February 7, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: REAR ADMIRAL HIARRY TRAIN

SUBJECT : Comments on the US/Soviet
Navy Net Assessment

Let me begin by saying tihat, for a number of reasons,
the ability to compare naval forces and depict the
worldwide naval balance has become exceedingly impor-
tant. The Principal reason for saying this is the

role the naval balance plays in the conceptual frame-
work Schlesinger nas for thinking about U.3. defense
forces in worldwide context. ile prefers to tiink in
terms of key balances. The three principal balances of
interest are tihe strategic balance, the balance of
forces in Central Europe, and the naval balance. The
latter is, in a way, a ¢tatchall, including strategic
mobility aand the capability to project military power.
There may be residual issues that recally don't fit in
the naval balance, but nevertneless you can see that it
plays a crucial role in the Secretary's view of wiere
wee. : stand with respect to our adversaries.

"Given tnec importance of the naval balance to the Sec-
retary's thinking, I would like to see the Navy undertake
a long term, vigorous effort to develop and improve means
of comparing naval forces. Thc net assessment you have
prepared can be a convenient point of departure. I am

in sympathy with its aim, and believe that it puts forth an
essentially correct message. On tne other hand, the
measures and comparisons used are still rather crude.

They could easily be attacked and partially discredited

by anyone with a moderate degrce of sophistication in such
matters. [ also nave some questions relating to the
assumptions on which many major analyses of naval problems
are based, and conceraing the logic of U.5. and Soviet
mission descriptions. I have some detalled comments on
these issues which follow. After you have had a chance to
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recad this memorandum, I would like to get together with
you to talk over next moves. [ also plan to talk with
Admiral Zumwalt on this subject fairly soon.

SPECIFIC COMMEATS

Mdission Definitions

I take the view tuat the missions ascribed to the Navy

are not yet well defined. TFor example, discussion of

'"'sea control' are usually vague as to what seas are being
controlled and for what purpose. In a war with the

Soviet Union we could not hope, at least at first, to
exert control in any meaningful sense over the Barents Sea,
the LEastern Greenland and lorwegian Seas, or the VWestern
Sea of Japan. It would probably be a mistake to try, or
to buy forces for such a mission. On the otiier hand there
are some sea control missions tihat most would agree are
vital to our national objectives, and upon which we should
focus in setting force levels. These include:

a. Sea Lane Defense

b. Projection of power asihore in support
of U.S. commitments

c. Protection of projection forces so employed

d. Denial of the Sea to enemy naval forces and
commerce

[ believe the Navy Joes base its forcc requirecments state-
ments on just such rdasonalbe missions. On the other hand,
the annual exercises in whicii the NATO task force dashes
off into the Norwegian Sea to launch nuclear strikes against
tiile USSR may reflect what a lot of navdl officers, U.S. and
Allied, think we could or must actually do in a war. What
I am suggesting is that because of the long period of time
in which the USS. Havy had essentially no opposition may
have led to an all-encompassing idea of what "sea control"
is or should mean. There are limits on our sea control
now; the problem is to draw the boundaries in sone appro-
priate way.

Anotirer point I would like to make about sea control is
that it need not be done exclusively witih naval forces.
Some measure of nroteetftdon for naval forces in tiue Atlantic



may come from Air Force fighters based in Iceland and
Norway intercepting and destroying SNA and LRA aircraft
before they can get within striking distance of our
ships. This should be taken into accouat in force com-
parisons, as should, in appropriate circumstances, the
forces of Allies. There arc other examples of the likely
use of land based air to assist in sea control.

On page two of the main (white) paper, therec is a dis-
cussion of tine Nayy's role in a war with the USSR in
Furope. It asserts the need to provide support shipping
to our forces to allow them to fight as long with con-
ventional weapons as the Soviets can. While I generally
agree, I would point out that present intelligence on
Soviet logistic support for Europe suggests that they are
planning a very short war (a few weeks). This suggests
that if we really need a resupply capability for that war,
that airlift would play an important, perhaps dominant
role. I know there are a lot of problems with the airlift
solution also. But even for a 50 day war, wiich is the
upper bound, at least for planning, would the shipping we
could move and deliver make much of a difference? Do we
have any studies of how much it would be, net of losses,
and how it would fit in with the land war? What about
still longer wars?

I believe the War at Sea needs carcful thought. How could
such a war get started, or, once started, sustain itself
without spreading to the land? How could such a conflict
be terminated? What would either side deem to count as
winning? Could cither side tolerate the other winning?
Suppose the Soviet Union "won' in the sense that il1ll our
CVs were destroyed and our remaining ships were not able
to venture out to sca beyond land based tactical air cover?
Would we not then be compelled to withdraw our troops from
Europe, so that in effect we would have lost a NATO war?
Could the Soviets merely leave it at that, knowing our
industrial potential, and having the Japanese in WWII as
an example?

Is War-at-Sea an artifact of the modes of analysis of naval
warfare practiced in the 1960s? That analysis tended to
concentrate on purely naval response to naval threats
(e.g., no bombing of port facilities allowed). The War-at-
Sea framework maximizes the threat, while at the same time



throwing the entire burden of response on our Navy.

One of tine less obvious problems witih this is that it
tends to distort our real requircments. In the War-
at-Sea we tend to dominate in fleet engagements, but

take losses to their submarines, indicating a need to
recallocate to ASW. In the sorts of scenarios now
believed to be politically plausible, such as siort

NATO war, shoot-out in tne LEastern Mediterranean, oOr
limited war intthe Persian Gulf region, the kind of

ASW we would buy for the War-at-Sea won't help nuch,

and what we recally nced are more numerous and flexible
offensive forces. I understand that a major Navy study--
tihe ASW Force Level Study--done in 1963, used a methodology
which involved making trade-offs between defending and
defended forces for optimum mission performance. Tihis
study, I bélieve, recached the conclusion that it would be
betéer to buy more of the defended forced (carriers,
amphibs, etc.) than to buy more ASW forces.

I agree that Soviet Naval activity in recent years adds

up to impressive evidence that the Soviets now consider
projection and presence as missions for tneir Navy. Of
course, they probably do not use tihe same phascology, but
functionally I think it adds up to the same thing. Pro-
ducing certain kinds of ships and maintai-ing deployed
forces make the point clearly enough. I do not find this
very surprising. In modern times there have been no

world powers that were not also naval powers. The Soviets
can see this as easily as we can.

On the other hand, I am not sure that [ agree that deducing
tiie missions of the Sovist Navy is tantamount to deducing
their intentions. If this means that they can be cxpected
to behave in accordance with the damands of the missions,
the statement is correct, but doesn't add much. I doubt
that intentions in that sense are very ecphemeral. But we
normally associate the word "inteations' witlh some immediate
action already decided upon, not wich long term goals or
overall objectives. Thus I think the point the assessiment
is making might be better put: "...deducing the umissions of
the Soviet Navy is tantamount to deducing the higher order



goals whicn tine Soviets wish their Navy to help them
achieve." What they intend to do, form time to time,

in carrying out tneir missions, is aot deducible from

the missions themselves without additional information.l/

' - Measures

I am still somewhat dubious about the use of figures

1 and 3 even thought I like them. Ratios are always
tricky, and those figures compare two ratios. Perhpgs
displaying absolute force size by each point would make
the graphs more informative. Also the accompanying
description could be designed to make clear (as your
briefing to the Secretary did) that the large cross gives
the overall picture, while the dots show how components
are cianging. Another device might be to display s single
ship type on each of several figures, but sihow chaanges

in average age over time for both the U.53. and USSR.

Turning to the other comparative measures, figures 4 and S,
showing offensive platforms, while clear enoughtas to

wnat is being displayed, they a®e not very satisfying.
There is the problem of comparing our aircraft carriers to
their missile ships (or worse, ASH carrying bBadgers) on

L of the confusion and divergence of opinion con-
cerning ''capabilities" and "intentions' arises from imprecise
usc of the words. There is a tendency to think of capa®
bilities as "hard'"; e.g., numbers of ships and missiles,

in a word, hardware. Intentions on the otner hand are
"soft'--subjective phenomena, changeable at the whim of
leaders. But there are soft teatures of capabilities,
including uncertainty as to rcliability and effectiveness,
but more importantly bureaucratic and organizational con-
straints that limit real capabilities. Similarly there

are hard aspects of intentions, including tihe traditional
strategic goals and objectives of the leadership groups
that command the forces in gquestion. Those who argue

that forces should be sized depending on the capabilities
of adversaries generally go on to attribute capabilitics
the adversaries don't nave, such as perfect intgllicence,
allowing devastating exploitation of one's own weaknesses,
or perfectly unified leadership. On the other hand, intent
tions are an equally poor criterion, for a number of reasons,
though some ineéemorsns arc nore permaneunt and lasting than
nardward capabilities.
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a one-for-one basis. Also, wity are not submarines with
anti-ship torpedoes counted? Then there is the dramatic
reversal caused simply by the deployment of {[ARPOON. This
raises sonec questions:

]

--If it is that easy, why didn't we do it before?

--Are the Soviets going to stand still and let
this happen to them?

--Is {{ARPOON really that good? Aren't we placing
a lot of reliance on a single weapon?

The figure showing offensive systems doesan't really
answer the objections raised to the offensive platforms
megasure., In the acar term, it cquates our carrier air-
craft, equipped at best with Walleye II, with Soviet
second generation SSMs and ASMs. At the end of the
period it does the same for our small, first-generation
{dARPOON. Once again, no submarines wita torpedoes are
included.

I do not really know what kind of mecasures to suggest as
replacements for those I -ave just criticized. Perhaps
the offensive characteristics of tihe U.S. and Soviect
navies are too desparate to be so simply characterized.
On the other hand, since what we are basically talking
about 1is ordaance delivery capability, perhaps we could
derive a series of curves showing ordnance delivery
capability in tons against distaance from the launching
platforms on each side they might have somewhat peculiar
shapss--sharp discontinuitics reflecting the limits of
missile range, gentler slopes represeanting range/payload
trades for carrier aircraft. It might be worth trying,
to see how tihe curves would look, and possiblg to suggest
to the analysts other ways to make comparisons. One can
see that even if we could do such curves we might wish to
go further, and characterize such things as the effect of
missile speed and aircraft evasiveness ontabke probability
to placing the payload on the target.

On the measures of defensive capability, I have more or
less the same reservations [ have about the offensive m
measures. The one-to-one comparison of nlatforms does not
inspire confidence. Is there some way we can charactecrize
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var Results

The results for major analytical studies or war games

are diffcrent from the comparative mcasures by which we
judge the naval balance, but arc useful in judging the
appropriateness of our measures, and in illuminating
specific issues. I am interested in such studies, and
would like to encourage them and offer comments as appro-
priate. On the other hand I am somewhat skeptical about
the assumptions on which such studies nave been based.
For example, tihe contributions or potential contributions
of otiher services, or of the forces of allies, are
usually ignored. But surely, if Soviet Long Range

and MNaval Aviation is a threat to our ships, we should
be able to call on U.S. and allied land based tactical
air forces to bear some part of tiie burden of fighting
them. What I would like to see is this kind of more
realistic approach taken in major analyses when they

are done in the future. That would give us some idaa
wihhat the rcal contributions of other forces might be.

FURTHER COMMENTS

It may be premature to say that carrying out the planned
programs will solve our problems. Indeed, while [ do

not agrec with the somewhat pessimistic tone of many
statements one hears about where we stand, I tend to think
that the optimism of depending on {{ARPOON to make a
dramatic difference is equally unwarranted and potentially
very misleading. It is an important point, of course,
that we need sucn a weapon, that there is an enormous
difference between having some ASCM and having none at all.
On the other hand can we rest with ([ARPOON? One weapon 1is
not going to solve our problems. We should be ldoking at
families of weapons of all sorts. This is one arca where
our lecad ia technological areas such as computers,
electro-optics and lasers probably can pay off in large
increascs in overall force capability.

I am curious about the point made on the last page of the
assessment 60 tine effect that the Soviets can outbuild us.
If one takes just ship tonnage, tihis does not appear to

be so. 1968-1972 was a tough period for the U.S. Navy,

but nevertheless dJduring it we produced tiiree times the
tonnage of naval combatants and auxiliaries as the Soviets.



(1,513,000 tons to 511,300 tons--includes attack sub-
marines, major and minor surface combatants, amphibious
shiips and major auxiliaries.) I am surprised to learn
that the USSR has a superior shipbuilding capacity. I
think it would be useful to talk about the basis of this
judgment, and the more general idea tnat the Soviets
nave some sort of advantage in producing naval ships.

In summary, I am in sympathy with tihe idea behind the
naval net assessment, and its general conclusions. I
believe you should take it as a point of departure in
producing what may in time, become a compreiensive net
assessment of the naval balance. Given the explicitly
expressed interest of the President and the Secretary

of bDefense, I think the effort warrants priority attention
from both of us.

A W, Marshall
Director, Net Assessment




