact, even one of the sharpest critics of the concept continues to
occasionally refer to the Cold War nuclear competition as an arms race.?”® And while Ham-
mond’s critical intervention is well-taken, he is himself hard-pressed to discount the descrip-
tion, ultimately arriving at another “yes and no” answer.?”

That said, the competitive elements that are of primary interest to us only partially
reflect the general pattern. To establish this, a brief discussion of both non-strategic and stra-
tegic nuclear weapons at sea is in order. Exact numbers are difficult to come by, but it is clear
that, of the roughly 120,000 nuclear warheads built by the superpowers throughout the Cold
War, a relatively small number were deployed as factical nuclear weapons at sea.??® For the
U.S. Navy, Ball mentions 850 nuclear depth bombs and 310 air defense warheads, as well as
350 more modern warheads slated for procurement, in the mid-1980s.2?* American carriers are
reported to have deployed with a complement of about 100 nuclear weapons for aerial deliv-
ery.? The Soviet total was probably substantially higher.?*! The main point, however, is that
this was not one of the elements of the nuclear arms competition that were marked by a pattern
of excessive actions and reactions leading to obviously ‘hypertrophic” arsenals. If we add in
the very different philosophies with which the superpowers approached nuclear warfare at
sea and the fact that there seems to have been limited interaction between their postures, it is

difficult to frame this as a ‘race” at all. While the possibility of tactical nuclear war at sea should

225 Hammond, Plowshares into Swords, 232-35.

26 Colin S. Gray, War, Peace and International Relations: An Introduction to Strategic History (London: Routledge,
2007), 216-17.

27 Hammond, Plowshares into Swords, xx.

228 Hans M. Kristensen and Robert S. Norris, “Global Nuclear Weapons Inventories, 1945-2013,” Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists 69, no. 5 (2015), doi:10.1177/0096340213501363, 75.

29 Ball, “Nuclear War at Sea,” 11-12.

20 Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “Declassified: US Nuclear Weapons at Sea during the Cold War,”
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 72, no. 1 (2016), doi:10.1080/00963402.2016.1124664, 60.

1 Donald C. F. Daniel, “The Soviet Navy and Tactical Nuclear War at Sea,” Survival 29, no.4 (1987),
doi:10.1080/00396338708442367, 318-20.
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not be dismissed an insignificant fact of the naval competition, it was a small component of
the nuclear arms dynamic overall.

The same cannot be said about the deployment of strategic nuclear weapons aboard
submarines, which was a much more central aspect of the competition, although there were
once again large asymmetries between the two sides in how they approached the contribution
of ballistic missile submarines to their postures.?®? In the United States, the Fleet Ballistic Mis-
sile program became a co-equal element of the country’s strategic nuclear posture relatively
early on. On the Soviet side, this was not true until much later in the competition. A real effort
was made to catch up in this area and by 1975, the Soviet Navy operated a similar number of
modern SSBNs as its U.S. counterpart — although under much worse conditions from the
standpoint of strategic and operational geography.?®® Up to that point, one can also describe
the postures of the two sides as somewhat convergent. From 1975 onwards, this changed again
and the superpowers’ strategic nuclear postures at sea entered a phase of fundamental diver-
gence in both operational approach and deployment patterns.

While all of this was part of an intense arms competition, the arms race framing adds
little to our understanding and suggests a false symmetry between the U.S. and Soviet efforts
in this area. It is undoubtedly true that ballistic missile submarines became a key element of
the competition in naval postures. That said, even though there were important linkages, it
would be a gross oversimplification to describe the Cold War naval competition as a mere
appendage of a nuclear arms race in which both sides were engaged in a mad dash to outdo
the other at every turn. The following chapters will present a much more complex and multi-
faceted picture that one would struggle to convey in the simple metaphors that dominate the
literature on arms races. The expectation that our modular framework will better capture the
intricate dynamics at play is broadly consistent with Gray’s findings from five decades of re-

search into these issues:

22 We will look into these issues in greater detail in Chapter 5.
23 Steve Zaloga, The Kremlin's Nuclear Sword: The Rise and Fall of Russia’s Strategic Nuclear Forces, 1945-2000 (Wash-
ington, DC: Smithsonian, 2014), 245.
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“The Soviet-American nuclear arms race certainly featured much interdependence of ri-
val programmes. However, the internal dynamics of the competition had powerful, in
some respects superordinate, influence on the arming behavior directed abroad as latent
menace. One can argue that in the political, strategic, and technical-tactical interdepend-
encies that characterized the arms competitive systems, each superpower competitor de-
served to be regarded in good part as a variable independent of influence by its foreign
rival. Each country competed in its own ways and for its own reasons of strategy. Inter-
dependence was a defining reality of the competition, but the American assumptions and
assertions about allegedly lock-stepped mechanistic action-reaction in rival weaponry,

were over-simple and unsafe in a scholarly sense.”?3

Ultimately, to view the U.S.-Soviet competition in general, or its naval component in particu-
lar, in terms of a presumed take-over of the structural logic of the arms race would not do it
justice. Having found that our hybrid framework is, if anything, likely to provide a superior
and more nuanced understanding than an ‘arms race’ frame of reference can, we will now turn
to one additional strand of the literature on military competition that is worthy of some atten-
tion. Based on the idea that the competitive behavior of the opponent can be proactively
shaped with relative precision, this approach presents itself as the key to competitive success.

In the next step, we will try to establish whether it can live up to its promise.

2.3.4 The competitive strategies approach

Having reviewed a range of different perspectives on the problem of peacetime military com-
petition, one of the most intriguing questions about the subject still remains unanswered: is
there an intelligible approach or set of guidelines that allows one side to outsmart the other in
a long-term, peacetime military competition? Looking back on the United States” Cold War

experience, some — predominantly American — analysts think there is.2> In short, they believe

24 Gray, Strategy and Defence Planning, 59. Emphasis added.

25 See the chapters in Thomas G. Mahnken, ed., Competitive Strategies for the 21st Century: Theory, History, and
Practice (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2012). See also Thomas G. Mahnken, “Cost-Imposing Strategies:
A Brief Primer” (Center for a New American Security, Washington, DC, 2014); Octavian Manea, “Lessons From
Previous Competitive Strategies: Interview with Thomas G. Mahnken,” Small Wars Journal, https://smallwarsjour-
nal.com/jrnl/art/lessons-from-previous-competitive-strategies.
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that the United States found a way of leveraging its understanding of the specific weaknesses
of the Soviet system to lure the Soviet government into wasting precious resources on ineffi-
cient counter steps. Rosen defines these so-called competitive strategies as initiatives designed
to “try to get competitors to play our game, a game that we are likely to win. This done by
getting them to make the kind of mistakes that they are inclined to make, by getting them to
do that which is in their nature, despite the fact that they should not do so, given their re-
sources.”?* In other words, the competitive strategies approach aims to trip the opponent up
by exploiting identifiable cognitive, political and organizational limitations.

As a frame of reference for thinking about military competitions and how to shape
them in one’s favor, the competitive strategies approach has much to recommend. It is also
very compatible with the theoretical and analytical choices made in the present study. For
example, it “focuses on peacetime interaction among and between defense establishments,”?
particularly as it unfolds over the long term. It also agrees that “states interact through the
prism of their own strategic cultures and preferences, domestic institutions, and bureaucratic
politics.”?* The products could just as well be described as posture changes in search of com-
petitive advantage. In many respects, then, the competitive strategies literature describes a
kindred way of thinking about peacetime military interactions between strategic rivals. That
said, it is also of rather limited utility in the context of our investigation.

For the purposes of this study, the dominant consideration is that the competitive strat-
egies approach was largely derived ex post from the Cold War example. Thus, to apply it or
build it into our modular approach would lead to more obviously self-confirming results than
is the case with the other theories we can draw on. At the same time, we must also be aware
that the history of the competitive strategies ‘paradigm’ is a history written in large part by its
participants after the fact. We find little evidence of an explicit competitive strategies frame-

work being applied by the U.S. defense establishment during the Cold War itself and to the

2% Stephen P. Rosen, “Competitive Strategies: Theoretical Foundations, Limits, and Extensions,” in Mahnken,
Competitive Strategies for the 21st Century, 12.

27 Thomas G. Mahnken, “Thinking about Competitive Strategies,” in Mahnken, Competitive Strategies for the 21st
Century, 7.

28 Ibid., 8.
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extent that one was applied, the boundaries between intuitive strategizing and the calculated
application of a well thought-out, bureaucratically established approach remain unclear. The
otherwise excellent chapters in Competitive Strategies for the 21st Century do little to dispel this
impression.?® Hence, the exact relevance of competitive strategies thinking as a conscious in-
tellectual framework is never really established. Battilega’s chapter is symptomatic in that it
points to the problem, and quickly moves on: “Although these initiatives [including the 1980s
Maritime Strategy] may appear to be a collection of general U.S. force posture upgrades, in fact each
also directly targeted key aspects of the Soviet approach to warfare; they were similar in spirit
to Competitive Strategies.”?* What we can take away for our investigation is that, from the
1970s onwards, elements of the U.S. defense policy community may have thought about the
competition in ways that reflected — or are reflected in — the debate about competitive strate-
gies. Given that both superpowers had competent military thinkers aplenty, we could also

conceivably find evidence of a similar train of thought on the Soviet side.

24 Summary

After reviewing the most pertinent strands of the literature on military competition and pos-
ture change, we are not only in a better position to admire the diversity of applicable theories
that the field of security and strategic studies has spawned, but also to conclude that there is
sufficient compatibility and complementarity between them to make a modular approach
worthwhile. It is true that each of the theories examined above provides valuable insights and

some come close to furnishing a convincing explanation for variety and variations in naval

2 Gouré makes a convincing case for a formalization from 1986 onwards, but not for the critical phases of the
competition. David Gouré, “Overview of the Competitive Strategies Initiative,” in Mahnken, Competitive Strategies
for the 21st Century, 94-101. He also traces the intellectual roots of the approach to Porter’s landmark book, which
appeared in the early 1980s (ibid., 94 n. 17). Presumably, it would have taken — at the very least — a few years for
this thinking to establish itself in the defense bureaucracy. See Michael E. Porter, Competitive Strategy: Techniques for
Analyzing Industries and Competitors (New York, NY: Free Press, 1980).

240 John A. Battilega, “Soviet Military Thought and the U.S. Competitive Strategies Initiative,” in Mahnken, Com-
petitive Strategies for the 21st Century, 118. Emphasis added.
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postures. However, it is only by combining compatible elements from several of them into a
tailored framework that we can hope to both reduce the empirical complexity of the case to a
manageable level and still do analytical justice to it at the same time.

In this chapter, we have identified several central pillars of such a framework. First, we
have noted that strategic rivalries tend to revolve around competitions for military advantage
and that such advantages are not determined by the state of technology in the international
system, but rather created by the actors themselves. Secondly, we have concluded that struc-
tural theories cannot, by themselves, explain how military competitions develop over time.
While threat perceptions are the main driver of competitive adaptation, they do not tell us
much about the responses that will be selected at the unit level, which are heavily influenced
by decisions made by military organizations at levels below the foreign policy executive.
Thirdly, we have found that a hybrid framework that embraces insights provided by organi-
zation theories can fill in many of the gaps that a systemic perspective would leave us with.
Fourth, we have examined in some detail the role of structural accelerators that are thought to
be beyond the actors’” control and have concluded that these dynamics are heavily shaped by
the actors and do not have the kind of independent explanatory power that has sometimes been
suggested. Finally, we have taken note of the fact that that an opponent’s competitive reactions
can be deliberately manipulated and misdirected for advantage, although it has not been con-
clusively established that political and bureaucratic actors are capable of the exquisitely calcu-
lated planning that is necessary to goad an intelligent adversary and pursue such a course of
action over extended periods of time.

With these preliminary findings in mind, it is time both further specify and solidify the
approach that has been outlined over the course of this chapter and, at the same time, to dis-
card those insights that — while fascinating and informative in their own right — do not provide
the kind of analytical guidance or leverage that would justify their inclusion. At the same time,
we also need to develop a methodology for applying the hybrid framework in practice. We

will tackle both of these tasks in the next chapter.
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Researching naval posture change

THE MODULAR FRAMEWORK CONCRETIZED

3.1 The competitive adaptation of naval postures

Based on an extensive review of the security and strategic studies literature, we have come to
the conclusion that change in naval postures comes about because outward looking military
bureaucracies react to external threats, both to maintain their ability to perform their accepted
roles and missions in war — and, by implication, to be seen as capable of doing so — and to
uphold, or possibly expand, their claim to a significant share of the nation’s resources. The
research question that we are seeking to address is why the U.S. Navy managed to maintain a
meaningful advantage in anti-submarine warfare and fleet air defense in the face of a resolute
Soviet challenge, even though such advantages are thought to be difficult to successfully de-
fend in the long term and most often fleeting. How is it that the U.S. advantage persisted through
successive adaptation cycles and remained unbroken 35 years into a competition that was pursued with
considerable ingenuity and at no small cost in national resources by its Soviet adversary?

In the following sections we will explicitly restate the five basic assumptions underly-
ing this investigation, provide a succinct rendering of the causal process we will be trying to
retrace based on the available historical evidence, detail the overall approach we will adopt in
reconstructing it, and specify which limitations and blind spots remain in our tailored, modu-

lar research framework. It is hoped that this will provide a framework for thinking about the
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evidence that is explicit, comprehensible, and open to scrutiny — and that will therefore pro-
vide a solid footing for the investigation that follows.

This chapter will set out the research framework in some detail and further discuss the
concepts and approaches that are at the heart of the investigation. The first part of the chapter
will specify the core assumptions that underpin the study, explicate the causal model we have
already implicitly developed in the course of the last chapter, introduce the main method of
process tracing, and lay out some of the limitations of this approach to causal analysis. The
second part will further concretize a way of thinking about naval postures and outline an array
of supporting methods that have been developed to analyze naval forces, operational con-
cepts, and operations. Together, these various elements will provide the wherewithal to ad-

dress the research problem set out above.

3.2 Five basic assumptions

The following five assumptions stake out the author’s view of the subject and of the research
problem, as it is summarized above. The framework that is developed here applies within
these constraints. Thus, an analyst who fundamentally disagrees with some or all of these
propositions is unlikely to arrive at the same conclusions, although it is certainly not impossi-

ble to arrive at similar conclusions based on a different set of assumptions.

ASSUMPTION #1: ENDOGENOUS MILITARY ADVANTAGES

Strategic studies researchers do not necessarily agree on where national advantages with re-
gard to the use of force come from. In the previous chapter, we contrasted two very different
ways of thinking about military advantages. The present study rejects the widespread view
that advantages apply across the international system in the form of an offense-defense bal-

ance of military technology. Instead, it follows in the footsteps of Shimshoni and Biddle in
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characterizing advantages as endogenous to the units in the international system — that is, cre-
ated by the armed forces of the states in question as part of their search for a competitive edge

over their notional or actual opponents.!

ASSUMPTION #2: SPHERES OF PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY

The second assumption we will make is that, while the foreign policy executive will lay down
some general defense planning guidelines, military organizations have a sphere of primary
responsibility within which they have considerable autonomy to shape their postures in line
with perceived threats and their organizational essence.? They may not always get their way
where the implementation of operational approaches, force structure goals and general de-
ployment priorities is concerned, but they usually do unless civilian interventions are partic-
ularly vigorous and persistent. In a General Staff system like that of the Soviet Union, the
service level plays a more muted role in formulating postures, although interservice conflicts
certainly remain present.® The U.S. case, on the other hand, was marked by much greater ser-
vice independence to begin with and saw increasing centralization, but not to the extent that
it would have converged with the Soviet system.* The post-Goldwater-Nichols system of joint-
ness has further shifted primary responsibility away from the individual services.> However,
since the time frame of this investigation largely predates Goldwater-Nichols, which came into

its own only in the 1990s, this shift is of no particular relevance here.

1 See Chapter 2, fn. 62.

2 Morton H. Halperin and Priscilla Clapp, Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy, with the assistance of Ar-
nold Kanter (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2006), 27.

3 Marten Kimberley Zisk, Engaging the Enemy: Organization Theory and Soviet Military Innovation, 1955-1991
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993), 31-37. For a much more detailed review of the dynamics of
the General Staff system, see Dale R. Herspring, The Soviet High Command, 1967-1989: Personalities and Politics,
Princeton legacy library (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2014[1990]).

+ For a Navy-focused view, see Thomas C. Hone, Power and Change: The Administrative History of the Office of
the Chief of Naval Operations, 1946-1986 (Washington, DC: Department of the Navy/Navy Historical Center,
1989), 57-84.

5 On the impact of Goldwater-Nichols on naval strategy, see Steven Wills, “The Effect of the Goldwater-
Nichols Act of 1986 on Naval Strategy, 1987-1994,” Naval War College Review 69, no. 2 (2016), 21-41.
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ASSUMPTION #3: THREAT-BASED POSTURE PLANNING

The third assumption we will make is that the actions of military organizations are motivated
by their responsibility to fulfil core missions in relation to some external threat. They are bu-
reaucratic entities that pursue narrowly self-interested agendas, but their self-interest is per-
ceived through a lens of professional concern with the aspects of national defense that falls in
their purview.® Navies will propose reactions to external threats that benefit them over the
other services and may seek to portray threats in ways that support their bureaucratic inter-
ests, but their actions are nonetheless driven by the ingrained responsibility to be in a position
to win wars if necessary. Whether military services, let alone individual military officers, con-
sistently act in this manner is another question, but we will assume that they generally do so as

long as a clearly identified threat is present.

ASSUMPTION #4: ORGANIZATIONAL PURPOSE

We will assume that military organizations will react to these external threats in a self-inter-
ested and largely conservative manner. When evolutionary adaptation becomes necessary,
they will implement significant changes without breaking the bureaucratic mold or rethinking
the structure and purposes of the organization as a whole. When threatened from within the
domestic environment, they will prioritize those interservice or political threats, which could
directly affect their resources base, where as a failure to adjust to external threats would do so
only indirectly and over time.

We will also assume that, while military services are not unitary actors, they are suffi-
ciently hierarchical to ensure that actions that require a sustained implementation effort — in-
cluding decisions about operational doctrine, acquisition, and deployment patterns — are

expressions of an organizational logic that the relevant constituencies within the organization

6 Zisk, Engaging the Enemy, 11-21.
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by and large have to abide by.” While a full buy-in of these constituencies is clearly preferable,
the hierarchical structure allows the central leadership to suppress dissent, unless that dissent
is either extremely widespread or supported by particularly powerful actors within the organ-
ization. 8 Conversely, it is difficult — although perhaps not unheard of — for small factions to
force their will upon the organization as a whole, in which case those initiatives themselves
become an organizational undertaking. All of this applies even to an organization that, as Da-
vis has found of the U.S. Navy, values “pluralistic decentralization”® both at sea and on shore.
All other things being equal, we will assume that significant posture changes are generally
undertaken with sufficient unity of purpose to treat them as an organizational product, rather than

an isolated initiative of some faction within the organization.

ASSUMPTION #5: THE IMPORTANCE OF DOMESTIC CONSTRAINTS

While military organizations are given considerable latitude by the foreign policy executive
as far as the development of postures and in the implementation of posture change is con-
cerned, they depend on resources extracted from the domestic environment to function.’* We
will assume that, in any system of government that features overall civilian control over
spending priorities, military organizations will face significant domestic constraints in imple-
menting adaptations, especially where force structure planning and procurement are con-
cerned. These processes may feature challenges to the organization’s threat perceptions and

priorities that may lead to a redirection of resources. Perhaps counterintuitively, we will as-

7 A comprehensive study of hierarchy and the role of obedience in military organizations is Nico Keijzer,
Military Obedience (Alphen aan den Rijn: Sijthoff & Noordhoff, 1978).

8 The latter case is central to Rosen’s theory of fundamental military innovation. Stephen Peter Rosen, Winning
the Next War: Innovation and the Modern Military (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1994), 19-21.

° Vincent Davis, The Admirals Lobby (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1967), 40-41.

10 They essentially face a task that is functionally similar to the process neoclassical realism describes at the
level of state-society relations as a whole. See Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, “Neoclassical Realism and Resource Ex-
traction: State Building for Future War,” in Lobell; Ripsman; Taliaferro, Neoclassical Realism, the State, and
Foreign Policy, 194-226.
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sume that the probability of such outside adjustments will not necessarily be higher in a demo-
cratic system of government, although any interventions will be more visible. Overall, the au-
tonomy of military organization in designing their own postures will not be absolute, but a
matter of degree and military initiatives will be subject to outside corrections. While radical
corrections will be rare, smaller corrections will occur much more frequently and some will be
sufficient to kill specific military initiatives, although this fate will not usually befall attempted

posture changes as a whole.

3.3 Causal model and overall method

To get to the bottom of the research problem stated above, this investigation will have to re-
trace complex historical processes of posture change that shaped the Cold War at sea. To be
able to make informed judgements in our weighing of the available evidence, we need to know
what to look for. Specifically, we need to establish the notional causal chain that leads from
changes in the external environment to specific responses in terms of operational doctrine,
force structure, and patterns of deployment. The case study method is particularly well-suited
to investigate the operation of such a series of causal mechanisms in great detail."* Without an
outline of an uninterrupted causal sequence, we cannot employ the process tracing methodol-
ogy that is at the heart of this undertaking with any success.!? Therefore, we need to organize
the modular explanation developed above into a causal model that can be readily applied to
the historical evidence. The basic model, which can be applied to both the U.S. and the Soviet
side is presented in Figure 4 below. This depicts the competitive adaptation process from a

national perspective.

11 Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences (Cam-
bridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005), 21. See also Andrew Bennett, “Process Tracing and Causal Inference,” in Re-
thinking Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools, Shared Standards, ed. Henry E. Brady and David Collier (Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2010), 207-19. For the contrasting perspective of a historian on the question of
causation, see John Lewis Gaddis, The Landscape of History: How Historians Map the Past (Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2002), 91-109.

12 George and Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences, 218.
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Fig. 4: The posture adaptation process

The differences between the two systems are discussed in some detail in Chapter 4. As we will
see, the main impediment to a full application of the model to the Soviet system is the heavy
imbalance of the available historical evidence, which means that the U.S. experience remains
much better understood. This situation has improved somewhat over the last three decades,
but the Russian polity today is fundamentally opposed to transparency, including about its
Soviet past. Although the U.S. government is also making access to primary source materials
more difficult than it used to, the difference is nonetheless stark. Figure 4 once again presents
the main components of the modular framework, as they have been laid out above.

To summarize, we have specified an independent variable (IV, external military
threat), a dependent variable (DV, posture change) and an intervening variable (INTV, unit-
level threat perceptions). All of this is in keeping with the basic structure a neoclassical realist
approach that is shifted downwards to the level of military organizations interacting with one
another, within a set of guidelines laid down at the political-strategic level of the FPE. There
are a total of five modifying variables that act upon the causal process: (1) political-strategic
guidelines, (2) bureaucratic threats in the domestic environment, (3) entrenched organizational
biases that are reflective of the organization’s bureaucratic essence, (4) the level and quality of
internal debate, and (5) the level of resources that can be extracted from the fiscal-political

environment. While the first four of these variables are active primarily during the conceptual
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stage of a posture change, the last impacts the implementation phase and may necessitate
changes that are not in keeping with the original concept. The importance of the modifying (or
condition) variables is in moderating or intensifying the impact of the independent variable
on the dependent variable.’® It should also, once again, be mentioned that we have delimited
the scope of the model, as it is developed here, to apply to competitive posture change in the
peacetime setting of an active, long-term strategic rivalry. In the next step, we will take a closer
look at the overall methodological approach that we will apply to trace the outline of the causal

process in the historical evidence that is available to us.

PROCESS TRACING

Like many key concepts, methods and approaches in the social sciences, process tracing is
somewhat contested. Highly intuitive in its basic form, it has become the subject of a special-
ized methodological literature of its own, which appears to be at least partly designed to im-
munize it against the charge — leveled by the disciples of hard scientific inference in the social
sciences — that it does not quite live up to the standards of “proper’ (i.e. quantitative or quasi-
quantitative) methodologies.!* While practitioners of strategic studies will be unimpressed by

such attempts to impose a monistic vision of scientific enquiry, and the same will apply to

13 See Stephen van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1997), 11.

14 See e.g. Gary King, Robert O. Keohane and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in
Qualitative Research (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994), 86-87. This literature includes Andrew
Bennett and Jeffrey T. Checkel, Process Tracing: From Metaphor to Analytic Tool (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2015); Ingo Rohlfing, Case Studies and Causal Inference: An Integrative Framework, Research Meth-
ods Series (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012); Derek Beach and Rasmus Brun Pedersen, Process-Tracing
Methods: Foundations and Guidelines (Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press, 2016), 150-67; Nina
Tannenwald, “Process Tracing and Security Studies,” Security Studies 24, mno.2 (2015),
doi:10.1080/09636412.2015.1036614; Marianne S. Ulriksen and Nina Dadalauri, “Single Case Studies and The-
ory-Testing: The Knots and Dots of the Process-Tracing Method,” International Journal of Social Research Meth-
odology 19, no. 2 (2015), doi:10.1080/13645579.2014.979718; David Waldner, “Process Tracing and Qualitative
Causal Inference,” Security Studies 24, no. 2 (2015), doi:10.1080/09636412.2015.1036624; Bernhard Kittel and
David Kuehn, “Introduction: Reassessing the Methodology of Process Tracing,” European Political Science 12,
no. 1 (2013), doi:10.1057/eps.2012.4,1-9; Peter A. Hall, “Tracing the Progress of Process Tracing,” European
Political Science 12, no. 1 (2013), doi:10.1057/eps.2012.6, 20-30; Ingo Rohlfing, “Varieties of Process Tracing and
Ways to Answer Why-Questions,” European Political Science 12, no. 1 (2013), d0i:10.1057/eps.2012.7, 31-39.
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neoclassical realist scholars in security studies,’ it is nevertheless worth distilling from the
now extensive literature on process tracing some basic characteristics and guidelines that may
prove useful in organizing the investigation.

First of all, George and Bennett offer a useful definition of process tracing as “a proce-
dure for identifying steps in a causal process leading to the outcome of a given dependent
variable of a particular case in a particular historical context.”'® This is what we will attempt
in the following chapters. The variant of process tracing that we will employ is a theoretically
informed narrative.'” This narrative will be geared towards analytical clarity rather than “thick
description”'® of historical processes. Thus, we will not attempt to break the causal process
down to the maximum level of detail or provide a detailed chronological account, except
where it is absolutely necessary with a view to solving the research problem. The main effort
will be geared towards tracing the causal factors we have identified above, while also looking
out for possible alternative explanations. While King, Keohane and Verba see a danger of ex-
panding the scope of a process tracing effort to the point of “infinite regress,”!” Vennesson
makes it clear that pragmatic self-limitation is baked into the approach from the outset:

“First, process tracing is focused. It deals selectively with only certain aspects of the phe-
nomenon. Hence, the investigator is aware that some information is lost along with some
of the unique characteristics of the phenomenon. Second, process tracing is structured in
the sense that the investigator is developing an analytical explanation based on a theoret-

ical framework identified in the research design. [...] Third, the goal of process tracing is

15 In their Neoclassical Realist Theory of International Politics, Ripsman, Taliaferro and Lobell explicitly endorse
process tracing as “[t]he most appropriate strategy for investigating causal chains in specific cases.” Norrin
M. Ripsman, Jeffrey W. Taliaferro and Steven E. Lobell, Neoclassical Realist Theory of International Politics (Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 132.

16 George and Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences, 176. In fact, as Kittel and
Kuehn show, it was only as a result of George and Bennett’s attempt at formalization that the term “process
tracing” became widely established. Kittel and Kuehn, “Introduction,” 1-2.

17 For a discussion of some common variants, see George and Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in
the Social Sciences, 210-12. See also Rohlfing, “Varieties of Process Tracing and Ways to Answer Why-Ques-
tions,” 32-38.

18 Pascal Vennesson and Ina Wiesner, “Process Tracing in Case Studies,” in Soeters; Shields; Rietjens,
Routledge Handbook of Research Methods in Military Studies, 96.

19 King, Keohane and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, 86. See also Bennett, “Process Tracing and Causal Infer-
ence,” 209; Milja Kurki, Causation in International Relations: Reclaiming Causal Analysis (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008), 102 n. 52.
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ultimately to provide a narrative explanation of a causal path that leads to a specific out-

come.”20

None of this suggests an unrestrained and potentially ‘escalatory” research process in which
the study of any important causal link leads to the inclusion of several more links, and so forth.
On the contrary, the fact that process tracing is informed by theory prevents such an outcome
by design, where a historical enquiry would largely have to rely on the good judgement and
self-restraint of the investigator.

There are several important reasons for selecting an approach that has procedural dis-
cipline built into it: First, we are attempting an analysis of a macro-process of military compe-
tition, which spanned more than four decades and was marked by a very high degree of
complexity. Under these circumstances only a structured approach is likely to keep the ana-
lytical effort sufficiently focused on the research problem. Secondly, the amount of historical
evidence is such that an attempt to break down the processes to the full extent that we can
would produce an entirely unwieldy and unreadable study, probably running to several thou-
sand pages. Thirdly, and perhaps counterintuitively, the evidence that is available is neverthe-
less too sketchy and incomplete to attempt a ‘thick’, let alone exhaustive narrative. Thus, we
would be left with an extremely unbalanced account and an equally clumsy explanation, in
which some causal factors and aspects of the process would be grossly overrepresented and
others would remain almost totally opaque.

It is for similar reasons that the study does not adopt David Rosenberg’s admittedly
excellent framework for researching the process dimension of modern naval strategies: its enu-
meration of a total of seventeen clusters of variables paints a picture so comprehensive and

perfectionist that the resultant account would be worthy of a masterful historian, but much

2 Pascal Vennesson, “Case Studies and Process Tracing: Theories and Practices,” in Approaches and Method-
ologies in the Social Sciences: A Pluralist Perspective, ed. Donatella Della Porta and Michael Keating (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 235.
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too inclusive, and at the same time much too detailed, to serve the purposes of this study.?! By
implication, it would require a gargantuan data collection effort that would undoubtedly take
an individual researcher many years to compile, analyze and process — if the necessary evi-
dence is even available. Hence, this investigation has to contend itself with the limited findings
that an effort of significantly lesser scope and depth can provide. Having said that, Rosen-
berg’s framework is extremely useful as a guide to possible research areas of interest and his
many incisive insights will be incorporated where possible.

While a primarily historical framework might lead us to open the aperture of the in-
vestigation beyond what is warranted or necessary, the approach that is pursued here has an
important interpretivist element, nonetheless. It not only seeks “to establish and evaluate the
link (or the absence of a link) between different factors”? as Vennesson would expect of a

positivist study, but also “to look for the ways in which this link manifests itself and the context

2 David A. Rosenberg, “Process: The Realities of Formulating Modern Naval Strategy,” in Mahan is Not
Enough: The Proceedings of a Conference of the Works of Sir Julian Corbett and Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond, ed.
James Goldrick and John B. Hattendorf (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 1993), 141-75. The seventeen
factors Rosenberg enumerates are worth quoting in detail: (#1) “the nature of training and education programs,
career patterns and professional specialization of officers in the naval service” (150), (#2) “the career patterns and oper-
ational, technical, and staff backgrounds of individual naval officers in significant (national or fleet) positions of leader-
ship” (151), (#3) “the procurement costs, capabilities, operating patterns, and sustainment requirements of naval
weapons systems” (155), (#4) “changes in tactical doctrine and/or operational art” (156), (#5) “the administrative struc-
ture, operational doctrine, strategic plans and command and control organization of tactical units” (157), (#6) “the
sources of intelligence information, including their nature, their quality, and their frequency” (ibid.), (#7) “the process
of intelligence production, analysis, and dissemination” (ibid.), (#8) “the structure, organization, and procedures of
naval service-wide strategic planning” (159), (#9) “the structure, organization, and procedures of naval service-wide
program and procurement planning” (162), (#10) “the state of research and development progress of a nation’s naval
warfare technology” (166), (#11) “the state of the national scientific and industrial infrastructure for research, develop-
ment, and production of naval warfare technology” (ibid.), (¥12) “character and personalities of naval service national
leadership” (167), (¥#13) “the structure, organization and procedures of national strategic military planning” (168),
(#14) “the structure, organizations, and procedures of national program and procurement planning” (ibid.), (#15) “the
character and personalities of national defense leadership” (ibid.), (#16) “the character of the national political system
as it relates to defense issues” (171), and (#17) “the character, structure, and status of the financial and economic
systems as they relate to national defense.” (ibid.) Emphases in the original. To an extent, one can find many
elements of this comprehensive framework reflected in the much more modest approach outlined in this
chapter. But, overall, Rosenberg’s take on the problem is far more demanding. As he accurately remarks,
“[t]he seventeen factors identified here could, individually or in combination, be the basis of a monograph on
the U.S. Navy in the postwar period, or on other navies, or other military organizations in other periods of
history” (172). Emphasis added.

2 Vennesson, “Case Studies and Process Tracing: Theories and Practices,” 232
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in which it happens.”? In practice, we will attempt to map out the causal links that were con-
firmed to be present for each chapter using a full-page graphical representation, while devot-
ing the bulk of the narrative to a more detailed exploration of those links that seem most
relevant in solving the research problem. In doing so, we will rely on a number of more specific

supporting methods and approaches that are discussed below in the final part of the chapter.

LIMITATIONS

The approach outlined in this chapter has important limitations that should, once again, be
stated explicitly. First, the present study is emphatically not an international history of the
Cold War at sea. Such a history would have to be much broader in outlook, much more com-
prehensive in its mandate, and based first and foremost on a large volume of primary source
materials from both sides of the Iron Curtain.?* This effort ticks none of the essential boxes, nor
does it even attempt to do so. While the final product may at times resemble a highly synthetic
and analytical history of the U.S.-Soviet naval competition, with a relatively narrow focus on
the question of operational access in general war, it remains a work of political science that
relies on historical data to solve a fairly specific puzzle.

Addressing a related matter, it should also be emphasized that any military competition,
whether it crosses the threshold into large-scale organized violence or not, is embedded in a
grand strategic context, which encompasses not just military and geostrategic factors, but is

shaped by economic, ideological and cultural elements as well.?> How a military competition

» Ibid., 233.

24 On the core characteristics of international histories, see Patrick Finney, “Introduction: What Is Interna-
tional History?,” in Palgrave Advances in International History, ed. Patrick Finney (Basingstoke: Palgrave Mac-
millan, 2005), 1-35; Marc Trachtenberg, The Craft of International History: A Guide to Method (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2008), 30-50; Andrew J. Williams, Amelia Hadfield and J. Simon Rofe, International
History and International Relations (London: Routledge, 2012), 7-32; Colin Elman and Miriam F. Elman, eds.,
Bridges and Boundaries: Historians, Political Scientists, and the Study of International Relations, BSCIA studies in
international security (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2001), especially chapters 1-4 and 14-16.

% See William C. Martel, Grand Strategy in Theory and Practice: The Need for an Effective American Foreign Policy
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eventually unfolds depends on the initial situation and on the long-term dynamics of posture
change, but also on the impact of such apparently extraneous factors. While all of them are
important in understanding the broader context of the competition, and while they may at
times create significant countervailing pressures and incentives, they cannot be fully captured
by an approach that is geared towards analyzing competitive change at the military level.
Hence, it would not be unexpected if we were to find that such an approach would tend to
overemphasize those factors that it is particularly well-suited to capture and likely underesti-
mate the relevance — even as far as changes at the military level are concerned — of others.
Therefore, it will be most accurate in capturing the dynamics of competition where pro-
nounced military insecurity vis-a-vis a well-defined ‘other’ looms large in the actors’ calcula-
tions and these concerns are not overridden by other considerations of a non-military nature.

Conversely, the framework proposed here is unlikely to produce satisfactory analytical
results when looking at situations in which military security is a secondary concern and threats
are ill-defined, fleeting, or subject to extreme fluctuation over time. As is the case with neo-
classical realist works, and realism more generally, one would expect it to be ill-suited for sit-
uations of “threatlessness”?¢ in which concrete planning goals and scenarios are enveloped by

a “fog of peace”?” and thinking about future conflicts is possible only in the abstract. While this

(New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 7-55; Williamson Murray, “Thoughts on Grand Strat-
egy,” in The Shaping of Grand Strategy: Policy, Diplomacy, and War, ed. Williamson Murray, Richard H.
Sinnreich and James Lacey (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 1-32; Richard Rosecrance and
Arthur A. Stein, eds., The Domestic Bases of Grand Strategy (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1993), espe-
cially chapters 1-3 and 7; Nina Silove, “Beyond the Buzzword: The Three Meanings of “Grand Strategy,”
Security Studies 27, no. 1 (2017), doi:10.1080/09636412.2017.1360073, 27-57.

2% John Mueller, “Embracing Threatlessness: Reassessing U.S. Military Spending,” in American Grand Strategy
and Seapower, ed. Michael Gerson and Alison L. Russel (Alexandria, VA: CNA, 2011), 47.

27 The most sophisticated treatment of the concept and of how states cope with such uncertainty is: Emily O.
Goldman, Power in Uncertain Times: Strategy in the Fog of Peace (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2011),
12-35. See also Talbot C. Imlay and Monica D. Toft, eds., The Fog of Peace and War Planning: Military and Stra-
tegic Planning under Uncertainty (London: Routledge, 2006), especially chapter 1, 11, and 13. As discussed
above, Ripsman, Taliaferro and Lobell emphasize that the applicability of neoclassical realism, or the lack of

its applicability, depends primarily on whether there is clear threat information or not. In situations in which
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is not a problem for the present investigation, the scope conditions should nonetheless be kept
in mind.

It follows from this last point that we are emphatically not in the business of formulat-
ing a grand theory of naval competition in all places and at all times. The purpose of this study
is to better understand the interactive element of the U.S.-Soviet naval confrontation by apply-
ing to it an analytical framework that is both systematic and explicit. If this undertaking
should, by extension, provide useful heuristic strategies for thinking about current and future
competitions at sea, this should be considered a welcome side effect. Any such inferences be-
yond the specific purview of the research problem outline above are not be mistaken for reli-
able generalizations of even the “contingent”?® kind. The number of variables at play and the
fact that there are very few comparable cases — none of which involved missile-age conditions
— imply that the potential for generalization is necessarily limited. In the next step, we will
address the important question of how to make reliable inferences about the evidence at hand,

which is a rather delicate matter in and of itself.

3.4 Competitive adaptation: evidence and inference

3.4.1 The death (and timely resurrection) of naval analysis

During the Cold War era, the examination of Soviet naval developments was a well-developed
art practiced by a small, but tight-knit group of civilian and military analysts. Their project,
however, was geared towards a specific opponent and inevitably lost its drive as soon as the
Soviet threat began to ebb away. To those who continued to pursue it, the 1990s opened up

the unprecedented opportunity to enter into conversation with former Soviet naval officers

such information is unavailable, other explanations will produce better analytical results. Norrin M. Ripsman,
Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, and Steven E. Lobell, “Conclusion: The State of Neoclassical Realism,” in Lobell;
Ripsman; Taliaferro, Neoclassical Realism, the State, and Foreign Policy, 282-87.

28 George and Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences, 216.
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and shipbuilding experts. The work that was done during this winding-down phase provides
some crucial building blocks for this present study. But with no fully-fledged challenger of
U.S. naval supremacy on the horizon, the 1990s strategic “interregnum”? saw a predictable
shift away from the kind of detailed, often technical analyses that are necessary to form a solid
understanding of a competitor’s future capabilities and intentions.

With the Soviet Union gone, the conceptual and theoretical strands of the literature
almost inevitably gained in stature. To what extent did established ideas about seapower re-
main viable? What had really changed and what had not? How could navies re-conceptualize
their mission spectrum to ensure their continued utility? How should “old” and ‘new” priorities
be balanced in the face of uncertainty? In response to these and similar questions, Western
experts produced a series of important works on how to think about seapower in the new era.®
Some of the conceptual tools that this literature proposed remain valuable. Grove’s ranking of
navies according to their potential for power projection is one example.*! His modified version
of Ken Booth'’s trinity of naval roles (see Fig. 5) is another.*?

At the same time, the quality of the seapower literature could not prevent the illusions
of the age from taking hold. The subtle but important point that Grove’s version of the trinity
still stood firmly on its military base, and could not simply be ‘turned over on its sides” as de-
sired, appears to have been lost on some of the more enthusiastic proponents of post-Cold War
Zeitgeist. In time, this fallacy took material form in the emergence of what Till has described
as “postmodern naval policies,” which were built upon the expectation that war at sea had be-

come an implausibility and that navies would be tasked primarily with policing the fault lines

» Michael Cox, Ken Booth, and Tim Dunn, “Introduction,” in The Interregnum: Controversies in World Politics,
1989-1999, ed. Ken Booth, Michael Cox and Timothy Dunn (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999),
4.

% Some of the best examples include Eric Grove, The Future of Sea Power (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 1990); Colin S. Gray, The Navy in the Post-Cold War World: The Uses and Value of Strategic Sea Power
(University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1994); Geoffrey Till, ed., Seapower at the Millennium
(Stroud: Sutton Publishers, 2001); Geoffrey Till, Seapower: A Guide for the Twenty-First Century (London: Cass,
2004); Sam J. Tangredi, ed., Globalization and Maritime Power (Washington, DC, 2009).

31 Grove, The Future of Sea Power, 236-41.

%2 Ibid., 234.

[115]



Researching naval posture change

of an ever more globalized world.® While political scientists may have been at greater risk
than naval historians, none of the scholarly or professional communities dealing with naval
matters proved completely immune to the temptation of presentism.

In Europe in particular, seapower was increasingly reduced to its naval diplomacy and
policing “modes of action,”* to the extent that these were sometimes seen as the “true’ raison
d’étre of navies. Thus, Booth’s key comment on his original version of the trinity faded from
view: “It is appropriate that the military role forms the base of the trinity, for the essence of
navies is their military character. It is a navy’s ability to threaten and use force which gives
meaning to its other modes of action.”3

Even where combat was still a real possibility, most navies were orienting themselves
successively further away from the sea and towards the land. For the U.S. Navy, efficient
power projection in relatively unopposed settings became the defining priority, and its sea

control capabilities atrophied accordingly.® The likelihood that this order of priorities would

% Geoffrey Till, Seapower: A Guide for the Twenty-First Century (London: Routledge, 2009), 6-14. Much to his
credit, Till’s embrace of this supposed “transformation” always felt tentative and it is not surprising that the
framing of the entire chapter had changed significantly by the 2018 edition. See Geoffrey Till, Seapower: A
Guide for the Twenty-First Century (London: Routledge, 2018), 36-59.

3 Ken Booth, Navies and Foreign Policy (London: Croom Helm, 1977), 15. Emphasis in the original.

% Ibid., 16. The idea that navies can be used directly in support of a nation’s foreign policy has a long pedigree,
of course. To suggest that this function can somehow be separated from their ability and willingness to fight
at sea and/or to project force against the ‘opposite coast’ — in short, from their capacity to inflict violence —
would, however, amount to a distinctly postmodern view. Breemer’s judgement on this matter remains rele-
vant: “There is no question that the demonstrative use of warships (so-called ‘naval diplomacy’) can serve
important national political ends. But naval combatants are not designed and built for ‘showing-the-flag’;
their primary purpose is to fight, while ‘presence’ can be no more than a peacetime ‘bonus’ function.” Jan S.
Breemer, “Estimating the Soviet Strategic Submarine Missile Threat: A Critical Examination of the Soviet
Navy's SSBN Bastion Strategy” (Doctoral dissertation, University of Southern California, 1987), 192. Empha-
sis in the original. On the political-military functions of navies short of war see also Edward Luttwak, The
Political Uses of Sea Power (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974); James Cable, Navies in Vio-
lent Peace (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 1989); James Cable, Gunboat Diplomacy 1919-1991: Political Appli-
cations of Limited Naval Force (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 1994); James Cable, The Political Influence of
Naval Force in History (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1998); Christian Le Miere, Maritime Diplomacy in the 21st Cen-
tury (London: Routledge, 2014); Kevin Rowlands, Naval Diplomacy in the 21st Century: A Model for the Post-
Cold War Global Order (London: Routledge, 2018).

% See e.g. Peter D. Haynes, Toward a New Maritime Strategy: American Naval Thinking in the Post-Cold War Era
(Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2015), especially 118-19.
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be sustainable in the longer term was bound to be low —in fact, it carried within it the seeds of

its own undoing. But, for a brief moment in history, the levitation trick worked well enough.

THE USE OF THE SEA

Military role

Fig. 5: Adapted ‘Booth trinity” of naval modes of action (Grove, Modern Seapower, 234)

While many insights from the post-Cold War period remain relevant, the reality that the de-
bates and ideas of the 1990s and 2000s were just as limited and context-dependent as the work
of the Cold War naval analysts — possibly even more so — now appears to have by and large
sunk in. As it became clear that U.S. naval supremacy would once again be challenged, notably
by the Chinese People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN), many of the categories of more tradi-
tional naval thinking were quickly reinstated. One of the key results of this development is the
emergence of a literature that, at its best, can hold its own against the products of Cold War

naval analysis.?” In effect, we are witnessing the rebirth of a school of naval thinkers that are

% Some high-quality examples of detailed naval analyses of the PLAN’s competitive trajectory are Lyle Gold-
stein and William Murray, “Undersea Dragons: China's Maturing Submarine Force,” International Security 28,
no. 4 (2004), doi:10.1162/0162288041588304, 161-96; Andrew S. Erickson et al., eds., China’s Future Nuclear
Submarine Force (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2007); Gabriel B. Collins and Michael C. Grubb, A
Comprehensive Survey of China’s Dynamic Shipbuilding Industry: Commercial Development and Strategic Implica-
tions (Newport, RI: U.S. Naval War College/China Maritime Studies Institute, 2008); Andrew S. Erickson, Lyle
Goldstein and William S. Murray, Chinese Mine Warfare: A PLA Navy "Assassin’s Mace” Capability (Newport,
RI: U.S. Naval War College/China Maritime Studies Institute, 2009); Andrew S. Erickson and Lyle J. Gold-
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unafraid to dive deep into the technical and operational aspects of the subject to derive valua-
ble insights for policy and strategy.

As far as research into Cold War navies is concerned, however, this new literature adds
only modestly to the toolset that was developed decades ago by participants. In fact, even
though there are clear exceptions to this rule, one could argue that 21%t century naval analyses
for the most part still fall short of Cold War standards of sophistication. As a result, we can
scarcely avoid standing on the shoulders of the Cold War masters of the trade in our attempt
to derive meaning from the evidence that has since come to light. The set of supporting meth-
ods that is described here reflects this reality: it is based on the Cold War-era literature, with
the addition of 21% century concepts and ideas where appropriate. The next sections will es-
tablish what exactly we will be dealing with as we retrace the competitive adaptation of naval
postures, and how to use a supporting cast of methods to make meaningful inferences from

historical phenomena and artifacts as we move along.

3.4.2 Thinking about naval postures

In their attempts to affect posture change, decision-makers and military planners manipulate
three main variables: theories and concepts for the operational employment of their forces,

overall force structure, and patterns of force deployment. Together, these elements shape the

stein, eds., Chinese Aerospace Power: Evolving Maritime Roles (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2011); Phil-
lip C. Saunders et al., eds., The Chinese Navy: Expanding Capabilities, Evolving Roles (Washington, DC, 2011);
Owen R. Cote, “Assessing the Undersea Balance between the United States and China,” in Competitive Strat-
egies for the 21st Century: Theory, History, and Practice, ed. Thomas G. Mahnken (Stanford, CA: Stanford Uni-
versity Press, 2012); Peter Dutton, Andrew S. Erickson and Ryan Martinson, eds., China’s Near Seas Combat
Capabilities (Newport, RI: U.S. Naval War College/China Maritime Studies Institute, 2014); Sarah Kirchberger,
Assessing China’s Naval Power: Technological Innovation, Economic Constraints, and Strategic Implications (Heidel-
berg: Springer, 2015); Andrew S. Erickson, ed., Chinese Naval Shipbuilding: An Ambitious and Uncertain Course
(Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2016); Stephen Biddle and Ivan Oelrich, “Future Warfare in the West-
ern Pacific: Chinese Antiaccess/Area Denial, U.S. AirSea Battle, and Command of the Commons in East Asia,”
International Security 41, no. 1 (2016), doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00249, 7-48; Peter Dutton and Ryan D. Martinson,
eds., China’s Evolving Surface Fleet (Newport, RI: U.S. Naval War College/China Maritime Studies Institute,
2017); Ryan D. Martinson, Echelon Defense: The Role of Sea Power in Chinese Maritime Dispute Strategy (Newport,
RI: U.S. Naval War College/China Maritime Studies Institute, 2018).
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range of strategic options that are available in a crisis or conflict, which in turn shapes peace-
time interactions between potential enemies. But what exactly are we looking for when tracing
posture change? What is the substance of a naval posture? And how can we analyze it? To
provide working knowledge of these matters, this section will examine in greater detail each
of the three main elements of naval postures: operational paradigm and doctrine, force structure,
and deployment patterns. It will also outline the range of the functions that a broadly adequate

posture must fulfil in the context of a long-term strategic competition.

OPERATIONAL PARADIGM AND DOCTRINE

An operational paradigm embodies a military organization’s general theory of how to fight
the next war: the notional missions to focus on, the types of operations to prepare for, and the
guiding principles of force employment.® It is not a strategy, although it cannot avoid making
some assumptions as to the type of adversary that will be fought and the kind of environment
in which the fighting will take place.® Ideally, it would be tightly coupled with a conception
of how to relate military action to overall political success, in which case it could be appropri-

ately described as an “applied theory of victory.”4 Doctrine is a ‘crystalized’, organizationally

% The term is introduced in Shimon Naveh, In Pursuit of Military Excellence: The Evolution of Operational Theory
(London: Frank Cass, 1997), xix. The U.S. terms operational approach and concept of operations (CONOPS) are
both considerably narrower. According to the U.S. Department of Defense definition, an operational ap-
proach is “[a] broad description of the mission, operational concepts, tasks, and actions required to accom-
plish the mission.” United States Department of Defense, “DoD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms”
(Department of Defense, Washington, DC, 2019), https://www.jcs.mil/Portals/36/Documents/Doc-
trine/pubs/dictionary.pdf, 161. A CONOPS is even more specific and closer to an operational design.

¥ A strategy is necessarily specific to a given conflict (or, at the very least, a specified dyad). A strategy that
is not tailored to the adversary and the environment that characterize that particular conflict is categorically
unsound and likely to fail. See Colin S. Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2010), 38-41.

% Jonathan Shimshoni, “Technology, Military Advantage, and World War I: A Case for Military Entrepre-
neurship,” International Security 15, no. 3 (1990), doi:10.2307/2538911, 187 n.1. On theories of victory more
generally see William C. Martel, Victory in War: Foundations of Modern Military Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007).
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accepted expression of the incumbent operational paradigm that allows it to be transported,
taught, empirically tested, and refined.

A military organization may subscribe to several operational theories and approaches
at any one time. For example, land forces may have one set of operational principles for con-
ventional warfare against a symmetrically configured opponent and a different one for coun-
ter-insurgency warfare. However, since an organization will find it difficult — for reasons of
internal coherence and external justification — to pursue disparate priorities with equal vigor,
or to maintain equal levels of competence and capability across the entire spectrum of plausi-
ble scenarios, one set of approaches will usually be dominant. #! This organizationally domi-
nant set of theories and concepts is the operational paradigm. In modern military
organizations, attempts are often made to codify preferred operational approaches in the form
of written doctrine with ex cathedra approval at the highest levels of the hierarchy. Force em-
ployment at lower levels of warfare may be even more closely specified by a formalized system
of tactics, techniques and procedures. However, it would be a misunderstanding of doctrine
to insist that it must be written down to count as such. Corum explains the interrelationship

between theory and doctrine particularly well, when he states that

“warfare is also a clash of ideas. Military theory provides a guide for military leaders in
organizing their forces for war, theory forms the basis for officer education about war,
and it plays a central role in determining which weapons will be built to fight a future
war. Operational doctrine comes from theory and is constantly evolving. Doctrine is the
practical expression of theory in that it is the stated manner in which the military leadership
expects the large and small units of the military to conduct movement, logistics, and com-

bat so as to successfully win a campaign or war.”42

Doctrine must be stated in one form or another to have any organizational impact, but if it is

also constantly evolving, written documents may not be the most effective way of transporting

4 The U.S. Army’s doctrinal history since the early 1970s is an excellent example of the struggle to reconcile
disparate operational paradigms. See e.g. Brian McAllister Linn, The Echo of Battle: The Army’s Way of War
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007), 193-232.

# James S. Corum, The Luftwaffe: Creating the Operational Air War, 1918-1940 (Lawrence, KS: University Press
of Kansas, 1997), 3.
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it in practice — and it is certainly not the only one. Therefore, incomplete codification or even
a complete lack of written doctrine cannot be equated with an absence of doctrinal precepts as
such. Moreover, Jensen’s distinction between formal doctrine, on the one hand, and informal
doctrine that “reflects a broader professional discourse in articles, field orders, personal letters,
and so on,”# on the other, is also an important one. Irrespective of the exact form that doctrinal
constructs might take, the reliance on an operational paradigm that is widely understood and deeply
ingrained in the organization is a precondition for purposeful, coordinated action in war. Hence, the
reliance on some form of doctrine is inescapable — even if it is called something else.

The Soviet armed forces certainly were no exception in this regard, even if the body of
thought that was known as military doctrine was actually an intensely politicized, high-level
expression of the Communist Party’s views on future war. Within this peculiar system of
thought, the development of operational principles and approaches was a more appropriate
subject for military science and would have been codified as tenets of operational art.** Perhaps
more controversially, the U.S. Navy is also not an exception in this regard. In this case as in
others, the absence of explicit doctrinal documents is not a good indicator for the absence of
generally accepted and widely understood operational methods and principles. For example,
we now know beyond reasonable doubt that the German Wehrmacht never had a codified doc-
trine of Blitzkrieg, yet the principles of operational thought that it had instilled in its officers

produced wars that made it look like it did — until its opponents caught on and turned the

# Benjamin M. Jensen, Forging the Sword: Doctrinal Change in the U.S. Army (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 2016), 4.

# For a solid discussion of the Soviet terminology see Joseph D. Douglass, Soviet Military Strategy in Europe
(Elmsford, NY: Pergamon, 1980), 8-19. Fast Scott and Scott’s study is also valuable, in that it lets an array of
primary sources speak for themselves. Harriet Fast Scott and William F. Scott, eds., The Soviet Art of War:
Doctrine, Strategy, and Tactics (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1982). For a discussion of the basic operational
concepts of the Soviet armed forces, many of which were adapted to the naval sphere, see William Thomas
Lee and Richard F. Staar, Soviet Military Policy since World War 1I (Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press,
1986), 41-60. The application of formal operational art to the naval sphere is discussed in Russel H. S. Stolfi,
“Soviet Naval Operational Art: The Soviet Approach to Naval Warfighting” (NPS Report 56-88-033, Naval
Postgraduate School, Monterey, CA, 1988); David J. Kern, “Soviet Naval Operational Art” (M.A. dissertation,
Naval Postgraduate School, 1988).
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same set of guiding principles to their advantage.®> The U.S. Navy is an even more clear-cut
instance of the same phenomenon. It is true that Navy doctrinal publications have been few
and far between.* The service’s most prominent expert on fleet tactics has even said that “what
little doctrine the Navy has, it ignores in favor of operational flexibility.”4” But should we take
this to mean that the world’s leading navy since the early 1940s, which prides itself on its
ability to conduct persistent and often complex forward operations, has failed to develop an
overarching concept for how to employ its forces productively? Does it not defy belief to claim
that every Cold War-era naval planner, fleet commander, or commander of a multi-carrier
battle group would make up the methods and principles according to which these vastly com-
plex instruments of seapower operate as he goes along — and that this process would be re-
peated after every change of command?

In fact, quite the opposite is the case. It is certainly true that the USN has inculcated in
its officers a highly pragmatic command philosophy that prizes adaptability and a facility for
independent action, and which is entirely in line with the requirements of effective command
at sea.®8 As John Hattendorf has written,

“The U.S. Navy has typically regarded doctrine as general guidance to be implemented

or ignored as the on-scene operational commander judges appropriate to the situation of

the moment. The attitude is not unlike how naval commanders in the Age of Sail regarded

4 The authoritative account of German operational thinking in the lead-up to the Western campaign in 1940
is Karl-Heinz Frieser, Blitzkrieg-Legende: Der Westfeldzug 1940 (Miinchen: Oldenbourg, 2005). An English
translation is available by Karl-Heinz Frieser, The Blitzkrieg Legend: The 1940 Campaign in the West, with the
assistance of John T. Greenwood (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2012).

4 The most prominent attempt to establish written doctrine in the early post-Cold War era was “Naval Doc-
trine Publication 1: Naval Warfare” (Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, DC, 1994). Accord-
ing to Swartz, this saw “continued used as reference through 2010 (largely outside USN),” which speaks
volumes as to its organizational relevance. Peter M. Swartz, “U.S. Navy Capstone Strategies and Concepts
(1991-2000): Strategy, Policy, Concept, and Vision Documents” (CNA, Alexandria, VA, 2012), 57.

4 Wayne P. Hughes, quoted in Peter M. Swartz, “U.S. Navy Capstone Strategies and Concepts: Introduction,
Background and Analyses” (MISC D0026421.A1/Final, CNA, Alexandria, VA, 2011),
https://www.cna.org/cna_files/pdf/D0026421.A1.pdf, 29. Hughes is also a staunch defender of the importance
of naval doctrine, however. For a more detailed discussion of his views, see Wayne P. Hughes and Robert
Girrier, Fleet Tactics and Naval Operations (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2018), 20-23.

4 On the important distinction between doctrinal precepts and command philosophy, see Geoffrey Sloan,
“Military Doctrine, Command Philosophy and the Generation of Fighting Power: Genesis and Theory,” In-
ternational Affairs 88, no. 2 (2012), doi:10.1111/j.1468-2346.2012.01069.x, 246-50.
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orders from their home governments; the decentralized regime of that era emphasized a
commander’s judgment as to how prudent it was to apply those orders in the light of the

situation at the scene of action.”#

However, this preference for flexibility and command initiative — which, one might say,
amounts to an unwritten doctrinal preference in and of itself — partially obscures an even more
important reality: to allow for such far-reaching flexibility, the basic principles of force employment
have to be extraordinarily stable and ingrained. Where this is the case, a written statement of op-
erational principles may not be required, at least in the absence of serious organizational crises.
In that respect, U.S. naval doctrine can perhaps be said to resemble the British constitution. It
is, to borrow Lord Hennessy’s magnificent expression, “the hidden wiring”* of U.S. naval
operations — largely unwritten, but clearly understood by those who shoulder the responsibil-
ity of command.

The basic components of the U.S. Navy’s operational paradigm have been in place since
World War II. They have remained stable throughout the Cold War and, to a large extent,
beyond. They can be summarized here in an abridged form, although perhaps not without
inflicting some violence upon them: in wartime, the U.S. Navy would project military power
into the Eurasian rimlands by pushing carrier-centric strike forces far forward, to maintain
operational access and engage the enemy both at sea and on land. Initially, this carrier-centric
strategy had a strategic nuclear component, which was taken over by fleet ballistic missile
submarines in the early 1960s. The second ‘“prong’ of the Navy’s offensive strategy would con-
sist of attack submarines conducting simultaneous offensive operations up to the enemy’s
coastline. A fraction of the surface Navy would be detailed to protect sea lines of communica-
tion. The subordinate principles and methods of U.S. naval operations have largely been de-
rived from these missions and the requirements they create. In limited war, a subset of the
main wartime missions would be executed with an adjusted mix of surge forces as was

deemed appropriate to the situation, while the remainder of the fleet continued to maintain a

# John B. Hattendorf, ed., U.S. Naval Strategy in the 1990s: Selected Documents, Newport Paper 27 (Newport,
RI: Naval War College Press, 2006), 3.
% Peter Hennessy, The Hidden Wiring: Unearthing the British Constitution (London: Indigo, 1996).
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combat-credible presence in other regional “hubs.”*! In peacetime, U.S. naval forces have been
doing much the same thing, without crossing the threshold of actual violence. The basic logic
behind this approach is captured by the concept of “combat-credible forward presence.”>? Any
additional missions were either directly derived from the focus on offensive power projection
at and from the sea, or clearly subordinate to it.>® This operational core of what Huntington
famously called the “transoceanic Navy”* is described in greater detail in the next chapter.
What is important to note here is that, while it is true that the U.S. Navy has been less
enthusiastic than its sister services in codifying its long-standing operational paradigm and
calling the product “doctrine’, the operational paradigm itself is no less real —and no less stable
— than those of the other services. It is embedded in officer education practices, fleet exercises
and war plans (despite the progressive diminution of service responsibility for the latter). Like
the more explicit doctrinal frameworks of the other services, it is supported by elaborate tac-
tics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs) for carrier group operations, the employment of naval
airpower, undersea warfare, and so forth. How the Navy’s prioritization of far-forward, offen-
sive power projection first came about is also explored in the next chapter. How it has evolved

over time will become evident in Chapter 5.

FORCE STRUCTURE

The second variable that shapes naval postures is the availability of an appropriate combina-

tion of platforms and weapons to implement the specified operational priorities. The capital-

51 Peter M. Swartz, “Sea Changes: Transforming U.S. Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775-2002” (CRM
D0006679.A1, CNA/Center for Strategic Studies, Alexandria, VA, 2002), 50-51.

52 Ibid., 48-55, 102-03; Peter M. Swartz, “A Short History of the U.S. Navy in the Cold War (1945-1990): Strat-
egy and Operations” (unpublished working paper, 2014).

% Power projection and sea control are often framed as two separate missions, with the former directed at
the ‘opposite coast’ and the latter at the oceans in between. If the transoceanic concept of naval power is our
reference point — as indeed it should be - this is a false distinction. This point is further explored in Chapter
4.

% Samuel P. Huntington, “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy,” USNI Proceedings 80, no. 5 (1954),
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/1954/may/national-policy-and-transoceanic-navy.
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and technology-intensive nature of naval warfare means that this has often been an overriding
concern. As Lautenschlager has put it, “[w]hereas armies have historically armed and sup-
ported the man, navies have essentially manned and supported the arm.”% Hence, the material
artifacts of naval warfare tell us more about actual capabilities than they do on land. In an as
yet unpublished article, Biddle makes the case that this is also clearly reflected in battle out-
comes over the longue durée.>

The relationship between operational approaches and available forces is complex. Op-
erational thinking that is not based on an estimate of the forces that can be generated for its
implementation is out of touch with reality. At the same time, a version of the operational
paradigm will at least implicitly guide force planners in their definition of requirements. Con-
sequently, the articulation of operational priorities can play an important role in shaping fu-
ture acquisition efforts. Given the expenditures and time horizons involved in bringing new
platforms into the fleet in significant numbers, the lag time between the adaptation of opera-
tional principles and commensurate shifts in the force structure may be a decade or more.
Considering that ships and submarines have realistic service lives of forty to fifty years and
even an individual naval aircraft may last twenty years or more, the operational assumptions
that are made in acquiring them become deeply embedded in the fleet for decades.”” In the
long run, then, force structure choices have a far more pervasive impact on the service-level
operational alternatives that are available than either of the other two elements. While this
effect is mitigated by the flexibility that is built into any multi-mission naval platform, it is
nonetheless likely to be significant. Thus, the adaptation of the operational approach in line
with changing threat perceptions and requirements is both enabled and, potentially, con-

stricted by the force structure element.

% Karl Lautenschldger, “Technology and the Evolution of Naval Warfare,” International Security 8, no.2
(1983), d0i:10.2307/2538594, 5.

5% Stephen Biddle, Military Effectiveness and Naval Warfare, Presentation at the Institute for Security and Con-
flict Studies, George Washington University (2018), https://youtu.be/VQzDcYUDCoM.

5 For a related observation, see Barry R. Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine: France, Britain, and Germany

between the World Wars (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1984), 14.
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DEPLOYMENT PATTERN

Easily the most flexible element of a naval force posture is the preferred pattern of deployment,
which is itself a combination of two variables: the geographic distribution of forces and the
mode of deployment, which can be permanent, rotational, or reactive, to give just a few exam-
ples. Naval forces configured for long and far-flung deployments can be shifted from one the-
ater to another with relative ease and sustained there as necessary, provided that an adequate
logistical infrastructure is in place. As a result, this element of a naval posture can — at least in
theory — be reconfigured within just a few weeks. The U.S. Navy in the postwar decades has
come quite close to this ideal. The ability to quickly establish a new center of gravity for naval
operations was demonstrated on numerous occasions during the Cold War era, from the many
instances of short-term augmented presence due to regional tensions to the massive five-car-
rier concentrations that were not unusual during the more intense phases of the air war against
North Vietnam. In practice, the main hubs for U.S. naval operations — the North Atlantic with
its marginal seas and the Western Pacific — have remained in place from the early 1950s on-
ward, with several marked changes in emphasis occurring between and within them.>® The
fact that naval patterns of deployment can be adapted at fairly short notice and with limited
political consequences may be able to partially compensate for force structure adaptations that
are slow to materialize. It can, thus, be an important enabler of posture change, especially in

the short- to medium-term.

FUNCTIONS OF POSTURE PLANNING

A military organization’s force posture is the face it shows to its potential opponents and, as
such, it will have a significant impact on the course of strategic interaction, whether it is in

peacetime, in a crisis or in a war. As far as this external face is concerned, we will differentiate

% Swartz, “Sea Changes,” 48-53. For an updated and expanded version, see Peter M. Swartz, “U.S. Navy
Deployment Strategy Options: Based on a Historical Analysis from 1775” (CNA, Alexandria, VA, 2013), 65-
79.
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five functions, which are analytically distinct, even if they partially overlap in practice. The
generic external functions of a given posture are deterrence, assurance, military stability, warf-
ighting, and war termination. (As we have seen, a posture also has important domestic and
internal functions, in that it provides direction and serves as a justification for budgetary re-
quirements.) To understand how the various requirements may shape the options that are
available for competitive adaptation, we will briefly discuss each of these five functions in
turn.

The deterrent function is to ensure that the opponent will consider the initiation of a con-
tlict too costly or unlikely to produce sufficient gains to justify a military roll of the dice. Two
approaches are often differentiated in the deterrence literature: deterrence by denial and deter-
rence by punishment.®® While the former seeks to instill in a potential attacker the belief that he
will be unable to attain his war aims with acceptable losses and within an acceptable time
frame, the latter relies on the threat of unacceptable damage to the attacker’s society, economy
or system of government.® Depending on the exact circumstances, naval forces can pose
threats of denial at sea — primarily by means of effective undersea, anti-air and anti-surface
warfare — or on land, by means of strike warfare, close air support of friendly ground forces,
and theater nuclear attack. They can also threaten punishment by means of close or (especially
since the late 19% century) distant blockade, commerce raiding, and — most importantly — stra-
tegic nuclear attack.®> The ability to have recourse to some or all these approaches is commu-

nicated through forward presence, exercises and demonstrations, and declaratory strategy. In

% To the planners’ credit, these functions were explicitly addressed in the design of the 1980s Maritime Strat-
egy. See e.g. John B. Hattendorf and Peter M. Swartz, eds., U.S. Naval Strategy in the 1980s: Selected Documents,
Newport Paper 33 (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2008), 162-91. As we will see, the Maritime Strat-
egy also remains an excellent case study of the difficulties of reconciling the partially incongruous require-
ments created by the five functions.

¢ Lawrence Freedman, Deterrence (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2004), 37.

61 Ibid. On conventional forces and deterrence by denial, see also John J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983), 23-65.

62 The whole range of employment options for naval forces that can ultimately also provide building blocks
for deterrence is aptly summarized in Till, Seapower, 157-220; Ian Speller, Understanding Naval Warfare (Lon-
don: Routledge, 2019), 115-68.
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the nuclear era, more than ever, the deterrent function has come to take center stage in posture
planning.

The assurance function represents a naval posture’s contribution to alliance politics. It is
distinct from the deterrent function in that it serves the positive purpose of convincing allies
and partners of the earnestness of declared security commitments and the military ability to
follow through on them. While effective deterrence manipulates fear to maintain stability, ef-
fective assurance takes into account the strategic and domestic-political needs of one’s
friends.®® The means by which this is accomplished partially resemble those necessary for the
deterrent function, but they can go well beyond the minimum requirements for deterrence
alone: presence arrangements, regular combined exercises, political and military-to-military
exchanges, provisions for interoperability, and responsive declaratory policies can all make an
important contribution to assurance.

The military stability function of posture planning existed before the nuclear revolution,
but its importance has increased considerably as a result of it. In a crisis, some types of postures
are believed to create incentives for the opponent to strike or otherwise move first. % In the
naval realm, surging forces out to sea as early as possible may offer important advantages in
terms of survivability, as well as during the early phases of conflict. On the other hand, any
indications of mobilization can lead to a strong military reaction on the other side and the crisis
might be deepened as a result. At sea, ‘getting in the first blow’” may also offer greater ad-

vantages than in other operational spheres. Hughes counts it among his “great constants” of

® See Jeffrey W. Knopf, “Varieties of Assurance,” Journal of Strategic Studies 35, no.3 (2012),
doi:10.1080/01402390.2011.643567, 375-99. Interestingly enough, assurance is not nearly as well understood
as some of the other functions.

¢4 Richard Ned Lebow, Nuclear Crisis Management: A Dangerous Illusion (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1987); Stephen van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of Conflict (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1999), 35-71; Lebow, Nuclear Crisis Management, 75-103; Glenn A. Kent and David E. Thaler, First Strike Stabil-
ity: A Methodology for Evaluating Strategic Forces (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 1989); Forrest E. Morgan, Crisis
Stability and Long-Range Strike: A Comparative Analysis of Fighters, Bombers, and Missiles (Santa Monica, CA:
RAND, 2013).
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naval warfare that “[a]t sea the essence of tactical success has been the first application of ef-
fective offensive force.”®> A posture that is configured for conflict prevention first and warf-
ighting second should be based on an awareness of these dynamics, even where potentially
destabilizing effects cannot be entirely avoided.

The warfighting function is perhaps the most straightforward one in theory, though not
necessarily so in practice. Forces that are primarily configured for deterrence and assurance
will have an inherent warfighting potential, as neither of the other functions can be effectively
supported if they do not.®® Whether they have sufficient training, munitions and logistics sup-
port, whether their systems work as intended in a combat situation, and whether commanders
who excel at managing their forces in a peacetime forward presence scenario will be effective
in a wartime environment are very different questions, however. Posture planning can address
them only partially. What an adequate warfighting posture can ensure is that the right types
of forces will be available early enough and close enough to the prospective area of conflict to
make a difference, and that those forces will understand how to fight and sell their lives dearly
in the initial phases of combat. Wartime adjustments of some magnitude will probably be un-
avoidable, but peacetime posture planning can nonetheless create the preconditions for suc-
cess in war — or fail to create them, even with a posture that adequately fulfils the three
previous functions.

Finally, the war termination function points to the requirement of fighting a war in such
a way as to allow for its conclusion once the most important objectives have been attained, and
before it reaches levels of intensity that will preclude a negotiated peace of some kind.* If a

posture prefigures an operational approach that is highly escalatory or forces the opponent to

¢ Hughes and Girrier, Fleet Tactics and Naval Operations, 194.

% For an interpretation of Soviet views on this linkage, which remains instructive, see Benjamin S. Lambeth,
“How to Think About Soviet Military Doctrine” (RAND, Santa Monica, CA, 1978), 6-8.

¢ On the theory and practice of war termination, see e.g. Paul R. Pillar, Negotiating Peace: War Termination as
a Bargaining Process, Princeton legacy library (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1983); Stephen J.
Cimbala, ed., Strategic War Termination (New York, NY: Praeger, 1986); Stephen J. Cimbala, Nuclear War Ter-
mination: Concepts, Controversies and Conclusions (Canberra: Research School of Pacif. Studies Australian Na-
tional University, 1989); Hein Erich Goemans, War and Punishment: The Causes of War Termination and the First
World War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000); Dan Reiter, How Wars End (Princeton, NJ: Prince-
ton University Press, 2009).
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commit to total victory, it can be both military effective and self-defeating at the same time.
Between nuclear-armed opponents, the possibility that a given posture might be so effective
during the conventional phase that it forces the enemy to employ nuclear weapons deserves
particular consideration. While the possibility that war termination might be the result of mu-
tual societal exhaustion after a nuclear exchange may serve the purposes of pre-war deterrence
extremely well, a deterrence failure is always possible and a posture that is more prone to loss
of control during the initial phases of a conflict has distinct disadvantages once war termina-
tion short of nuclear near-extinction scenarios becomes a realistic concern.

This observation points to perhaps the most important dilemma military leaders face in
devising an adequate force posture. Ideally, all five external functions would be well-inte-
grated, and the approaches selected on serving one of them would be fully compatible with
all the others.® In practice, this is unlikely to be the case. Thus, forces that are fully adequate
for deterrence might be left with a set of unacceptable military alternatives if deterrence fails.
Forces that may strike the perfect balance between warfighting potential and restraint to sat-
isfy the assurance function may not deter a risk-prone adversary. Forces that are configured
to win as quickly and a cheaply as possible may be confronted with a choice of striking first or
losing their main advantage. And a posture that greatly improves the level of crisis stability
may not have sufficient offensive potential to win quickly, if the opponent initiates war for
reasons that have little to do with the fear of being struck first. A posture that fails to ade-
quately cover one or more of the five external functions is unbalanced — perhaps dangerously
so. Yet fully covering all of them at the same time may not be possible, or prohibitively expen-
sive. The extent to which the inevitable tensions between the different functions are taken into
account and managed is the best measurement of the functional adequacy of a posture. No pos-
ture can serve all five functions equally well, but a posture that is based on an awareness of all

of them and seeks a balance that does not casually neglect any of them is perhaps less likely to

6 On the basic tensions that make political-military integration difficult, see Posen, The Sources of Military
Doctrine, 51-54.
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lead to negative outcomes in a peacetime, crisis or wartime situation than one that is com-
pletely geared towards some dimensions of functionality to the exclusion of others.

Now that we know what to look for in the course of the process tracing effort, the most
important question that remains to be answered concerns the need for supporting methods:
given that the available evidence on the operational approaches, force structures and deploy-
ment patterns of both competitors — and of the Soviet side in particular - is bound to be incom-
plete and often contradictory, how can we make sense of it all? The remainder of this chapter is
an attempt to specify ways of deriving inferences of sufficient quality from our uneven evi-

dentiary base, as well as the limits that this effort inevitably faces.

3.4.3 Hardware analysis

The first and, at least in some respects, least problematic of the supporting methods that we
will be relying on is hardware analysis. The basic idea behind this method is simple: if it is true
that “navies have essentially manned and supported the arm,”® as Lautenschldger found,
there should be a considerable amount of useful information embedded in platforms and
weapons, as well as in the processes by which they were developed, procured, built and up-
graded over time. Far from belonging into the much-maligned category of “bean counting””
exercises, hardware analysis is about making substantial inferences from observed choices concern-
ing naval systems. To arrive at such inferences, however, we need to go well beyond the simple
description of the opponent’s force structures, or how they developed over time. As Epstein
has emphasized “a mere enumeration of peacetime inventories [...] does not constitute an anal-
ysis of military capabilities.””* Rather, it is the organizational assumptions and preferences that go
into weapons development that an analysis of naval platforms and weapon systems should try to

unearth. The ambition is to arrive at a better understanding of the other dimensions of a naval

® Lautenschldger, “Technology and the Evolution of Naval Warfare,” 5.

70 Joshua M. Epstein, Measuring Military Power: The Soviet Air Threat to Europe (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1984), 131.

7t Ibid. Emphasis in the original.
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posture, especially operational doctrine and likely force employment, and perhaps also of the
threat perceptions and policies driving them.

There have been many attempts at good hardware analysis, but Michael MccGwire’s
writings come closest to presenting a coherent system for analyzing Soviet naval force structure
developments and deriving meaning from them. MccGwire is widely recognized as one of the
most accomplished naval analysts of the Cold War period and, along with Robert Herrick and
James McConnell, has been called a “seminal practitioner of the art of understanding the So-
viet Navy.””2 His contributions are spread out among a substantial body of work that will be
cited throughout this study. It is possible, however, to introduce the main concepts and basic
tools here, both to demonstrate the considerable utility of this approach and to lay bare its
limitations. The section will also discuss possible alternatives to the approach proposed by
MccGwire and look into some of the criticisms that have been made both of this approach, and

of hardware analyses more generally.

THE MCCGWIRE APPROACH

The central idea of MccGwire’s approach to hardware analysis is that warships and shipbuild-
ing are the concrete expression of organizational perceptions, decisions and preferences,

which in turn are the key to understanding Soviet naval policy.” In his own words, “[t]he

72 Bradford Dismukes, “Introduction,” in George, The Soviet and Other Communist Navies, 3. Dismukes’ short
account provides perhaps the best direct comparison of the contrasting approaches of these three key think-
ers.

73 This is most clearly expressed in Michael MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Mi-
chael MccGwire, Soviet Naval Developments, 176-209. The section relies heavily on this account. See also Mi-
chael MccGwire, “Current Soviet Warship Construction,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval Developments,
136-43; Michael MccGwire, “Comparative Warship Building Programs,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval
Developments, 144-51; Michael MccGwire, “Parallel Naval Developments,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval
Developments, 163-71; Michael MccGwire, “Current Soviet Warship Construction and Naval Weapons Devel-
opment,” in MccGwire; Booth; McDonnell, Soviet Naval Policy, 424-51; Michael MccGwire, “Comparative Na-
val Building Programs: East and West,” in MccGwire; McDonnell, Soviet Naval Influence, 327-36; Michael
MccGwire, “Soviet Naval Programs,” in MccGwire; McDonnell, Soviet Naval Influence, 337-63; Michael
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number and characteristics of different types or classes of ships reflect the mix of operational
requirements that was accepted at the time the production-design of each was finalized or
subsequently modified.””* He believed that, by relating the overall patterns of shipbuilding
and the characteristics of successive classes of warships to information about force employ-
ment and operational activities, the core content of naval policy could be reconstructed with
relative precision. His detailed assessment of Soviet naval developments, based in large part
on this approach, remains as impressive today as it was forty-five years ago. Just as im-
portantly, MccGwire provided a rather substantial collection of rules-of-thumb, which are all
the more credible as a result of his experience as head of the Soviet Naval Intelligence Section
in the British Defence Intelligence Staff from 1965-67.7> While some of his findings are open to
debate, the analytical tools that he provided have lost none of their utility — especially as far as
the unresolved challenge of understanding Soviet moves based on imperfect information is
concerned.

How, then, can hardware analysis help us understand U.S.-Soviet competitive adapta-
tion cycles today? The first challenge — then as now — is to trace observed trends backwards to
decisions about posture. While deployment patterns can be adapted relatively quickly, opera-
tional paradigms take, at the very least, several years to change, and force structures are much
more stable yet. The implication is that “[a] shift in the pattern of operational employment of
ships already deployed cannot of itself be taken as evidence of a fundamental change in naval
policy rather than a desire to maximize the return on existing policy investments.””® Therefore,

the evidence for a major posture change is much stronger once it begins to manifests itself in

MccGwire, Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Policy (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1987), esp. 406-
47. For additional context and some notes on the history of the method, see Ken Booth, “A Cold War Life,
And Beyond,” in Statecraft and Security: The Cold War and Beyond, ed. Ken Booth (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1998), esp. 99-100.

74 Michael MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval De-
velopments, 176.

7> Booth, “A Cold War Life, And Beyond,” 93.

76 Michael MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval De-
velopments, 205.
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the force structure. This makes hardware analysis a method of choice in ascertaining such
shifts — but not one that is without its downsides and challenges.

The first challenge is that shipbuilding is subject to significant “lead times,””” which
need to be quantified in order to relate observations to decisions. MccGwire’s rule-of-thumb
was that a new ship design would take eight to twelve years to come to fruition, from the
specifications of requirements to the delivery of the first vessel.”® Based on this rule, we can
expect that it will take up to fifteen years for the initial decision to implement a major change
to unmistakably manifest itself in the fleet, with purposely designed fighting units becoming
available in numbers. We can extend the same principle to aircraft and technically complex
weapons systems as well, although the lead times will differ to an extent. A rule-of-thumb,
however, is just that. To arrive at a reliable understanding of the underlying naval planning
processes, we will at times have to go into considerable detail in the following chapters.

To complicate matters further, a decision to embark on new building programs or sig-
nificantly change already existing programs will bump up against ongoing production pro-
cesses. Because major subsystems and components are themselves subject to substantial lead
times as well, programs may not immediately be brought to a halt, even if operational require-
ments have changed radically, because it would be both difficult and uneconomical to do so.
MccGwire calls this “pipeline inertia.””” His estimate was that platforms would continue to be
produced for another two years after a decision to cancel — possibly longer, depending on the
exact nature of the program. Also, the cancellation of a program less than four years before
production start-up could be expected to have significant ramifications for the military ship-
building sector.®° All of these considerations would clearly limit the degree of freedom that a
navy has in reshaping its force structures, even after a decision has been made. The Soviet

system may have been even more sluggish than Western systems in dealing with large-scale

77 Ibid., 180.
78 Ibid.
7 Ibid., 181.
80 Jbid.
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readjustments. The basic realities of lead times and pipeline inertia are not primarily a conse-
quence of a nation’s organization of its political economy, however, but instead a function of
the sheer complexity of building modern warships, submarines, aircraft, and guided muni-
tions with any efficiency.

Additional limitations result from the minimum economical size of a building program
and the number of units a single production line can put out in a given timeframe. For the
VMF during the 1960s, MccGwire estimates that production runs of less than four to six for
large surfaces ships, twelve to sixteen for destroyers and similarly sized vessels, twenty-five
to thirty for nuclear submarines, and forty to fifty for diesel submarines should be considered
irregular.®! While such irregularities need not indicate a major shift, they warrant particular
attention.®? As we will see, a significant number of building programs veered radically off their
expected paths and each of these instances acts as an important marker in our reconstruction
of the dynamics of U.S.-Soviet naval competition.

MccGwire’s account also tells us that each active production line for the VMF could be
expected to churn out a nuclear submarine or destroyer-sized surface vessel every two years.*
Of course, smaller or simpler vessels could be produced faster, but even diesel-electric subma-
rines still took about a year to complete during the 1960s.3 This allows us to arrive at the pre-
liminary deduction that the main alternatives available to decision-makers were either the
economical option of a relatively slow and steady production run resulting in a gentle upward
curve in capability, or a crash program utilizing a much larger number of parallel production
lines, with accumulating costs for tooling, skilled personnel, and so forth. The latter would
probably be justifiable if war was expected within a five- to ten-year period, and rather waste-
ful if it was not. Even in the case of a diesel submarine program, a manifold expansion of
production capacities would have been required to accomplish a steep increase in numbers

within a decade or less. As we shall see, the Soviet shipbuilding sector showed itself capable

81 Ibid., 182.
8 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
8 Jbid.
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of such an expansion during the 1950s, but the observed pattern was generally along the lines
of the first option thereafter.

Perhaps because a succession of such essentially ‘normal” production runs would not
have increased the operational capability of the VMF fast enough, MccGwire found that the
Soviets had developed a specific design philosophy. Instead of fully developing successive
‘generations’ of platforms, they would rush new designs into production as quickly as possible
and then successively increase their capabilities during the production run by applying im-
proved subsystems as they became available.®> As a result, the new platforms would not ini-
tially realize their full potential. MccGwire’s verdict that “the Russians are great bluffers, and
know that their opponents must credit them with the capability inherent in a weapon’s external design
even if it turns out to be of limited operational value in practice”®® should always be kept in
mind.

Finally, there is one further technical limitation that MccGwire put particular emphasis
on in his later assessments of Soviet shipbuilding. Moving away from his more holistic assess-
ments of Soviet shipbuilding during the early to mid-1970s, he found the VMF’s apportion-
ment of a particularly scarce resource — namely, nuclear reactors — to be useful in
reconstructing Soviet naval policy.®” Based on the allocation of 20 reactors per year, which was
a known parameter derived from Western intelligence assessments he judged reliable, he was
able to account for many of the twists and turns of the VMF’s submarine building program
from 1957 to 1982.8 While this was a rather sparse account that has been partially overtaken
by the sources that have since come to light, it provided an internally consistent explanation
and projection of Soviet submarine building, at a time when neither was easily available. As
is the case with MccGwire’s earlier assessments, the underlying logic has largely stood the test

of time.

8 Jbid., 183-84.

8 Ibid., 183. Emphasis added.

8 This is evident in MccGwire's Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Policy, esp. 426-38.
8 Ibid.
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Moving beyond the pattern of naval acquisitions itself, how did a leading analyst be-
lieve they could be related to naval policy choices? For this next step, MccGwire outlined what
he called “minimum-requirements testing.”® The basic assumptions that underpin this ap-
proach are extremely well compatible with the causal model that guides our investigation. He
takes as his starting point the observation that

“[t]he security of the homeland is the irreducible core of any national strategy and has
first call on the allocation of resources to military procurement and to the shaping of de-
fense policy. Assessments of naval policy can start from this general rule and then look to
see what other reasons there may be besides. In the case of the Soviet Navy, there is the
additional constraint of Western maritime preponderance, which was overwhelming in
1945 and has persisted in varying degrees ever since. [...] Any Soviet naval staff that did not

work out its contemporary operational concepts and future force requirements with this threat in

mind would be negligent in its duty.”

As a result, MccGwire finds that the first step in relating hardware to policy should be to ex-
amine the fit between the reasonable requirements for homeland defense and the actual build-

ing programs. This entails four steps, which can be summarized as follows:

(1) to see whether the threat and the reactions to it are reasonable in line with one
another;
(2) to ascertain whether the capabilities that are being acquired exceed the plau-

sible requirements for defense;

3) to establish to what extent the capability profile is specialized for defense or

geared towards a more flexible employment concept; and

4) to see how the forces in question are actually being used and whether their

operational employment lines up with their original design.”!

8 Michael MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval De-
velopments, 195-98.

% Ibid., 195. Emphasis added.

91 Tbid., 196.
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MccGwire is explicit about the fact that such a ‘requirements test’ may not, by itself, yield an
unambiguous assessment and should thus be correlated with other types of evidence.”? As will
be discussed in the next chapter, the ambiguities that are associated with an increasingly ca-
pable defensive posture was, in many ways, at the heart of the Cold War competition at sea.
A final, recurring element of MccGwire’s assessments is the idea of “decision peri-
ods,”* which provide the main interface between the political and naval spheres. While it is
tempting to frame these as the central decision points for competitive posture change as well,
the empirics are unfortunately more complex than that. We will come back to this matter in
the following chapters. For the time being, however, it should be stated unambiguously that
the present study does not share MccGwire’s ambition of leveraging hardware analysis to re-
construct the evolution of the Soviet Union’s overall naval policy. Although there is some over-
lap, our focus on the interactions between U.S. and Soviet naval postures is both more
circumscribed and geared towards a different aim — namely, to retrospectively uncover why
and how the U.S. Navy managed to stay ahead of its challenger in the competition for opera-
tional access to the European continent. Hence, Soviet policy decisions at the central govern-
mental level are of interest primarily due to of their knock-on effects at the level of naval
posture, which are transmitted through some of the modifying variables in particular. These
decisions are not, however, a main subject of our investigation. As a result, rather than consid-
ering it in depth here, we will rely on MccGwire’s identification of Soviet political ‘decision

periods’ as supporting evidence in later chapters.

92 Tbid., 207.

% MccGwire, Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Policy, esp. 22-29, 381-447; Michael MccGwire, “Contingency
Plans for World War,” in George, The Soviet and Other Communist Navies, 61-81; Michael MccGwire, “The
Evolution of Soviet Naval Policy: 1960-74,” in MccGwire; Booth; McDonnell, Soviet Naval Policy; Michael
MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval Developments,
198-204.
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ALTERNATIVE TAKES ON HARDWARE ANALYSIS

Besides the tools and perspective introduced by Michael MccGwire, there are several other
avenues for hardware analysis that are open to us. The first and most technically developed of
these is the detailed application of naval engineering techniques. This is an approach that was
well-developed during the Cold War, and that has also continued to evolve. Based on an es-
tablished, scientific methodology and extensive engineering knowledge, this literature pro-
vides far and away the best assessments of what is technologically possible and sensible, and
how shipbuilding could be expected to evolve on the ground. In some cases, valuable compar-
ative assessments were done, as were detailed analyses of individual platforms from an engi-
neering perspective.” The main edge of this literature over MccGwire’s approach is its acute
awareness of how design limitations may lead to choices that are not of a strictly military-
organizational nature at all. The analysis of nationally specific design philosophies can also
yield interesting results. At the same time, a preoccupation with the details of design trade-
offs and a strong reliance on established technical indicators also leads to a uniquely narrow
and specific outlook, with few exceptions. These analyses are best adduced as evidence, rather
than adopting the methodology as such.

A more recent example of a contribution that does manage to combine social science
with an awareness of naval engineering concepts and shipbuilding indicators, and to do so
harmonically, is Kirchberger’s study of Chinese naval development.?”> Her study also intro-

duces an alternative perspective on the overall pattern of shipbuilding activity, in the form of

% See, e.g. Nigel Brodeur, “Comparative Capabilities of Soviet and Western Weapon Systems,” in MccGwire;
Booth; McDonnell, Soviet Naval Policy, 452-70; James W. Kehoe, “Warship Design: Ours and Theirs,” in
MccGwire; McDonnell, Soviet Naval Influence, 364-86. For a more detailed study on a single platform, see
Herbert A. Meier, “Methodology for Analyzing Foreign Warships,” in MccGwire; McDonnell, Soviet Naval
Influence, 394-98; Reuven Leopold, “U.S. Naval Ship Design: One Viewpoint,” in The Other Arms Race: New
Technologies and Non-Nuclear Conflict, ed. Geoffrey Kemp, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff and Uri Ra'anan (Lexington,
MA: Lexington Books, 1975), 57-75; James W. Kehoe and Kenneth S. Brower, “Warship Design in the Future,”
in The U.S. Navy: The View from the Mid-1980s, ed. James L. George (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1985), 141-63.
Relevant periodicals include Maritime Defence International and the Naval Engineers Journal,

9% Kirchberger, Assessing China’s Naval Power.
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force structure analysis.”® To accomplish this, Kirchberger groups PLAN vessels “according to
vessel types and classes, age structure, and technological standards,”®” which provides a val-
uable backdrop of more detailed discussions of combat capability. While the capability analy-
sis she builds on top of this foundation is of a high standard throughout, the main technical
indicator itself — fleet age structure — raises a concern that also applies to other such indicators:
unless it is very carefully contextualized, it is prone to misrepresentation in what MccGwire
would call a “colonel’s fallacy.”*® By this, he means the widespread tendency of senior military
officers and bureaucrats to remain stuck in a mid-level planner’s frame of mind, where “the
concern is properly for an opponent’s capabilities, with hostile intentions taken for granted.
But while worst-case analysis is appropriate to contingency planning, it is wholly inappropri-
ate at the politico-strategic or ‘ministerial” level of analysis.”* Because the fleet age structure
of any fast-modernizing navy will show an improving profile over time, its cooptation as part
of a “colonel’s fallacy” would result in any such force appearing aggressive, even if the behavior
of an opposing party is actually wholly consistent with a defensive posture. Because the ‘colo-
nel’s fallacy’ is a common error of reasoning in military analysis, MccGwire would argue that
requirements testing should not be left to others, but instead be performed by the analyst ‘at
the source’. In this frame of mind, “[a]n opponent’s military capabilities are not ignored, but
they are measured against his security requirements to discover whether there is any surplus
that would indicate an aggressive plan of action.”'® An integrated approach to capability anal-
ysis and requirements testing makes it much less likely that a good indicator will end up as
key evidence for the bad analyses of third parties.

This brings us to the second alternative approach to hardware analysis, which has
spawned a wealth of platform- or weapon-centric accounts of technological developments during the

Cold War at sea. The best of these works also exhibit a deep understanding of operational

% Tbid., 182-233.

7 Ibid., 182.

% MccGwire, Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Policy, 367.
» Tbid.

100 Tbid.
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concepts and activities. As such, they combine some elements of MccGwire’s high-level anal-
yses with a greater affinity for the engineering mindset of shipbuilding practitioners. Most of
the accounts in question are quite specific, although some have attempted to provide an over-
view of the entire period (or large segments of it).!" While their analyses of the U.S.-Soviet
competition as a whole tend to be fragmentary, they point to the importance of factors that
MccGwire was undoubtedly aware of, but which he does not examine in the same detail as
other hardware analyses do. Many of these factors will be repeatedly referred to in the follow-
ing chapters, including:
= propulsion choices and their impact on range and speed, as they relate to capa-
bility profile;
* the capabilities of weapons and munitions carried and the implications of maga-
zine size;
* the quality of sensors and other electronics, and the prickly question of targeting
modalities;
* considerations of survivability, as they relate to platform size and other design
choices;

* mutual dependencies and networking of platforms, be it as a force multiplier or a
liability.

Together, these design features provide substantial insights into force employment principles
and operational patterns, which can only add to our understanding of posture developments
overall. In addition to the major works of this subgenre of hardware analysis, which are re-
ferred to repeatedly throughout the empirical chapters of this study, there are countless exam-
ples of more ad hoc hardware analyses to be found, for the most part, in professional periodicals

like USNI Proceedings. These often provide valuable insights on much more specific matters

and which will be selectively referred to where suitable. On the whole, this category provides

101 Some excellent examples include Norman Friedman, Modern Warship: Design and Development (Greenwich:
Conway Maritime, 1979); Norman Friedman, Submarine Design and Development (Annapolis, MD: Naval In-
stitute Press, 1984); Norman Friedman, The Postwar Naval Revolution (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press,
1986); Robert Gardiner and Norman Friedman, eds., Navies in the Nuclear Age: Warships since 1945 (London:
Conway Maritime, 1993); Terzibaschitsch, Stefan. Kampfsysteme der US Navy: Waffen und Elektronik auf ameri-
kanischen Kriegsschiffen. Hamburg: Koehler, 2001.
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a treasure trove of quality evidence but, for the most part, these contributions lack MccGwire’s
acute sense for the bigger picture.

The third, and potentially most interesting, avenue that should be mentioned here is
wargaming. This is fundamentally unlike any of the traditional, paper-based approaches out-
lined here, but potentially compatible with all of them. Wargames simulate “an intellectual
battle which approximates the experience of command in times of war, where players control
game elements that represent forces in combat.”!? Starting out in the 18% century as vastly
expanded versions of boardgames like chess, wargames have been an established and institu-
tionalized method for military training and experimentation since the late 19" century.1 At
the U.S. Naval War College, wargaming dates back to the times of Mahan. In the run-up to the
Pacific War, the U.S. Navy gamed out successive versions of War Plan Orange against Japan,
experimenting extensively with different options.’** The Imperial Japanese Navy (IJN) did not
permit its commanders the same degree of intellectual freedom in toying with alternative op-
tions, but wargaming nonetheless played a prominent role — including in the operational de-
sign phase for the Pearl Harbor raid.!> The reliance on naval wargaming continued during the
Cold War years.'%

What makes wargaming an interesting approach for posture analysis, however, is not
so much its use in a military context, which is widely known and accepted. It is the widespread
availability of sophisticated game designs in the unclassified sphere, and the increasing ac-

ceptance of wargaming as a method that can be used productively in an academic context.!%”

12 Jon Peterson, “A Game Out of All Proportions: How a Hobby Miniaturized War,” in Harrigan; Kirschen-
baum; Dunnigan, Zones of Control, 3.

103 For a solid history, see ibid., 3-31; Philipp von Hilgers, War Games: A History of War on Paper (Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, 2012). On the basic approach of U.S. naval wargaming see Francis J. McHugh, U.S. Navy
Fundamentals of War Gaming (New York, NY: Skyhorse, 2013).

104 See Norman Friedman, Winning a Future War: War Gaming and Victory in the Pacific (Washington, DC: Naval
History and Heritage Command, 2019).

15 Alan D. Zimm, The Attack on Pearl Harbour: Strategy, Combat, Myths, Deceptions (Havertown, PA: Casemate,
2013), 71-82.

106 See e.g. Hal M. Friedman, Blue versus Purple: The U.S. Naval War College, the Soviet Union, and the New Enemy
in the Pacific (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2017).

107 This achievement is at least in part down to Sabin’s contributions including Philip Sabin, “Wargames as
an Academic Instrument,” in Harrigan; Kirschenbaum; Dunnigan, Zones of Control, 421-37; Philip Sabin, Sim-
ulating War: Studying Conflict through Simulation Games (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2014).
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The naval game system that remains the most capable — certainly as far as relating Cold War-
era hardware to defense requirements, or testing the effects of alternative platforms, weapons
and force structure concepts in concrete scenarios is concerned — is the Harpoon family of
games.'® Developed by Larry Bond and first published in 1981, Harpoon has gone through
several major updates and is still being developed further, with its version 4.2 expected in the
near future. Originally a tabletop game, it has also been fully digitized since. As far as the
tabletop version is concerned, the Harpoon system provides an extremely detailed simulation
of modern naval combat, with a 120-page rulebook that is open to all manner of additional

adaptations. In short, it makes one of the best cases in point for Sabin’s claim that

“simulation modelling is a far more ambitious process than mere narrative description of

the events concerned. Wargames bestow in miniature the almost God-like ability to re-

wind time over and over again and to experiment with all kinds of random variations and

alternative decisions, thereby creating the ultimate counterfactual sandbox.”%
The only real downside of wargaming as a supporting research method is the massive invest-
ment of time and intellectual resources that it requires, which makes it a difficult path to tread
for an individual researcher. The best evidence of what is involved in making wargaming ‘de-
liver’ as a method comes from a case in which it was arguably used to good effect: in the writ-
ing of Tom Clancy’s now-classic World War IIl novel Red Storm Rising. The players in this case
were a mixed group of professional military analysts and seasoned Harpoon players, a full
dozen strong, who played a single scenario — a saturation Tu-22M Backfire raid on a U.S./UK
carrier battle group — three times. This included performing a good portion of the staff work
that would have gone in developing the concept for such an attack in real life.!? For validation

purposes, in particular, such a sustained group effort is difficult to avoid. Having said that,

108 For an overview, see Don R. Gilman, “Harpoon: An Original Serious Game,” in Harrigan; Kirschenbaum;
Dunnigan, Zones of Control, 209-19. Currently the most interesting version to work with in a Cold War setting
is High Tide: The Cold War, 1980-1989 — A Decade of Naval Confrontation (Clash of Arms Games, 2003), which
includes an excellent collection of technical data as well.

109 Sabin, Simulating War, 55. Emphasis added.

10 Larry Bond, Dance of the Vampires: A 1985 Cold War Harpoon Scenario (The Admiralty Trilogy Group, 2013),
2-3; For the Clancy narrative, see Tom Clancy, Red Storm Rising (New York, NY: Berkley Books, 1987), chapter
20.
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recent advances in “civilianized” computer wargaming, such as WarfareSims” Command: Mod-
ern Air/Naval Operations follow-on to the Harpoon series may render the use of wargaming in
Cold War naval research a more manageable proposition in the future.

All things considered, there is much to be learned from each of the additional catego-
ries of hardware-centric analytical approaches and tools discussed in this section. The ap-
proach that is ultimately used throughout this study will emphasize three elements in
particular that may not have received the full attention they deserve in MccGwire’s frame-

work:

(1) We should realize that design trade-offs are pervasive in naval (and aerospace)
engineering and that the features of naval platforms are subject not only to opera-
tional requirements but also to stringent physical limitations that may be impossi-
ble to overcome within the constraints of a given set of parameters. Not every
prominent characteristic of a system is necessarily or primarily going to be tracea-

ble to military or political-strategic considerations.

(2) The relevance of a systematic examination of the main technical characteristics of
individual platforms, in addition to the overall pattern of construction, should also
be underlined. Having said that, the nature and format of the study do impose
certain limits on this ambition. At the end of the day, it is the competitive dynamics
of posture change that we are interested in, not the evolving applications of mili-

tary technology per se.

3) Wargaming approaches would underscore the interactive nature of naval opera-
tions and the contingency of battle outcomes, which makes it difficult to arrive at
firm conclusions as to the best, most plausible, or most likely courses of action in
any given situation. The fact that the most likely outcome, if he could re-fight a battle
fiftty or one hundred times, would be a narrow victory does not ease a com-
mander’s real-world burden of responsibility. Given that a paper study can only
consider a limited number of scenarios in any detail and will convey a picture that
is necessarily selective, even in a long-form account, some humility is in order
when making assessments about plausible alternative realities that ultimately did

not come to pass.

M WarfareSims.com, “C:MANO Professional, ~Academic & Student Edition,” http://www.war-
faresims.com/?page_id=3822.
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In the next section, we will have to address some of the most prominent criticisms that have
been made of hardware-based analyses in general, and of MccGwire’s requirements testing

approach in particular.

CRITICISMS AND CAVEATS

Several criticisms have been made of MccGwire’s work on shipbuilding and force structure
analysis, and of hardware analysis more broadly — some of them valid, others not. Perhaps the
most common criticism concerns the comparative reliability of findings derived from different
types of evidence. In one such passage, Ranft and Till write that “[t]he main problem is that
the evidence is intrinsically ambiguous, whether it is derived from what the Russians have got
or from what they say and do.”"2 That is undoubtedly true. Hardware and acquisition patterns
leave considerable room for interpretation. It is difficult to overlook, however, that all different
types of evidence are not actually created equal. While they are all ambiguous to some extent,
analyses of shipbuilding patterns and capabilities can draw on a substantial accumulation of
‘hard” evidence that is difficult to dismiss out of hand: “[Hardware analysis] is not a panacea.
But because it rests on a firm foundation of physical data, it does provide a relatively concrete
form of reference against which to evaluate and interpret other types of evidence.”''3As a re-
sult, it is reasonable to insist it can lay a solid foundation for inferences from other sources —
especially those that are derived from partial literary evidence that is often much more ambig-
uous. As Booth puts it, “[nJobody, including MccGwire, claims that hardware analysis is a full
indicator [of prospective employment], only the most reliable one at hand.”"** In practice, no
method should be relied on to the exclusion of others. But it is difficult to argue that one should
start from the kind of evidence that leaves more rather than less room for interpretation as to

what the opponent’s main priorities are.

112 Bryan Ranft and Geoffrey Till, The Sea in Soviet Strategy (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1989), 2.

113 Michael MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval De-
velopments. 207.

114 Booth, Navies and Foreign Policy, 184.
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The key point that speaks in favor of hardware analysis is that, while they are ambig-
uous to some extent, capabilities reflect choices about matters of naval posture that are settled enough
to warrant a concrete commitment of scarce public sector resources over a period of ten to fifteen years.
As long as the written record remains fragmentary, there is no better indication of priorities
than that. MccGwire strongly believed that “[we] cannot avoid speculation, but we can control
its quality.”"® In our attempts to control the quality of our speculations, an analysis of how
material resources were actually put to use — how the limited capacity to reshape a naval posture
for the long run was allocated to specific projects — remains the best starting point. Having said
that, and while the order of precedence does matter, there is no doubt that the application of
several methods with their distinct advantages and blind spots will generally produce better
results than the reliance on any individual method can. MccGwire may have been one of the
main practitioners of systematic hardware analysis, but that does not mean that he relied on
this method to the exclusion of others. In fact, he would be the first to insist that hardware
analysis should not be seen as a stand-alone approach. His specific claim was that “the capa-
bility that these ships comprise provides a concrete frame of reference against which to assess
the implications of operational activity and public pronouncements.”"'® While it is true that
establishing such a frame of reference involves interpretations of an ambiguous evidentiary
base — how, in a field of human activity that remains cloaked in secrecy, could it not? — the
central claim itself stands undiminished.

Another criticism that deserves to be restated is that MccGwire relied on a view of the
VMF as “a unitary, value-maximizing fleet-as-actor that deliberately and systematically trans-
lates its requirements into a set of ‘capabilities’.”!!” This is a potentially serious critique that
deserves to be taken seriously. That said, the author of this study has found limited evidence
to this effect. It is true that MccGwire proposed as a reasonable assumption the view that a

military organization would be focused on averting threats to the homeland first and that we

115 Michael MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval De-
velopments, 207.

16 Tbid., 177.

117 Breemer, “Estimating the Soviet Strategic Submarine Missile Threat,” 229.
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should use this as our starting point, rather than the ‘colonel’s fallacy” of assuming that all
rivals’ intentions are aggressive as a matter of course. However, he is quite explicit in stating
that naval policies need not be related to ‘minimum requirements’ at all."'®* How well his view
of the Soviet Navy in particular — the so-called MccGwire thesis, according to which “Soviet
naval development was best understood as a counter to the weapons and doctrines of superior
Western naval power”!"” — stands up to a 21t century review of the available evidence remains
to be seen. As we embark on this review, it is worth remembering Wheeler and Booth's state-
ment that “[i]n practice, there is always much more going on in the development of a country’s
military policy than a logical convergence of external interests and weapons acquisition.” 20
Having said that, there is little reason to second-guess MccGwire’s adoption of a baseline view
of competitors’ behaviors that ascribes to them motives that are not fundamentally different
from our own.

A fourth criticism, also levelled by Jan Breemer, concerns a practical limitation that
applies not just to MccGwire’s approach, but to hardware analyses of all types, and that is
potentially difficult to overcome: they “[presume] accurate intelligence about capabilities.” 12!
Although it is not at all surprising that incidents like the misattribution of certain capabilities
to a new class of vessels occurred throughout the Cold War, and expert disagreements about
novel capabilities are also to be expected, this is clearly not a trivial matter.!> As Mahnken
found in his study of interwar military intelligence, U.S. and other intelligence organizations

have repeatedly missed foreign innovations, in both hardware and doctrine.'> Although the

118 Michael MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval De-
velopments, 196.

119 Booth, “A Cold War Life, And Beyond,” 100.

120 Ken Booth and Nicholas J. Wheeler, The Security Dilemma: Fear, Cooperation, and Trust in World Politics (Ba-
singstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 60.

121 Breemer, “Estimating the Soviet Strategic Submarine Missile Threat,” 230.

12 Breemer mentions the misidentification of the SS-N-14 anti-submarine missile as an anti-ship weapon dur-
ing the 1970s. Ibid.. Given that the S5-N-14 was based on the SS-N-9 ASM and later adapted for anti-ship use
itself, this was hardly a catastrophic intelligence failure.

12 Thomas G. Mahnken, Uncovering Ways of War: U.S. Intelligence and Foreign Military Innovation, 1918-1941
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2002), 11-16. There is a reference to the Cold War at sea on page 16:
“Not until the early 1980s did the U.S. intelligence community realize that the Soviet Union had developed
concepts of naval warfare considerably different from those of the U.S. Navy.” Although it will become evi-
dent that this is not strictly true, this framing is nonetheless reflective of the status of the debate.
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overall record was not catastrophically bad, only four out of the nine innovations examined
were fully uncovered in a timely manner. Three were missed completely.'?* Clearly, this is a
major limitation when dealing with a ‘moving target’, although it is not one that applies to
hardware analyses only. Two factors serve to mitigate the challenge. The first is that MccGwire
essentially proposed a backward-looking approach — he does not claim to be in a position to
keep track of Soviet naval developments in anything close to real-time.'?> While prediction is
a necessity in the context of an entrenched strategic rivalry and deficiencies in methodology
sometimes have to be accepted for what they are, this is also a topic MccGwire approached
with some restraint.!? The second factor applies to the present study in particular, and to his-
torical accounts in general. Once the ‘target” has stopped moving, additional information may
start to come to light in significant quantities, as was indeed the case after the end of the Cold
War. While the research problem at this stage is primarily of academic and historical, rather
than immediate political-military nature, interest in Breemer’s criticism grows progressively
less pertinent as hindsight begins to kick in. Hence, the challenge it poses for our reliance on
hardware analysis after the fact is a manageable one.

A final criticism that can be made of MccGwire’s approach is that, at times, he may
have been too ambitious in his attempt to not only make sense of the VMF’s naval posture, but
to arrive at second-order inferences about Soviet security and defense policy more generally.
While he assiduously avoided the ‘colonel’s fallacy’, his inferences concerning Soviet motives
may sometimes stretch the evidentiary base in different, altogether more subtle ways. Alt-
hough this is more evident where detailed hardware analyses are absent from his texts, and
there certainly were worse offenders in this regard — even among the elite analysts of the Soviet
Navy — the present study nevertheless takes a more circumscribed approach. The bottom line,

however, remains unchanged: in a review of the long-term dynamics of the Cold War at sea,

124 Thid., 162-64.
125 Michael MccGwire, “The Turning Points in Soviet Naval Policy,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval De-
velopments, 178.
126 Thid., 196-97.

[148]



Researching naval posture change

particular weight should be given to the analysis of observable naval capabilities and of the

organizational choices they reflect.

3.4.4 Literary analysis

The main ‘competitor’ for hardware analysis during the Cold War was an approach that fo-
cused on Soviet public pronouncements and internal debates to establish the content of naval
policies. The basic idea in this case was to start from what the Soviets said they would do and
derive insights about roles and missions, force employment, and future developments primar-
ily through exegesis of written materials. As was the case with hardware analysis, there were
classified counterparts to the public debates. Some of those documents have since been declas-
sified and can add to our evidentiary base.'”” However, many of the achievements of literary
analysts, practitioners of “literary intelligence”'?® as some of them styled themselves, were
based on their systematic reviews of the open source literature. As one would expect, the pre-
sent study relies heavily on hermeneutics throughout, and for the empirical chapters in par-
ticular, but it should be stated at the outset that it will not engage in the kind of detailed literary
intelligence collection and analysis that Cold War practitioners relied on. Rather than trying
to reprise the lost art of prowling through scraps of bureaucratic declarations and debates in
the original Russian language and applying to them a deep understanding of the rigid termi-
nology of the Soviet official mind, it approaches the wealth of existing literary analyses from
the perspective of the critical consumer. Hence, the actual application of this supporting
method — narrowly defined as the engagement with the subtle meanings of Soviet primary

source materials — has been left to others and the fruits of their considerable labor will add to

127 A classic example would be Central Intelligence Agency/Office of Research and Reports, Soviet Naval Strat-
egy and Its Effects on the Development of Naval Forces, 1953-63, October 22, 1963, CIA/RR ER SC 63-3, CIA His-
torical Collection, FOP-SECRET (declassified May 21, 2012). A study based on the indiscretion of COL Oleg
Penkovsky that specialists have long been aware of, and one that was one of the more extensive literature
analysis efforts to grapple with Soviet naval matters on the CIA’s part — and remains of some value today.
128 Peter M. Swartz, “Understanding an Adversary's Strategic and Operational Calculus: A Late Cold War
Case Study with 21st Century Applicability — U.S. Views on Soviet Navy Strategy and Operations” (COP-
2013-U-005622-Final, CNA, Washington, DC, 2013), 37-38.
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the overall picture we will paint as evidence. Having said that, it is nonetheless important to
understand some notable differences in how literary analysis was applied during the Cold
War. To bring out those variances, it is helpful to contrast and compare the approaches of the
two most accomplished practitioners of literary analysis, Robert Herrick and James
McConnell. In an additional step, we can then also ask how their methods differ from
MccGwire’s take on the problem.

Herrick was the first analyst, in 1968, to publicly broach the idea that the VMF’s posture
was preponderantly defensive in nature and geared towards homeland defense. His Soviet
Naval Strategy: Fifty Years of Theory and Practice was considered a serious challenge to the U.S.
Navy’s institutional outlook — so serious, in fact, that it famously warranted the addition of a
Publisher’s Preface to justify the U.S. Naval Institute’s decision to publish it at all.” Herrick
was difficult to ignore for three reasons. Like MccGwire, he had been a naval intelligence of-
ficer before leaving the service. Secondly, and again like MccGwire, he read Russian and had
lived in the Soviet Union. And third, he clearly was a serious historian of Soviet naval debates
and understood where the VMF was coming from. He may have developed his style of densely
sourced and historically contextualized literary analysis in part because he understood that
his take on the subject would be controversial. Admiral (ADM) Arleigh Burke had encouraged
him to proceed with his study and also contributed the foreword,’*® but while Burke was a
towering figure, he had retired in 1961. That the expanding Soviet Navy essentially still re-
mained wedded to the outlook of a coastal defense force, and that its more ambitious posture
was not least of all a reaction to the threat of U.S. carrier strikes on the homeland, was not what
the official Navy wanted to hear. Hence, Herrick had to make his case ironclad, and he chose
to make it about history first, and only then about the present. At the same time, it is also true
that there were few viable alternatives available to him. As he put it himself, “[a]lmost no

useful and reliable information could be obtained from the few books in Western languages

129 Robert W. Herrick, Soviet Naval Strategy: Fifty Years of Theory and Practice (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 1968), xi-xii.
130 Tbid., vii-ix, xvii.
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that purport to treat of the Soviet Navy.”13! Since the Soviets did their best to wrap their naval
development in a cloak of secrecy, doing his own literary analyses based on those Russian
language materials available to him was Herrick’s best chance of stating his case publicly.

In time, this developed into a powerful method for explaining Soviet naval develop-
ments largely in terms of the VMF’s own statements and historiography of itself. While he was
open to incorporating aspects of hardware analysis, this was the approach Herrick relied on
for the rest of his career, including a number of chapters and articles as well as his 1989 volume
on Soviet Naval Theory and Policy.'3? By this time, the potential troublemaker of the 1960s was
widely recognized as “the master of Soviet naval history.”133 While it is an overstatement on
Booth’s part to claim that, by the mid-1970s, Herrick’s and MccGwire’s explanation of Soviet
naval initiatives, which had earlier “attracted substantial disapproval from Western naval es-
tablishments [...] had become a generally accepted one,”'** they did have much of the highest-
quality evidence on their side. Ironically, Herrick’s most ambitious application of his method
— a comprehensive three-volume set on Soviet Naval Doctrine and Policy, 1956-1986 — was pub-
lished long after the Cold War had ended.'® It has only served to strengthen his case further,
and even though Herrick’s ‘grand ceuvre” has been cited sporadically before, this study is one
of the first to make extensive use of it. Herrick’s approach is particularly appealing because he
often manages to contextualize his fairly esoteric evidence well-enough to let it speak for itself

and make his case for him. While he frequently reads between the lines, he seldom does so in

1381 Tbid., xviii.

132 Robert W. Herrick, Soviet Naval Theory and Policy: Gorshkov's Inheritance (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 1989). His articles and chapters notably include Robert W. Herrick, “The Gorshkov Interpretation of
Russian Naval History,” in Michael MccGwire, Soviet Naval Developments, 206-21; Robert W. Herrick, “The
USSR's 'Blue Belt of Defense' Concept: A Unified Military Plan for Defense Against Seaborne Nuclear Attack
by Strike Carriers and Polaris/Poseidon SSBNs,” in Naval Power in Soviet Policy, ed. Paul ]J. Murphy (Wash-
ington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office/Department of the Air Force, 1978), 169-78; Robert W. Herrick,
“Roles and Missions of the Soviet Navy: Historical Evolution, Current Priorities, and Future Prospects,” in
George, The Soviet and Other Communist Navies, 9-36.

133 Bradford Dismukes, “Introduction,” in George, The Soviet and Other Communist Navies, 5.

134 Booth, Navies and Foreign Policy, 192 n. 30.

135 Robert Waring Herrick, Soviet Naval Doctrine and Policy, 1956-1986, 3 vols. (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen
Press, 2003).
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ways that an informed reader cannot fathom. In other words, he makes it relatively easy for
skeptical minds to follow his argument and develop a level of trust in his assessments.

James McConnell stands out as the most purist exponent of literary intelligence analy-
sis, and arguably also as the most fastidious in his interpretations. As an analyst in the Strategic
Studies Department of the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) during the 1970s and 1980s, he
wrote a series of detailed and highly regarded interpretations of Soviet doctrinal writings and
is credited —along with his CNA colleagues — with providing a key impulse for the U.S. Navy’s
admission that the VMF was, in fact, pursuing a defensive strategy centered on SSBN protec-
tion.3 He clashed repeatedly with Michael MccGwire over the meaning of the so-called
Gorshkov series of articles that appeared in Morskoy sbornik during 1972-73, as well as over
Gorshkov’s The Seapower of the State, which was published in 1976. Whereas MccGwire was
convinced that the series was “an exercise in advocacy,”'” and remained at least partially un-
converted into the 1980s, McConnell believed that Gorshkov was “formulating a ‘concrete ex-
pression of doctrine’”'* and that “what has been interpreted as a modest amount of authority

is really modesty in displaying authority.”'* He may well have been correct in these assertions,

136 This story is told extremely well in John B. Hattendorf, The Evolution of the U.S. Navy's Maritime Strategy
1977-1986, Newport Paper 19 (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2004), 23-36. McConnell’s notable
works include James M. McConnell, “The Soviet Navy in the Indian Ocean” (Professional Paper No. 77, Cen-
ter for Naval Analyses, Alexandria, VA, 1971); James M. McConnell, “The Gorshkov Articles, the New
Gorshkov Book, and Their Relation to Policy” (Professional Paper No. 159, Center for Naval Analyses, Ar-
lington, VA, 1976); James M. McConnell, “Military-Political Tasks of the Soviet Navy in War and Peace” (Pro-
fessional Paper No. 148, Center for Naval Analyses, Arlington, VA, 1976); James M. McConnell, “Strategy
and Missions of the Soviet Navy in the Year 2000” (Professional Paper No. 206, Center for Naval Analyses,
Arlington, VA, 1977); James M. McConnell, “Doctrine and Capabilities,” in Soviet Naval Diplomacy, ed. Brad-
ford Dismukes and James M. McConnell (New York, NY: Pergamon Press, 1979); James M. McConnell, “The
Interacting Evolution of Soviet and American Military Doctrines” (Professional Paper No. 412, Center for
Naval Analyses, Alexandria, VA, 1980); James M. McConnell, “The Soviet Shift in Emphasis from Nuclear to
Conventional: The Long-Term Perspective” (CRC 490-Vol. I, Center for Naval Analyses, Alexandria, VA,
1983); James M. McConnell, “The Soviet Shift in Emphasis from Nuclear to Conventional: The Mid-Term
Perspective” (CRC 490-Vol. II, Center for Naval Analyses, Alexandria, VA, 1983); James M. McConnell,
“Shifts in Soviet Views on the Proper Focus of Military Development,” World Politics 37, no.3 (1985),
doi:10.2307/2010246, 317-43; James M. McConnell, “Analyzing Soviet Intentions: A Short Guide to Soviet Mil-
itary Literature” (CRC 593, Center for Naval Analyses, Alexandria, VA, 1989).

137 MccGwire, Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Policy, 448-76.

133 McConnell, “The Gorshkov Articles, the New Gorshkov Book, and Their Relation to Policy,” 3.

139 Tbid., 80.
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although his interpretations of what it was that Gorshkov was expressing were much more
tenuous at times. Steven Walt eventually provided an external assessment of the spat in a re-
port for the CNA, in which he sided with McConnell in a number of respects but concluded
that “many of the specific disagreements [...] are probably indeterminate.”4°

The fact remains that McConnell’s interpretations hinge on two critical assumptions:
(1) that the Glavkom — the Commander-in-Chief or Glavnokomanduyushchiy of the VMF — and
Soviet military writers more generally, meant what they said and would act accordingly, and
(2) that the real meaning of Soviet writings often was to be found in “latent content,”'*! such
as statements about history that were assumed to contain doctrinal precepts for present-day
use. To provide one particularly central example, McConnell believed that Gorshkov’s shift of
the Soviet interpretation of the Battle of Jutland in favor of Admiral Jellicoe’s caution, ‘fleet-in-
being’ strategy amounted to a doctrinal endorsement of a defensive posture centered on keep-
ing Soviet SSBNs in home waters and withholding them from any initial nuclear exchanges.!*
Much of his confidence in such assessment rested on a very close analysis of Soviet jargon, and
its usage in official and semi-official writings. Usage of Soviet concepts like oborona strany (na-
tional defense) and zashchita strany (military-strategic tasks) was particularly central to
McConnell’s case.® It is hardly surprising, then, that Douglas Hart repeatedly referred to

McConnell’s work as an illustration for his claim that “[d]iscussions of Soviet doctrine in the

140 Stephen M. Walt, “Analysts in War and Peace: MccGwire, McConnell, and Admiral Gorshkov” (Profes-
sional Paper No. 458, Center for Naval Analyses, Alexandria, VA, 1987), 51.

141 Hattendorf, The Evolution of the U.S. Navy's Maritime Strategy 1977-1986, 27.

142 This debate is extremely well summarized in Breemer, “Estimating the Soviet Strategic Submarine Missile
Threat”, 178-86. Breemer’s own reading of the same passages is damning: “Clearly, the Soviet admiral is
reminding his audience that though capital ships, be they battleships at Jutland or SSBNs today, may have
pride of place in a navy, they cannot be the sole measure of a fleet. The message is straightforward; the same
cannot be said for the one McConnell claims to have deciphered.” Ibid., 186. See also McConnell, “The
Gorshkov Articles, the New Gorshkov Book, and Their Relation to Policy,” 40-41; Walt, “Analysts in War and
Peace,” 27-30.

143 Walt (Analysts in War and Peace, passim) provides an excellent accounting of McConnell’s positions in this
regard.
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Western analytical community have come to resemble arguments over scriptural interpreta-
tion”'* and chose him as the key example for what he pointedly describes as a “Talmudic”4
school of thought in doctrine analysis. Overall, McConnell’s style in literary analysis was that
of a virtuoso: when he was at his best, he played the game at an entirely different level than
most of his colleagues, but at times he also appears to struggle to explain how exactly he ‘got
there’. His judgements were clearly based on extremely thorough and systematic study of So-
viet writings, down to a level of detail that is largely unmatched elsewhere in the literature,
but they also strike the reader as intuitive in ways that are not fully transparent. Even Walt’s

sympathetic assessment eventually arrives at the conclusion that

“McConnell's entire method consists of relating particular external events (which one can
always interpret a number of ways) with a variety of specialized esoteric definitions based
on extensive research into Soviet military conventions regarding language use. This has
the practical effect of making his interpretations by definition idiosyncratic, because one
cannot fully understand the logic of his arguments unless one is privy to the background
definitions [deduced by McConnell himself; MH] upon which the interpretations are

based.”146

Dismukes reminds us of the potential practical consequences of leaving it to consumers to
separate hard evidence from what might amount to inspired leaps of faith when he observes

that

“it is not uncommon today to encounter the loose observation that Soviet writings show
(or perhaps ‘Gorshkov himself has written”) that the Soviets plan to put their SSBNs in
bastions if war should come. Such observations are, in fact, correct only if one accepts that
the Soviets engage in esoteric communication. The Soviets themselves have never pub-

licly said anything explicit about their wartime SSBN employment plans.”1¥

144 Douglas M. Hart, “The Hermeneutics of Soviet Military Doctrine,” The Washington Quarterly 7, no. 2 (1984),
d0i:10.1080/01636608409550030, 81.

145 Tbid., 82.

146 Walt, “Analysts in War and Peace”, 53.

147 Bradford Dismukes, “Introduction,” in George, The Soviet and Other Communist Navies, 7. Emphasis in the
original.
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The level of discourse that McConnell supported with his interpretations was extremely high
by today’s standards, as well as by those of his own time, and his contributions remain among
the best and most important to come out of the forty-year project to understand the Soviet
Navy. However, his conclusions do not necessarily flow from the evidence he presents in ways
that a critical reader can easily ascertain. To fully buy into the McConnell paradigm, one has
to be willing to trust the master’s firm grasp of his subject — sometimes without having a way

of knowing exactly why.

CRITICISMS AND CAVEATS

Several criticisms have been made of the literary intelligence genre and, while the evidentiary
value of its best products is beyond doubt, some of them will be amplified here. The first issue
that has been raised and that should be mentioned here is the extent to which literary analysis
is subject to deliberate disinformation.!*s Given that this is a question that remains partially
intractable even today, it is difficult to ignore the possibility. McConnell’s take on the problem

remains instructive:

“Moscow is, of course, aware of alien eavesdropping; hence much of the rigid propaganda
conventions, the misleading statements, the guarded language that borders on the
opaque. The substance of the message is not affected, however; the Kremlin cannot afford
to deceive its own cadres. If disinformation be defined as a communication that the Soviet
elite, skilled in reading the literature of its specialty, would declare to be untruth, then

there is very little disinformation in the Soviet press.”!4°

Based on what we know, this statement may well be entirely accurate. However, in framing
the issue in this manner, McConnell also raises the specter of rampant omission: if a system as
paranoid about security issues as that of the USSR elects to avoid disinformation in the public

discourse about highly sensitive questions of military planning, that discourse is instead likely

148 Swartz, “Understanding an Adversary's Strategic and Operational Calculus,” 40-41.
149 McConnell, “Shifts in Soviet Views on the Proper Focus of Military Development,” 319.

[155]



Researching naval posture change

to be very heavily sanitized indeed. The limitations that this imposes on an outside analysts’
ability to conduct detailed analyses of military matters may not be catastrophic, but the poten-
tial for serious inaccuracies due to the reliance on severely abridged source material cannot be
dismissed out of hand either.

The second issue that literary analysts have struggled with is the extent to which even
Soviet doctrinal writings that have not been subject to disinformation or debilitating censor-
ship can serve as an accurate guide to the content of Soviet naval posture. McConnell’s insist-
ence that Gorshkov’s articles were an expression of doctrine that enjoyed “the force of a state
law,”150 while other contributions ‘only” belonged in the less apodictic category of military sci-
ence in some ways accentuates the tension between theory and practice. If it was publicly
stated grand theory that determined operational employment, rather than professional de-
bates among officers in the classified fora of the Soviet armed forces, what remained of the
vaunted mainstay of Soviet military thought — of operational art? As Moltke the Elder fa-
mously remarked, strategy amounts to “a system of expedients.”’* In war, and even in the
preparation for war, lawlike tenets must be either vague enough to allow for the expression of
the professional judgement of military planners — and in this case they may not tell us very
much about actual force employment — or they are inflexible enough to warrant their circum-
vention in practice, even if they are authoritative in theory. Literary analysis cannot, by itself,
tell us which of the two we are dealing with. By insisting that the high-level political-military
is determinative with regard to the operational paradigms of the armed forces, based on their
reading of that self-same discourse, literary analysts created a logic that was internally consistent
but completely unsubstantiated as far as its external validity was concerned.

This leads us straight to a third issue — namely, the need to complement any literary
analysis with other types of evidence and the reticence in this regard of leading literature an-
alysts, above all James McConnell. While we have focused on the core content of the hardware

analysis method above, MccGwire’s take on researching the Soviet Navy is ultimately best

150 Quoted in McConnell, “The Gorshkov Articles, the New Gorshkov Book, and Their Relation to Policy,” 77.
151 See e.g. Arden Bucholz, Moltke and the German Wars, 1864-1871 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2001), 56-57.
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described as “eclectic,”'®2 which was (and still is) one of its strengths. While one of the main
selling points of his approach was that it provided an excellent grasp on what missions the
VMEF was actually structuring its forces for, he was also comfortable debating the definitional
minutiae of the Gorshkov series with McConnell and putting “persistent and insightful pres-
sure”1 on the latter to argue his case more convincingly. The same did not necessarily apply
to his counterparts. As was the case with other niche contributions to the field of Sovietology,
theirs was a highly specialized pursuit, and it only became more so over time. McConnell’s
commitment to literary analysis was such that he largely saw it as a stand-alone approach -
certainly as far as his own contributions to the debate were concerned. As Breemer recapitu-
lated after exhaustive study of McConnell’s opus, “this writer knows of only two instances in
which McConnell has sought to match Soviet doctrinal ‘evidence” with estimated hardware
capabilities. In both cases, material evidence was picked-and-chosen to shore up selected lit-
erary-based conclusions.”!> It is probably fair to say that none of McConnell’s colleagues who
opted for more balanced approaches — MccGwire, Herrick, Robert Weinland and Bradford
Dismukes and others besides would qualify on those grounds — attained quite the same level
of penetration of the Soviet official mind, as it expressed itself on the page. The warning label
that comes with the purist approach is that many of the most impactful literary analyses have
been just that. The present study takes the position that, in a 21%t century reexamination of the
U.S.-Soviet competition for naval advantage, such one-sidedness should be avoided, and mul-

tiple types of evidence should be brought to bear whenever possible.

3.4.5 Operational patterns and exercises

As a tool for civilian analysts, systematic reviews of exercises and peacetime operational pat-
terns are neither as well-established nor as widely practiced as the two approaches outlined

above. This, of course, is all the more reason to ask what additional evidence exercises and

152 Bradford Dismukes, “Introduction,” in George, The Soviet and Other Communist Navies, 4.
153 Walt, “Analysts in War and Peace,” 51.
154 Breemer, “Estimating the Soviet Strategic Submarine Missile Threat,” 178.
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operations can provide. The amount of systematic research that has been done in this area is
actually quite limited. The academic interest in exercises has picked up somewhat in recent
years, with several publications coming out of a project at the University of Glasgow.'® As far
as the Cold War context is concerned, John Lehman’s recent contribution is an interesting hy-
brid between personal memoir and detailed narratives of a succession of key exercises in the
1981-86 timeframe.'>® Lehman leaves little doubt that exercises were a critical element both in
the formulation and implementation phases of the 1980s Maritime Strategy. Grove had made
this point convincingly in his excellent Battle for the Fiords, published in 1991, but the additional
details and personal assessments Lehman provides are most valuable.’” As far as patterns of
operational activity in peacetime and limited wars are concerned, there are some good analyt-
ical assessments as well as a wealth of historical evidence to deal with. The relevance of these
accounts to the question of posture change can amount from negligible to absolutely critical —
in short, to a resounding ‘it depends’. We will briefly address each of these two additional
research areas in turn.

In Western attempts to make sense of Soviet naval developments, large exercises — no-
tably the OKEAN series — have figured prominently at times, but the attention accorded to
them has fluctuated wildly. Although exercises are most often mentioned in passing, usually
as evidence of whatever point the author is trying to make about the global expansion of Soviet

naval ambitions in the 1970s, some subject matter experts have attempted serious reviews.!%

155 Beatrice Heuser and Harold Simpson, “The Missing Political Dimension of Military Exercises,” The RUSI
Journal 162, no. 3 (2017), doi:10.1080/03071847.2017.1345118, 20-28; Beatrice Heuser, “Politische Dimensionen
von Militariibungen und Mandvern: Ein Projektbericht,” Zeitschrift fiir Auflen- und Sicherheitspolitik 11, no. 3
(2018), d0i:10.1007/512399-018-0712-y, 325-42.

1% John Lehman, Oceans Ventured: Winning the Cold War at Sea (New York, NY: W. W. Norton, 2018), esp. 65-
202.

157 Eric ]. Grove and Graham Thompson, Battle for the Fiords: NATO’s Forward Maritime Strategy in Action (Lon-
don: Tan Allan, 1991).

158 The best examples are Hanshermann Vohs, “OKEAN 75 — eine maritime Warnung [OKEAN 75 - a maritime
warning],” Zeitschrift fiir Seewesen 72 (1975), 449-51; Bruce W. Watson and Marguerita A. Walton, “Okean-
75,” USNI Proceedings 102, no. 7 (1976), 93-97; Bruce W. Watson, Red Navy at Sea: Soviet Naval Operations on the
High Seas, 1956-1980 (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1982), 29-35. The most recent contribution to touch upon
the issue is Edward Hampshire, “From Malin Head to ‘Okean 75: Shadowing and Intelligence Collection
Operations by Royal Navy Surface Ships 1975-1985,” Intelligence and National Security 33, no.5 (2018),
doi:10.1080/02684527.2018.1437949, 659-74.
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Naturally, U.S. intelligence took a major interest as well, and some useful insights are available
from declassified documents. For example, the CIA documented the anti-carrier nature of the
VOLNA exercise in 1970, known as OKEAN 70 in Western sources, which was elsewhere
framed as an example of Soviet global ambitions (see Fig. 6 below). The analytical synopsis is
worth quoting to provide an impression of how such matters were treated in finished intelli-

gence products:

“An example of high-level interfleet coordination for anticarrier strikes was demonstrated
during Exercise Ocean in April 1970. This exercise included nearly simultaneous strikes
against six widely separated simulated carriers. In this operation, naval TU-16s carried
out ASM attacks in the Norwegian Sea, Sea of Japan, and North Pacific, while TU-95s of
the strategic bomber forces attacked targets in the North Atlantic and Philippine Sea (see
map below). [EXCISED] At the same time a cruise missile submarine made a mock attack

in the Mediterranean.” %

To account for more routine operations, Western analysts developed a methodology based on
an indicator known as the “out-of-area sea day,”'® which allowed them to trace the magnitude
of Soviet activities with relative precision. Watson’s study, Red Navy at Sea, remains the most
comprehensive application of the concept. It is important to note that his definition of ‘out-of-
area’ is quite expansive and “encompasses all the world’s ocean areas except the Soviet inland
waterways, coastal waters, and local exercise areas.”!! Hence, most observed operational ac-
tivities that were not completely routine are classed as ‘out-of-area’, even if they were strictly
related to homeland defense tasks. Other contributions have focused more narrowly on Soviet

activities in particular areas, or on the motivations behind Soviet deployments.!¢?

159 Central Intelligence Agency/Directorate of Intelligence, Soviet Capabilities to Counter US Aircraft Carriers,
May 1972, CIA Historical Collection, FOR-SECRET (declassified 14 June 2017), 24-25.

160 Watson, Red Navy at Sea, 21.

161 Tbid.

162 See e.g. Bradford Dismukes and James M. McConnell, eds., Soviet Naval Diplomacy (New York, NY: Per-
gamon Press, 1979), chapters 2-4 & 6-7. Michael MccGwire, ed., Soviet Naval Developments: Capability and Con-
text (New York, NY: Praeger, 1973), chapters 28-32; Michael MccGwire and John McDonnell, eds., Soviet Naval
Influence: Domestic and Foreign Dimensions (New York, NY: Praeger, 1977), 23-28;
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Coordinated Mack Attacks in' Soviet "Exercise Dcean', April 1970

PR

ny B e Ty
- Sovlet ships simulating "aggressot” aircraft carrier group
-«— Mock attack by Soviet naval aircraft
—-«— Mock attack by Scviet Long Range Aviaticn aircraft
(D Mock attack by cruise missile destroyer and submarine
3 l‘ __I> '1

I
Fig. 6: CIA illustration of anti-carrier operations during OKEAN 70. ((Central Intelligence
Agency/Directorate of Intelligence 1972)25)

A great deal can also be learnt from observing the employment of navies in crisis operations
and limited wars. For example, although a general war against the Soviet Union would have
been a different matter entirely, wartime operations in both Korea and Vietnam involved ex-
tensive applications of carrier airpower that tell us quite a lot about the capabilities and limi-
tations of U.S. naval aviation at the time.!®® Conflicts that did not directly involve either of the
main Cold War competitors can provide extremely valuable evidence. The sinking of the INS
Eilat (1967) and the Battle of Latakia (1973) in the Mediterranean theater, as well as the British

experience in the South Atlantic (1982) all held important cues as to the nature of naval warfare

163 See e.g. Richard Hallion, The Naval Air War in Korea (Tuscalosa, AL: The University of Alabama Press,
1986[2011]); Thomas McKelvey Cleaver, Holding the Line: The Naval Air Campaign in Korea (Oxford: Osprey
Publishing, 2019); Jeffrey L. Levinson, Alpha Strike Vietnam: The Navy's Air War, 1964-73 (Novato, CA: Pre-
sidio, 1989); John Darrell Sherwood, Afterburner: Naval Aviators and the Vietnam War (New York, NY: New
York University Press, 2004); John Darrell Sherwood, Nixon’s Trident: Naval Power in Southeast Asia, 1968-1972
(Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 2008).
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in the Missile Age.!* In fact, even accidents like the 1967 fire aboard the USS Forrestal and the
1969 USS Enterprise fire, hold important clues concerning such critical questions as damage
control and ship survivability.'®> Meanwhile, incidents at sea can provide important insights

about the psychology of a potential wartime opponent.!®

Unfortunately, there is also a tendency in Western naval thinking to mistake what na-
vies also do in peacetime and limited war, both to further national objectives and to maximize
their perceived utility, for their ‘real” operational paradigms. The adherents of the “Cable
school”%” of naval diplomacy are the usual suspects in this regard. While the disagreement is
ultimately irresoluble, there is reason to believe that this view is misguided. Itis true, of course,
that governments have long called upon their navies to engage in various forms of gunboat
diplomacy and limited interventionism. The Soviet government was no exception in this re-
gard. But to claim that this is the ‘true” purpose of navies is a stretch even where Western
navies are concerned, and all the more inaccurate with respect to the VMF.

The most controversial case in point is the “global Soviet Navy” scarce of the 1960s and
1970s. An understandable overreaction to a growing but limited Soviet naval presence outside
home waters, the fear of a Soviet shift to a truly globalized naval posture never materialized
to the extent that many Western observers had so energetically predicted. Ultimately, we are
left to debate the extent to which any of the capability that Soviet vessels flaunted in oppor-
tunistic peacetime displays of increasing naval modernity was designed for operations far

from home. “The core of Moscow’s Third World diplomacy of force lies in its capabilities for

164 On the Israeli experience, see Abraham Rabinovich, The Boats of Cherbourg (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 1997). On the naval war over the Falklands, see e.g. Geoffrey Till, Understanding Victory: Naval Opera-
tions from Trafalgar to the Falklands (Oxford: Praeger, 2014), 138-88; Alastair Finlan, The Royal Navy in the Falk-
lands Conflict and the Gulf War: Culture and Strategy (London: Frank Cass, 2004), 33-97.

165 The official Judge Advocate General’s reports on the Forrestal and Enterprise fires are available online at
https://www jag.navy.mil/library/jagman_investigations.htm.

166 See David F. Winkler, Incidents at Sea: American Confrontation and Cooperation with Russia and China, 1945-
2016 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2017).

167 See n. 35 above.
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countering U.S. carrier task groups,”1®® McConnell found in his contribution to perhaps the
most thorough examination of the out-of-area phenomenon. The anti-carrier mission, of
course, was the essence of zone defense — of what we have called the red perimeter. In other
words, there was no such thing as Soviet naval forces designed specifically for Third World
missions. Many Western analysts of the Cold War at sea will undoubtedly stick to their guns
and insist that the global expansion of Soviet naval power was very real indeed — if only to ebb
away again roughly in parallel with the shift in Western perceptions of Soviet naval strategy.
As far as peacetime operational activity is concerned, there is good evidence to support this
view. It is when observations of what the Soviet Navy also did are mistaken for evidence of
what it was all about that the established narrative starts to go off the rails. The final word in the
matter will, of course, have to be based on a comprehensive review of Soviet documents, if
and when this becomes possible. But as far as the available evidence is concerned, there is little
about the increase in out-of-area days during the 1960s and 1970s that cannot be explained by
a combination of peacetime opportunism and domestic considerations on the part of VMF
leadership cadres.

In the context of this study, the examination of operational activities and exercises
should be properly framed as a supporting line of effort. Evidence on operations and exercises
will help us firm up or otherwise correct the overall picture that emerges from a review of
hardware and literary evidence. Interpretations that rely primarily on such evidence are more
dubious and should be avoided in the context of posture analysis. Having said that, the sys-
tematic study of exercises and peacetime operations still has considerable untapped potential
and, provided that it is combined with other evidence as appropriate, could be a promising

avenue for historical as well as policy-relevant research in the coming decade.

168 McConnell, “Doctrine and Capabilities”, 21. The CIA found that the VMF generally assigned ageing units
of lesser capability to ‘political’ missions and kept its newer units focused on ‘anti-navy’ tasks. Central Intel-
ligence Agency, Intelligence Report: Soviet General Purpose Naval Deployments Outside Home Waters: Characteris-
tics and Trends, June 1973, CIA Historical Collection, SECRET (declassified 1998).
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3.4.6 Semi-structured interviews and oral histories

On both sides of the East-West divide, the Cold War competition at sea was a project pursued
by large bureaucratic organizations and shaped by forces that often strike us as impersonal.
The types of evidence that we have considered so far are largely an expression of those forces.
Ships and aircraft, doctrines, finely tuned operational plans, complex exercises, and coordi-
nated global deployments of thousands of men are all products of naval bureaucracies collec-
tively going about their business, egged on by their conception of duty and by the relentless
pressure of events. Inescapably, however, there is also a much more personal side to all of this:
for more than forty years, hundreds of thousands of men and of women lived the Cold War at
sea — or, to be more precise, some aspect of it. The best way to unlock this wealth of individual
experience is to talk to them about it while we have the chance to do so.'® It is true that there
are well-understood limitations that should warn us against an overreliance on personal ac-
counts of events that are now anywhere between thirty and seventy years in the past but, as
we have already determined, the same is also true of other kinds of evidence as well. Like the
other supporting methods, interviewing and oral history are best seen as contributing one im-
portant aspect in the search for a well-rounded picture.

What kind of insights can personal accounts provide that add to our understanding of the overall
picture in ways that the other supporting methods cannot? As far as the present study is concerned,
the main focal point in this regard has been the collection of participants’ subjective percep-
tions of how the U.S.-Soviet competition developed over time and of the threat posed by Soviet
seapower to U.S. naval supremacy. To get a better sense of how U.S. naval officers and analysts

thought and felt about the Soviet challenge then, and how they think about it now, a total of

16 On interview techniques in general, see Rosalind Edwards and Janet Holland, What is Qualitative Interview-
ing? (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013); Karin Olson, Essentials of Qualitative Interviewing (London:
Routledge, 2016); Herbert J. Rubin and Irene S. Rubin, Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data (Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: SAGE, 2012). On oral history in particular, see Patricia Leavy, Oral History: Understanding
Qualitative Research (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2011), http://site.ebrary.com/lib/alltitles/docDetail.ac-
tion?docID=10443140; Valerie Raleigh Yow, Recording Oral History: A Guide for the Humanities and Social Sci-
ences (Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press, 2005); Donald A. Ritchie, Doing Oral History: A Practical Guide (New
York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2003).
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twenty semi-structured interviews were conducted in 2016 — all but one of them in person in
the United States.'” This turned out to be most enlightening and helpful. At the same time, it
is difficult to overlook that the number of interviews of one kind or another that have been
done with former participants in the U.S.-Soviet naval competition is now probably in the
thousands. Only a tiny percentage of them is publicly available and repeating the effort is often
not an option. For one, the researcher may lack the resources to embark on an extensive cross-
country campaign of the United States or of the former Soviet Union. Even where this is not a
problem, an increasing number of individuals who were in senior positions at the time will be
unavailable or struggling with the unavoidable infirmities of very old age. Most of the senior
decision-makers during the early phases of the confrontation have now regrettably passed on.

There are some notable exceptions to the deplorable fragmentation of interview-based
evidence. Institutionalized oral history programs provide perhaps the best way of conserving
living memories in such a way as to render them accessible for the long term. On the U.S. side,
there are several such programs that have captured aspects of the Cold War at sea. The U.S.
Naval Institute is understandably proud of its Oral History Program, which has been running
since 1969.77! While the Institute is independent, these can be considered the semi-official oral
history record of the U.S. Navy. The Naval Historical Foundation’s effort is younger, but just
as expansive and also excellent in quality.'”? Together, they comprised more than 370 volumes
at the time of writing, the majority of which are related to World War II or to the conflicts in
Korea and Vietnam. There is plenty of evidence on the peacetime naval competition with the

Soviet Union as well, and several volumes have been consulted extensively for this study.

170 The interviews that were conducted as part of the data collection effort for this study are listed in the
bibliophraphy. While most of the interviews were with former participants in the events, there are some
exceptions of particularly knowledgeable individuals that were tapped primarily for their expertise, rather
than their personal experience of countering the Soviet Navy. On semi-structured interviews, see Brenda L.
Moore, “In-Depth Interviewing,” in Soeters; Shields; Rietjens, Routledge Handbook of Research Methods in Mili-
tary Studies, 117-18.

171 U.S. Naval Institute, “The U.S. Naval Institute Oral History Program,” https://www.usni.org/press/oral-
histories/about.

172 Naval Historical Foundation, “Oral History Program,” http://www .navyhistory.org/programs/oral-histo-
ries/.
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As far as the limitations of personal accounts are concerned, they would seem to apply
both to interviews that are tailored towards a specific research agenda and to the large oral
history collections, which usually feature wide-ranging conversations about all aspects of a
naval officer’s career. The main caveat in both cases is that perceptions of an individual nature
are often extremely valuable, as long as they are not mistaken for ‘hard” evidence.” It is an
inescapable peculiarity of the human mind that it does not store memories in their ‘pristine’
form but keeps processing important experiences as new information becomes available.
While the effects may be very subtle, they are also pervasive. It is not given to us to control
them, nor can an outsider reverse them through insistent prodding. Hence, rather than mining
for what the interviewee originally felt, thought, or perceived, the researcher should respect a
participant’s memories for what they are. Contrastingly, it should also be noted that there can
be important exceptions to the rule that interview material should not be considered “hard’
evidence of detailed chains of events, decision-making processes, and so forth. Interviews can
certainly contribute to the unearthing of historical facts, provided that there are sufficient means
of corroboration. In the first instance, these should be primary documents of some kind.

Another limitation is that, especially where peacetime military competitions are con-
cerned, the group of individuals that is interviewed tends to consist almost exclusively of high-
level decision-makers or particularly ‘remarkable’” individuals. While this is in some ways
proper and unavoidable, the possibility that the perceptions of this group of individuals will
be systematically different from those of other groups cannot be excluded. Given that setting
up a “control group’ is often not a viable solution nor a viable option, this is primarily some-
thing to be aware of. Finally, it should be noted that individuals who have retired from military
organizations or from positions of officialdom will still be affected by strict classification rules
and, since they cannot be expected to have a comprehensive understanding of which infor-
mation has since been released into the public domain, will often have to err on the side of

caution. Having noted these limitations, interview-based research is nonetheless a vital means

173 On questions of human memories as evidence, see Yow, Recording Oral History, esp. 35-45.
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of learning about the past and it has been one of the principal supporting methods in the course

of conducting this study.

3.4.7 The unknown and the unknowable

Having reviewed the specialized supporting methods that are available to us in the course of
our process tracing of the U.S.-Soviet competition for military advantage at sea, we must ulti-
mately come to the conclusion that there are some aspects of the subject that will remain diffi-
cult to capture reliably. To be more precise, there are two types of limitations that have
remained intractable throughout the research effort: (1) there are some things we could know,
but do not; and (2) there are things we cannot know and never will. We will address these
problems in turn, and also break them down into several more specific challenges.

In the first category, the main limitation is one of access to authoritative materials. Re-
quirements for naval systems, the exact content of operational plans, and the rationales of de-
ployment patterns are all set out in official documents that are subject to extensive
classification and may not become publicly available for decades — if at all. While a very sub-
stantial amount of formerly classified materials from U.S. archives is now in the public do-
main, and a good number of those documents have been incorporated into this study, there is
much that we still do not know. What is true of the United States applies to the former Soviet
Union in much greater measure. As a result, we may have to rely on sanitized, second-hand,
or otherwise non-authoritative materials.

Secondly, there is a difficulty of interpretation. We cannot allow ourselves to overlook that
even the most authoritative and/or most highly classified documents are no more than a snap-
shot of where a bureaucracy - or, to be more exact, some organizational unit or department of
it — stood at a given point in time. Postures are developed and implemented within a specific
organizational setting and themselves subject to interpretation by various bureaucratic con-
stituencies. As a result, even where classification is not a problem, the exact meaning of oper-

ational precepts may not be immediately obvious. Official documents “may [...] not tell the
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whole story or paper over serious differences of purpose.”” Interviews can help provide im-
portant context for what we do find in primary and secondary source materials, but the caveats
noted above apply. Because there may be important conceptual factors that we are completely
unaware of, and because we are interpreting what is itself already likely to be a convenient
interpretation of what was decided or discussed, we can never be completely certain that we
have captured all the important aspects of the picture and we are likely to miss some of them
completely.

Finally, we know that there may well be a discrepancy between the declaratory and practi-
cal significance of the various elements of a naval posture. As discussed, decisions about pos-
ture serve a number of practical functions. Their impact, however, varies significantly. They
may reshape an organization completely within just a few years, or they may be taken and
communicated as declaratory policy or propaganda. As a result, it is often difficult to establish
whether opposing military organizations ‘say what they mean and mean what they say” or
whether “whatever [they] may superficially say [...] should not be taken at face value.”!”
Feeding into this, there is also an ambiguity of observable evidence: because official statements
may be of limited utility or completely unavailable, much of what we know about postures is
“derived by inference”!”® from empirically observable artifacts and behavior. As preferences
of operational doctrine are usually “strongly reflected in the forces that are acquired by the
military organization,”"”” procurement preferences and deployments provide important clues
as to the contents of a naval posture. However, because the same forces could potentially be
employed in other ways, and the same posture can support widely diverging strategies, this
evidence may be quite ambiguous.

This reference to strategy brings us to the second category of limitations: those that con-

cern the unknowable. As H. R. McMaster has written, “[w]ar is the final auditor of military

174 Fritz W. Ermarth, “Contrasts in American and Soviet Strategic Thought,” International Security 3, no. 2
(1978), doi:10.2307/2626687, 142.

175 Lambeth, “How to Think About Soviet Military Doctrine,” 3.

176 Ermarth, “Contrasts in American and Soviet Strategic Thought,” 141.

177 Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine, 14.
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organizations.”'” How the opposing forces in the Cold War at sea would have performed
against each other in the crucible of a missile-age war at sea, we do not know and never will.
There are two types of effects, in particular, that we can speculate about, but that we cannot
gauge with any certainty. The first type is interaction effects: the practical consequences of de-
cisions about posture cannot be judged in isolation from the doctrine and operational ap-
proaches adopted by the adversary. In fact, some of the most critical effects of postures result
from the contingent interactions between the opponents’ military-conceptual frameworks and
deployments which may be difficult — even impossible — to foresee.

The second type is incomplete execution effects. While postures shape actual military be-
havior in ways that are at least partially predictable, they do not, in any defensible sense, de-
termine it. How political and military leaders decide to employ the forces at their disposal will
only become fully apparent once war is upon them. Actual military operations may follow
accepted operational principles and expected patterns of deployment closely, or not at all, de-
pending on the exact circumstances of the situation.!” There is, and has to be, a creative role
for strategy in war, as well as in crisis situations. The extent to which preplanned options will
be implemented is not in any way preordained. Posture provides options for strategy that
reflect military-organizational preferences and some level of peacetime political-military guid-
ance. By prioritizing certain types and lines of effort over others, posture narrows the range of
plausible strategic options. But it does not determine how a war will be fought. As a result of
these limitations, the practical task of posture analysis should be approached with considera-
ble humility, especially as far as it concerns the probable real-world effects of what is being
discussed or decided.

The closest we could come to understanding the dynamics of a Cold War era conflict
at sea is through systematic wargaming or simulation modelling. A serious effort along those

lines would have to include not just the application of a suitable framework, but an entire

178 Jensen, Forging the Sword, vii.
179 Karl-Peter Stratmann, NATO-Strategie in der Krise? Militdrische Optionen von NATO und Warschauer Pakt in
Mitteleuropa, Internationale Politik und Sicherheit 5 (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 1981), 143.
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campaign of games using sensitivity analyses and/or Monte Carlo modelling of probabili-
ties.’® While such an effort is no longer as far out of reach for a single researcher, or a small
research group, as they once used to be, it is still true that copious amounts of experience,
highly specialized knowledge and especially time are required — all to reduce the level of un-
certainty for a small range of plausible scenarios. Ultimately, the limitations discussed here are
all at least partially irresolvable. Some will remain altogether insurmountable. All of them add,
to borrow Donald Rumsfeld’s now notorious terminology, to a set of “known unknowns” 18!
that we have to contend with and finally accept in order to be able to engage in the kind of

strategic studies and security studies research that this study represents.

3.5 Summary: finding a balance

In this chapter, we have set out a way of researching the dynamics of U.S.-Soviet competitive
naval adaptation efforts, based on the earlier, step-by-step exploration of extant theories of
military competition in Chapter 2. The overall approach of posture analysis that we have put
together for this research project is, in many ways, about striking a balance — between the de-
sire to put theoretical insights to use and the need to retain sufficient empirical depth, between
different ways of thinking about the causal path that leads to posture change, between the
various supporting methods outlined above, and also between confidence in our findings and
humility in the face of persistent limitations.

The challenges of analyzing peacetime rivalries are considerable, and the peculiarities
of researching a military competition in the absence of any conclusive evidence about how a
conflict would have played out only adds to the challenge. In addressing our specific research
problem, the decision to aim for empirical accuracy rather than for the greatest generalizability

is both methodologically appropriate and consistent with the best traditions of the strategic

180 Alan Washburn and Moshe Kress, Combat Modeling (Dordrecht: Springer, 2009), esp. 263-66.
181 Department of Defense, “DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld and Gen. Myers, 12 February, 2002,”
https://archive.defense.gov/Transcripts/Transcript.aspx?TranscriptID=2636.
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studies field. As Ripsman, Taliaferro and Lobell have noted for the ‘neighboring’ field of se-
curity studies research, an approach like the one developed here may be viewed as “compar-
atively inefficient”'®2 by scholars who fully embrace the standards of “scientific’ research into
complex social phenomena. What appears more relevant, from the perspective of an investi-
gation like this one, is that the approach that is selected is appropriate and well-adapted to the
subject at hand.

The approach and the specific methods that will be used to make sense of the array of
historical evidence that is available to us in the following chapters meet this criterion. The
supporting methods, in particular, were developed by military and policy analysts to grapple
with the real-world problems of their time. In many cases, they still provide the best way of
looking at the evidence that has since come to light and to reassess central aspects of the U.S.-
Soviet naval competition from a 21+t century perspective. If the modular framework that we
have put together defies this expectation and performs poorly, the errors in conceptualization
or application are the author’s to bear. Having said that, we are now ready to step into the

menacing, grey-in-grey world of the Cold War at sea.

182 Ripsman, Taliaferro and Lobell, Neoclassical Realist Theory of International Politics, 178.
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The interdiction threat that never was

ENGINEERING A LONG-TERM ADVANTAGE, 1946-1960

4.1 U.S. naval posture and the weight of the past

On the shortlist of clichés that the strategic studies tradition must contend with, military plan-
ners who earnestly and diligently prepare their forces to “fight the last war”! are not a surprise
entry. Not every tired cliché is, however, necessarily inaccurate — and not in every case does
the behavior in question lead to an undesirable outcome. For the first fifteen years of the Cold
War confrontation, the United States Navy prepared to re-fight the Battle of the Atlantic
against yet another continentally-minded challenger, equipped with more advanced subma-
rines derived from late-war German technology and, towards the end of this first period, with
a first generation of missile-armed naval strike aircraft. And it would do so in ways that were
taken directly from the pages of the carrier admirals’ Pacific playbook. The challenger, of
course, was the USSR, primarily in the guise of its Military-Maritime Fleet (Voyenno-morskoy
flot SSR, VMF) and its fledgling naval aviation component, the Aviatsiya voyenno-morskogo flota
(AVME).

1 Geoffrey Sloan, “Military Doctrine, Command Philosophy and the Generation of Fighting Power: Genesis
and Theory,” International Affairs 88, no. 2 (2012), doi:10.1111/j.1468-2346.2012.01069.x, 252.
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The submarine that was supposed to be at the center of the first part of this story was
a Soviet version of the Type XXI — the final long-range “convoy killer”? that the Third Reich
had brought to the production stage. Throughout the first stage of the Cold War competition
at sea, this was the proximate threat that drove U.S. technology development and the main
challenge to sea control that the U.S. Navy planned to defeat in case it should find itself
tighting World War III. Over time, the expectation that hundreds of advanced diesel subma-
rines would prey on Western shipping in the North Atlantic and the Western Pacific was
etched into the minds of Western naval planners to the extent that alternative explanations of
“the sources of Soviet naval conduct”? were no longer seriously entertained by most. Nor were
they conjuring up monsters from thin air. The perception that the VMF submarine force was
planning to follow in the footsteps of the German U-Bootwaffe was plausible enough and — as
seen from the perspective of a maritime alliance, the very survival of which depended on the
integrity of its sea lines of communication — even likely. If we follow the established view that
any military threat is the product of an opponent’s capabilities and intentions, rather than a
mirror image of one’s own worst fears, it nonetheless proved seriously inaccurate.

While it is now widely accepted that the interdiction of Western SLOCs in the North
Atlantic and elsewhere was not the Soviet Navy’s main priority during the latter stages of the
Cold War, the idea that this came about only as a result of the VMF’s creation of heavily de-
fended Northern bastions for its ballistic missile submarines remains widespread.* The case
made in this chapter is that, far from shifting to a defensive strategy only in the late 1970s, the
USSR never actually intended to fight a Third Battle of the Atlantic — certainly not in terms of
the implied meaning, as an interdiction battle to cut Western sea lines of communication. The

essentially defensive orientation of the VMF had a fundamental impact on the techno-doctrinal

2 The term is used by to describe the unrealized Type XXVI “Walter-Boot,” of which the Type XXI was a
conventionally-powered derivative, in: William P. Gruner, “The German Type XXVI Convoy Killer Subma-
rine,” The Submarine Review, (1993).

3 William H. ]. Manthorpe, “A Background for Understanding Soviet Strategy,” in The Sources of Soviet Naval
Conduct, ed. Philip S. Gillette and Willard C. Frank (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1990), 17.

4 On the emergence of a consensus on the existence of Soviet defensive bastions, see Jan S. Breemer, “Esti-
mating the Soviet Strategic Submarine Missile Threat: A Critical Examination of the Soviet Navy's SSBN Bas-
tion Strategy” (Doctoral dissertation, University of Southern California, 1987), 163-262; Peter M. Swartz, “Un-
derstanding an Adversary's Strategic and Operational Calculus: A Late Cold War Case Study with 21st
Century Applicability — U.S. Views on Soviet Navy Strategy and Operations” (COP-2013-U-005622-Final,
CNA, Washington, DC, 2013), 17-26.
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trajectory of its submarine force, the pattern of which repeatedly defied Western analysts” ex-
pectations. At the same time, the U.S. Navy’s competitive adjustment to an anticipated threat
that failed to materialize, similarly set the pattern for the development of its submarine and
ASW forces for decades to come. By 1960, both sides were locked into path dependencies that
would continue to shape their interactions into the 1980s. The same was true in another main
area of competition, between Soviet land-based strike aircraft and U.S. carrier groups at sea.
In this second case, which we will discuss towards the end of the chapter, Soviet initiatives
caused less alarm initially, but this began to change over time.

Perhaps ironically, the misperceptions of U.S. (and allied) naval analysts generally
served them well during this first phase of the competition, whereas accurate Soviet percep-
tions of the offensive nature of Western naval strategy did not result in the development of
fully adequate defenses against U.S. power projection forces. Ultimately, this first phase of the
Cold War at Sea demonstrates that the interactions between threats and the “influence of form-
ative experiences,”’ as they were captured in the U.S. Navy’s organizational essence, were the
critical shaping force of competitive adaptations. In the following, we will in turn examine the
submarine and naval air threats, as they developed during the first phase, and attempt to ar-

rive at some preliminary conclusions concerning the dynamics of the competition.

4.2 The Type XXI and U.S. threat perceptions

4.2.1 The anticipated threat

The U.S. Navy’s initial take on the Soviet submarine problem unavoidably bore the imprint of
recent wartime experience. In the Pacific, unrestricted submarine warfare against Japan had
graphically demonstrated how the failure to raise effective ASW defenses and make up for
shipping losses with sufficient wartime construction could wreak havoc on a major power’s

war effort. According to the Joint Army-Navy assessment of 1947, U.S. submarines had sunk

5 Sloan, “Military Doctrine, Command Philosophy and the Generation of Fighting Power,” 252.
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1,113 Japanese merchant vessels, amounting to nearly 4.8 million gross tons of shipping.® As a
result, Imperial Japan’s defense of its maritime perimeter and, indeed, the home islands itself
had become logistically untenable by late 1944 — long before the American fire bombing cam-
paign of spring 1945, the atomic bombings, or the Soviet invasion of Manchuria.”

In the Atlantic, German interdiction efforts never came close to succeeding in the face
of the extensive ASW system implemented by British, Canadian, and U.S. naval forces from
early 1941 onwards. As Marc Milner states with refreshing clarity, “the Atlantic war was not
within Germany’s power to win — unless the Allies committed such colossal errors as to defeat
themselves.”® He concludes that “[t]he German attack on shipping complicated effective man-
agement of the Allied war effort, but for all its drama it had no appreciable influence on the
outcome of the war.”? And yet, with its “‘submersible torpedo boats” all but purged from the

seas, the Kriegsmarine had achieved a remarkable success: It had developed and operationally

¢ See Joint Army-Navy Assessment Committee, “Summaries of Japanese Shipping Losses,” https://www.ibib-
lio.org/hyperwar/Japan/IJN/JANAC-Losses/JANAC-Losses-2.html. Carrier and land-based tactical air power
contributed significantly to the U.S. interdiction effort late in the war, accounting for another 687 merchants,
amounting to 2.2 million gross tons. U.S. fears of an effective Soviet anti-shipping campaign from the air may
be partially traceable to this experience, as well as to early German successes employing the land-based Fw
200 maritime patrol/strike aircraft against North Atlantic shipping routes in 1940-41. On Fw 200 operations,
see Sonke Neitzel, Der Einsatz der deutschen Luftwaffe iiber dem Atlantik und der Nordsee 1939-1945 (Bonn: Ber-
nard & Graefe, 1995).

7 As Pape argues, “over 75 percent of the tonnage destroyed was sunk prior to 1 January 1945. Thus, sub-
marines had essentially won the tonnage war before air power could intervene to help. [...] By late 1944 —
prior to the initiation of strategic air attacks — the raw material base of Japan’s war economy had been under-
mined and its industry was in steep decline.” See Robert Anthony Pape, Bombing To Win: Air Power and Coer-
cion In War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996), 100. Blair agrees, arguing that “the third year of the
submarine war against Japan was devastatingly effective,” and succeeded in breaking the back of Japan's
industries. He notes that “the postwar records credited 603 ships for about 2.7 million tons [being sunk by
the commands]. This was more shipping and tonnage than in 1941, 1942, and 1943 combined (515 ships for
2.2 million tons). [...] Including tankers and merchant ships, the net loss in 1944 was over 2 million tons.”
Blair further notes that the low levels of oil supplies even led the Japanese to launch “experiments in making
oil from potatoes.” Clay Blair, Silent Victory: The U.S. Submarine War Against Japan (Annapolis, MD: Naval
Institute Press, 2001), 816-17.

8 Marc Milner, Battle of the Atlantic (Stroud Gloucestershire: History Press, 2011), 255.

o Ibid., 256. The U-boat campaign did, of course, impose considerable opportunity costs on the allies. O’Brian
argues that, in terms of its diversion of allied resources from more efficient uses, the U-boat war “can be
considered a partial success.” See Phillips Payson O'Brien, How The War Was Won: Air-Sea Power and Allied
Victory in World War II (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 243. It should not be forgotten, how-
ever, that there were opportunity costs on the German side as well. Jones estimates that production of the
Type XXI — which ultimately did not result in a single allied ship being sunk — consumed high-grade steel
equivalent to perhaps 5,000 tanks and may have expedited the collapse of the Eastern front. See Marcus O.
Jones, “Innovation for Its Own Sake: The Type XXI Uboat,” Naval War College Review 67, no. 2 (2014), 10.
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deployed the first “actual’ submarines, the Elektroboote of the long-range Type XXI and the
coastal Type XXIIL.!® As the victors of the Second Battle of the Atlantic soon came to under-
stand, the Type XXI in particular would have largely obviated the progress that had been made
in ASW techniques during the war.!" The new boat could fire a dozen pattern-running torpe-
does in as many minutes, and another salvo of six within less than half an hour - all based on
sonar data rather than visual target acquisition.'? It could outrun most surface ASW vessels
with a submerged speed of up to 17 knots, and operate at ‘silent” speeds for up to seventy-two
hours without snorkeling.’® Once it had slipped away, it could recharge its massive batteries
in less than three hours.™ The allied navies would have been hard-pressed to bring this new
boat to heel.’> Of the few Elektroboote that became operational before the war ended, a few were
attacked on the surface, but there is no indication that any were sunk while operating sub-

merged, which was what they were primarily designed for.'® In defeat, the German navy had

10 While the retrofitting of basic snorkels into Type VIIC and Type IXC boats from 1943 onwards allowed for
greater underwater endurance, the first submarine that had been consciously designed to operate submerged
for most of its deployment was the Type XVII, which was based on Helmuth Walter’'s hydrogen-peroxide
propulsion scheme. After the complex and technologically immature closed-cycle design proved impractical
to produce in any quantities, the long-range Type XXI and coastal XXIII were designed as more conventional,
diesel-electric alternatives to the Walter-Boote. For a detailed treatment of the evolution of German submarine
designs during the war, the standard reference work remains: Eberhard Rossler, Geschichte des deutschen
Ubootbaus (Munich: Lehmanns, 1975).

11 See Owen R. Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy’s Silent Cold War Struggle with Soviet Subma-
rines, Naval War College Newport Papers 16 (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2012), 13-14.

12 Eberhard Rossler, U-Boottyp XXI (Bonn: Bernard & Graefe, 2002), 145-46.

3 Norman Friedman, Submarine Design and Development (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1984), 57;
Norman Polmar and Kenneth J. Moore, Cold War Submarines: The Design and Construction of U.S. and Soviet
Submarines (Washington, DC: Potomac Books, 2004), 9.

14 With only one electric motor charging the batteries, a normal charge could take up to six and a half hours.
See Rossler, U-Boottyp XXI, 112. It was this combination of advanced capabilities that made the Type XXI
unique. In fact, the IJN had designed a submarine that was superior to the XXIs in submerged speed. The I-
201-class, of which only three were built, could make 19 knots but lacked the endurance, diving depth, state-
of-the-art electronics and heavy armament of its German ‘counterpart’. See Hangerer Lengerer, “The High-
Speed Submarines of the I 201 Class,” in Warship 2006, ed. Antony Preston, John Jordan and Stephen Dent
(London: Conway Maritime Press, 2006), 59-77.

15 The Type XXI also had some notable weaknesses. Its snorkel, in particular, required a major redesign. The
perception that the boat could snorkel at 10 knots (cited, e.g. in Friedman, Submarine Design and Development,
56) was not borne out in an operational setting. The design speed proved unattainable due to vibration prob-
lems affecting both the snorkel and periscope and the maximum practical speed was limited to 6 knots. See
Réssler, U-Boottyp XXI, 100.

16 The known attacks are summarized in: Blair, The Hunted, 676-77.
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changed the paradigm of undersea warfare and initiated a revolution that nuclear power

would complete.

Fig. 7: U-2513 was one of two Type XXIs operated by the U.S. Navy after World War II. There are

relatively few photographs of these submarines in their original combat configuration. If any exist of

Type XXIs in VMF livery, they remain buried in Russian archives. (U.S. Navy)
It is hardly surprising, then, that the first phase of the undersea competition between the U.S.
and Soviet navies was principally shaped by the legacy of World War II. As will be argued in
the following, this was true not just in a technological sense. The reverberations of the great
interdiction campaigns in the Atlantic and the Pacific considerably distorted the U.S. Navy’s
assumptions about the new challenge it was facing. The path-dependent results of these early
misperceptions concerning likely Soviet building programs and operational concepts require
a nuanced assessment: they had both a long-lasting negative impact on the quality of U.S.
estimates concerning the Soviet submarine threat, and a largely positive impact on the Navy’s
postwar ASW efforts.

As part of the Potsdam Agreement of early August 1945, the surviving samples of the

Kriegsmarine’s main U-boat types — thirty boats in total; the remainder was to be scuttled —

were parceled out to the three major Allied powers. The U.S. and Britain received two Type
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XXIs each and the Soviet Union received four of these 1,820 ton, long-range subs.”” The UK
also received two Type XXIIIs and the USSR received a single one of these 260 ton, coastal-
type vessels.’® In addition to its diplomatically sanctioned share of the spoils, the Red Army
had captured a considerable number of individual hull segments, as well as blue-prints and
machine tools related to the Type XXI program.!® Like the Western allies, the Soviets also made
a considerable effort to absorb as much as possible of the German knowledge base by appre-
hending, debriefing, and pressing into service key personnel involved in cutting-edge arma-
ments programs, including those working on the Elektroboote.?® As relations between the West-
ern powers and their erstwhile Soviet ally began to deteriorate in late 1945 and continued to

go south in 1946, the bottom line from an intelligence perspective was thus quite clear: the

17 Unless otherwise stated, all submarine displacement figures refer to submerged displacement in tons,
rounded to full tens. There are some unfortunate inconsistencies in the literature as to the appropriate base-
line unit, and both the imperial (long) ton and the metric ton are often used. A metric ton is 0.9842 long tons —
conversely, a long ton is 1,016 kg. Unless an author is explicit in his usage of one or the other, I have made no
attempt to reconstruct which of the two was used in a source. Within a strategic studies (as opposed to an
engineering) framework, the differences are of no particular consequence.

18 Ballantyne’s description of the Type XXIII as “a pretty pointless craft” (lain Ballanytne, Deadly Trade: The
Complete History of Submarine Warfare from Archimedes to the Present (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2019),
475) would seem harsh, but given its limited endurance and extremely modest armament of two torpedo
tubes with no reloads carried, it would have been of little use in high-seas interdiction operations. As a result,
it did not figure prominently in postwar U.S. and allied threat perceptions. The design did serve as an im-
portant starting point for postwar German submarine construction, from the ill-fated Klasse 201 of the early
1960s onwards. The 201s and the much more successful 205s and 206s were small for their time, but still
substantially larger than the Type XXIII at 450-500 tons and much more heavily armed with eight torpedo
tubes. On German postwar designs, see Eberhard Rossler, Die neuen deutschen U-Boote: die U-Boote der Bun-
desrepublik Deutschland Entstehung, Bedeutung, Einsatz (Bonn: Bernard & Graefe, 2004).

19 In an attempt to revolutionize not just the capabilities, but also the production process of German subma-
rines, the Type XXI was constructed in a modular fashion from eight hull sections that were to be built and
fitted out at one of 11 yards located all over Germany and transported to the lead shipyards only for final
assembly. The stated aim was to cut down construction time from 460,000 man-hours to 260,000. See Fried-
man, Submarine Design and Development, 57. As a result of shoddy workmanship and a general decline in the
quality of the materials available towards the end of the war, the build quality of the first several boats was
extremely poor and they were restricted to training missions only. See Rossler, U-Boottyp XXI, 41-42. Many
of the prefabricated segments were ultimately captured before assembly, as allied troops advanced into Ger-
many.

2 As its share of war spoils, and under the auspices of the Potsdam agreement, the Soviets received a range
of German submarine technical documentation as well as a number of completed former Axis submarines.
The Soviets also captured thousands of German technicians and scientists from their occupation zone; while
the exact figure is unknown, common estimates suggest that 4,000 German submarine design and construc-
tion personnel ended up in the Soviet Union. See Jan S. Breemer, Soviet Submarines: Design, Development and
Tactics (Surrey: Jane's Information Group, 1989), 78.
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Soviet Union had in its possession all the necessary components to build the Type XXI, or a submarine
based on its design, in large quantities.

Within the overall scheme of preparations for the eventuality of another global war,
the possibility of a large-scale campaign against Western shipping was, of course, but one of
the disquieting scenarios U.S. planners had to contend with.?! The dominant strategic debates
of the day concerned the proper integration of atomic weapons into national military strategy,
as well as their employment and likely effectiveness in case of war.?2 Intimately related to this
latter concern was the question of whether an air campaign alone could be sufficient to repel
Soviet aggression and perhaps force a viable settlement, or whether a rather protracted war
would be inevitable. With regard to the so-called “air-atomic strategy,”? opinions tended to
quickly diverge along service lines: The United States Army Air Force (USAAF) — which, in
September 1947, became the independent Air Force — was quite convinced of its war-winning
potential. The Army and Navy expected something more closely resembling a replay of World
War II, with the addition of atomic weapons.? It was the prospect of another drawn-out con-
flict, in which the European continent might be fully or partially lost to Soviet forces in the
initial phase and would later have to be reconquered, that led to a renewed focus on sea lines
of communication and, thus, on the submarine problem.?

The Navy, of course, had strong incentives to bring the ASW issue to the fore. Its bu-
reaucratic survival depended on the existence of a credible threat at sea, a reality that was
further accentuated by the brewing debate on defense unification.?® In the foreseeable future,

a much-expanded Soviet submarine fleet was the only challenge to Western sea control that

21 On the origins of U.S. war planning against the Soviet Union, see Michael S. Sherry, Preparing for the Next
War: American Plans for Postwar Defense, 1941-45 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1977), 159-90.

2 David A. Rosenberg, “The Origins of Overkill: Nuclear Weapons and American Strategy, 1945-1960,” In-
ternational Security 7, no. 4 (1983), doi:10.2307/2626731, 3-71; Steven T. Ross, American War Plans, 1945-50 (Lon-
don: Frank Cass, 1996).

» See Edward Kaplan, To Kill Nations: American Strategy in the Air-Atomic Age and the Rise of Mutually Assured
Destruction (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, 2015); Harry R. Borowski, A Hollow Threat: Strategic Air Power and
Containment before Korea (Westport, CT: Greenwood, 1982).

2 See Richard Hegmann, “Reconsidering the Evolution of the US Maritime Strategy 1955-1965,” Journal of
Strategic Studies 14, no. 3 (1991), doi:10.1080/01402399108437454, 303-04; Steven T. Ross, American War Plans,
1945-50 (London: Frank Cass, 1996), 18-19.

% Ibid., 28-32.

2% Paolo E. Coletta, The United States Navy and Defense Unification 1947-1953 (Newark, NJ: University of Dela-
ware Press, 1981), 26-53.
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fit the bill in terms of both magnitude and plausibility.?” As early as June 1946, Fleet Admiral
Nimitz had raised the issue at the highest level, reporting to President Truman that the number
of Type XXI equivalents in Soviet service could reach “several hundred in operation by 1951.”28
This was backed up by an Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI) assessment presented at the first
of a series of ASW Conferences, which offered a “conservative estimate”? of up to 300 Type
XXIs in 1950.3° When Vice Admiral Sherman briefed Truman in January 1947, he struck a more
moderate tone, but estimated “a 1947 building capacity of 50 fleet [i.e. long-range] subma-
rines.”3! He also restated the Navy’s belief that “the Soviets are devoting great effort to the
building of the German Type XXI submarine.”?? Sherman’s figure of up to fifty long-range
boats in 1947 actually went beyond the earlier ONI assessment, which expected no more than
twenty operational boats in 1948, and no more than fifty in 1949, with a steep increase there-
after. Not long after, ONI assessed that Soviet yards could increase their capacity to an impres-
sive thirty boats per month — or more than a thousand boats inside a three-year period — and
that it would take them no more than five years to do s0.* In 1950, naval intelligence thought
200 boats per year realistic and even as late as 1954, actual build rates of 140-160 boats per year
were still expected for the near future.3

Other than an unnamed Soviet admiral, who in 1948 was quoted as advertising a long-

term building program of 1,200 new submarines, there was little specific evidence to back up

27 There was some debate within the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) as to whether the
submarine threat or the air threat should take precedence. Michael A. Palmer, Origins of the Maritime Strategy:
The Development of American Naval Strategy, 1945-1955 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1990), 4, 10-14,
30; David A. Rosenberg, “American Postwar Air Doctrine and Organization: The Navy Experience,” in Mahan
is Not Enough: The Proceedings of a Conference of the Works of Sir Julian Corbett and Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond,
ed. James Goldrick and John B. Hattendorf (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 1993), 257-59, 265.

% Quoted in: Jeffrey G. Barlow, From Hot War to Cold: The U.S. Navy and National Security Affairs, 1945-1955
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2009), 164.

» CAPT George R. Phelan, quoted in: Ibid., 165.

% Ibid.

3t Palmer, Origins of the Maritime Strategy, 96.

% Ibid., 96.

% Friedman, Submarine Design and Development, 101. The German yards had achieved a completion rate of 28
Type XXIs in December 1944. See Norman Polmar and Jurrien Noot, Submarines of the Russian and Soviet Na-
vies, 1718-1990 (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1991), 142.

% Friedman, Submarine Design and Development, 101. Breemer, for one, believes that the Soviet shipyards were
quite incapable of putting out such numbers. See Breemer, Soviet Submarines: Design, Development and Tactics,
80.
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those estimates.® But the potential threat of the Type XXI (or a close analogue) being let loose
on Western shipping made the prospect of such a program difficult to ignore. Additionally,
there was still the possibility that the Soviets would master Dr. Walter’s intricate hydrogen-
peroxide fuel cycle and manage to put it into industrial-scale production.® The resultant sub-
marines would have been capable of even higher submerged speeds: the experimental V-80
had sprinted at an unprecedented 26 knots, and the pre-production Type XVIIA had managed
a sustained run of more than five hours at 20 knots.?” At the tactical level, Western ASW forces
would be completely outmatched by such a submarine.

Conversely, at the operational and strategic levels, the ability to strangle U.S. and allied
forces fighting in Europe still very much depended on the availability of the new submarines
— be they of the Elektro- or closed-cycle type — in numbers. The German experience remains
highly instructive in this regard: Deploying from ports on the Bay of Biscay, close as could be
to its Atlantic hunting grounds, the U-Bootwaffe managed to keep scarcely more than 25 per-
cent of its rugged and fairly basic boats operationally available at any one time.* Effective wolf
packs could be formed only occasionally, and during some months there was scarcely a hand-
ful of boats at sea at all.* The upshot for a Soviet anti-SLOC campaign is clear: due to the much
greater distances Soviet boats would have to travel to get to their hunting grounds and back

to base, there either had to be many more of them, or the same number of boats would have to

% See John Jordan, Soviet Submarines: 1945 to the Present (London: Arms and Armour, 1989), 23. Meanwhile,
Breemer’s tracing of the remark to Admiral of the Fleet Kusnezov (in Breemer, Soviet Submarines: Design,
Development and Tactics, 81, 83) could not be verified by the author, and raises questions. Kusnezov had fallen
from grace in 1947 and was facing a court martial in 1948. He got off relatively lightly and was demoted — not
for the last time, as it turned out. The unnamed admiral’s statement plays well with MccGwire’s estimate of
the postwar building program, which is reproduced in Polmar and Noot, Submarines of the Russian and Soviet
Navies, 1718-1990, 140.

% The Soviets had not captured a complete Walter-boat but they succeeded in gaining access to the Walter
design office at Blankenberg. Walter himself and his design staff were captured by the British. See Jordan,
Soviet Submarines: 1945 to the Present, 22.

% See Polmar and Moore, Cold War Submarines: The Design and Construction of U.S. and Soviet Submarines, 2.
% Breemer, “Estimating the Soviet Strategic Submarine Missile Threat,” 85; See also: British Admiralty, “His-
tory of U-Boat Policy, 1939-1945: C.B. 4501” (British Admiralty, London, 1946), http://www.uboatar-
chive.net/British%20Reports/U-boatPolicy.htm.

¥ For a detailed breakdown by month, see Gudmundur Helgason, “U-Boat Force Combat Strength,”
Uboat.net, https://uboat.net/about/contact.htm.
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cruise at much higher speeds to allow for meaningful concentrations in time and space.*’ Since
very high sustained transit speeds of 20 knots or more are achievable only with nuclear pro-
pulsion, only a very large number of long-range boats would do.* Even accounting for the
increased lethality of Type XXI-style armament, the plausibility of a 1950s SLOC interdiction
scenario remained very sensitive to this assumption.

It is important to note that the problem of numbers would be alleviated if forward
operating bases could be quickly made available.?? That said, anti-SLOC operations would
have been most critical in a prolonged war that may not have resulted in such early successes.
The impact of shipping losses to submarines is, after all, cumulative and thus becomes severely
felt only over time. If the Soviet Union wanted to conduct a serious interdiction campaign from
the outset, or in a scenario that might not result in an immediate collapse of Western defenses,
the VMF had to be equipped with many hundreds of the Type XXI- or Walter-derived subma-

rines.® In the absence of specific evidence, which was often difficult to come by until satellite

4 The Type XXI could - in theory — make a little more than 17 knots submerged, but would have drained its
battery far too quickly when travelling at more than 8-10 knots. Polmar gives a range of 25 nmi at 16 knots,
which is tactically useful but negligible from an operational mobility perspective. See Polmar and Moore,
Cold War Submarines: The Design and Construction of U.S. and Soviet Submarines, 4. As a result Type XXI transit
speeds may have been roughly comparable to those achieved during the first phase of the WWII campaign,
when surfaced transits with sustained speeds of 10-12 knots were still possible.

4 Long endurance at high speeds was, in fact, not one of the strong suits of closed-cycle propulsion. In prac-
tice, the user had to choose one or the other: the Walter scheme resulted in high speeds, while the alternative
closed-cycle diesel resulted in longer endurance. See Ibid., 35. A ‘slow’” Walter submarine was also envisioned
by the Royal Navy in the early 1950s, but the point remains the same. See Norman Friedman, The Postwar
Nawal Revolution (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1986), 196. The limitations of classic diesel-electric
propulsion in this regard are, of course, well-established.

£ According to Blair’s landmark account, the first of the German forward bases at Lorient had little impact
on the U-boat campaign in the first three months after the French surrender. By the end of the war, some
1,500 patrols had been launched from French ports, some 750 from Norwegian bases, and some 700 from Kiel
and Wilhelmshaven. But, despite exceptional military successes and the best efforts of U-boat headquarters,
the shift to forward operations took quite some time to unfold. See Clay Blair, Hitler’s U-Boat War: The Hunted,
1942-1945 (New York: Random House, 1998), 184; Gudmundur Helgason, “The U-Boat Bases,” Uboat.net,
https://uboat.net/flotillas/bases/.

% As the documentation for warplan Bushwacker noted, the Walter-type would be “exceedingly expensive to
operate.” See Joint Strategic Plans Group, JSPG 500/2, 8 March 1948, "Bushwacker" in America’s Plans for War
Against the Soviet Union, 1945-1950: Vol. 8, Plan Bushwacker, ed. Steven T. Ross and David A. Rosenberg (New
York, NY: Garland, 1990), 164. While the German experience is only partially relevant in this regard and
economies of scale were probably quite possible, a closed-cycle fleet would have remained a much more
expensive proposition than either a ‘high-low mix’ of Walter- and diesel boats, or an exclusive reliance on
diesel-electric types. In the event, nuclear propulsion — which was itself ‘exceedingly expensive to operate,’
by any reasonable standard — largely obviated the debate about the relative merits of Walter-based air-inde-
pendent propulsion (AIP).
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reconnaissance came into its own during the 1960s, U.S. intelligence assessments simply as-

sumed that what was operationally necessary was also possible and, indeed, likely.

4.2.2 The anti-SLOC scenario and U.S. military planning

While intelligence assessments touted a major Soviet construction effort and the Navy was
clear in its insistence that a long war was what potentially lay ahead, OPNAV’s success in
pushing the threat to allied SLOCs as a major concern in the joint planning process waxed and
waned. As far as the declassified record is concerned, Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) war plans of
the early Cold War era did project a growing threat and expected a Soviet interdiction effort
of some magnitude.* Plan Crankshaft of May 1948 expected a major anti-SLOC effort even in
the very near term. The planners’ line of argument can only be described as a sterling case of

“mirror imaging:”4

“The Soviet strategists must realize the vital importance of the sea lines of communication
and of certain sea areas to the Allies. Therefore, they will exert every feasible means at
their disposal to deny to the Allies these sea areas and lines of communication in order to
protect the USSR against the Allied offensives, to starve the United Kingdom into sub-

mission, and to seriously weaken the war-making capacity of the United States.”4¢

4 Those joint U.S. war planning documents that are publicly available cover the period up until early 1951,
when draft plan Dropshot was withdrawn from consideration. The projections contained in Dropshot covered
the period up until 1957.

% On mirror imaging in this particular context, see Mats Berdal, Forging a Maritime Alliance: Norway and the
Evolution of American Maritime Strategy 1945-1960, Forsvarsstudier 4/1993 (Oslo: Institutt for Forsvarsstudier,
1993), 47-50. See also John B. Hattendorf, The Evolution of the U.S. Navy's Maritime Strateqy 1977-1986, Newport
Paper 19 (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2004), 23. The best systematic study of the phenomenon in
a Cold War context is Robert B. Bathurst, Intelligence and the Mirror: On Creating an Enemy (Oslo, London:
Sage/PRIO, 1993). The idea of the mirror image as a basic reality in U.S.-Soviet relations can probably be
traced to: Urie Bronfenbrenner, “The Mirror Image in Soviet-American Relations: A Social Psychologist's Re-
port,” Journal of Social Issues 17, no. 3 (1961), doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.1961.tb01682.x, 45-56. See also Christo-
pher Jones, “Reflections on Mirror Images: Politics and Technology in the Arsenals of the Warsaw Pact,” in
Goldman; Eliason, The Diffusion of Military Technology and Ideas, 117-45. William Eckhardt and Ralph K. White,
“A Test of the Mirror-Image Hypothesis: Kennedy and Khrushchev,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 11, no. 3
(2016), d0i:10.1177/002200276701100306, 325-32.

4 Joint Strategic Plans Group, JSPG 496/10, 11 May 1948, "Crankshaft" in America’s Plans for War Against the
Soviet Union, 1945-1950: Vol. 7, From Crankshaft to Halfmoon, ed. Steven T. Ross and David A. Rosenberg (New
York, NY: Garland, 1989), FORP-SECRET (declassified 19 August 1977), 49. Emphasis added.
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Nevertheless, SLOC protection remained a secondary concern in most short-term war plans,
which relied on the air offensive to an even greater extent than medium- and long-range plans,
which reflected an acute lack of forces, as well as funds to generate them.# As a result, the
latter tended to me more responsive to the Navy’s concerns. In a substantial annex on the naval
operational concept, Plan Bushwacker of March 1948 made it clear that a modernized VMF sub-
marine force “will present a very serious threat to our sea lines of communication by 1952.”48
It further explained that “it may be assumed that in the light of past experience [...] the use of
submarines in unrestricted attacks against shipping would offer the most fruitful field of im-
mediate employment for enemy submarine efforts.”** Bushwacker estimated a total of “200 in-
terim high submerged-speed submarines”* in the 1952 scenario. The number of ex-German
Type XXIs that could be made available was estimated at sixty units.> Plan Dropshot of 1949
expected “[a]n intensive air and sea offensive against the British Isles, with the initial objective
of neutralizing Great Britain as a serious military factor and of preventing the use of the British
Isles as a base by United States forces”*2 in 1957. It accentuated this as “essential in achieving
the ultimate objective”* from the Soviet side. Dropshot also expected more generalized subma-
rine and air attacks against allied SLOCs, including “intensive antishipping submarine raids,
involving as many as fifty long-range, high submerged-speed submarines and approximately
sixty long-range conventional submarines”> in the Pacific.

As will be further detailed below, there was significant debate about the relative prior-
ity of submarine and air threats inside OPNAYV as well. In 1949, the Air Warfare Division (Op-
55) asserted that the submarine threat, as it stood, could be “effectively throttled early in the

war”% and suggested an “aggressive anti-submarine campaign employing carrier air strikes,

47 Ross, American War Plans, 1945-50, 108-10.

# Joint Strategic Plans Group, JSPG 500/2, 8 March 1948, "Bushwacker" in America’s Plans for War Against the
Soviet Union, 1945-1950, 202.

# Ibid., 203.

% Ibid., 164.

51 Ibid.

52 Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS 1920/5, Vol. II, 19 December 1949, "Dropshot" in America’s Plans for War Against
the Soviet Union, 1945-1950: Vol. 14, Long Range Planning: Dropshot, ed. Steven T. Ross and David A. Rosenberg
(New York, NY: Garland, 1989), FOR-SECRET (declassified 7 October 1973), 400.

5 Ibid.

5 Ibid., 417, 411.

% Rosenberg, “American Postwar Air Doctrine and Organization: The Navy Experience,” 262.
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aerial minelaying, and antisubmarine subs as the spearheads.”> The fact remained, however,
that the Navy had no effective technological counter to a future threat based on state-of-the-
art German — as opposed to prewar Soviet — technology.” It was this very realization that had
motivated ADM Sherman’s initial statement, at the 1946 ASW Conference, that “the strategic
counter to this sort of thing is high emphasis on attack at the source of the trouble.”>® As Navy
ASW experts had found, any other course of action would leave the convoy escorts and hunter-
killer groups with a major problem on their hands: statistically, close to a hundred attack runs
would be required for a surface ship to sink a single Type XXL* Detection rates and sinkings
from the air would also be reduced by up to 94 percent, from World War II levels.® The unfa-
vorable balance of resources required to deal with Type XXIs at sea made an approach based
on killing them in port, on the slipways, and in the factories look distinctly more attractive.
As it began to find broad acceptance both within and beyond OPNAYV, the ‘attack at
source’ paradigm did not remain confined to submarine-related targets. The reliance on
forward offensive operations to attrite an expanded and modernized Soviet submarine fleet
was, however, prominently reflected in several war plans of the late 1940s. Thus, Plan Reaper
listed “[a]ttack on enemy at the source”®! as the highest priority in controlling allied lines of

communication in case of war in 1954:

“Principal operations, conducted by carrier task forces, submarines and land-based air,
would be against targets in the Barents-Norwegian-North Baltic Sea areas; in the Medi-
terranean-Black Sea areas; and in the China-Kamchatka areas. One of the principal oper-

ations is to conduct an effective ASW campaign against the enemy submarine threat.”®

% Ibid.

5 Both the limited nature of the short-term threat and the absence of effective response measures to the Type
XXI threat were confirmed by Vice Admiral Low’s special study of April 1950, known as the Low Report. See
Joel J. Sokolsky, Seapower in the Nuclear Age: The United States Navy and NATO, 1949-80 (Annapolis, MD: Naval
Institute Press, 1991), 10.

% Quoted in: Barlow, From Hot War to Cold, 165.

% Ibid., 164.

% Norman Polmar and Edward Whitman, Hunters and Killers (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2016),
Vol. 2, 78.

61 See Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS 2143/6, 29 November 1950, JOWP "Reaper", Joint Outline War Plan for a War
Beginning 1 July 1954, "Groundwork" in America’s Plans for War Against the Soviet Union, 1945-1950: Vol. 15,
Blueprint for Rearmament: “Reaper”, ed. Steven T. Ross and David A. Rosenberg (New York, NY: Garland,
1990), 31, FOR-SECRET (declassified 4 August 1980).

6 Ibid., 49.
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The final draft for Plan Dropshot, which was eventually obviated by the budgetary bonanza
that followed the surprise attack in Korea, listed “offensive operations to destroy enemy naval
forces, shipping, naval bases, and supporting facilities”® third among its PHASE I priorities
in case of war in 1957. This made it a key priority right after ‘Secure the Western Hemisphere’
and ‘Conduct an Air Offensive against the Soviet Powers’.®* After establishing that “[t]he prin-
cipal threat from Soviet naval forces would lie in their submarine capabilities”® and briefly

discussing other naval capabilities, Dropshot asserts that:

“Offensive operations against the source of these threats are considered the most effective
and least expensive means of neutralizing them. These operations would have as their
primary objectives the destruction of naval and merchant shipping, submarine assembly
and repair facilities, naval bases, and the air defenses of such supporting facilities. [...]
Operations against those targets constituting the source of Soviet naval strength would
be conducted primarily by fast carrier task forces, hunter-killer groups and submarines,
assisted by land based air.”¢

Based on what limited intelligence was available, the JCS assumed that a reconstituted U.S.
Navy — employing the aggressive approach outlined inter alia by Op-55 — would be able to
contain a Soviet interdiction effort in the initial phase of a conflict. In Phase II, allied forces

would “move to increase our measure of control of essential lines of communications [sic]”¢”

and eventually begin pushing the Soviet Union towards capitulation.

6 Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS 1920/5, Vol. II, 19 December 1949, "Dropshot" in America’s Plans for War Against
the Soviet Union, 1945-1950, FOR-SECRET (declassified 7 October 1973), 254.

64 Ibid., 253a-54.

6 Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS 1920/5, Vol. 111, 19 December 1949, "Dropshot" in America’s Plans for War Against
the Soviet Union, 1945-1950: Vol. 14, Long Range Planning: Dropshot, ed. Steven T. Ross and David A. Rosenberg
(New York, NY: Garland, 1989), FOR-SECRET (declassified 7 October 1973), 537.

6 Ibid.

¢ Ibid., 598
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4.3 The early Soviet submarine threat in retrospect

4.3.1 Soviet postwar submarine designs: a closer look

While the outcome of a conjectural conflict in the late 1950s will never be known, the expecta-
tion that the potential anti-SLOC threat could be contained by Western naval forces was most
likely justified. The more dramatic Western projections of future Soviet submarine construc-
tion may have been technically conceivable, but we now know that none of them were re-
motely accurate.®® The actual build rates during the first fifteen years of the Cold War, exclud-
ing the last offshoots of wartime programs that predated the Type XXI by years, are

summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Soviet construction of early-Cold War submarine designs®

Year Completed | Soviet designation | NATO designation | Range category
1946 0 - - -
1947 0 - - -
1948 0 - - -
1949 0 - - -
1950 0 - - -
1951 1 Project 613 Whiskey MR
1952 9 Project 613 Whiskey MR
1953 30 Project 613 Whiskey MR
2 Project 611 Zulu LR

1954 44 Project 613 Whiskey MR

% Friedman provides an alternative, more positive framing: “ONI erred by assuming that Stalin would be
wise enough to emphasize the weapon the West feared most.” See Friedman, Submarine Design and Develop-
ment, 101. Of course, Stalin did emphasize that weapon, and his successor went even further than he had. They
just didn’t emphasize it to the extent ONI expected based on its preferred assumptions, as opposed to ob-
servable facts at the time.

® Jirgen Rohwer and Mikhail S. Monakov, Stalin’s Ocean-Going Fleet: Soviet Naval Strategy and Shipbuilding
Programmes, 1935-1953 (London: Frank Cass, 2001), 223-24; Robert Waring Herrick, Soviet Naval Doctrine and
Policy, 1956-1986 Vol. 1 (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, 2003), 74-78. See also: Gorshkov, Sea Power of the
State, 209; Polmar and Noot, Submarines of the Russian and Soviet Navies, 1718-1990, 281-87.
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4 Project 611 Zulu LR
1955 67 Project 613 Whiskey MR
2 Project 611 Zulu LR
1956 49 Project 613 Whiskey MR
8 Project 611 Zulu LR
1957 14 Project 613 Whiskey MR
9 Project 611 Zulu LR
1 Project 641 Foxtrot LR
1958 1 Project 613 Whiskey MR
1 Project 611 Zulu LR
2 Project 633 Romeo MR
2 Project 641 Foxtrot LR
1959 3 Project 633 Romeo MR
5 Project 641 Foxtrot LR
1960 5 Project 633 Romeo MR
6 Project 641 Foxtrot LR
TOTAL 215 Project 613 Whiskey MR
10 Project 633 Romeo MR
26t Project 611 Zulu LR
14 Project 641 Foxtrot LR

MR = medium range; LR=long-range

*

18 or 19 units re-equipped as low-end SSGs

1t 5 units converted to SSB version

The picture that emerges is quite clear: the number of long-range submarines launched for the
VMF remained low throughout the entire period. Meanwhile, the number of medium-range
units built did eventually increase very substantially. (The design features of these boats —
which were also not Type XXI derivatives, by any reasonable standard — will be discussed in
the next section.) As far as raw numbers are concerned, 1955-56 would remain the Cold War’s

busiest years for Soviet shipyards. Production of the early postwar designs went into steep
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decline soon after, as the advantages of nuclear propulsion became apparent and Khrush-
chev’s “modernists””’ began to question the utility of conventional forces in the nuclear era.
Ultimately, the perception of the VMF’s submarines as a major threat to Western SLOCs had a
more lasting impact on the Cold War competition than the 1950s building program itself. As
Jordan notes, early estimates that suggested that the USSR might be gearing up for a major
anti-shipping campaign left an imprint on the Western debate “for at least the next twenty
years.””! His assertion that this “result[ed] in a series of errors regarding the capabilities, pro-
jected missions, and building rates of the various submarine types which subsequently entered
service””? is entirely credible, and is also borne out by this study.

OPNAV’s concern with the possibility of a massive construction effort putting out Type
XXIs in the hundreds was, of course, not at all unjustified. The Navy and, to the extent that
they assimilated Navy thinking, the JCS were planning against capabilities that the USSR was
known to possess: the technological base to develop Type XXI- and perhaps Walter-deriva-
tives, and the industrial base to produce them in worrisome quantities. Within that specific
frame of reference, the numbers and Soviet lines of operation that were projected in war plans
like Bushwacker and Dropshot reflected fairly balanced assessments of what was possible. More
alarmist estimates — like Nimitz's “several hundred [...] by 1951”7 or ONI’s expected build
rate of 200 boats a year in the early 1950s — assumed that Soviet submarine construction might
be designed to fuel a massive Third Battle of the Atlantic in the near future. In fact, an all-out
construction effort of Type XXI-derived submarines at any point in time was plausible only if
the VMF’s main concern was assumed to be with SLOC interdiction.”* However, while the

expectation that such a program would materialize was not unreasonable in the late 1940s, by

70 George E. Hudson, “Soviet Naval Doctrine and Soviet Politics, 1953-1975,” World Politics 29, no. 1 (1976),
doi:10.2307/2010048.

71 Jordan, Soviet Submarines: 1945 to the Present, 23.

72 Tbid..

73 Seen. 28.

74 There were voices inside OPNAV who argued, correctly as it turned out, that it was not. See Palmer, Ori-
gins of the Maritime Strategy, 68. Rear Admiral (RADM) Fawkes, the British Flag Officer Submarines (FOSM)
during the early 1950s, expressed similar views and warned against exaggerating the threat. See Peter Hen-
nessy and James Jinks, The Silent Deep: The Royal Navy Submarine Service since 1945 (London: Allen Lane, 2015),
82-83.
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far the most significant finding concerning the Soviet approach to Cold War submarine war-
fare is that it never did. In the next step, we will examine the actual capabilities the VMF devel-
oped during 1946-1960 and why the threat they posed fell far short of Western expectations.
The USSR was, of course, no newcomer to submarine construction. In line with Young
School thinking, submarines had been an integral part of its prewar approach to naval strat-
egy.” In fact, at the outbreak of World War II, no other navy was operating nearly as many of
them as the Red Fleet.” Not all of the Soviet prewar designs were of high quality, and the focus
was plainly on coastal defense. Some of the larger types were, however, perfectly suitable for
high-seas missions. The K-class, in particular, proved its value during the war, with Polmar
and Noot describing them as a “highly capable craft and well-liked by the Soviet Navy.””” But
like the rest of the VMF submarine force, the K-class ‘cruiser’ was of conventional design — a
“submersible torpedo boat””® with limited submerged endurance and speed — and posed no
particular ASW challenge. In an open-ocean scenario, most Soviet subs of this era were mark-
edly inferior to the Kriegsmarine’s mainstay Type VII and Type IX designs.” The leading West-
ern navies had become highly proficient at countering this sort of threat, and while the steep
draw-down of forces during 1945-47 would have made a reconstitution of the wartime ASW
system a major organizational challenge, the knowledge and capabilities were both still avail-
able. If the USSR was going to challenge the Western sea powers in their preferred domain
and pose a credible threat in the North Atlantic, German technology was its best bet by far.
In light of this fact, the production choices made in the late 1940s and early 1950s are
quite instructive as to the motivations of the VMF’s postwar submarine program. As will be-
come evident, the USSR did not fully come around to the paradigm that the Type XXI had

instated until about 1955, and switched the bulk of its efforts to nuclear propulsion soon

7> See Robert W. Herrick, Soviet Naval Theory and Policy: Gorshkov's Inheritance (Annapolis, MD: Naval Insti-
tute Press, 1989), 65-66; Robert W. Herrick, Soviet Naval Strategy: Fifty Years of Theory and Practice (Annapolis,
MD: Naval Institute Press, 1968), 19-27.

76 Polmar and Noot, Submarines of the Russian and Soviet Navies, 1718-1990, 95.

77 Ibid., 88

78 Karl Lautenschlédger, “The Submarine in Naval Warfare, 1901-2001,” International Security 11, no. 3 (1986),
doi:10.2307/2538886, 102.

7 To mention just a few of the relevant factors, none of the Soviet boats were snorkel-equipped, they had
much inferior diving depths, and even worse habitability. While many sources fail to highlight this issue,
German boats also suffered from uneven build quality in the later stages of the war. But Soviet boats had this
problem from the outset, resulting in lower survivability.
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thereafter. In addition to the non-adoption of the available German design, observable con-
struction of Soviet designs up until the late 1950s does not point to a strong focus on SLOC
interdiction either. As a result, we can state not only that the USSR never built any copies of
the Type XXI, but that it followed a different path of development as a matter of preference.

The first of the postwar submarine classes was Project 613, known to NATO as the
Whiskey-class. The initial design work for these boats was completed during the Great Patriotic
War, at some point between 1942 and 1944. After the Soviet designers had gotten a first-hand
look at the Type XXI, some adjustments were made — which specific adjustments is less clear.
In any case, Project 613 was not designed from the ground up. It was — and remained — a
development of the prewar S-class that sought to balance the new requirement for better
submerged speed with very conservative Soviet design features.®

The vessel that resulted was nothing like the German ‘convoy killer’. Its hull form was
based on the S-class and retained the classic prewar saddle tanks. It was 25 percent smaller in
submerged displacement and considerably less streamlined than the more modern German
subs. Its electric motors were only about half as powerful as the Type XXIs, resulting in a ser-
viceable — but not particularly impressive — submerged speed of 13 knots.®! It sought to retain
good seakeeping on the surface and initially kept the deck guns as well.8> German designers
had found that the retention of deck artillery increased water resistance by a significant 20-25
percent.® It stuck with the prewar concept of splitting the torpedo armament into forward and

aft tubes, and carried only six reloads to the Type XXIs fourteen.? There is no mention in any

80 Jordan, Soviet Submarines: 1945 to the Present, 25-26.

81 Polmar and Moore, Cold War Submarines: The Design and Construction of U.S. and Soviet Submarines, 31.

8 This gun is a bit of a mystery but appears to have been the rather unsuccessful SM-24 twin 57mm gun
mount. A single 100mm is also reported as having been fitted on some units, which MccGwire believes would
have been useful to counter amphibious forces. While Polmar and Moore are undoubtedly correct in describ-
ing it as an anti-aircraft gun, the 57 mm was another compromise, with reasonable effectiveness against many
light-skinned surface targets as well. See ibid., 26; Michael MccGwire, Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign
Policy (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1987), 361 n. 12; Jordan, Soviet Submarines: 1945 to the Present,
30; NavWeapons, “Russia: 57 mm/78.7 (2.24") SM-24-ZIF, 57 mm/78.7 (2.24") ZIF-31,” NavWeapons,
http://www.navweaps.com/Weapons/WNRussian_57mm-78_zif-31.php.

8 Rossler, U-Boottyp XXI, 18.

8 To be fair, stern tubes were also retained in some postwar Western designs. However, in both cases this
was largely a symptom of excessive conservatism, and of planning submarines around less advanced torpe-
does. The German Lageunabhingiger Torpedo (LUT) could hit targets in the rear, as well as the frontal aspect.
According to Rossler, this weapon “largely obviated” the additional stern tubes. See ibid., 146.
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source of an advanced fire control system based on acoustic sensor data. Finally, and quite
astonishingly, Project 613s were not equipped with even a basic snorkel during the postwar
redesign effort, which left them tremendously vulnerable to tried and tested Western ASW
methods. When a snorkel was eventually added, it performed even worse than the problem-
atic German models. According to a former crew member, “a design flaw [...] allowed exhaust
gas to be sucked back into the submarine.”®> When a Whiskey was ordered to conduct a thirty-
day patrol without surfacing, “the crew was so poisoned that their legs and hands were swol-
len to nearly twice their normal size. The Soviet Union chalked up the voyage as proof of the
superiority of Soviet manhood.”® To make a long story short, “German technology was not
deployed to any significant extent”®” in the Whiskey. As a result, in their original configuration,
the 613s were more of the past than of the future — a step forward for the VMF, but by no
means a major innovation.

None of this is to say that the submarine itself was necessarily a bad design. In fact, the
Whiskey was a serviceable instrument for its assigned missions, which are discussed in detail
below. Indeed, with at least 215 units built, Project 613 has remained the largest submarine
program ever completed by any country in peacetime. But it became an adequate Cold War-
era sub only as a result of later modifications: the addition of a snorkel (first observed in 1955,
and presumably upgraded at some point thereafter), the removal of the deck guns for better
streamlining, an improved sonar suite (first seen in 1957-58) and an electronic support
measures (ESM) mast (after 1957), as well as further upgrades throughout its service life. What
none of these improvements could change was the fact that the 613 had not been designed for

long-range operations in the Atlantic.

8 See Sherry Sontag, Christopher Drew and Annette Lawrence Drew, Blind Man’s Bluff: The Untold Story of
Cold War Submarine Espionage (London: Hutchinson, 1999), 153.

8 Tbid.

8 W.]. R. Gardner, Anti-Submarine Warfare (London: Brassey's, 1996), 13.
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In fact, it had almost exactly the same range as the Type VIIC - but, if it was to operate against
Atlantic convoys, it had to do so over twice the distance the German Atlantikboote typically had
to cover.’® As both ONI and the CIA eventually realized, the Whiskey

“could not be effective against US sea lines of communication to Europe —which are some
1,800 to 2,400 nm distant. The W class, under optimum conditions, can remain on a patrol
station located about 1,800 nm from its base for about 10 days. It is better able to defend
the sea approaches to the USSR and interdict naval vessels in the Norwegian Sea.”®

Since these were the missions the 613 had been designed for from the outset, this assessment
was eminently sensible. Soviet engineers did, however, develop a long-range type in parallel
to the Whiskey-class, which sheds further light on Soviet preferences during this first phase of
the confrontation.

Project 611, known to Western analysts as the Zulu-class, was the largest submarine
that the USSR had ever built at that point in time. At 2,600 tons, its submerged displacement
was nearly twice that of the Whiskey, and 40 percent larger than the Type XXI's. It was more
streamlined than the former and also had a better submerged speed of about 15 knots. At the
same time, it appears that deck guns were still part of its initial configuration — an odd choice
in a design otherwise optimized for good underwater performance, and one which was
ultimately corrected.” Project 611 also had an unusual propulsion layout with three shafts,
which led to suspicions that closed-cycle power units had been (or would be) fitted on the
outer shafts. It appears that this was the designers’ original intention, which was abandoned
when problems in bringing the closed-cycle scheme into operational service proved to be more
persistent than expected.” The Zulu’s lack of a snorkel — or, for that matter, the creep motors

introduced on the Whiskey — might be explained as a result of the switch to an all-diesel power

8 From the Northern Fleet bases in the Murmansk area to a useful position somewhere in the eastern North
Atlantic (e.g. 53° N, 22° W — roughly on the same latitude as Dublin and on the same longitude as Reykjavik),
a Soviet boat would have to cover at least 1,900 nmi each way, even on an unrealistically straight course.
From Lorient, the distance is less than half that. Approximate distances at sea are best calculated using a
specialized tool like the one available at www.searoutes.com.

8 Central Intelligence Agency, “The Soviet Attack Submarine Force Evolution and Operations” (Intelligence
Memorandum, Central Intelligence Agency, Washington, DC, 1971), SECRET (declassified 14 September
2017), 8.

% Jordan, Soviet Submarines: 1945 to the Present, 30.

o1 Ibid., 28-29.
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plant late in the design phase. But even so, these design features made little sense for a sub-
marine that would have faced even greater exposure to Western ASW forces than its smaller
sister. After the failed integration of closed-cycle propulsion on the Zulu, the VMF limited its
only other attempt at series production to a coastal design.

Unlike their medium-range counterparts, the Zulus were quite capable of operating in
the mid-Atlantic or even off the Eastern Seaboard. If they could make all or part of the transit
on the surface, their range was better than 15,000 nmi. Once they had been retrofitted with
snorkels, Western estimates were lowered to 9,500 nmi on a completely submerged patrol.”2 A
main armament of twenty-two anti-shipping torpedoes for their six bow and four aft tubes
was also appropriate for more extended patrol durations. While they were still subject to some
of the same compromises that marked the Whiskey-class, the refitted Zulus came a good deal
closer to matching the Type XXI's performance at extended ranges. That said, Project 611 was
still no Type XXI equivalent, at a time when U.S. submarines were already beginning to move
on from the German example. It was slower, undoubtedly noisier with its three-shaft layout
and lack of effective quieting measures, and it had only a very basic sensor and electronics
suite.”® Again, later upgrades took care of several of these deficiencies, but the state of the art

had clearly overtaken the Zulu before it ever left the drawing board.

% Polmar and Noot, Submarines of the Russian and Soviet Navies, 1718-1990, 283; Breemer, Soviet Submarines:
Design, Development and Tactics, 286.

% Just as the first Zulus were being delivered, the Royal Navy demonstrated that much more quiet diesel
submarines were possible — even compared to the fairly silent Type XXI. Importantly, HMS Porpoise achieved
a major reduction in radiated noise even when snorkeling. See Hennessy and Jinks, The Silent Deep, 130. The
Zulu attempted nothing of the kind — nor did its successor, the Foxtrot. Had the VMF decided to go down this
path early on, the competition might have played out very differently.
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Fig. 8: A Whiskey-class submarine underway, with the British ASW frigate HMS Rothesay in trail. The
relatively small size of the 613s is evident in this late-Cold War image. (U.S. National Archives)

Even more importantly, only twenty-one Zulus were ever deployed in the general-purpose
configuration, while five others were redesigned to carry early ballistic missiles and several
more were canceled. To put this number into perspective, the Kriegsmarine had built a ‘long-
range’ Type IX for every three ‘medium-range’ Type VIIs. Given the increased ranges at which
it would have to operate, a VMF submarine force optimized for combat in the North Atlantic
should have aimed for a much higher proportion of long-range boats. The actual ratio of fin-
ished Z- and W-class hulls, however, was roughly 1:10. Had SLOC interdiction been the name
of the game, this allocation of resources would have been shockingly inefficient, even by the

standards of a planned defense economy.
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In addition to the W- and Z-class boats, Soviet yards built thirty units of the much
smaller Project 615 or Quebec-class, which U.S. naval intelligence initially endowed with an
estimated range of up to 7,000 nmi.** Designed as general-purpose coastal boats or perhaps as
close-in “interceptors,”? their actual range was less than half that.”® While a closed-cycle sys-
tem was to be fitted on this class, this was once again changed to a conventional propulsion
layout after the first few units experienced serious incidents resulting from liquid oxygen leaks
in the propulsion plant.”” Dubbed the zazhigalka (“cigarette lighter”*®) by its crews, with officers
allegedly “receiv[ing] a 20-percent bonus — known as ‘death pay’”® for serving on them, these
early Quebecs were an extremely dubious showcase for the first AIP system ever installed on
an operational submarine. While the VMF did not give up on closed-cycle propulsion alto-
gether, none of the other designs that were considered left the drawing board — the technology
was impressive, but under realistic conditions it never lived up to its promise.

As a result, when the next generation of more mature postwar designs came around,
they were conventional diesel-electric types as well, and not much faster or more quiet than
their predecessors. The medium-range Project 633 (Romeo-class) and long-range Project 641
(Foxtrot-class) were, however, superior in other respects. Notably, they had increased ranges
of 9,000 and 17,000 nmi on snorkel, introduced better sensors, and could dive to 1,000 ft. The
Foxtrot could apparently keep moving at creeping speeds for more than a week without snor-
keling, which was a major improvement over previous classes.!® Neither of the two programs
was pursued to the extent that was originally envisioned, and they ultimately resulted in sixty-

two Foxtrots and only twenty Romeos being commissioned.’”! It was with the delivery of the

% Breemer, Soviet Submarines: Design, Development and Tactics, 87.

% Ibid.

% Polmar and Moore, Cold War Submarines: The Design and Construction of U.S. and Soviet Submarines, 47.

7 Ibid., 44.

% Central Intelligence Agency, “Problems in the Soviet Submarine Service” (Special Report, Central Intelli-
gence Agency, Washington, DC, 1965), SECRET (declassified 28 September 2006).

% Ibid.

10 Polmar and Moore, Cold War Submarines: The Design and Construction of U.S. and Soviet Submarines, 202.
That said, Compton-Hall (Submarine vs. Submarine, 23) gives the endurance at maximum speed as one hour,
which would not have made the Foxtrot a capable hunter over longer distances. For example, catching up
with a convoy while submerged would have been well-nigh impossible. 641s were also not equipped as
hunter-killers, although there apparently was a Western expectation that they would be. See Breemer, Soviet
Submarines: Design, Development and Tactics, 99.

101 The Foxtrot production run for the VMF continued into the early 1970s and, for export purposes, beyond.
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first of these improved units in 1958 that the Soviet submarine force began to live up to
Western fears of a decade earlier. The VMF now had advanced diesel boats designed from the
outset to survive in the kind of ASW environment that had broken the back of the German U-
Bootwaffe, and with sufficient reach to cause some havoc on the main Atlantic shipping routes.
Perhaps, in some very general sense, one could call them Type XXI derivatives with Soviet

characteristics. Yet, by the time they entered service, that paradigm had itself been superseded.

Fig. 9: The Foxtrot was the first Soviet submarine to transcend the performance of the Type XXI. By the

time the first of these vessels went to sea, the USN and VMF were both shifting to nuclear power. They

nonetheless posed a credible threat into the 1970s. (U.S. National Archives)
In the expectation of the massive Type XXI-based submarine threat that never came, the US
Navy had begun to devise a new ASW system designed specifically to hunt down high-sub-
merged-speed diesel subs. And on 17 January 1955, the first nuclear-powered submarine — the
USS Nautilus — had set out on its shakedown cruise, proving that completely air-independent
propulsion with unlimited operational range and sustained speeds of more than 20 knots had
now become a reality. Barely a year and a half later, the U.S. Navy decided that it would stop
building diesel boat altogether.1?2 Before the VMF could rush into service a nuclear submarine
of its own, the U.S. had completed five and laid down eleven more. Among them were six

Skipjack-class nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSNs) that would do a jaw-dropping 33

102 Polmar and Moore, Cold War Submarines: The Design and Construction of U.S. and Soviet Submarines, 133.
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knots and remain in service into the late 1980s.1% Another revolution had come, and the U.S.

Navy had engineered it. The Red Fleet, meanwhile, was once again behind the curve.

4.3.2 The reasons why: zone defense and the distant patrol mission

Before we move on to examine how the U.S. Navy developed an ASW posture that provided
a suitable counter to the anticipated threat, however, we have one critical question yet to an-
swer: if the VMF of the 1950s was not postured for a Third Battle of the Atlantic, to what end
did Soviet shipyards churn out more than 250 modern diesel-electric submarines, before the
available resources were eventually rebalanced in favor of nuclear construction? To take this
line of inquiry even further, we have to ask ourselves why the VMF did not at least build
intermediate-range boats that could operate against the Atlantic shipping lanes if so required,
instead of medium-range units that could not. How come the Soviet submarine force was not
even structured for the possibility of a more forward-leaning posture in case of war, when the
dependence on trans-oceanic SLOCs was clearly an important Western vulnerability?1%4

The answer to these questions would seem to lie not so much in the inability of Soviet
engineers and shipyards to build longer-range ‘convoy killers” en masse, as in a clear set of

priorities derived for the VMF from broader Soviet defense objectives.’®> While the point was

103 The USS Scorpion was lost with all hands in May 1968 — the second and last loss of a U.S. nuclear-powered
submarine. The last unit was decommissioned in 1990.

104 Using the same amount of resources that went into separate classes of long-range and medium-range
boats during the first decade of the Cold War, the VMF could have been equipped with perhaps 200 interme-
diate vessels that would have offered much better on-station times in the eastern portion of the North Atlantic
or, for that matter, the North Pacific as well.

105 Some have advanced the theory that the USSR was simply incapable of copying the Type XXI. See, e.g.
Breemer, Soviet Submarines: Design, Development and Tactics, 80. Gilli also explicitly makes the case that the
USN and the Royal Navy experienced difficulties copying the Type XXI. See Mauro Gilli, “The Struggle for
Military-Technological Superiority: Complexity, Systems Integration and the Technological Challenges of
Imitation” (Doctoral dissertation, Northwestern University, 2015). However, as far as the Soviet case is con-
cerned, the evidence points in a different direction. According to a prominent Soviet engineer, the TsKB-18
design bureau began drawing up plans for a straightforward copy of the Type XXI, designated Project 614.
But the design, which reflected German wartime priorities, was found to be insufficiently durable for a long
service life and almost immediately discarded. See Polmar and Moore, Cold War Submarines: The Design and
Construction of U.S. and Soviet Submarines, 24. However, even if Soviet decision-makers did face important
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almost certainly debated behind closed doors, operating in numbers against convoys west of
the Greenland-Iceland-UK (GIUK) gap was simply not envisioned as a principal mission focus
for the VMF submarine force in a war with NATO. That is why, even at the planning stage, a
long-range component of a single Zulu for every nine Whiskeys was considered perfectly ade-
quate. This is where different national strategic needs and preferences led to a very different
techno-doctrinal outcome. The Type XXI had been the Kriegsmarine’s final and potentially most
successful attempt at creating the ultimate weapon system to accomplish one thing, and one
thing only: “[T]o destroy Allied merchant shipping.”'% This is what the German theory of vic-
tory during both Battles of the Atlantic wholly depended on. The Soviet submarines of the
early Cold War, however, were designed with a very different mission in mind: to shield the
homeland from seaborne attack.

To come to grips with the VMFs preference of using submarines for missions other than
SLOC interdiction it is important to once again remind ourselves of how Soviet Cold War na-
val strategy was a continuation of traditions predating the Great Patriotic War, and even the
Soviet Union itself. The repeated failures Tsarist Russia had experienced in its attempts at
building a Western-style battle fleet eventuated in the pragmatic “active defense’ paradigm of
1925-32 and the ideas of the Young School.'’”” As we have seen, the latter was convinced that
“the utility of the battleship had ended”'% and that “[a] balanced naval force should consist of
light units. [...] Only submarines, PT boats, high-speed destroyers, and naval aircraft were es-
sential.”1® It is true that the VMF continued to flirt with the idea of a much-expanded surface
fleet and secured Stalin’s approval for a fairly large-scale construction effort during 1936-40
and again during 1946-50. But in terms of the operational paradigm that was envisioned, it
seems that the basic formula of later decades had begun to emerge even before Stalin passed

from the scene.

technological limitations, this would still not provide a compelling explanation for why they preferred next-
generation replacements for their own S-class (the Whiskey) and K-class (the Zulu) over an intermediate-range
boat patterned more closely on the Type XXI. Surely, an industrial base that was capable of building subma-
rines of both longer and shorter ranges than required for such a boat was not technologically incapable of
covering the middle ground as well.

106 Ibid., 5.

107 On active defense, see Herrick, Soviet Naval Strategy, 9-27.

108 Tbid., 22.

10 Ibid. Emphasis added.
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Stated in the simplest terms, the postwar Soviet system was one of deeply echeloned zones
of defense — a scheme that became much more expansive over time, but that was essentially
retained even after the shift to defensive bastions as the main focal point of Soviet naval pos-
ture.’? Described simply as ‘zone defense’ by other Cold War sources, but perhaps more ac-
curately classified as an “oceanic perimeter defense-in-depth,” this was a more ambitious take
on sea denial than Russia’s littoral strategies of the past. After all “her most likely opponents
were now the traditional maritime powers, who had just demonstrated their capability to pro-
ject and support continental-scale armies across vast distances of sea.”""" At the same time,
despite its increased reach and a growing level of ambition over the following decades, zone
defense was also categorically different from how the great sea powers of the West thought

about naval warfare. In its earliest and most basic form, the zone defense system saw the VMF

“prepare a defensive perimeter up to about 500 miles from the Soviet coast within which
invading forces would come under increasingly severe attack as they headed for Russia.
Beyond and at the outer limits of this perimeter, defending forces would be restricted to
land-based bombers, long-range submarines (Zulus) and a few heavy ships [...] whose
exact function was not very clear. Closer in, the stress would be on huge numbers of me-
dium-range and coastal submarines (Whiskeys and Quebecs respectively), more and more
aircraft, a swarm of minor combatants, especially torpedo boats, dense minefields and

last but not least, powerful batteries of coastal artillery.”112

Herrick traces the theory behind this scheme to ADM Alafuzov’s writings in the immediate
postwar period, but Alafuzov was himself drawing on ideas developed several decades ear-
lier.!® Later on, the outermost or ‘open-ocean’ zone would increase in importance and the
depth of the outer defense zone would reach out to at least 1,000 nmi from the Soviet coast.!!4

As far as the submarine force is concerned, Moore, Flanigan and Helsen describe a “three-

110 Herrick, Soviet Naval Theory and Policy, 274-76.

111 Michael MccGwire, “Naval Power and Soviet Global Strategy,” in Naval Strategy and National Security: An
"International Security” Reader, ed. Stephen van Evera and Steven E. Miller, Princeton Legacy Library (Balti-
more, Maryland, [Princeton, New Jersey]: Project Muse; [Princeton University Press], 2014), 145.

112 Bryan Ranft and Geoffrey Till, The Sea in Soviet Strategy (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1989), 173.

113 Herrick, Soviet Naval Doctrine and Policy, 1956-1986, 17-18; MccGwire, “Naval Power and Soviet Global
Strategy,” 145.

114 Central Intelligence Agency/Office of Research and Reports, Soviet Naval Strategy and Its Effects on the De-
velopment of Naval Forces, 1953-63, October 22, 1963, CIA/RR ER SC 63-3, CIA Historical Collection, FOR-SE-
CRET (declassified 21 May 2012), 15.
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tiered defense radiating from the Soviet homeland,”"> which they also trace back to the imme-
diate postwar period:
“In essence [...] the Zs could be seen as an early-warning platform, whose primary mis-
sion was to alert the Soviets to approaching hostile naval forces and to furnish some initial

defense against them. The Ws, on the other hand, provided the main force and thrust of
Soviet naval defense, while the Qs offered coastal patrol and final defense.”11®

If we factor in the succession of problems encountered with the infelicitous Quebec program,
this mission structure fully aligns with observed submarine construction during 1946-1960,
while a focus on SLOC interdiction far out in the Atlantic — once again — does not. According
to First Secretary Khrushchev, the decision to largely abandon the heavy surface units in favor
of an even stronger focus on submarines was made at the Party level, soon after Stalin’s
death.!” At this stage, the planned construction of several hundred more diesel-electrics was
already being thrown into disarray by the far-reaching implications of nuclear propulsion.
With his savaging of the VMF’s budget in 1956-57, Khrushchev came down decisively in favor
of nuclear-powered — and nuclear-armed — submarines.!”® However, we can still see the off-
shoots of the original zone defense concept in the follow-on programs that were cut short. The
Foxtrot was designed to take over the Zulu’s mission in the first line of defense. It was, in
Breemer’s judgment, still

“a traditional ocean patrol type, intended to operate on a patrol line or barrier astride the

expected line of advance of enemy surface forces. Its range, endurance and armament

were adequate for the requirements of an oceanic tonnage war, but the weight of the evi-

dence nevertheless suggests that coastal defence, albeit a [sic] greater distances, was the

‘Foxtrot’s” principal intended mission.”1?

115 K. J. Moore, Mark Flanigan, and Robert D. Helsel, “Developments in Submarine Systems, 1956-76,” in
Soviet Naval Influence: Domestic and Foreign Dimensions, ed. Michael MccGwire and John McDonnell (New
York, NY: Praeger, 1977), 152.

116 Tbid.

117 See Herrick, Soviet Naval Strategy, 75.

118 While it may have been an overreaction to the technological trends of the day, Khrushchev’s intervention
seems broadly justified in retrospect. The construction of the planned surface vessels, in particular, would
not have left the VMF better off in the long run. Whether a continuation of diesel-electric construction at a
higher rate would have been beneficial is a more difficult question to answer.

119 Breemer, Soviet Submarines: Design, Development and Tactics, 99.
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The massive Romeo program — according to one source, the initial plan was for 576 units — was
brutally curtailed as resources were shifted, and the overall defense effort was re-centered on
missiles and nuclear weapons.'? Had it been allowed to run its course, this massive construc-
tion effort would have pushed out the main perimeter to an extent that would have lent sub-
stance to the fears of Western intelligence services and allowed the VMF to operate in much
greater density in areas that were previously limited to Zulus operating in handfuls. As it
turned out, this task would fall to more capable nuclear-propelled vessels instead, with the

corresponding disadvantage of production runs in the dozens rather than the hundreds.

4.4 Submarine hunters for a new era

4.4.1 From the SSK concept to the ‘fast attack’

The U.S. Navy’s adjustment to the anticipated threat from high-submerged-speed diesel sub-
marines unfolded over a roughly ten-year period and can be divided into two stages. The first
stage involved the promulgation and elaboration of the “attack at source’ concept, which has
already been referred to, and which is also discussed in more detail in section 4.5. Treatises on
anti-submarine warfare tend to disregard this part of the equation — perhaps because the ASW
paradigm itself is so strongly associated with defensive sea control during both world wars.!?!
In addition, direct attacks on supporting infrastructure and submarines in port were seen as
largely unsuccessful in World War I1.122 The Navy was, however, perfectly serious about mak-

ing the “attack at source’ approach a main focus of its ASW effort during the first decade of the

120 Thid., 101.

121 Two exceptions to this rule are: Jan S. Breemer, “Anti-Submarine Warfare: A Primer” (Naval Postgraduate
School, Monterey, CA, 1988); Gardner, Anti-Submarine Warfare.

12 Brian McCue, U-Boats in the Bay of Biscay: An Essay in Operations Analysis (Washington, DC: National De-
fense University Press, 1990).
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Cold War, and possibly beyond.'? The second stage sought to recover the advantage the West-
ern allies had built in dealing with the ASW problem at sea. The system that resulted from this
line of effort had three main components: (1) submarines designed to hunt and kill other sub-
marines, (2) long-range oceanic surveillance, and (3) an updated version of the air-surface team
that had decided the Second Battle of the Atlantic.’* The key to all three elements was passive
acoustics. As the advances in this area began to show promising operational results, the need
to kill submarines in port and erode their supporting infrastructure began to lose some of its
urgency. What is perhaps most remarkable about this second stage is the systematic explora-
tion of unproven concepts and the reliance on largely experimental approaches. This ulti-
mately left the Navy prepared to deal not only with the expected diesel threat, but also with
the even more difficult challenge posed by nuclear submarines.

The first key element of the postwar ASW system was the hunter-killer submarine.
Ironically, the Type XXI itself pointed the U.S. Navy in this direction in the postwar search for
a means of containing the threat that it posed. As postwar evaluations of its capabilities
showed, the German design was extremely quiet for its time when operating on battery, but
still produced copious amounts of detectable noise whenever it snorkeled.!?® This made it vul-
nerable to passive acoustic detection. Very conveniently, German submarines had also been
equipped with a relatively advanced listening apparatus, the Gruppenhorchgerit, which could
sometimes capture single vessels at distances of up to 10 nmi.'? The hunter-killer concept was
based on submarines carrying a more powerful version of this sensor and deploying across
likely enemy transit routes, in areas that were suitable for setting up an ambush. Running on

batteries, the hunter-killer would listen for noisy snorkelers, maneuver into position, and fire

123 There are some notable disagreements on when ‘attack at source” was abandoned as a key ASW method.
Palmer (Origins of the Maritime Strategy, 161-67) argues that the offensive focus was lost during the 1950s.
Hegmann (Richard Hegmann, “In Search of Strategy: The Navy and the Depths of the Maritime Strategy”
(Doctoral dissertation, Brandeis University, September 1990), passim) makes the case that ‘attack at source’
lines of operation were still part of U.S. war plans in the 1960s.

124 By far the best treatment of these developments and an indispensable take on the subject is: Cote, The Third
Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy's Silent Cold War Struggle with Soviet Submarines, 13-40. On the early organ-
izational history of SOSUS, see also: Gary E. Weir, “The American Sound Surveillance System: Using the
Ocean to Hunt Soviet Submarines, 1950-1961,” International Journal of Naval History 5, no. 2 (2006).

125 Ibid., 14-15.

126 The GHG was not unique to the Type XXI among German submarines, and the detection range was usually
quite a bit below the maximum. But it was a capable sensor for its time. See Rossler, U-Boottyp XXI, 134-35.
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acoustic-homing torpedoes at any hostile submarine trying to break out into the open ocean.'?”
The immediate results of the Navy’s efforts to bring this concept to fruition were the BQR-4
passive sonar, which was essentially an enlarged and improved Gruppenhorchgerit, and the K-
1-class submarine. These original hunter-killer submarines (5SKs) were designed to be easily
mass-produced in case of mobilization — plans called for as many as 970 to combat an expected
threat of up to 2,000 Soviet Type XXIs, or 250 to go up against a more moderate force of 356
enemy submarines.'?® Like all other postwar diesel submarines in the U.S. Navy, they were
actually built in small numbers, with an emphasis on testing and evaluation. Three K-1-class
units were commissioned during 1951-52, and quickly established the validity of the ASW
submarine concept. While initially designed for this specialized role, advanced passive sonar
arrays eventually became the primary sensor on all U.S. Navy submarines. As a stopgap and
additional test case for possible mobilization, seven World War II fleet boats were also con-

verted to carry the BQR-4, starting in 1950.1%°

127 Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy's Silent Cold War Struggle with Soviet Submarines, 14-15.
Straight-runners like the Mark 16 were also initially used, but success rates would have been very low indeed.
128 Norman Friedman, U.S. Submarines since 1945: An Illustrated Design History (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 1995), 75.

129 Ibid., 80-82. These boats were actually more capable in some respects than the smaller, more simple K-1s.
See Polmar and Whitman, Hunters and Killers, 91. However, Friedman (U.S. Submarines since 1945, 83) notes
operational restrictions in severe weather, which forced one of the conversions to operate on the surface dur-
ing a storm. This was due to the increased air intake of the larger power plant, which the snorkel could not
meet in high sea states.

[205]



The interdiction threat that never was

Fig. 10: The original hunter-killer submarine, USS Barracuda (SSK-1), with her unwieldy sonar dome

containing the BQR-4 array. (U.S. National Archives)
The main disadvantage of these early SSKs was their slow speed, which was a result of their
smaller, noise-optimized power plants. While a submerged speed of 8-9 knots was acceptable
for forward ‘barrier’ operations against snorkeling diesel submarines, the VMF’s turn towards
nuclear propulsion after 1958 largely negated the combat value of the original SSKs. The small
K-1s — later re-designated the Barracuda-class — also suffered from limited endurance. While
nuclear power provided a solution to both of these problems, the thoroughbred hunter-killer
was not meant to compromise its main traits of maximum sonar performance and quietness
by balancing them against other desirable qualities. In the event, only a single SSKN — the USS
Tullibee — was built before the concept of specialized hunter-killers was abandoned alto-
gether.!® As Friedman put it, the SSKs “were victims of their own success. The special SSK
designation was dropped in 1959. From that time, all U.S. attack submarines have had the SSK
role.”13!

With other nuclear boats as the main threat, the Navy decided that its best option was

to combine the high speed of the Skipjacks with better quieting and sensors to create the “fast

130 She was never actually designated an SSKN, but this was her intended role. See Polmar and Moore, Cold
War Submarines: The Design and Construction of U.S. and Soviet Submarines, 153.
131 Friedman, U.S. Submarines since 1945, 85. Emphasis in the original.
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attack’ submarine as we know it. From the Thresher/Permit-class onwards, high operational
and tactical mobility, much-reduced levels of radiated noise at slow speeds, and excellent sen-
sors were all packed into a single, high-end platform. With at least four times the displacement
of a Barracuda and a much more complex technological base, these state-of-the-art SSNs were
large and expensive, and could not be built in very large numbers. That said, as an ASW plat-
form for hunting their nuclear counterparts, they were in a class of their own. The VMF did
not begin to field similarly well-balanced or lethal designs until the mid-1970s. In the mean-
time, the few ‘fast attacks’ that the Navy could send into battle would have been very unpleas-
ant opponents to deal with. The techno-doctrinal evolution of the SSN force is covered in

greater detail in the following chapters.

4.4.2 Networked surveillance on an oceanic scale

The second major element of the postwar ASW complex was long-range, wide-area oceanic
surveillance, which was again based on rapid advances in passive acoustics. As government-
sponsored research had discovered during 1943-44, the properties of deep water are such that
sounds — specifically, those in the lower frequency spectrum — will often travel over thousands
of miles and still remain distinguishable.'® This also implied that the sound source would
potentially be amenable to categorization and localization. Provided the necessary technical
capabilities were in place, submarines would be liable to detection over much greater distances
than any on-board sensor could ever achieve. The Navy’s original intention in funding such a
system was to do for allied convoys in a Third Battle of the Atlantic what communications
intelligence produced by Ultra had done during World War II: to identify submarines, and
gathering wolf packs in particular, early enough to route a convoy around them.!®® When it
became apparent that the Soviets might soon begin using their subs as nuclear delivery vehi-

cles, the need to establish an early warning capability against submarines approaching the

122 Edward C. Whitman, “SOSUS: The "Secret Weapon" of Undersea Surveillance,” Undersea Warfare 7, no. 2
(2005), https://www.public.navy.mil/subfor/underseawarfaremagazine/Issues/Archives/issue_25/sosus.htm.
133 Norman Friedman, Network-Centric Warfare: How Navies Learned to Fight Smarter Through Three World Wars
(Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2009), 243.
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North American continent emerged as an even more pressing imperative.'3* Fortunately for
the Navy, scientists had already achieved the necessary breakthroughs by the time this second
threat began to materialize.

While the physics of sound propagation in water are highly complex, the key concern
in filtering out a sound source of interest over long distances is whether a sufficient signal-to-
noise ratio can be attained.’® A combination of very large arrays — about 1000 ft in length —
with a series of narrowband filters proved very effective in this regard.'*® The captured sounds
would then be converted into visual form for interpretation, using a newly developed tech-
nique known as low-frequency analysis and recording (LOFAR).’¥” This could be accomplished in
near-real time. Given the amount of real estate that would be required, static emplacement of
the arrays on the seabed and of the processing facilities on land was the only viable option,
with armored cables running between them.!3

The first full-scale hydrophone arrays of what would become the Sound Surveillance
System (SOSUS) were emplaced off the Bahamas in 1952. A program to cover all of the Eastern
Seaboard with a series of similar installations began the year after and was expanded to in-
clude the West Coast and Hawaii in 1954. The first of the Atlantic stations was declared oper-
ational in 1954. By the mid-1970s, installations in Iceland and off northern Norway, in the
Aleutians and — possibly under Japanese control — off Hokkaido, expanded the system’s cov-

erage deep into to the VMF’s main defensive perimeter.’® Each set of arrays had to be paired

13 Whitman, “SOSUS”.

135 Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy's Silent Cold War Struggle with Soviet Submarines, 22.

136 Ibid.

137 See Nigel West, Historical Dictionary of Naval Intelligence (Lanham, MD: Scarecrow Press, 2010), 177. The
acronym is also sometimes spelled out as ‘long-frequency analysis and ranging’. Actually, approximate rang-
ing and localization of a contact is often possible through triangulation, whereas a single sensor array will at
best provide a line of bearing. See Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy's Silent Cold War Struggle
with Soviet Submarines, 25. LOFAR was also used aboard U.S. attack submarines for classification of contacts,
but tracking relied on the opponent’s broadband signature.

138 The cables alone apparently cost 50,000 US$ per nautical mile in the mid-1950s. See U.S. Navy At Cape
Henlopen, “Terminal Equipment Building of the Navy, Sound Surveillance System (SOSUS), Naval Facility
(NavFac) Lewes,” A Century of Service: The U.S. Navy on Cape Henlopen, http://www.navyatcapehenlo-
pen.info/navfacterminalbuilding.html.

139 Polmar and Whitman, Hunters and Killers, 126-27. The Japanese had an entirely separate system of hydro-
phones as well. For details on both of these systems, See Desmond Ball and Richard Tanter, The Tools of Owa-
tatsumi: Japan’s Ocean Surveillance and Coastal Defence Capabilities (Acton: ANU Press, 2015),
doi:10.22459/T0.01.2015, 15-18.
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with a shore installation, also known as a naval facility (NAVFAC), of which at least twenty-
two were built.** At those facilities, the captured sound would be processed and recorded
onto paper charts that displayed frequency content over time. In the case of a submarine con-
tact, noise emitted by the propeller blades and certain types of on-board machinery would
result in a fairly unique sound signature. Based on recordings of the characteristic narrowband
sound sources — or ‘tonals” — emitted by each Soviet and friendly class of submarines, contacts
could be classified and sometimes tracked for extended periods of time. In time, these skills

were honed to perfection. As one high-ranking participant remembers:

“[W]e were able to determine frequency spacing, numbers of shafts on a contact, numbers
of blades on each of those propeller shafts. If there was a turbine and a blade rate we could
tell if there was a reduction ratio. If we knew what the ratio was we could pinpoint it to a
particular submarine class or particular submarine perhaps. We got so good at it from
1965 up until 1985 that we were able to name the submarines. We had pet names for them.
Even though they were [...] built the same way and had the same reduction ratios and
the same propulsion systems [...] each one had their own unique operating characteristics

or sources that we were able to detect.”14

If the signature was received by several arrays, which would ideally be spaced far apart, the
approximate location of the contact could be established by means of triangulation.' In those
circumstances, SOSUS could not only provide early warning, but act as a wide-area opera-
tional sensor. In the best case, it would generate engagements by cueing tactical ASW forces
towards so-called SOSUS probability areas (SPAs), in which an enemy submarine was ex-

pected to lurk. These areas were often quite large — up to 3,000 square nautical miles —but they

140 In his unclassified presentation, Jim Donovan (“Integrated Undersea Surveillance System (IUSS),” Unclas-
sified Brief at ASW Seminar hosted by the Submarine League and Naval Historical Foundation IUSS Caesar
Alumni Association, http://www.iusscaa.org/history.htm, slide 10) gives 22 for the mid-1970s. Polmar and
Whitman (Hunters and Killers, 127) give a total of 26 known facilities, of which one was lost to a hurricane.
Several more U.S. installations may have been erected in Japan, but presumably these have not been declas-
sified or were formally under Japanese control.

141 Naval Historical Foundation, “Ocean Surveillance during the Cold War: Sensing, Fusion, Exploitation”
(Transcript of the 2010 Submarine Force Birthday History Seminar, Naval Historical Foundation, 2010), 12.
142 Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy's Silent Cold War Struggle with Soviet Submarines, 25; Whit-
man, “SOSUS”; Polmar and Whitman, Hunters and Killers; Naval Historical Foundation, “Ocean Surveillance
during the Cold War”.
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nonetheless simplified the search problem to a significant extent.'*® Tracking first-generation
nuclear submarines, in particular, proved to be well within the system’s capabilities. In one
rather famous instance in 1961, SOSUS maintained a track on the first Polaris-equipped sub-
marine, USS George Washington, on its second patrol — all the way from Norfolk, Virginia to the
SSBN forward base at Holy Loch on the Firth of Clyde.'* Similar results were attained against
Soviet ‘'nukes’ soon thereafter, while diesel submarines — which had been the design basis, but
which were only intermittently noisy while using their diesels — remained rather more difficult

to track over long distances.!#®

4.4.3 Evolutionary change, persistent problems

This brings us to the final element of the postwar ASW complex. While SOSUS was clearly an
impressive addition to the ASW toolkit, providing an initial cue was far from sufficient to suc-
cessfully track and potentially sink an enemy submarine. In fact, the hand-off to tactical ASW
forces at sea proved to be one of the weakest links in the new ASW “kill chain’. If contacts could
not be investigated within a few short hours, the track might well go cold. And even if the
response was timely, the submarine might never be re-acquired. This put a premium on rapid
response and, if at all possible, the availability of multiple types of sensors. Attack submarines
were not particularly suitable for this task: they might not get into an SPA on time and if they
did, all other forces would have to be held back to avoid friendly fire incidents. In addition,
SSNs would give away their main advantage of stealth if they had to use their active sensors.
Surface units similarly lacked the speed to act on intelligence provided by SOSUS in a timely

manner, but could bring powerful active sonars and a substantial weapons suite to the fight.

143 The role of operational intelligence from other sources in further improving detection and tracking capa-
bilities is discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.

144 Whether the track was continuous is not evident from any of the known sources, but ‘actionable” intelligence
can be gleaned even from intermittent contacts.

145 Whitman, “SOSUS”. See also: VADM Gerald E. Miller, quoted in: John R. Benedict, “Taking a Long-Term
Perspective on U.S. Navy ASW Objectives, Capabilities & Trends: Historical Survey & Projections, 1940-2020"
(Presentation, Monterey, CA, July 23, 2009), slide 116. While the noise from a snorkeler does reach the deep
sound channel, it may be attenuated by the properties of the water column. And, in any case, it is present
only at certain intervals that may be separated by many hours, or even days, of silent running on batteries.
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Aircraft, meanwhile, would be perfectly suitable for the initial search, but might not have suf-
ficient persistence over the search area to carry a prolonged engagement through to the end.
The solution to this dilemma was of a more evolutionary nature, essentially reprising
the combined air and surface action that had broken the back of the U-Bootwaffe during 1942-
45. Interestingly enough, the Navy encountered major difficulties in making this work at the
tactical level. However, before the service could even get to that stage, several technical prob-
lems also had to be solved. The maritime patrol aircraft (MPA), in particular, was in need of a
new sensor. Radar — which had played a role in many submarine kills from the air during
World War II - would be much less effective against a diesel submarine that exposed only its
snorkel, rather than its entire sail and deck, and then only periodically. It would be almost
completely useless against nuclear-powered opponents. What was required was a sensor, or a
set of sensors, that could be effective against a submerged opponent from the air. Sonobuoys
— air-dropped hydrophones with a radio data link — had already seen limited use during 1942-
45.1% The initial postwar attempts to build on that technology had not been particularly suc-
cessful, but this changed once low-frequency processing began to find its way onto patrol air-
craft. With this new capability, detection ranges increased dramatically.’¥” The method of using
sonobuoys as a source for narrowband analysis became known as Jezebel. Once the presence
of a submarine had been confirmed, its approximate bearing could be established with the
‘time difference of arrival’ method also employed by SOSUS.!8 This second method — which
was effective only as long as the submarine kept snorkeling long enough to drop a precisely
spaced sonobuoy pattern of four — was known as Correlation, Detection and Ranging (CO-
DAR).™ Finally, a method of using practice depth charges in the manner of an active pinger —
to bounce an echo off the submarine’s hull — was developed to further narrow down the search

area. This third technique was known as Julie.’® According to one experienced officer of a

146 They were actually pioneered by the British, but the U.S. Navy was close on their heels. See Roger A.
Holler, “The Evolution of the Sonobuoy from World War II to the Cold War,” U.S. Navy Journal of Underwater
Accoustics, 2014, https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a597432.pdf, 325-26.

147 Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy's Silent Cold War Struggle with Soviet Submarines, 32.

148 Owen R. Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy's Silent Cold War Struggle with Soviet Submarine,
Newport Papers 16 (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2003), 32.

1499 This required that two pairs of sonobuoys be dropped in a very precise pattern. See Holler, “The Evolution
of the Sonobuoy from World War II to the Cold War,” 332-33.

150 Ibid., 333-34.
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maritime patrol squadron (VP) officer, “Julie never worked.”’>! The complexity of the locali-
zation schema was later reduced as better sonobuoys with directional listening and active
search capabilities were developed, and helicopter-borne dipping sonars became widely avail-
able.

Aboard MPAs like the land-based P2V Neptune and the carrier-based S2F Tracker, so-
nobuoys were usually combined with two additional short-range sensors. The more lasting of
these was the magnetic anomaly detector (MAD), which would register any large metallic ob-
jects blocking out the earth’s natural magnetic field.'> The second, which was dispensed with
due to atrocious false alarm rates, was an exhaust sniffer designed to trace residual diesel
fumes.’ In both cases, the aircraft would have to fly a very narrow search pattern to have a
good chance of detecting a submarine, which made these methods unsuitable for the initial re-
establishment of a SOSUS contact.'>* Because sonobuoys could only be carried in limited num-
bers and going through a series of patterns could take quite some time, the cue on which the
MPA was acting had to be fairly solid already, or there was a good chance that the submarine
would escape. No such system was in place by 1960, but this would change during the second
phase of the competition.

Finally, to increase the chances of holding and effectively prosecuting a contact, the
idea was to bring surface ASW vessels into the fray as early as possible. The surface Navy’s
main tools would be quite similar to those already in service — active scanning sonars and
rocket-propelled ASW weapons. However, it was soon recognized that significant evolution-
ary improvements were required in both areas. Wartime active sonars had been designed for
use against slow targets and often could not keep the high-submerged-speed diesels fixed in
their beams. They were as good as useless against Nautilus and her Soviet counterparts. The

last of the forward-firing depth bomb launchers, Weapon Alpha, had already been designed

151 Naval Historical Foundation, “Ocean Surveillance during the Cold War,” 18.

152 Louis Gerken, ASW versus Submarine Technology Battle (Chula Vista, CA: American Scientific Corp., 1986),
604-09.

153 [bid., 609.

154 Naval Historical Foundation, “Ocean Surveillance during the Cold War,” 18-19.
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with the Type XXI in mind and remained moderately useful.’® That said, the Navy realized
early on that longer ranges were required for both active sonar and surface-launched weapons.
The most impressive results were achieved by pairing the SQS-23 active sonar with the Anti-
Submarine Rocket (ASROC) system, which both became operational towards the very end of
this phase. The engagement range of up to five nautical miles that was achieved by this com-
bination was a twelve-fold increase over Weapon Alpha.'> Its payload of either a Mark 46 light-
weight homing torpedo or nuclear depth bomb also made ASROC considerably more lethal,
and it remained the surface Navy’s standard ASW weapon for the remainder of the Cold
War.'¥” Unfortunately, it did not become widely available until the mid-1960s and took some

time to make its impact felt in the fleet.

Fig. 11: A Pacific Fleet hunter-killer group centered on the Essex-class anti-submarine warfare carrier
USS Kearsarge (CVS-33) at anchor in San Diego, 1961. (U.S. Navy)

155 Norman Friedman, Modern Warship: Design and Development (Greenwich: Conway Maritime, 1979), 125-
126. However, only a small number of destroyer leaders and destroyers were equipped with this weapon.
The classic Mk 10/11 Hedgehog of World War II also remained in service into the 1960s.

1% ASROC had a range about twice that, but the 10,000 yard range of the SQS-23 was the best that any surface
ship could manage with onboard sensors until the late 1960s. See Norman Friedman, The Naval Institute Guide
to World Naval Weapons Systems (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1989), 381.

157 The nuclear-armed ASROC was a controversial system within the Navy but was retained as a backstop
against the most agile VMF submarines, which it was feared would be able to outmaneuver the Mark 46
conventional payload. See Linton Brooks, interview with author, 9 May 2016, Arlington, VA.
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Moreover, even with better sensors and more potent weaponry, the main challenge for the air-
surface team was organizational in nature: coordination was not its strong suit. Exercises in
the late 1950s cast a dim light on the combined arms performance of the hunter-killer groups,
which were still the most prominent feature of the Navy’s at-sea ASW effort. As Hegmann
notes, “[iln ASW exercise after exercise Navy defensive, tactical ASW proved ineffective in
stopping submarine simulated attacks on friendly forces. [...] Indeed in 1958 it took a HUK
[hunter-killer group] two and a half days to find one diesel submarine, and that only when the
submarine finally exposed itself to replenish its air.”’* In other words, even if SOSUS worked
perfectly and SSKs had exacted their toll on transiting Soviet subs, successfully engaging those
that did make it to the open ocean remained a challenge. As exercises against Nautilus had
showed early on, the situation would deteriorate further once the VMF started operating nu-
clear boats of its own.'® Technological progress by itself would not solve the problem: “ASW,
to be effective, also had to be an integrated art, not only of machines and weapons but of men
as well.”1% While the Navy understood this well, making the combined arms approach work
at sea was no easy task.

The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), ADM Arleigh "31-knots’ Burke at the height of
his tenure (1955-1961), kept prodding. After he had delivered a famously “unfortunate
speech”1! on the subject, Burke put RADM John Thach - a famed naval aviator — in charge of
developing appropriate doctrine and tactical protocols. For two years, Thach’s Task Group
ALFA hunted friendly subs at sea and came closer to mastering the art than any other postwar
hunter-killer group had — only to realize that the balance of resources needed to finish off a

well-handled diesel sub remained unfavorable.'® The expectation that SOSUS contacts could

158 Hegmann, “In Search of Strategy: The Navy and the Depths of the Maritime Strategy,” 287. While this was
clearly not an impressive performance, it should be noted that a HUK still succeeds in its mission if can hold
down a diesel for days and eventually force it to reveal itself, at which point it would be attacked and prob-
ably sunk. Hence, this episode serves to demonstrate the limitations of the HUK approach, but not a dramatic
failure.

159 Cote, The Third Battle: Innovation in the U.S. Navy’s Silent Cold War Struggle with Soviet Submarines, 21.

160 Michael T. Isenberg, Shield of the Republic: The United States Navy in an Era of Cold War and Violent Peace,
1945-1962 (New York, NY: St Martin's Press, 1993), 742. Emphasis added.

161 Friedman, U.S. Submarines since 1945, 109.

162 [senberg, Shield of the Republic, 747. On Task Group ALFA, see also: Thomas D. McGrath, “Antisubmarine
Defense Group Alfa,” USNI Proceedings 85, no. 8 (1959), 49-55.
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be finished off quickly and reliably, and surface task forces consistently shielded from subma-
rine attack, could not be met with existing means. Piecemeal attrition would almost certainly
have defeated the VMF submarine force over time, but hunting submarines in the open sea

would still be a painful process going into the next phase of the competition.

4.4.4 A threat mitigated, but not defeated

While it was combined arms ASW that left the Navy most exasperated, it should be empha-
sized that tactical coordination on the surface was not the only limitation of the new ASW
system. SSKs and SSNs were an extremely scarce asset during 1955-1965, and there were ar-
guably too few of them even thereafter. Moreover, their torpedoes up to and including the
Mark 37 were essentially designed against the Type XXI threat and far too slow to catch early
Soviet nuclear subs in most circumstances. Despite modifications, which otherwise improved
the weapon’s performance, this problem would persist into the early 1970s. Thus, a ‘torpedo
crisis” not unlike those experienced by both the U.S. and German navies during World War II,
in which scores of excellent approaches were foiled by faulty or ineffectual weapons, was a
genuine possibility.!®® Nuclear alternatives — the Mark 45 Anti-Submarine Torpedo (or AS-
TOR) the Submarine-launched Rocket system (SUBROC) — were under development by the
time this phase of the competition ended, but a satisfactory solution for the torpedo problem
remained in the distant future.

SOSUES, for its part, did not provide tactically useful information with any consistency,
certainly during the first decade of its existence. In the late 1950s, the evaluation centers had
not even begun building their later library of Soviet submarine signatures, which seriously

called into question the system’s operational utility at that point in time.!** In fact, the first

163 0On U.S. torpedoes during the first phase of the competition, see Thomas Wildenberg and Norman Polmar,
Ship Killer: A History of the American Torpedo (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2010), 151-54. On the U.S.
torpedo crisis in World War II, see ibid., 102-114; Robert Gannon, Hellions of the Deep: The Development of
American Torpedoes in World War II (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1996), 73-94.
On German torpedo problems, see Eberhard Rossler, Die Torpedos der Deutschen U-Boote: Entwicklung, Herstel-
lung und Eigenschaften der deutschen Marine-Torpedos (Hamburg: E.S. Mittler & Sohn, 2005), 83-90.

164 Polmar and Whitman, Hunters and Killers, 126.
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actual detection of a Soviet submarine did not occur until 1962.'%> During the run-up to the
Cuban Missile Crisis in early October 1962, none of the four Soviet Foxtrots making their way
towards Cuba were tracked before they had reached the Western Atlantic.!*® False contacts
were produced with mind-numbing regularity even in the 1970s.1¢” Finally, SOSUS was also
quite vulnerable to sabotage, and cables were regularly damaged even in peacetime.’ In a
crisis or the early stages of a conflict, NAVFACs outside U.S. territory — such as those on Jan
Mayen and off Andenes in Norway, or at Keflavik and Ho6fn in Iceland — were also attractive
targets for Soviet air strikes or special operations forces. As a result, important parts of the
system might have been disabled before the war had even started.'® In a high-intensity sce-
nario, a number of key arrays and installations would probably have been destroyed immedi-
ately to deprive NATO of the continued use of an important force multiplier — be it by con-
ventional or nuclear means. This left early warning of approaching SSBs and SSBNs in a
prewar setting, and tactical cueing in a strictly limited war as the most plausible missions.
Despite these valid objections to the ‘big picture” of a largely successful adjustment
effort, Cote’s assertion that the Navy “ended up nearly preempting the ASW challenge”7
posed by the Soviet submarine force remains broadly accurate. This is particularly true in the
context of actual, as opposed to projected, VMF capabilities at the time. Not only had the Navy
formulated a comprehensive technological and operational response to the Type XXI threat. It
was also well on its way to dealing with the even more daunting challenge posed by the first
generation of Soviet nuclear submarines — all of which were armed with nuclear weapons of
one type or another — from the late 1950s onwards. While U.S. analysts were almost totally
wrong about Soviet intentions, the Navy’s competitive adjustments resulted in an ASW com-
plex that would have put the VMF’s long-range submarines squarely on the defensive. There

is little doubt that they would have been worn down eventually, especially if attempted to

165 “JUSS History,” IUSS Caesar Alumni Association, http://www.iusscaa.org/history.htm.

166 Benedict, “Taking a Long-Term Perspective on U.S. Navy ASW Objectives, Capabilities & Trends,” slides
71-72.

167 According to one source, there were close to 470,000 SOSUS detections in 1968, of which 4,755 were classi-
fied as submarine contacts. The great majority of those were friendlies. The 600 confirmed Soviet contacts
were split about evenly between diesel and nuclear boats. See Friedman, Network-Centric Warfare, 322, n1.

168 Polmar and Whitman, Hunters and Killers, 132.

169 Ibid.

170 Cote, The Third Battle, 40.
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operate west of the GUIK gap or in the northeastern Pacific. Whether or not that advantage
was sufficient to survive in the long run against a succession of increasingly more capable
Soviet submarines was, of course, another matter. In the next section, we will consider the
early development of the second key element of U.S.-Soviet competitive adaptation: the use of

land-based strike aircraft against the U.S. Navy’s mighty carrier force.

4.5 Opening a second front: naval strike aviation

4.5.1 The deep roots of the carrier-centric offensive posture

The organizational essence of the Cold War U.S. Navy was the projection of carrier-centric se