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Marine Corps History Division

The Marine Corps is a part of the Naval Service, and its expeditionary duty with the Fleet
in peace and in war is its chief mission. This fact was repeatedly brought to the attention of
officers and men and was the controlling factor in deciding questions pertaining to military
training, military education, and assignments to duty. It caused, too, every effort to be made
to convince officers and men of the soundness of the doctrine that the future of the Corps
would be determined by their ability to serve efficiently with the Fleet in the conduct of
the shore operations which are essential to the successful prosecution of naval campaigns in
war, and which are essential to the successful conduct of the foreign policy of our country
in peace.
~ Major General John A Lejeune, 13th Commandant of the Marine Corps
The Reminiscences of a Marine (1930)
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FOREWORD

n the conclusion of First to Fight, Lieutenant
General Victor H. Krulak proffers timeless
wisdom for future generations of Marines:
For the Marines, the maritime nature of the
globe creates at once grave responsibility
and an elegant opportunity. It makes a pow-
erful statement Qfa truth the Corps must
never, never forget—that their future, as has

their past, lies with the Navy.

The sea is the lifeblood of our country and,
accordingly, the U.S. Constitution empowers
Congress in Article I, Section 8 “to provide and
maintain a Navy” The United States Marine
Corps has always been a naval Service, bound
indivisibly to the U.S. Navy through bonds of
mission, comradeship, and federal statute.

For most of the last two decades, the ex-
peditionary Marine Corps’ main effort focused
primarily on shore-based counterterrorism and
counterinsurgency campaigns, while maintain-
ing a global presence at sea through our Ma-
rine Expeditionary Units and Amphibious Ready
Groups. While ashore, our Marines served main-
ly alongside our counterparts in the U.S. Army,
maritime special operations forces, and allies
and partners. On every battlefield, our medi-

cal officers, corpsmen, and chaplains remained

X1

integral to our operations ashore. These shore-
based campaigns have either subsided or are
transforming, returning naval expeditionary op-
erations to strategic prominence as our country
enters an era of great power compctition. The
United States remains the world’s preeminent
naval power, and we must be ready to face chal-
lenges to that primacy by earnestly preparing to
fight at sea, from the sea, and ashore as an inte-
grated naval expeditionary and joint combined
arms team.

The Marine Corps’ role in maritime stra-
tegic affairs is critical, and remains a corner-
stone of the Corps. In a speech he gave to the
Naval War College in 1923, Lieutenant General
John A. Lejeune declared that “the maintenance,
equipping and training of its expeditionary force
so that it will be in instant readiness to support
the Fleet in the event of war, I deem to be the
most important Marine Corps duty in time of
peace.” We must now recommit to fulfilling that
critical function for the Fleet.

Although produced by the Marine Corps’
History Division, this is not a work of historical
scholarship; it is rather a historical primer on
the development and fundamentals of maritime
strategy, and the role of the Marine Corps in the
maritime strategy of the United States. It in-



cludes a preface by retired Navy Captain Wayne
P. Hughes Jr., wherein he articulates seven cor-
nerstones for Marines in a new era of naval ex-
peditionary operations. Marines are encouraged
to use these cornerstones as lenses to view the

articles and essays that follow.

XII

The Marine Corps has a long history of
thinking, writing, and producing innovative
work on maritime strategy, operations, and tac-
tics. It is time for the Navy-Marine Corps team
to reinvigorate maritime strategic thought. This

anthology contributes to this worthy aim.

(ohars Valle-

General Robert B. Neller
Commandant

United States Marine Corps
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PREFACE

SEVEN CORNERSTONES OF MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS

hapter 1 of Fleet Tactics and Naval Oper-

ations describes six cornerstones that

apply through most of naval history.
The decisive Battle of the Nile in 1798 shows
how Royal Navy Vice Admiral Horatio Nelson
instinctively knew their significance. I cite them
carly because the cornerstones have been guide-
posts for successtul combat at sea since the age
of fighting sail. With some significant adjust-
ments, they can serve today’s Marine Corps as
well. I have added a seventh cornerstone that is
particularly relevant to Navy—Marinc teamwork
in the twenty-first century.

The first cornerstone in the 1986 and 1999
editions of Fleet Tactics is “men matter most.” It
emphasizes men because the combatants in per-
haps 99 percent of all sea battles were men. To
acknowledge the growing role of women in the
U.S. Navy, the cornerstone in the third edition
has been updated to “sailors matter most.” The
purpose is to emphasize the abiding value of
leadership, morale, training, physical and men-
tal conditioning, willpower, and endurance as
the most important elements of warfare. To be
sure, one cannot win without the quantitative
and qualitative sufficiency of good equipment
and sound tactics. The equivalent cornerstone

here is “Marines matter most.” The ways Ma-

rines, both men and women, have recognized
and exploited human effectiveness is especially
impressive. I have nothing to tell the Marine
Corps about improving the first cornerstone but
would add that the human element is especially
vital because, as tradition says, the Navy mans its
fighting ships, but when Marines go into combat
the machines serve the fighters.

The second cornerstone illustrated by Nel-
son’s victory that remains true today is that
doctrine is the glue of good tactics. In a navy,
doctrine is the companion and instrument of
good leadership. It is the basis of training and all
that results from it: cohesion, reliability in bat-
tle, and mutual understanding for collaboration.
Doctrine is the springboard and benchmark of
all tactical improvement. Admiral Nelson knew
that doctrine is standard battle methodology
but it must not become dogma. A sturdy defi-
nition of the term combat doctrine is “the com-
prehensive and practical plans of action.” When
I was a junior officer in the 1950s, the doctrine
developed in World War II was still sound and
served us well. An analogy of doctrine then is
a football playbook with different plays to call
for every “tactical” circumstance on the grid-
iron. Here, one of the most important corollar-

ies to remember is how joint doctrine enhances

XIII



Navy-Marine collaboration. Beyond that, I have
little to add. Warfighting, the 1989 doctrine first
published by the 29th Commandant and founder
of Marine Corps University, General Alfred M.
Gray Jr., is my exemplar of tight, meaningful,
specific, and executable doctrine.

The third cornerstone is to “know tactics
you must know your weapons.” In the Marine
Corps, everyone is taught to be a combatant and
awareness of the capabilities of every weapon is
second nature. Marines know that tactics and
technology are two sides of a single coin. When
new technologies emerge, such as unmanned
and robotic systems or cyber operations, they
cannot be fully exploited until new tactics are
developed and forces are trained to employ
them effectively. A recent insight is that robots
also must be “trained” for different tasks, espe-
cially when they are expected to act in swarms.
Indeed, information warfare that incorporates
cyberwarfare, robots, and artificial intelligence
has so risen in importance that the third edition
of Fleet Tactics devotes a new chapter to it.

The fourth cornerstone, “the seat of pur-
pose is on the land,” comes easily and naturally
to Marines. “From the halls of Montezuma to
the shores of Tripoli” is an illustration of deci-
sions achieved on land that are engraved in the
heart of every Marine. When I describe this
cornerstone to my Navy compatriots, I like to
point out that since Greek and Roman times
most fleet battles were fought near land. When
Nelson defeated French Admiral Francois-Paul
Brueys d’Aigailliers in the Battle of the Nile,
the effect was to doom Napoleon Bonaparte’s
plan to take over Egypt and the Levant as French
tributaries. The defeat of the Spanish Armada in
1588 and all the seventeenth century fleet ac-
tions fought in the Anglo-Dutch Wars took place

near a coast. In the latter wars, invasion was nev-

X1V

er an aim of the fighting. The English general at
sea, George Monck, expressed that “the Dutch
have too much trade and I intend to take it from
them” because he knew the many battle out-
comes would have enduring consequences on
land. In the Seven Years War (1756—63), when
English Admiral Edward Hughes fought French
Admiral Pierre André de Suffren in some of the
most evenly matched battles in naval history off
the coasts of India, all of India was an issue.

The fifth cornerstone, “a ship’s a fool to
fight a fort,” was supposedly said by Nelson,
who lost an arm and an eye fighting forts and
whose decisive victory at Copenhagen in 1801
was fought against forts and anchored Danish
warships. The message is that forts—represent-
ed today by missile launch sights and land-based
airfields—have the advantage because they can
be reconstituted more quickly and cheaply than
sunken ships. During World War II in the Pacif-
ic, Marines learned the hazards of attacking de-
fended islands. Thcy suffered scvcrcly in critical
yet necessary assaults. In the twenty-first cen-
tury, the Marine Corps is reassessing its roles in
expeditionary warfare. Personally, I think large
amphibious assaults are far less desirable today
than the ability to move swiftly into positions
threatened by a major enemy because it is eas-
ier to defend them than to assault them from
the sea. If the Marines decide to employ small
detachments of air-land capability to threaten
an enemy in their home waters, this will be a
decision determined in part by the hazards of
expeditionary operations against modern land-
based “forts.”

The sixth, and in some ways the most per-
vasive, cornerstone of fleet combat is to attack
effectively first. I do not say attack decisively first,
because sometimes a detachment of a navy must

fight outnumbered, in which case its combat

PREFACE



goal is to have the greatest effect on the enemy
while it goes down fighting. In modern sea bat-
tles, first attack rather than an exchange of fire
demonstrably has had great value. In Fleet Tactics
and Naval Operations the ways to attack effective-
ly are described for the age of fighting sail, the
battleship era, the carrier era, and—although
the U.S. Navy has not had to fight one—battles
in the missile era of warfare. The Marine Corps
must ponder its equivalent cornerstone because
defense in pure ground operations has usually
been the superior posture in battle. Clues can
be found in the challenging Guadalcanal cam-
paign and still more in the cruel consequences
suffered at Peleliu and Iwo Jima. These severe
battles in World War II can be contrasted with
the great Marine successes in Operations Desert
Storm and Iraqi Freedom. I have in mind a Ma-
rine combat equivalent that is something more
like “get there first and make the enemy attack.”
I was only shot at twice, but that was enough
to demonstrate the difference between Navy
and Marine combat. At sea, you can run but you
cannot hide. I urge the Marine Corps to devote
its best minds to the cornerstone that best de-
scribes the essence of successful combat tactics
at a beach and onto land.

For the Marine Corps and its expedition-
ary operations there is a seventh cornerstone

related to getting there first. In littoral war-

PREFACE

fare, the home team has the advantage. This is
not merely an issue of offense versus defense.
It is a recognition that the littorals, where Ma-
rines traditionally operate, are dynamic, complex
fighting environments where all operational and
geographical domains intersect because each
combat circumstance is unique. Therefore, local
knowledge of topography, geography, hydrog-
raphy, and oceanography will play a critical and
variable role in tactical employment of forces.
Where Marines have traditionally operated the
invading force is at a disadvantage and must
redouble its efforts to understand the local en-
vironment. The seventh cornerstone puts the
burden on the Marine Corps to set conditions
for success early by knowing the terrain, the
people, and culture of the people. Building re-
lationships with allies and partners can give the
Marine Corps the home team advantage in the face
of aggressive peer attempts to seize territory.
The year-long Solomon Islands campaign during
the Second World War was a brilliant example of
Navy-Marine air-sea-ground collaboration. On
the other hand, it is far better today to contain
the war with naval forces that emphasize mari-
time actions to prevent the conflict from getting
out of control and escalating into a world war.
Today a maritime containment strategy is par-
ticularly applicable against China and/or Russia,
and pcrhaps Iran.

~ Captain Wayne P. Hughes Jr. (Ret)
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A BRIEF INTRODUCTION TO THE
HISTORY OF MARITIME STRATEGY

b)/ Paul Westermeyer

War is the father of all and king of all, who manifested some as gods and some as men, who made some

slaves and some freemen.

ne of mankind’s oldest activities is
certainly intraspecies conflict aris-
ing from competition over resourc-
es, mates, or ideas; such conflicts undoubtedly
began long before civilization evolved with its
complex social organizations. Once civilization
developed, however, such conflicts became war,
which may be defined as “organized, socially
sanctioned armed violence employed by op-
posing groups against one another, normally
for political, social or economic purposes.” The
methods used to guide the attainment of those
purposes through violence is strategy, and it was
born along with warfare at the dawn of civili-
zation.
As Carl von Clausewitz later said, “No one
starts a war—or rather, no one in his senses
ought to do so—without first being clear in his

mind what he intends to achieve by that war and

! Heraclitus fragment, DK22B53. Hermann Diels and Walther
Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, griechisch und deutsch, 6th ed.
(Berlin: Weidmann, 1952).

?Working definition of war as provided to students over the years
in John F. Guilmartin, “Basic Definitions” (course handout, Ohio
State University, 1994).

~ Heraclitus, pre-Socratic philosopher'

how he intends to conduct it.”® In other words,
war is not merely about violence, it has a pur-
pose. Guiding violence to achieve that end is
one definition of strategy; but strategy goes be-
yond guided violence, it encompasses the threat
as well as the means of violence—indeed some
strategists have argued that avoiding violence
entirely is the highest form of strategy.* Regard-
less of its scope, strategy is always (or should be)
subordinate to policy—why one fights defines
the strategic equation any set of belligerents are
faced with.®

If warfare is one of civilizations oldest activ-
ities, maritime warfare is not far behind. Ancient
societies soon developed seafaring technologies
as the advantages of travel by sea were quickly
apparent; goods could be transported in larger
quantities with less labor by water then by land.
This basic logistical advantage underpinned the

3 Carl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. and trans. Michael Howard and
Peter Paret (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1976; first
published 1832), 88—89.

* Suntzu and Wutzu, The Book of War: The Military Classic of the Far
East, trans. Capt E. F. Calthrop (London: John Murray, 1908), 24.
*Williamson Murray and Mark Grimsley, “Introduction: On Strat-
cgy,” in The Making of Strategy: Rulers, States, and Wars, ed. Williamson
Murray et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 1.



prime motivation for the influence of the sea
on history, it spurred the development of cities
along waterways and sheltered ocean anchorag-
es along the coast as merchants and armies could
more easily traverse those same routes. Ever
since the first time that men went to sea in ships,
strategy involved the intertwining of maritime
and land affairs.

Strategists in the carly days of civilization
also were usually rulers as well so that military
strategy and statecraft were inextricably en-
twined. Successful generals had no time to write
systemically and logically on strategy in the ab-
stract; even when they did, historians today rec-
ognize that “strategic thinking does not occur in
a vacuum, or deal in perfect solutions; politics,
ideology, and geography shape peculiar national
strategic cultures. Those cultures, in turn, may
make it difficult for a state to evolve sensible and
realistic approaches to the strategic problems
that confront it.”

Considering that the logic behind strategy
began with the “father of history,” Herodotus,
who opened his history of the Persian War thus:
“I, Herodotus of Halicarnassus, am here setting
forth my history, that time may not draw the
color from what man has brought into being,
nor those great and wonderful deeds, manifest-
ed by both Greeks and barbarians, fail of their
report, and, together with all this, the reason
why they fought one another.”

In examining the causes of those conflicts,
Herodotus inevitably examined what the partic-
ipants hoped to accomplish with their various
strategies, and he described what was possibly
the first overtly maritime strategy. After the first

Persian invasion of Greece, Herodotus recounts

© Murray and Grimsley, “Introduction: On Strategy,” 3.
7 Herodotus as quoted in David Grene, trans., The History of Hero-
dotus (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1985).

4

A marble Roman-era bust of Themistocles, based

on a fifth-century BC Greek original, in the Museo
Archeologico Ostiense, Ostia, Rome, Italy.

Museo Archeologico Ostiense, Rome

how the Greek strategos Themistocles first saw
that the city’s path to greatness lay not in its
fields but at sea; he thus convinced his fellow
Athenians to take an unexpected windfall from
a recently discovered silver mine and create a
large fleet of triremes (oar-powered warships).®
And when the Persians marched on Greece,
Themistocles recognized that the vast Persian
army required its navy to keep it supplied. Fol-
lowing the Spartan defeat at Thermopylae, and
when Athens seemed doomed, he convinced the

Athenians to abandon their city and all of the

*A strategos was an elected general in ancient Athens; there were

10 each year.
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Marble bust of the ancient Greek general and histo-
rian Thucydides from the second half of the second
century. Asia Minor marble, small grained.

J. Paul Getty Museum, 73.4A4.36

allied Greek states to put their faith in fighting a
naval battle off the coast of the island of Salamis;
the resultant Greek victory crippled the Persian
invasion. In Themistocles’ view, “the master of
the sea must inevitably be master of the em-
pire.”

The Athenians, now convinced that their
fleet was the primary factor in the Greek victo-
ry in the Persian Wars, built an empire based on
that seapower, and when the expansion of their

sphere of influence led them into conflict with

° Marcus Tullius Cicero, Letters to Atticus, book 10 (Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press, 1961), 8.4. On the Battle of Salamis
as a maritime campaign and Themistocles’ vital role in the war,
see Barry Strauss, The Battle of Salamis: The Naval Encounter that
Saved Greece—and Western Civilization (New York: Simon & Schus-
ter, 2005).

WESTERMEYER

Sparta, their land power competitor, they con-
tinued to pursue the maritime strategies of Peri-
cles. He had convinced the Athenians to pursue
a defensive strategy at home, staying behind the
walls they had built to protect the city and their
access to the sea when the Spartans invaded At-
tica year after year, while their own fleets raided
along the coasts and harried Sparta and its al-
lies elsewhere. Even after Pericles perished, the
Athenians continued to follow maritime strat-
egies throughout the conflict, even surviving
their own imperial overreach with the attempt-
ed conquest of Syracuse, and only succumbed
after the Spartans had finally acquired a fleet of
their own and pursued a countermaritime strat-
egy in response. 10

Perhaps the first of the abstract strategists
was Thucydides, a former Athenian strategos
ostracized following his defeat in the war. His
carefully researched history of that war includes
many speeches that do not record what was
actually said at the time, but rather are Thucy-
dides’ reconstructions of what should have been
said. Thucydides presents his theory of statecraft
and strategies in these speeches, much as his
near-contemporary and fellow countryman Pla-
to presented philosophy through dialogues. The
result is that Thucydides’ work has been analyzed
carefully over millennia, especially during the
last century, not only by historians attempting to
understand the Peloponnesian War specifically,
but by military theorists looking for insights into
war and strategy more broadly. During the Cold

War, the struggle between the maritime power

'” On Athens’ strategy, see Donald Kagan, “Pericles, Thucydides,
and the Defense of Empire,” in Makers of Ancient Strategy: From the
Persian Wars to the Fall of Rome, ed. Victor Davis Hanson (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2010). On the Peloponnesian War,
see Donald Kagan, The Peloponnesian War (New York: Viking Press,
2003); Donald Kagan, “Athenian Strategy in the Peloponnesian
War,” in Making of Strategy; and Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War
(New York: Random House, 1982).
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Depicting a scene from the ancient Greek epic poem The Odyssey, this mosaic shows Odysseus and his men

hearing the call of the sirens from aboard their galley. Always a maritime people, the ancient Grecks may be

the first to pursue an expressly maritime strategy. Ulixes mosaic, second century.

Bardo National Museum, Tunisia

of Athens and the land power of Sparta was seen
as a parallel to the struggle between the United
States and the Soviet Union, and as a result, the
study of Thucydides’ strategic insights spiked in
popularity."!

More abstract military theorists arose during
the years following Thucydides, although their
work seldom differentiated between strategy
and tactics. Virtually none addressed naval af-
fairs. In the West, Publius Flavius Vegetius Re-
natus left us the Epitoma Rei Militaris, a fourth
century AD work describing Roman military
organization, surviving into the medieval period
it greatly influenced later European military re-
forms. Byzantine authors left several works that
combined discussion on organization, tactics,

and strategy. The most famous of these treatises

" For more on Thucydides as a strategic theorist, see Williamson
Murray, “Thucydides: Theorist of War,” Naval War College Review 66,
no. 4 (Autumn 2013): 30—46.

6

was the Emperor Maurice’s Strategikon, from the
sixth century, which included the maxim, “The
state benefits more from a lucky general than
from a brave one. The first achieves his results
with little effort, whereas the other does so at
some risk.”"?

Outside of the West, Chinese works on ab-
stract military theory were produced beginning
in the Warring States period."’ These were orga-
nized into what has been coined the “Seven Mil-
itary Classics” in the eleventh century AD, and
became required reading for promotion by mil-
itary officers. Included in these was the military

classic generally known today as Sun Tzu’s The

'? Strategikon, book 7, 2.94, as scen in Maurice’s Strategikon: Hand-
book of Byzantine Military Strategy, trans. George T. Dennis (Phila-
delphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1984), 91. On Vegetius
and the Byzantine texts, sce Vegetius: Epitome of Military Science,
trans. N. P. Milner (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2011);
and Three Byzantine Military Treatises, trans. George T. Dennis
(Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oaks, 1985).

" Generally considered to run from fifth to third centuries BC.
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Art of War. As with the European works, none of
these books looked at naval affairs specifically,
and they discussed tactical and organization-
al issues as often as they examined strategy.14
In India, the Arthashastra, a treatise of multiple
books in Sanskrit composed in the third century
BC that focused more directly on strategy and
its relationship to the goals of sovereign rulers
in books 7 and 10, while the rest of the work
is focused on the broader art of ruling a state.
Again, naval affairs are not given much if any at-
tention."

In a similar manner during the Renaissance,
Niccold Machiavelli’s Dell’arte della guerra (Art
of War) focused on the relationship between
civil and military matters and the formation of
grand strategy; but as with the previous works,
he avoided discussing naval affairs. The work
was framed as a dialogue in which his narrator,
a professional soldier, declared they will leave
discussion of warfare at sea to the Venetians and
Genoans, who were more practiced at fighting
in that environment. '®

Naval warfare in the Mediterranean re-
mained essentially unchanged from the age of
the Peloponnesian War until the Renaissance.
The technological constraints of the wooden
galley forced naval fleets to put ashore often, as
they could not sit on station at sea for signifi-
cant amounts of time. Geography in the form of
sheltered landing beaches as well as winds and

currents thus dominated naval affairs in ways

'* Ralph D. Sawyer and Mei Mei-chiin Sawyer, The Seven Military
Classics of Ancient China (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1993);
Suntzu and Wutzu, The Book of War; and Michael 1. Handel, Masters
of War: Classical Strategic Thought (London & New York: Routledge,
2001).

15 Roger Boesche, “Kautilya’s Arthasastra on War and Diplomacy in
Ancient India,” Journal of Military History 67, no. 1 (January 2003):
9-38.

' Niccolo Machiavelli, The Art of War, trans. Ellis Farnsworth (New
York: Da Capo Press, 2001); and Felix Gilbert, “Machiavelli: The
Renaissance of the Art of War,”in Makers of Modern Strategy, 11-31.
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that precluded the sort of sea control that later
naval thinkers would advocate. These unchang-
ing technical and geographic factors allowed
commanders to conduct maritime campaigns
with virtually no naval assets, as Alexander the
Great did when he eliminated the Persian navy
as a threat by conquering all of its harbors and
installations."”

But technological change was impacting
all aspects of naval technology as the Age of
Discovery emerged in the fifteenth century.
European vessels from the various incipient
maritime nations began to sail the world’s oceans
with increasing confidence, eventually develop-
ing into the tall sailing ships that were capable
of sustained operations at sea and that boasted
the largest mobile concentrations of firepower
then in existence.'® These technological changes
altered the maritime strategic calculus as these
states looked beyond the traditional factors rep-
resenting a state’s latent military power.

Sir Walter Raleigh wrote in the early 1600s
that, “for whosoever commands the sea com-
mands the trade; whosoever commands the

trade of the world commands the riches of the

7 Donald W. Engels, Alexander the Great and the Logistics of the Mace-
donian Army (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978); J. F.
C. Fuller, The Generalship of Alexander the Great (London: Eyre &
Spottiswoode, 1958); and N. G. L. Hammond, Alexander the Great:
King, Commander, and Statesman, 3d ed. (London: Bristol Classical
Press, 1994). On the unchanging strategic calculus of Mediterra-
nean warfare at sea and the ways it differs from later periods and
Mahanian naval theory, consult Dr. John F. Guilmartin Jr., Gun-
powder and Galleys: Changing Technology and Mediterranean Warfare at
Sea in the Sixteenth Century (London: Cambridge University Press,
1974).

'® On these changes, see Roger C. Smith, Vanguard of Empire: Ships
of Exploration in the Age of Columbus (New York & London: Oxford
University Press, 1993); Carlo M. Cipolla, Guns, Sails, and Empires:
Technological Innovation and the Early Phases of European Expansion,
1400—1700 (Manhattan, KS: Sunflower University Press, 1965);
and Geoffrey Parker, The Military Revolution: Military Innovation and
the Rise of the West, 1500—1800, 2d ed. (London: Cambridgc Uni-
versity Press, 1996).



Cornelis Claesz van Wieringen, The Spanish Armada off the English Coast, 1620—25. Oil on canvas.
Rijksmuseum, Museum @rthe Netherlands, Amsterdam, SK-A-1629

world, and consequently the world itself.”"
Heavily influenced by mercantilism, the nascent
British Empire began to develop a maritime
strategy based on its peculiar geographic cir-
cumstances and culture.?® Other maritime states
at the time, such as Habsburg Spain, were forced
to focus as much or more on continental land
campaigns as they were on maritime affairs, but
the British were able to avoid this s dispersion
of military resources, adopting Raleigh’s maxim
and focusing on the sea as both a means of de-
fense and an avenue to national wealth.?!

The zenith of the sailing age of maritime
power came with the naval campaigns of the end
of the cighteenth century, during the French

Revolution and the wars of Napoleon, when

'” Sir Walter Raleigh, “A Discourse of the Invention of Ships, An-
chors, Compass, &c,” in The Works of Sir Walter Raleigh, vol. 8 (Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, 1829), 325.

** Mercantilism was the dominant school of economic thought
through the eighteenth century and focused on nations maximiz-
ing their exports and minimizing their imports.

*! William S. Maltby, “The Origins of Global Strategy: England
from 1558 to 1713,”in Making of Strategy.
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the global maritime strategies of the British
Empire were put to a stringent test. The revo-
lution in military affairs that began during the
Renaissance saw an increased rate of change as
the professional armies of the ancien régimes
transformed into the mass citizens armies of the
Napoleonic wars.”” Coinciding with the Age of
Enlightenment, this period celebrated the no-
tion of genius, which was extended from scien-
tists, mathematicians, artists, and composers to
politicians and military commanders; Emperor
Napoléon Bonaparte, who dominated all of Eu-
rope at the start of the nineteenth century, rep-
resented the military genius that others would
attempt to emulate, and Vice Admiral Horatio
Nelson, victor at Trafalgar, fulfilled the role of
naval genius.

Two military writers came to dominate the

study of this sea change in strategic thought,

 The term ancien régime (French for old order) refers to politi-
cal and social systems that dominated Europe prior to the French

Revolution.
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Charles Gleyre painted this portrait of Gen Antoine-
Henri Jomini, Swiss theorist and author of Treatise
on Grand Military Operations (1807) and other histor-
ical works, in 1859. Oil on canvas.

Cantonal Museum (ZfFine Arts (ZfLausanne

Prussian Major General Carl Philipp Gottlieb
von Clausewitz and French Lieutenant General
Antoine-Henri, baron de Jomini. Veterans of the
Napoleonic Wars, both men were determined to
distill the essence of Napoleon’s method for the
use of later generations through the systemic,
logical study of the theory of war. Neither spent
much time considering naval conflicts, but they
strongly influenced maritime strategic thought
nonetheless.

Jomini’s work was initially more popular,
and it has had an enduring influence in how
modern militaries approach conflict, focusing
on prescriptive maxims or principles of war.
Jomini was a great promoter of his own work,
stating that “if a few prejudiced men, after read-

ing this book and carefully studying the detailed

WESTERMEYER

Karl Wilhelm Wach, Carl von Clausewitz, nineteenth

century. Oll on canvas.
Yy

Tiha von Ghyczy et al., eds., Clausewitz on Strategy:
Inspiration and Insight from a Master Strategist
(New York: John Wiley, 2001)

and correct history of the campaigns of the great
masters of the art of war, still contend that it
has neither principles nor rules, I can only pity
them and reply, in the famous words of Freder-
ick that ‘a mule which had made twenty cam-
paigns under Prince Eugene [of Savoy] would
not be a better tactician than at the beginning’.”
His principles were focused more on the tactical
and operational levels of warfare than the stra-
tegic level.”

Unlike Jomini, Clausewitz passed away be-

5 Le Baron de Jomini, Précis de I’Art de la Guerre, ou Nouveau tableau
analytique des Principales Combinaisons de la Stratégie, de la Grande Tac-
tique et de la Politique Militaire (Paris: Ansclin Libraire and G. Lagu-
ionie, 1838); Baron de Jomini, The Art of War, trans. Capt G. H.
Mendell (USA) and Lt W. P. Craighill (USA) (London: Greenhill
Books, 1992); and John Shy, “Jomini,” in Makers of Modern Strategy,
143-85.



Capt Alfred Thayer Mahan argued in The Influence of Sea Power upon History that any nation seeking to be great

needed a navy and with it bases in the world to supportits fleet. Oil on canvas, attributed to Alexander James,
ca. 1945.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 65-350-FS
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fore finishing his magnum opus, Vom Kriege (On
War), which was edited and published by his
widow, Marie von Clausewitz. Initially less pop-
ular as a theorist than Jomini, Clausewitz’s work
was dialectical rather than didactic, long, and
often complicated. It also read as rather con-
tradictory in many places, as he died before he
could revise the whole so that portions written
earlier would conform to his later, more ma-
ture views on the subject. Regardless of these
flaws, his work has garnered immense attention
and admiration as a touchstone in the study of
military theory over the years, a fact he would
have surely appreciated: “My ambition was to
write a book that would not be forgotten in two
or three years, and which anyone interested in
the subject would certainly take up more than
once.”**

Because Jomini and Clausewitz mostly agree
in their discussions at the operational and tac-
tical levels, there is not much difference in
content, but Clausewitz’s most important con-
tributions come from his embrace of the unity
of policy and warfare, leading to his oft repeated
phrase, “War is merely the continuation of pol-
icy by other means,” which is often viewed by
itself, but should instead be considered as part
of “a fascinating trinity—composed of primor-
dial violence, hatred, and enmity, which are to
be regarded as a blind natural force; the play of
chance and probability, within which the cre-
ative spirit is free to roam; and its element of
subordination, as an instrument of policy, which
makes it subject to pure reason.””

Where Jomini provided prescriptive prin-
ciples on how to fight, Clausewitz explored an
entire philosophy of warfare, defining it—its

purposes and its nature—and putting those

** Clausewitz, On War, i.
% Clausewitz, On War, 87, 605.
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conclusions up for rigorous examination in his
monumental work; the bulk of which remained
an examination of practical methods of warfare.
The resulting work was prone to misinterpre-
tation, but has remained vitally important to
understanding strategy even as technology has
transformed in ways neither Jomini nor Clause-
witz could have imagined.”

Maritime strategy’s most dedicated pro-
ponent arrived in the late nineteenth century,
when Rear Admiral Stephen B. Luce appointed
Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan as the professor of
history at the Naval War College. Mahan’s father,
Dennis Hart Mahan, was a professor at the U.S.
Military Academy, or West Point, from 1824 to
1871; he impressed Jomini’s theories on genera-
tions of cadets. His son firmly believed that, “the
study of military history lies at the foundation of
all sound military conclusions and practices.””’
He approached his new position from that per-
spective and developed a series of lectures on
naval history that he later transformed into his
landmark volume, The Influence of Sea Power upon
History, 16601783 (1890).2

As committed to Jomini as his father had
been, Mahan approached the study of naval his-
tory intent on puﬂing principlcs from it that

* Peter Paret, “Clausewitz,” in Makers of Modern Strategy, 186—216;
and Jon Tetsuro Sumida, Decoding Clausewitz: A New Approach to On
War (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2008).

7 A.T. Mahan, Armaments and Arbitration, or The Place ofForce in the
International Relations of States (New York & London: Harper &
Brothers, 1912), 206. It is interesting to note that three of the
English-speaking world’s most successful strategists and heads of
state—Theodore Roosevelt, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Winston
S. Churchill—all served within the civilian leadership of their
respective nation’s navy, where the Roosevelts were unusually
influential assistant secretaries of the Navy and Churchill was a
wartime First Sea Lord. Moreover, two of those leaders—Theo-
dore Roosevelt and Winston Churchill—also wrote exceptional
works of history: Churchill’s A History of the English-Speaking Peoples
(1956—58) and Roosevelt’s The Naval War of 1812, or The History of
the United States Navy during the LastWar with Great Britain to which Is
Appended an Account of the Battle of New Orleans (1882).

* A.'T. Mahan, The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660—1783
(Boston, MA: Little, Brown, 1890).
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could be applied universally to naval affairs.
For example, examining the Second Punic War
(218201 BC), he decided that Hannibal’s in-
ability to destroy Rome despite victory after vic-
tory in Italy was because the Roman’s retained
control of the sea.?” This led Mahan to the con-
clusion that all empires revolved around control
of the sea, with the British Empire then being the
greatest and most obvious example. Carefully
examining the growth of British imperial power
and its seapower foundations was the heart of
his work, from which he extracted characteris-
tics of a maritime state that were favorable to
the building of a maritime empire. Mahan used
two different definitions for seapower: command
of the sea through naval armed force and a sort
of neomercantilist view of maritime commerce,
colonies, and access to markets. To achieve these
forms of seapower, Mahan deduced that six
factors influenced a nation’s ability to develop
seapower: geographical position, physical con-
formation, extent of territory, population, na-
tional character, and the character and policy
of its government.” A prolific author, Mahan’s
later works repeatedly addressed the ways he
believed the United States could increase its sea-
power through these different characteristics.
Regarding fleets, Mahan recognized that
the age of steam and ironclad vessels was bereft
of historical examples; however, he also under-
stood that technology altered time-distance fac-
tors involving the delivery of force, but did not
alter the underlying, fundamental maritime stra-
tegic principles. He looked carefully at the naval
battles fought throughout history and extracted

**This is a highly debatable conclusion; Rome’s ability to alter its
constitution to overcome command difficulties and the inherent
strength of its political and economic systems provided advantag-
es that may have been insurmountable regardless of Carthaginian
control of the sea. Philip A. Crowl, “Alfred Thayer Mahan: Naval
Historian,” in Makers of Modern Strategy, 450.

3 Mahan, The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 21—82.
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those principles, the most important, from his
point of view, being the concentration of naval
power in the form of the battle fleet, which he
perceived in writings prior to the maturity of
the aircraft or submarine as the battleships of
the fleet. He rejected the guerre de course (war
on commerce) strategy that the French so often
employed in part because it did not allow for
the concentration of naval might he considered
essential.’!

Mahan’s influence upon maritime strate-
gic thought was considerable in his lifetime; in
the United States, his ideas shaped the thinking
of Theodore Roosevelt, whom he befriended
when the latter visited the Naval War College.
Roosevelt was an accomplished naval historian
himself, having written a naval history of the
War of 1812 that is still considered a classic.*
It was more a case of kindred spirits support-
ing each other, but certainly Roosevelt’s naval
policies, and especially the sailing of the Great
White Fleet, can be described as Mahanian.*?

Outside of the United States, Mahan in-
fluenced both the Japanese and the Germans,
which were developing their own great battle
fleets at the turn of the century. Mahan believed
the Japanese had translated more of his work
than any other nation, and despite the racism he
often exhibited when discussing Japan, he sin-
gled out the Imperial Japanese Navy for success-

fully putting his theories into practice during the

' See Crowl, “Alfred Thayer Mahan,” 444—80; John T. Kuehn,
“What Was Mahan Really Saying?: A Re-visitation of the Naval
Theorist’s Classic Work, The Influence of Sea Power upon Histo-
ry, 1660—1783, U.S. Military History Review 1, no. 1 (December
2014): 66-80; and Jon Tetsuro Sumida, Inventing Grand Strategy and
Teaching Command: The Classic Works of Alfred Thayer Mahan Reconsid-
ered (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997).
?Theodore Roosevelt, The Naval War of 1812, or The History of the
United States Navy during the Last War with Great Britain to Which Is
Appended an Account of the Battle of New Orleans (New York: G. P.
Putnam’s Sons, 1882).

# Crowl, “Alfred Thayer Mahan,”472.
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Russo-Japanese War in 1904—5. Kaiser Wilhelm
II stated that Mahan’s works were widely read in
the German fleet, and the German Navy’s build-
ing program prior to World War I was certainly
Mahanian in concept. As with Roosevelt, these
devotees tended to use Mahan to buttress beliefs
they already held.**

Following World War I, new technologies
and international conditions reduced the value

of Mahan’s maritime supremacy theories, and

** Capt A. T. Mahan, USN (Ret), From Sail to Steam: Recollections of
Naval Life (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1907), 302—3; Sadao
Asada, From Mahan to Pearl Harbor: The Imperial Japanese Navy and the
United States (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2006); and Crowl,
“Alfred Thayer Mahan,” 472-74.
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In Arrival of the American Fleet off Scapa Flow, December 1917, Bernard F. Gribble painted the battleships USS
New York, Wyoming, Florida, and Delaware steaming into the British naval base at Queenstown, Ireland, amid
cheers from the men assembled aboard HMS Queen Elizabeth, flagship of the commander in chief, Grand Fleet,
during World War 1. Oil on canvas, 1928.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 28-003-A

his connections with American imperialism
made his work increasingly unfashionable with
modern strategists. But the U.S. Navy has pe-
riodically revisited his work, just as he searched
the histories of the Age of Sail to understand the
steam navy, modern theorist regularly find les-
sons for the nuclear age in the histories of the
battleship age.”

Mahan’s works were widely read in Britain,
where his broad approval of British naval poli-

cies over the centuries was appreciated, but the

* Dr. James R. Holmes and Cdr Kevin J. Delamer, USN (Ret),
“Mahan Rules,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings 143, no. 5 (May
2017): 1371.
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British produced their own maritime strategic
theorist in Sir Julian Stafford Corbett. Like Ma-
han, Corbett was a historian tapped by the Royal
Navy to produce works on maritime strategy;
unlike Mahan, he was a civilian novelist when
he began writing on naval history and strategy
in 1902, which was given prominence when he
was asked to give a series of lectures on the topic
at the recently founded Naval War College. His
civilian status prevented the Royal Navy from
fully accepting his work, especially as Corbett
rejected Mahan’s focus on concentration and
downplayed the value of battle in favor of main-
taining control of the sea through widely dis-
persed forces. Naval officers felt that Corbett’s
views reduced its instinctive aggressiveness and
encouraged the Royal Navy to preserve itself
rather than seek battle.

Unlike Mahan, Corbett saw the land as the
center of focus, and maritime power was mere-
ly a means to an end, not an end in itself. This
connection with Clausewitzian concepts of pol-
icy and strategy, as well as general multi-Service
approach to national strategy stood in sharp
contrast to Mahan, who did not address power
projection in any meaningful manner. Like Ma-
han, Corbett wrote before either submarines
or aircraft had matured as technologies, and
his work does not significantly take them into
account.’® With Corbett, the stage is set for the
development of maritime strategy in the twen-
tieth and twenty-first centuries in the following
chapters.

Taking into account the contributions of Jo-

mini, Clausewitz, Mahan, and Corbett to the evo-

% Michael 1. Handel, “Corbett, Clausewitz, and Sun Tzu,” Naval
War College Review 53, no. 4 (Autumn 2000); and Andrew Lambert,
ed., 21st Century Corbett: Maritime Strategy and Naval Policy for the
Modern Era (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2017).
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Grand
strategy/policy

>

OPERATIONAL

>

Levels of war.
Warfighting, adapted by History Division

lution of maritime strategic thinking through-
out the nineteenth century, maritime strategist
of the early twentieth century, as well as those
today, were and are challenged to envision how
continually evolving technology, particularly
that involving kinetic and cyber weapons, as
well as geopolitics, will impact the development
of maritime strategy for the twenty-first centu-
ry. If history is any guide, change in this realm
of warfare is inevitable; but a firm grounding in

the thinking that brought us here—these classics
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of naval strategy—can only be gained by going
back to the original source and dedicating time
to their study and reﬂecting upon their timeless

lessons.

POSTSCRIPT

When reading the following chapters, bear in
mind the differences between the levels of war,
as expressed in Warfighting.”” In short, there are
three levels of warfare. This work is primarily

concerned with the strategic level, which es-

¥ Warfighting, MCDP-1 (Washington, DC: Headquarters Marine
Corps, 1997), 28-32.

WESTERMEYER

tablishes military and naval goals, within the na-
tion’s means in support of national policy. The
operational level lies in the middle, establishing
the how, when, and why for military and naval
forces chosen to achieve the strategic goals. It
links to the tactical level, the lowest level where
military and naval forces meet in battle. All
three levels are interrelated, each connecting to
the others, and all influencing and influenced by
the grand strategic or national policy goals that
guide the conflict.
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Anton Otto Fischer’s painting depicts the first
victory at sea by the USS Constitution over HMS
Guerriere, 19 August 1812. Oil on canvas.

Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command




CHAPTER ONE

The Ascendance

of American

Maritime Power

A Historical Perspective
Culminating at Guadalcanal

b)/ Paul Westermeyer

he Marine Corps, from its infancy and

throughout its early years, operated only

at the tactical level. The Corps was born
of a relatively thoughtless emulation of the Roy-
al Navy—Royal Navy men-o-war had Marines
and cannons—and so United States’ men-o-
war should have Marines and cannons as well.
Throughout the early years of the republic, the
Marine Corps continued to fulfill the same role
that the Royal Marines had filled in the Roy-
al Navy, guarding naval shore establishments,
providing boarding and landing parties for the
Navy’s men-o-war, and occasionally reinforcing
the Army during operations ashore, such as at
Bladensburg, Maryland, and New Orleans in the
War of 1812.

Although individual Marine officers in-
creased the scope of their experience during the
Mexican-American War and the American Civil
War, the Corps as a whole during this period
continued to perform its traditional tactical-
level duties. In the last quarter of the nineteenth

century, the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps began
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to evolve as the United States became entangled
in world affairs, most Cspccially in the Pacific
and the Caribbean, where the United States in-
serted itself in a variety of colonial ventures.
Along with rapid technological change and
increasing American involvement overseas, the
Navy Department responded to the rise in
specialization brought about by the Industrial
Revolution with its own professional training
and education reforms. Rear Admiral Stephen
B. Luce was at the forefront of many of these
changes as the founder and first president of
the Naval War College. In 1886, he appointed
then-Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan as its profes-
sor of history. Following that appointment, Ma-
han developed his lectures into what became the
groundbreaking book The Influence of Sea Power
upon History, 1660—1783 (1890) and other lat-
er works on naval strategy. Mahan’s works were
very popular and found special favor with the
future U.S. president, Theodore Roosevelt, and
other proponents of American imperialism.
Mahan’s ideas were not limited to theories
of sea power alone. He actively wrote about and
advocated for national policies supporting his
views, especially with regard to the acquisition
of ports overseas that could be used as coaling
stations for America’s burgeoning Navy. His fo-
cus was often on the Pacific—he was a strong
proponent of a canal across the Central Ameri-
can isthmus and he advocated for a strong Pacific
fleet. In the 1890s, he was in favor of annexing
Hawaii, which he saw as the key to American in-
terests in the Pacific; he worried about Japanese
influence there and sought to deny them its ad-
vantages. Mahan saw himself as an expert on the

Japanese; his writing on this topic was nearly as

18

influential there as it was in the United States.'

Influenced by Mahan’s views on sea power,
the pressure for technological change, and driv-
en by the requirements of America’s overseas
expansion, the U.S. Navy was forced to evolve
at a rapid rate by the close of the nineteenth
century. The dominance of steam-powered iron-
clads equipped with ever larger guns required
overseas bases at strategic points to feed their
insatiable need for coal. The Navy was loathe to
call on the U.S. Army to garrison and defend
such installations, as they did not trust the Army
to make holding the ports as much of a priority
as the Navy would. The Navy wanted garrisons
that would answer directly to the Navy Depart-
ment. The obvious solution to the problem was
employing the Marine Corps to fulfill this mis-
sion, since it was already a part of the Navy and
its traditional shipboard roles were increasingly
superfluous as sailors became more profession-
al and big gunned, ironclad battleships replaced
wooden-hulled men-of-war. The relatively con-
servative Corps leadership initially resisted such
amission, even after the landings at Guantanamo
Bay during the Spanish-American War had suc-
cessfully demonstrated the concept. Another in-
fluential factor was that, increasingly from 1882
on, newly commissioned Marine officers were
graduating from the Naval Academy, where they
drank in the theories of Mahan alongside their
fellow midshipmcn counterparts. This experi-
ence led to their acceptance of the Corps’ new-
found role of seizing and defending advanced
naval bases as part of an overall national mari-
time strategy, seeing this mission as the surest
method for protecting the Corps’ continued

existence.

' See Sadao Asada, “Mahan’s Influence on Japanese Seapower,” From
Mahan to Pearl Harbor:The Imperial Japanese Navy and the United States
(Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2006).
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From 1907 to 1909, President Theodore
Roosevelt incorporated Mahan’s theories of the
importance of sea power into his own diplomat-
ic policy: “speak softly and carry a big stick.”
This was demonstrated when he ordered the
Navy to send two squadrons of battleships on
a worldwide goodwill cruise, with all the ships
in the fleet painted in peacetime white livery.
This Great White Fleet was intended to demon-
strate the United States’ newly acquired mili-
tary power as well as its peaceful intentions; the
Japanese, however, saw it as a deliberate threat
that demonstrated America’s ability to project
its fleet into Far Eastern waters as evinced by its
port visit toYokohama, Japan.

In regard to naval strategy, the United States
played little role in the First World War, leaving
the formulation to the Royal Navy, which had
been waging war on the high seas since August
1914. The United States contributed a battleship
squadron to the Royal Navy’s blockade of the
German High Seas Fleet and shared in the pro-
tection of transatlantic shipping from the German
submarine guerre de course.” Nevertheless, the con-
flict left the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps more
convinced than ever of the value of their theories
of sea power, especially in the Pacific. There, the
United States and Japan faced off against each
other across a vast ocean as competitors for its
natural resources and the access it offered to oth-
er arcas of the globe. With the First World War
having swept the board clear of those who had
previously contended for the region, such as the
Russians, the Germans, and the French, no other
European power could be expected to challenge
either the United States or Japan in the region,
with the exception of Great Britain. The British

were still considered to have the largest navy in

the world, but their interests were too wide-
spread to focus solely on the Pacific.

The naval arms race between Great Brit-
ain and Imperial Germany, which had preced-
ed World War I, was widely seen as one of the
causes of that conflict and the nascent naval arms
race that resumed after the war, spurring the
Washington Naval Conference 192122, and re-
sulting in the first of a series of treaties (renego-
tiated in London in 1930) that were designed to
limit naval armaments; in practice, the various
navies shifted resources to such nascent technol-
ogies as carrier aviation and submarines, which
were not as restricted as battleships by the terms
of the treaties. In addition to restricting new ship
construction, the treaties restricted fortification
of various American and Japanese colonial pos-
sessions in the Pacific.’

Despite the limitation imposed by the trea-
ties, tensions between the United States and
Japan increased, often driven by American suspi-
cions of Japanese actions in China and American
restrictions on Japanese immigration to the Unit-
ed States. American and Japanese naval planners
cach considered the other as future antagonists
since the turn of the twentieth century, and both
sides developed war plans heavily influenced by
Mahanian concepts on control of the sea.

Regardless of whether these plans became
self-fulfilling prophecies, thoughtful American
naval officers realized the United States might
lose in the Far East during the early stages of
any conflict with Japan, particularly since the
Washington Naval Conference treaties in es-
sence allowed Japan to build enough ships to
achieve regional superiority. In the event of such
a war, the United States would have to “march”

across the Pacific, establishing naval bases until

*The term guerre de course refers to maritime warfare intended to

disrupt seaborne commerce.

WESTERMEYER

? “The Washington Naval Conference, 1921-1922,” U.S. Depart-
ment of State, Office of the Historian.
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a “decisive” fleet engagement could be fought
that would give the U.S. Navy control of the
Pacific and allowing it to establish a blockade
that would starve Japan into submission. Desig-
nated War Plan Orange, the plan was Mahanian
in concept, although it differed somewhat from
Mahan’s proposed solution.*

For the Marine Corps, War Plan Orange’s
most salient feature was the requirement for the
defense of its colonial possessions, such as Guam
and the Philippines, and the seizure and possible
defense of additional advanced naval bases across
the central Pacific. Marine officers had accepted
their traditional role as part of a landing force,
a role that gained the Corps a new lease on life
due to their successful landing and assault at
Guantanamo Bay, but the First World War had
provided a spectacular example of amphibious
failure in the Gallipoli campaign of 1915-16.
Undaunted, the Corps’ leading thinkers demon-
strated remarkable insight into the relationship
between the strategic, operational, and tactical
levels of warfare as they approached the intel-
lectually thorny problem of how to successfully
conduct an amphibious assault against a defend-
ed beach, recognizing that War Plan Orange
could only succeed if the tactical and operation-
al problems of the amphibious assault could be
overcome.

In 1920, Major General JohnA. Lejeune be-
came 13th Commandant of the Marine Corps,
at the same time that the Corps was becoming
deeply involved in various countries throughout
Central America and the Caribbean as colonial
infantry. Despite this distraction, Lejeune main-

tained a focus on amphibious warfare, oversee-

*In 1911, when asked to comment on War Plan Orange, Mah-
an suggested a northern approach through the Aleutian Islands,
Guam, and Japan’s Ryuku Islands. See William R. Braisted, The
United States Navy in the Pacific, 19091922 (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1971), 33-35.
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ing the continuing transformation of the Corps’
training, organization, and equipment to pre-
pare it for its newly intended role as an amphibi-
ous assault force. One of General Lejeune’s staff
officers, Major Earl H. Ellis, wrote Operation
Plan 712, Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia,
the Corps’ first systematic look at the problems
posed by War Plan Orange.’ At Marine Corps
Schools in Quantico, Virginia, the various prob-
lems posed by amphibious warfare were stud-
ied by both faculty and students throughout
the 1920s and 1930s, eventually producing the
doctrines, techniques, and technologies that the
Corps would utilize throughout World War I,
when the United States was forced to put War
Plan Orange into effect.

The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, Ha-
waii, on 7 December 1941 came as a shock but
after the smoke had cleared away and the dead
were buried, the Navy and Marine Corps began
to carry out the plans already in place to wage
war against Japan. The early defeats, including
the loss of the Philippines and the Mariana Is-
lands, were expected though no less shocking;
the speed of early Japanese advances though
Malaysia and Indonesia surprised everyone, in-
cluding the Japanese. After the 1942 Battle of
the Coral Sea, followed shortly thereafter by the
Battle of Midway, put the first brakes to Japan’s
headlong advance, the Marine Corps was finally
given the chance to demonstrate its amphibious
capability, long assumed in War Plan Orange,
with its conduct of Operation Watchtower. This
would be the first Allied counteroffensive in the
Pacific, which would see a Marine Division of
19,000 men put ashore on the obscure island of

Guadalcanal.

* Maj Earl H. Ellis, Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia (Washing-
ton, DC: Intelligence Section, Division of Operations and Train-

ing, Headquarters Marine Corps, 1921).
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TRANSFORMATION
A CENTURY AGO

b)/ Norman Friedman
Naval History, 2005°¢

n 1900, the U.S. Navy was in an obvious state

of flux.® The most visible change was the

sudden, growth of the fleet; Jane’s Fighting
Ships was listing it as the second most powerful
navy in the world, a status inconceivable a de-
cade earlier. A suddenly enlarged fleet required
a vast growth in the officer corps and creation of
the General Board, a permanent war-planning
agency with the explicit role of devising poli-
cies based on what would be needed should war
break out. [Navy Admiral] William Snowden
Sims was on the verge of transforming U.S. na-
val gunnery; his work helped change a fleet with
potential combat power into one with real com-
bat potential. Within a few years, the naval per-
sonnel system also was transformed, again in the
direction of greater capability. Much the same
might be said of the drastic change in the way in
which ship characteristics were determined, in

accord with the needs revealed by war planning.

*The original article came from Norman Friedman, “Transforma-
tion a Century Ago,” Naval History 19, no. 2 (April 2005): 32--37.
Reprinted from Naval History with permission; copyright © 2005
U.S. Naval Institute/ www. usni.org. Minor revisions were made to
the text based on current standards for style, grammar, punctua-

tion, and spelling.
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The torpedo was beginning to transform the
world’s navies, and the U.S. Navy was buying its
first modern submarine.

Yet, one kind of transformation seems to
overshadow all the others. In 1900, the Navy
was at the center of a deep shift in U.S. national
strategy. The shift is obvious if, instead of focus-
ing on 1900 itself, one looks at dates 15 years to
either side. In 1885, U.S. national interest was
concentrated on inward development, on the
fate of the frontier. The U.S. Navy was beginning
its revival, with construction of new steel cruis-
ers and with measures taken to limit the further
life of the obsolescent wooden fleet. This revival
was clearly a limited effort; the Navy was any-
thing but the focus of national policy.

By 1915, the U.S. Navy was the premier
U.S. Service, and anyone interested in national
defense took that preeminence for granted. As
a measure of that attitude, we know Congress
annually debated not whether to build further
capital ships, but how many.” The [Woodrow]

"The term capital ship refers to the Navy’s larger warships, such
as battleships and aircraft carriers, and are generally a leading or

primary ship within the fleet.



In this lithograph, artist Thomas Birch illustrates the capture of HMS Cyane and Levant by the American frig-
ate USS Constitution during the War of 1812,
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 75-354-A

Wilson administration was about to propose the
1916 [National Defense] Act, which would have
made the U.S. Navy the most powerful in the
world, at least in terms of modern capital ships.
National policy was outward looking in the
sense that the connection between the fleet and
U.S. national independence was shared widely.
Something enormous had happened in 30 years.

From a technological point of view, the cre-
ation of a steel navy was essentially inevitable; no
one in the 1880s could deny that the collection
of wooden steam sloops was obsolescent and
perhaps even risible. A glance at any contempo-
rary reference book will show that every navy
in the world went through roughly the same

process of modernization. That usually meant
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building a few modern warships. It absolutely
did not usually mean aspiring to the first rank of
sea powers. Indeed, the technological revolution
of the late nineteenth century raised the cost of
competing with the major sea powers, particu-
larly with the Royal Navy. It took some special
national impetus to cross that barrier. That is
why, for example, the British were shocked into
action when the Germans, until then almost ex-
clusively a land power, chose to build a fleet to
rival theirs. That the German effort was not seen
as routine suggests that the U.S. effort, which
was certainly comparable in its magnitude, was
not routine either.

The key, it seems, was a new perception

of what naval power could mean to the United
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Watercolor of USS New Ironsides depicted as it appeared in 1863 by Clary Ray.

Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 45-126-Q_

States. The single most important fact of naval
power is that the sca is the greatest of all high-
ways: it is far easier to move anything, partic-
ularly anything massive, by sea than it is over
land. The classic quoted example is that it is less
expensive to move cars from Yokohama to New
York than from Detroit to New York, but one
might equally point out that it is remarkable that
a fully equipped air base can be moved about the
sea at more than 30 knots. One could hardly do
the same over the best overland highway. Much
the same might be said of a squadron of inter-
continental ballistic missiles. This fact of sea-
borne mobility runs counter to most people’s
experience; to them, the sea seems a rather dan-

gerous place, more barrier than anything else.

FRIEDMAN

If the sea is dangerous, it is a moat. If it is a
highway, it is a potential invasion route. Another
formulation might be that if the sea is a barrier,
then the United States can and perhaps should
isolate itself, because it is so conveniently far
from most potential sources of trouble (except,
of course, the land borders with Canada and
with Mexico). On the other hand, if the sea is a
highway, then in some special way distances over
the sea count for far less than distances overland,
and the United States is quite close to Europe
and Asia and quite incapable of isolating itself
from whatever problems arise there. For that
matter, in this vision, the future of the United
States is bound up with the futures of countries

connected to us by that sea route.
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Leslie Arthur Wilcox, USS Iowa in Rio de Janiero, Brazil Harbor, 1907. Oil on canvas.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 2009-152-02

Historically, Americans who lived far from
the sea had little or no experience in foreign
trade, so the highway aspect made little impres-
sion. The view from coastal ports was, of course,
different. Inhabitants saw the fruits of overseas
trade in their shops. Most of them could see
the piers and the ships. For that matter, most of
them came into daily contact with those arriving
from overseas.

In 1885, the barrier view predominated.
It might be conceded that an enemy could, if
he wanted to make a supreme effort, approach
the United States by sea, but most Americans in
1885 would have doubted that such an assault
would be anything but desperate and relatively
easy to defeat. Moreover, the most appropriate
means of defense against any such attack would

be a combination of mobile and fixed fortifica-
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tions. The former might include small capital
ships.

When the revival of the U.S. Navy began
in 1883, to the extent that any maritime threat
was conceded, the agreed one was a descent
by one or more European powers on the U.S.
coast. Much of the wealth of the country was
concentrated in a few coastal cities, such as
Boston, New York, Baltimore, and New Orle-
ans. The last great foreign war the country had
fought, the War of 1812, had seen the British
burn Washington and assault Baltimore and New
Orleans. The strategic question was how such a
threat could be met at minimum cost. The ac-
cepted answer, which was not particularly ex-
plicit, was that the enemy would be held off by
coastal fortifications while a small U.S. cruiser

force preyed on his commerce, raising the cost
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of the war. The hope was that after a time the
foreign attacker would realize that the game was
not worth its cost, and he would make peace.
Americans of historical bent could remember a
strategy of this type pursued during the War of
1812. They tended to avoid remembering just
how ineffective it had been. There was little or
no hope or expectation of deterrence, merely
a theory of war termination, should war come.
It seems unlikely that many Americans took the
threat of naval attack very seriously.

Naval reconstruction was predicated main-
ly on the feeling that unless the U.S. Navy was
rebuilt, it would be ridiculed as far weaker than
major South American navies, and hence inade-
quate to a self-respecting country. Periodically,
writers produced books describing future wars
in which European fleets threatened U.S. ports
with destruction unless ransom was paid, but
again such speculations had little or no effect.

The barrier view had a deeper consequence.
It seemed far easier to move forces over land.
If Britain was the most likely future enemy,
then surely the long border with Canada was a
much more likely invasion route. After all, the
War of 1812 had seen attacks by both land and
sea. Probably it was also very significant, in the
1880s, that most Americans with military expe-
rience remembered the Civil War essentially as a
land war. Naval officers remembered the block-
ade as the crippling blow against the South, but
the land campaigns were far more prominent
in the popular imagination. It seemed that in
186165, as in 1812—15, naval power had been
auxiliary to land combat. There was little or
no interest in the sort of strategic analysis that
would have demonstrated the key enabling role
of sea power.

In about 1886, Captain Alfred Thayer Ma-

han began to discuss his theory that sea power

FRIEDMAN

had been central, rather than peripheral, to the
world history of the past two and a half centu-
ries. In particular, he emphasized the highway
aspect of the sea as the key to understanding that
history. His largely tacit point was that, given
very easy transportation by sea, seaborne com-
merce would soon become the dominant factor
in the world economy. That would be true even
for largely self-sufficient countries, such as the
United States, because some vital commodities
would always be far less expensive abroad than
at home. Given very cheap transportation, they
would dominate the U.S. market. All countries
ultimately would specialize, hence ultimately
would be dependent on sea transportation for at
least some vital commodities. This was much the
message we see now as globalization. Mahan’s
argument was that any country dependent on
the world economy must be able to secure access
to the world. It could not do so if an enemy fleet
dominated the seas. Mahan’s greatest historical
example was the Netherlands, probably the first
modern state largely dependent on overseas
trade for its survival. When the Dutch fleet was
defeated by the British, the Dutch economy col-
lapsed; [or] in Mahan’s phrase, “grass grew in the
streets of Amsterdam

Mahan had served as a naval officer in the
Civil War, and presumably his faith in the eco-
nomic consequences of sea power can be traced
to a belief that the blockade of the Confeder-
acy had been decisive. Indeed, his first book,
published in 1883, had been an account of na-
val operations in the Gulf and in inland waters
during the Civil War.” The particular operations

that Mahan recounted were involved main-

® Mahan, The Influence of Sea Power upon History. The original quote
reads: “grass grew in the streets, and in Amsterdam fifteen hun-
dred houses were untenanted.”

> Cdr A. T. Mahan, The Gulf and Inland Waters (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1883).
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ly with exploiting seaborne (and river-borne)
mobility rather than with blockade; but we
would see such exploitation and blockade as two
sides of the same coin. It does not, incidentally,
seem that Mahan drew such conclusions at the
time; he needed time to realize that the sea-as-
highway was the key insight.

Mahan’s view was radical in that few be-
fore him seem to have made the sea-as-highway
argument explicitly. Most military writing of
Mahan’s time—indeed, most of the writing of
any time—is devoted to particular battles. Sea
power differs from land power in that much of
its influence is indirect; ships in a blocking po-
sition can determine history, but armies tend to
have to fight to make their presence count. One
might imagine that the 1889 publication of Ma-
han’s first great book, The Influence of Sea Power
upon History, led directly to the transformation
of the U.S. Navy. That was hardly the case. Mah-
an’s insights did raise some consciousness of the
significance of sea power, but he did not articu-
late any program, and he was not placed to have
any direct influence on events.

What counted was a political decision, in
the sense that the word political comes from the
same root as policy. In the U.S. system, shifts in
basic governmental policy must ultimately have
public support. Mahan was well aware of the
problem. In his first book, he contrasted two
kinds of sea power. He understood British sea
power to be organic, in the sense that the Brit-
ish political public (those responsible for elect-
ing Parliament, for example) were well aware
that Britain’s fate as an island power rested on
its navy. No special argument about the virtues
of sea power was needed. With no theoretical
underpinning, the British might use their sea
power more or less wisely, but they would not

consider it optional.
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France represented an alternative. It was
not at all obvious to Frenchmen in influential
positions that sea power was vital. It was ex-
pensive, and it detracted from what could be
spent on the army, which fought on most of the
French frontiers. Periodically, a particularly in-
sightful French minister managed to convince
the king to spend much more on the fleet, gen-
erally to counter British sea power. Enormous
dividends were gained. Because the policy ar-
gument for seapower was never well enough or
widely enough articulated, however, it generally
did not outlast the individual involved. Mahan
concluded that only a natural sea power, the eco-
nomic life of which rested on the sea, could sup-
port amajor fleet. His problem was that this was
not quite the case with the United States, with
its anemic merchant marine. In fact, however,
some of those who heard Mahan’s arguments
realized that they did apply very much to the
United States.

Benjamin F. Tracy served as secretary of the
Navy in the [William H.] Harrison administra-
tion (6 March 1889—4 March 1893). Influenced
by Mahan, he appreciated the potential of sea
power, which made his position extremely im-
portant. Tracy formed a Policy Board, advised
by but not dominated by Mahan. It submitted
its report at the end of 1889, and the result was
duly published the following year in the Proceed-
ings of the UL.S. Naval Institute. In typical nine-
teenth-century style, it laid out not only a broad
policy but also details of the ships to be built,
including drawings. 10

The board argued for a new kind of strat-
egy—a forward strategy rather than the earlier
defensive concept. It proposed building an oceanic

navy built around battleships rather than cruisers;

' Benjamin F. Tracy, Report of the Secretary of the Navy (Washington,
DC: Navy Department, 1889).
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Matthew Walker, USS Terror Monitor (BM-4). Watercolor on canvas.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 2009-152-12

one that could deal with an enemy by exploiting
the same ocean highway an invader might use.
This was deterrence. A few U.S. cruisers might
create limited havoc; but as the Union Navy had
shown decades earlier, they ultimately would
be hunted down by a superior sea power. One
consequence of the ongoing technological revo-
lution was that it was becoming more expensive
to produce cruisers capable of hunting down
fast merchant ships. A commerce-raiding strat-
egy would have to make do with fewer raiders,
and they would be far more difficult to replace
in wartime. On the other hand, a modern U.S.
battle fleet could smash an enemy’s seapower
and thus lay both his commerce and his coast

open to attack.

FRIEDMAN

The board called for creation of two fleets,
one for long-range offensive action and a sec-
ond to shield the U.S. coast. The concept of the
coast defense fleet explains why the first three
modern UL.S. battleships were described as coast
defense battleships; only the fourth, the USS
lowa [BB 4], was described as oceangoing. In the
past, it had taken a massive ship to carry guns
sufficiently powerful to deal with enemy capi-
tal ships. Now, however, a torpedo carried by a
small boat could sink an ironclad. If the cost of
close-in defense could be constrained, two oce-
anic fleets—one for distant operations and one
for mid-ocean operations—might become more
affordable.

Opverall, however, the board’s prescription
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Search for Cervera Squadron by Henry Reuterdahl. Oil on canvas.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 70-638-E

called for a fleet nearly the size of that operated
at the time by the dominant sea power, Great
Britain. Newspaper editorials denounced such
extravagance. But the board’s paper was intend-
ed as the beginning of a process, not the end. It
does not seem to have provoked a national de-
bate, but it did make Mahanian ideas respectable
in the United States.

The Policy Board’s strategy clearly made
sense, so it survived. Successive secretaries of
the Navy took the new strategy seriously enough
to shift the balance of U.S. naval construction, in
the decade following the board’s report, toward
battleships. Even so, on the eve of war with
Spain, the United States was far from achieving
the status of a major sea power. Moreover, given
the slow pace of U.S. construction and the rap-
id pace of naval technology, it was unlikely the
United States would or could even maintain its
position.

Then, in 1898, the United States fought
Spain. Suddenly, the oceans seemed far small-
er. Histories of the war emphasize its offensive
aspects: U.S. warships seized the Philippines,
and the U.S. Navy destroyed the Spanish fleet
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off Cuba. Then, as now, China was seen as the
great opportunity of the future, and the Philip-
pines were, in effect, a U.S. foothold in the East.
Those who favored global engagement clear-
ly won. The unstated implication was that the
world could easily engage the United States via
the sea: the Policy Board’s argument.

The war had another side as well. When war
broke out, the Spanish fleet was in home waters.
It might steam to Cuba to protect against a U.S.
assault. Then again, it might be employed more
indirectly. Residents of the U.S. East Coast sud-
denly realized there was no good reason why
the Spanish battleships and cruisers would not
bombard them. That sort of operation certainly
would have attracted attention. The Navy De-
partment did commission the fastest U.S. liners
to take up patrol stations in the mid-Atlantic,
but it is not at all clear that, without radio, they
could have got word back in time for any sort of
effective reaction. The most visible Navy count-
er to the threat was to recommission surviving
Civil War monitors as harbor-defense craft. Ev-
erything more modern was needed in the active

theater of war—Cuba. The United States could
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afford a modern forward fleet or a modern coast
defense force, but not both.

This story could, of course, be told in a very
different way. The Spanish clearly valued Cuba
and the Philippines. Offensive operations by the
United States may well have focused their atten-
tion on both. They, too, did not know where the
small but quite modern U.S. fleet would strike.
They felt compelled, for example, to keep their
one usable battleship in home waters (at the end
of the war she was being sent East, to relieve the
Philippines, but it was far too late for that). The
Spanish cruisers went to Cuba, because with-
out them the island would have been overrun
instantly. In effect, Spanish action in response
to a ULS. threat validated the strategy espoused
by the Policy Board almost a decade earlier. The
destruction of the Spanish cruisers in Cuban wa-
ters ended the threat to the U.S. mainland in a
way familiar to students of decisive naval battle,
though not to those citizens who wanted direct
protection.

The quandary over defending U.S. cities
highlighted the strategic problem the United
States faced then (and, for that matter, now).
Given finite resources, is it better to attempt
to protect the country itself, or to deal with
an enemy as far forward as possible? The Poli-
cy Board’s report can be read as a statement of
what it would have cost to do both (omitting the
obvious implication that such a strategy would
be unaffordable). It also had to be admitted,
however, that coast defense was not really prac-
ticable. The U.S. coast is just too long. The local
defenses built up so expensively around U.S.
cities—some of which survive as deserted forti-
fications—were insufficient, because an enemy
could land farther up the coast and take the cit-
ies from the rear. Exactly such descents figured

in the future-war fiction of the time. That sort of

FRIEDMAN

threat was a consequence of basic naval mobility.

In the aftermath of the war, Congress bought
the battle fleet that had been proposed a decade
earlier. That the United States would build and
maintain a capital ship fleet, however, was hardly
foreordained. As president, Theodore Roosevelt
managed to buy numerous battleships; but at the
time, he might have been seen as a lone visionary
whose legacy would vanish after his departure.
Moreover, just before he left office, a convulsion
in battleship design—the dreadnought revo-
lution—made his new ships obsolete."" Every
major navy built some dreadnoughts, but most
could not afford to replace their earlier ships on
anything like a one-for-one basis. Before about
1906, battleship evolution had been slow enough
that navies could take decades to build battle
fleets. That situation did not last. Thus, for many
navies, the advent of the new type of battleship
ended any pretension to first class status. Not
only did the U.S. Navy continue to build battle-
ships, but it built larger and larger ones as the
technology developed. This trend was so pro-
nounced that skeptics in Congress began to ask
the Navy to indicate the natural limits on such
growth. Moreover, U.S. designers led the world
in some important areas, such as protection (“all
or nothing” armor and underwater protection)
and machinery (turbo-electric drive, which was
partly a matter of protection). It is true that the
rate at which the U.S. Navy built dreadnoughts
did not match that of the predreadnoughts, but
these were much larger and more expensive
ships.

The Navy did retain a coast-defense mission

" The dreadnought battleship revolution began with the arrival
of the British Royal Navy’s HMS Dreadnought in 1906. The Dread-
nought focused on an all “big gun” armament across its main gun in-
stallations and relied exclusively on turbine propulsion for speed.
The revolution resulted in all-new designs of significantly more

strength, power, and firepower.
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Frank Muller’s Ships of the New Navy shows the white-hulled ships of the late nineteenth century that replaced

the sailing ships of a bygone cra and generally the types of ships that fought successfully in the Spanish-
American War. From left to right: USS Marietta (PG 15), gunboat launched in 1897; USS Puritan (BM 1),
monitor commissioned in 1896; USS Illinois (BB 7), battleship launched in 1898; USS lowa (BB 4), battleship
launched in 1896; and USS Stringham (TB 19), torpedo boat launched in 1899. Oil on canvas.

Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 44-006-H

after 1900, but it sought to accomplish that mis-
sion at minimum cost so the overseas offensive
force could be built into an effective instrument
of national power. That is why the post-1900
U.S. Navy became so interested in submarines,
which offered a mobile form of defense almost
impossible to counter. Yet, even including their
tenders, they were far less expensive than ded-
icated coast-defense ships, which the United
States ceased to build.

The policy shift begun in 1890 extended far
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beyond the Navy. Before 1890, the U.S. vision of
the world was largely dismissive. A foreign de-
scent on U.S. shores might be conceivable, but it
was far down the list of possibilities. The Policy
Board report helped awaken Americans to the
real possibility that foreign powers might use
their fleets to cross the Atlantic, that the United
States was far too underarmed to protect itself.
It may be argued that this was actually a fairly
new threat based on newly efficient steam en-

gines, which by the mid-1880s finally made it
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possible to build truly oceanic capital ships. For
years, historians tended to dismiss fears of sea-
borne invasion as inventions devised to support
expensive naval construction. To some extent,
the 1898 scare on the Eastern seaboard suggests
that the fear was not entirely fantasy.

This brief account of the UL.S. strategic prob-
lems in the early part of the twentieth century
shows that the United States faced a two-ocean
problem. There was no question of building a
two-ocean fleet to match, however; the resourc-
es simply were not there. A one-ocean fleet had
to be able to swing between the two oceans to
meet emergencies.

The problem had been highlighted in 1898
by the heroic dash of the battleship [USS] Oregon
[BB 3] from the Pacific to the Atlantic, but ex-
amination of war plans showed just how serious
it was. It was not accidental that President Roo-
sevelt, long a student of naval history, successful-
ly pressed the construction of the Panama Canal.
The canal was clearly part of the same story that
began with the Policy Board.

We are still living with the sort of nation-
al strategy the Policy Board first expressed.
We still try to keep strategic problems at arms’
length; it is better to fight abroad than to fight at
home. That view has never been unanimous, but
it has been very important. The old contest be-
tween coast defense and a forward policy is visi-
ble right now in debates over the proper course
of the ongoing war against terrorism.

The events of 1898, read in the light of
the Policy Board paper, showed that the Unit-
ed States faced real threats. It was not enough
merely to buy more ships. Something had to be
done to make the Navy an effective weapon.

Before 1898, very little real war planning
had been done, although there had been some

exercises at the Naval War College.The secretary

FRIEDMAN

of the Navy convened a Strategy Board to rec-
ommend policy during the Spanish-American
War. Advised by Mahan, it reflected the thinking
first widely spread by the Policy Board. After the
war, a permanent War—planning entity, the Gen-
eral Board, was convened on the theory that war
plans should form the basis for naval policy. In
1904, the General Board was called on to rec-
ommend that year’s building program, probably
partly as a way of pushing the technical bureaus
of the Navy to develop an all-big-gun battleship.

On a deeper level, the combination of the
continuing influence of the Policy Board and
1898 was to convince many younger officers
that reform of the Navy was urgent; what would
happen if instead of Spain the United States
faced something more serious, like Germany?
In effect, the reformers deepened the process
of transformation, which had begun in 1890.
Prominent among them was William S. Sims,
who made his name as a gunnery expert, when
guns were clearly the preeminent naval weap-
ons. He and other young officers also managed
to make the General Board, which represented
the wartime operational thinking of the Navy,
the main authority determining the overall
characteristics of U.S. warships. Anyone read-
ing the transcripts of General Board hearings
conducted between the two World Wars will be
struck by the repeated question: How does this
ship contribute to the expected war with Japan?
Nothing equivalent seems to have been asked
before about 1900.

So, something very impressive happened
between 1890 and, say, 1910. The Navy was
transformed. In this particular case, one key
transformation in U.S. overall policy inspired
many to press forward the technical transforma-
tions that were far more visible. For example,

the new battleships in some vital ways were far
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Orlando S. Lagman, Great White Fleet in Magellan Strait. Oil on canvas.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 66-335-Y

in advance of their foreign counterparts. There
were, to be sure, some major gaps. A fleet was
more than battleships. Each year the secretary
of the Navy asked for cruisers and auxiliaries,
but Congress only rarely provided them, and
in insufficient numbers. The feeling on the key
committee may have been that it was miracu-
lous to convince an inward-looking Congress
to buy the most expensive warships, and that
anything smaller could be built relatively quick-
ly as needed.

Why did transformation work? It had two
key aspects. It was cooperative in that the ba-
sic transformational concept was widely un-

derstood within the Navy. Not all understood
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correctly, but enough did to carry through the
transformation from the inside. It may be ar-
gued that ambition drove men such as Sims, but
they could have pushed in any of a number of
directions. The effect of a simple basic concept
was to give Sims and many others a common
direction, enormously strengthening what they
did and also providing a measure against which
to evaluate their efforts.

The other key aspect was that the trans-
formation enlisted support from outside the
Navy. The Policy Board study came not from a
group of internal reformers, but from a politi-
cally appointed secretary. That meant he had, at

least potentially, the president’s ear; he would
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not have entered office unless the president had
wanted him. He could transmit his thinking to
Congress, and only Congress could agree to a
major shift in priorities.

This sort of education is the role of major

FRIEDMAN

statements of naval strategy. There was really

nothing like the product of the Policy Board un-

til the statements of the maritime strategy in the

1980s.
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THE COLOR PLANS, 1919-1938

by Louis Morton
Command Decisions, 1960

merican strategical planning in the

pcriod immcdiatcly following World

War I was largely conditioned by the
postwar political system and by the wide pop-
ular reaction against war. The Versailles Treaty,
the Washington [Naval Conference] treaties of
1921-22, and the League of Nations (to which
Germany was admitted in 1925) gave promise
to the war-weary peoples of the world of an in-
ternational order in which war would be forever
banished. That promise seemed to many to have
been fulfilled in 1928 when representatives from
most of the nations in the world met at Paris to
sign the Kellogg-Briand Pact renouncing war as
an instrument of national policy."” Though the
United States was not a member of the league,
American policy was closely and consciously de-
signed to support the actions of the league in its
efforts to further world peace.

During these years of disillusion with war,

2The original chapter came from Louis Morton, “Germany First:
The Basic Concept of Allied Strategy in World War I1,” in Command
Decisions (Washington, DC: Center for Military History, 1960),
12-20. Minor revisions were made to the text based on current
standards for style, grammar, punctuation, and spelling,

" The Kellogg-Briand Pact was formally known as General Trea-

ty for Renunciation of War as an Instrument of National Policy.
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isolationism, and congressional economy, mili-
tary planning in the United States was largely
theoretical. Germany had just been defeated
and stripped of military power. Russia was pre-
occupied with internal problems and, though
Communism was recognized as a menace, the
Bolshevik regime was in no position to engage
in military adventures. Neither France nor Italy
had sufficient naval force to attempt any major
operation the Western Hemisphere and had no
reason to do so in any case.

Of all the powers in Europe, only Great
Britain was theoretically in a position to en-
gage the United States in war with any prospect
of success. The British had extensive holdings
in the Western Hemisphere from which to
launch attacks on American territory and they
had enough dreadnoughts and battle cruisers
to obtain naval supremacy in the Atlantic. But
the possibility of a contest with Britain was ex-
tremely remote, for there was no sentiment for
war on either side of the Atlantic.

In the Pacific and Far East, the situation was
different. Between Japan and the United States,

there were a number of unresolved differences
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and a reservoir of misunderstanding and ill will
that made the possibility of conflict much more
likely in that area than in Atlantic. Moreover, Ja-
pan’s position had been greatly strengthened as
aresult of the war and the treaties that followed.
In the view of the planners, the most probable
enemy in the foreseeable future was Japan. Thus,
U.S. strategic thought in the years from 1919 to
1938 was largely concentrated on the problems
presented by a conflict arising out of Japanese
aggression against American interests or territo-
ry in the Far East.

The preparation of strategic war plans in-
volving joint (i.e., Army and Navy) forces—and
for all practical purposes this mean the plans
prepared by the American staff—was the re-
sponsibility of the Joint Board, predecessor of

MORTON

the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Reorganized in 1919 to
correct defects that had become apparent since
establishment in 1903, the board consisted of
six members. The Army Chief of Staff and the
Chief of Naval Operations, their deputies, and
the chiefs of the War Plans Divisions of each of
the Services. To it came all matters that required
cooperation between the two Services, either
by referral or on the initiative of the board it-
self. It had no executive functions or command
authority and, until 1939, reported to the War
and Navy secretaries. Its recommendations were
purely advisory and became effective only upon
approval by both secretaries, and, in some cases,
by the president himself.

The most notable improvement of the 1919

reorganization was the formation of a Joint Plan-
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Marines in ships’ detachments, such as this one on board the carrier USS Lexington (CV 2), served in major

combatant ships of the prewar Navy. Many seagoing Marines were either commissioned or became senior
staff noncommissioned officers during World War II.

Ojﬁcial U.S. Navy photo, Naval History and Heritage Command, NH 51363

ning Committee to assist the board. Consisting
of cight officers, four cach from the War Plans
Division of the Army and of the Navy, this com-
mittee performed the detailed investigation and
study required for policy decisions, preparation
of war plans, and all other matters involving
joint actions of the Army and Navy. It was, in
effect, a working group for the Joint Board and
made its reports and recommendations directly
to that body.

The problems considered by the Joint
Board after World War I varied widely, but the
development of joint war plans constituted, as
it had from 1903 to 1913, the major work of
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the board, with most attention being given to a
possible war with Japan-called [War Plan] Or-
ange in accordance with the system in effect be-
tween 1904 and 1939 of designating war plans
by colors, each color corresponding to a specific
situation or nation. The mandate to Japan of the
German islands in the Central Pacific had giv-
en that nation numerous bases astride the U.S.
Fleet’s line of communication and made Amer-
ican defense of the Philippines in the event of
war with Japan virtually impossible. Moreover,
in the Five-Power Naval Treaty of 1922, the
United States, Great Britain, France, and Italy
had promised not to fortify their Far Eastern
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possessions in return for a pledge by the Jap-
anese to restrain themselves similarly. By this
agreement, Japan was virtually assured that the
Philippines, Guam, and Hong Kong would not
become formidable fortresses threatening the
home islands. And although Japan had to accept
British and American superiority in capital ships
at the Washington [Naval] Conference of 1922,
its naval position in the Pacific improved great-
ly as a result. In the years that followed, while
the United States scrapped ships and Japan built
them, the strength of the U.S. Fleet relative to
that of Japan so declined that it is doubtful if
during the 1920s and 1930s it could have met
the later on equal terms in the western Pacific.

The first postwar plan for war in the Pacif-
ic, developed between 1921 and 1924, reviewed
America’s unfavorable strategic position and
recognized Japan as the probable enemy. The
strategic concept adopted by the planners in the
event of hostilities was to fight “an offensive war,
primarily naval” with the objective of establish-
ing “at the carliest date American sea power in
the western Pacific in strength superior to that
of Japan.” To do this the United States would
require a base in that area capable of serving
the entire U.S. Fleet. Since the only base west
of Pearl Harbor large enough for this purpose
was in Manila Bay, [the Philippines,] it would be
essential, said the planners, to hold the bay in
case of war and be ready to rush reinforcements,
under naval protection, to the Philippines in
time to prevent their capture. To the Army fell
the vital task of holding the base in Manila Bay
until the arrival of the Fleet, but the major role
in any war with Japan would be played by the
Navy, for success in the final analysis depended
on seapower.

War Plan Orange made no provision for a

landing on the Japanese home islands. Japan was
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to be defeated by “isolation and harassment,” by
the disruption of its vital sea communications,
and by “offensive sea and air operations against
her naval forces and economic life.” Presumably
it would not be necessary to invade Japan. But
the planners recognized that if they could not
bring Japan to her knees by these means they
would have to take “such further action as may
be required to win the war.”"*

For about 15 years, the strategic concepts
embodied in the Orange Plan formed the basis
for most American war planning. Variations of
the plan were prepared and discussed at length.
Every conceivable situation that might involve
the United States in a war with Japan, includ-
ing a surprise air attack on Pearl Harbor, was
carefully considered and appropriate measures
of defense were adopted. At least half a dozen
times between 1924 and 1938, the plan was re-
vised, sometimes in response to military chang-
es and sometimes as a result of congressional
sentiment or because of the international situa-
tion. Each time, all the implementing plans had
to be changed. The Army and Navy had their
separate Orange Plans, based on the joint plans
and complete with concentration tables, mobili-
zation schedules, and the like. In addition, U.S.
forces in the Philippines, Hawaii, Panama, and
other overseas bases had their joint and Service
plans, as did the defense sectors and continen-
tal commands within the United States. Rarely
have plans for a war been so comprehensive and
detailed, so complete on every echelon, and so

long in preparation.

'* Joint Army-Navy Basic War Plan Orange, 1924, Joint Board (JB)
325, Ser. 228. After numerous drafts, the plan was completed and
approved by the Joint Board and the secretary of the Navy in Au-
gust 1924 and by the secretary of War the following month. The
Preliminary Estimates of the Situation, Joint War Plan Orange,
and other relevant studies are filed in War Plans Division (WPD)
368; JB 325, Ser. 207; JB 305, Sers. 208-9; and General Board
425, Ser. 1136.
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But the United States never fought this war,
for [War Plan] Orange was based on a situation
that never came to pass. The Orange war en-
visaged by the planners was a war between the
United States and Japan alone. Neither side, it
was assumed, would have allies or attack the
territory of a third power. It was a war that was
to be fought entirely in the Pacific, with the de-
cisive action to take place in the waters off the
Asiatic coast.

These assumptions by the military strate-
gists of the Army and Navy were entirely justi-
fied by the international situation and reflected a
reasonable estimate of the most probable threat
to American interests, an estimate that was
shared by most responsible officials during these
years. But the planners did not, indeed could
not, ignore other possibilities no matter how
remote. Thus, during the same years in which
they labored on [War Plan] Orange, the joint
planners considered a variety of other contin-
gencies that might require the use of American
military forces. Among the most serious, though
one of the most unlikely, of these was a war with
Great Britain alone ([War Plan] Red) which in
the planners’ estimate could conceivably arise
from commercial rivalry between the two na-
tions, or with Great Britain and Japan ([War
Plan] Red-Orange). The latter contingency was
conceded by all to present the gravest threat to
American security, one that would require a
full-scale mobilization and the greatest military
effort.

In their study of these two contingencies,
the military planners came to grips with stra-
tegic problems quite different from those pre-
sented by [War Plan] Orange. A war with Japan
would be primarily a naval war fought in the

Pacific. So far as anyone could foresee, there
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Completed at the New York Naval Shipyard at the
end of World War I, USS New Mexico (BB 40) es-
corted President Woodrow Wilson in USS George
Washington (ID 3018) to France to sign the Trea-
ty of Versailles. The New Mexico was the first U.S.
Navy ship with a turbo-electric transmission, an

innovation that increased engine performance while
reducing its overall size requirements and weight.
It proved so successful that the Navy immediately
decided that all future ships would use this type of
engine. Oil on canvas, Walter L. Greene, 1927.

Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command,
28-001-B

would be no requirement for large ground
armies. There was a possibility, of course, that
Japan would attack the Panama Canal, Hawaii,
and even the West Coast, but no real danger that
Japan could seize and occupy any of these plac-
es. In the unlikely event of a conflict between

Great Britain and the United States, there was
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a real possibility of invasion of the United States
as well as attacks against the [Panama] Canal and
American interests in the Caribbean and Latin
American. In such a war, the major threat clear-
ly would lie in the Atlantic.

Plans developed to meet the remote dan-
ger of a Red war, in contrast to Orange, called
for the immediate dispatch of the bulk of the
U.S. Fleet to the Atlantic and large-scale ground
operation to deprive the enemy of bases in the
Western Hemisphere. As in Orange, it was as-
sumed that neither side would have allies among
the great powers of Europe and Asia, and no
plans were made for an invasion of the enemy’s
homeland by an American expeditionary force.
This was to be a limited war in which the United
States would adopt a strategic defensive with the
object of frustrating the enemy’s assumed objec-
tive in opening hostilities.

The problems presented by a Red-Orange
coalition, though highly theoretical, were more
complicated. Here, the American strategists had
to face all the possibilities of an Orange and a
Red war-seizure of American possessions in the
western Pacific, violation of the Monroe Doc-
trine, attacks on the Panama Canal, Hawaii, and
other places, and, finally, the invasion of the
United States itself. Basically, the problem was
to prepare for a war in both oceans against the
two great naval powers, Great Britain and Japan.

As the planners viewed this problem, the
strategic choices open to the United States were
limited. Certainly, the United State did not have
the naval strength to conduct offensive opera-
tions simultaneously in both the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans; she must adopt a strategic defen-
sive on both fronts or else assume the strategic
offensive in one theater while standing on the

defensive in the other. The recommended solu-
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tion to this problem—and it was only a recom-
mended solution, for no joint war plan was ever
adopted—was “to concentrate on obtaining a
favorable decision” in the Atlantic and to stand
on the defensive in the Pacific with minimum
forces. This was based on the assumption that,
since the Atlantic enemy was the stronger and
since the vital areas of the United States were
located in the northeast, the main effort of the
hostile coalition would be made there. For this
reason, the initial effort of the United States, the
planners argued, should be in the Atlantic.

A strategic offensive-defensive in a two-
front war, American strategists recognized, en-
tailed serious disadvantages. It gave the hostile
coalition freedom of action to attack at points of
its own choosing, compelled the United States
to be prepared to meet attacks practically every-
where, exposed all U.S. overseas possessions to
capture, and imposed on the American people
a restraint inconsistent with their traditions and
spirit. Also, it involved serious and humiliating
defeats in the Pacific during the first phase of
the war and the almost certain loss of outlying
possessions in that region.

But the strategic offensive-defensive had
definite advantages. It enabled the United States
to conduct operations in close proximity to its
home bases and to force the enemy to fight at
great distance from his own home bases at the
end of a long line of communications. Moreover,
the forces raised in the process of producing a
favorable decision in the Atlantic would give the
United States such a superiority over Japan that
the Japanese might well negotiate rather than
fight the United States alone. “It is not unreason-
able to hope,” the planners observed, “that the
situation at the end of the struggle with RED
may be such as to induce ORANGE to yield
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U.S. Battleship Division Nine firing during target practice, 1928.
Oﬁqcial U.S. Navy photo, Naval History and Heritage Command, NH 124141

rather than face a war carried to the Western
Pacific.”"®

This plan for a Red-Orange war was admit-
tedly unrealistic in terms of the international
situation during the 1920s and 1930s. The mil-
itary planners knew this as well and better than
most and often noted this fact in the draft plans

they wrote.'® But as a strategic exercise, it was

"* Proposed Joint Estimate and Plan-Red-Orange, prepared in
WPD (Army) and approved by Chief of Staff, 3 June 1930, as basis
for joint plan, G-3 Obsolete Plans, Reg. Doc. 245-C. Additional
material on Red-Orange may be found in same file 245-A through
F and in WPD 3202. No joint plan was ever approved.

' In 1923, the Army draft of Red-Orange started with the
statement, “Under existing conditions a coalition of RED and
ORANGE is unlikely,” and 12 years later the director of Naval
Intelligence, commenting on another draft plan, stated that a
Red-Orange combination was “highly improbable” in the next de-
cade, if at all. Army Draft Red-Orange, 1923, Reg. Doc. 245-F;
Director ONI to Director WPD, 27 June 1935, sub: Jt Estimate of
Situation, RED-ORANGE, copy in WPD 3202. By 1935, planning
for such a war had virtually ended.
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of great value for it forced the military planners
to consider seriously the problems presented by
a war in which the United States would have to
fight simultaneously in the Atlantic and Pacific
Oceans. In an era when most war planning was
focused on the Pacific and where Japan seemed
the most likely enemy, this experience may have
seemed irrelevant. But it was to prove immense-
ly useful in the plans developed for World War II.

By late 1937, the assumptions that had given
to Orange planning its prime importance during
the past decade and a half had become of doubt-
ful validity. International events had created a
situation that made it increasingly unlikely that
a war between the United States and Japan could
be limited to these two nations. Germany, Italy, and
Japan had joined hands in the Anti-Comintern

Pact, and threats or direct acts of aggression
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were the order of the day in Europe and Asia."”
Great Britain and France, still suffering from the
prolonged economic crisis of the carly 1930s
and weakened by domestic conflicts, remained
passive in the face of this threat, secking to avert
armed conflict by a policy of appeasement.

In the light of these developments, the Joint
Board directed its planners to reexamine the
Orange Plan. In its view, the existing plan was
now “unsound in general” and “wholly inappli-
cable to present conditions.” The planners were
to develop a new plan that should provide, the
board specified, for an initial “position of readiness”
along the West Coast and the strategic triangle
formed by Alaska, Hawaii, and Panama. In ad-
dition, the planners were to make “exploratory
studies and estimates” of the various courses of
action to be followed after the position of readi-
ness had been assumed. Clearly implied in these
instructions was the injunction to consider the
possibility that the United States might become
involved in a European conflict while engaged in
offensive operations in the Pacific."®

In less than two weeks, the Joint Planning
Committee reported its inability to reach an
agreement. The Army members, viewing the
uncertain situation in Europe, were reluctant
to underwrite offensive operations in the Pacif-
ic beyond those essential to the security of the
strategic triangle and the West Coast. With the
European Axis in mind, they pointed out that
political considerations might require limited
action and purely defensive operations in the
Pacific. To uncover vital areas in the Western

Hemisphere for an offensive in the far Pacific

'"The Anti-Comintern Pact was originally made in 1936 between
Germany and Japan and then between Italy, Germany, and Japan in
1937 to combat against Communist International but also specifi-
cally the Soviet Union.

'8 IB to JPC, memo sub: Joint Basic War Plan ORANGE, 10 No-
vember 1937, JB 325, Ser. 617; and Col S. D. Embick for WPD, 3
November 1937, AG 225.
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seemed to the Army planners foolhardy indeed.
Thus, their plan providcd for purcly defensive
operations after the assumption by UL.S. forces
of a portion of readiness.

To the Army planners, the primary problem
was to determine the kind of war the United
States should fight. Should the situation dictate
operations designed only for the defense of the
United States or of the Western Hemisphere,
then the war in the Pacific might well take on
a limited character. It was impossible to deter-
mine in advance just what the situation would
be, whether the United States would be involved
with one or more of the Axis Powers, or even
what forces would be available. It might well be,
declared the Army planners, that national policy
and public opinion would neither require nor
support a plan for offensive operations in the
Pacific.

The Navy members of the Joint Planning
Committee argued that American strategy could
not be limited to a purely defensive position
in readiness but must aim at the defeat of the
enemy. Once war began, production must be
quickly increased to provide the means required
both for the security of the continental United
States and for offensive operations in the Pa-
cific. Should the European Axis give aid to the
enemy, the naval planners assumed, with Great
Britain clearly in mind, that the United States
would have allies who would provide the assis-
tance needed by the U.S. Fleet to maintain naval
superiority over Japan. “The character, amount,
and location of allied assistance,” they hastened
to add, “cannot be predicted.””’

The separate reports submitted by the

' Army and Navy Members JPC to JB, 28 and 30 November 1937,
sub: Joint Basic War Plan ORANGE, ]JB 325, Ser. 617. The Army
plan is in appendix A, the Navy’s in appendix B. See also, Col W. J.
Krueger, draft memo, sub: Some Thoughts on Joint War Plans, 22
November 1937, AG 225.
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USS Chicago (CA 29) is pictured here underway off of New York City during the 31 May 1934 fleet review.
Ofﬁcial U.S. Navy photo, Naval History and Heritage Command, NH 715

Army and Navy members of the Joint Planning
Committee put the choice between the oppos-
ing strategies squarely up to the Joint Board. The
board avoided the choice by issuing new instruc-
tions to the planners on 7 December 1937. The
new plan, it specified, should have as its basic
objective the defeat of Japan and should provide
for “an initial temporary position in readiness”
for the Pacific coast and the strategic triangle.
This last was to be the Army’s job; the Navy’s task
would consist of “offensive operations against
ORANGE armed forces and the interruption of
ORANGE vital sea communications.””

Even under these revised instructions, the

JB to JPC, directive sub: Joint Basic War Plan ORANGE, 7 De-
cember 1937, JB 325, Ser. 618.
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planners were unable to agree on the best way
to meet an Axis threat. Faced with another split
report, the Joint Board turned over the task of
working out a compromise to the deputy chief
of staff and the assistant chief of Naval Opera-
tions. These two, after a month of discussion,
finally came up with a new Orange Plan on 18
February 1938. This plan maintained the tradi-
tional offensive strategy in the Pacific, but it also
took into account the danger of a simultancous
conflict in the Atlantic—the first time this pos-
sibility was recognized in Orange planning. On
the outbreak of a war with Japan, the United
States would first assume a position in readi-
ness and make preparations for the offensive

against Japan. It would then be ready to meet
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any unexpected development that might arise,
including an attack in the Atlantic. If none did,
the Navy would then proceed to take the offen-
sive against Japan with operations directed ini-
tially against the mandated islands and extending

progressively westward across the Pacific. These
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operations combined with economic pressure
(blockade) would, it was believed, result in the
defeat of Japan and a settlement that would as-
sure the peace and safeguard American interests

in the Far East.”!

*! Joint Basic War Plan ORANGE, 21 February 1938, JB 325, Ser.
618. The plan was approved by the secretary of the Navy on 26

February and the secretary of War two days later.
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EVOLUTION OF MODERN
AMPHIBIOUS WARFARE,
1920-1941

by Lieutenant Colonel Frank O. Hough,
Major Verle E. Ludwig, and Henry I. Shaw Jr.
Pearl Harbor to Guadalcanal, 1958%

EARLY DEVELOPMENTS

he success of the Guantanamo Bay op-

eration and the very real possibility

that the United States’ new position
in world affairs might lead to repetitions of es-
sentially the same situation led high-level naval
strategists to become interested in establishing
a similar force on a permanent basis: a force ca-
pable of seizing and defending advanced bases
that the fleet could utilize in the prosecution of
naval war in distant waters—waters conceivably
much more distant than the Caribbean. This in
turn led to the setting up of a class in the fun-
damentals of advanced base work at Newport,
Rhode Island, in 1901. During the winter of
1902-3, a Marine battalion engaged in advanced
base defense exercises on the island of Culebra

in the Caribbean in conjunction with the annual

?? The original chapter came from LtCol Frank O. Hough, Maj
Verle E. Ludwig, and Henry 1. Shaw Jr., “Evolution of Modern
Amphibious Warfare, 1920—1941,” in Pearl Harbor to Guadalcanal:
History of U.S. Marine Corps Operations in World War II, vol. I (Wash-
ington, DC: Historical Branch, G-3 Division, Headquarters Ma-
rine Corps, 1958), 8—23. Minor revisions were made to the text
based on current standards for style, grammar, punctuation, and

spelling.
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maneuvers of the fleet. Expeditionary services
in Cuba and Panama prevented an immediate
follow-up to this early base defense instruction;
but in 1910, a permanent advanced base school
was organized at New London, Connecticut. A
year later, it was moved to Philadelphia.”’

By 1913, sufficient progress had been made
in advanced base instruction to permit the for-
mation of a permanent advanced base force.
Made up of two regiments—one of coast ar-
tillery, mines, searchlights, engineers, com-
municators, and other specialists for fixed
defense, and the other of infantry and field ar-
tillery for mobile defense—the advanced base
force totaled about 1,750 officers and men. In
January of 1914, it was reinforced by a small
Marine Corps aviation detachment and joined
the fleet for maneuvers at Culebra. But the
analogy between advanced base training and the
amphibious assault techniques that emerged in
World War Il is easily overdrawn. Prior to World

War I, the primary interest was in defense of a

»J.A.Isely and P.A. Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious War: Its
Theory and lts Practice in the Pacific (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1951), 21-22.



LtCol Earl H. Ellis, seen here in a 1952 portrait by
Col H. Avery Chenoweth, USMCR, was the author
of Operations Plan 712: Advanced Base Operations in

Micronesia, which became the basis for the American
campaign of amphibious assault that defeated the
Japanese in World War II. Oil on canvas.

Art Collection, National Museum of the Marine Corps

base against enemy attack. There was no serious
contemplation of large-scale landings against
heavily defended areas.™

This all but exclusive concern for the de-
fense of bases was clearly borne out by the
writing of Major Earl H. Ellis. Ellis, one of the
most brilliant young Marine staff officers, was
among the farsighted military thinkers who saw
the prospect of war between the United States
and Japan prior to World War 1. Around 1913,
he directed attention to the problems of a fu-

ture Pacific conflict. To bring military force to

** Annual Report of the Major General Commandant of the Marine Corps,
Fiscal Year 1914 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office,
1914)), hereafter CMC Annual Report (year).

HOUGH, [UDWIG, AND SHAW

bear against Japan, Ellis pointed out, the United
States would have to project its fleet across the
Pacific. To support these operations so far from
home would require a system of outlying bas-
es. Hawaii, Guam, and the Philippines, which
were the most important of these, we already
possessed. Their defense would be of utmost
importance and would constitute the prima-
ry mission of the Marine advanced base force.
Ellis discussed in considerable detail the troops
which would be required and the tactics they
should employ.

In addition to the bases already in the pos-
session of the United States, Ellis foresaw the
need of acquiring others held by Japan. To the
Marine Corps would fall the job of assaulting the
enemy-held territory. Although he did not dis-
cuss the problems involved or take up the tactics
to be employed, Ellis foreshadowed the amphib-
ious assault that was to be the primary mission
of the Marine Corps in World War II.%

The infant Advanced Base Force was divert-
ed to other missions almost as soon as it was
created. Hardly were the Culebra maneuvers
of 1914 completed when the Marines were sent
to Mexico for the seizure of Veracruz. The next
year, they went ashore in Haiti, and in 1916, un-
settled conditions in Santo Domingo required
the landing of Marines in that country. Expedi-
tionary service in these two Caribbean republics
was to constitute a heavy and continuing drain on
Marine Corps resources, which might otherwise
have been devoted to advanced base activities.

The expansion of the Marine Corps to
about 73,000 ofticers and men during World

* Earl H. Ellis, “Naval Bases” (unpublished manuscript, n.d.). The
date and origin of this work and to whom it was addressed are
obscure, but it appears that the work is cither a lecture or a se-
ries of lectures with the following divisions: 1. Naval Bases; Their
Location, Resources and Security; 2. The Denial of Bases; 3. The
Security of Advanced Bases and Advanced Base Operation; 4. The

Advanced Base Force.
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The Marine battalion from USS Florida (BB 30) going ashore at Veracruz, Mexico, during the U.S. interven-
tion on 21 April 1914. On the right is HMS Essex, flying from the foremast the flag of British RAdm Christo-
pher G. Cradock, who died later in 1914 in the Battle of Coronel.

Naval History and Heritage Command, NH 42503, courtesy quthI Richard Wainwright Jr., USN (Ret)

War [ served as a temporary stimulant to the Ad-
vanced Base Force. In spite of the demands for
manpower resulting from the sending of an ex-
peditionary force to France, the Advanced Base
Force was maintained at full strength through-
out the war. By the Armistice, it numbered

6,297 officers and men.*

UPS AND DOWNS

OF THE 19208

Marines returning from overseas late in 1919
picked up where they left off three years before.
At Quantico, the Advanced Base Force, redesig-

** LtCol Clyde H. Metcalf, A History of the United States Marine
Corps (New York: Putnam’s, 1939), 45660, 472.
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nated the [Marine Corps] Expeditionary Force
in 1921, stood ready to occupy and defend an
advanced base or to restore law and order in a
Caribbean republic. In that year, it included in-
fantry, field artillery, signal, engineer, and chem-
ical troops, and aircraft. A similar expeditionary
force was planned for San Diego, [California,]
but perennial personnel shortages prevented
the stationing of more than one infantry regi-
ment and one aircraft squadron there during the
1920s.”

Nothing seemed changed, but delegates of

the Great Powers, meeting at Versailles to write

27 CMC Annual Reports, 1921-29.

CHAPTER ONE



Three landing craft leaving USS Michigan (BB 27) during the U.S. intervention at Veracruz, Mexico.
Library of Congress, LC-USZ62-4987

the peace treaty ending World War I, had already
taken an action that was to have far-reaching
consequences for a future generation of Ma-
rines. In the general distribution of spoils, the
former German island possessions in the cen-
tral Pacific had been mandated to the Japanese.
[In] one stroke, the strategic balance in the Pa-
cific was shifted radically in favor of Japan. That
country now possessed a deep zone of island
outposts. Fortified and supported by the Japa-
nese fleet, they would constitute a serious ob-
stacle to the advance of the United States Fleet
across the Pacific.

Earl Ellis was one of the first to recognize
the significance of this strategic shift. In 1921, he
modified his earlier ideas and submitted them in

the form of Operation Plan 712, Advanced Base

HOUGH, [UDWIG, AND SHAW

Operations in Micronesia. In this plan, Ellis stressed
the necessity for seizing by assault the bases
needed to project the Fleet across the Pacific.
He envisioned the seizure of specific islands in
the Marshall, Caroline, and Palau groups, some
of which were actually taken by Marines in
World War II. He went so far as to designate the
size and type of units that would be necessary,
the kind of landing craft they should use, the
best time of day to effect the landing, and other
details needed to insure the success of the plan.
Twenty years later, Marine Corps action was to
bear the imprint of this thinking:

To effect [an amphibious landing] in the face

of enemy resistance requires carefu] training

and preparation, to say the least; and this

along Marine lines. It is not enough that the
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troops be skilled irlﬁmtr)/ men or artillery
men of high morale; they must be skilled
water men and jungle men who know it can

be done—Marines with Marine trcu'm'ng.28

The Commandant, Major General John A.
Lejeune, and other high-ranking Marines shared
Ellis’ views. “The seizure and occupation or de-
struction of enemy bases is another important
function of the expeditionary force,” [Lejeune]
stated in a lecture before the Naval War College
in 1923. “On both flanks of a fleet crossing the
Pacific are numerous islands suitable for subma-
rine and air bases. All should be mopped up as
progress is made. . . . The maintenance, equip-
ping and training of its expeditionary force so
that it will be in instant readiness to support the
Fleet in the event of war,” he concluded, “I deem
to be the most important Marine Corps duty in
time of peace.””

The 1920s, however, were not the most fa-
vorable years for training in amphibious oper-
ations. Appropriations for the Armed Services
were slim, and the Navy, whose cooperation and
support was necessary to carry out landing ex-
ercises, was more intent on preparing for fleet
surface actions of the traditional type. Still, a
limited amount of amphibious training was car-
ried out in the first half of the decade.

During the winter of 1922, a reinforced
regiment of Marines participated in fleet ma-
neuvers with the Atlantic Fleet. Their problems
included the attack and defense of Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba, and the island of Culebra. In March
of the following year, a detachment of Marines
took part in a landing exercises at Panama, and a

battalion of Marines and sailors practiced a land-

*8 Ellis, Advanced Based Operations in Micronesia.
 MajGen John A. Lejeune, “The United States Marine Corps,” Ma-
rine Corps Gazette 8, no. 4 (December 1923): 252-53.
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Marines raise the U.S. flag over Veracruz, 27 April

1914. American troops entered the city on 21 April
and stayed through November.
Library quongress, LC-DIG-GGBAIN-15834

ing on Cape Cod, Massachusetts, that summer.

Panama and Culebra both witnessed landing
exercises early in 1924, with a Marine regiment
participating. This set of exercises was the high
point of training reached in the 20s. It marked
the advent of serious experimentation with ad-
equate landing craft for troops and equipment.
However, it was most notable for the great
number of mistakes made in the course of the
exercises, such as inadequate attacking forces,
insufficient and unsuitable boats, lack of order
among the landing party, superficial naval bom-
bardment, and poor judgment in the stowage of
supplies and equipment aboard the single trans-
port used.*

The last landing exercise of the era was a

30 Isely and Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 30—32.
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U.S. Marines land from “whaleboats” and ships’ boats during an early amphibious landing exercise at Quan-
tico, VA, in the 1920s.
Official U.S. Marine Corps photo

joint Army-Navy affair held during the spring
of 1925 in Hawaiian waters. It was actually an
amphibious command post exercise, undertak-
en at the insistence of General Lejeune to prove
to skeptical Army officers that the Marine Corps
could plan and execute an amphibious operation
of greater than brigade size. A force of 42,000
Marines was simulated, although only 1,500 ac-
tually participated. It ran more smoothly than
had the previous exercise, but still was handi-
capped by a lack of adequate landing craft.’!
Even this meager amphibious training came
to an end after 1925. New commitments in
Nicaragua, in China, and in the United States
guarding the mails served to disperse the ex-

peditionary forces. By 1928, the Commandant

* BGen Dion Williams, “Blue Marine Corps Expeditionary
Force,” Marine Corps Gazette 10, no. 2 (September 1925): 76-88;
LtGen M. B. Twining to ACofS, G-3, HQMC, 25 January 1957,
hereafter Twining letter; and BPlan JA&Nav Exercise, 1925, Prob-
lem No. 3, Blue Marine Corps Expeditionary Force, 8 January
1925.
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announced in his annual report that barely
enough personnel were on hand at Quantico and
San Diego to keep those bases in operation.”
Whatever the shortcomings of the work in
amphibious doctrine and technique during the
1920s, the Marine Corps scored a major tri-
umph when its special interest in the field be-
came part of the official military policy of the
United States. Joint Action of the Army and Navy, a
directive issued by the Joint Board of the Army
and Navy in 1927, stated that the Marine Corps
would provide and maintain forces “for land op-
erations in support of the fleet for the initial sei-
zure and defense of advanced bases and for such
limited auxiliary land operations as are essential
to the prosecution of the naval camloaign.”33
Further, in outlining the tasks to be per-
formed by the Army and Navy in “Landing At-

32 CMC Annual Report, 1928.
¥ Joint Board, Joint Action of the Army and Navy (Washington, DC:
GPO, 1927).

49



tacks Against Shore Objectives,” this document
firmly established the landing force role of the
Marine Corps: “Marines organized as landing
forces perform the same functions as above stat-
ed for the Army, and because of the constant as-
sociation with naval units will be given special

training in the conduct of landing operations.”34

ACTIVATION OF THE
FLEET MARINE FORCE
The recognition of a mission did not create the
doctrine or the trained forces to carry it out, and
in 1927, neither was at hand. In January 1933,
the last Marine had departed from Nicaragua,
and withdrawal from Haiti was contemplated.
Troops were now becoming available for train-
ing in landing operations; but before any real
progress could be made, one preliminary step
was essential. A substantial permanent force of
Marines with its own command and staff would
have to be organized for the purpose, otherwise
training would be constantly interrupted by the
dispersal of the troops to other commitments.
No one recognized this more clearly than
the Assistant Commandant, Brigadier General
John H. Russell. He assembled a staff at Quanti-
co to plan the organization of a force that could
be rapidly assembled for service with the Fleet.
In August of 1933, he proposed to the Com-
mandant that the old “Expeditionary Force” be
replaced by a new body to be called either “Fleet
Marine Force” or “Fleet Base Defense Force.”
The new force, while an integral part of the
United States Fleet, would be under the oper-
ational control of the Fleet commander when
embarked on vessels of the Fleet or engaged in
Fleet exercises afloat or ashore. When not so
embarked or engaged it would remain under the

Major General Commandant.

3* Joint Board, Joint Action of the Army and Navy, 3, 12.
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Russell’s recommendations were promptly
approved by the Commandant and by the Chief
of Naval Operations. The designation Fleet Ma-
rine Force (FMF) was preferred by the senior
naval staffs, and the Commandant was requested
to submit proposed instructions for establishing
“appropriate command and administrative rela-
tions between the commander in Chief and the
Commander of the Fleet Marine Force.”**

This directive could well be called the Mag-
na Carta of the Fleet Marine Force. It stated:

The force of Marines maintained by the Ma-

jor General Commandant in a state of read-

iness for operations with the fleet is hereby

designated as Fleet Marine Force (FMF),
and as such shall constitute a part of the
organization of the United States Fleet and

be included in the operating force plan for

each fiscal year.

The Fleet Marine Force shall consist

of such units as may be designated by the

Major General Commandant and shell be

maintained at such strength as is warrant-

ed by the general personnel situation of the

Marine Corps.

The Fleet Marine Force shall be avail-

able to the commander in chief for opera-

tions with the Fleet or for exercises either

afloat or ashore in connection with Fleet
problems. The commander in chief shall
make timely recommendations to the Chief

of Naval Operations regarding such service

in order that the necessary arrangements

may be made.

The commander in chief shall exer-
cise command of the Fleet Marine Force
when embarked on board vessels of the fleet

or when engaged in Fleet exercises, either

¥ CNO letter to CMC, 12 September 33; and Isely and Crowl, The
U.S. Marines andAmPhibious War, 33—34.
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During an exercise in the Caribbean, Marines land a 75mm howitzer from an amphibious tank on the island

of Culebra, Puerto Rico, in 1923. An early version of the landing craft used in World War II resulted from

joint Navy-Marine Corps experiments in the 1920s and 1930s.

Official U.S. Marine Corps photo, 515227

afloat or ashore. When otherwise engaged,
command shall be directed by the Major
General Commandant.

The Major General Commandant shall
detail the commanding general of the Fleet
Marine Force and maintain an appropriate
staff for him.

The commanding general, Fleet Ma-
rine Force, shall report by letter to the com-
mander in chief, United States Fleet, for
duty in connection with the employment of
the Fleet Marine Force. At least once each
year, and at such times as may be consid-
ered desirable by the commander in chief, the
commanding general, Fleet Marine Force,
with appropriate members of his staff; shall
be ordered to report to the commander in

chief for corlference.sé

However significant the creation of the
FMF may have been in terms of the future, its
initial form was modest enough. The Comman-
dant was obliged to report in August 1934 that
the responsibility for maintaining ship’s de-
tachments and garrisons abroad, and perform-
ing essential guard duty at naval shore stations,
prevented the Marine Corps from assigning the
component units necessary to fulfill the mission
of the FMF. At this time, the total number of
officers and men in the FMF was about 3,000.’

“THE BOOK” COMES OUT

With the creation of the FMF, the Marine Corps
had finally acquired the tactical structure nec-
essary to carry out the primary war mission as-
signed to it by the Joint Board in 1927. The next
order of business was to train the FMF for the

execution of its mission.

% Navy Department General Order 241, 8 December 1933,
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37 CMC Annual Report, 1934.
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John W. Christie’s amphibious tank lands on Culebra during the U.S. Marines’ 1924 winter maneuvers. The

experimental amphibious tractor began a long line of test vehicles that culminated in the landing vehicle,

tracked (LVT).
Official U.S. Marine Corps photo

But the training could not be very effective
without a textbook embodying the theory and
practice of landing operations, no such manual
existed in 1933. There was a general doctrine
by the Joint Board issued in 1933 and, though
it offered many sound definitions and suggested
general solutions to problems, it lacked neces-
sary detail.

In November 1933, all classes at the Ma-
rine Corps Schools were suspended and, under
the guidance of Colonel Ellis B. Miller, assistant
commandant of the schools, both the faculty and
students set to work to write a manual setting
forth in detail the doctrines and techniques to be
followed in both training and actual operations.
Under the title, Tentative Manual for Landing Op-
erations, it was issued in January 1934,

On 1 August 1934, the title was changed
to Manual for Naval Overseas Operations and some
changes were effected in the text. A few months

later, this publication, now retitled Tentative
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Landing Operations Manual, was approved by the
Chief of Naval Operations for “temporary use

. as a guide for forces of the Navy and the
Marine Corps conducting a landing against op-
position.”* In mimeographed form, it was given
relatively limited distribution within the Navy,
but wide distribution within the Marine Corps.
Comments were invited.

The doctrine laid down in this remarkable
document was destined to become the founda-
tion of all amphibious thinking in the United
States armed forces. The Navy accepted it as of-
ficial doctrine in 1938 under the title of [Landing
Operations Doctrine] (Fleet Training Publication
167), and in 1941, the War Department put
the Navy text between Army covers and issued
it as [Landing Operations on Hostile Shores] (Field
Manual 31-5).

Remarkable as it was, the Marine’s amphib-

* Tentative Landing Operations Manual (Washington, DC: Navy De-
partment, 1935).
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ious doctrine was largely theory when it was
first promulgated at Quantico in 1934. To put
the theory into practice, major landing exercis-
es were resumed. They were held each winter
from 1935 through 1941 on the islands of Cul-
ebra and Vieques, [Puerto Rico,] in conjunction
with fleet exercises in the Caribbean, or on San
Clemente off the California coast. A final ex-
ercise of the prewar period on a much larger
scale than any previously attempted was held at
the newly acquired Marine Corps base at New
River, North Carolina, in the summer of 1941.
These Fleet landing exercises provided the prac-
tical experience by which details of landing op-
erations were hammered out.

In light of its importance, here might be as
good a place as any to consider briefly the more
basic aspects of this doctrine as conceived in the
original manual and modified by experience in
Fleet exercises up to the outbreak of the war.
Amphibious operations and ordinary ground
warfare share many of the same tactical prin-
ciples. The basic difference between them lies
in the fact the amphibious assault is launched
from the sea and is supported by naval elements.
While water-borne, the landing force is com-
pletely powerless and is dependent upon the na-
val elements for all its support: gunfire, aviation,
transportation, and communication. In this ini-
tial stage only, the naval elements have the capa-
bility of reacting to enemy action. As the landing
force, however, is projected onto the beach, its
effectiveness, starting from zero at the water’s
edge, increases rapidly until its strength is fully
established ashore.

COMMAND RELATIONSHIPS
This basic difference between land and amphib-

ious operations created a problem in command
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relationships, which has plagued amphibious op-
erations from earliest times. During the initial
stage when only naval elements have the capa-
bility of reacting to enemy action, it has been
generally and logically agreed that the overall
command must be vested in the commander of
the naval attack force. It has, however, not been
so generally agreed in the past that once the
landing force is established ashore and capable
of exerting its combat power with primary re-
liance on its own weapons and tactics that the
landing force commander should be freed to
conduct the operations ashore as he sees fit.

The authors of the Tentative Landing Opera-
tions Manual, writing in 1934, evidently did not
foresee that this particular aspect of command
relations presented a problem that required
resolution.” They simply defined the “attack
force” as all the forces necessary to conduct a
landing operation and added that the attack
force commander was to be the senior naval
officer of the Fleet units making up the attack
force. His command was to consist of the land-
ing force and several naval components, or-
ganized as task groups for the support of the
landing. These included, among others, the fire
support, transport, air, screening, antisubma-
rine, and reconnaissance groups. The command-
ers of the landing force and of the several naval
task groups operated on the same level under
the overall command of the attack force com-
mander throughout the operation.

This initial command concept was destined

3% Unless otherwise noted, the material in the remainder of this
chapter is derived from Tentative Landing Operations Manual and
Landing Operations Doctrine (Washington, DC: Office of the Chief
of Naval Operations, 1938); 1st Marine Brigade letter to CMC, 5
June 1939 and enclosure (a); 1st Marine Brigade Flex 6 Report,
“Notes from Critique for Makee Learn Problem at Culebra,”
1415 February 1940; and 2d Marine Brigade Minor Landing Ex-
ercises Report, San Clemente Island, CA, 17 April-6 May 1939.
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to undergo a number of modifications and inter-
pretations which will be discussed in this history
as they occur. The first important change did not
come about until toward the close of the Gua-

dalcanal ca‘tmpaign.d'0

NAVAL GUNFIRE SUPPORT
There is nothing new in the concept of using the
fire of ships’ guns to cover an amphibious landing
of troops during its most vulnerable phase: be-
fore, during, and after the ship-to-shore move-
ment. Our own history contains many examples
of this technique, notably: two landings of U.S.
troops in Canada during the War of 1812 (York
and Niagara Peninsula, summer 1813); General
[Winfield] Scott’s landing at Vera Cruz in 1847
during the Mexican War; several amphibious op-
erations during the Civil War (e.g., Fort Fisher,
[North Carolina,] in 1865); and Guantanamo
Bay during the Spanish-American War in 1898.
However, the evolution of modern weapons
posed difficult problems of a technical nature,
and the much-belabored Gallipoli operation
seemed to indicate that these were insoluble.
High-powered naval guns, with their flat tra-
jectory and specialized armor-piercing ammu-
nition, proved no true substitute for land-based
field artillery, and much study and practice
would be required to develop techniques that
would make them even an acceptable substitute.
Nevertheless, a rudimentary doctrine con-
cerning naval gunfire support evolved during
the years between 1935 and 1941. But it evolved
slowly and none too clearly. Experimentation in-
dicated that bombardment ammunition, with its
surface burst, was better suited to fire missions
against most land targets, while armor-piercing

shells could be employed to good effect against

concrete emplacements and masonry walls. The
types of ships and guns best adapted to perform
specific fire missions—close support, deep sup-
port, counterbattery, interdiction, etc.—were
determined. And some progress was made in
fire observation technique.

Three types of observers were provided for:
aerial, shipboard, and once the first waves had
landed, shore fire control parties. For the great-
er part of this period, the latter were made up
of personnel of the firing ships, inexperienced
in such work, untrained, and wholly unfamiliar
with the tactical maneuvers of the troops they
were supporting, Not until 1941 were trained
Marine artillery officers with Marine radio
crews substituted, the naval officers then serv-
ing in a liaison capacity.

Other considerations of a naval nature served
as further limiting factors on the naval gunfire
support concept. The necessity for the sup-
port ships to have a large proportion of armor-
piercing projectiles readily available with which
to fight a surface action on short notice restrict-
ed the accessibility of and limited the amount of
bombardment shells carried. In turn, the prob-
ability of enemy air and submarine action once
the target area became known caused much ap-
prehension in naval minds and dictated the ear-
liest possible departure of the firing ships from
the objective. An example of this apprehension
at work came to the fore early in the Guadalca-
nal campaign.41

Furthermore, tradition dies hard in any
Service. The traditional belief that warships ex-
ist for the sole purpose of fighting other war-
ships dates far back in history, with one of its
leading exponents the great Lord [Vice Admiral
Horatio] Nelson with his oft-quoted dictum: “A

* See Hough, Ludwig, and Shaw, Pear] Harbor to Guadalcanal, part
VI.
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VI, chapter 2.
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Part of the Ist Battalion, 5th Marines, landing at

Firewood Bay during amphibious exercises at Cul-

ebra, Puerto Rico, in February 1936.
Official U.S. Marine Corps photograph, 529463

ship’s a fool to fight a fort.” This supposed vul-
nerability of surface vessels to shore-based ar-
tillery remained very much alive in the minds
of naval planners. So, they dictated that support
ships should deliver their fires at maximum
range while traveling at high speed and manecu-
vering radically—not exactly conducive to pin-
point marksmanship.42

In sum, these considerations, the starting
concept of naval gunfire support with which we
entered World War II, added up to this: a bom-
bardment of very short duration, delivered by
ships firing relatively limited ammunition al-
lowances of types often not well suited to the
purpose, from long ranges while maneuvering
at high speeds. Obviously, the best that could be
expected would be area neutralization of ene-
my defenses during troop debarkation and the
ship-to-shore movement, followed by a limited
amount of support on a call basis, with this, too,
to be withdrawn as soon as field artillery could

be landed.*

*# Isely and Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 38.
* Naval Gunfire in Amphibious Operations, SM-67 (Quantico, VA: Ma-
rine Corps Education Center, Marine Corps Schools, 1955), 2.
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Area neutralization—that was the basic
concept, with deliberate destruction fire ruled
out. A blood bath would be required to expunge
this from “The Book.”

AIR SUPPORT
As the Marine Corps developed the various

techniques contributing to a smooth landing op-
eration, it had to give more and more consider-
ation to the fast growth of military aviation as a
powerful arm.

Even the original Tentative Landing Operations
Manual considered the vulnerable concentrations
of troops in transports, landing boats, and on the
beach and called for a three-to-one numerical
superiority over the enemy in the air. Later,
in FTP-167, the ratio was increased to four-
to-one, primarily to wipe the enemy air threat
out of the skies and secondarily to shatter the
enemy’s beachhead defense and to cut off his re-
inforcements.

Considerable emphasis was placed, howev-
er, on direct assistance to the troops themselves.
This included such supporting services as guid-
ing the landing boats to the beach, laying smoke
screens, and providing reconnaissance and spot-
ting for naval gunfire and artillery. Most impor-
tantly, it included rendering direct fire support
to the landing force until the artillery was ashore
and ready to fire.

For this air war, employment of Marine
squadrons on carriers was considered ideal but,
due to a limited number of carriers, was not al-
ways a practical possibility. Planners even con-
sidered moving Marine planes ashore in crates
and assembling them after the ground troops
had seized an airfield.

Hence, the Tentative Landing Operations Man-
ual called for the Navy to carry most of the

initial air battle. Marine pilots, however, might
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be employed with Navy air units. Actually, in
order to exercise Marine air, most of the early
training landing had to be scheduled within
round trip flying distance of friendly air fields.
Although, by 1940, Marine carrier training op-
erations were becoming routine, the heavy reli-
ance upon Navy carrier air over Marine landing
lasted throughout the war.

As noted before, close coordination of air
with ground received great emphasis in the
Marine Corps. Even in Santo Domingo, [Do-
minican Republic,] and Haiti and later in Nica-
ragua, Marine pilots reconnoitered, strafed, and
bombed insurgent positions, dropped supplies
to patrols, and evacuated wounded. The Tenta-
tive Landing Operations Manual incorporated this
teamwork into its new amphibious doctrine,
and the landing exercises of the late 1930s de-
veloped aviation fire power as an important
close ground support weapon. By 1939, Colo-
nel Roy S. Geiger advocated and other Marine
Corps leaders conceded that one of the greatest
potentials of Marine aviation lay in this “close air
support.”

The challenge became that of applying the
fire power of Marine air, when needed, to de-
stroy a specific enemy frontline position without
endangering nearby friendly troops.

Refinement of this skilled technique as we
know it today was slow because of many factors.
There was so much for pilots to learn about rap-
idly developing military aviation that close air
support had to take its place in the busy train-
ing syllabus after such basic drill as aerial tactics,
air-to-air gunnery, strafing, bombing, naviga-
tion, carrier landings, and communications, and
constant study of the latest in engineering, aero-
dynamics, and flight safety.

Also, whenever newer, faster, and higher-

ﬂying airplanes trickled into the Marine Corps
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in the lean 1930s, they were found to be less
adaptable for close coordination with ground
troops than the slower, open cockpit planes that
supported the patrol actions of Nicaragua.

In Nicaragua, the aviator in his open cockpit
could idle his throttle so as to locate an enemy
machine gun by its sound, but in the maneu-
vers of 1940 pilots flashing by in their enclosed
cockpits found it difficult to see what was go-
ing on below or even to differentiate between
friendly and “enemy” hills.** In Nicaragua, the
Marine flier was most often an cx—infantryman,
but 10 years later many of the new Navy-trained
Marine aviators were fresh from college and
knew little about ground tactics. The lack of a
real enemy to look for, identify, and to shoot at
hindered attempts at precision, especially since
air-ground radio was not yet as reliable as the
old slow-but-sure system where pilots read code
messages from cloth panels laid on the ground
or swooped down with weighted lines to snatch
messages suspended between two poles.

The main key to development of close air
support lay in reliable communications to per-
mit quick liaison and complete understanding
between the pilot and the frontline command-
er. Part of the solution lay in more exercises
in air-ground coordination with emphasis on
standardized and simplified air-ground commu-
nications and maps. By 1939, an aviator as an
air liaison officer was assigned to the 1st Ma-
rine Brigade staff. While both artillery and naval
gunfire, however, employed forward observers
at frontline positions, air support control was

still being channeled slowly through regimen-

* From Culebra came the report, “Ist MAG [Marine Aircraft
Group] as a whole performed in a creditable manner, although at
one stage they were impartial in their attack.” 1st Marine Brigade,
FLEX-6 Report, “Notes from Critique for Makee Learn Problem
at Culebra, 14—15Feb40.”
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Marines go ashore in an early landing craft during amphibious exercises in 1939.
Official U.S. Marine Corps photo, 526331

tal and brigade command posts.* In the same
year, one squadron sent up an air liaison officer
in the rear seat of a scouting or bombing plane
to keep abreast of the ground situation and to
direct fighter or dive bomber pilots onto targets
by means of radio.* This was better but not best.

Meanwhile, war flamed up in Europe. Navy
and Marine planners took note as the Germans
drove around the Maginot Line with their spe-
cial air-ground “armored packets” in which avi-

ation teamed up with the fast, mobile ground

* LtGen Julian C. Smith, interview with Historical Branch, G-3,
Headquarters Marine Corps, 25 July 1956.

* Col R. D. Moser, interview with Historical Branch, G-3, Head-
quarters Marine Corps, 31 August 1956.
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elements to break up resistance.*” By this time,
the Marines were working on the idea of placing
radio-equipped “observers” on the front lines
to control air support for the troops. But the
leathernecks were already in the war before the
first standardized Navy-Marine Corps instruc-
tions on their employment appeared.” Also at
that time on Guadalcanal, certain infantry of-

ficers were given additional duty as regimental

*The Maginot Line, named for France’s Minister of War André
Maginot, represented the French line of defense along the border
with Germany during the 1930s. It extended from La Ferté to the
Rhine River and stretched along the Rhine and the Italian frontier.
WD G-2 to C/S, memo I. B. 130, Air-GrdOps, 23 September
1941, tab C; and Commander in Chief, Atlantic, FLEX-6 Report,
13 June 1940, 14-15.

#USN, CSP-1536, 5 September 1942.
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“air forward observers.” They were coached on
the spot by aviators of the 1st Marine Aircraft
Wing,*

THE SHIP-TO-SHORE
MOVEMENT

The ship-to-shore movement was visualized by
the Tentative Landing Operations Manual in a
manner that resembled closely a conventional
attack in land warfare: artillery preparation, ap-
proach march, deployment, and assault by the
infantry. It stressed that this movement was no
simple ferrying operation but a vital and integral
part of the attack itself and demanded a high or-
der of tactical knowledge and skill.

The two major problems in the ship-to-
shore movement are the speedy debarkation of
the assaulting troops and their equipment into
the landing boats and the control and guiding of
these craft to their assigned beaches. To facilitate
the first, the Tentative Landing Operations Manual
directed that each transport on which combat
units were embarked should carry a minimum
[number of] sufficient boats to land a reinforced
infantry battalion.” Thus, each transport and
its accompanying troops would be tactically
self-sufficient for the assault landing, and the
loss of one ship would not be a crippling blow.
To expedite their debarkation, the Marines gen-
erally went over the side via cargo nets rigged at
several stations on the ship.

To solve the second major problem in the
ship-to-shore movement, that of controlling and
guiding the landing craft to their proper beaches,

the Tentative Landing Operations Manual provided

*# 1st Marine Division, “Final Report on Guadalcanal Operation,”
1 July 1943, Phase V, Annex D, OPlan 2-42, 5. The directive on
appointing air forward observers was dated 2 October 1942.

*0 This general concept that troops and their landing craft should be
transported together to the objective area remained valid through-

out the war, although at times it was necessary to deviate from it.
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for: (1) marking the line of departure with buoys
or picket boats; (2) a designated control vessel
to lead each boat group from the rendezvous
area to the line of departure, towing the boats
in fog, smoke, or darkness, if necessary; (3)
wave and alternate wave guide boats; (4) each
boat to carry a signboard with its assigned letter
and number indicating its proper position in the
formation; and (5) for a guide plane to lead the
boat waves in.

The system for the control of the ship-
to-shore movement was still substantially the
same as prescribed in the Tentative Landing Op-
erations Manual when the Marines made their
first amphibious landing of World War II at
Guadalcanal on 7 August 1942.

COMBAT UNIT LOADING
“Combat unit loading” of transports is the key to

amphibious logistics as developed by the Marine
Corps. This is a practical process designed to
make supplies and equipment immediately avail-
able to the assault troops in the order needed,
disregarding to a large extent the waste of cargo
space which results. In contrast is commercial
loading, which is equally practical in utilizing
every cubic foot of cargo space available but pre-
vents access to much of the cargo until the ship
is unloaded.

Highest priority items for combat unit
loading vary somewhat with the nature and
problems of a particular operation. Relative pri-
orities must be worked out with minute care.
The responsibility for handling this was given
to a Marine officer designated transport quar-
termaster (TQM) aboard each amphibious as-
sault ship. He had to know not only the weight
and dimensions of each item of Marine gear
carried but had to familiarize himself with the

characteristics of the particular ship to which

CHAPTER ONE



|

Troops of the 1st Marine Division conduct landing exercises from the Intracoastal Waterway along Onslow
Beach at Marine Barracks New River, NC. Sketch by Vernon H. Bailey.

Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command

he was assigned: exact location and dimen-
sions of all holds and storage spaces in terms of
both cubic feet and deck space. This familiari-
ty required at times accurate remeasurement
of holds and loading spaces as modifications,
not shown in the ship’s plans, had often been
made in the ship’s internal structure. Initially,
the Tentative Landing Operations Manual directed
that the TQM should be an officer of the unit
embarked, but such were the variations in ships
that it subsequently proved more feasible to
assign a Marine officer, thoroughly familiar with
Marine gear, permanently to a particular ship
with which he would become equally familiar
through experience.

Practical experience with combat loading
between 1935 and 1941 generally confirmed the

soundness of the doctrines set forth in the Ten-
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tative Landing Operations Manual. Application of
these doctrines in the Fleet landing exercises
was limited, however, by several factors, chiefly
the lack of suitable transports. In addition, an
uncertainty at times as to ports of embarkation
and dates of availability of ships sometimes en-
tangled planning procedures. As a result, there
was no ideal approximation of wartime combat

loading.

SHORE PARTY

One of the most serious problems encountered
in carly landing exercises was congestion on
the beaches as men and supplies piled ashore.
To keep such a situation reasonably in hand re-
quires a high degree of control; control diffi-
cult to achieve under such circumstances, even

when the enemy remains only simulated. Assault
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troops must push inland with all speed not only
to expand the beachhead, but also to make room
for following units and equipment to land and
to provide space in which personnel assigned
strictly beach functions can operate.

To solve this problem the Tentative Land-
ing Operations Manual provided for a beach
party, commanded by a naval officer called a
beachmaster, and a shore party, a special task
organization, commanded by an officer of the
landing force. The beach party was assigned
primarily naval functions, such as reconnaissance
and marking of beaches, marking of hazards
to navigation, control of boats, evacuation of
casualties and, in addition, the unloading of
material of the landing force from the boats.
The shore party was assigned such functions as
control of stragglers and prisoners, selecting and
marking of routes inland, movement of supplies
and equipment off the beaches, and assignment
of storage and bivouac areas in the vicinity of
the beach. The composition and strength of
the shore party were not set forth except for
a statement that it would contain detachments
from some or all of the following landing
force units: medical, supply, working details,
engineers, military police, communications, and
chemical. The beach party and the shore party
were independent of each other, but the Tenta-
tive Landing Operations Manual enjoined that the
fullest cooperation be observed between the
beachmaster and the shore party commander,
and the personnel of their respective parties.

It was not indicated from what source
“working details” for the shore party would
come, but in practice, since there was no other
source, the policy of assigning units in reserve
the responsibility for furnishing the labor details
quickly developed. This in effect, however, tem-

porarily deprived the commander of his reserve.
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No realistic test of the shore and beach par-
ty doctrine took place during the ecarly Fleet
landing exercises. Although some material was
landed on the beach, it generally consisted of
rations and small quantities of ammunition and
gasoline. Not until 1941 were adequate supplies
available and the maneuvers on a large enough
scale to provide a test of logistic procedures.
The results were not encouraging. “In January
of 1941 . . . the shore party for a brigade size
landing . . . consisted of one elderly major and
two small piles of ammunition boxes,” wrote
a Marine officer who “suffered” through those
years. “The ship-to-shore movement of fuel was
a nightmare. We had no force level transporta-
tion, [no] engineers and no supporting mainte-
nance capability worthy of the name. In short,
the combination of the parsimonious years and
our own apathy had left us next to helpless
where logistics were concerned.”'

Major General H. M. Smith, the landing
force commander at the New River, [North
Carolina,] exercise in the summer of 1941, re-
ported that “considerable delay in the debarka-
tion of troops and supplies was caused by lack
of personnel in the Shore and Beach Parties.
... Roughly, the supplies except for subsistence
it was possible to land . . . were insufficient to
sustain the forces engaged for more than three
days.””?

General Smith, who had a deep respect for
logistics, was determined to correct these de-
ficiencies. “It is evident,” he reported to Rear
Admiral Ernest J. King, commander in chief,

Atlantic Fleet, “that special service troops (la-

*' BGenVictor H. Krulak to assistant chief of staff, G-3, Headquar-
ters Marine Corps, 5 March 1957, hereafter Krulak letter.

*> Commanding general, Amphibious Force, Atlantic, Preliminary
Report to commander in chief, Atlantic, New River Exercise,
4-12 August 1941, 27 August 1941, hereafter Amphibious Force,
Atlantic, Preliminary Report.
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An Army light tank is unloaded from its landing

craft during joint Army-Marine amphibious exer-
cises at New River, NC, in August 1941.
Official U.S. Army photo (SC 125129)

bor) must be provided for these duties in order
to prevent reduction of the fighting strength of
battalion combat teams. . . . The present doc-
trine results in divided authority between shore
party commanders.” He recommended that “the
beach and shore party commanders be consoli-
dated into one unit, a Shore Party, under control
of the landing force.”’

[A] solution to the problem of divided au-
thority came from a joint board of Army, Navy,
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard officers ap-
pointed by Admiral King. Its recommendations
closely followed those of General Smith and
were accepted in toto and published on 1 August
1942 and Change 2 to FTP-167. The principal
changes were: (1) joining together of the beach
and shore parties under the title shore party, asa
component of the landing force; (2) designating
the beach party commander as the assistant to
the shore party commander and his advisor on
naval matters; and (3) transferring the responsi-
bility for unloading boats at the beach from the
naval element to the landing force element of
the shore party.**

Headquarters Marine Corpssolved the labor
force problem by adding a pioneer (shore party)

** Amphibious Force, Atlantic, Preliminary Report.

** Amphibious Force, Atlantic, Preliminary Report.
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battalion of 34 officers and 669 enlisted men
to the Marine division.”” This change occurred
on 10 January 1942, too late for the personnel
concerned to gain practical experience in large-
scale exercises in the techniques of handling vast
quantities of supplies or to test the adequacy
of the strength and organization provided. At
Guadalcanal, this lack came close to having se-
rious consequences.*®

General Smith was not content merely to
submit his shore party recommendations to Ad-
miral King. At his direction, the logistics staft of
the Amphibious Force Atlantic Fleet prepared
a detailed standard operating procedure (SOP)
covering all phases of logistics. Issued as Force
General Order No. 7-42, SOP for Supply and Evac-
uation, it served as the basic guide to combat
loading and shore party operations during the
Guadalcanal operation.®’

By 7 December 1941, the Marine Corps
had made long strides toward amphibious pre-
paredness. It had a doctrine that had been tested
in maneuvers and found to be basically sound.
Many of the errors in implementation had been
recognized and corrected; still others were
awaiting remedial action when war broke out.
But the simulated conditions of the maneuver
ground were now to be abandoned. The Marines
and their doctrine were now to submit to the

ultimate test of war.

** Marine Corps table of organization D-94, 10 January 1942.

* See Hough, Ludwig, and Shaw, Pear] Harbor to Guadalcanal, part
VI

*7 Krulak letter; and Twining letter.
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THE LEGACY AND LESSONS
OF OPERATION WATCHTOWER

by Jon T. Hoffman
Marine Corps Gazette, 1992°

he Marine Corps takes justifiably great

pride in its reputation for combat prowess,

but over the years it has also been noted for
its intellectual achievements. One of the premier ex-
amples in the latter category was the development of
the first amphibious doctrine in the 1930s. The idea
of conducting such operations was not revolution-
ary; men had been landing against defended shores
since the time of the ancient Greeks and the Pelo-
ponnesian War. What the Marine Corps did was figure
out how to overcome the problem of making a suc-
cessful assault in the face of modern weaponry and
improved defensive mobility.When a group of Marine
and Navy officers sat down in Quantico in 1933 to
formulate the Tentative Manual for Landing Op-
erations one of their major sources of ideas was the
failed Allied invasion of the Gallipoli Peninsula in
WorldWar I.They looked at that campaign to see what
went wrong and how they could overcome similar

difficulties. From this real-world laboratory, they

** The original article came from Jon T. Hoffman, “The Legacy
and Lessons of Operation Watchtower,” Marine Corps Gazette 76,
no. 8 (August 1992): 68—73. Minor revisions were made to the
text based on current standards for style, grammar, punctuation,

and spelling.
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fashioned the doctrine that guided a new generation
of Allies through another world war.

The Marine Corps is presently in the process of
creating the force structure and doctrine that will take
it into the twent)/:ﬁrst century. At the same time, we
will be honoring the 50th anniversaries of the great-
est series qf amphibious operations the world has ever
known, the landings that formed the backbone of Al-
lied victory in World War Il in both the European and
Pacific theaters. It would be ironic if modern Marines
did not use that military history to help them see their
way into the future, did not copy the proven techniques
Lyp their predecessors, who used similar irgformation to
create the doctrine that won those battles in the first
place. The following article is the first in a series that
will look at the legacy and lessons of World War II op-
erations to see what we can learn that may be of use
tomorrow. These essays, to be published to coincide with
their respective anniversaries, will cover those opera-
tions that may hold some keys to the future of amphib-
ious warfare.

skskk
In a recent piece in the Naval Institute’s Proceed-

ings, analyst Norman Polmar lumped the Gua-
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dalcanal landing in with several other Pacific
assaults that he said “were unprecedented for
their success, valor, and cost in human lives.”
In this issue of the Gazette, another author cites
the same operation as giving rise to the need for
an “clite element of Marines specializing in am-
phibious assault.” Although Guadalcanal certain-
ly should be remembered for hard fighting and
high casualties, it is often overlooked these days
that those descriptions apply only to the land
campaign that followed an unopposed amphib-
ious landing. Just as important, one must also
remember that the assault on Guadalcanal was
only one of several landings that took place the

same day, all of them part of Operation Watch-

HOFFMAN

tower. These first American landings of the war
tell us much about the state of the amphibious
art in the Marine Corps at the start of World
War II and may yield some useful insights into
the challenges modern Marines face as we enter
the twenty-first century.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff issued the directive
for Operation Watchtower on 24 June 1942.
The objective was to stop the southward exten-
sion of Japanese power in the Solomon Islands,
a development that threatened the Allied lifeline
to Australia. The initial target was Tulagi, a small
island serving as a seaplane base, but evidence
of construction of an airfield on nearby Gua-

dalcanal added that larger land mass to the list.
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The conjoined islets of Gavutu and Tanambogo
would also be seized.

Several things complicated planning for Op-
eration Watchtower. The item of biggest initial
concern was a lack of time and intelligence. The
Ist Marine Division received the assignment
to conduct the operation on 25 June, just five
weeks before the scheduled 1 August D-day. Lit-
tle information on the targets was available and
extensive efforts turned up only some old hy-
drographic charts, a few former residents, and
similar sources. This was later supplemented
with a batch of poor aerial photos. The sketchy
intelligence indicated there were a few hundred
enemy on Tulagi and about as many on Gavutu-
Tanambogo. Planners believed there were sev-
eral thousand troops on Guadalcanal. Although
the estimates for the smaller islands were near-
ly correct, there were just 2,000 Japanese on
Guadalcanal, and most of those were noncom-
batant labor troops, as were many of the men on
Gavutu-Tanambogo.

The next set of problems centered on lo-
gistics. The ships bringing the division from the
states to New Zealand were not combat load-
ed, nor was there enough shipping to take along
all the division’s supplies and equipment. There
were also too few of the most modern types of
landing craft. The typical variety was the already
outmoded Higgins boat [landing craft vehicle,
personnel (LCVP)], a wooden craft that could
beach an entire infantry platoon, but which
had no capability for placing heavy equipment
ashore. A modified version did have a bow
ramp, but this could carry only relatively small
vehicles. There were a handful of more recent
vintage tank lighters and an armored tracked ve-
hicle that could actually swim and crawl ashore.
The latter was seen more as a logistic vehicle

that would save the manhandling of supplies
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from boats onto the beach since it could drive
inland directly to the quartermaster dumps.

To further complicate matters, the division
was physically divided; one regiment had already
landed in New Zealand, another was at sea, and
most of the recently attached supporting forces
were spread around the Pacific. All units would
only come together at the rchearsal site just
one week before D-day. Last, many of the units
within the division were not well prepared for
combat. Since its creation, the organization had
periodically subdivided, almost like an amoeba,
to provide cadres for new formations. Training
and unit cohesion suffered in the process: too
few experienced Marines were trying desper-
ately to pass on their knowledge to the mass of
fresh recruits.

Two men were largely responsible for creat-
ing a workable plan from this chaos: Lieutenant
Colonels Gerald C. Thomas, the division opera-
tions officer, and Merrill L. Twining, his assistant.
Although both saw Guadalcanal and its airfield as
the primary target, they were concerned about
the smaller islands. These were defended by el-
ements of the Imperial Navy’s special landing
forces, Japanese Marines. More important, the
troops were well dug in on terrain overlooking
the limited landing sites available on the small
islands. Consequently, the bigger island would
receive the bulk of the Marines (about 11,000
men organized as the Guadalcanal Group). The
best troops (in terms of training and leadership)
would attack the smaller objectives. The 1st
Raider Battalion, with 2d Battalion, 5th Marines,
in support, would take Tulagi while the 1st Para-
chute Battalion seized Gavutu-Tanambogo. A
battalion of the 2d Marines bolstered this force,
styled the Northern Group, to 4,000 men. The
remainder of the 2d Marines, about 3,400 men,

served as the operational reserve.
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U.S. Marines land on Red Beach during the invasion of Guadalcanal, August 1942.

Thayer Soule Collection, Archives Branch, History Division

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS
One of the main things governing the choice of
landing sites was the capability of the available
landing craft. Given the reliance on Higgins
boats, the Marines had to come ashore where
hydrographic conditions would allow the boats
to operate (i.e., at generally good beaches free
of any obstructions like sandbars or coral reefs).
Another consideration was logistics: What facil-
ities might be available to offload boats? How
far were the landing sites from proposed inland
objectives? Finally, though not necessarily last in
terms of priority, was the state of enemy defens-
es controlling possible landing areas (figure 2).

On Guadalcanal, the argument came down
to two possible choices. The first option was

designated Beach Red. It was hydrographical-
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ly suitable and quite large, with ample room
to land a large number of boats at once. It had
two drawbacks. It was concave in shape, which
meant that Japanese defenders arrayed along its
length would have excellent fields of fire against
incoming boat waves. Marines landing here
might be attacking into the interlocking fires
of machine guns and heavy weapons from the
front and two flanks. Moreover, it was almost
four miles from the airfield. It would take time
for the landing force to make its way to the main
objective, and equipment and supplies dumped
ashore would be far from their eventual destina-
tion (an important consideration given that the
division would leave most of its trucks behind
due to a shortage of shipping space.)

The alternative was a smaller beach near
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Lunga Point. Its primary recommendation was
the relatively short distance to the airfield, with
obvious advantages in terms of tactics and lo-
gistics once ashore. The beach here was convex,
which meant that Japanese gunners on one flank
would quickly lose sight of boats landing on the
opposite flank; in essence, there would be less
firepower to worry about. Twining favored this
site.

Thomas wanted Beach Red. The senior of-
ficer thought that “a landing at a point remote
from the Lunga defenses would in all proba-
bility meet with little or no opposition.” Not
only would distance from the valuable airfield
reduce the likelihood of any enemy defenses,
but reinforcements would take a longer time
to arrive there. He also thought that a nearby
river, located between the beach and the air-
field, “constituted an obstacle for the protection
of the more exposed right flank in the event of
a counterattack early in the landing” The river
and the distance from the objective would work
against the Marines once ashore, but Thomas

considered subsequent operations on land less
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important than just getting ashore in the first
place. Thomas’ arguments eventually carried the
day; it would be Beach Red. Subsequent aeri-
al reconnaissance revealed that there were no
defenses at cither landing site, but the plan re-
mained unchanged.

Tulagi was much more complicated (figure
3) It was a long, slender island, approximately
4,000 by 1,000 yards in size. Three-quarters of
it consisted of a heavily wooded ridge, about
350-feet high, running from its northwest tip
down the central spine of the island. The south-
cast tip was dominated by an even more rug-
ged hill mass. In between was a patch of lower,
generally open ground, much of it covered by
coconut groves. Here were located the village,
wharves, and government buildings that marked
the island as the seal of British colonial admin-
istration in the Solomons. Here also were the
harbor and the seaplane base that were the ob-
jective of this part of the operation. The only
suitable beaches from a hydrographic standpoint
were those on the northeastern side of this sad-

dle, since the rest of the island was fringed by
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coral reefs and outcrops. Inland of these rough
waters, of course, were a few feet of beach and
the sharply rising high ground of the northwest
ridge and the southeast hill.

Acrial reconnaissance of Tulagi revealed
that the Japanese thoroughly understood these
amphibious considerations. The enemy garrison
had concentrated its defenses, which included
strong emplacements and heavy weapons, on the
obvious approach to the saddle. Again, the ene-
my threat dominated considerations of logistics,
objective, and, in this case, even hydrography.
The division planners chose a landing site about
halfway up the western coast and designated it
Beach Blue, though the adjective in this official
title was hardly descriptive of reality. Here, the
Marines expected to run into coral formations
that would keep the Higgins boats 30 to 100
yards offshore. The infantry would have to wade
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in and there would be no capability to land artil-
lery, vehicles, or bulky supplies.

The initial plan actually called for a night
landing on Beach Blue to be made at the end
of D-day, so the raiders could get ashore un-
der the further protection of darkness. The
Navy objected to that idea due to the treach-
erous hydrographic conditions off Beach Blue.
The resulting compromise was to go ahead
with a daylight operation early on D-day, but
to reinforce the Raiders with 2d Battalion, 5th
Marines, and increase the supporting fires of
air and naval guns. Despite the selection of a
landing zone away from the enemy’s defenses,
the 1st Marine Division still expected a difficult
fight to get ashore.

The last phase of the operation, the assault
on Gavutu-Tanambogo, posed the most serious

challenge. These two islets were almost entirely
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U.S. Marine Corps LVT (1) amphibian tractors move toward the beach on Guadalcanal Island. This view was

probably taken during the 7-9 August 1942 initial landings on Guadalcanal. The ship in the background is

USS President Hayes (AP 39).

Official U.S. Navy photo, Naval History and Heritage Center, NH 97749

surrounded with coral outcrops; the only good
landing site was a clear area near the seaplane
ramps on the eastern side of Gavutu. Terrain
ashore was an even more important consid-
eration. Each tiny island was dominated by a
central hill that towered over the surrounding
beaches. In addition, the enemy located on each
target could provide supporting fires against any
assault force hitting the other island, inasmuch
as the two were just a few hundred yards apart.
Unlike Guadalcanal and Tulagi, the planners
foresaw that any landing in the area must be of
necessity, made in the face of strong resistance.

Given that Gavutu’s Hill 148 was slightly
taller than Tanambogo’s Hill 121, [the] division
decided to take the higher terrain first. The 1st
Parachute Battalion would land in a column of

companies at the wharf area on the east side of
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Gavutu. The assault would take place at H+4
hours in order to allow fire support ships to cov-
er the Tulagi landing first and then concentrate
in support of the Parachutists. Following the sei-
zure of Gavutu, one company of the battalion

would reembark and land on Tanambogo.

EXECUTING THE PLAN

Events on D-day confirmed some, but not all
of Thomas’ expectations. The landing on Tulagi
went exactly according to plan. The four line
companies of the 1st Raiders made it ashore in
two waves, received some desultory rifle and
machine gun fire, but took no casualties. The
units got organized and then moved down the
length of the island with all four outfits abreast.
The battalion held up briefly at a predesignat-
ed phase line (marked by the end of the ridge),
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while planes and the antiaircraft cruiser [USS]
San Juan [CL 54] prepped the saddle area. When
they kicked off in the assault again, the Raiders
met their first real opposition. It took the re-
mainder of the day to compress the defenders
into a pocket in the hill mass at the southeast
end of the island.

That night, many Japanese sortied from the
area, some in classic banzai assaults, many others
in the infiltration mode. The next day, the Raid-
ers and elements of 2d Battalion, 5th Marines,
attacked the remaining enemy holed up in coral
caves and strong bunkers. In action that would
become commonplace later in the war, the
Marines had to root out the fanatical Japanese
with explosives. Only 3 of the 350 defenders
surrendered; the Marines lost 126 men, about
one-third killed in action. Since the enemy over-

looked the wharves carly in the battle and Beach
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Blue was totally unsuited, no significant quanti-
ties of supplies reached Tulagi until very late on
the second day.

On Guadalcanal, the Marines also got ashore
without enemy opposition. Here, however, riv-
ers, jungle, and poor training slowed the ad-
vance of the Ist and 5th Marines. They did not
reach the airfield until the second day, though in
contrast to Tulagi, the ]apancsc never made any
attempt to stand and fight. Logistics quickly be-
came a tremendous problem, as the transports
disgorged supplies onto the beach much fast-
er than the underequipped and undermanned
shore party could process them. Since the vast
majority of the enemy garrison simply melted
into the jungle during the bombardment on
D-day, a landing at the Lunga beach would have
worked out much better than the one at Beach
Red.
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LtCol John J. Capolino, Guadalcanal. Oil on canvas.
Art Collection, National Museum of the Marine Corps, 92-2-82

The assault on Gavutu-Tanambogo went
poorly. The first wave of boats made it ashore
before the defenders could recover from the rel-
atively intense prelanding bombardment (280
5-inch shells in four minutes), but the follow-
ing two waves came under heavy small arms fire
even before hitting the beach (actually a con-
crete pier standing four feet out of the water).
These two companies took 10 percent casualties
in the assault. One worked its way around to
the southeast and under the protection of sup-
porting naval guns, but the last to come ashore
was pinned down by fire from Hill 148 and from
flanking Tanambogo. The battalion commander
was one of those killed in this early phase. A call

for reinforcements brought a landing by Com-
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pany B, 1st Battalion, 2d Marines, on Tanambo-
go in the early evening, but this assault failed.
Heavy fire drove off some of the boats, and most
of the 30 men who made it ashore quickly with-
drew. The parachutists maintained their toehold
on Gavutu that night despite banzai and infiltra-
tion attacks.

Elements of 3d Battalion, 2d Marines, went
ashore on Gavutu the next day to assist in the
final conquest of that island, while the remain-
der of the battalion executed another assault on
Tanambogo. This landing, supported by naval
gunfire, two tanks, and an infantry attack across
the causeway, succeeded in securing a portion
of the island. The Japanese conducted infiltra-
tion attacks that night on Tanambogo, and the
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U.S. Marines come ashore on Tulagi Island, proba-
bly during the landings there on 7-8 August 1942.
Oﬁqcial U.S. Navy photo, National Archives, §0-G-16485

Marines had to reduce several caves and bun-
kers the next day, but the island was secured on
9 August. Of the more than 500 defenders—all
but a platoon were airmen or laborers—only
20 surrendered. The Marines suffered 157
casualties, nearly one-half killed in action. A
portion of these were inflicted by friendly air,
which twice mistakenly attacked Marine posi-

tions on Gavutu.

ASSESSING THE LESSONS

These first American landings of the Pacific war
make a useful study in contrasts. As noted at the
beginning of this article, most Marines and ana-
lysts tend to think of Guadalcanal as just one of
many hard-fought amphibious assaults. In real-
ity, the planners and leaders of the 1st Marine
Division went to great lengths to avoid the pos-
sibility of having to fight their way ashore. On
Guadalcanal, they accepted the added logistics
strain of landing far from the airfield, hoping
that distance would enhance security during
the initial hours of the operation. At Tulagi, they
chose to make the assault against natural obsta-
cles rather than enemy gunfire. Only on Gavutu

and Tanambogo, where the minuscule size of the
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objectives left no room for options, did the Ma-
rines make an opposed assault. The results were
in line with those decisions; easy landings on the
first two islands, heavy casualties and early re-
verses on the tiny islets.

The 1st Marine Division went into Oper-
ation Watchtower with an amphibious doctrine
developed after years of thought and trial by er-
ror in fleet exercises. But in 1942, the planners
also realized that their capabilities did not nec-
essarily match those called for in the manuals.
Naval gunfire and aerial support had yet to be
tested against a real enemy in strong defensive
positions. The Higgins boat was a poor assault
craft since it provided no armor protection for
its crew or occupants and could land only on the
casiest beachhead. Most of the landing force was
only partially trained, and only a handful of se-
nior officers and noncommissioned officers had
combat experience. With these limitations in
mind, the division wisely decided to ignore some
tenets of the doctrine and land where the enemy
would pose the least interference to an opera-
tion that was already complicated enough with-
out combat. The Marines who developed the
Tentative Landing Manual did an outstanding job,
but the ones who put it into practice were just
as important, as they made the hard decisions
about what they could actually achieve and what
was still just theory.

How do these events apply to modern Ma-
rines? There are some parallels between that
earlier period and today. In the 1930s, the Ma-
rine Corps had to develop new doctrine and
technology to deal with a threat that had over-
whelmed the old way of doing things. It was no
longer sufficient to get into longboats and row
ashore now that the enemy had machine guns,
updated artillery, and a host of other deadly en-

gines of war. In a similar fashion, we are trying
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Looking from the air like a zig-zagging squadron of water bugs, troop-carrying barges land U.S. Marines on
the beach of Florida Island during the initial stage of the Solomon Islands battle, 1942.
Thayer Soule Collection, Archives Branch, History Division

to adapt to changing circumstances—antiship
missiles, improved sea mines, and the prolifera-
tion of other advanced weapons throughout the
world. Over-the-horizon doctrine promises to
alleviate some of these problems, but much of
the hardware needed to make it work is still just
a gleam in the eye. The Department of Defense
continues to oppose the [Bell Boeing] V-22 [Os-
prey] and it appears that the advanced amphib-
ious assault vehicle has met an early budgetary
death.

We need to think seriously now about the
prospect of bridging the gap between old weap-

ons and ideas that no longer work and new ideas
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that are still beyond practical implementation.
As in 1942, the situation may not wait for ev-
erything to be in place before action is required.
We have already seen that in the [Persian] Gulf,
where sufficient capability reduced the amphib-
ious assault to a mere feint. Given the current
budget climate, any solution calling for more
hardware is a long way from implementation.
The only reasonable approach lies in doctrine
and tactics.

On Guadalcanal and Tulagi, the 1st Marine
Division found an answer in what we would now
recognize as maneuver warfare; they simply

avoided forcible entry and landed where there
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was no resistance on the beach. On Gavutu and
Tanambogo, they could find no similar alterna-
tive and paid for their doctrinal, logistic, and
technical shortcomings in blood. If the lessons
of history mean anything, Marines somewhere
should be hard at work trying to figure out how
we would have retaken Kuwait in the absence
of Saudi concurrence. Had we been forced to
depend solely on the amphibious assault, the
outcome of [Operation] Desert Storm may well
have been much less positive. Hopefully, mod-
ern Marines are wise enough to repeat landings
like those on Guadalcanal and Tulagi and avoid
those like Gavutu-Tanambogo where possible.
As the Ist Marine Division’s after action report

counseled:

HOFFMAN

A comparison of the several landings leads
to the inescapable conclusion that landings
should not be attempted in the face of or-
ganized resistance if, by any combination
of march or maneuver, it is possible to land
unopposed and undetected at a point within

striking distance of the objective.59

Of course, the Japanese made that harder to
do later in the war and the Marines eventually
improved their capability for forcible entry. Fu-
ture articles in this series will analyze that pro-
cess and look at the opportunities for maneuver
warfare when the enemy seemed to have all the

avenues of approach covered.

** As quoted in Jeter A. Isely and Philip A. Crowl, U.S. Marines and
Amphibious Warfare: Its Theory and Its Practice in the Pacific (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1951), 9.
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PRELIMINARY REPORT
OF JANEX-1

by Major General Holland M. Smith, 1942

he exercise after action report that
follows was authored by Major
General Holland M. Smith, the
Marine commander of the Amphibious Force
Atlantic Fleet. This joint corps-level com-
mand was composed of the 1st Marine Di-
vision and the Army’s 1st Infantry Division.
Formed in June 1941 to enhance amphibi-

ous training, its focus turned increasingl)/ to

Marine, and Army), as well as ongoing de-
bates about how best to conduct such oper-
ations. Note in particular Smith’s reference
in paragraph 2(a)(2) to the “three-echelon
principle previously recommended,” as well
as his recommendation in paragraph 5 that

the “transport group be made an organic

unit of the Amphibious Force.®!

possible contingency operations in the West- From: Commanding General

ern Hemisphere as the threat of war loomed To: Commander Train, U.S. Atlantic Fleet
larger. This major exercise in January 1942, Subject: Prcliminary Report of JANEX-1
originally scheduled for New River, North (Landing Exercises Lynnhaven Roads,
Carolina (now Camp Lejeune), had been 1219 January, 1942)

hastily switched after the war broke out to 1. In compliance with reference 9a), a

Fort Story, Virginia, to mitigate the threat
of German submarines. Conducted less than
seven months before the landings at Gua-
dalcanal, it provides a glimpse into the state

of amphibious readiness of U.S. forces (Navy,

fragmentary report of JANEX-5 is
herewith submitted. Reports from
subordinate units and umpires per-
taining to this exercise have not been

received, and this Headquarters is, of

% The original report came from MajGen Holland M. Smith, course, unable to submit a full detailed

commanding general, to commander, Train, U.S. Atlantic Fleet, report.
“Preliminary Report of JANEX-1 (Landing Exercises Lynnhaven
Roads, 12-19 January, 1942),” 19 January 1942. Minor revisions

were made to the text based on current standards for style, gram-

" Jon T. Hoffman, chief historian, U.S. Army Center of Military
Y Y

mar, punctuation, and spelling. History
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TRANSOIV 1I | BETELGEUSE

DIAGRAMMATIC ~ SUMMARY
OF
MAIN  LANDING
FORT STORY MANEUVERS
12 JANUARY |942
Legend:
Direct Route to Assigned Beach. — — — —
Direct Route to Actual Londing. \ \

Scole 1,01 23458 185 i000v08

This diagram illustrates the anticipated and actual landing routes at Fort Story, VA, where the Marines con-
ducted landing exercises on 12 January 1942 in preparation for amphibious operations during World War II.
Official U.S. Marine Corps illustration

2. The following are considered to be of two-sided landing exercises be
primary interest at this time. held in the New River, North

a. General Plan for Landing Ex- Carolina, area during January
ercises 1942. This reference directed

i.  Reference (b), as modified by that the exercises be based
Comtrain serial 011196, 17 upon a designated tentative

November 1941, directed that operation plan included in
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ii.

1ii.

Gray Plan 2, and that a forced
withdrawal and reembarka-
tion be effected. It indicated
also that units of the 1st In-
fantry Division, reinforced by
certain Marine Corps units,
constitute the landing force
and that elements of the 1st
Marine Division be employed
as the defense force. It was
further directed that the Head-
quarters, Amphibious Force,
Atlantic Fleet, participate as
director control, as applied to
troops.

In compliance with reference
(b), control facilities were
provided in the New River
area, and umpire personnel
for the defense force and
fire marking teams were
obtained through General
Headquarters, U.S. Army. The
Commandant, U.S. Marine
Corps, assigned the staft and
students of The Basic School
for umpiring the landing
force. The operations plan
for the landing was prepared
so as to closely simulate the
designated, tentative landing
operation plan, and partially
test the three-echelon prin-
ciple previously recommend-
ed—the air-tank-paratroop
team designed to strike the
initial blow and gain the ini-
tiative during the debarkation
of the main landing force.

Reference (c), which was re-

Photo of Gen Holland M. Smith from a painting by
Cdr Albert K. Murray, USNR.
Ojﬁcial U.S. Navy photo, Naval History and Heritage

Command

ceived at this Headquarters
on 5 January, 1942, canceled
reference (b), and changed
the locale of the landing exer-
cises from New River, North
Carolina, area to the Cape
Henry [Virginia] area, and
directed that the exercises be
held during the period 12—-20
January 1942, This reference
designated Major General H.
M. Smith, USMC, as director
of the maneuver as it applied
to troops, and ordered Gen-
eral Smith to designate an
appropriate  shore defense

force, establish control facil-
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MajGen Holland M. Smith, commanding general

of the Amphibious Force, Atlantic Fleet, observes
landing operations with his aide, Capt Victor H.
Krulak, at Fort Story, VA, in the winter of 1941.
Oﬁcial Marine Corps photo, 528648

ities for elements on shore,
and arrange to provide the
control personnel and um-
pires required. In compliance
with this directive, arrange-
ments were made with the
Chesapeake Bay defense sec-
tor commander, General R.
L. Tilton, USA, to assign mo-
bile elements of his defense
force as defense force in the
Cape Henry area. These units
were reinforced with Marine
Corps artillery and tanks. See
enclosure (A) for the compo-
sition of the landing force and

the defense force.

SMITH

i

ii.

Planning

Reference (c) did not direct
that the exercises simulate a
designated operation plan,
apparently because the nature
of the terrain and the hydrog-
raphy of the area made avail-
able in the vicinity of Cape
Henry, Virginia, would not
permit a logical simulation of
any of our tentative operation
plans. The Naval Attack Force
Operation Plan (1T-42) was
prepared by the naval attack
force commander and con-
templated landing the landing
force in two echelons. The
first echelon, the 1st Separate
Battalion (Marines) (Rein) by
one light tank company was
directed to land on Beach D at
H-1.5 hours. It was planned
that this landing be supported
by all direct support aircraft
available and the major por-
tion of the naval gunfire. The
main landing was ordered for
H-hour on beaches B-1, B-2,
and C. All of the naval gunfire
and direct support aircraft
were to be placed in support
of the main landing. The Naval
Attack Force Operation Plan
included several constructive
fire support groups, which, of
course, could not be consid-
ered under umpire rules.

The Landing Force Opera-
tion Plan, enclosure (B), was

prepared in accordance with
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iii.

iv.

missions assigned to the land-
ing force by the Naval Attack
Force Operation Plan (1T-42).
The Defense Plan, enclosure
(C), was prepared by the com-
manding officer, 116th Infan-
try. Enclosure (D) shows the
disposition of the defense
force in accordance with this
plan.

Umpire rules, General Head-
quarters, U.S. Army, were
used to umpire units of the
landing force, aircraft in sup-
port of the landing force, and

defense force units.

Execution of Plans

The following comments are sub-

mitted in regard to the execution

of the various operation plans:

ii.

The naval attack force, in-
cluding transports, anchored
about 3.5 miles off the desig-
nated landing beach. This lo-
cation placed a large number
of these ships within range
of the 155mm howitzers
and 75mm guns operating as
shore batteries of the defense
force. In this connection, it
is realized that this artificial-
ity was necessary in order to
avoid the ship traffic through
the Lynnhaven Roads channel
and reduce hardship to troops
in the small boats by cutting
down the running time from
ships to shore.

H-hour was set at 1100, 12
January. The 1st Separate

L G, NN

The design of this Higgins landing craft, loaded
with a military truck, shown here in May 1941,
served as the basis for the landing craft, vehicle and
personnel (LCVP).

Official U.S. Navy photo, 73812

Battalion (Rein) landed on
Beach D, its assigned beach,
at approximately 0920—10
minutes too early. Apparently,
naval gunfire was simulated in
support of this battalion in ac-
cordance with the prescribed
plan. The mission of bombing
and strafing attacks of enemy
installations on Beach D (de-
fense force) for five minutes
prior to the landing of the
initial boat wave of the 1st
Separate Battalion (Rein) had
been assigned to VF [Fighter]
Squadron 71. This squadron
failed in the execution of its
mission by either arriving on
station too late or misunder-
standing the tactical situation.

The squadron delivered its

CHAPTER ONE



“Wet” landing net training was conducted for 1st Division Marines off the Intracoastal Waterway at Marine

Barracks New River. Note the different landing craft used in the exercise. Sketch by Vernon H. Bailey.

Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command

SMITH

iii.

bombing and strafing attacks
at approximately 0930, 10
minutes after the initial boat
wave reached the beach. This
bombing and strafing attack
was actually delivered against
the 1st Separate Battalion
(Rein) instead of against the
defense force.

The defense force had taken
up a cordon defense in the vi-
cinity of Beach D and, by um-
pire rules, had thus provided
superior firepower in that lo-

cality. The director, as indicat-

ed in enclosure (E), declared
the landing of the 1st Separate
Battalion (Rein) to be unsuc-
cessful. The failure to effect a
landing was due, in the first
instance, to the lack of suffi-
cient fire power to neutralize
beach defenses. In the sec-
ond instance, had sufficient
fire power been provided in
the form of naval gunfire and
direct support aircraft, it is
probable that the bombing
and strafing attacks delivered

by VF Squadron 71 against the

79



Clambering down the side of their transport vessel, units of the 1st Marine Division and the Army’s 1st Infan-

try Division are preparing to board their landing craft during the 1941 joint amphibious exercises conducted
at New River, NC.
James Lipinski Collection, courtesy (f 16th quantry Regiment Association

Ist Separate Battalion (Rein) of the shore parties, consist-
would have, in itself, defeat- ing of about 30 bluejackets
ed an otherwise successful from the USS McCawley [APA
landing. 4], landed in the vicinity of
iv.  The naval contingent of one Beach C, theoretically hostile
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territory, at about 1000, one
hour before H-hour, and were
made prisoners of war by the
shore defense force. Existing
doctrine and all plans and or-
ders contemplated that the
advance units of the shore
parties be sent ashore with
the assault troops to which
they are assigned. The land-
ing of this contingent from
the McCawley is indicative of
either a misconception of the
functional operation of shore
parties or flagrant disregard
of problem rules and orders.
The Naval Attack Force Op-
eration Plan (1T-42) directed
that the landing force land on
the indicated beaches, pre-
sumed to be B-1, B-2, and
C. The Landing Force Op-
eration Order directed that
the 26th Infantry land with
two battalions abreast on
Beaches B-1 and B-2, and the
18th Infantry land on Beach
C in column of battalions at
H-hour (1100). Information
now at hand indicates that
not more than one of the
three assault battalions land-
ed on their assigned beaches.
The major portion of the 2d
Battalion, 26th Infantry, was
landed about one mile to the
northeast of Beach B-1 in an
off-limits area, which had not
been covered by either air-

craft or gunfire support. The

vi.

vii.

viii.

boat groups delivered the
major portion of the assault
battalions on beaches in such
a manner that the whole force
could have been immobilized
and probably would have suf-
fered a disastrous defeat by
very small defense forces.
Information now at hand in-
dicates that some of the trans-
ports were out of position
during the debarkation. This
caused the crossing of boat
lanes, in certain cases, during
the approach of boat groups
to the line of departure and
beaches.

Naval gunfire was apparently
simulated in support of the
main 1anding at H-hour in
accordance with the existing
plan. The direct support air-
craft bombed and strafed the
beaches in accordance with
the plan. Aircraft missions,
in this instance, we executed
in an excellent manner. Nev-
ertheless, the effect of the
gunfire and aircraft support
was lost due to the confusion
resulting from the assault
battalions being landed on
wrong beaches.

The defense force had occu-
pied and strongly organized
the beach on which the main
landing was to have been ef-
fected. By umpire rules, the
main landing failed, due to

insufficient gunfire and air-
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The exercises at New River included many Higgins boats. Lacking the bow ramp, these vessels were more
difficult to exit than the later LCVP. Here, troops struggle to hold the boat in the surf while others unload it.

James Lipinski Collection, courtesy of 16th Infantry Regiment Association

ix.
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craft support to neutralize the
beach defenses. The director
declared the main landing to
be unsuccessful.

Only one CA [heavy cruiser]
and two DDs [destroyers] were
available for gunfire support
on Beaches B-1, B-2, and C,
and their flanks, approximate-
ly 2,300 yards. It is interesting
to note that the British Navy,
during a Commando raid
against Maloy Island, Norway,
on 26 December 1941, as-
signed, and actually used, the
full firepower of on CL [light
cruiser] and two DDs against
the German garrison, which

consisted of about 85 men

equipped with one light field
battery and a few light antiair-
craft guns. This British gunfire
was delivered over a front-
age probably not more than
800 yards for eight minutes.
The British raid was success-
ful, and is an example of the
amount and intensity of gun-
fire that is required in mod-
ern war to neutralize beach
defenses just prior to the as-
sault by the landing force.

The landing on Beach D and
the main landing on Beach-
es B-1, B-2, and C obvious-
ly failed in the first instance
due to the lack of adequate

aircraft and gunfire support
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The landings at New River demonstrated that U.S.

military amphibious operations were improving,

but were not yet perfected. Here, the landing boats
form in groups to wait for the movement in, but are
not yet using the circling pattern seen in later op-
erations.

James Lipinski Collection, courtesy of 16th Infantry Reg-

iment Association

to neutralize the beach de-
fenses actually present. In the
second instance, if adequate
naval gunfire and aircraft sup-
port had been provided, a
successful landing would have
been denied the landing force
by the improper handling
of landing boats, which de-
stroyed the tactical integrity,
and landed units in wrong
places, some of which were
approximately one mile from
any of the designated beaches.
xi.  During the initial phase of the
landing, the combined shore
party failed to fully execute
its functions. Detailed data
as to the cause of this failure
are not available at this time.
Nevertheless, this failure

during the initial stage of the

SMITH

a.

operation was in part due to
the following:

Insufficient training of the
engineer units assigned
to the shore party. The
36th Engineers, assigned
as shore party engineers,
had never before par-
ticipated in a landing
exercise. The command-
ing officer of this unit,
Lieutenant Colonel F.
B. Butler, USA, con-
ferred with the staff at
this Headquarters, and is
believed to have been in-
doctrinated in shore par-
ty procedure. Lieutenant
Colonel Butler was de-
tached from the 36th
Engineers and replaced
by Colonel J. E. Wood,
USA, only a few days
before the unit was em-
barked. This officer did
not have the opportunity
to confer with his next
subordinate commanders
or conduct instruction
until after arrival on the
wrong beaches at Cape
Henry. This unit, under
Colonel Wood’s supervi-
sion, began functioning
in a fairly satisfactory
manner on the second
day of the exercise. It is
again emphasized that
the shore and beach par-

ties should be combined
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into a single unit under
the command of the
landing force.

b.  The shore party engineers,
the naval contingent of
the combined shore party,
combat units with their
command posts, supplies,
and equipment were not
delivered on assigned
beaches.

Although the landings on Beach D and
Beaches B-1, B-2, and C were obvi-
ously unsuccessful, operations were
continued on orders of the director
in order that some training might be
given in the continued debarkation of
troops, handling of supplies, and mi-
nor tactical actions ashore. Since the
area was wholly unsuited for tactical
training of a unit of the size and com-
position of the landing force, and since
a forced withdrawal could not logically
be caused due to lack of time to pre-
pare the plans and move appropriate
troops units and the unsuitability of
the terrain, the director issued enclo-
sure (G) to initiate reembarkation in
accordance with enclosure (H). The
reembarkation began at about 1500,
13 January, and all troops with light
equipment had completed reembarka-
tion by early morning of 14 January.
All heavy equipment and stores that
were not reembarked in the landing
area were reembarked combat loaded,
at the Naval Operating Base and Army
Base at Hampton Roads,Virginia.
Recommendations

It is recommended that:

The transport group be made an
organic unit of the amphibious
force in order that the teamwork,
between transport personnel and
troops, that is necessary for suc-
cess in modern warfare may be
developed. The tactical effective-
ness of the landing force is directly
dependent upon transport troops
teamwork. Unless this team func-
tions smoothly and efficiently, the
full power of the landing force

cannot be developed.

b. A training area suitable for the

conduct of training exercises of
units up to and including at least
a reinforced infantry regiment be
procured in a sheltered area. It is
thought that the area in Lynnhav-
en Roads, which was used in the
JANEX-1 exercises is suitable for
the training of a reinforced battal-
ion. The Solomon’s Island area has
some possibilities for training of
units up to and including a rein-
forced regiment; further investi-
gation of this arca should be made.
The amphibious force conduct a
progressive training program, and
that no large-scale exercises be
conducted until the various com-
ponents of the Force have achieved
a reasonable proficiency in basic,
elementary unit, and advanced
training in amphibious exercises.
A further report will be made upon re-
ceipt of reports from subordinate units

and umpires.

~ H. M. Smith
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Enclosure (A)
COMPOSITION OF OPPOSING FORCES

BLUE LANDING FORCE

Ist Infantry Division Troops

Division Headquarters

Headquarters and Military Police Company

1st Signal Company

1st Quartermaster Battalion

1st Medical Battalion (less 1 company)

Ist Engineer Battalion (less 1 company)

18th Infantry (less detachments)

26th Infantry (less detachments)

Division Artillery Headquarters

32d Field Artillery Battalion (75mm PH [pack howitzer])
33d Field Artillery Battalion (75mm PH)

Battery A, 7th Field Artillery Battalion (105mm howitzer)
70th Tank Battalion (less Company C)

29th Ordinance Company

1st Platoon, Company A, 57th Quartermaster Battalion (LM)
36th Enginecer Regiment (less 2 companies)

1st Separate Battalion (Marine Corps)

RED DEFENSE FORCE

116th Infantry (less 1st and 3d Battalions)

Companies C and L, 116th Infantry

Batteries F and H, 74th CA [Coastal Artillery] (as infantry)
4th Battalion, 11th Marines (155mm howitzer)

Batteries B and C, 111th FA [Field Artillery] (75mm Gun)
Company A, 1st Tank Battalion (Marines)

1 Squadron 65th Observation Group

Battery G, 246th CA (3-inch antiaircraft)

1 Platoon Battery C, 246th CA (two 75mm guns)

Radio Intelligence Platoon, 71st Signal Company, [Amphibious Force, Atlantic Fleet] AFAF

APPROXIMATE STRENGTH Officers Enlisted
Blue Landing Force 516 9,836
Red Defense Force 100 230
SMITH
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LIEUTENANT GENERAL
JOHN A. LEJEUNE BIOGRAPHY

[T]he major wartime mission of the Marine Corps is to support the Fleet by supplying it with a highly

trained, fully equipped expeditionary force.

~ Major General John A. Lejeune,

lecture to the Naval War College, December 1923

icutenant General John A. Lejeune was

born 10 January 1867 on his family’s

plantation in Pointe Coupee Parish, Lou-
isiana. He secured an appointment to the U.S.
Naval Academy from which he graduated in
1888, then served two years as a midshipman
at sca. He was serving aboard the sloop-of-war
USS Vandalia (1876) in March 1889 when it
was wrecked in a cyclone in Apia harbor during
the Samoan crisis. He was commissioned into
the Marine Corps as a second lieutenant in July
1890. He commanded the Marine detachment
aboard the USS Cincinnati (C 7) during the
Spanish-American War. He later twice com-
manded a Marine battalion in Panama.

In 1907, he commanded Marine Barracks
and Naval Prison, NavyYard, Cavite, Philippines,
and took command of the 1st Brigade of Ma-
rines in 1908. Following graduation from the
U.S. Army War College in 1910, he again served
in Cuba and Panama before becoming involved
in the development of the advanced base regi-

ment. He was promoted to brigadier general in
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1916 and became Assistant Commandant of the
Marine Corps.

Following America’s entry into World War
I, he deployed overseas, where he commanded
the 4th Marine Brigade and the U.S. Army’s 2d
Infantry Division from July 1918 through August
1919. His performance commanding an Army
division established that Marine Corps officers
were as professionally capable as their Army
peers. He was awarded the Croix de Guerre and
the Légion d’Honneur by the French govern-
ment and both the U.S. Army and Navy’s Dis-
tinguished Service Medals for his service during
the war.

In July 1920, he was appointed Comman-
dant of the Marine Corps; during his two terms,
he reinvigorated Marine development of doc-
trine and strategic planning and directed the
Corps’ transformation from a colonial infantry
into an amphibious assault corps.

He retired from the Marine Corps in 1929
and became superintendent of the Virginia Mili-

tary Institute, a position he held until 1937.



MajGen John A. Lejeune, 13th Commandant of the Marine Corps, by Samuel Burtis Baker. Oil on canvas.
Art Collection, National Museum of the Marine Corps

IEJEUNE
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Throughout his career, General Lejeune re-
mained determined to make the Marine Corps
an elite fighting organization and a worthy ex-

peditionary force for the U.S. Navy. When he
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passed away on 20 November 1942, Marines
half a world away on Guadalcanal were proving

just how successful he had been.
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FLEET ADMIRAL CHESTER
WILLIAM NIMITZ BIOGRAPHY

The war with Japan had been enacted in the game rooms at the War College by so many people and in

so many different ways that nothing that happened during the war was a surprise—absolutely nothing

except the kamikaze tactics toward the end of the war. We had not visualized these.

~ Fleet Admiral Chester William Nimitz,

lecture at the Naval War College, 10 October 1960

leet Admiral Chester William Nimitz was

born on 24 February 1885 in Freder-

icksburg, Texas. He graduated from the
United States Naval Academy in 1905. His initial
naval service was aboard the battleship USS Ohio
(BB 12) and a succession of cruisers, destroyers,
and gunboats. In 1908, he was court-martialed
for running the destroyer USS Decatur (DD 5)
aground under his command in the Philippines.
Returning to the United States in 1909, he was
trained as a submariner and took command of
the 1st Submarine Flotilla, and the USS Plunger
(SS 2). He continued to command a succession
of submarines and submarine flotillas. In March
1912, he rescued a drowning sailor and was
awarded the Silver Lifesaving Medal. From May
1912 to March 1913, he commanded the Atlan-
tic Submarine Flotilla.

In 1916, he became the executive officer of
the USS Maumee (AO 2), helping to pioneer op-
erational underway refueling when the Maumee
refucled the first American destroyers sailing for
Europe in 1917.1In 1918, he was appointed chief
of staff, Submarine Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet.
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Following World War I, he held a variety of
command and staff positions, shifting between
cruisers, battleships, and submarines. In 1926,
he established one of the first Naval Reserve Of-
ficer Training Corps units at the University of
California, Berkeley. In the 1930s, he command-
ed the USS Augusta (CA 31), Cruiser Division
2, Battle Force, and then Battleship Division 1,
Battle Force. In 1939, he was appointed chief of
the U.S. Navy’s Bureau of Navigation.

Following the Japanese surprise attack on
Pearl Harbor, he was made commander in chief
United States Pacific Fleet, the position he held
for the duration of World War II. Beginning with
submarine and aircraft carrier raids in 1942, he
masterminded the strategy that led to the Japa-
nese retreat at the Battle of the Coral Sea and the
Japanese defeat at the Battle of Midway. Follow-
ing the essential outline of War Plan Orange, he
then led the Pacific Fleet during its methodical
march across the Pacific, decimating the Japa-
nese naval and air forces, blockading the Japa-
nese islands, and finally, in 1945, culminating in

the defeat of the Japanese Empire.



Adrian Lamb’s portrait of Adm Chester W. Nimitz in 1960. He was promoted to the Navy’s newest and high-

est rank—fleet admiral—in December 1944. Official U.S. Navy photo of portrait rendered in oil on canvas.
Navy History and Heritage Command, KN-2578
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Commander in chief of the Pacific Fleet, Adm Ches-
ter W. Nimitz points at Tokyo, the capital of Im-

perial Japan, during the American island-hopping
campaign in the Pacific theater of World War II.
Official U.S. Navy photo, Library of Congress Prints and
Photographs Division, 2016650581

NIMITZ

Following the war, he was appointed Chief
of Naval Operations, a position he held until
1947. Notably, he supported then-Captain Hy-
man G. Rickover’s proposal to build the USS
Nautilus (SSN 571), the world’s first operational
nuclear-powered submarine.

After retiring from the Navy at the close
of 1947, he held several different academic and
diplomatic positions. When he passed away in
1965, the United States Navy was unquestion-
ably the most powerful naval force in the world,
and the submarines he had first thought of as, “a
cross between a Jules Verne fantasy and a hump-
backed whale” were now nuclear powered and,
alongside aircraft carriers, had replaced the bat-
tleship as the prime weapon for control of the

se€a.
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Capt Leonard H. Dermott, Harriers, A Pair.

Watercolor on paper.
Art Collection, National Museum qfthe Marine

Corps, 3-1-166
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CHAPTER TWO

The Expansion

of Maritime Power
The Role gp Naval Aviation

and Submarines
by Paul Westermeyer

Not only had he placed himself beyond
human laws, he had rendered himse!finde—
pendent, out of all reach, free in the strict-
est sense of the word! For who would dare
chase him to the depths of the sea when he
thwarted all attacks on the surface? What
ship could withstand a collision with his
underwater Monitor? What armor plate, no
matter how heavy, could bear the thrusts of
his spur? No man among men could call

him to account for his actions.!

n 1870, French author Jules Verne pro-
duced Twenty Thousand Leagues Under the Sea,
a prophetic work inspired in part by the Le
Plongeur, a French submarine built in 1864 that
was the first powered by mechanical means (the
1863 Confederate submarine H. L. Hunley, the
first submarine to sink an enemy vessel, was
powered by the crew). The Swedish-built Nor-
denfelt I in 1885 was the first steam-powered

! Jules Verne, Vingt Mille Lieues Sous les Mers [Twenty Thousand
Leagues Under the Seal, trans. F. P. Walter (Paris: J. Hetzel, 1869—
71), chapter 10.
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submarine armed with torpedoes. By the turn
of the century, submarines of similar design ap-
peared throughout the navies of the world.
Verne’s Captain Nemo is an undersea ter-
rorist, using his wondrous submarine, the Nau-
tilus, to attack the world’s shipping in a guerre
de course against the “great nations” of the nine-
teenth century.” Even conducted by only one
submarine, his war on shipping was somewhat
effective. But early submarines had neither the
incredible cruising range of Nemo’s Nautilus,
nor could they match its underwater endurance.
Prior to World War I, few naval thinkers gave
much consideration to submarines, which were
conceived as coastal defense vessels intended to
prevent blockades or invasion. British Admiral
John A. Fisher pushed British submarines in this
direction, intending them as a defense for the
British Isles and freeing Britain’s battle fleet to
achieve strategic goals away from the homeland.
The use of submarines as a commercial
raider was considered impractical, since sim-
ply sinking a merchantman, especially without
warning, was a violation of the laws of war codi-
fied in 1899. Submarines were too small to effec-
tively fight merchant vessels on the surface, and
they could not take aboard the ship’s crews after
boarding. Instead, during the early days of World
War I, submarines focused on enemy naval ves-
sels. The German Navy showed how successful
these actions could be with several spectacu-
lar attacks, including the sinking of the battle-
ship HMS Formidable (1898) in January 1915.
In 1915, frustrated with the progress of the
war and its inability to come to grips with the
Royal Navy, the German’s first turned to “unre-
stricted submarine warfare,” attempting to cut

off all shipping to the British Isles initiating the

*The term guerre de course refers to the practice of making war on

the naval commerce of the enemy.
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world’s first submarine guerre de course. The
initial campaign against British merchant ship—
ping was very effective; by the time the war end-
ed, the Allies had discovered that the only solid
operational counter to the submarine was the
convoy system.

During World War I, the Germans launched
a second, even more effective submarine guerre
de course masterminded by Admiral Karl
Donitz. This campaign nearly drove Britain to its
knees; but in the end, the U.S. and British navies
defeated the U-boats in the Battle of the Atlantic,
securing the sea-lanes to Europe. But by far the
most successful guerre de course was conduct-
ed by the U.S. Navy against Japan in the Pacific.

The Imperial Japanese Navy focused sub-
marine operations on long-range scouting for
their fleet and imposing attrition on American
capital ships in an attempt to turn the odds in
Japan’s favor as a precondition for the Mahanian
clash of battleships that the Japanese Navy ex-
pected as the culmination of the Pacific cam-
paign. During the first year of the war, the
Japanese Navy enjoyed some successes, sinking
several American aircraft carriers as well as
number of heavy cruisers and destroyers, but
the climactic battle against the U.S. battleship
fleet proved elusive. In contrast, American sub-
marines first failed in the classic defense against
the invasion mission when the submarines of
the Far East Fleet failed to stop the Japanese
landings in the Philippines. But with the bulk
of UL.S. battleships in the mud at Pearl Harbor,
and aircraft carriers few in number, American
submarines began a guerre de course against
the Japanese that cut off nearly all shipping to
Japan by 1945 thereby denying Japan most of
the natural resources that their factories need-
ed to produce ships, aircraft, and other arms.

Following World War II, nuclear power be-
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came the norm for submarines, finally giving
them the vast endurance and range of Verne’s ves-
sel (indeed, the UL.S. Navy named its first nucle-
ar submarine USS Nautilus [SSN 571]). In 1959,
the U.S. Navy launched USS George Washington
(SSBN 598), its first ballistic missile submarine.
Launching nuclear missiles from submarines
transformed them from a purely naval asset into
a maritime strategic asset capable of projecting
power ashore in a way that even Jules Verne had
not imagined. The addition of cruise missiles
with conventional warheads to attack other ves-
sels and shore targets gave them greater flexibil-
ity in projecting power ashore.

While some inventors had looked beneath
the waves for advantage in warfare, others had
looked to the clouds. Although the occasion-
al balloon appeared for reconnaissance or ar-
tillery spotting purposes, aircraft were not a
part of nineteenth-century military operations.
Orville and Wilbur Wright’s 1903 flight in
North Carolina kick-started the aviation revo-
lution that, during the next 10 years, became
a reality for military aircraft. World War I wit-
nessed the introduction of strategic bombing,
both by Zeppelin rigid airships and massive,
four-engine bombers, such as the Zeppelin-
Staaken R VI, while the British converted a bat-
tlecruiser, the HMS Furious (47), into an aircraft
carrier.

Submarine enthusiasts limited themselves
to finding uses for submarines within mari-
time strategy, but aviation enthusiasts believed
that aerial forces would dominate warfare, In
The Master of the World, Jules Verne imagined an
aircraft of great power. Its designer, Robur the
Conqueror, declared that “with it, I hold con-
trol of the entire world, and there lies no force
within the reach of humanity which is able to

resist me, under any circumstances whatsoev-

WESTERMEYER

er.”” Many aviation theorists thinkers of that era
accepted enthusiastically embraced this apoca-
lyptic vision.

The most well-known of these was Gener-
al Giulio Douhet, an Italian who advocated for
large fleets of bombers attacking population
centers in an attempt to break their enemy’s
morale. The idea was best illustrated in a speech
to the British House of Commons by member
Stanley Baldwin in 1932, “ think it is well also
for the man in the street to realise that there is
no power on earth that can protect him from
being bombed. Whatever people may tell him,
the bomber will always get through. The only
defence is in offence, which means that you have
to kill more women and children more quickly
than the enemy if you want to save yourselves.”

American airpower thinkers generally ac-
cepted Baldwin’s grim view of airpower’s ul-
timate purpose; however, budgctary realities
pushed airpower thinkers such as Army Briga-
dier General William L. Mitchell to argue that
aircraft could sink battleships, and that the Air
Corps, not the Navy, could best defend the
United States from invasion. Thus, the Air Force
developed large, four-engine bombers for the
naval strike mission that were better suited for
strategic air campaigns.

In the Navy, air advocates pushed the fleet air
arm’s utility as a scouting and strike force, while
developing ship killing aircraft of its own—most
notably torpedo and dive bombers. When the
long anticipated Pacific war broke out, the Navy
adhered to War Plan Orange, but the battle fleet
did not included battleships, as anticipated, but

rather a fleet of aircraft carriers. Aircraft car-

3 Jules Verne, The Master of the World: A Tale of Mystery and Marvel
(Paris: J. Hetzel, 1904), chapter 9.

* “Mr. Baldwin on Aecrial Warfare—A Fear for the Future,” Times
(London), 11 November 1932.
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riers led most of the campaigns of the war in
the Pacific, gaining control of the sea through
a series of fleet engagements that resembled
the long-sought after battleship engagements as
much as the Battle of Jutland in 1916 resembled
the clash at Trafalgar in 1805. Nonetheless, the
essentials of the war plan that dictated the naval
campaign remained unchanged.

The two great theorists of maritime strat-
egy—Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan and Sir Ju-
lian Corbett—had not predicted the decisive

96

impact that submarines or aviation would have
on the future of naval warfare. Both passed away
before the significance of these technologies to
naval warfare was clear. New naval theorists did
not arise to champion these new technologies;
instead, practical naval officers capitalized on
the advantages provided by these innovations
and applied them to the underlying principles
of naval strategy that Mahan and Corbett had
promulgated.

CHAPTER TWO



THE FUTURE OF THE SUBMARINE

by Franklin D. Roosevelt
North American Review, 1915°

ery long ago, man discovered that

he could kill whales because he had

learned by observation that these big-
gest of animals had to come to the surface of the
ocean at frequent intervals to breathe. Knowl-
edge of their habits has been followed by their
partial extermination. Because there have been
of late so many wild conceptions of the habits
of the mechanical whale, the submarine, a brief
description of submarines in general is perhaps
necessary to a clearer understanding.

Primarily, in spite of its name, a submarine
is a surface vessel, with an underwater body
similar to that of other surface vessels, and pro-
pelled by twin screws. The power to drive it
on the surface is developed by so-called diesel
heavy oil engines or, as in some types, by steam
turbines driven by oil-burning boilers. The req-
uisite of these engines is that they may be shut
off at a moment’s notice, and thereafter create
no heat or gases when submergence takes place.
Great difficulties have been experienced with

these engines in the past. The amount of space

* The original article came from Franklin D. Roosevelt, “The Fu-
ture of the Submarine,” North American Review 202, no. 719 (Octo-
ber 1915): 505-8. Minor revisions were made to the text based

on current standards for style, grammar, punctuation, and spelling.
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available, the mechanical problems of develop-
ing increased horsepower, have made progress
seemingly slow; but within 10 years, the subma-
rine’s surface engine has gradually grown from
the size for a 250-ton craft to that for the 1,000-
ton so-called seagoing type, and the speed has
been increased from 12 to 22 knots an hour. At
the same time, a 3- or 4-inch gun has been added
to the equipment. Thus, the result in the larger
modern types is a vessel of about 1,000 tons,
with fair speed, light armament and no armor,
with seagoing qualities inferior to those of a de-
stroyer, and with a cruising radius at reduced
speed of 3,000—4,000 miles, though longer
distances could possibly be covered by using the
diving tanks for additional oil storage, thereby
preventing diving operations. As a surface war-
ship, there is little to commend in these quali-
ties: speed, protection, and offensive power are
all defective; and such a ship would be at the
mercy of any other surface vessel stronger than
a torpedo boat.

It is, however, as an underwater craft
that the submarine gains in effective fighting
strength, and incidentally in that appeal to the
popular imagination that, sad to say, totally lacks



war value. The moment the surface engines are
shut off, and sufficient water admitted to sub-
merge, the character alters; propelling power
must of necessity become non-gas producing,
[as] electric engines run by storage batteries.
They are entirely separate from the oil engines
and can give but slow speed—10 to 14 miles an
hour—for a few hours only before it becomes
necessary to rise and run on the surface in or-
der to recharge the batteries by means of the
surface engines. But the need of coming up like
the whale for breath is not the only weakness: to
deliver an attack sight is an essential [one], and
thus far, man has discovered no means of seeing
through the water. Invisibility is the source of a
submarine’s strength, and yet the only way an
enemy can be seen in order to discharge a tor-
pedo is by raising the “eyes” or periscope above
the surface. The enemy becomes visible; but in
the same act, the submarine loses its invisibility,
for a periscope can be seen if the proper means
of observation are maintained. As an underwa-
ter craft, then, the submarine can hide when
completely submerged, in which event it cannot
see and has no offensive power; it can run sub-
merged with periscope showing, in which case
it can use the torpedo if not sooner discovered;
[and] it can operate at slow speed and for a few
hours only without rising.

During the past century, great changes have
occurred in armed ships, but they have occurred
gradually. People thought in 1815 that the steam
frigate Demologos (1814), [later renamed] Fulton
the First, would “revolutionize” naval warfare,
but nations were still building sailing frigates
30 years later. The unseaworthy [Union-built,
ironclad] Monitor was supposed to upset all tra-
ditions, yet she was not the first ship to carry ar-
mor, and development in naval architecture was

eventually along the line of ships with seagoing
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Assistant Secretary of the Navy Franklin D. Roos-
evelt, ca. 1920.

Library Lj'Congress Prints and Photographs Division, LC-
USZ62-11190

Until World War I, use of submarines was limit-

ed. Germany made substantive improvements to its
submarines, called U-boats, and began a campaign
of unrestricted warfare against all merchant ship-
ping. This policy was one of the events that drew the
United States into the war in 1917. On 17 Novem-
ber 1917, USS Fanning (DD 37) was the first U.S.
Navy ship to sink a German U-boat by firing a pat-
tern of depth charges, a tactic that became standard
in antisubmarine warfare. Edwin Simmons, Sinking
of U-58 by USS Fanning, 1917, 1920. il on canvas.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command,
45-106-C.
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L-type submarines alongside USS Bushnell (Submarine Tender #2) at Bantry Bay, Ireland, in 1918. These
submarines are, from left to right, unidentified submarine; USS L-1 (Submarine #40); USS L-10 (Submarine
#50); USS L-4 (Submarine #43); and USS L-9 (Submarine #49).

Oﬁcial U.S. Navy photo, Naval History and Heritage Command, NH 51171

qualities. The torpedo boat of 20 years ago, with
its great speed and self-propelling torpedo was
going to put every battleship on the scrap heap,
but very soon the destroyer was devised as an
answer, and today has replaced the torpedo boat
and taken its definite place as an integral part of
the fleet. The more I study present-day naval de-
velopment in the light of naval history, the more
I am impressed with the slowness of evolution,
with the fact that for every new weapon an an-
tidote is found, and above all with the lesson
that control of the seas means in its large sense
precisely the same today as it did in the days of
[Dutch Admiral Cornelis] Van Tromp or [British

Admiral Horatio] Nelson. To prevent an invasion

ROOSEVELT

at one given point, to conduct a raid, to destroy
isolated merchant vessels has never meant naval
supremacy; but to be able to keep the seven seas
open for the bulk of a nation’s vessels of com-
merce and of war, and to keep the seas closed
for those of the adversary—that is what history
means by the influence of seapower.

Today, I would say without hesitation that
the submarine has not replaced the battleship
as the principal factor in war at sea. Taking it in
its existing stage of development, a submersible
vessel is useful for certain purposes only. It can-
not yet be called seagoing or seakeeping, [as] it is
not fast; and it is extremely vulnerable. Already

devices for its destruction are multiplying: the
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acroplane or dirigible can see it well below the
surface; the net, the minefield, the destroyer are
all being used to oppose it; and a new type of
armed patrol boat is being built for the purpose
of watching the sea’s surface for signs of the me-
chanical whale that must come up. Submarine
signals also, although now in the infancy of de-
velopment, will doubtless soon be able to detect
the presence of moving submarines and give ac-
curately their direction and distance.

It would be, of course, not unreasonable
to suppose that, while the weapons for the de-
struction of underwater craft are being perfect-
ed, the improvement of the submarine itself will
continue. Without doubt, its size will increase,
its engines, both surface and subsurface, gain
in horsepower and resulting speed, [while] its
radius of action grow and its seaworthiness im-
prove. I have said nothing of the discomfort of
the officers and men on the present-day vessels,
or of the well-known fact that the propelling and
operating mechanism is in such an experimental
stage that frequent accidents occur; these are the
evils of any new apparatus—witness the auto-
mobile of 15 years ago. But the time is not far
distant when the “habitability” and safety from
mishaps will make submarines as dependable as
any other high-powered, complicated vessel of
war. Two deterring factors will probably always
be present in its development: the inability to
see under water and the necessity of coming to
the surface at short intervals.

The submarine has come to stay. It has
taken its place, not as the sole weapon in naval
offense and defense, but as an adjunct to other

weapons. That it is useful for coast defense, for
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commerce destroying, for scouting purposes,
and as a part of the protection to and attacking
power of a battleship fleet is established. That
it alone is capable of defending a coast against
invasion is claimed only by the type of people
in this country to whom national defense means
preventing an enemy from landing an armed
force on our Atlantic or Pacific seaboard; a Chi-
nese wall kind of defense that requires neces-
sarily the total abandonment of Alaska, of the
[Panama] Canal, of Hawaii and our other depen-
dencies overseas, the stopping of our exports
and imports and the inability to protect against
aggression our citizens abroad and our well-
considered international policies. In other words,
free communications across the seas are just as
much an integral part of our national defense as
is the protection of New York Harbor. Before I
became associated with our naval affairs in an of-
ficial way, T had a theory that I knew much about
naval strategy and warfare. But I have come very
quickly to recognize that I did not; that war on
the sea is a greatly complicated science, devel-
oping step by step through the faithful work of
men who are trained through years of study and
experience. It is therefore of interest that the
very great majority of naval officers both here
and abroad do not believe that the submarine has
supplanted the battleship, even though the char-
acteristics of the latter may greatly change. They
hold that, as it is improved step by step, the sub-
marine will take its place as one, but only one,
of the many instruments of offense and defense
on the seas; that it will fit in to its well-appoint-
ed place, and that history, with the devising of

another weapon, will repeat itself.
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USE OF AIRCRAFT
IN NAVAL WARFARE

by Commander D. E. Cummings
U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, 1921°

ircraft appeared in the Great War as

a new instrument of warfare. They

are still a new instrument, whose de-
velopment is incomplete, and imperfectly un-
derstood. In order, therefore, that their use in
warfare may be developed and that officers may
be enabled to employ them intelligently it is
necessary to consider (a) the performances of
which they may now be considered capable, (b)
the limitations to which they are subject, and (c)
the direction in which they may be expected to
develop.

In general, aircraft are of two types: (1)
heavier than air and (2) lighter than air. Heavier-
than-air machines are designed to alight on land
or on water; and some of each type are fitted
to land, in emergency, on cither element. The
heavier-than-air machines in use at present are
all planes.

Another type of heavier-than-air machine,
known as a helicopter or gyrocopter, is in pro-

cess of development, in which the propeller ro-

*The original article came from Cdr D. E. Cummings, USN, “Use
of Aircraft in Naval Warfare,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings 47,
no. 11 (November 1921): 1677—-688. Minor revisions were made
to the text based on current standards for style, grammar, punc-

tuation, and spelling,
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tates on a vertical axis. This will differ from the
airplane in that it can takeoff, alight, and maneu-
ver without maintaining a high horizontal speed
component.

Lighter-than-air machines include free bal-
loons, kite (captive) balloons, and dirigibles. The
free balloon is the old circus variety that, when
released, is entirely at the mercy of the wind,
and that can be controlled only by tethering it
and by varying the weights carried, or gas pres-
sure in envelope. The kite balloon is a captive
balloon with devices to keep it headed into the
wind. The dirigible is a free balloon with motive
power and steering apparatus added.

The value of aircraft in war lies in a num-
ber of factors, such as their mobility, their vi-
sion, their speed, [and] the difficulty of attacking
them. They can observe places otherwise inac-
cessible for observation. They can operate over
either land or sea, they can reach and depart
from a point of vantage for observation and
bombardment with great speed, they can get
a bird’s-eye view of the Earth’s surface within
their radius of vision, which angle gives them a
much truer and more complete picture than a

view from near the surface. In many cases, they



Marine aviators flew from U.S. Navy carriers throughout the 1930s. Vought 02U-2 Corsairs of Marine Scout-

ing Squadron 14 prepare to land on USS Saratoga (CV 3). Marine aircraft began operations from the Saratoga

and Lexington in 1931.

Official U.S. Navy photo, Naval History and Heritage, NH 94899, courtesy of PHC John L. Highfill, USN (Ret)

can reach and depart from their vantage point
without disclosing their presence. Their advan-
tage of vision lies both in the angle from which
they observe and in the speed with which they
come and go and, sometimes, in the distance
they can see.

Range of vision varies extremely according
to conditions. At Philadelphia, on a hazy day,
planes rose above the haze and saw Atlantic City
[New Jersey], 60 miles away. On a clear day,
planes at Hampton Roads [Virginia] saw ships at
sea clearly, in detail, at 30 miles, and saw the
smoke of Richmond, 90 miles away; while the
day before, the same plane, spotting for firing
ships, at a height of 1,500 feet over target could
sce the target but could not see even the flashes

of the guns of the firing ships. No rule for visibil-
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ity of or from aircraft can therefore be of great
value. Haze at different altitudes may be indis-
tinguishable from deck and yet reduce vision of
aircraft materially.

The visibility of aircraft is very variable. A
100-foot flying boat operating as part of a squad-
ron in the clear daylight weather of Guantana-
mo [Bay, Cuba] was completely lost sight of by
a similar boat at a distance inside of five miles;
while the [Navy Curtiss] NC-4 [aircraft] ap-
proaching Lisbon, silhouetted against the west-
ern sky at sunset, was picked up at a distance of
perhaps 20 miles.

Generally, planes are least visible when fly-
ing low, headed directly toward or away from
the observer. They are most easily picked up on

a clear day with high stratus cloud formations;
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John Charles Roach, PBY-1 during Fleet Exercises in 1930’s. Oil on canvas.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 2012-12-02

and are difficult to pick up on the average clear
day when there is a certain amount of haze. Usu-
ally, there is no smoke to give [it] away, though
the smoke of the NC-4 was picked up at Lisbon
before the plane. Protective coloration is not
effective in the case of planes seen from below,
as the visible part of them is always in shadow
and looks black at a distance. Relative to ships,
in most conditions, the small size of the plane
makes its visibility less than its vision.
Lighter-than-air craft can be painted to
be very inconspicuous under particular condi-
tions, but under other conditions will be seen

much further than they can see. Kite balloons

CUMMINGS

frequently disclose the presence of the ships
carrying them long before they themselves see
anything,

The tactical qualities of aircraft are gener-
ally similar to those of ships. Every aircraft is
a compromise, exactly as a ship is a compro-
mise, between the various desirable factors, the
preponderance of the one or the other being
governed by the requirements of the service
to which the aircraft is to be put. The tactical
qualities may be said to consist of speed, radi-
us, turning circle, acrobatics, carrying capaci-
ty, minimum flying speed, size, climb, ceiling,

takeoff, landing, mooring requirements, seca-
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worthiness, airworthiness, [and] battery. Some
of these depend to some extent on others. Thus,
acrobatics depend on speed and available pow-
er, but also on properly proportioned structural
strength and on rudder effect. Takeoff depends
on minimum flying speed and climb, and is gov-
erned (in the case of waterborne craft) by hull
shape, so that the craft cannot takeoff until it has
speed enough to remain in the air, else it would
hop from wave crest to crest and smash itself up.
Power, weight per horsepower, and lifting area
govern the capacity of a given plane.

The carrying capacity of aircraft is strictly
limited by the design. This carrying capacity may
be used for equipment, fuel, crew, armor, [and]
armament. Thus, a bomber can greatly increase
his radius by carrying extra fuel in place of his
bombs, and a large machine can carry many pas-
sengers a short distance at the expense of fuel.
Many extraordinary aircraft performances are
therefore of limited value as indicating the prac-
tical possibilities of aircraft, inasmuch as they are
accomplished by dispensing with other things
that are necessary to practical work.

Aircraft have been armed with machine
guns, Davis guns up to three inches, automatic
cannon, up to 75mm, bombs, and torpedoes.’
Machine guns are mounted in small fighting ma-
chines either to fire between the blades of the
moving propeller, being synchronized with it,
or to fire through the hollow propeller shaft,
or upon movable mounts, firing clear of pro-
peller in any direction. Large craft usually have
machine guns mounted to fire clear of the pro-
peller in any direction. Synchronized guns must

be fixed, and are aimed by aiming the aircraft.

7 Davis guns were experimental, recoilless weapons developed by
Cdr Cleland Davis, USN, in 1910. They were intended to allow
larger caliber weapons to be fired from the then flimsy aircraft of
the day, but aircraft became sturdy enough to handle the recoil of

larger calibers relatively quickly.

104

Armor has not generally been employed in the
past, but is increasing. Engines, gas tanks, and
pilot’s seats are generally the essential points to
be armored. Special means to accomplish some
of the ends served by armor have been devised.
Thus, nonflammable gas for balloons has been
developed; gas tanks that will not leak when
punctured, etc.

Aircraft are subject to certain limitations
that govern the uses to which they may be put.
Many of these limitations are subject to constant
change as material and the knowledge of it de-
velops. Thus, the weight which may be lifted by
a plane of a given power and speed is a function
of the area and efficiency of the lifting surface
and of the wind resistance. In a given type of ma-
chine, as the linear dimensions increase, the ra-
tio of useful load to gross load increases less and
less rapidly, so that, beyond a certain point, in-
crease of size can only be obtained by lightening
the load, by increasing the ratio power to weight
of engine, by sacrificing some tactical features,
or by changing the type. All these matters are
being studied constantly; engines have reduced
their factors of safety to a minimum, but new
types of greater power per unit of weight may
be developed; new types are being studied
constantly. New methods of obtaining strength
with less weight and of streamlining are being
developed. [Significant] increase in airplane size
would seem to be dependent very largely on the
development of an entirely new power plant,
the present type having approached its maxi-
mum perfection. The resistance due to struts,
wires, etc., known as “parasite” resistance, is a
minimum on a monoplane.

One of the greatest limitations to which
aircraft are now subject is life of the materials
employed. The safe life of aircraft is limited by

deterioration of wing fabric, struts, etc., which
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cannot always be detected from the outside. Ob-
viously that limitation will be gradually removed
as materials develop. Engines can be renewed
bodily at will. The average safe life of a Liberty
[L-12 aircraft] engine, which in its field com-
pares favorably with any other, between over-
hauls is 75 operating hours. After a total of 215
hours, they are not considered safe. That limita-
tion also is subject to change, but not so much
as in the case of the structural parts, because (a)
they have already been reduced to an approxi-
mately minimum factor of safety, and (b) engine
failure in the air does not in itself mean certain
disaster, as failure of important structural parts
frequently does, because landing can be made
without power if a suitable landing place is avail-
able within effective gliding distance. Probabil-
ity of structural failure is negligible. At one air
station, after a year’s experience, forced landing
averaged 1 in 40 flights.

Aircraft are limited in their operations by
the requirement that they must alight at suitable
landing places. The requirements are (a) condi-
tions that make a safe landing possible, and (b)
conditions which will enable the aircraft to take-
off again. In order to land, a waterborne plane
must have a clear water area, smooth enough for
the type of machine, free from stakes or float-
ing debris, and clear of interferences. To takeoff
again, it must have these, and in addition, a suf-
ficient area in which to gather speed and climb
clear of interference. More space is required to
takeoff than to land. A land machine’s require-
ments are similar, substituting for the water area
a smooth field. In restricted areas, wind direc-
tion must be favorable, especially for taking off.
Lighter-than-air machines must alight where suit-
able unencumbered areas with specially designed,
permanent mooring equipment are available, al-

though it will probably prove practicable to moor
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out a dirigible without special equipment under
favorable conditions.

Radius of action is limited by fuel carrying
capacity. Possibilities exist in this line for the de-
velopment of motors making more efficient use
of fuel or of a more concentrated fuel or both.
Another restriction to the use of some types of
aircraft is their limited habitability; but that can
be met in large degree where necessary, [as] the
larger craft correspond to submarines in that re-
spect.

The uses of aircraft in war include (a) scout-
ing, (b) bombing, (c) torpedo firing, (d) spot-
ting, (e¢) lookout, (f) combat, (g) escort, (h)
attack on surface craft by gunfire, (i) dispatch
carrying, [and] (j) transportation.

[Item] (g) is of particular value in subma-
rine danger zones, since underwater craft can, in
many cases, be clearly seen from aircraft, which
can guide surface craft to the attack, point out
safe courses for nonmilitary vessels, or drive the
submarine under by bombing attacks or gun-
fire. The essence of defense against submarines
is vision, which aircraft possess in the highest
degree.

In the east coast of England submarine
zone, large convoys passed constantly. Subma-
rines always menaced them. Sinkings were daily
occurrences. During five months of aerial pa-
trol in this area, not a single sinking occurred
in the presence of airplane patrols except one,
and in that case the plane was on the surface of
the water, in tow, and obviously unable to take
[to] the air.

Aircraft are particularly suited for scouting
work, on account of their speed and vision. They
are handicapped, in this duty, by (a) their limited
radius [since] they cannot expect to alight at sea
and await fuel, as has been done by destroyers

during the war, except under favorable condi-
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Lt Christian F. Schilt received the Medal of Honor for his daring rescue of 18 wounded Marines and Nicara-

guan National Guardsmen from Quilali, Nicaragua, in 1928. He joined the Marine Corps during World War

I and became an aviator in 1919. Schilt served in Santo Domingo, Haiti, and Nicaragua through the 1920s.

Official U.S. Marine Corps photo

tions or as development progresses; (b) their
limited radio range, which can be increased
indefinitely if the circumstances justify the car-
rying of the extra weight; (c) defensibility [as]
due regard must be [given] to the nature of the
opposition that is to be met, whether it can be
beaten off or avoided, or whether visibility con-
ditions are such that the machines can see with-
out being seen or heard, which would be their
best defense; [and] (d) reliability of motors. In
machines that are operated alone over the high
seas, much must be sacrificed to reliability, else
the ratio of results to cost would be too low to
warrant the free use of this valuable instrument.

A letter dated at Hampton Roads, 27 April
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1920, speaking of the Atlantic Fleet Air Detach-

ment, says:
We have just arrived here, yesterday, from
Guantanamo, via Nuevitas, Turtle Harbor
(near Miami) and Fernandina, Florida, and
Southport, N.C. . . . we are anchored west
of the operating base with the planes an-
chored just outside of the submarine basin.
The people at the Air Station can’t quite get
it through their heads that we don’t want
anything from the Station, but we simply
don’t. These planes will be turned in to the
factory. They have been in service since we
got them last October, and have had about

150 hours in the air apiece. . .. From Guan-
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tanamo each flight has been without casu-
alty, except that one plane landed once for
a few minutes to change a distributor head.
This detachment consists of six [Felixstowe]
F-5-L flying boats with two Liberty engines
each; and has visited Philadelphia, Hamp-
ton Roads, Pensacola, Guantanamo, Samana
Bay [Dominican Republic], Virgin Islands,
and other West India Islands and interven-

ing points.

Dirigibles are especially adapted to long
distance strategical scouting, where they are not
liable to meet effective aerial resistance, on ac-
count of their great radius and ability to remain
in the air without consuming fuel, while planes
must keep going at high speed to remain in the
air. . . . (e) A further and most important con-
sideration is the question of navigation, which
will be treated in some detail below. Within its
radius, the conventional methods of search by
surface vessels are all open to aircraft, remem-
bering, however, that the aircraft course and
speed made good is always the resultant of its
own speed and course through the air and the
speed and course of the wind. Thus, a change of
course may involve a difference in speed over
the water of twice the velocity of the wind. If
the wind is force 5, that means a 50-knot change
of speed. “Scouting and screening” also gives
certain methods of utilizing ship planes to in-
crease an area searched or to decrease fuel con-
sumption in covering a given area.

The problem of bombing aircraft is purely
an application of the principles of gunnery. In
gunnery, the angle of discharge of the projectile
is varied to suit the relative positions and speeds
and courses of ship and target, while in bombing
the angle of discharge is fixed and the position of

the aircraft is varied to suit the speed and course
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conditions. The elements involved are (a) speed
and course of aircraft relative to target, (b) alti-
tude, [and] (c) bomb trajectory. The component
of the bomb trajectory resulting from the speed
of aircraft is much greater, obviously, than the
corresponding element in the case of a firing
ship. The bomb trajectory depends on coeffi-
cient of form and specific gravity of the bomb,
and to some extent on lateral wind effect on
bomb. Relative speed and course depend upon
air speed and course of aircraft, direction and
velocity of wind, course and speed of target. If
these three, or their resultant, and the altitude
can be accurately determined, the problem of
bombing becomes largely one of mathemat-
ics. The tactics of bombing at sea under favor-
able conditions are as follows: (1) set sight for
airspeed for aircraft; (2) set sight for altitude
from altimeter; (3) by observation and estimate
(quite accurate from air as regards course), set
sight for target course and speed; (4) approach
up or down wind to determine direction of
wind (which may be entirely different in upper
air than below). Set sight for direction of wind;
(5) approach from right angles to wind to deter-
mine wind velocity. Set sight accordingly; [and]
(6) approach on steady course, fire when on.
This procedure, carefully followed through by a
trained aircraft crew, in good air conditions, will
give results whose accuracy depends entirely
upon the accuracy of the instruments and sight
employed and upon skill of the personnel.
Results of bombing practices under target
practice conditions are of limited value as indi-
cating actual results obtainable. In judging the
figures, it should be borne in mind that:
a.  Bombs used are subcaliber. At least
10 percent greater accuracy may be
expected from the full-size bomb.

b.  Present instruments are of limited
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accuracy, and calibrating, or “bore
sighting,” is not always adequately
carried out.

c.  All firing is done with open sights,
mechanically very imperfect. Great-
ly improved telescope sights are in
experimental use now.

d.  Figures are misleading, in that the
target area is a circle, while the
pattern is usually an ellipse.

The recent exercises against ex-German ships
are of more value and indicate great hitting abil-
ity under favorable conditions.

The effectiveness of a bomb depends on
various factors. One is the penetration of the
bomb before explosion. Another is the parts of
the ship on which the explosion exerts its force.
An aircraft carrier would make a very fine target
in this respect, as well as in size. Another is the
speed of the projectile, and herein lies a diffi-
culty, for the speed of a bomb is due entirely
to gravity. While in a vacuum the speed would
increase rapidly with the height from which
dropped, actually a point is soon reached where
air resistance balances the force of gravity and
the downward, speed becomes constant. This
speed has been increased by streamlining the
projectile. Recent experiments at Indian Head
[Maryland] show better penetration results
than had been anticipated. It is to be remem-
bered that properly fused bombs will give depth
charge effects even if an actual hit is not scored.

It has been authoritatively stated that: “Ex-
perimental development of the torpedo launch-
ing from aircraft is promising and there is no
reason to doubt that ships may be successfully
attacked in this manner. The tactics of this attack
remain to be developed, but from a mechanical
point of view no difficulty need apparently be
anticipated.” The method of launching torpe-
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does from airplanes consists in flying within a
few feet of the water, heading toward the target,
and releasing the torpedo, after which the tor-
pedo behaves precisely as does any other torpe-
do. The attack may be masked by a barrage of
smoke bombs under conditions that will make
the latter effective. In getting very near the wa-
ter within torpedo range, the plane subjects it-
self to the possibility of zone shrapnel or fuzed
H. E. [high explosive] fire from the entire bat-
tery of surface vessels, laying guns on the hori-
zon and training on the plane. A very effective
barrage might thus be laid. Even more effective
would be a “splash” barrage ahead of the plane.
This method was proposed for use in the Brit-
ish fleet. Wings, rudders, stabilizers, etc., are
[made] of fabric and would be wrecked by a
splash; and the substitution of metal surfaces, as
has been done in some planes, would probably
not enable a plane to pass through a splash bar-
rage. Aside from all the questions of directing
the torpedo itself so that it may make a hit, it
is difficult to launch one effectively. Too great
height or speed will result in deranging a torpe-
do. Thus, when a service torpedo was recently
dropped from a Martin [MB-1] bomber at 35
feet, and at high speed, the head broke off and
spun in the air when the torpedo hit the water.

Comparing torpedoes with bombs as air-
craft weapons, it may be considered that: (1) a
large proportion of the torpedo weight is taken
up by machinery, which has no destructive ef-
fect; (2) structural defense against torpedoes is
highly developed; (3) zone fire and water bar-
rage against craft within a few feet of the water
and on a course giving small deflection promises
many more hits than any high angle defense now
in sight; [and] (4) torpedo directors are better
developed than bomb sights.

The usefulness of aircraft for spotting has
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been recognized by both the British and the

United States navies. From the experience to

date it may be stated that:

a.

Aircraft, from their position, can
observe the fall of shot immensely
better than anyone on board ship.
Aircraft can sometimes spot suc-
cessfully when ship’s spotters are
prevented by (1) smoke screens,
(2) thick weather, [and] (3) target
hull-down beyond horizon.

Planes have thus far proved to be
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better spotting platforms than kite
balloons.

Planes can seek best position for
observation, while kite balloons
can vary position only in height.
This is most important in practice.
Planes, when up, do not hamper
handling of ship. Kite balloons do.
Communications are an absolute
essential.

Selective radio communication is

to some extent possible to prevent
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interference of various spotting
planes. Four planes have thus com-
municated without interference.

h.  Spotting is best done by planes
carrying two or more persons.

i. It is difficult, but by no means im-
practicable, to differentiate reason-
ably well between the salvos from
various ships and between the tar-

gets that various ships are firing at.

Since kite balloons are much more wvul-
nerable to attack from enemy aircraft than are
planes, it may be considered that planes are the
more desirable for spotting. When spotting,
planes take position according to the visibility
of the targets and to the effectiveness of the en-
emy’s antiaircraft measures. Their special value
for the service lies in the fact that they can take
position so as to accommodate themselves to
existing conditions.

For simple lookout, as distinguished from
scouting, an advantage of position over ship
board observer is gained by the use of kite bal-
loons. This advantage of position enables an
observer, under favorable conditions, to see a
submarine better than from deck. For surface
craft, and for submarines not in favorable po-
sition, the advantage of vision is frequently off-
set by the added visibility. For observation of
channels and along shore work, they are useful.
They are very vulnerable to attack from mobile
aircraft due to their immobility and consequent
helplessness.

Combat machines are usually small land
planes of great speed, climb, and acrobatic abil-
ity, armed with machine guns for use against
other aircraft. The maneuvers executed by such
craft vary with the whim of the pilot, but consist

generally in maneuvering to get the opponent
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under a quick momentary burst of machine gun
fire without getting in his arc of fire. Defense
against such craft by aircraft may be by outma-
neuvering them along the same line, or, in the
case of large planes, by machine gun fire from a
large number of machine guns capable of firing
in any direction. To render this defense adequate
the problem must be met of eliminating “blind
spots” and in large machines placing guns to
fire in absolutely all directions. Lighter-than-air
craft are not defensible against combat planes,
nor generally against planes of greater speed,
climb, and ceiling, except that gun platforms
have been rigged on top of Zeppelins, and it
is probable that in future types guns will be so
placed on rigid dirigibles as to be able to fire
in all directions. The gunnery problem of com-
bat planes involves such great speeds, variety of
angles of approach, and quick turns that long
ranges are not attempted, and sight setting is
practically nonexistent, sights being designed
with one fixed point and one movable, the mov-
able one being controlled by the effective wind.
Devices are usually added to assist the gunner in
estimating the allowance for course and speed of
the target relative to own plane. Training for this
work is by means of camera guns, which photo-
graph the target and show whether or not hits
would have been scored.

Recent developments in airplane cannon
seem to indicate that the use of cannon, of
1-pounder, 3-pounder, and 3-inch is perfectly
practicable. No exact data is available as to the
use of these guns except that it is known that a
high percentage of hits can be obtained on sur-
face targets from altitudes up to 1,000 or 2,000
feet. These are not Davis guns but automatic or
semiautomatic guns of conventional type. Such
guns suggest the feasibility of attacking light

craft, such as submarines and destroyers. The
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John Charles Roach, Blimp USS Macon with Escort Plane. Oil on canvas.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 2012-12-01

use of these guns or of machine guns to drive
personnel from decks or from fire control top
is also suggested as an occasionally and probably
practicable method of attack.

The question of antiaircraft defense ashore
and afloat differs materially for much the same
reasons that gunnery differs. An essential part of
any defense is a lookout sufficient to give ample
warning of the presence of attacking aircraft. It
would probably be impossible entirely to pre-
vent observation of a naval base by enemy air-
craft except by denying them a starting point
within their radius. Operations to that end may
be conducted by the use of longer radius obser-

vation aircraft with bombs or supported by sur-
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face craft. The use of artillery and splash barrage
against planes would be effective in the case of
planes flying very close to the water as to dis-
charge torpedoes. Against lighter-than-air craft
in daylight, it is less difficult within gunnery an-
gle ranges. The use of artillery against aircraft
by ships is difficult and of limited effectiveness.
Machine guns with a proportion of tracer bul-
lets are effective within an altitude of 4,000 feet
when skillfully operated. Defense of fixed posi-
tions against dirigibles and low altitude planes at
night is most effective by means of curtains of
streamers hung from lines supported by captive
balloons. Such lines have been strung at altitudes

up to 10,000 feet. The most effective defense for
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fleet and most other purposes is combat planes
of our own, outnumbering and out-speeding the
enemy’s planes.

The navigation of aircraft presents the same
problem as the navigation of ships, but with
some features very greatly emphasized. Thus,
air currents are of unknown direction, and very
speedy, so that dead reckoning frequently is en-
tirely untrustworthy. Air currents vary in ve-
locity and direction at various altitudes and at
various places. An air indicating balloon released
for observation purposes at Lisbon moved in a
spiral covering 16 points of the compass before
reaching 5,000 feet. With a wind of 20 knots,
that means that two planes steering the same
compass courses at the same air speeds from
the same place but at different altitude would
be 40 miles apart at the end of an hour. When
landmarks are in sight, or ships, the course made
good may sometimes be determined. It is some-
times possible to drop smoke bombs on the wa-
ter and take observations of them. The taking
of observations of the sun and stars is difficult

due to inaccuracy of height of eye estimations.
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This has been overcome to some extent by de-
velopment of a leveling sextant, which uses a
self-contained bubble for horizon. The amount
of apparatus that can be carried and used is
limited by weight and space considerations.
Observations are difficult due to the physical in-
convenience of exposure to a wind of 60 knots
or more while observing,

A very great aid to navigation may at times
be found when light conditions are favorable,
by the character of the bottom or the depth.
Thus, in southern waters, where ships are fre-
quently piloted by eye from the top, aircraft
can frequently identify characteristic forma-
tions. Isolated reefs or deep spots or sharply de-
fined depth curves can frequently be identified
and furnish excellent land or water marks.

Aircraft can also obtain fixes from radio
compass stations. In so doing, owing to speed of
aircraft, observations by various stations should
be taken on signal at the same instant. Results
within three degrees have been obtained, and

this can be bettered.
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LETTER FROM

GEIGER

TO YARNELL ON AVIATION

Major General Roy S. Geiger letter to Admiral H. E. Yarnell

11 September 19438

DIVISION OF AVIATION

My Dear Admiral,

In accordance with your letter of 6 August 1943,
there is enclosed herewith my considered opin-
ion of the status which should be given aviation
in our military organizations, so as to maintain
the greatest efficiency in all components of na-

tional defense.

Very truly yours,

Roy S. Geiger,

Major General, USMC

ok

Admiral H. E.Yarnell, USN (Ret)

Naval Operations,

Navy Department,

Washington, DC

1. Operations conducted to date have

proven beyond a doubt the tremen-
dous power and importance of the Air 2.
Arm. It is credited by independent ac-

tion of saving England from invasion

* The original article came from MajGen Roy S. Geiger to Adm
H. E.Yarnell, “Division of Aviation,” 11 September 1943, copy of
origina], Marine Corps History Division, Quantico, VA. Minor re-
visions were made to the text based on current standards for style,

grammar, punctuation, and spelling.

113

in 1940, of the capture of Crete in
1941, of the surrender of Pantelleria
[Italian island] in 1943, and of soften-
ing up Italy to such an extent that that
country surrendered upon threat of in-
vasion by ground forces. The Air Arm
can pass over the defenses of a country
and destroy its communications, its in-
dustries, its material, its cities, and its
will to fight, as proven in the case of
Italy. There is nothing that floats, sub-
marines, destroyers, cruisers, carriers,
and even battleships that cannot and
have not repeatedly been sunk by air-
craft. Battles are won by fire and move-
ment. From this criterion, aircraft is by
far the most potent weapon today as it
easily surpasses all other arms in fire-
power and speed.

The Navy must retain control of its
aircraft. With a few exceptions, avi-
ation has played a major role and has
been the deciding factor in the naval
engagements of the present war. Pearl
Harbor, Coral Sea, Midway, and Santa

Cruz were all decided by air action.
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Whether we want to admit it or not,
aircraft has revolutionized the Navy.
Battleships are fast becoming obsolete.
Aircraft carriers are taking their place
as the backbone of the Fleet. In other
categories, everything within reason
must be sacrificed for speed and fire-
power, especially antiaircraft. The pri-
mary striking force in the Fleet will be,
and is now, shipborne aircraft. Aircraft
is [of] as much importance to the Fleet
as the ships themselves. A Fleet with-
out aircraft in a modern engagement
will be sunk before firing a shot, ex-
cept from its antiaircraft guns.

As aircraft has become an integral part
of the Fleet and is one of its essential
components, it follows without ar-
gument that the same agency, viz. The
Navy Department, which controls the
design, construction, equipment, train-
ing, and operation of the ships of the
Fleet must likewise control naval air-
craft, which is a vital component.

The Navy, in addition, has the respon-
sibility of search and patrol with its
surface forces. In order to coordinate
all forces engaged in search and patrol,
all aircraft engaged on these missions
should be assigned to the Navy. Divid-
ed responsibility leads to confusion.
So, there should be no restrictions as to
the types of airplanes used, nor for bas-
es used for operation, whether ashore
or afloat.

The conclusion is reached that the Navy
should retain under its direct control all
aircraft afloat and all aircraft required
for search and patrol at seca. Now this

includes carrier, ship, and tender-based

A Marine fighter pilot stands by his plane after lend-

ing air support to men on the assault waves at Cape
Gloucester, New Britain. He and many like him
showed courage and grim determination in strafing
the Japanese while their fellow Marines fought dog-
gedly on the beach. Kerr Eby, Marine Airman, 1944.
Drawing, charcoal on paper.

Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command,
88-159-DX, gift of Abbott Laboratories

aircraft, land-based aircraft for patrol
duty when more efficient than tender-
based and the necessary utility aircraft.
When new developments are made,
nothing should interfere with the Navy
adapting types most suitable for the ex-
ecution of naval tasks.

7. There should be a Department of Air
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On 9 October, VMF-121 pilots were catapult launched off the USS Copahee (CVE 12) escort carrier and flew
350 miles north to reach Guadalcanal, where the air group based at Henderson Field for the duration of Op-

eration Watchtower. The watercolor commemorates the actions of Marine Corps pilot Capt Joseph J. Foss. In
three months of sustained combat, Foss and his group shot down 72 Japanese aircraft, including 25 credited
to him. He received the Medal of Honor in recognition of his role in air combat during the Guadalcanal cam-
paign. 1stLt Hugh Laidman, joe Foss” Wildcat. Watercolor on paper.

Art Collection, National Museum thhe Marine Corps, 21-1-2

on an equal footing with the War and
Navy Departments. No one will dis-
pute the necessity for a large Air Force
capable of repelling any attempted in-
vasion of the United States whether by
air, land, or sea; nor of having an Air
Force of sufficient size to bomb a hos-
tile country into submission, as is now
being attempted by the AAF [Auxilia-
ry Air Force] and the RAF [Royal Air
Force] in aerial operations against Ger-
many. At times, it will be necessary for
the Air Force to operate with the Army
and the Navy, and at still other times,

GEIGER

it may function entirely independent-
ly. There appears to be no good reason
why such an Air Force should belong
to the Army any more than it should
belong to the Navy. Nor of why the Air
Force should belong to the Navy any
more than the Navy should belong to
the Air Force. The development of the
Air Force should not be retarded by
prejudice of either of the older Ser-
vices, as has been the case in the de-
velopment of the Army and Navy Air
Services in the past. It should be free to

develop under the guidance of aviators.
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10.

11.
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Naval Aviation should be independent
of the Department of Air. There are
two reasons for this. First, naval avia-
tion is primarily interested in a float-
ing Air Arm having many problems to
solve requiring expert naval knowledge
and training. Experience has proven
that a Naval Air Arm under the RAF is
neglected and is an impractical organi-
zation.

While thisappears tobeaduplication, as

amatter of fact, itis not. It is a necessary

augmentation which cannot be guaran-
teed under any other arrangements.

The past and present sniping against

naval aviation can be avoided by taking

the following steps:

a.  Stop building up a land-based na-
val air striking force. Restrict such
forces to that assigned the Marine
Corps, which should be no larger
than sufficient aircraft to support
Marine Corps troops.

b. Naval officers conduct air oper-
ation afloat. There are too many
high-ranking naval aviation offi-
cers ashore.

c.  Permit Air Corps and Marine of-
ficers to conduct shore-based air
operations. They are trained, or-
ganizcd, and cquippcd for con-
ducting these operations while the
Navy is not. If they are, then there
would appear to be a duplication
of effort.

It is not believed that a Department of

National Defense, including the three

fighting branches (Army, Navy and

Air) would prove to be an efficient or-

ganization; although at first sight, it ap-

pears to be a logical organization. Such
an organization would be entirely too
large to function efficiently. Each of
the three components—Army, Navy,
and Air—is of sufficient importance
to have a cabinet member at its head.
Each operates in a different sphere—
land, sea, air. Each has major problems
unknown to the other. It is believed
that the organization and control of any
one of the Services is as much as one
head can efficiently handle.

12. It is appreciated that the Services have
to be coordinated. In many operations,
they fight as a team. This coordination
can be brought about by a Joint Gen-
eral Staff. Provisions for the training
of suitable command and staff officers
should be made by the establishment of
a Joint War College and by a free ex-
change of officers between the three

Services.

MARINE CORPS AVIATION
Major General Roy S. Geiger, USMC,

Director of Aviation

The mission of Marine Corps Aviation is to fur-
nish the necessary air support of the ground
forces of the Marine Corp, and to provide a re-
serve from which the Navy may draw aviation
units for service afloat on purely naval missions.
Therefore, examination of the tasks assigned
the ground forces will immediately disclose the
tasks to be performed by Marine Corps Avia-
tion. They are:

1. To provide the air support for the cap-

ture of advanced bases.
2. To provide the air support for the

defense of advanced bases until their
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Corsairs of 2d Marine Aircraft Wing (2d MAW), Okinawa, 10 June 1945,
Official U.S. Marine Corps photo, Louis R. Jones Collection, Archives Branch, History Division

occupation and defense is assumed by
Army forces.

3. To furnish the air support necessary for
the occupation and defense of areas for

which the Navy is responsible.

It may appear at first sight that, in the pres-
ent war, Marine Corps Aviation has been em-
ployed on missions other than those for which
it is maintained. Close analysis, however, will
disclose that this is not the case and that there
actually has been no change of mission.

At Wake and Midway Islands, Marine Corps
Aviation most ably assisted the Marine Corps
ground forces in the defense of those far flung
outposts of the Navy.

The seizure and defense of Guadalcanal
presented a true and even better example of the

employment of Marine Corps Aviation in sup-

GEIGER

port of ground forces of the Marine Corps. In
that operation, the 1st Marine Aircraft Wing re-
ported to the Ist Marine Division and worked
closely as a team until that island was securely
in our possession. When ground troops of the
Marine Corps who had seized and organized the
defense of Guadalcanal were relieved by Army
troops, circumstances were such that Marine
Corps Aviation was assigned to continue to per-
form the same missions for those troops as for
Marine Corps troops.

Marine Corps Aviation is an integral part
of the Marine Corps, and its missions are there-
fore essentially the same. The fact that certain
temporary circumstances have arisen in this war
which have necessitated its employment on like
missions in support of Army troops in no wise

alters this fact.
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HOW WE BRIDGED A
WARTIME “LEARNING GAP”

by Lieutenant Colonel Frank G. Hoffman
U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, 2016’

ooking back after World War II, many

Navy officers believed that their prewar

planning was superb. “War Plan Orange
persevered for 40 years and eventually won the
war,” claims one noted scholar. “What more can
one ask of a great plan.”'° There is no doubt that
the U.S. Navy was effective eventually. But the
ultimate victory was not just because of War
Plan Orange or the fleet exercises that refined
it.!! Instead, success must be credited to the in-
novation and learning done by the Fleet. War
Plan Orange’s envisioned blockade of Japan
began much earlier than originally designed. In
ordering its small submarine force to conduct

unrestricted warfare, the Mahanian clashes long

° The original article came from LtCol Franklin G. Hoffman,
“How We Bridged a Wartime ‘Learning Gap’,” U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings 142, no. 5 (May 2016): 22-29. Minor revisions were
made to the text based on current standards for style, grammar,
punctuation, and spelling.

' Edward Miller cited by George Baer, One Hundred Years of Sea
Power, The U.S. Navy, 1890—1990 (Stanford, CA: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1994), 128.

' For details on these flect exercises, see Craig C. Felker, Testing
American Sea Power: U.S. Navy Strategic Exercises, 1 9231940 (College
Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2007); and Albert A. Nofi, To
Train the Fleet for War:The U.S. Navy Fleet Problems, 1923—1940 (New-
port, RI: Naval War College Press, 2010).
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expected by the U.S. Navy in the Pacific were
displaced for a time. Because they did not antic-
ipate this role for the submarine, the Navy had
to learn under fire, which it accomplished with
great success.

The results were eventually impressive.
Outdated tactics and timid commanders were
replaced by night surface attacks and aggressive
officers. New technologies, including search
radars and sonar, were introduced. New torpe-
does and their exotic magnetic exploders were
found to be flawed, and were painfully fixed.
Doctrine, intelligence on shipping, and strategy
were integrated into a ruthless war of attrition
in the Pacific. A small part of the overall force,
just 2 percent of the Navy’s personnel, sank
nearly 4,800,000 tons of merchant shipping (55
percent of the war’s total) and asphyxiated Ja-
pan’s economy. '’

Both the U.S. and Imperial Japanese navies

12 Tan W. Toll, The Congquering Tide: War in the Pacific Islands, 1942—
1944 (New York: W. W. Norton, 2015), 244-86. See Effects of
Strategic Bombing on Japan’s War Economy: The United States Strategic
Bombing Survey (Washington, DC: Overall Economic Effects Divi-
sion, 1947), appendix table C-50, appendix table 1.



Artist Harrison Miller imaginatively renders the USS Cuttlefish (SS 171), commissioned in 1934, firing a tor-

pedo while submerged, in company with a number of amberjacks, dolphins, and other fish.

Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command

recognized their respective strengths and weak-
nesses. But it was not the size of the fleets or
their materiel differences that dominated. Over-
all, the competition in naval combat and organi-
zational learning dominated the Pacific war. In
fact, a significant “learning gap” was created in
both surface and subsurface warfare."* That [gap]
got wider and wider as U.S. submarines adjust-
ed to new demands, technologies, and roles.'*
While the Japanese began to adapt as the war
progressed, the U.S. Navy achieved what could

" Jonathan Parshall and Anthony Tully, Shattered Sword: The Untold
Story of the Battle of Midway (Dulles, VA: Potomac Books, 2010),
407.

'* For the conduct of that campaign, see Joel Ira Holwitt, “Exe-
cute Against Japan”: The U.S. Decision to Conduct Unrestricted Subma-
rine Warfare (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2009),
162-82.

HOFFMAN

be called “organizational learning dominance.”"®

Ultimately, it was the Navy’s learning capacity

that allowed it to be so successful.

ORGANIZATIONAL

LEARNING CAPACITY

Innovation literature identifies four principal
attributes of highly successful learning organi-
zations. Collectively, these facilitators constitute
the most important contributors to what can be

called organizational learning capacity.'®

' R. Evan Ellis, “Organizational Learning Dominance: The Emerg-
ing Key to Success in the New Era of Warfare,” Comparative Strat-
egy 18, no. 2 (May 1999): 191-202, https://doi.org/10.1080
/01495939908403173.

' Derived from the theory of adoption capacity posited by Mi-
chael C. Horowitz, The Diffusion of Military Power: Causes and Conse-
quences for International Politics (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Universi-
ty Press, 2010), 16-84.
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Without a way to see the world above without surfacing, the greatest advantage of the submarine—stealth—

would be lost. The design of the modern periscope is credited to Sir Howard Grubb, who developed them for

the first British submarines. In this painting, Orlando S. Lagman depicts the periscope view of Japanese ships

from a U.S. Navy submarine during World War II. Oil on canvas.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 67-018-S

Leadership. Leadership involvement at
lower and medium levels of the force is evident
in innovations and adaptation all through World
War 1II in both the Army and the Navy.'” The
Americans placed no restrictions on where they
got good ideas and were decentralized in terms
of best practices, many of which were generated

from the bottom up."

'" Paul Kennedy, Engineers of Victory: The Problem Solvers Who Turned
the Tide in the Second World War (New York: Random House, 2013),
270; and Capt Michael D. Doubler, Busting the Bocage: American
Combined Arms Operations in France (Fort Leavenworth, KS: Combat
Studies Institute, U.S. Army Command and General Staff College,
1988), 32-34.

" Russell A. Hart, Clash of Arms: How the Allies Won in Normandy
(Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2001), 269, 271, 279.
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A decentralized approach delegates author-
ity for solutions to lower levels, where ideas can
be rapidly discovered and implemented." Cur-
rent research suggests that a personal attribute
of leader openness is invaluable. This is mani-
fested in intellectual curiosity, creativity, and
a degree of comfort with novelty and variety.
Leaders [believing] in openness search for rel-

evant and conﬂicting perspectives on problems

" Williamson Murray, Military Adaptation: With Fear of Change (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 311; and Meir Finkel,
On Flexibility, Recovery from Technological and Doctrinal Surprise on
the Battlefield (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2011),
98-110.
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and seck and value inputs regardless of rank.”

Organizational Culture. A number of
scholars emphasize the importance of culture
to how organizations innovate or adapt.21 One
went so far as to observe that “military culture
may be the most important factor not only in
military effectiveness, but also in the processes
involved in military innovation.”” Culture serves
as a prism for how organizations view problems,
and establishes limits to acceptable solutions.
Thus, culture can be both a barrier and a facili-
tator of change and adaptation.”

The literature suggests that certain cul-
tural factors explain the greater flexibility and
adaptability of military organizations.** Students
of German military history, for cxamplc, cred-
it German culture with supporting an ethos of
critical thinking and analysis within its concept
of ausbildung or professional development.” Cli-
mates of critical thinking, intellectual curiosity,

and objective analyses are key to supporting the

** Stephen ]. Gerras and Leonard Wong, Changing Minds in the Army:
Why It Is So Difficult and What to Do About It (Carlisle, PA: Strate-
gic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, 2013), 8. See also
Steven H. Appelbaum and Walter Reichart, “How to Measure an
Organization’s Learning Ability: The Facilitating Factors—Part I1,”
Journal of Workplace Learning 10, no. 1 (May 1998): 15-28, https://
doi.org/10.1108/13665629810370012; and John A. Nagl, Coun-
terinsurgency Lessons from Malaya and Vietnam: Learning to Eat Soup
with a Knife (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1996), 22.

?'Theo Farrell, “Culture and Military Power,” Review of International
Studies 24, no. 3 (Fall 1998): 410.

*> Williamson Murray, “The Future of American Military Culture:
Does Military Culture Matter?,” Orbis 43, no. 1 (Winter 1999):
90, https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/50030-4387(99)80055-6; Theo Far-
rell and Terry Terriff, ed., The Sources of Military Change: Culture,
Politics, Technology (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2002), 7—8; and
Elizabeth Kier, “Culture and Military Doctrine: France between
the Wars,” International Security 19, no. 4 (Spring 1995): 65-93.

* Anthony ]. DiBella, “Organization Theories: Perspectives on
Changing National Security Institutions,” Joint Force Quarterly, no.
69 (April 2013): 15.

2 Murray, Military Adaptation, 305-28.

** James S. Corum, “A Comprehensive Approach to Change: Re-
form in the German Army in the Interwar Period,” in The Chal-
lenge of Change: Military Institutions and New Realities, 1918—1941,
ed. Harold R. Winton and David R. Mets (Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press, 2000), 54-56.
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rigorous evaluation of new ideas.”® Cultures that
value conformity and compliance with rules,
routines, and operational praxis are rigid. Cen-
tralized and controlling cultures do not generate
the conditions for creative problem solving.

Learning Mechanisms. An adaptive cul-
ture capable of inquiry must have processes to
help commanders make sense of ongoing oper-
ations and to explore possible changes. One his-
torian argues [that] “without a coherent system
of analyzing what is actually happening, military
organizations have no means of adapting to the
conditions they face except [to] doggedly im-
pose assumptions on reality or, even more dubi-
ously, to adapt by guessing””” During World War
IT, most armies and navies began producing after
action reports to collect best practices, a prac-
tice the Germans started in World War 1.

In both peacetime and during war, success-
ful commanders or Services must also have a ca-
pacity to experiment to explore the unknown.
Peacetime innovation has been correlated with
cultures of critical inquiry augmented by these
exercises and experir}nents.29

But in wartime, the laboratory moves to the
battlefield; success is dependent on being able to
sense, interpret, and respond faster than one’s
opponent. Experimentation and thus learning
become largely generated on the battlefield “in
contact.” Sometimes this can be done by oper-
ational units, and often by special staff sections

or operations research analysts. The British be-

*® Williamson Murray and Allan R. Millett, eds., Military Innova-
tion in the Interwar Period (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1996),314-28, https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511601019.
*” Murray, Military Adaptation, 15.

* See RobertT. Foley, “Dumb Donkeys or Cunning Foxes?: Learn-
ing in the British and German Armies during the Great War,” In-
ternational Affairs 90, no. 2 (March 2014): 287, https://doi.org
/10.1111/1468-2346.12109.

* Barry Watts and Williamson Murray, “Military Innovation in
Peacetime,” in Military Innovation in the Interwar Period, 410, https:/ /
doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511601019.011.
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The USS Dorado (SS 248) firing on a derelict cargo ship for target practice during its shakedown cruise,

summer 1943. Following its commissioning in the fall of that year, Dorado sailed for the canal zone, but nev-

er arrived. Air searches discovered oil slicks and widely scattered debris, but no specific identification was

made. A German submarine was known to be operating in the area, but the actual fate of Dorado is unknown.
Thomas Hart Benton, Score Another for the Subs, 1943. Oil and acrylic on board.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 88-159-BN. Gift of Abbott Laboratories

gan this practice in dealing with the Luftwaffe
and U-boat challenges.” New staff structures
or special task forces should also be considered
a learning mechanism.’' Some historical exam-
ples, including the development of infiltration
tactics in World War I by the German Army,
were created by special units. Other examples,
with the Israel Defense Force, point to using

designated units as “incubators” to test new ideas

** See R. V. Jones, The Wizard War: British Scientific Intelligence,
1939—1945 (New York: Coward, McCann & Geoghegan, 1978);
and Stephen Budiansky, Blackett’s War: The Men Who Defeated the Nazi
U-Boats and Brought Science to the Art of Warfare (New York: Vintage
Books, 2013).

*' Matthew Alan Tattar, “Innovation and Adaptation in War” (PhD
diss., Brandeis University, MA, 2011), 24.
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and create knowledge under operational condi-
tions.*’

Dissemination Mechanisms. Most mil-
itary organizations have entities and processes
dedicated to doctrine and distributing lessons;
this can be done by bulletins or new doctrine
by formal schools, or institutional-level training
activities. In wartime, there is a need to rapid-

ly acquire, process, and distribute new tactical

lessons and techniques to units that have not yet

32 Raphael D. Marcus, “Military Innovation and Tactical Adapta-
tion in the Israel-Hizbollah Conflict: The Institutionalization of
Lesson-Learning in the IDE” Journal of Strategic Studies 38, no. 4
(August 2015): 8-10.
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had their own combat experiences.33 Without
such mechanisms, lessons learned by one ship
or boat are not shared and have to be learned

again, perhaps at grave cost.**

THE SUBMARINE FORCE’S
LEARNING CAPACITY
Leadership. The key strategic leaders in the
Pacific naval war possessed credible credentials
with submarines and open minds Willing to test
existing doctrine. Fleet Admirals Ernest J. King
and Chester W. Nimitz were intimately familiar
with submarines, both having commanded boats
as young officers.” King commanded a division
of boats, as well as the New London [Connecti-
cut] submarine base.*® He claimed to be a pro-
ponent of decentralized leadership, recognizing
that the coming war required “the initiative of
the subordinate” with less detail in orders on
how to do something.”’

Nimitz, in turn, exuded calm and compe-
tence.*® He commanded four different boats as
a junior officer, led a submarine division, and
created the submarine base at Pearl Harbor, Ha-
waii. He was an acknowledged expert on diesel
engines, and he too would write in his profes-

sion’s journal, Proceedings. And like King, he lec-

¥ See Murray, Military Adaptation, 262—304; Finkel, On Flexibility,
150-63; and RobertT. Foley, “A Case Study in Horizontal Military
Innovation: The German Army, 1916—1918,” Journal of Strategic
Studies 35, no. 6 (December 2012): 799-827, https://doi.org/ 10
.1080/01402390.2012.669737.

*Thomas Mahnken, “Asymmetric Warfare at Sea: The Naval Bat-
tles of Guadalcanal, 1942—1943,” Naval War College Review 64, no.
1 (Winter 2011): 95-121.

% Thomas B. Buell, Master of Sea Power: A Biography of Fleet Admiral
Ernest J. King (Boston: Little, Brown, 1980); and Walter R. Bor-
neman, The Admirals: Nimitz, Ha]se)’, I,eah}', and King—The Five-Star
Admirals Who Won the War at Sea (New York: Little, Brown, 2012),
26—40,119-26.

* Buell, Master of Sea Power, 51—55.

7 Buell, Master of Sea Power, 25, 31; and Borneman, The Admirals,
192.

* E. B. Potter, Nimitz (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press,
1976); and Borneman, The Admirals, 53—65, 79—84.
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tured on the offensive opportunities presented
by fleet submarines.”

The principal officers at the operational
level were Admirals Charles A. Lockwood and
Ralph W. Christie. Both spent the majority of
their careers in submarines and were leaders in
submarine development before the war. Known
as “Mr. Submarine,” Lockwood was famous
for his advocacy of the long-range fleet boat.*
Known for an informal stylc of 1cadcrship, he
defended subordinates and reflected “loyalty
down” rather than just demanding compliance.*!
He was open to new ideas and actively strived
to interview each returning boat captain to gain
leaders like Commander Dudley W. Morton
for personal interviews. Lockwood attempted
to ensure he had the best information from the
fighting units of his command.* He would per-
sonally meet each boat as it returned to port,
and would go over patrol reports with the com-
manders.* Lockwood’s subordinates described
him as “not [a] conformist and against rule book
thinking”** He was willing to experiment and
press to get necessary changcs.45

Admiral Christie, on the other hand, effec-
tivcly retarded lcarning in his command, and his
example serves to highlight the positive impact
that learning leadership from others had on the
course of the war. He overcentralized his oper-
ations in Australia, and created a command cli-

mate in which he had stifled critical inquiry and

* Borneman, The Admirals, 120.

“Adm 1. J. Galantin, USN, Take Her Deep!:A Submarine against Japan
in World War II (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2007), 29.

*! Galantin, Take Her Deep!.

2 Anthony Newpower, Iron Men and Tin Fish: The Race to Build a Bet-
ter Torpedo during World War I (Westport, CT: Pracger, 2006), 101.
* Charles A. Lockwood, Sink Em All: Submarine Warfare in the Pacific
(New York: Dutton, 1951), 33.

*Theodore Roscoe, United States Submarine Operations in World War
II (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1949), 225.

* On his early career, see Brayton Harris, Admiral Nimitz: The Com-
mander of the Pacific Ocean Theater (New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2012), 7-65.
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adaptation. Known as “Mr. Torpedo” before the
war, his insistence that commanders not criticize
faulty weapons in their patrol reports closed out
the possibility of learning about their faults, and
he relieved commanders who persisted in com-
plaining about the troubled magnetic exploder
that Christie had championed. While Nimitz had
ordered their deactivation in July 1943, [by] as
late as March 1944, Christic had boats trying to
use the flawed exploder.* He failed to create or
sustain a collaborative climate conducive to adap-
tation. Even after the war, Christie insisted tor-
pedo performance was a function of operator
and maintenance personnel, not the hardware
itself.*” Lockwood sustained a more open and
tolerant command style that allowed officers to
challenge doctrine and make independent judg-
ments.

Organizational Culture. At an organi-
zational cultural level, the submarine commu-
nity had to apply its specialty within the Navy’s
sense of traditionalism and its Mahanian concep-
tion of sea control.” War Plan Orange remained
the embodied beliefs about the Navy’s principal
operational challenge and how it would fight.
Thus, the submarine had to fit and conform to
this vision of a transoceanic drive across the Pa-
cific to defeat the Imperial Japanese Navy. The
fleet submarine, with its impressive range and
24 torpedoes, was originally designed to fit the
bill, although it lacked speed.

Aside from its corporate identity and op-
erating culture of independent command at
sea, the operating culture of the submarine

branch was technically focused and oriented

* Wilfred Jay Holmes, Undersea Victory: The Influence of Submarine
Operations on the War in the Pacific (Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1966), 311.

*"Toll, The Conquering Tide, 281.

* RAdm Alfred Thayer Mahan, USN, Mahan on Naval Strategy: Selec-
tions from the Writings of Rear Admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan (Annapolis:
Naval Institute Press, 1991).
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on problem-solving. It was by necessity a rules-
based group and subjected to a common op-
erating procedure. The older officers were the
most indoctrinated by a rules-based system that
focused on the reconnaissance mission of sub-
marines but made them risk-averse in attack
situations. This produced a generational tension
between the more inflexible older officers and
the younger officers who were less risk-averse.
The former, indoctrinated by years of peace-
time fleet exercises stressing conformity to an
overarching “decisive fleet battle” concept, were
comfortable in a control-based culture, where-
as the latter were comfortable with informal
command styles and stress on individual initia-
tive that arose in the immediate aftermath of
the war’s opening disasters. The new operating
code for submarine warfare in the Pacific, un-
restricted warfare, required a more creative/
risk-taking culture.

The culture of the submarine community
was somewhat different from that of the larger
Navy. The officers were younger and well trained
and educated. Commanders were also younger
and obtained command at an carlier stage of
their careers. Boat crews were also volunteers
and technically competent in their ratings. Lead-
ership was more informal and discipline could
be maintained, but 1iving and working SO Closcly
generated less formal and less hierarchal modes
of 1cading,49

Learning Mechanisms. The Navy’s sub-
marine service had possibly the best after action/
lessons-learned gathering process. While each
boat was returning from a combat patrol, the
captain or their executive officer worked full
time on making a formal record of it. These

reports included tactical maps of each firing

* George Grider with Lydel Sims, War Fish (Boston: Little, Brown,
1958), 1011, 55.
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During World War II, the United States deployed submarines in the Pacific to prevent Japanese shipping from

transporting supplies and reinforcements to the islands. The USS Tang (SS 306) was one of the Navy’s most

successful submarines until it sank due to one of its own torpedoes. Artist John Hamilton shows the subma-

rine on its fifth and final war patrol, 24 October 1944. On that date, a malfunctioning torpedo circled back

and sank it, killing most of the crew. John Hamilton, USS Tang at Formosa. Oil on wood.
Art Collection, Naval History and Heritage Command, 8§9-020-R

solution on each target. On return to port, each
captain would formally submit the patrol report
to their immediate superior, and copies were
disseminated horizontally to boats in the same
squadron. This provided a means of feeding for-
ward valuable information about the operating
environment, new tactics and techniques, and
on what needed to be enhanced (e.g., peri-
scopes, radar, and, all too often, torpedoes).

In addition to the reports, cach commander
in the chain would review and append a formal
written endorsement. These would assess each
patrol as successful or not, and often publicly
commend a commander for aggressiveness or
rebuke one for recklessness with torpedoes. En-
dorsements to the war patrol reports became a
tool for reinforcing best practices and produced

a collective unclerstanding.50 Lockwood and his

**VAdm James F. Calvert, USN (Ret), Silent Running: My Years on
a World War II Attack Submarine (New York: John Wiley, 1995), 55.
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staff examined every patrol report closely and
strived to interview each returning boat captain
to gain the latest intelligence directly from the
source without filters.

Endorsements proved a way for the com-
munity at large to learn how officialdom viewed
each new combat lesson and how others might
view initiatives and overall boat performance.
Naval historians and former commanders de-
scribed them as the principal policy-making
documents for the submarine fleet, by which
the force’s doctrinally approved “way of war”
was disseminated.’’

In keeping with a general willingness to
try nontraditional solutions to hard problems,
the American fleet commander, Admiral King,

turned to operational analysis to support the

*' Clay Blair Jr., Silent Victory: The U.S. Submarine War against Japan
(Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2001), 77; and Calvert, Silent
Running, 55.
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antisubmarine warfare challenges in the North
Atlantic. Ultimately, in April 1942, the U.S. Navy
stood up the Antisubmarine Warfare Opera-
tions Research Group (ASWORG). It helped
devise and refine submarine tactics, as well as
best practices for sonar and convoy techniques.
By August, ASWORG was making a real con-
tribution.*” King credited this cell with recom-
mendations that “increased the effectiveness of
weapons by factors of three or five.” In fact, Ad-
miral King found his learning/research support
critical to success:

In the seesaw of techniques, the side that
countered quickly, before the opponent had
time to perfect the new tactics and weapons,
had a decided advantage. Operations research,
bringing scientists in to analyze the technical
import of the fluctuations between measure and
countermeasure, made it possible to speed up
our reaction rate in several critical cases.®?

Ultimately, Lockwood decided to set up his
own operations research shop (called the Sub-
marine Operations Research Group [SORG]) at
Pearl Harbor.> This team was slow to get start-
ed and adapt itself from antisubmarine work to
submarine warfare. However, its insights were
quickly cycled back through special reports or
synthesized into tactical bulletins to the fleet.”
Not long after his staff was augmented with the
SORG, Lockwood issued his first campaign plan

and raised the priority placed on targeting Jap-
anese oil tankers.”® He used them well beyond
their scientific disciplines as a red team as well,
with appreciable influence.’

The initial absence of an experimental staff
or operations research cell slowed the pace of
adaptation. Lockwood ultimately had to de-
velop his own experiments to find out that the
Mark XV torpedoes were running too deep and
that the contact exploders were flawed.** Lock-
wood’s lack of his own SORG “learning team”
may account for his slow investigation into the
flawed torpedo.

Dissemination Mechanisms. During the
course of the war, the submarine communi-
ty shared its patrol reports beyond the fleet to
schools, training commands, and the subma-
rine/torpedo production facilities. Lockwood
even took steps to provide his officers with cop-
ies of the war patrol reports while resting at the
Royal Hawaiian Hotel [in Honolulu].*

Reading patrol reports became a form of
self-improvement or pastime reading while at
sea.®’ This supports the idea that social and in-
formal methods of distributed learning rein-
force formal 1carning mechanisms. Not Only
were these war patrol reports used to feed bet-
ter practices horizontally, but they were sent to
the classrooms of the Submarine School as new

crews were stood up.f’l

*> Montgomery C. Meigs, Slide Rules and Submarines: American Scien-
tists and Submarine Warfare in World War II (Washington, DC: Nation-
al Defense University Press, 1990), 58—62.

** Adm Ernest . King, USN, “United States Navy at War: Final Of-
ficial Report to the Secretary of the Navy,” U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings 71,n0. 515 (1946): 174. Cited in Brian McCue, U-Boats
in the Bay of Biscay: An Essay in Operations Analysis (Washington, DC:
National Defense University Press, 1990), 1.

** For details, see Lockwood, Sink ’Em All, 167—68; Peter Sasgen,
Hellcats: The Epic Story of World War II's Most Daring Submarine Raid
(New York: Caliber, 2010), 171-73; and Edwin P. Hoyt, Bowfin:
The True Story of a Fabled Fleet Submarine (New York: ]. Wiley, 1995),
155-75.
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313, Blue 443/2, A16 3 (3), National Archives and Records Ad-
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Damage to USS Tang from its own torpedo, 1 January 1949,

Submarine Report: Depth Charge, Bomb, Mine, Torpedo, and Guqﬁre Damage ]nc]uding Losses in Action, 7 December 1941
to 15 August 1945, vol. 1, War Damage Report No. 58 (Washington, DC: U.S. Navy Bureau of Ships, 1949)

Finally, the Navy fed lessons learned and
new techniques to the fleet through short doc-
trine reports called Submarine Bulletins. The Sub-
marine Force, [U.S.] Pacific [Fleet,] published
numerous tactical submarine bulletins during
the course of the war. The sub force based in
Australia also issued bulletins that became an of-
ficial means of recording and sharing best prac-
tices and semiofficial doctrine within the theater
and the force after trial and error at sea. Patrol
reports, distributed endorsements, and Subma-
rine Bulletins were collectively a classic learning
system based on an open feedback loop.®* Post-
war memoirs note that these reports empha-
sized content to share among the community of

practice. 63

“VICTORY IN THE
CRUCIBLE OF BATTLE”
Ultimately, the U.S. submarine force made a

major contribution to the naval defeat of Ja-

pan, although not the one the Navy originally
planned. The postwar assessment from inside
the submarine community was telling: “Nei-
ther by training nor indoctrination was the U.S.
Submarine Force readied for unrestricted war-
fare”** Rather than a campaign of cataclysmic
salvos by battleships or sorties of dive bombers
between opposing battle lines, it proved to be a
war of attrition, learning, and military change.
Commanders from that period estimate that the
submarine force was operating at a level only
15 percent of its effectiveness in 1942.° By late
1943, the sub force was at full throttle.

The essence of this culture of learning exist-
ed throughout the Navy even before Pearl Har-
bor, but it strengthened as the Service quickly
refocused itself to learn from actual experience
at sea. As one historical account of the Pacific
notes:

Combat was a hard and unforgiving school,

but the U.S. Navy was taking its lesson to

e2 Meigs, Slide Rules and Submarines, 175; and Calvert, Silent Run-
ning, 54, 55.

% Grider and Sims, War Fish, 90; Calvert, Silent Running, 54—55;
and Fluckey, Thunder Below, 201.
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heart. If the Navy did one thing right after
the debacle of December 7, it was to become
collectively obsessed with learning, and im-
proving. Each new encounter with the enemy
was mined for all the wisdom and insights
it had to offer. Every after-action report
included a section (yranal)/sis and recom-
mendations, and those nuggets of hard-won
knowledge were absorbed into future com-
mand decisions, doctrine, planning, and

training throughout the service.®

In the end, victory was forged in the Pa-
cific campaign by the Navy’s learning capacity.
Yes, the Navy outfought the Japanese, but this
could only happen because its learning pro-
cesses out-cycled those of the adversary so that
each battle and each patrol laid a foundation for
subsequent successes. Leaders and culture sup-
ported the process of learning. The obsession
with learning that began in Sims Hall at New-
port [Rhode Island] and continued with the flect

exercises was a central element in the operating
ethos of the fleet. This learning capacity ulti-
mately ensured victory in the crucible of battle.
Technology was a part of this learning, as the
Navy absorbed updated radars and sonar, wake-
less “fish,” and an array of advanced defensive ca-
pabilities. They were incorporated into the fleet
and ultimately refined by the operators. This
learning had to be shared with the rest of the
force. The Navy’s learning capacity proved to be
the ultimate game changer.

To promote innovation, in war and during
peacetime, the Navy must once again establish
dominance in organizational learning and sharp-
en the education and mechanisms that promote
learning across the fleet. It must stimulate a new
generation of young Turks to bring forth fresh
ideas.®”” Our leadership must embrace and ab-
sorb disruptive thinking, experimentation, and
technologies effectively to sustain its preemi-

nence at sea.

% Tan W. Toll, Pacific Crucible: War at Sea in the Pacific, 1941—1942
(New York: W.W. Norton, 2012), 375.
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Cdr Richard H. O’Kane sat for this photograph
in March 1946, shortly after he had received the
Medal of Honor.

Ofﬁcial U.S. Navy photo, National Archives, 80-G-
702334

“IT WAS OUR CHIEEFS, TOO!”
“Some of them were crazy” were “hell-bent
to get killed,” the veterans reflected on some
of the legendary submarine commanding of-
ficers of World War I1. I overheard these com-
ments some years ago when I had the honor of
listening to them tell sea stories at a few sub-
marine veterans of World War II conventions.
These surprising appraisals of their leaders
varied greatly but always were fascinating.

At one such gathering, T had the plea-
sure of meeting Clayton Oliver Decker, who
served as a machinist’s mate third class on
board the USS Tang (SS 306) during the war.
Decker was one of the nine who survived
the ship’s final war patrol. Interested in what
the crew thought about their legendary com-
mander, Richard Hetherington O’Kane, I
asked, “What made Tang so special?” Decker
answered, “Well, we had the finest skipper of
the war in Dick O’Kane, but it was our chiefs,

too!”

Decker’s stories about the Tang’s chiefs’ mess were remarkable. He respectfully spoke of

men such as Chief Quartermaster Sidney William Jones, who had been sent to a “top-secret

telephone school” in Canada prior to reporting to the Tang. It turned out that the school taught

the young quartermaster how to operate and maintain the ST and SJ radars, a fleet submarine’s

second most unreliable pieces of equipment. Decker explained that Jones “had no match when

it came to radar. Our radar worked!” he boasted. Embellishing a little, he said, “We could detect

contacts at twice the range of any other boat.” Chief Jones trained the crew to a high level of

expertise, even using the radar to navigate, a novel idea at the time. Excellence in radar opera-

tions surely gave the Tang and O’Kane, later a Medal of Honor recipient, a sizable advantage in

detecting and closing their enemies for the kill.
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A SUBMARINE’S WARTIME SUCCESS

After driving to close an enemy target, our submariners often faced the biggest equipment prob-
lem on a fleet submarine, the legendary unreliability of their torpedoes. Fortunately, accord-
ing to Decker, the Tang’s torpedoman chief and later chief of boat, William Ballinger, “would
have none of it.” Decker lauded that “Ballinger knew his stuff, and he violated regs [regulations]
and jury-rigged every torpedo.” Chief Ballinger trained “the fastest torpedo reload team in the
fleet,” and “those torpedoes worked.”With chiefs like that and a brilliant commander in Richard
O’Kane, it is no surprise that the Tang was credited with sinking 33 ships, the most of any sub-
marine during the war. Decker did not talk much longer, as he teared up at the very mention
of Ballinger. Later, I was told that Decker was the last to see Ballinger alive. After firing their
last shot, the Tang crew’s joy at the thought of returning home quickly turned to despair as their
final torpedo circled back. Unfortunately, the torpedo worked all too well, striking a devastating
blow that instantly killed more than half of the crew, including Chief Jones. Decker followed
Ballinger’s lead as they opened the ballast tanks, allowing the ship to rest somewhat level on the
bottom of the Formosa Strait.

Chief Ballinger, his head bleeding profusely, then began to calmly prepare the remaining
crew to escape. Japanese destroyers began depth charging their position. After carefully guiding
Decker and others through the escape procedures, Ballinger later followed them up from the
deep. Arriving on the surface just next to Decker, Ballinger endured extraordinary pain and
struggled violently to survive. His lungs likely had exploded during the ascent. Watching Ball-
inger die haunted Decker. He always wondered why he survived and “not Billy.” Clayton Decker,
Richard O’Kane, and seven others were picked up by the Japanese and brutally tortured in a
prisoner-of-war camp before returning home to tell their story.

Perhaps that is the answer to Decker’s question: for we would not know all this had he not
survived. We would not be reminded that a submarine’s wartime success belongs not only to
the innovative, bold leadership of skippers like O’Kane but also to everyday heroes like Decker
and to the terrific chiefs who trained them—Ieaders such as Chiefs Ballinger and Jones, who
demanded that the Tang’s equipment perform reliably and that the crew always be ready to fight.
Clayton Oliver Decker joined his shipmates on eternal patrol on 24 May 2003.

~ Captain David Adams,
U.S. Navy
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THE FUTURE EMPLOYMENT
OF NAVAL FORCES

by Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz
Marine Corps Gazette, 1948°8

n the day of his departure from
the Navy Department, Fleet Ad-
miral Chester W Nimitz, USN,
forwarded to the secretary of the Navy the
fo]]owing paper, prepared in his qﬂqce, ex-
pressing his views on the function of the na-
val forces in maintaining the future security

of the United States.

Sir Walter Raleigh declared in the early seven-
teenth ce