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The thoughts and opinions expressed
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lecturers and authors, and are not neces-
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healthy. There is every reason to believe
that they are able to share with us the
burdens of protecting the security of
our Free World. Indeed, as the President
said, we have come to expect “‘a more
responsible participation by our foreign
friends in their own defense and prog-
ress.”

The second pillar of the Nixon Doc-
trine is strength, American strength to
meet the direct challenges to our own
security in today’s world and to support
our commitments to other nations’ se-
curity, commitments which remain as
firm as ever. As various speakers empha-
sized, we must maintain that national,
unilateral strength at a level which will
never permit a potential enemy to con-
sider that he has superiority and can
force our capitulation directly by mili-
tary force or indirectly by blackmail.
And when we speak of strength, we also
mean the courage to use our military
might to respond to a threat to national
or free world security so that we do not,
in President Nixon’s words, act “like a
pitiful helpless giant . . . when the chips
are down.”

Finally, the third pillar in our na-
tional strategy for the 1970’ consists of
moving from an era of confrontation to
one of negotiation. Why else are we in
Paris with the North Vietnamese trying
to end the conflict in Southeast Asia, in
Warsaw seeking to normalize relations
with the largest nation in the world, and
in Vienna with the Russians hoping to
make SALT the most significant arms
talks in history? Of course, as we all
recognize, negotiation is closely tied to
the other two pillars of the Nixon
Doctrine—for we can only expect to
have a credible hand at the conference
table if we ourselves are strong and if we
can be confident of the backing of
strong and loyal allies.

Greater reliance on our allies and a
proclivity for negotiation, however, do
not mean that we are succumbing to the
isolationism some in this nation would
advocate. To the contrary! As the Pres-

ident continues to make clear, we are
not involved in this world because we
have commitments. Rather, we have
commitments because we are involved.
And [ believe we shall remain so in-
volved, honoring our commitments as
we have since the end of World War IIL

Inherent in the Nixon Doectrine is the
requirement for a lowered profile
abroad and a reduction, if not a with-
drawal, of our land based forces from
various overseas arcas. At the same time,
there 1s a reaffirmation of our security
commitments to some 42 nations
around the world. If this reaffirmation
is Lo be recognized as meaningful, it
certainly will require our continuance of
a forward strategy, a forward defense
posture. Clearly any such strategy, to be
realistic, will have to heavily depend on
seabased forces. This logically means an
expanded mission, a heavier burden for
the Navy-Marine Corps team in the
years ahead.

With our defense budget comprising
the smallest percentage of our Gross
National Product since 1951, and with
the nation firmly committed to bilateral
and multilateral security arrangement
with many nations around the world,
we in the Navy are therefore faced with
a tremendous challenge in the 70, one
which Under Secretary Warner so aptly
called the challenge “To Do More With
less.” Nor was Mr. Warner alone in
stressing this point. Indeed, it was one
of the main recurring themes of the
entire week and was even stressed the
next week by our graduation speaker,
Congressman L. Mendel Rivers, Chair-
man of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee.

And when we speak of the new
military strategy, a Blue Water Strategy,
called for by the Nixon Doctrine we
must remember that it may well apply
to our posture for nuclear war as well as
for conventional war.

Throughout the week of our discus-
sions the question of the survivability of
our current land based strategic offen-



sive systems repeatedly was raised, par-
ticularly in light of Secretary of Defense
Laird’s estimate that the USSR might
well achieve by 1974 a capability to
destroy some 95% of our Minutemen
and most of our SAC bases in a first
strike effort. More and more I believe it
is being recognized that the most fea-
sible way to maintain our nuclear deter-
rent in the years ahead is to deploy a
greater share of overall strategic offen-
sive and defensive weapons systems to
sea. Ballistic Missile Ships, the Under-
water Long Range Missile System, and
the Sea Based Anti-Ballistic Missile
System represent three of the most
promising such concepts for the future.
However, the cost will be high!

On the other hand, we will clearly
require modern, effective and balanced
general purpose forces to meet the
demands of the limited wars which one
speaker cogently argued would mark the
years ahead. Here again the costs will be

high.

CHALLENGE! 3

So as we scan the horizon ahead, we
can recognize the difficulties and the
demands that will be placed on us in the
1970%. It will not be possible to meet
these difficulties, resolve these demands
unless each of us in the Navy develops
and exploits new and meaningful ap-
proaches which can meet our needs at
modest cost. It will be an All Hands
operation—like the old coaling ship op-
eration.

Doing the best we can within our
limited resources, while meeting the
increased requirements placed on the
Navy-Marine Corps team will indeed
make this a most challenging decade.

w7 b

R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy
President, Naval War College

Cover: Artist Russ Vickers’ concept of the USS Raymond A. Spruance, DD-963, a
new class of destroyer scheduled for delivery in the fall of 1974.
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Alexis de Tocqueville noted in his Democracy in America that the concern over
domestic issues which characterized most 4mericans caused them to ignore military
matters until an extreme danger had arisen. Once aroused, however, they were
inclined to give foreign affairs their undivided attention and effort until the
immediate problem was solved. This “Tocqueville oscillation” has continued into the
present century with unfortunate effects. In the modern world, where both total war
and military procrastination are increasingly unsuitable to the conditions of the time,
Americans must constantly seek to reduce the dimensions of this oscillation and
maintain a vital yel realistic place in the world.

THE DOMESTIC DETERMiINANTS

OF FOREIGN POLICY

OR THE TOCQUEVILLE OSCILLATION

An address delivered at the Naval War College

by

Dr. Walt W. Rostow

A distinguished psychiatrist at Yale,
at the time when Andy McBurney and [
were there together, once was asked by
a lady in a question period after a
fecture, “What do the undergraduates
think about sex when they discover it?”
He replied in three words, “They like
i.”

As | thought about the subject Dick
Colbert put to me, The Domestic Deter-
minants of Foreign Policy, | asked
mysell  this question: What do the
American people think about foreign
policy? My general reply is, “They
dislike 11.”

For almost two-hundred years now,
the prevailing sentiment in our country
has been a passionate desire that foreign
policy go away and not bother us. There
were, it’s  true,

some (:xcvplional

moments when domestic imperatives led
to military action and set purposeful
objectives in foreign policy. These were
times of controversy. The Revolution-
ary War was stirred up by some rather
awkward fiscal and tax problems, within
the British Colonial system. Only a third
or 50 of the American people actively
supported the independence movement.
There was a strong Tory minority as
well as many who viewed the struggle
with apathy. The War of 1812 had its
Western Warhawks who saw cconomic
advantage if we could steal Canada
while the British were otherwise oceu-
pied. But it also had its vigorous oppo-
nents, some of whom drafted the far-
reaching resolutions al the Hartford
Convention of January 1815; one of
which would have drastically limited the
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warmaking powers of the Commander
in Chief.

In 1846 strong domestic interests
pressed Polk to seck war with Mexico in
order to assure the entrance of Califor-
nia into the Union. Once again there
was a sturdy anti-war movement here-
abouts.

Finally a feverish public opinion
pressed on McKinley to lift Spanish rule
from Cuba after the sinking of the
MAINE. But the passions of empire
waned quickly in the face of guerrilla
war in the Philippines and a strong
anti-imperialist movement in domestic
policy.

But these, as I say, were exceptional
times. The prevailing balance in Ameri-
can thought in foreign policy, and in
our security budget was to avoid, not to
seek, engagement in the world, especial-
ly outside this hemisphere. On the eve
of the First World War—in 1913--our
national security budget was about one
percent of Gross National Product,
about a third the level of the security
budget in Britain and Germany.

Nevertheless, the fact is that in this
century, we have four times been in-
volved in major military conflicts. How
did American participation in these wars
come about? How did we become a
global power?

We came to where we are, I suggest,
by living by Dr. Johnson’s famous prop-
osition. He said: “When a man knows
he’s to be hanged in a fortnight, it
concentrates his mind wonderfully.”

In 1916 Wilson won reelection on
the platform: “Too proud to fight; he
kept us out of war.” But five months
later we went to war in the face of
unrestricted German submarine warfare
and the palpable threat it represented to
our control over the Atlantic, as well as
to the survival of Britain and France.

For the next gencration, we re-
mained essentially isolationist, acutely
and purposclully so, in the 1930, In
the spring of 1940, in the phoney war
period, 65 percent of the American

people supported aid to the Allies under
the condition that it be short of involve-
ment in the war. Then Paris fell, Britain
was beleaguered, the French coast be-
came a base for German submarines;
and by January 1941, about 70 percent
of the American people were for aiding
Britain even at the risk of war.

In Asia, America passively observed
the Japanese takcover of Manchuria in
1931, and then the major cities of
China. In 1940-41 the Japanesc moved
into Indochina and toward Indonesia.
Franklin Roosevelt had every interest in
concentrating, at that time, American
attention and American resources on
rearmament at home, and aid to Britain
and, then, to Russia. But he could not
bring himself to accept passively the
Japanese takeover of the balance of
power in Asia, including control of the
sea routes Lo the Indian Ocean and to
Australia and New Zealand. He cut off
shipments to Japan of scrap metal and
oil, and froze Japanese assets in the
United States.

Indochina was the substance of the
diplomatic dialogue with Japan right
down to the eve of Pearl Harbor.

At Yalta Roosevelt told Stalin that
the American people would not support
the present military foree in Europe for
more than two years. And the postwar
dismantling of our armed forces ap-
peared lo support Roosevelt’s assess-
ment. Only when the balance of power
in southern and western Furope was
clearly threatened, by a mixture of
economic¢  weakness and Communist
pressure, did President Truman respond
in 1947 And he did so only after
surrendering hard-won wartime commit-
ments to the political freedom of Po-
land, in particular, and Eastern Europe
in general.

[n Korca the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and then in public the Secretary of
State in January 1950, drew the line of
the American defense perimeter through
the Tsushima Straits after American
forces began to withdraw in 1949. Six
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months later South Korea was invaded.
The United States responded both to
protect the balance of power in the
Northwest Pacific and to give newborn
NATO, now confronted with a nuclear
Soviet Union, some credibility.

Out of the Korean experience other
pacts were formed, to make explicit the
American ecommitment to hold the
balance of power in the Middle East,
South and Southeast Asia; and thus to
deter further overt aggression across
international frontiers. After their fail-
ure in Korea, the Communists turned to
guerrilla warfare as a primary tool.
Hanoi decided that it could proceed
with success in Southeast Asia, despite
the SEATO Treaty, and later, the
Geneva Accords on Laos of 1962, The
United States did not react promptly
and decisively to the violation of the
Laos Accords. And in 1965, in conse-
quence, we  confronted a choice of
fighting or secing an area judged critical
to the American interest, fall to aggres-
sion; a judgment incorporated in treaty,
in a Congressional resolution, as well as
in the words and actions of three
successive Presidents.

Now what are we to make of this
story of erratic American behavior from
1916 to 19657

1 believe it comes to this: whatever
the speeches made and the postures
struck during intervals of quiet, or
relative quiet, the United States as a
nation has behaved systematically as if
it were endangered when a single poten-
tially hostile power should seize control
of the balance of power in Europe or
Asia, or ol course, to emplace itself
south of us, in this hemisphere. But the
United States has not acted regularly on
this proposition in Europe or Asia. We
acted only when the gallows hove into
view. Between such crises we talked and
behaved in ways which led a whole
series of ambitious men in Europe and
Asia to believe we would acquicsee in
the fulfillment of their dreams for
dominant power. I know no story more

worth contemplating than the statement
of Vishinsky made in the presence of
Americans after the Korcan War. Vishin-
sky said that the Americans had de-
ceived Moscow aboul our intercst in
South Korea. In quite different ways
the Kaiser, and Hitler, Mussolini, the
Japanese militarists, Stalin and Ho Chi-
Minh, could all claim to have been
deceived by us. In a most dangerous
century we have, time after time, per-
mitled, even created, a gap—a gap be-
tween the image of American interests,
projected by the dynamics of American
domestic life, and our behavior as a
nation, when the balance of power in
Europe or Asia was actually at stake.

I believe this oscillation has con-
tributed substantially to the instability
of the world arena over the past 54
years. And I believe a consciousness of
this oscillation has strongly shaped the
policy of all our Presidents since 1945.

No man can confidently read the
mind of a President of the United
States. Only the President himsel{ can
know the balances struck among the
immense array of factors that enter into
his decisions. But 1 do know this much.
In making his decisions on Southeast
Asia in 1961, President Kennedy did
not believe his option was war, if he
stood firm on the treaty commitment,
versus peace if he let Laos and Vietnam
slide away. He beclieved the United
States in the end would not acquiesce in
the region from Saigon and Vientiane,
lo Singapore and Jakarta, falling under
the hegemony of a potential enemy. He
was conscious, too, that Burma was the
military gateway to the Indian subcon-
tinent; and that the American perfor-
mance in Southeast Asia would affect
profoundly the stability of other regions
in the world. He believed his realistic
oplion was to stand on the treaty
commitment, whatever the cost, or see
the United States engaged in a wider
war [lairly soon.

I know, as you do, what President



Johnson said at San Antonio on 29
September, 1967, He said,

I cannot tell you tonight as
your President with certainty,
that a Communist conquest of
South Vietnam would be followed
by a Communist conquest of
Southeast Asia. But I do know
there are North Vietnamese
troops in Laos. T do know there
are North Vietnamese-trained
guerrillas  tonight in  Northeast
Thailand. I do know that there are
Communist-supported  guerrilla
forces operating in Burma. And a
Communist coup was barely a-
verted in Indonesia, the fifth larg-
est nation in the world. So your
American President can not tell
you with certainty that a South-
east Asia dominated by Com-
munist power would bring a Third
World War much closer to a terri-
ble reality. One could hope that
this would not be so; but all that
we have learned in this tragic
century strongly suggests Lo me
that it would be so. As President
of the United States, I'm not
prepared to gamble on the chance
that it is not so. I'm not prepared
to risk the security, indeed the
survival of this American nation
on mere hope and wishful think-
ing. I’'m convinced that by secing
this struggle through now, we are
greatly reducing the chances of a
much larger war, perhaps a nu-
clear war. | would rather stand in
Vietnam, in our time and by
meeting this danger now and
facing up to it, thereby reduce
this danger for our children and
for our grandchildren.

And President Nixon outlined in
some detail a similar calculus, when he
summed up on 3 November, 1969: “For
the future of peace, precipitate with-
drawal from Vietnam would thus be a
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disaster of immense magnitude. It
would not bring peace; it would bring
more war.

The heart of the tension in con-
temporary America over Southeast Asia
has been, then, between the choices as
seen by the Presidents, on the one hand,
and those who came to oppose them, on
the other. The Presidents have scen the
real choice before us as pursuing the
engagement there through to stable
peace, versus a larger war, and quite
possibly, a nuclear war. The opponents
of their policy in Southeast Asia argue,
in effect, that American disengagement
from Southeast Asia would lead to
peace or to a situation in which the
United States would or could, passively
acquiesce in safety.

There has been and there remains, a
dangerous gap between the national
interest as our Presidents see it, and as
we have scen it as a nation at times of
acute crises; and the way many Ameri-
cans sec it, when the danger of a major
shift in the balance of power in Europe
and Asia is not palpable.

What is the basis of this gap? It
arises, 1 believe, from the nature of
democracy, and particularly democracy
in the United States. Alexis de Tocque-
ville stated the problem vividly a hun-
dred and thirty-five years ago. In
Democracy in America he describes the
overwhelming attraction of civil life for
Americans “placed in the midst of the
wilderness where they have, so to speak,
no neighbors.” He believed “the exces-
sive love of the whole community for
quiet” would lecad Americans to ignore
military problems until they became
acute, and then they would turn to deal
with them late, but wholeheartedly. It
was an awareness of what we might call
“Tocqueville behavior” by Americans
between 1916 and 1947 which led
President Truman to face up to Stalin’s
threal in Europe before it became a
purely military threat. Our Presidents
have understood how dangerous the
Tocqueville oscillation might be in a
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nuclear and highly interdependent
world.

And they have understood something
else imposed on us by the coming of
nuclear weapons. They have been con-
scious in Korea and Southeast Asia, but
also in the Middle East and in Berlin and
the Cuban Missile Crisis, that danger lay
not merely in a late reaction, but in a
wholehearted turning to war, engaging
in Tocqueville’s phrase, “the full pas-
sions of the people.” There is no ration-
al place for tolal war in a nuclear age.

Contrary to older American instinct,
then, we have been trying to deter
threats to the balance of power in
Furope and Asia in a forchanded way,
and when challenged, to use limited,
rather than total force. This has been
difficult for us Americans, given our
history and our national operating style.
It has been made more difficult by two
other strands of thought and fecling at
work in our domestic life in recent
limes.

First, the feeling that the United
States is, in some sense, overcommitted
or disproportionately commitied on the
world scene. Second, an opinion among
some that the fate of Asia does not, in
fact, matter all that much to the United
States. I shall say something about each
of these factors in turn.

First, the question of American over-
commitment. After the Cuba Missile
Crisis, | took stock with some of my
colleagues in  the State Department
(including Dick Colbert) of the forces
which gathered strength after that his-
toric evenl. One fact was central. The
fear of Moscow, rightly or wrongly, was
considerably reduced in the world, once
the technique of nuclear blackmail was
faced down by President Kennedy; and,
partially in consequence, the Sino-
Soviet split became more overt and
more intense. In every part of the world
this reduction in fear and tension led to
an increased desire of nations to take a
larger hand in shaping their own des
tiny. The image of a bipolar world was

weakened, both by Khrushchey’s failure
in the Caribbean and by the evident
disarray of the Communist camp. There
secemed to be more opportunities for
old-fashioned nationalism and for the
nation-state. In the United States there
developed a feeling that the Communist
threat had been reduced, and somchow,
the world ought to be more manageable
with less American elfort, cost, and
commilment.

Analyzing these trends I concluded
that the problems actually confronted
demanded stronger and more effective
regional cooperation—if the nations of
the world in fact, were to forge a
destiny increasingly independent of the
major powers. If rich European nations
of sixty million could not handle their
problems without effective regional co-
operation, how could nations in the
less-developed areas do so on a nation-
alist basis? As for the United States, 1
concluded, that the heart of the prob-
lem was nol excessive commitment, but
a sense of excessive loneliness in bearing
the burdens of the world. Our actual
outlays for security purposes were, in
fact, declining slightly in the first half of
the 1960°s, as a proportion of GNP. But
the American image was one of our
carrying an unfair share of the task of
maintaining minimal order and progress
in the world arena.

| cite this exercise, which was set out
formally in a paper dated April 1965,
because it preceded our full engagement
in Vietnam. The paper commended in-
creased American support for regional-
ism in Latin America, Africa, and Asia,
as well as for continued support of
regionalism in Western Europe. And it
commended inereased American effort
to move toward a more equal sharing of
the sccurilty and economic burdens of
the world community.

Quite independent of the State De-
partment’s  Policy  Planner, President
Johnson had come to a similar conclu-
sion. And in one of the least-noted, but
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most important foreign policy develop-
ments in recent years, President John-
son moved systematically, particularly
from 1966 on, to make the encourage-
ment of regionalism central to American
policy in Latin America, Africa, and
Asia; and o shift our global arrange-
ments in monetary affairs, in trade and
aid, on to what he called a partnership
and fair-share basis.

President  Johnson articulated  this
strategy fully in a speech in New Or-
feans on 10 September, 1968. Warning,
as he came close to the end of his term
against isolationism, he stated this alter-
native doctrine: “We have always hoped
and belicved that as our friends and
allies grew in strength, our burden
would grow less lonely. We have been
moving over the last few years toward a
long-run position in which the United
States would be able to assume its
responsibility in enterprises of common
concern, but our partners would be able
to assume theirs. 1 believe the day will
soon come which we have been building
toward for lwenty years, when some
American President will be able to say
to the American people, “The United
States is assuming its fair share of
responsibility in promoting peace and
progress in the world, but the United
States is assuming no more, or no less
than its fair share.”

President  Nixons  foreign  policy
paper of 18 February, 1970, was as you
know, in much the same spirit.

What is it then, that the United
States is trying to accomplish? First, our
Presidents  have recognized that the
American interest in avoiding domina-
tion of Europe or Asia, and indeed,
Latin America or Africa, by a poten-
tially hostile power, is an abiding in-
terest of the United States. 1t 1s height-
ened, nol diminished, by the nature of
modern weapons and means of com-
munications.  Second, they recognize
that this negative interest is fully shared
by the smaller nations of these regions.
[n fact, this convergence between our

interests and theirs, has been the under-
lying strength of American postwar di-
plomacy.

The nations of Europe do not wish
to be dominated by Russia, or Ger-
many, or United States. The nations of
Asia do not wish to be dominated by
China, or Japan, or Russia, or the
United States. The nations of Africa,
south of the Sahara, wish to forge their
destiny without the military presence or
political dominance of any major ex-
ternal power. The wisest leaders of
Latin America wish not only to keep
extra-continental powers out of the
sccurily affairs in this hemisphere, but
they wish to build societies in a regional
structure, which would permit them to
deal with the Colossus of the North,
from a base of greater strength and
greater dignity, That is the underlying
political objective of movements toward
Latin American cconomic integration.

The United States has been able to
throw its weight behind regionalism in
all these areas, because our interest does
not require that we dominate, and
because the stronger the regional organi-
zations, so long as they are not domi-
nated by a potentially hostile power,
the more likely they are to resolve their
own problems, and reduce the level of
American commitment and concern.

Third, the Presidents have recognized
that the pace at which the United States
could safely step back, had 1o be deli-
cately adjusted to the rise of strength
and cohesiveness in the regions. They
recoghized in Europe, for example, that
a premature and excessive pullout of
American forces from NATO, would
lead not to a new and better balanced
Atlantic cquilibrium, but to crisis -a
crisis as dangerous as, or more danger-
ous than the Berlin crises of 1948-49
and 1961-62,

The exercise called Vietnamization,
if I understand it correctly, is an cven
more delicate exercise in shifting the
balance of respounsibilities in Southcast
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Asia in ways that would avoid collapse
of the region, chaos, and a larger war.

The strategy of our moving back in
degree as the strength and cohesiveness
of others permit them to take a larger
hand in shaping their destiny, while
avoiding a collapse of the balance of
power in regions of vital interest to the
United States, is certainly the most
subtle and difficult task of foreign
policy ever undertaken by the United
States.

This is so because historically
America has performed best when it
faced a palpable and acute problem.
One widely recognized and defined in
common terms and in the solution of
which we could roll up our sleeves and
address our full cnergies, talents, and
resources in a straight{forward way. The
First World War, once we were in it, was
a problem of this kind; the Great
Depression after  1933; the Second
World War after Pearl Harbor; Stalin’s
challenge in  western and southern
Europe in 1947; the race to put a man
on the moon after the Soviet launching
of the first Sputnik. These slambang,
straightforward affairs fitted well the
national style.

Now we are trying to do something
quite different. After the Second World
War we moved into vacuums of power—
not to build an ¢mpire—but because the
cost of not moving in was judged—case
by case—more dangerous than the reluc-
tant acceptance of additional responsi-
bility in a war-weakened world. Now a
quarter-century later we are trying to
manage a redistribution of responsibility
in which we will do less, others will do
more, without inducing major crises or
chaos on the world scene. We are trying
safely to withdraw in degree from the
preponderant positions we initially built
after 1945. We are trying to exploit
construclively the gathering strength of
others on the world scene, their desire
increasingly to shape their own destiny
without being dominated by any major
power including the United States, and

the fact that the abiding American
interest is satisfied by an essentially
negative proposition—that no poten-
tially hostile power hold the balance of
power in Europe and Asia.

This is the complex pattern of policy
which our Government has been trying
to pursue in recent years in order to
reconcile abiding American interests and
the widespread sense in America that we
were somehow, overcommitted or dis-
proportionately committed in the first
postwar generation.

The pursuit of this policy is obvious-
ly complicated by many forces in our
domestic life: an economy subjecl both
to rising uncmployment and rising
prices, which is not developing enough
real resources [or public purposes, from
the tax base; an infirm balance of
payments position; acule racial tension;
massive tasks of urban rehabilitation;
the cleaning of the air and water; an
ardent margin of the affluent young,
affronted by the ugliness of war, racial
inequity, and other gaps between
American aspiration and performance,
who have been led to believe that a
quick route to the humane and decent
life they seek, lies in confrontation and
violence and destruction.

I cannot, evidently, deal with all
these features of the domestic scene
here: the reactions they set up in our
political life; and their playback effects
on our ability to conduct the mature
and subtle foreign policy which our
interests require and to which we have
been committed.

But I will say a few words about one
view to which some Americans have
come, in part driven by these domestic
pressures: the view that the United
States can safely abandon its interests in
and its commitments to Asia and let the
forces at work there find their way to
chaos or equilibrium, war or peace,
without American participation. Let me
quote the words of John Gardner,
whom [ regard as a good friend as well
as an old and respected colleague.
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Anguished by the intensity of our
domestic debate and the urgency of our
unsolved domestic problems, he coun-
sels abandonment of our role in Viet-
nam and of our peacekeeping commit-
ment in Asia. | quote him as an elo-
quent and sensitive representative of a
good many Americans whose views on
Vietnam and Asia have changed. Here is
a passage from an interview with Gard-
ner published in The Christian Science
Monitor, 8 June of this year. He was
asked what should the President do
about Vietnam. He began:

[ think that if the President
would set a date, a terminal date
(the questioner broke in: “You're
speaking about gelting troops
entirely out?’) that’s right, he
said, it would be extremely help-
ful. 1 think if we would finally
relinquish the notion that the
word winning or losing has any
relevance whatever any more with
respect to Vietnam. The whole
relevance of those two words is a
thing of the past now. If he, as the
President, would relinquish what
appears to have been his concep-
tion in his last Press Conference
that we might conceivably be the
peacekeeper in the Asian world, 1
think we could move expedi-
tiously to get out of Vietnam and
I think it would produce very
considerable change in our na-
tional mood. Then I think, mov-
ing vigorously on domestic priori-
ties, would be the next order of
business. And the nation is ready
for it. People are hungry for it
Americans are not people who
want to turn their backs on their
problems.

Elsewhere in this interview, Gardner
said: “Nothing we could possibly be
accomplishing in Southeast Asia could
balance or compensate for what the war
is doing to this country.”

This is a solemn proposition. It ought
to be discussed dispassionately, with
care, since we all recognize the burden
that’s thrown upon our national life by
the war in Southeast Asia. The proposi-
tion is, as | understand it, that the
United States should promptly with-
draw its forces and commitments from
Vietnam whatever the consequences
may be in Asia and on the World scene.

Contrary to every conceivable politi-
cal and personal interest, three Ameri-
can Presidents—and one might add
indeed, President Eisenhower as a
fourth—decided that the forces set in
motion by such a decision risked a
larger war in Asia and dangerous insta-
bility in other regions of the world. I
believe no citizen taking a contrary view
can, in good conscicnce, ignore the lines
of argument that led our Presidents to
this conclusion. For the risk of a larger
war—quite possibly a nuclear war—
should weigh heavily in the scales in
assessing how much of a burden we can
afford to bear at home.

Now 1 would not pretend to recon-
struct fully the lines of argument which
led the Presidents to this painful judg-
ment; although in two cases [ have some
knowledge of their thoughts. But 1
would offer my own brief summary of
at least some of the possible or probable
causes of unconditional, immediate
withdrawal from commitment in Viet-
nam and Asia.

First, the withdrawal of American
commitment in Southeast Asia would
change the terms of the debate going
forward in mainland China. Powerful
forces are at work there to move post-
Mao China toward the long-delayed
concentration of its energies and talents
on the modernization of its life. Amen-
can withdrawal would, in my view,
inevitably lead Peking not to concen-
trate on its domestic tasks, bul to
exploit its new opportunitics to the
South. No one can predicl the precise
form in which a nuclear China, with
huge ground forces, would exercise its



12 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

power in the vacuum we would create.
But I can not believe that Peking would
remain passive. Indeed, it is not passive
now: in its influence on Hanoi; its
roadbuilding in Laos; and its actions
elsewhere.

Second, the nations of Southeast
Asia, certainly as far as Singapore—quite
possibly as far as Indonesia—would lose
their independence, as for example, Lece
Quang Yew, Prime Minister of Singa-
pore, believes; or be thrown inlo a
protracted military or quasi-military
struggle which would disorient for some
of them, exceedingly promising paths to
economic, social and political develop-
ment.

Third, Burma in particular, would
cither fall under Communist domination
or become the scene of an Indian/
Chinese struggle. For Burma, not Tibet,
is the point of critical strategic danger
for the Indian subcontinent; a proposi-
tion consistently made to me in private,
with equal lucidity, by high and respon-
sible officials of both India and Paki-
stan,

Fourth, almost certainly Japan and
India would quickly acquire nuclear
weapons, and quite possibly the Non-
proliferation Treaty would dic else-
where in the world as well. It is perhaps
not generally understood that the will-
ingness of many nations to forego the
production of nuclear weapons is based
on a carefully balanced calculation—a
calculation that relies upon the United
States, explicit or implicit, to provide
marginally greater security at less risk
than going it alone on the basis of a
national nuclear capability. The policy
Gardner proposes would shift thal mar-
ginal calculation. An America that
walked away from a treaty commilment
because it could not deal with its
domestic problems—after bringing into
the field a half million of its armed
forces, and encouraging a small ally to
fight desperately for its independence—
that kind of America might not be

regarded as a reliable ally on such a
mortal issue in Asia or elsewhere.

Paragraph | of Article X of the
Nonproliferation Treaty, opens with
this sentence: “Fach party shall, in
exercising its national sovereignty, have
the right to withdraw from the Treaty if
it decides that extraordinary events re-
lated to the subject matter of this
treaty, have jeopardized the supreme
interests of its country.” 1 believe an
American withdrawal from a treaty
commitment in a critical part of the
world on the grounds that its domestic
problems did not permit it to continue
to honor that treaty could well be
judged an extraordinary cvent related to
the subject matter of the Nonprolifera-
tion Trealy, jeopardizing the supreme
interests of nations which now depend
upon us. We should be quite clear that
whalever public  postures they may
strike on one issue or another, India and
Japan, as well as many others, count on
our nuclear deterrent and the will, as
well as the hardware, that gives it
meaning.

Fifth, 1 would put a question which
every American must answer for him-
self, out of his knowledge and sense of
our counlry, its history, and its charac-
ter. The question is this: at home,
would the United States obscrve these
consequences of its decision passively?
Would we turn with energy and pride
and unity, to clean the air and the water
and deal with the ghettos, the racial
inequities, as we read of Hue-like slaugh-
ter in Vietnam and e¢lsewhere? Of an
Asia thrown into chaos or worse? Of a
world gripped of a proliferating nuclear
arms race”’

And what of the effects of all this in
Moscow? Cairo?

I for one, do not believe that we
would remain unified and passive. |
agree with Gardner that Americans are
not people who want to turn their backs
on their problems. We might repeat
what [ called the Toequeville oscillation,
in a peculiarly dangerous way. But I do
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not believe that we Americans in the
end, will turn our backs on Asia and on
the world.

For what is Asia? Asia is the place
where about 60 percent of humanity
now live and will continue to live. In the
year 2000, which is not so far away,
Asia’s population will be about ten
times that of the United States—say, 3.7
billion souls. There are some I know,
who regard Asia as primitive, in no way
to be compared to Europe, in potential
importance to the United States. But as
anyone who has recently been to Asia
knows, it is a region on the march. We
are all familiar with the extraordinary
growth of Japan, now the third indus-
trial power in the world and closing fast
on a sluggish Soviet Union. But in South
Korea, Taiwan, Thailand, and in Malay-
sia and Singapore, and in India, Paki-
stan, and Iran as well, the moderniza-
tion of these old societies is moving
forward swiftly. And Indonesia, too, is
coming oul of the c¢haos in which
Sukarno left it. Mainland China has
been virtually stalled for a decade, set
back first by the failure of the Great
Leap Forward, and then by the Cultural
Revolution. But sometime in the years
ahead the great natural gifts of the
Chinese on the mainland will come to
be focused on the modernization of that
society in more or less rational ways.

Around about the year 2000, then,
we shall face across the Pacific almost
four billion people, who by that time
will have acquired the capacity to use
most of then-cxisting technology. They
will have reached, or be close to reach-
ing the stage of growth | have described
as technological maturily. In income per
capita they will not be rich. They will
average, perhaps, only about $350 per
capita. The average brought down by
the low starting point and heavy weight
in the Asian index of the Indian subcon-
tinent and mainland China. But Asia
will be a formidable center of power, a
major factor in the kind of life Ameri-
cans—that is to say, our children and

grandchildren—will then lead.

Right now 1 believe the kind of Asia
that will exist in the year 2000 is being
determined.

[t is being determined by the out-
come of the debate on the mainland
concerning post-Mao Chinese domestic
and foreign policy and priority. It is
being determined by the Japanese and
Indian decisions on the Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty. It is being determined
above all, by a growing sense of regional
cooperation that has emerged since the
United States honored its commitment
to South Vietnam in 1965 at a time of
mortal danger to Southeast Asia.

Each of these factors will be drasti-
cally affected by the way we conduct
ourselves in Southeast Asia. If we pa-
tiently, painfully, see it through to an
honorable, stable peace in Southeast
Asia, there is a decent hope that the
Asia that emerges will not be dominated
by any single power. It could be an Asia
in which the inherent weight of main-
land China is balanced by the coopera-
tive efforts of others living in the great
and vital arc from Seoul and Tokyo, to
Karachi and Teheran—an Asia not hos-
tile to China, but offering to it no
temptation to expand; an Asia to whose
multilateral efforts Japan could make an
cnormous contribution; an Asia where
nuclear proliferation did not happen;
where the guarantee of the United
States remained good; but whose in-
herent strength and cooperation per-
mitted us to fall back to a role of
even-handed partnership across the Pa-
cific.

That outcome 1s not assured; but it is
a decent hope, because it is rooted in a
political reality—the political reality
that most Asians share with the United
States, the abiding interest that the
region not be dominated by a single
power.

If we do not see it through to an
honorable and stable peace in Southeast
Asia, we could confront a very different
and dangerous concentration of power
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across the Pacific which would alter the
whole setting of American society and
its inner life, and pose dangers greater
than those that came upon us at Pearl
Harbor. I disagree, therefore, with John
Gardner’s dictum that “nothing that we
could possibly be accomplishing in
Southeast Asia could balance or com-
pensate for what the war is doing to this
country.”

The state of Asia and America’s
long-run relation to Asia is at stake, and
this is a very great matter indeed.

Now, neither as a former public
servant, nor as an active teacher, nor as
a social scientist, nor as a man, am |
insensitive to the cost of our commit-
ment in Southeast Asia and the war in
which we are still engaged. Clearly, the
war in Vietnam has contributed substan-
tially to student unrest in the United
States. But I do not believe the war is
primarily responsible for the restlessness
and dissatisfaction of the young. Stu-
dent unrest is a global phenomenon in
the developed—the richer—countries of
the world.

Clearly, the war has diverted substa-
ntial resources from private or public
purposes. But I do not believe it is
primarily responsible for the slackening
in allocations to the cities, or education,
or for the present state of racial tension.
The net cost of the war in Vietnam—
what we would actually save by aban-
doning the effort—is less than 2 percent
of our GNP. The figure is declining, it is
not rising. At a normal 4 percent growth
rate, it is less than half the annual
increment in GNP we should have avail-
able to allocate to new private and
public purposes. I regret every nickel of
it, as I regret even more every casualty
of the war, whether American or other.
But with a GNP approaching a trillion
dollars, we obviously command the re-
sources in the United States to do far
more in the public sector if we manage
the economy well and generate the
political will to allocate those resources
wisely. And while the war in Vietnam is

not irrelevant to the problem of bring-
ing the Negro to full citizenship in our
land, [ do not believe for one moment
that it is a critical barrier.

The coming of stable peace in South-
cast Asia would surely ease some of the
stratn in our domestic life; but our
domestic problems have different and
deeper roots and must be dealt with
essentially in their own terms.

In considering our domestic life in
relation to our foreign policy, I would
make one further and related point.
Historically, in this century, we have
had domestic and foreign policy crises
in sequence. Wilson had time to launch
his New Freedom Program after his
clection in 1912, before confronting the
realities of the First World War. For
good or ill—and probably for ill—
Franklin Roosevelt could launch his
New Deal Program in an America locked
into isolationism; and that program had
run its course well before the outbreak
of the Second World War. President
Truman could face the Cold War crises
of 1945 to 1952 from a base which did
not generate acute pressures for domes-
tic innovation. He was, in fact, well out
in front of his Congressional support in
proposing domestic legislative innova-
tions. But since 1963—say, from the
Civil Rights March on Washington of
August and the assassination of Diem in
November—our political life has been
strained by simultaneous crises of an
acute kind, at home and abroad.

I can easily understand the instinct
of Gardner and others, somehow to get
“abroad” off our neck so we can whole-
heartedly turn to affairs at home. And 1
believe history will record that President
Johnson faced—and now President
Nixon faces—challenges of unique sever-
ity because of this convergence in time
of domestic and foreign crises. But
history is ruthless with those who build
their policies on illusion. And 1 believe
it is an illusion to hold that America at
this time in history, can safely walk
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enabled to achieve best that is in
him, and we are the declared
enemies of all conditions such as
disease, and ignorance, and pov-
erty, which stunt the individual
and prevent such fulfillment. We
believe in equality before the law,
equal political suffrage, and dear-
est of all to Americans, equality
of opportunity.

To the extent that we’ve made
progress on these matters, we've
done so through fierce and faith-
ful effort. Courageous men and
women have spent lifetimes of
effort, endurance, and frustration
in pursuit of these aims. Others
have fought and died for them.
And the same measure of devo-
tion is required today. The fact
that millions of men and women
have died violent deaths defending
the ideal of individual freedom
does not insure the survival of the
ideal if we cease paying our tithes
of devotion.

These words were written by John
Gardner in an essay called “Excellence,”
published in 1961. I do not quote them
now to score off an old and respected

friend; for Gardner and others have
painfully come to the conclusion that
we cannot both keep a society of
quality and excellence at home and
support our search for a decent and
stable peace in Asia. In all conscience,
the decade since his words were written
has been a bruising, difficult, dangerous
—but 1 would also say —a creative period
in the life of America and the world
community. Looking at what we have
experienced, and having lived through
it, knowing a little of its lacerations, 1
can understand why some would draw
back to a more limited vision of our

agenda.

But I do not. I believe withdrawal to
a search for the good hife at home in a
world of war and chaos and deepening
danger, is an illusion. And neither we
nor humanity at large can afford an-
other Tocqueville oscillation. There is
no other rational way for America than
to go forward on both fronts, increas-
ingly sharing the burdens abroad with
those capable and willing to play their
part. Despite the debatc that swirls
around us, | believe deep within our
nation is the understanding, the
strength, and the will to do so.
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Research and development are important to military planners because they create
options and alternatives for future national strategy. The crucial lead which the
United States enjoyed in the 1960’s in the deployment of solid-fueled 1CBM’s and
Polaris SSBN’s was due in large measure lo the resources allocated for technological
research in the previous decade. Today, however, the U.S.S.R. is on the point of
overtaking the United States in terms of expenditures allocated for basic research. If
this trend is not corrected, the future may see the U.S.S.R. assume the initiative in
military technology.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY OF THE FUTURE
AND THEIR IMPACT ON STRATEGY

A lecture delivered at the Naval War College
by
Dr. John S. Foster, Jr.

I am grateful to have this opportu-
nity to discuss with you the important
influence that science and technology
have on our strategic capabilities. Today
this Nation has both land-based and
sea-based strategic nuclear deterrent
forces because we did the necessary
research and development in the 1940’
and 1950%. The R&D that we did in the
1960’s will give us strategic weapon
choices through much of the 1970%s. At
the same time, the R&D we did not
do—but should have done—will show up
as limitations on our future strategic
choices.

The Defense program of rescarch and
development—the  establishment of a
scientific and technological base—is
really a business of creating options. It
enables the Secretary of Defense and
the President to choose between alter-
nate systems tn striving to achieve

national goals. It is our job to make surc
that the future strategic options we
offer to Mr. Nixon’s successor are better
than those provided Mr. Kosygin’s suc-
CesSOr.

Our R&D programs are not con-
ducted in a departmental vacuum, but
interact with national policies and goals.
For example:

New U.S. policies may change R&D
programs: On 25 November 1969 Presi-
dent Nixon announced that the United
States would not use biological weap-
ons, even in retaliation. As a result of
this policy, our R&D program in that
arca was redirected to be concerned
solely with defensive measures.

New missions may stimulate the
search for new technology: The neces-
sity for tracking enemy forces in the
forests of Vietnam led to the develop-
ment of remote sensors and the
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conception of the instrumented battle-
field.

New technology may change national
policies and missions: The most out-
standing examples of this interaction
between Defense R&D and national
goals are our nuclear weapons and ICBM
technology.

Today I want to talk about three
topics that will aksorb much of your
time and attention throughout your
careers: The important strategic goals of
our R&D programs, the conditions and
influences that may adversely affect our
future strategic capabilities, and the
actions we must take to forestall adverse
effects.

Defense Goals. For purposes of
analyzing our R&D programs, our broad
defense goals can be grouped into three
general categories. First, we must main-
tain our nuclear deterrent. This involves
both our ability to penetrate Soviet
defenses and the continued survivability
of our nuclear forces. Second, we must
strengthen our tactical forces—to coun-
ter known threats on land, in the air,
and at sea and to remedy deficiencies
disclosed in Vietnam. Third, we¢ must
maintain a strong base in science and
technology nurtured by a vigorous R&D
program.

Poseidon and Minuteman III are both
in the flight-test phase, and results are
encouraging. The success ratio is about
70 percent, high for this stage of devel-
opment testing; and it gives us confi-
dence that we will deploy reliable sys-
tems on the scheduled operational
dates—1970 for Minuteman Il and Jan-
uary 1971 for Poscidon. These two
weapon systems will increase our ability
to penetrate Soviet deflenses.

A major step toward improving the
survivability of an adequate fraction of
our land-based strategic missile forces is
the Safeguard system. As stated by
President Nixon, the objectives of Safe-
guard arc to protect our population
against limited attacks from the

Chinese, as well as accidentally initiated
attacks from any source, and to assure
the survival of a sufficient level of our
land-based strategic forces against an
attack by the Soviet Union. About
Safeguard Mr. Nixon said, “No Presi-
dent with the responsibility for the lives
and security of the American people
could fail to provide this protection.”

There are other ways to meet the
growing threat to Minuteman posed by
Soviet ICBM’s. We could relocate some
of the Minuteman force in hard-rock
silos, which have greater survivability
than the soil silos in which the missiles
are now deployed. And part of the
Minuteman force could be moved into a
new “‘shelter-basing” configuration, in
which the missiles are located on truck-
type transporters that could go on
warning into dispersed and hardened
shelters, increasing the uncertainty of
Soviet targeting.

Each of these options has its advan-
lages and disadvantages, and we are not
sure that the problems of land-based
missile survivability can be solved
permanently. In any case, as a backup
system, we could place greater emphasis
and dependence on our sea-based missile
forces, which now consist of Polaris and
Posecidon. The Undersea Long-Range
Missile System (ULMS) is a new pro-
gram aimed at assuring for us a sea-
based force on which we can rely in the
future.

The ULMS submarine would deploy
an intercontinental-range ballistic mis-
sile whose operating arca would be
cxpanded by a factor of 10 to 15 over
that of Polaris—greatly complicating an
enemy’s defensive efforts. The new sub-
marine would be quieter and optimized
for its role and would operate from
ports in the continental United States,
an innovation obvialing dependence on
foreign bases. Also, ULMS would pro-
vide for the orderly replacement of the
present SSBN’s at the c¢nd of their
operating lives. We are examining this
concept very carefully. With the funds



we are requesting for FY 1971, a
deployment decision could be made in
the early 1970’

We remain confident that our B-52
bomber force is still effective today.
Since the Soviets could develop a capa-
bility to blunt the deterrent value of
this force, however, we are moving
toward cngineering development of a
new strategic bomber, the B-1. If cir-
cumstances warrant its deployment, the
B-1 could be operational in late 1977 or
1978. Equipped with the standoff air-
to-surface armed decoys and missiles,
SCAD and SRAM, this bomber aircraft
would be able to deal effectively with
improved Soviet air defenses.

In summary, our major strategic pro-
grams are designed to maintain an effec-
tive nuclear deterrent. Our strategic
forces must be capable of surviving a
Soviet attack if they are to continue as a
credible deterrent. To ensure their sur-
vivability, we must start a major restruc-
turing of our strategic forces. This is
probably a valid case now, even if the
Soviet threat does not continue to grow.
Substantial progress in the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), of
course, would help to keep these prob-
lems within reasonable bounds.

Weapons, Equipment, and Opera-
tions. The war in Vietnam has revealed
deficiencics in our equipment and oper-
ating procedures. It has also disclosed to
potential enemies much of our current
military technological capabilities. We
need to correct both of these situations.

Land warfare, which embraces all
aspects of close combat, fire support,
field Army air defense, and battleficld
surveillance, is undergoing major
changes. The most significant develop-
ment activity in the area of close
combat is aimed at overcoming the
numerical superiority possessed by the
tank forces of the Warsaw Pact nations.
Another particularly critical problem
that now accounts for a substantial
portion of our casualties in Southeast
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Asia is posed by mines and boobytraps.
We are making some progress against
this tactic, although it strains our
present technology.

In the area of fire support, it is
planned to start, late in FY 1970, a
prototype competition for our first
optimized close-support aircraft in over
20 years.

With regard to air defense, the Red-
cye, Chaparral and Vulcan systems are
being deployed, and we are redirecting
our RDT&E efforts to the SAM-D sys-
tem. This surface-to-air missile 1is
intended to prevent modern counter-
measures technology from negating our
air defenses in the way we overcame the
Soviet-developed SAM’s deployed in
North Vietnam. In battlefield surveil-
lance, we are concentrating on exploit-
ing the remote sensors developed for the
war in Southeast Asia to give us an
altogether new combat capability based
on the concept known as the instru-
mented battlefield.

The fleet’s offensive and air defense
operations, ocean surveillance, and anti-
submarine and submarine warfare are
the building blocks of our ocean control
capability. To meet the Soviet naval
threat, we need to improve our antiship
offensive operations. Our major R&D
effort in that direction centers on the
development of Harpoon, a standoff
antiship missile system that can be
launched from a surface as well as an
airborne platform.

The Soviet antiship missile threat is
of great concern to us. In a major effort
to strengthen the defense of our surface
ships, we are developing two systems—
the Aegis advanced surface missile and
the Phalanx high-rate-of-fire gun. These
weapon systems will provide close-in
backup defense against attacks that
might penetrate the longer range
defenses.

The capabilities of the Soviets’ sub-
marine force have increased at a rate
exceeding our prior estimates. If we are
to retain the ability to counter that
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force, we must continue our R&D pro-
grams in antisubmarine warfare with
vigor and imagination. Among the
mmportant programs we started this fis-
cal year arc the S-3A, the SSN-688, and
the DD-963. We are carefully examining
new technical alternatives as they
appear.

The air-interdiction mission embraces
four aspects—counterair, defense sup-
pression, deep strike, and tactical recon-
naissance. Recent actions affecting the
Air Force F-15 and the Navy F-14 air
superiority fighters will have a major
impact on our future air warfare capa-
bilities.

The Navy’s needs in fleet air defense
will be fulfilled by the F-14A and its
long-range Phoenix missile system. The
following F-14B and C aircraft,
equipped with an advanced engine and
new avionics, will represent major
improvements in the Navy’s fleet de-
fense and air superiority.

Science and Technology. To sup-
port and strengthen our basc of military
science and technology and avoid falling
behind other nations’ achievements, our
fundamental need is to know what
developmenls in weapons are possible
and practical. In critical areas involving
long lead times—for understanding as
well as development—we cannot afford
to be taken by surprise by the scientific
and technical performance of other
countries.

Defense research and exploratory
development are aimed at both targets
of opportunity and identified needs.
Our goals are to fulfill recognized re-
quirements in military technology and,
by exploiting new technical opportu-
nities, to make possible the acquisition
of new and superior technology.

The final, very important role of our
science and technology is to provide a
hedge against uncertainties in our
knowledge of Soviet and Chinese weap-
on developments. Research and develop-
ment work in three major ways to

provide this hedge. First, if we are
abreast of the latest technological
advances, we can evaluate fragmentary
mtelligence information about Soviet
developments and weapons deployment
with some confidence. Second, we can
start various exploratory developments
so that, if our evaluations are correct,
we can quickly deploy new systems to
meet the threat. Third, by the knowl-
edge of our own R&D programs, plus
what we see going on in other countries,
we can decide whether to accelerate the
development—or even the deployment
—of new military systems.

We have seen how Defense research
and development interact in various
important ways with national policies
and goals and that our scientific and
technological base provides new weap-
ons and defenses that allow decision
makers to choose among alternative
stralegies and gives us a lead time in
which we can react to threats before
they become realities. 1t is important,
then, that we understand the condition
of research and development in the
Department of Defense.

Adverse Influences. National and
global patterns are changing, and in
these changes there are factors that
affect our R&D base both absolutely
and relatively. In this regard, 1 have no
doubts about the adequacy of our R&D
base today. I believe we have programs
and weapons equal to the challenge of
the Soviet S5-9s—including its triple
warhead—and SS-11°s; and | am con-
vinced that the leaders in the Kremlin
understand this. But I am deeply con-
cerned aboul the dangers that will
confront us 10 or 20 years from now.
Today the Soviet Union has a good
chance to take over world leadership in
technology. This is a serious conclusion,
and 1 assure you | would not state it
unless | were sure of the data on which
it 1s based.

The trends are quite clear. Ten years
ago Sovietl spending on national R&D



was 50 pereent of ours, while today it is
at about the 80 percent level. If present
trends continue, the crossover point will
come in a few years. More important,
the crossover point in funding for de-
fense, atomic energy, and space has
already arrived. In terms of equivalent
purchasing power, the Sovict Union is
now funding R&D in these areas at $16
to $17 billion annually. Our expendi-
tures in the same areas are $13 to $14
billion per yecar. The Soviel rate is
increasing by 10 to 13 percent per
year—a rate which will double their
effort in 6 to 8 years. The correspond-
ing U.S. effort is actually declining.

As you know, there are people in our
country who are simply opposed to
technology, blaming it for much of the
environmental deterioration and other
problems we face. Some would curtail
defense expenditures in favor of efforts
devoted to domestie issues. President
Nixon spoke of this in his Foreign
Policy Report.

Defense spending is of course in a
special category. It must never fall
short of the minimum needed for
security. If it does, the problem of
domestic programs may become
moot. But neither must we let
defense spending grow beyond
that justified by the defense of
our vital interests while domestic
needs go unmet.

Finally, it scems amply clear that the
Congress will not increase Defense R&D
funds until the Pentagon puts its own
house in order.

Remedial Actions. We have initiated
action to remedy some of our problems.
First, Secretaries Laird and Packard
have moved strongly to decentralize
management, and this has led to the
redefinition, eclarification, and delega-
tion of responsibilitics in the weapons
acquisilion process.

In the past the Department was often
placed in the position of trying to fulfill
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overstated requirements  with under-
developed technology. Now we will
review in detail the user’s actual needs
and then ask only for the technological
capabilities needed to satisfy those mini-
mum requirements. Next, we must
ensure that the development has been
completed fully before we make the
production decision. The functions of
the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(including my office) and the military
services have been redefined. In this
action the services are delegated more
authority to run programs, once they
have been approved.

Another broad category of remedial
actions is mission analysis. By that I
mean the development of new policy
and planning instruments similar to the
development concept papers (DCP) that
we have used in the past. The new area
papers, which impose an explicit analyt-
ical discipline, just as the DCP’s have
done, will treat DOD-wide needs in
areas such as air-to-ground attack, clec-
tronic countermeasures, and air defense.
We are formulating essential perfor-
mance, cost and schedule requirements,
and establishing clearer priorities.

One aspectl of program management
that we have been emphasizing this past
year is scheduling by achievement, in
order to assess and minimize technical
risks and uncertaintics at the most
effective times. We do this by using the
concept of milestones in carrying out
major system contracts. Applying this
concept widely and systematically—and
explicitty in contracts—is one of the
mosl important innovations in manage-
ment sinee | became Dircetor of De-
fense Resecarch and Engincering. It
requires that specific achievements, such
as avionies integration or successful
flight test, be confirmed by hardware
tests before additional major financial
commitlments are made.

Finally, the crucial point and future
challenge in all of our actions is to
design to a price, instead of trying to
control costs after the fact for the new






Many students of naval strategy do
not realize the extent to which the
Soviet Union’s newly expanded naval
and maritime establishment is depen-
dent upor the Baltic Sea for port and
vard facilities. The Soviet Union, being
aware of the Baltic’s importance, has
consistently throughout her
history to exert control over the Baltic

sought

and its exits. The strategic importance
of this body of water to Soviet maritime
strategy has forced Moscow to divert
considerable resources into defensive
preparations along the Baltic littoral and
to the development of amphibious
forces capable of seizing strategic water-
ways leading to the North Sea.
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AND

THE BALTIC SEA:

1920-1970

A research paper prepared

Captain Erwin M. Rau, Federal German Navy

Naval Command Course

During the civil war which followed
the Russian Revolution, Russia’s naval
power in the Baltic was reduced to
insignificance. The Baltic Flect lost the
political confidence of the Government
as a result of the Kronstadt mutiny of
1921, and its material and morale de-
generated further in the confusion and
chaos of the times. The Bolsheviks were
too exhausted to continue their efforts
to enforee their authority upon the
Baltic States and Finland, and they
accordingly accepted the independence
and new f{rontiers of these states in
1920. The Soviet territory on the Baltic
was confined to a narrow, icebound
loophole al the eastern extremity of the
Gulf of Finland, a foothold smaller than
at any time since Peter the Great and
one difficult to defend in the light of
the rapid increase in aircraft technology.
The Estonian boundary was less than 90

miles from Petrograd, and the Finnish
boundary was but 23 miles distant.
Leningrad, thus renamed in 1924 on
Lenin’s death, remained a key center
and the symbol of the October Revolu-
tion, cven though it had ceased to be
the capital since 1918. At that time the
Government, threatened by a German
advance, moved back to Moscow. With
over 3 million people, Leningrad con-
tinued to be an industrial and cultural
center of the first rank, and it became
again the most significant port for
forcign trade. The city in 1939 ac-
counted for a tenth of all Soviet produc-
tion. The sccurity of this city was
therefore a vital interest of Soviet
foreign policy. The Soviets’ first effort
to increase the city’s security was taken
at the first disarmament conference of
the League of Nations in 1925. There
the Soviet delegate proposed that
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warships of nonriparian states not be
allowed in the Baltic.! This effort was
futile, however, as the proposal was not
even discussed.

In 1927 the Soviet Government,
apparently abandoning her cfforts to
improve her position by serious negotia-
tion, proposed “complete, immediate,
universal and simultaneous disarma-
ment.”” This tactic in later years be-
came all too common. The Soviets
sought Lo gain a propaganda advantage
by making an apparently gencrous offer
to which impossible and nonncgotiable
conditions were attached. After the
inevitable rejections, the assertion could
then be made that all attempts were
frustrated by the capitalistic countries.

One year later the First Five Year
Plan was started, and it included a
program to create a modern shipbuild-
ing industry.> During the Second and
Third Five Year Plans, shipbuilding con-
struction was increased. Also, many
scaplanes were built and bought, and
great attention was given to submarine
construction. By 1940 the Soviets had
an inventory of about 175 submarines,
and the Red navy was regarded as
numerically having the strongest sub-
marine force in the world.? Even at the
time of her entrance into World War I,
Russia had almost as many submarines
as Germany.®

In 1931, in preparation for the dis-
armament conference to be held in
1932, the Soviet Union published an
official account of the strength of its
fleet. When the disarmament conference
failed in 1933, the Soviets opened dis-
cussions with French and [talian naval
architects and shipbuilders on the con-
struction of major warships,6

In the mid-1930’s a group of Soviet
naval officers sought to alter the mission
of the Soviet Navy from one of coastal
warfare in liaison with the army to a
high seas role backed by a fleet of
capital ships. However, the great purge
of 1937-1938 removed thousands of
officers and the nation of a high seas

fleet. This drastic reduction in the
Soviet officer corps adverscly affected
the operational readiness of the Baltic
Fleet, a situation from which it was not
able to recover before becoming in-
volved in World War I1.7

At the same time they were develop-
ing a naval capability, the Soviets were
actively seeking security for their border
arcas by diplomatic means. In
1932-1933 the Soviet Foreign Commis-
sar, Litvinoff, pressured Estonia, Latvia,
and Poland inlo a nonaggression pact,
which proved lo be but a prelude to
Moscow’s lakcover of these countries by
military force.®

The rise of Hitler in 1933 presented
new sccurity problems—the indirect
contest between ltaly and Germany
against Russia in Spain during the civil
war (1936-1939), the Anti-Comintern
Pact, which was signed by Germany,
Japan, and [taly in 1936 and 1937, the
German annexation of Austria in 1938,
and the Munich crisis arising out of the
desertion of Czechoslovakia. This was
hardly mitigated by the apparent in-
effectiveness of Britain and France in
face of the fascist challenge to the
security of the Soviet Union and the
peace of Europe. There was evidence
that these slates secretly hoped that
Germany would turn against the
USS.R. and away from Western
Europe. In light of these events, Stalin
apparently gave up any hope that
France or Britain would take any action
against Hitler and sought other means to
ensure Soviel ‘security.9

After the occupation of Czechoslo-
vakia and Memel, Britain and France,
now thoroughly alarmed at Hitler’s
ambitions and bad faith, began negoti-
ating with the USS.R. for a military
alliance. Stalin demanded the right to
send Russian troops into Poland, Fin-
land, and the Baltic States, but these
countries were naturally unwilling to
allow this, and Britain and France were

reluctant to put pressare upon them to
agree. 10



On 23 August 1939 the world was
astonished to learn of the signing of a
commercial lreaty and a nonaggression
pact for 10 years between Germany and
the U.S.S.R. The Sovicts placed great
emphasis on a secret protocol appended
to the pact which gave Moscow a free
hand in Estonia, Latvia, parts of Fin-
land, Poland, and Rumania. Germany
was allowed similar liberties in Lithua-
nia and western Poland.'!’ 12 Upon
Stalin’s suggestion, this line of demarca-
tion was amended in the treaty of
friendship signed 28 September 1939.
This provided for the greater part of
Lithuania to be added to the Sovict
sphere of interest.' 3

Soon after the secret treaty, Moscow
demanded the right to establish bases
and place Soviet troops in each country,
in each instance guarantceing frecdom
and political integrity of the state con-
cerned. Each country objected strongly,
but Moscow massed troops and made
threats of military invasion, solemnly
repeating again and again that it would
not interfere with the internal affairs of
these states. Latvia, Estonia, and Lithua-
nia finally succumbed to Sovict pressure
and threats and allowed them the bases.
Finland refused and was attacked in
November 1939. Finland, though she
had only 2 percent the population of
the U.S.S.R., gave an excellent account
of herself and staved off defeat for
many months. By the time the Russo-
Finnish war was concluded, the Soviets
possessed the same extended coastline
in the Baltic as after the third Polish
partition a century and a half before.
The Finnish frontier was now a hundred
miles from Leningrad, the Russo-
German frontier more than 500 miles.

There were other issues dividing the
German and Soviet Governments. In an
effort to restore the friendly atmos-
phere of a ycar before, Germany invited
Molotov to Berlin to discuss further the
relationship between the two countries,
Molotov arrived on 11 November 1940.
Hitler recognized the U.S.S.R.’s nced
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for safe warm-water ports and assured
Molotov he was not interested in any
eastward expansion.'® On the following
day, however, the conflicting aims of
the partners became so obvious that
there was little hope for a further
understanding. Molotov raised points
concerning security for the Soviet
Union in Bulgaria, on the Bosphorus,
and in the Dardanelles. Not one of his
questions was satisfactorily answered by
Hitler. Hitler’s unwillingness to ac-
knowledge any Soviet interests in
EBurope was clear in the discussions.
That same evening, during a conversa-
tion with Von Ribbentrop, Molotov
emphasized Soviet interests not only in
the Balkans, but also in free passage out
of the Baltic.'®

It should be mentioned that after his
return to Moscow, a memorandum con-
cerning the questions negotiated in
Berlin was handed by Molotov to the
German Ambassador on 25 November
1940. The Soviet Government never
received a reply. It was clear to Hitler
that most of Russia’s ambitions were
directed against what he considered
German interests. Thus on 18 December
1940, 5 weeks after Molotov’s visit, he
issued the famous order known by the
code name “Operation Barbarossa.” Tt
began with the following words: “The
German armed forces must be prepared
...to crush Soviet Russia in a swift
campaign.” 6

The performance of the Russian
Baltic Fleet in World War II was worse
than in World War I and can be omitted.
Much more relevant are Stalin’s political
efforts to expand Soviet influence in the
Baltic area after the war.

After the German attack on Russia in
June of 1941 and the outbreak of
hostilities between the United States
and the Axis Powers in December of
that year, an entirely new diplomatic
situation presented itself. Many con-
ferences took place, and in all of these
the territorial claims of Russia and her
desire to increase her sphere of
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influence were unmistakable.

In the discussion of strategy and
postwar objectives with British Foreign
Minister Eden in Moseow in December
of 1941, Moscow, in spite of their poor
military situation, demanded consider-
able territorial compensations. Stalin
requested the recognition of Soviet
boundaries as they were before the
German attack and, in addition, hinted
that the Soviet Government was very
interested in carrying its frontiers into
East Prussia and that it needed addi-
tional air and naval bases in Finland.

Churchill, who was underway to
Washington, reacted violently and tele-
graphed his War Cabinet: “Stalin’s
demand about Finland, Baltic States
... are directly contrary to the first,
second, and third articles of the Atlantic
Charter to which Stalin has subscribed.
There can be no question whatsoever of
our making such an agreement with the
United States.”" 7 But 3% years later—in
the Conference of Potsdam—the incor-
poration of the Baltic States and the
restoration of the 1941 Finnish-Soviet
frontier plus the occupation of Porkkala
were no longer issues. When Stalin
repeated his request of Tehran for at
least one ice-free port in the Baltic and
named the city of Konigsberg, the capi-
tal of East Prussia, he had the sympa-
thies of the President and Churchill.!®
By the displacement of Poland in a
westerly direction as far as the Oder
River and the establishing of the adja-
cent Soviet Zone of Occupation as far as
the River Trave, the sphere of Russian
influence in the Baltic to the west
expanded as never before.

In seeking his claims for territories
and influence, Stalin skillfully exploited
the differences between Roosevelt and
Churchill. At the last day in Tehran,
when the new western frontiers of
Russia and Poland were discussed, it was
agreed that the “European Advisory
Committee” in London would under-
take the task. Roosevelt again proposed
that there should be two regions of

Germany under the United Nations or
some form of international control.
These were:

l. The areca of the Kiel Canal and the
city of Hamburg,.

2. The Ruhr and the Saar.

Churchill opposed and made an alter-
native proposal, but Stalin preferred the
President’s plam.19 President Roosevelt
also had raised the question of assuring
the approaches to the Baltic Sea, having
in mind some form of trusteeship to
insure free navigation through the
approaches.  Stalin  expressed  himself
favorably in regard to this question.”®

The Kiel Canal with the city of
Hamburg was again a subject of territo-
rial negotiations in Potsdam. It is signifi-
canl that on 17 July 1945 Copenhagen
Radio stated, causing high tension in
Denmark, that Russia had demanded at
the Potsdam Conference that all the
entrances to the Baltic from the North
Sea, including the Kiel Canal, should be
placed under international control and
that the U.S.S.R. should share in this.2?
But the attitude of the U.S. President
Truman was apparently changed, pre-
sumably by memoranda of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff of the United States.??

Not to be omitted in the Soviet claim
of territory was the struggle for the
island of Fehmarn in the western Baltic.
As already mentioned, there existed a
European Advisory Commission in
London, which was created at the Con-
ference of Foreign Ministers in Moscow
in October 1943. The main task of this
body was to make plans and recom-
mendations upon the terms of surrender
and the posthostilities period. The
representatives of the United States and
the Soviet Union were the Ambassadors
in London, Mr. Winant and Mr. Gusev;
the DBritish representative was Lord
William Strang.

In discussing the boundaries of the
Zones of Occupation in Germany, Mr.
Gusev attempted to secure the alloca-
tion of the island of Fehmarn in the
Baltic to the Soviet zone. He fought



stubbornly to gain this further advance
of Soviet influence in the Baltic. But
Lord Strang no less stubbornly resisted,
though the Foreign Office had autho-
rized him to give way. He continued to
stand fast, and Gusev dropped his de-
mand.?3 It is hard to imagine what the
current Baltic strategic and political
situation might be had Lord Strang
agreed to the Russian demand for the
island of Fehmarn. The Warsaw Pact
Powers could control the Kiel bay and
the southern access to the important
waterway, the Great Belt. The distance
from Fehmarn to the opposite Danish
island is 10 nautical miles, to Kiel 35
nautical miles, and to the port of
Husum at the North Sea side of Jutland,
70 nautical miles. The credit for pre-
venting a decisive step of the Soviets on
their route to the North Sea and the
command of the Baltic is due largely to

Lord Strang.2 4

Summing up the results of the con-
ferences, it is apparent that the Soviets
did measurably enhance their position
in the Baltic. At the Yalta Conference,
Stalin was in a strong bargaining posi-
tion. The military superiority of his
armies had been established. President
Truman went to Potsdam in July 1945
with some doubts and misgivings.”® The
American and British representatives
recognized that they had only three
choices: agree with Moscow, drop the
question without decision, or come to
an open break. The Soviets demon-
strated with remarkable clarity an
ability to obstruct any decision that
impinged upon their interests, and every
such issue resulted in the second choice.

At the end of the war “the Soviet
Union emerged at this time [Potsdam]
as the unquestioned all-powerful influ-
ence in Europc.”26

In the Baltic, Moscow had gained a
coastline of about 500 nautical miles
under her direct control and another
350 nautical miles under the control of
Warsaw Pact Powers. The 600 nautical
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miles of the Finnish coastline were at
least neutralized.

Never before in her history had
Russia held such influence in this
“Mediterranean of the North™ as at the
end of World War II. At once the
Soviets began to consolidate their might
in the conquered areas and to increase
Russian influence and seapower in the
Baltic. The inconvenient question of
self-dctermination of the Baltic States
and East Prussia was solved in the
traditional Russian manner by expul-
sion, deportation, pursuit, imprison-
ment, forced citizenship, and Russifica-
tion.2”?

In the eyes of the Soviets, the Baltic
is a peripheral sca under the predomi-
nance of one riparian state. They are
essentially claiming that the Baltic is not
a part of the high seas, but is a “closed
sea.” For any traffic and trade in the
area, the Baltic should be only the point
of destination or departure, and it
should not be an open sca for any other
maritime operation. Warships of any
other than the adjacent states should
not be admitted. At the Geneva Sca
Conference in 1958, Ukraine and
Rumania attempted, in defining the
high seas, to add the following supple-
mentary paragraph: “For certain scas a
special regime of navigation may be
established for historical reasons or by
virtue of international agreements.”

Khrushchev manifested in 1957 that
the Baltic should be a sea of peace, and
the Soviet Union supported the motion
of the Ukraine and Rumania. However,
having no chance of acceptance, the
motion was withdrawn.?® The Baltic
Sea remains part of the high seas, but
this fact is under constant pressure by
the Soviet Union.

As everywhere in the high seas, the
principle of the freedom of the seas has
already been reduced by the extension
of the territorial sea and by the exten-
sion of sovereign rights to the Continen-
tal Shelf. The Soviet Union claims for
her territorial waters, 12 nautical miles;
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Sweden and Finland, 4 nautical miles;
the other states, 3 nautical miles. By the
enclosing of gulfs and by the establish-
ing of basis lines, all territorial walters
are now increascd, and the high scas
space in the Baltic has become smaller.
Because the whole Baltic Sea can be
classified as a “continental shelf,” re-
newed negotiations concerning rights in
the Baltic can be expected.

It is well known that the Sovict
Baltic Fleet is the strongest fleet in the
Baltic. The ratio between the Baltic
Fleet plus the navies of Poland and East
Germany as opposed to the two NATO
navics of Denmark and the Federal
Republic of Germany is 5:1. If the
Swedish Navy were added to the West-
ern side, the ratio would be 4:1.

There are four main categories of
Russia’s Baltic naval strength:

1. About 80 submarines, most of
them of modern type, including nuclear
submarines.

2. A large surface flect, including
cruisers and large, modern, destroyer-
type vessels equipped with SAM and
medium- and long-range SSM. The mis-
siles have both conventional and nuclear
warheads,

3. Nearly 200 patrol craft and ASW
vesscls, among them the highest number
of OSA/Kotar boats of all four Soviet
Flects.

4. A very modern amphibious capac-
ity for the embarkation of at least one
division, plus marine infantry to support
this capability.

Although the number of Baltic ships
is impressive, a greal number of these
naval forces are not really suitable for
the special characteristics of warfare in
the Baltic. Of the submarines, only a
few can be employed in the eastern and
middle Baltic. The others are super-
fluous, especially the nuclear sub-
marines. The guided missile ships and
patrol craft are too numerous for Baltic
usz only. There is therefore far more of
this type force than is needed in the
Baltic. On the other hand, amphibious

forces are well suited for assaults in the
western Baltic, especially against the
Danish islands and possibly against
Sweden. The strength of army and air
force divisions of the Warsaw Pact
forces in the western Baltic area gives
the Soviets the capability to seize and
sccure the exits of the Baltic. Should
general hostilities erupt, such a strategy
would insure the passage of the signifi-
cant Warsaw Pact subsurface and surface
forces into the North Seca and the
Atlantic. Secure exits would guarantee
the passage of these forces to and from
the great shipyards and training centers
in the Baltic.

By scizing the exits, the Soviets
would have reached the goal which the
Germans in two world wars could not
attain—to have entire supremacy in the
Baltic. The U.S.S.R. could make the
Baltic a Russian internal sea and reduce
the fear of attack on the northern sca
flank.

Like the Mediterrancan in the south,
the Baltic in the north has always been a
most important tradeway connecting
the riparian peoples. From the Russian
point of view, the Eurasian block be-
longs together. Western Europe is the
head of this huge landmass or, as the
Kremlin says, “the balcony of the great
Russian house.”?? It scems unbearable
for the Russians that the natural ac-
cesses of their mighty country to the
Auantic are still locked by small
nations. Despile the gain of coasthine,
this coast is still threatened by potential
enemies. It is an open flank of the
vulnerable heartland. Therefore, the
Soviets, with their traditional emphasis
on a defensive role, depopulated the
coastal regions and buill up extensive
and expensive coastal defenses, includ-
ing radar and missile sites in addition to
an enormous fleet.

ED S S

The Baltic Sea is important to the
Soviet Union for several reasons. lts






30 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

large part of which must utilize the  the present efforts of the Kremlin to
Baltic for overhaul and logistical sup- gain control of that area. Moscow’s
port. There is little difference in sub-  seapower was planted in the Baltic, and
stance between the desires of the czars  a major part of it remains dependent
to achieve a “window” in the Baltic and  upon it.
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The stren

gih of the U.S. Navy depends directly upon appropriations received from

Congress and upon public support for those appropriations. In recent years public
and congressional opinion has demanded a closer scruiiny of defense contracts und a
reduction in their size. 11 is thus increasingly important thal civilian organizations
such as the Navy League continue to publicize the need for a strong U.S. Navy and

maritinie establishment.

OBJECTIVES AND INFLUENCE
OF
THE NAVY LEAGUE

A lecture delivered at the Naval War College

by

Mr. Morgan L. Fitch, Jr.

During the past few years, there has
been an increasing tendency on the part
of Congress and the American people to
scrutinize defense expenditures closcly
and reduce them in size. Many criticisms
of the military and defense contractors
have been aired. The military in general
and the U.S. Navy in particular have not
replied effectively to these criticisms.
This has been due partly to Government
constraint and partly to the Navy’s
traditional apolitical stance in public
affairs.

In this situation the role of civilian
organizations oriented toward the Navy
which seek to present the Navy’s case o
the public is becoming increasingly
important. The U.S. Navy is in greater
need today of such civilian organiza-
tions than it was a few years ago, and
unless the Navy can convince the public
of the need for an adequate naval force,
that force will deteriorate. In elucidat-

ing this proposition, 1 will eclaborate
some funclions of such civilian organiza-
tions and indicate how a navy can make
its mission understood.

The public, catalyzed by the stu-
dents, s asserling a greater direct elfect
upon the policies of Government. The
students are focusing more directly on
the problems of socicty and are actively
doing something about it. A news com-
mentator has epitomized the situation
in noting that what the students oppose
is right, but what they propose is wrong.
The public is bringing greater pressure
upon the legislators and the administra-
tors in respect Lo specific issues. How-
ever, it should be understood that the
arsenal of public recalcitrance has not
even begun to be tapped. Indeed, the
current hue and cry of the students,
militants, and media are minor com-
pared to the avalanche of an aroused

public.



32 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

'The university situation is particular-
ly disturbing. A year ago the students
were focusing their attention on the
dralt, recruiting on campus by defense
industries and the military services, and
the Vietnam conflict. While the campus
has continued to focus on Vietnam, and
now Cambodia, greater emphasis has
been dirccted against military officer
training programs on the university cam-
pus and against university involvement
in defense contracts. It is to be noted
that the draft is being changed, military
officer training programs are being
emasculated from college curricula, and
defense contracts with universities are
being reevaluated by both universities
and the Defense Establishment.

Public doubt has caused the Congress
to revolt against traditional practices of
providing defense appropriations, and
Congress is requiring considerably in-
creased justification for defense spend-
ing. Considerable notice has been given
the so-called military-industrial com-
plex, and the foibles of this arrangement
are in issue. Authorization for anti-
ballistic missiles installations almost was
defeated by the Congress, and currently
the Congress is debating circumscribing
present military actions in the ficld.
Presently, some Congressmen are assert-
ing equal control over military deploy-
ment to that of the President. Of more
immediate importance to the U.S. Navy
is a public debate over its force levels,
including the numbers of carriers and
nuclear submarines. The Congress
attempted this ycar to further circum-
scribe the public information capability
of the Navy, as well as the other
military services, and this was but a
{urther manifestation of a trend toward
restriction upon information out of the
military scrvices.

The administration has initiated and
received a report on an all-volunteer
military service. The price tag is sub-
stantial, and questions are being raised
in the civilian community as to the
desirability of a wholly professional

Military Establishment. The administra-
tion has placed the Navy and other
services into the field of sociology in
compelling them to accept a large
number of enlistees who are below its
qualification standards. As a result, re-
cruit training is involved in literacy
training and is faced with a large num-
ber of disciplinary problems from this
substandard group. It has been sug-
gested that the Naval Reserve engage in
teaching courses in remedial reading in
the communities and that naval training
centers be used in local neighborhood
problems wholly unconnccted to any
naval mission. These are undertakings
being imposed for the believed good of
the people in this country but are
generally foreign Lo traditional missions
of a navy. However, in the Victnam
conflict the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps
have been involved in pacification, Viet-
namization, medical care, and rebuilding
of villages and quarters, and many of
these are, at least, unusual Navy and
Marine Corps missions.

These various forms of public in-
volvemenl are mentioned to show the
significant impact which the people are
having upon the Military Establishment
generally, including the U.S. Navy. This
involvement has seriously reduced the
force level of the Navy, eroded its
manpower, and affected its sources of
personnel. At the same time, the capa-
bility of the Navy to defend itself has
been sapped. Accordingly, the Navy’s
need for Navy-oriented civilian organiza-
tions is probably more acute now than
it has ever been, assuming, of course,
that this Nation is to defend itself and
support its allies. A ship can hardly exist
without a keel, and a navy cannot long
remain in being without the support and
understanding of the people.

Before becoming more specific, three
aspects of the present situation should
be noted. First, you should not confuse
the day-to-day reporting in the media
with the feelings of the American peo-
ple. This reporting is becoming



increasingly misleading and inaceurate,
and this fact is being documented. It is a
combination of a play upon the emo-
tions of the public and a crass attempt
to sell papers or obtain ratings. Second,
the student confrontations on various
issues should not be considered to re-
flect the attitude of the American peo-
ple. We find that the student positions
ar¢ largely based upon emotion and
cannot be sustained, if for no other
reason, because the group is being large-
ly replaced year by year without leaving
any clfective continuing structure. In
actual confrontation, I have found that
the student positions are generally not
based upon logic or reason, and, while
simplistic solutions are offered, they
have not been meaningful alternatives.
This does not deny the effectiveness of
the students in catalyzing action by the
people and Government. Third, the
longer range effect of the present situa-
tion upon the below-college group and
the integration of the present college
students into the establishment is in-
determinate at the present time. Briefly,
the present situation is very confusing,
and its future impact remains to be
scen. However, there is an immediate
need for a greater understanding by the
people.

Accordingly, a navy must find effec-
tive communication with the public.
Several choices are open to it.

L. 1t can use its own public informa-
tion capability. However, as indicated,
this has been consistently restricted to
the U.S. Navy.

2. 1t can rely upon the legislators to
understand its problems by presenting
its information to the legislators. As
indicated, this support by the U.S.
Congress has been eroding.

3. It can place its destiny in the
hands of an administration, but this has
resulted in consistent reduction in Navy
capability in the United States as well as
imposition of nonnaval missions.

4. It can foster a strong Reserve
force which can bridge the Navy with
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the civilian segment. However, this force
has been consistently shrunk in the
United States to a point where its
continuance is now in question.

5. It can promote an industry rela-
tionship, but the “military-industry
complex” is currently under attack in
the civilian sector.

6. It can seck public understanding
on a much broader base through appro-
priate liaison with the people. This is
what Navy-oriented civilian organiza-
tions are all about.

In the United States we have a
plethora of civilian organizations which
are already in being. These include the
political partics, scrvice groups, business
and labor groups, veterans groups, edu-
cational groups like the Navy League,
military groups, and youth groups.

Almost all of these organizations
have regular meetings and parochial
publications. The most cost-effective
way of achieving public understanding is
to utilize the existing structures of these
organizations. This can be done by
providing information, speakers, and
assistance Lo these various groups. How-
ever, this will not happen automatically,
and this relationship can be catalyzed
by the Navy League or another military
service-oriented group. Joint mectings
of the Navy League with other civilian
groups is quite effective.

There is always a tendency for one to
talk to one’s friends, and it is much
easier for a naval officer to talk to a
favorable group than to an unfavorable
group. 1t is neccessary to assess the
utilization of naval personnel, which is
in short supply, to see that enough of
them are exploring new horizons. The
elfectiveness of a Navy-oriented civilian
group can be measured by the number
of outside contacts which are provided
to the Navy. The Navy League of the
United States endeavors to provide
speaking platforms and foster oppor-
tunities for publication of the seapower

story.

In having the opportunities to talk to






officers are volunteers serving without
pay. The Navy League of the United
States has provided substantial {inancial
supporl and leadership for the U.S.
Naval Sea Cadet Corps. lts growth is
largely  limited by
support by the U.S. Navy.

The Boy Scouts of America has a Sca
Explorer  program  numbering  some
20,000 young people. This program
ranges from sailing to scuba diving, from
occanography Lo scamanship, and is
broadly divided between sea discovery
and yachting skills. The Navy provides
practically no support at the national
level, which is to be distinguished from
the substantial Air Force and Army
support to scouting. Nevertheless, the
U.S. Navy is a substantial beneficiary of
Sea Exploring.

limitations upon
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The U.S. Navy, through its Office of
Naval Research, lends support to a
Science Cruiser program for high school
students and, through the Naval Air
Traiming Command, is a sponsor of a
model airplane competition.

The current limited undertakings of
the Navy Department with youth, even
assuming that it is doing all that it can
do, may cost it dearly in the future. s
today’s youth which become the college
students of tomorrow and the public of
the future. H enough of the youth are
not orented to the sea today, then you
can expecl a very limited navy in the
future. This is especially true for the
rcasons  outlined in  the beginning,
namely the increasing control of the
public over the destinies of the U.S.

Navy.

The Navy of the United States is the right arm of the United
States and is emphatically the peacemaker.

Theodore Roosevelt, 1858-1919
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22D ANNUAL
GLOBAL STRATEGY DISCUSSIONS

The week of 15 to 19 June found
some 208 distinguished and prominent
civilian guests of the Secretary of the
Navy, 32 active flag and general officers,
and 125 senior Reserve officers of the
Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard
taking part in the 22d Annual Global
Strategy Discussions with the students,
faculty, and staff members of the Naval
War College. These annual discussions
are the culmination of the year’s aca-
demic activity at the Naval War College
and provide an opportunity for a valu-
able exchange of ideas between the
students and faculty of the college and
the selected representatives of a wide
range of professional interests. The dis-
cussions bring together the divergent
viewpoints of business, labor, the clergy,
the bar, the media, the academic com-
munity, Government, and the Armed
Forces in an effort to arrive al an
understanding of the problems con-
fronting the United States in formu-
lating and implementing global strategy.

The major theme of the group discus-
sions during the week was the Nixon
Doctrine and the prospective role of the
Armed Forces in implementing it. In the
course of the discussions the partici-
pants examined American foreign policy
in terms of specific geographic areas—
Fastern Europe, Western Europe, the
Pacific, Africa, Latin America, and the
Middle East. They then discussed alter-
nate strategies for cach area.

Highlighting the 5-day program were
scheduled guest lecturers, cach a recog-
nized authority in his particular field.

These speakers addressed the  partici-
pants on subjects of major significance
which must be considered in the formu-
fation of global strategy. On the opening
day of the discussions, Vice Adm.
Richard G. Colbert, President of the
Naval War College, delivered his wel-
coming remarks., These remarks were
followed immediately by an address
entitled “The Challenge of the Seven-
ties,” which was delivered by the
Honorable John W. Warner, Under
Secretary of the Navy. On the second
day of the discussions the Honorable U.
Alexis Johnson, Under Secretary of
State for Political Affairs, commented
at length on “The Formulation of
Global Strategy.” On Wednesday, 17
June, the Honorable Harry F. Byrd, Jr.,
U.S. Senator from Virginia, addressed
the participants on “The Outlook in the
Senate for Advice and Consent.” The
following day, Adm. Thomas H.
Moorer, the recently appointed Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, dis-
cussed “The Role of the U.S. Navy in
National  Strategy.” The discussions
ended on Friday, 19 June, with an
address by Dr. Walt W. Rostow, Pro-
fessor ol Economics and History at the
University of Texas. Dr. Rostow dis-
cussed the “Domestic Determinants of

U.S. Foreign Policy.”




GRADUATION EXERCISES
OF THE NAVAL WAR COLLEGE

MONDAY, 22 JUNE 1970
Highlight of the Naval War College

1970 graduation cercmony was an
address by the Honorable L. Mendel
Rivers, Democratic Representative from
South Carolina and Chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee. His
address, titled “The Challenge of the
Seventies,” reiterated the difficulties
which the armed services are likely to
encounter in the coming decade and the
dedication and patriotism which will be
required to meet them.

Congressman  Rivers  warned  the
graduates that in the immediate future
they are likely to sce cutbacks in de-
fense spending which will make it neces-
sary for the various services to accom-
plish their missions with a minimum of
hardware and personnel. This will entail
certain risks to our national security,
but the mood of Congress is to increase
the funding of domestic programs while
reducing spending on national defense.

Still another problem which the
military must face within the next
decade is the problem of public rela-
tions. The general public will be in-
fected with a post-Vietnam syndrome in
which it is likely to exhibit less regard
for the Armed Forces. Certain segments
of public opinion will be vocal in their
opposition to what they regard as mili-
tarism and the “military-industrial
complex,” and, as a result, the military
services will be operating in an unfavor-
able environment.

As Chairman Rivers stated:

In the years ahead you are
going to need all the inspiration
and all the knowledge that this
great college has given you, be-
cause you will be asked to assume
greater responsibility in a time
more difficult for a military man
than any of your predecessors
ever faced.
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You will be operating often in
a nonmilitary ¢nvironment, even
an antimilitary environment. You
will need tact and patience and
fortitude and an ability to com-
municate with those who start off
with a bias against your service.

The great danger in this retrench-
ment, according to Congressman Rivers,
is that cutbacks in military spending
may result inadvertently in a return to
the doctrine of massive retaliation.
When funds become scarce, the ten-
dency will be to spend them on main-
taining a credible nuclear deterrent at
the expense of conventional forces, and
this, in its turn, will promote the con-
cept that this deterrent should be used
on a broad basis. This trend would be
destabilizing globally and would in-
crease the chances of a major conflict.

The Chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee expressed great con-
cern over the fact that the decline in the
defense  expenditures by the United
States coincided with an expansive mili-
tary buildup on the part of the Soviet
Union. The phenomenal increase in
Soviet strategic missile forces and the
growing fleet of Soviet attack sub-
marines were cited as being especially
ominous.

There is definitely a prospect, also,
that the overall cutbacks for defense
will leave the Navy bearing a larger share
of the U.S. defense burdens. A possible
reduction in foreign bases, the Nixon
Doctrine, and the often cited “Rimlands
Strategy” all imply a greater role for
seapower in the years ahead.

In  his summation, Congressman
Rivers urged the graduates of the War
College to be proud of their country
and to be willing to make sacrifices for
it.

I urge you not to be compla-
cent about the future and don’t
for one moment think that some-
one else will do the job that has to
be done to restore sanity to the
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direction in which this Nation is
going. Discuss it with your
friends, your relatives, your
family every chance you get.

You can walk away from this
challenge or you can meet it and
guide it. Don’t apologize to any-
one for being a member of this
great  profession. ... Your fore-
fathers fought for this Nation, and
you have fought for this Nation.

You may have to fight for this
Nation again. . . .

We are now in the most serious
decade in our history. Whether we
survive to enter another decade
will depend o a very large mea-
sure upon the extent of your
wisdom, the degree of your moti-
vation, your stability, your in-
tegrity, and, above all, your
patriotism.

List of Graduates

NAVAL COMMAND COURSE

Captain Luis Jacome, Mexican Navy

Captain Carlo Niccolini, [talian Navy

Captain Erwin Rau, Federal German Navy
Captain Carsten Lutken, Royal Norwegian Navy
Captain Lennart Forsman, Ro\ al \\udl\h ’\avy
Captain Sang-Hae Y, Republic of Korea Navy
Captain Jorge R. Chihigaren. Argentine Navy
Captain Antonio 1. Pires. Portuguese Navy
Captain Heetor 3. Calderon, Colombian Navy
Captain Daniel Masias, Peravian Navy

Captain Yuzo Abe, Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Foree
Commander Gordon Jervis, Royal Australian Navy

Commander Alberto La Guardia,

Spanish Navy

Commander Shun-Cheng Liang, Chinese Navy
Commander Radhakrishin Tahiliani. Indian Navy
Commander Roberto Benavente, Chilean Navy
Commander Juha Tikka, Finnish Navy
Commander Mario C. Flores, Brazilian Navy
Commander Asvin Hinjiranan. Royal Thai Navy
Lieutenant Colonel Socjadi Saleh, Indonesian Navy
Commander Julio Fernandez, Venezuelan Navy
Commander Christos Douzinas, Hellenic Navy
Commander Khan Alam, Pakistan Navy
Commander Claude Gagliardi. French Navy
Commander Rachel R. Cruz. Philippine Navy
Commander Nguyen X. Son, Vietnamese Navy
Commander Gizaw Mammo, lmperial Ethiopian Navy

Commander Nasrollah Movaghari, Imperial Iranian Navy
Commander Andrew ). Marx, R()vul Navy

Commander Nihat Dayir, 't urkish N

avy
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SCHOOL OF NAVAL WARFARE

Colonel Jerome Aaron, U.S. Army

Lieutenant Colonel George W. Adamson, U.S. Army
Commander Lyle O. Armel, II, U.S. Navy
Commander Robert W, Arn, U.S. Navy
Commander Martin A. Asbacher, Jr., U.S. Navy
Colonel Thomas G. Banks, U.S. Army
Commander Edwin Barrineau, U.S. Navy
Licutenant Colonel William R. Beeler, U.S. Marine Corps
Captain Howard L. Beesley, U.S. Navy

Colonel Robert L. Berg, U.S. Air Force
Commander James H. Bergstrom, U.S. Navy
Commander Steven Block, U.8. Navy

Captain William H. Borchert, SC, U.S. Navy
Commander Charles O. Borgstrom, Jr., U.S. Navy
Captain Ward Boston, Jr.. JAGC, U.S. Navy

Mr. James M. Breslin, Department of Defense
Commander William L. Britton, U.S. Navy
Commander Siras D. Browuing, U.S. Navy
Captain James S. Brunson, U.S. Navy
Commander Jerald W. Bucklin, U.S. Navy

Mr. Robert T. Burke, Department of State
Colonel Charles P. Busick, U.S. Air Force
Colonel Blaine R. Butler, Jr., U.S. Air Force
Commander Tedford J. Cann, U.S. Navy
Commander Donald T. Cannell, U.S. Navy
Captain Francis J. Chester, SC, U.S. Navy
Commander James F. Crummer, U.S. Navy
Commander Kent W. Curl, U.S. Navy
Commander Richard G. Daly, U.S. Navy

Captain Michael Dasovich, SC, U.S. Navy
Commander John R. Davey, Jr., U.S. Navy
Commander William Dehart, U.S. Navy

Colonel Rex C. Denny, Jr., '].S. Marine Corps
Commander Edgar L. DeVries, U.S. Navy
Commander Dallas R. Divelbiss, U.S. Navy

Mr. Gail F. Donnalley, Central Intelligence Agency
Commander Verne G. Dounelly, U.S. Navy

Mr. Thomas B. Drescher, Department of Defense
Colonel Hans H. Driessnack, U.S. Air Force
Captain Anne L. Ducey, U.S. Navy

Captain Neville D. Dunnan, U.S. Navy
Commander James A. Dunning, U.S. Navy
Commander Kenneth C. Eckerd, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Colonel Allan S. Flynn, U.S. Army
Commander Otto E. Gercken, U.S. Navy
Licutenant Colonel Jesse L. Gibney, Jr., U.S. Marine Corps
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Commander Howard A. Goldman, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Colonel Carlton D. Goodiel, U.S. Marine Corps
Commander Joel H. Graham, U.S. Navy
Commander Webster Griffith, U.S. Navy
Commander David K. Grosshuesch, U.S. Navy
Commander Elton E. Guffey, U.S. Navy

Colonel Bobbie G. Guthrie, U.S. Air Force
Captain Lawrence D. Hagedorn, SC, U.S. Navy
Commander Edward R. Hallett, U.S. Navy
Commander Brian K. Hannula, U.S. Navy
Commander Robert D. Harrop, U.S. Navy
Commander Phil “R*” Hawkins, U.S. Navy
Colonel James S. Hecker, U.S. Marine Corps
Captain Charles F. Hickey, U.S. Navy

Mr. Steacy D. Hicks, Department of Commerce
Colonel Ravmond W. Hinck, U.S. Air Force
Colonel Edward Hirsch, U.S. Army

Colonel Raymond L. Hope, Jr., U.S. Air Force
Commander Charles S. Hosier, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Colonel LeRoy House, U.S. Army
Colonel Clyde W. Hunter, U.S. Marine Corps
Lieutenant Colonel Thomas C. Hunter, Jr., U.S. Army
Mr. Wilbur W. Hunter, Department of Defense
Colonel Paul M. Ingram, U.S. Air Force
Commander Marion H. Isaacks, U.S. Navy
Colonel John L. Jeff, U.S. Air Force

Captain Donald L. Jensen, U.S. Navy

Commander James L. Johnston, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Colonel John B. Keeley, U.S. Army
Commander Harry W. Kinsley, jr., U.S. Navy
Colonel Frederick M. Kleppsattel, Jr., U.S. Marine Corps
Commander George 1. Knowles, U.S. Navy
Commander Frederick W. Kraft, U.S. Navy
Captain Dwight A. Lane, Jr., U.S. Navy

Captain Norman E. Larsen, U.S. Navy
Commander Richard E. Leaman, U.S. Navy
Colonel John R. Leary, U.S. Army

Colonel Louis G. Leiser, U.S. Air Force

Mr, Ralph E. Lindstrom, Department of State
Commander Hugh F. Lynch, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Colonel David K. Lyon, U.S. Army
Colonel John H. Madison, Jr., U.S. Army

Captain Donald V. Martin, SC, U.S. Navy
Commander Donald J. Mattson, U.S. Navy
Commander Fran McKee, U.S. Navy

Commander Robert A. McMurtray, Jr., U.S. Navy
Commander William A. McWaters, Jr., U.S. Navy
Colonel George A. Merrill, U.S. Marine Corps
Colonel Richard L. Michael, Jr., U.S. Marine Corps
Mr. John L. Mills, Department of State
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Commander Thomas J. Mitchell, CEC, U.S. Navy
Commander Loren 1. Moore, U.S. Navy

Colonel Clayton L. Moran, U.S. Army

Colonel James A. Muehlenweg, U.S. Air Force
Commander William S. Myers, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Colonel Clifford C. Neilson, U.S. Army
Commander Eric A. Nelson, Jr., U.S. Navy

Colone!l Robert L. Nichols, U.S. Marine Corps
Captain Robert G. Nicol, SC, U.S. Navy

Mr. Richard F. Norford, Department of Defense
Lieutenant Colonel Stephen G. Olmstead, U.S. Marine Corps
Colonel Jerome F. O™Malley, U.S. Air Force
Commander Walter A. Orsik, U.S. Navy

Captain Harrizon G. Packard, SC, U.S. Navy
Licutenant Colonel Eric B. Parker, U.S. Marine Corps
Commander Morris A. Peelle, U.S. Navy

Mr. John H. Perash, Department of Defense

Colonel George A. Peters, U.S. Air Force

Mr. Jonathan D. Petry, Department of State
Colonel Leon K. Pfeiffer, U.S. Air Force

Captain Lawrence E. Redden, U.S. Navy
Commander James R. Redman, U.S. Navy
Commander Richard G. Reid, U.S. Navy

Colonel Walton K. Richardson, U.S. Army
Commander James J. Ridge, U.S. Navy

Commander William H. Robinson, Jr., U.S. Navy
Mr. Robert A. Rockweiler, U.S. Information Agency
Lieutenant Colonel Frederick G. Rockwell, U.S. Army
Commander Frederick A. Rodgers, U.S. Navy

Mr. William H. Ruetschle, Department of Defense
Captain Alfred R. Saeger, Jr., CHC, U.S. Navy
Colonel Carlton E. Schutt, U.S. Air Force
Lieutenant Colonel Donald L. Sellers, U.S. Marine Corps
Commander William C. Semple, III, U.S. Navy
Colonel Daniel G. Sharp, U.S. Army

Colonel Lemuel C. Shepherd, 11, U.S. Marine Corps
Colonel Robert D. Slay, U.S. Marine Corps
Commander William L. Smith, U.S. Navy
Commander William F. Span, U.S. Navy
Commander Richard A. Spargo, U.S. Navy

Captain Donald E. Sparks, U.S. Navy

Commander John N. Spartz, U.S. Navy

Captain Mark R. Starr, U.S. Navy

Mr. William L. Stoelzel, Central Intelligence Agency
Mr. William L. Sweet, Department of Defense
Captain Carl G. Tegfeldt, U.S. Navy

Mr. Joseph Terranova, Jr., Department of State
Commander Clifford E. Thompson, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Colonel John H. Tipton, Jr., U.S. Army
Lieutenant Colonel John B. Tower, U.S. Army
Commander Marshall N. Townsend, U.S. Navy
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Colonel McDonald D. Tweed, U.S. Marine Corps
Colonel Milton F. Uffmann, U.S. Army
Commander Eugene W. Van Reeth, U.S. Navy
Colonel Earl K. Vickers, Jr., U.S. Marine Corps
Colonel Henry A.F. von der Heyde, Jr., U.S. Marine Corps
Commander George D. Walker, U.S. Navy
Commander Thomas McC. Wallace, U.S. Navy
Commander Harvey T. Walsh, Jr., U.S. Navy

Mr. Charles W. Walter, Central Intelligence Agency
Commander Arthur T. Ward, U.S. Navy
Commander Thomas M. Ward, ]r U.S. Navy
Captain Frank T. Watkins, Jr., U.S. Navy

Colonel Paul Weiler, U.S \1drme Corps
Commander John R. Whe( ler, U.S. Nayy
Lieutenant Colonel Gary Wilder, U.S. Mdrme Corps
Lieutenant Colonel Don A. lekmson U.S. Army
Lieutenant Colonel Paul R. Wirth, U. S Army
Lieutenant Colonel William S. Wolf, U.S. Army
Commander Raymond H. Wood, U.S. Coast Guard
Captain Robert R. Worchesek, U.S. Navy

Colonel Stewart Young, U.S. Air Force

Captain Martin “M”’ Zenni, U.S. Navy

SCHOOL OF NAVAL COMMAND AND STAFF

Major David R. Abel, U.S. Air Force

Major Curtis E. Anderson, Jr., U.S. Army

Lieutenant Commander Edwin K. Anderson, U.S. Navy
Commander Bobie Andrews, U.S. Navy

Commander Frank N. Androski, U.S. Navy

Lieutenant Commander William A. Armbruster, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Philip B. Arms, Jr., U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Frederick J. Arnold, U.S. Nayy
Lieutenant Commander Donald A. Baker, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander William P. Behning, U.S. Navy
Major Richard A. Behrenhausen, U.S. Army

Lieutenant Commander.James N. Berry, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Lynn P. Blasch, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander James H. Bostick, U.S. Navy
Major Robert V. Brennan, U.S. Marine Corps
Commander Braden R. Briggs, U.S. Navy

Commander Hiram 8. Bronson, Il1, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Lee Brown, SC, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Don M. Bryant U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander James P. Bullock, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Gerald J. Burns, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Bradley A. Butcher, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Craig S. Campbell, U.S. Navy
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Lieutenant Commander Robert G. Carlson, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Peter A. Carroll, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Calvin W. Case, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander John B. Castano, U.S. Navy
Commander Henri B. Chase, III, U.S. Navy

Lieutenant Commander Warren C. Clark, Jr., U.S. Navy
Commander Gene L. Cliff, U.S. Navy

Commander Charles W. Cole, Jr., U.S. Navy

Lieutenant Commander William H. Compton, U.S. Navy
Commander Earl W. Connell, U.S. Navy

Lieutenant Commander Lee M. Cutler, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Roger M. Daily, U.S. Navy
Commander William A. Deshler, U.S. Navy

Major John D. Dewar, U.S. Army

Commander Everette D. Dewcese, U.S. Navy

Lieutenant Commander John S. Disher, U.S. Navy

Major Stephen G. Dizek, U.S. Air Force

Commander John F. Donahue, U.S. Navy

Licutenant Commander Francis R. Donovan, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Ferdinand C. Dugan. 111, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Edward M. Dunham, Jr., U.S. Navy
Commander Jerome R. Dunn, CEC, U.S. Navy

Lieutenant Commander Michael B. Dunn, U.S. Coast Guard
Lieutenant Commander William L. Earley, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Bernard E. Eberlein, U.S. Navy
Commander James D. Ehret, U.S. Navy

Lieutenant Commander George M. Elliott, U.S. Navy
Licutenant Commander Warren R. Ellsworth, Jr., U.S. Navy
Major David B. Englund, U.S. Air Force

Commander Arnold K. Fieser, U.S. Navy

Major Eugene H. Fischer, U.S. Air Force

Lieutenant Commander George E. Fisher, Jr., U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander john P. Flaherty, Jr., U.S. Coast Guard
Lieutenant Commander Cathal L. Flynn, Jr., U.S. Navy
Major Harry G. Foster, 1H, U.S. Army

Commander Thomas P. Frank, U.S. Navy

Major Edgar R. Fraunfelter, U.S. Army

Commander James H. Gallaher, SC, ULS. Navy

Lieutenant Commander Robert V. Gamba, U.S. Navy
Major Raymond L. Gardner, U.S. Air Force

Major John H. Gary, LI, U.S. Marine Corps

Major Alan C. Getz, U.S. Marine Corps

Lieutenant Commander Thomas V. Golder, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Jack C. Goldthorpe, U.S. Coast Guard
Lieutenant Commander Mark A. Goldy, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander James B. Goodwin, U.S. Navy
Major Robert J. Graham, U.S. Marine Corps

Lieutenant Commander William H. Greene, Jr., U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Robert L. Grimmell, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander James E. Grise, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander David A. Hafford, U.S. Navy
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Lieutenant Commander Jay H. Hall, U.S. Navy
Licutenant Commander James M. Hamrick, U.S. Navy
Commander Lester D. Haves, Jr., SC, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Jerrv R. Haynes, U.S. Navy
Lieutenant Commander Peter F. Hedley, U.S. Navy
Major Charles W, Henry, Jr., U.S. Army

Lieutenant Commander Rld]drd W Heng, U.S. Navy
Commander John A. Hickey, U.S. Navy

Commander Samuel P. Huhn, U.S. \a\\
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Commander Peter C. Peterson, Jr., U.S. Navy
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PRISONERS OF WAR
AS INSTRUMENTS

OF FOREIGN POLICY

Until the middle of the 20th century there was a slow but definite progression
toward more humane treatment for prisoners of war. Beginning with the Second
World War, however, prisoners were increasingly used for political purposes and
subjected to harsh and callous treatment. The United States has experienced this
retrogression firsthand in both Korea and Vietnam. 1t is anxious not only to prolect
the welfare of its own prisoners, but also to restore and broaden the practice of
providing humane treatment for all prisoners of war.

A research paper prepared
by
Colonel Walton K. Richardson, U.S. Army

School of Naval Warfare

Historical Development of the Treat-
ment of Prisoners of War. Prisoners of
war historically have been used as
instruments of foreign policy. From
ancient times to the Vietnam war there
has been a growing concern for the
humane treatment of prisoners of war.
This trend is evident from an examina-
tion of the attempts to codify the
standards of treatment accorded to pris-
oners into recognized rules ol inter-
national law. This change of standards
falls logically into four stages. The
division between these stages is not
sharp and precise. Rather, overlapping
appears as the new method of treatment
replaces the old in gradual transition.
Nevertheless, a definite progression is
noticeable in which each mode of han-
dling prisoners became, in turn, the
generally aceepted practice.

It is during the last stage, the 20th

century, that the most definitive rules
for humane trcatment of prisoners of
war have been developed into inter-
national law in the aftermath of World
War 1L It scems a paradox, though, that
concurrently the actual treatment of
these victims of war has degenerated to
the treatments common during the
earlier stages.

In ancient times, from the first
armed conflicts recorded in the history
of mankind, the almost universal fate of
the caplive was death.! He was either
slaughtered on the battleficld, tortured
and put to death after the battle, or
used as a sacrificial offering. The cir-
cumstances varied, but his fate was
almost inevitable. Testimony of this
practice is given in ancient historical
writings, including the Old Testament,
as well as in scenes depicted on bas-
reliefs.?
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The transition to the second stage
also took place in ancient times. It
probably was largely motivated by eco-
nomic considerations. Ancient con-
querors came to the realization that
profit was to be gained by sparing the
lives of captives and making them their
slaves. Gradually it became the accepted
custom to make slaves of those captured
in battle. Entire nations were subjected
to slavery. In fact, captivity resulting
from battle was the origin of the prac-
tice of slavery.> The Romans generally
enslaved their prisoners, although they
also killed some outright and developed
others as gladiators.

Humanitarian concern for captives
appeared for the first time in the third
stage. Yet, the basic economic factor
remained very much in evidence. Pris-
oners not held in slavery were returned
to their homes after payment of ran-
som. The practice of ransom had been
used previously on occasion, notably in
ancient tribal warfare and by the Greeks
and Romans. However, during these
times the practice was more an isolated
act of mercy rather than the prevailing
custom. It was not until the Middle
Ages that ransom supplanted slavery as
the normal practice in the fate of
prisoners of war, especially those of
aristocratic origin.4 A significant codifi-
cation of the practice of ransom re-
sulted when the Lateran Council of
1179 prohibited enslaving captives who
were Christian.®

The final stage was attained with the
emergence of the nation-state system
and modern international law. Humani-
tarian considerations became Increas
ingly influential as the treatment of
prisoners of war was addressed and
defined in international agreements.
Most historians trace the start of this
stage to the Treaty of Westphalia of
1648, which ended the Thirty Years
War. This was the first international
instrument to establish modern rules for
the treatment of prisoners of war. It
provided that prisoners of both sides

were to be freed without payment of
ransom and without exception or reser-
vations.®

Shortly before this Hugo Grotius, the
eminent Dutch jurist commonly re-
ferred to as the Father of International
Law, published in 1625 his great work,
De Juro Belli ac Pacis. Grotius exerted
profound influence on the development
of international law with his appeal to
the law of nature as a moderating
influcnce in the conduct of war. Al-
though he continued to recognize the
right to enslave captives, he advocated
exchange and ransom instead.”

The fourth stage was characterized
by bilateral treaties and unilateral dec-
larations. Between 1581 and 1864 there
were at least 291 international docu-
ments dealing with the treatment of the
sick, wounded, and captured. One of
the more important was the Treaty of
Amity and Commerce between the
United States and Prussia in 1785. The
First Geneva Convention (1864) was
patterned closely after it.2

The first tentative step in the transi-
tion to the great multilateral treaties of
the 20th century was the diplomatic
conference called by Switzerland at
Geneva in 1864. The 12 participating
nations produced the Geneva Conven-
tion of 22 August 1864 for the Amelio-
ration of the Conditions of Soldiers
Wounded in Armed Forces in the
Field.® Its 10 articles were the first
attempt to create international law by
virtue of the ratification or accession of
all the great powers. This First Geneva
Convention was ratified by all the
powers by 1867. It was ratified by the
United States in 1882 and subsequently
by a total of 54 nations.'®

From this time until around the turn
of the century and the start of the
Hague Conventions of 1899, several
attempts werc made to codify the rules
of warfare, including treatment of pris-
oners. The most notable of these oc-
curred in September 1880, when the
Institute of International Law adopted a



“Manual of the Laws and Customs of
War” at Oxford, England. Although
never adopted, the “Oxford Manual,” as
it became known, influenced the treat-
ment of prisoners of the Boer War.!!

The First Hague Conference, called
in May 1899, produced three conven-
tions. Convention No. II dealt with the
laws and customs of land warfare and
contained a section of 17 articles con-
cerning the treatment of prisoners of
war.!? These articles were based largely
on the Oxford Manual and were ratified
as part of Convention No. II by 24
nations, including the United States.

The Geneva Convention of 1906 for
the Amelioration of the Condition of
the Sick and Wounded in Armies in the
Field, drafted by representatives of 35
nalions, contained 33 articles which
were more comprehensive and explicit
than those of the First (1864) Geneva
Convention.

The Second Hague Conference, held
in 1907, produced 14 conventions
covering the conduct of war, which
included an updating and improving of
the articles pertaining to prisoners of
war contained in the Hague Convention
No. Il of 1899,

A distinction should be made be-
tween the laws and rules of the Geneva
Conventions of 1864 and 1906 (as well
as the subsequent 1929 and 1949 con-
ventions) and laws and rules resulting
from the conventions of the Hague
Conferences of 1899 and 1907. Both
conventions are based on, and moti-
vated by, humanitarian considerations.
There is some redundancy between the
two, particularly with regard to pris-
oners of war. Basically, the Hague Con-
ventions codify the rules of war and
atlempt to restrict the use of weapons
and the application of force in war. The
Geneva Conventions, on the other hand,
are specifically concerned with the pro-
tection of the individual against the
abuse of force in wartime.!3

The Two World Wars. The experience
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of World War 1 demonstrated the need
for increased protection for prisoners of
war and the necessity of improving the
provisions of the Geneva and Hague
Conventions. Starting in 1921 the Inter-
national Law Association and the Inter-
national Red Cross (IRC) recommended
review and amplification of the Hague
Conventions of 1907 and the Geneva
Convention of 1906. These efforts led
the Swiss Government to issue invita-
tions to 47 nations to attend a confer-
ence in Geneva, starting in July 1929, to
revise the conventions on prisoners of
war. On 27 July the delegates adopted
two conventions; the Geneva Conven-
tion of 1929 for the Amelioration of
the Condition of the Wounded and the
Sick of Armies in the Field and the
Geneva Convention of 1929 Relative to
the Treatment of Prisoners of War. In
approving these conventions the dele-
gates were for the first time attempting
to create international law directed
toward the humanitarian treatment of
prisoners of war rather than merely
recording existing practices as had been
done at the two Hague Conferences
(1899 and 1907).14

By the time of American entry into
World War Il in December 1941, 35
nations had ratified or announced their
adherence to the Geneva Conventions of
1929. Six additional nations announced
their adherence during the war. The
U.S.S.R. acceded in 1932 to the conven-
tion concerning humane treatment of
the sick and wounded. However, she
refused to accept as binding the conven-
tion relative to prisoner-of-war treat-
ment on the contention that the Hague
Convention No. IV of 1907 was ade-
quate. Japan never did announce ad-
herence to the Geneva Convention of
192915

The cruel and inhumane treatment of
Allied prisoners of war at the hands of
the Japanese has been well chronicled.
The saga of the Bataan Death March
remains infamous. The apparent basis
for this treatment can be traced, in part,
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to a differing Oriental philosophy and a
general antipathy for Caucasians. The
Japanese interrogated prisoners of war
primarily to obtain military informa-
tion; they were required to perform
tiring menial work under adverse condi-
tions and were severely punished for
violation of rules. The difference in
dicts between the Japanese captors and
the Western prisoners of war also con-
tributed to the plight of the captives.'®

The Nazi regime of Hitler carned its
mark in history for inhumanity. The
genocide of an estimated 6 million Jews
and the ruthless reigns of terror imposed
in occupied areas of Kurope during
World War Il led to the Nuremburg
Trials. Despite this barbarous record,
the treatment of American and British
prisoners of war by their German cap-
tors, though not exemplary, did reflect
conscious attempts to adhere to the
Geneva Convention of 192917

The record of treatment of prisoners
of war in the hands of the U.S.S.R.
during and after World War Il is atro-
cious. In 1939, when the Nazi-Soviet
pact was still in effect, it was known
that the bulk of the Polish Officer Corps
had surrendered and were in Russian
hands. In April 1943 the Germans an-
nounced to the world the discovery of
mass graves in the Katyn forest contain-
ing the remains of some 8,000 Polish
officers. The Soviels denied the allega-
tion, labeling the German announce-
ment a propaganda ploy. However, the
Soviets, not the Germans, refused to
permit an investigation by the IRC.
Subsequently, it was confirmed that this
mass murder was perpetrated by the
Russians in 1940.'8

Further indications of Soviet callous-
ness toward human life in general and
prisoners of war in particular are given
in the Churchill memoirs. During the
“Big Three” summit meeting at Tehran
in December 1943, Stalin announced
that it would probably be necessary to
liquidate some 50,000 officers of the
“German Commanding Staff” as a

means of insuring a permanent solution
to the problem of postwar German
resurgence. Churchill was so appalled by
the proposal that he abruptly left the
meeting.

The total number of German pris-
oners of war and civilians displaced to
Russia to “help rebuild Russia” will
probably never be known.'® Indications
of the cynical and ruthless disregard of
all humanitarian principles by the
U.S.S.R. were evidenced at the Moscow
Conference of Foreign Ministers, when
Molotov announced on 14 March 1947
that 1,003,974 German prisoners of war
had been released and that 890,532
were still being held. Not only was this
“new” figure of 1,894,506 significantly
lower than the previously announced
total of 3,180,000 in May 1945, it was
bland admission that 890,532 were still
held captive in violation of the terms of
surrender imposed on the Germans at
Rheims on 7 May 1947 and the Pots-
dam Declaration of 26 July 1945.2°

Despite repeated attempts on the
part of the IRC and the Governments of
the United States, France, and Great
Britain, the Sovicts refused inspections,
negotiations, or in some instances even
to reply Lo official queries on the
subject of repatriation of German or
Japanese prisoners of war.?? Finally, in
the fall of 1950, this matter of U.S.S.R.
failure to repatriale or otherwise ac-
count for prisoners of war was pre-
sented to the United Nations. Germany
reported that as of March 1950 some
923,000 German prisoners of war, veri-
ficd in the hands of the U.S.S.R., were
still missing. Japan listed at least
376,939 prisoners of war unaccounted
for at the end of 1949,

On 14 December 1950 the United
Nations General Assembly, by a vote of
43 to 5, adopted a resolution expressing
concern over the large number of pris-
oners of war that had “neither been
repatriated nor otherwise accounted
for.” The resolution provided for an Ad
Hoc¢ Commission to settle the issue.??



The U.S.S.R. adamantly refused to co-
operate with the commission investiga-
tion.?3

The harsh treatment of German and
Japanese prisoners of war by the Soviets
could be expected, though not con-
doned, based on the treatment of Sovict
prisoners of war by these nations. The
Japanese, as mentioned carlier, treated
all prisoners in a subhuman manner. The
German treatment of Russian prisoncrs
was more harsh than their treatment of
U.S. and British prisoners.?*  The
Soviels and Germans did not provide
lists of prisoners of war to each other as
specified by the Geneva Convention of
1929; whereas the United States and the
British did exchange lists with the Ger-
mans.

In October 1941, the Red army
issucd a directive to all Communist
interrogators  which included the {ol-
fowing instructions: “From the very
moment of capture by the Red Army,
and during the entire period of capliv-
ity, the enemy enlisted men and officers
must be under continuous indoctrina-
tion by our political workers and inter-
ro;,gators.”25 This directive was followed
by a series of other directives explaining
in detail the type of information 1o be
extracted from the German prisoners,
how to conduct the interrogations, and
the manner and extent of indoctrina-
tion. In general, these instructions pro-
vided for an initial interrogation of
about 30 minutes on purely military
matlers as soon as conditions permitied.
Subsequent interrogations were to be
made at regimental level, again on mili-
tary matters. Officers and senior NCO’s
were also programed for further interro-
gation on military matters at division
level.

Upon arrival al a permanent camp,
prisoners were earmarked for more in-
tensive interrogation. The permanent
camps were controlled by the “MVD,”
under the supervision of the Ministry of
Internal  Affairs, not the Ministry of
Defense. 1t was during this period that a
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fundamental evaluation was made con-
cerning the future of cach prisoner of
war. The prisoner was placed in cither
of two categorics. Either he was a
subject for indoctrination or he was not,
in which case he was consigned to a
labor camp.

Understanding of the Soviet treat-
ment of prisoners of war can be gained
from the writings of survivors such as
Sgt. Maj. Helmut M. Fehling, who en-
dured some 6 years of captivity from
October 1943 to November 1949, and
I.1. Col. Wolfgang Schell, imprisoned
from January 1945 to October 19535,
almost 11 ycars. Their vivid firsthand
accounts evidence the attention given to
the NCO’s and officers in the interroga-
tion process leading to the fundamental
categorization of the prisoners. Until
this decision was made, physical pres-
sure was applied only to selected in-
dividuals, never on a group basis. How-
ever, once iU was determined through
interrogation that a prisoner was not a
profitable candidate for indoctrination,
he was sent to a labor camp to assist in
rebuilding Russia. The  treatment  of
these “labor” prisoners, as distinct from
those who were carmarked for indoc-
trination, was unbelievably inhuman. It
was Lhis group of labor-camp prisoners
who faced a constant battle for survival
and whose ranks were thinned by the
hundreds of thousands not able to
survive the battle. For example, of the
93,000 prisoners captured at the battle
of Stalingrad in February 1943, only
6,000 survived to return to Germany
through 1958.26

Within months of the German inva-
sion of Poland and Russia in June 1941,
the Red Army recognized the need to
employ psychological warfare in sup-
port of military operations. By early
1942 the Seventh Division of the Red
Army (propaganda) was operating on
the eastern front. German emigrés and
prisoners of war were used. Victories of
the German Armies and crudeness of

the propaganda efforts initially
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hampered Soviet efforts. In carly 1942,
in an attempt to improve the system,
the Soviets established  anti-Fascist
schools (A-schools) staffed with selected
cadres to indoctrinate prisoners of war
and train them for use with the 7th
Division. The A-school candidales were
carefully chosen through a vigorous and
repetitive interrogation screening pro-
cess. The first “hard-core” grougs were
limited to 50 to 100 prisoners.”” This
initial effort of using prisoners of war as
propaganda instruments to undermine
the morale of the frontline troops was
greatly expanded as more collaborators
became available from the mounting
number of prisoners being taken and as
the prisoners discerned the difference in
treatment at labor and political camps.

The A-schools, where students were
offered lectures in Marxist-Leninist doe-
trines, group discussions, self-criticism,
autobiographical critiques, and rigid dis-
cipline, were continued until the carly
1950°s. Most hard-core graduates were
later transferred to East Germany Lo
occupy key positions in the administra-
tion, party bureaucracy, and media of
mass communications.

Post-World War I and the Korean
War. Even before the full story of the
shocking treatment visited upon mil-
lions of prisoners of World War 1l had
completely unfolded, it was apparent
that the Geneva Conventions of 1929
and conventions of the Hague Con-
ferences of 1899 and 1907 required
revision. The International Committee
of the Red Cross (1CRC) prepared four
draft conventions. These were reviewed
by the Preliminary Conference of Na-
tional Red Cross Societies at Geneva in
July 1946 and the Conference of Gov-
ernment Experts at Geneva in April
1947. They were then considered by the
17th International Conference of the
Red Cross at Stockholm in August
1948.28

Finally, the draft conventions were
submitted to a diplomatic conference of

59 nations at Geneva in April 1949, The
conventions did not come into force
until 21 October 1950, and none of the
parties in the Korean war had ratified
the conventions at the time of the
outbreak of hostilitics of 25 June 1950.
In prompt response to a query {rom the
1CRC, the United States on 3 July 1950
announced full adherence to the provi-
sions ol the Geneva Conventlions of
1949. Two days later, on 5 July, the
South Korean Government formally
announced its adherence to the conven-
tions. As with U.S. acceptance, South
Korea agreed to admit representatives of
the 1ICRC into the area and to cooperate
{ully with thosc representatives. The
Chinese Communists did not state a
position until 13 July 1952, when Chou
En-lai announced their recognition of
the conventions “since they are basical-
ly conducive Lo a lasting peace.”??

Repeated messages from the ICRC to
the North Korean Government were
ignored. On 13 July 1950, Pak teu
Yeu, North Korean Minister of Foreign
Affairs, signed a message to the Secre-
tary General of the United Nations
stating that: “the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea is strictly abiding by
the principles of the Geneva Convention
in respect to prisoners of war.”2 % With
this message and subsequent commit-
ments on the part of United Nations
members providing forces in support of
South Korea, all participants in this {irst
war alter promulgation of the Geneva
Conventions of 1949 had indicated ad-
herence.

By mid-July 1950, representatives of
the ICRC were admitted to South Korea
to commence on-site Inspection and to
report concerning United Nations Com-
mand (UNC) treatment of North
Korean prisoners of war.

As of 2 August 1950, the North
Korean Government had not responded
to any ICRC query or message on the
subject. Repeated attempts, even
through the Chinese Government in
Peking, to gain permission for an ICRC



delegate to enter North Korea had met
with silence and inaction. Finally, on 15
August, a ray of hope was seen when
permission was granted for an ICRC
delegate to enter China to negotiate
with the North Korean Embassy repre-
sentatives on entry into North Korea.?!
This hope proved to be unfounded, and
further appeal to Jacob Malik, U.S.S.R.
representative on the U.N. Security
Council, was ignored.

Even after presentation of lists of
5,230 North Korean soldiers held cap-
tive by the UNC in mid-September
1950, the ICRC could not elicit any
communicalion or reaction from Pyong-
yang. The North Koreans did not at-
tempt to provide packages for these
captives nor did they Lry to gel mail to
or from them. The message was as clear
as it had been from the Russians of
World War 1I. The Communists, whose
governments are founded on concern
for the workers and peasants, were not
concerned with the welfare of their
prisoners of war while they were in the
hands of the UNC.

The extent of the brutal, cruel, and
inhuman treatment imposed on UNC
captives by the North Koreans was not
fully known at the time. Yet, shortly
after the Inchon landings, gruesome
examples were uncovered by the ad-
vancing UN. forces. At Kumchon,
Taejon, and other places, as the UNC
forces advanced up the peninsula, the
evidence of brutal mass executions of
UNC prisoners of war and civilians was
uncovered. 2 The full extent of the
barbaric treatment of UNC prisoners of
war at the hands of the North Koreans
did not become known until after the
prisoners had been repatriated in August
and September 1953.

In piecing together the threads of the
story of U.S. Marines captured during
the Korean war, a Marine author docu-
menled that of one group of 38 U.S.
officers of all services captured by the
North Koreans through September
1950, only nine survived to the spring
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of 195133 Though the numbers in-
volved were small compared to other
conflicts, especially World War 1I, the
overall record of treatment of UNC
prisoners of war in the hands of the
North Koreans matches anZ/ in sheer
cruelty and inhumanity.3 Of the
known 7,190 U.S. prisoners of war
captured during the Korean war, 2,730,
or 38 percent, died in captivity. Thisis a
higher percentage than experienced in
our own Civil War in the middle of the
last century or of U.S. captives of the
Japanese during World War II. The
majority of these 2,730 who died were
captured during the first 6 months of
the war when the North Koreans had
custody of the prisoners of war.35 In
addition to the 2,730 who died in
captivity, 1,036 others have been
authenticated as victims of battlefield
atrocities, mostly in massacres such as at
Kumchon and Tacjon.?¢

The intervention of the Chinese in
the conflict in November 1950, in addi-
tion to changing the conduct of the war,
also dramatically changed the enemy’s
treatment and approach in handling and
processing UNC prisoners of war held
captive by the Communists. The Chi-
nese took over control of the prisoner-
of-war camps starting in December
1950.27 No longer was the main theme
of treatment senseless beatings, public
parading of prisoners before enemy
citizenry who stared, spit upon, and
beat them, and limited (though fre-
quently brutal) interrogation for mili-
tary information. Concurrent with the
Chinese intervention came a marked
change in the treatment of the pris-
oners.

The Chinese publicly referred to
their policy as the “Lenient Policy.”
Initially, the UNC prisoners could not
belicve they were not to be shot or
otherwise maltreated upon capture.
Rather, the Chinese advised most pris-
oners that they only wanted to help
them now that they had been “liberated
from the control of the impel‘ialists.”38
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By January 1951 the Chinese had es-
tablished their first model indoctrina-
tion center at a permanent prisoner-of-
war camp ncar the Yalu River town of
Pyoktong. Designated “Camp 5 by the
Chinese, it became known facetiously
among the UNC prisoners as “Peaceful
Valley.”®® Originally about 300 Ameri-
can prisoners of war were selected for
this pilot indoctrination center and in-
stitution of the “Lenient Policy.” Here
the pattern of treatment quickly be-
came abundantly clear. Calculated le-
nicncy was shown in return for “co-
operation”; harassment, mental and
physical pressure for neutrality; and
brutality for resistance to their “lenicn-
Cy.7ﬂ0

To the Chinese, cooperation meant
attending classes on the Marxist-Leninist
theories; informing on fellow prisoners
who resisted; signing documents and
petitions seeking peace or acknowl-
edging the “rightness” of the Com-
munist cause; broadcasts of the same
type propaganda or even stronger de-
nouncements of the “American Wall
Street warmongers”; and making self-
accusations before fellow prisoners.
These “progressives,” as the cooperators
became known, found themselves under
mounting pressure to succumb to the
increasing demands of the Chinese in-
doctrination program. This trend, so
easy to discern in a position of comfort-
able reflection, was not apparent to
many subjected to the treatment under
the conditions existing in “Peaceful
Valley.” Paradoxically, many prisoners
became progressives to be relieved of
the physical and psychological pressures
imposed by the Chinese captors. The
same held true for the “neutrals,” or
those who gave indications that their
will might be broken, but had not yet
overtly cooperalcd.41

The misnomer of the “Lenient
Policy” became strikingly apparent to
the “‘reactionaries,” or resisters to Chi-
nese indoctrination. The cases of Capt.

Jesse V. Booker, USMC, and Maj. John

J. Dunn, US. Army, arc typical of the
treatment visited on “reactionary” pris-
oners. Booker was the first marine to be
taken prisoner in the Korean war. Fly-
ing from the decks of the U.S.S. Valley
Forge, his plane was shot down on 7
August 1950. Dunn had been serving as
an adviser to Republic of Korea (ROK)
forces whose positions had been overrun
by the Chinese near Kunu-ri in Novem-
ber 195042 These officers were sub-
jected 1o frequent and incessant interro-
gation centered on their political beliefs
and family backgrounds. They were
kept awake by beatings and blowing
smoke into their forcibly opened eyes.
Still refusing to cooperate, they were
tied to stakes in the open or placed in
cramped solitary holes in the ground
and left naked for hours on end in the
subfreczing weather of the winter of
1950-51 in the Yalu River valley. Still
not willing to do the bidding of their
captors, both Booker and Dunn were
separately and repeatedly exposed to
the threat of execution, in which the
“game of Russian roulette” was played
by the Chinese interrogators.*?

While the Chinese took control of
the UNC prisoners ol war in Communist
hands, they did permit their North
Korean comrades to participate and
presumably learn the principles of inter-
rogation and indoctrination for political
objectives. “Pak’s Palace™ on the out-
skirts of Pyongyang, the North Korean
capital, was named for Major Pak, the
North Korean chief interrogator. This
infamous cenler was singled out in the
Secretary of Defense Advisory Commit-
tee on Prisoner of War Report of 1955
as being “the worst camp endured by
American prisoners of war,”*4 Captain
Fink, a U.S. Marine officer, was ques-
tioned in 1951 by a Russian female
interrogator over a period of several
days. The interrogations were punc-
tuated with repeated beatings of (Jezp-
tain Fink for nonresponsive answers. 5

Even before the Chinese intervention
in the Korean war, Communist use of



prisoners of war for political purposes
was evident. In late August 1950, Jacob
A. Malik, U.S.S.R. delegate to the U.N.
Security Council, issued a statement to
the world press claiming to have re-
ceived a cable of protest to the war
signed by 39 captured U.S. officers. The
protest was “against further senscless
bloodshed in Korea.” The names of the
39 officers were released and included
“Capt. Jesse V. Booker.”™® In light of
the treatment subsequently inflicted on
Booker, it is doubtful if the Com-
munists ever oblained Booker’s signa-
ture on the protest. Indeed, the major-
ity of the officers whose names were
released subsequently denied under oath
having signed the protcsl.47

This carly and rather clumsy propa-
ganda attempt was greatly refined and
improved after the Chinese took over
control of the prisoners of war in
December 1950, In January 1951 the
Chinese  circulated the “Stockholm
Peace Appeal” in “Peaccful Valley ™ and
other camps with indoctrination cen-
ters. This appeal had been issued just
prior to the North Korean invasion of
South Korea as a result of a Stockholm
meeting of the “Communist World
Peace Committec” in May 1950.*% In
circulating this appeal, peace commit-
tees were formed in the prisoner-of-war
camps to develop and sign a petition to
the U.N. appealing for peace. This peti-
tion was sent to the U.N. in February
1951 with the signatures of many
American prisoners of war.??

Concurrent with the success of the
U.N. spring offensive of 1951, the
North Koreans on 8 May 1951 lodged a
formal protest to the U.N. charging the
U.S. forces with germ warfare.%©

It was at this time that the Com-
munists tried to substantiate these
charges by a program aimed at gaining
the cooperation of largely US. Air
Force flying personnel.®” On 16 May
1952 the signed confessions of Lwo
captured U.S. licutenants appeared in
People’s China, a Peking newspaper, and
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were announced to the world.>? De-
spite the failure to have their allegations
proven with the aid of confessions of
American prisoners of war, grave doubt
on the matter was created in world
public opinion.

In the aftermath of the Korean war,
Communist attempls to use prisoners of
war and their families to weaken the
opposition came more clearly into
focus. In testimony before a U.S. House
of Representatives Subcommittee of the
Committeec on Un-American A ctivities
in June 1956, FBI witnesses and former
U.S. prisoners of the Korean war ex-
posed the extent of the Communist
efforts in this arca. “The Save Our Sons
Committee” (SOSCY based in Argo, .
became active in 1952 and remained so
until October 1953, the month follow-
ing the repatriation of the Korean war
prisoners. The SOSC consisted of two
native-born American women, identified
by FBI agents as members of the Ameri-
can Communist Party. These women
obtained the names, camp locations,
and other particulars of American pris-
oners from Communist sources. They
wrole letters to the parents and friends
of these prisoners, encouraging them to
sign petitions and letters to Congress-
men and newspapers. They were able to
correspond directly with the American
prisoners in a matter of days, whereas
mail between prisoners and next of kin
was normally not allowed by the Com-
munist  captors. Though these two
women repeatedly claimed the “fifth
amendment” during the hearings, facts
presented by other witnesses clearly
established Communist efforts in this
area.’3

The major issue of the Korean Armis-
tice Negotiations was voluntary repatria-
tion. A convincing position is that the
UNC demands, insisting on voluntary
repalriation, were in violation of the
Geneva Conventions of 1949, speci-
fically articles 7 and 118. Article 7
provides that prisoners may under no
circumstances renounce, in whole or in
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part, rights secured to them by the
convention. Article 118 states that pris-
oners of war shall be released and
repatriated without delay after the ces-
sation of hostilities. The opposing
humanitarian view of not forcing some
87,000 people to be committed to
return to control of regimes they abhor
also has merit. It would be difficult to
ignore the lessons learned from the
Soviet treatment of repatriated person-

nel at the end of World War I1.

Vice Adm. C. Turner Joy, the initial
Chief UNC Negotiator from July 1951
until 22 May 1952, differed strongly on
this point, although his position as UNC
negotiator required him to support it.
He felt the voluntary repatriation issue
cost our prisoners an extra year of
captivity and cost the UNC an addi-
tional 50,000 casualties. Joy later con-
tended that the welfare of ex-enemy
soldiers was placed above that of our
own personnel in Communist prison
camps and those still fighting in the
battleline.®*

To date, international law has not
codified the principle of voluntary re-
patriation. Yet the signed armistice it-
self may sustain the principle as a
precedent. In any event, this principle is
Korea’s legacy to Vietnam. Considera-
tion must be given this principle to
insure success in obtaining the relcase of
our prisoners of war in the months

ahead.

Vietnam. Major conflicts have given
impetus to changes in international laws
which have been increasingly concerned
with the humanitarian treatment of
prisoners and other victims of war. The
Geneva Conventions of 1929 and 1949,
following World Wars I and II, respec-
tively, illustrate this. No change oc-
curred following the Korean war. Reso-
lution of the voluntary repatriation
issue stemming from the Korean armis-
tice was heralded as a significant prece-
dent by President Eisenhower. Yet, the

impact of this precedent on interna-
tional law is a matter of conjecture at
this time. With this possible exception,
international law relative to the treat-
ment of prisoners of war is essentially
the same for Vietnam as it was for the
Korean war.

Shortly after the introduction of
American forces into the Vietnam war,
the ICRC in June 1965 reminded the
Governments of the United States,
South Vietnam, and North Vietnam, by
letter, of the provisions of the Geneva
Conventions of 1949 and of their pre-
vious commitments to adhere to the
conventions.*® The ICRC also indicated
it would attempt to deliver the letter to
the National Liberation Front (NLF),
the political arm of the Viet Cong.

All parties, including the NLF, re-
plied to the ICRC letter. The United
States and South Vietnam gave unquali-
fied assurance of their compliance with
the conventions and authorized the
ICRC to send designated inspection
representatives.’® North Vietnam’s re-
ply was not as straightforward. It was a
lengthy reply couched in terms that
make it difficult to isolate truly respon-
sive portions. The letter did state that
“pilots” would be regarded as “major
criminals” and liable to the laws of
North Vietnam, “although captured
pilots are treated well.”> 7 Clearly,
North Vietnam was saying officially
that they treated pilots well, but re-
served the right not to do so. The NLF
flatly refused to be bound by the
Geneva Conventions; however, they
affirmed that “prisoners held were
humanely treated and that, above all,
cnemy wounded were collected and
cared for.”®® Upon sending troops in
support of South Vietnam, all other
nations (notably Australia, New Zea-
land, Thailand, South Korea, and the
Philippines) acknowledged the Geneva
Conventions as binding. Thus, all active
participants in the Vietnam war, except
the NLF, formally announced their
general adherence to the conventions.



The record of the United States in
Victnam relative to the treatment of

prisoners of war has not been officially
questioned by the enemy. However, two
major Issues have arisen, one involving
overt actions of the South Vietnamese,
In each instance attention to the issues
has been “self-generated,” being insti-
tuted by Americans, not the encmy.

As early as 1964, reports began
reaching the United States concerning
maltreatment of Viet Cong prisoners of
war by South Vietnamese captors.
These reports continued through 1965,
the time of American commitment to
the ground war, and concerned enemy
personnel initially captured by Ameri-
can forces as well as those captured by
South Vietnamese forces. In a few
instances American personnel were pic-
tured observing the alleged maltreat-
ments. These instances apparently took
place at the scene of the fighting or
during evacuation from it.>° There is
little doubt that instances of maltreat-
ment occurred. There has never been a
war in which some frontline maltreat-
ment has not taken place.®® The an-
nounced American position was that
these incidents of maltreatment were
alleged against an ally, South Vietnam,
which bore responsibility for handling
prisoners, not the United States. This
inittal American position was legally
correct but morally questionable. There
is “no provision in the Geneva Conven-
tions making a nation responsible for
violations committed by its allies.”® !

Initially, American ground forces
turned over enemy prisoners to the
South Vietnamese forces as soon as
possible. Mindful of the maltreatment
charges, the U.S. forces changed pro-
cedures in 1966 and retained custody of
captured enemy until delivered to rear
arca camps.®? No similar charges were
made after this until 1969, when release
of information alleging the unlawful
killing of some 100 South Vietnamese
civilians at the Song My hamlet of My
Lai, South Vietnam, on 16 March 1968.
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At this writing, a number of American
fighting men are awailing trial on
charges resulting from actions at My
Lai. Fourteen others have been charged
with repressing information concerning
the incident and may be brought to
trial 83

The South Vietnamese operate the
prisoner-of-war camps containing some
31,500 North Vietnamese and Viet
Cong prisoners of war. There have been
documented cases of maltreatment in
the six camps operated by the South
Victnamese. Significantly, complaints in
these cases have been filed by the ICRC
representatives  having  access Lo the
camps lor inspcclion.64 The prisoners
are permitted to send and receive mail.
An accounting of the prisoners is made
and lists arc made available to North
Vietnam and the NLF.®% Every effort is
made to comply with the Geneva Con-
ventions and requests of the ICRC
reprcscntativcs.6 6

The story of treatment of allied
prisoners of war (United States, South
Vietnam, South Korea, Australian, and
others) by the North Vietnamese (and
their confederates, the Viet Cong, under
the NLF) is far {from complete. That
which is known is available from two
sources; the information the North Viet-
namese have scen fit to disclose for
propaganda and political purposes and
from questioning of released or escaped
prisoners.®” Even with the limited
sources of information available to date,
the complete disregard of international
law by North Vietnam is abundantly
clear. Equally clear, and of greater
concern, is the callous treatment of
prisoners of war by the North Viet-
namese. They have shown the same
characteristics of Communists in pre-
vious wars: a complete disregard for
humane treatment; a concerted effort to
use prisoners for propaganda purposes;
and an utter disregard for the welfare of
their own people once captured.

In mid-July 1966, broadcasts from
Radio Hanoi and dispatches from
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Communist newsmen served notice that
captured American flyers were to be
tried as war criminals, and American
prisoners were paraded, manacled, in
the streets of Hanoi, presumably to
whip up local public support. Photo-
graphs of these happenings were taken
and disscminated in the world press.®®
This brazen effort at political blackmail
backfired. The obvious intent of con-
ducting trials of these prisoners to force
a halt in the bombing of North Vietnam
and gain world sympathy was a mis-
calculation. U.N. Sccretary General U
Thant, the Pope, and American organi-
rations opposed to the war in Vietnam
sent appeals to Ho Chi Minh to stop the
scheduled trials. Even the so-called U.S.
Senate “doves,” spearheaded by Senator
Frank Church, issued strong statements
against the trials.®® On 23 July 1966,
Ho Chi Minh backed down and an-
nounced that “no trials were in view.”
It appears that when Ho Chi Minh
realized he was losing support for his
political objectives, particularly from
within the United States where a hard-
cned unified American position might
result, he relented.

Farlier, in June and September 1965,
following trials and execution of Viet
Cong terrorists by the South Vietnam
Government, the Liberation Radio of
the Viet Cong announced that American
prisoners of war had been executed in
retaliation for the trial and execulion of
the terrorists. Irrespective of the legal or
moral issues concerning acts of reprisal,
the wanton murder of American pris-
oners in retaliation for an act of South
Vietnam is clearly neither legally nor
morally valid. The ICRC concurred in
this view in filing formal complaints and
requesting permission to investigate.”®

The execution of one of these vie-
tims, Capt. Humbert R. Versace, was
confirmed in December 1968 by Maj.
James N. Rowe when he escaped after
being a prisoner of the Viet Cong for
over 5 years.”' Rowe and Versace had
been among a group of eight prisoners

captured by the Viet Cong in October
1963 and held in the delta region of
South Victnam. According to Rowe,
three of the prisoners died during cap-
tivity in 1966 and 1967, while the other
three were released through Cambodia
in October 1967.72

The story unfolded by Rowe sub-
stantiates that the Viet Cong follow the
same pattern already established by the
Communists for treatment of prisoners
of war. Immediately after capture Rowe
was given an LCRC data card to fill
out.” Appended to this card was a
lengthy questionnaire concerning full
details of personal and military history,
training, and military intelligence. Rowe
refused Lo fill out the questionnaire;
then started the established Communist
treatment. Rowe was subjected to isola-
tion from human contact and placed in
a confining, uncomfortable cage as con-
ditioners for the inevitable indoctrina-
tion, Part of the indoctrination included
explanations that Rowe was a criminal
having no rights and that his captors had
the right to execute him. The reason
given for not execuling him was the
“lenient policy” of the Viel Cong. Upon
“failing indoctrination lessons,” Rowe
was sent to a punishment camp where
he was subjcctcd to Ulreatment even
worse than before. His diet of rice and
salt, without water, severelz/ strained his
stamina and will to survive.’?

The politically inspired, unpredict-
able releases of other groups of Ameri-
can prisoners, either to peace-sceking
antiwar Americans in Cambodia or at
arranged meetings in cleared areas of
South Vietnam, also provides insight to
prisoncr-of-war trecatment by North
Victnam and the Viet Cong. The stories
of some of those men have not been
published for fear of jeopardizing those
remaining as prisoners. What has been
told is another chronicle of cruel and
inhuman treatment by the Communists.
In August 1969, Navy Lt. Robert F.
Frishman, upon his release, related his
experiences as a prisoner of war of the



Communists, which included solitary
confinement, imprisonment in a cage,
being bound in straps, removal of his
fingernails, being  denied  food  and
medical care, and being dragged along
the ground while suffering a broken leg.
Seaman Douglas Hegdahl, released at
the same time alter over 2 years of
captivity, was also maltreated. He had
lost over 60 pounds since his capture
and had spent 7 months and 10 days in
solitary confinement.

The experience of Lt. (jg) Dicter
Dengler, USN, during 1966 presents a
stark example of treatment at the hands
of the Communists in Southeast Asia.
Dengler was captured but later managed
to cscape to U.S. hines. Captured by the
Pathet l.ao and turned over to the
North Vietnamese, Dengler was spread-
eagled on the ground and left to the
merey of insects. He was tied in position
and used for nerve-racking target prac-
tice. Repeatedly, Dengler was beaten
with fists and sticks, being rendered
unconscious on one occasion. As further
pcrsuasion to sign a statement con-
demning  the United States and  ap-
parently to heighten the enjoyment of
his captors, Dengler was bound and
dragged through the bush behind a
water buffalo. At the time of his reseue
this formerly 180-pound pilot weighed
98 pounds.75

The stories of maltreatment from
escaped prisoners, and even from those
released for propaganda purposes, have
a common thread. Admittedly, the
documented evidence available at this
time is limited. Yet the evidence avail-
able is overwhelmingly uniform in re-
flecting callous and inhumane treatment
of our prisoners in the hands of the
Communists in Southeast Asia. A pat-
tern has emerged which includes jungle
camps operated by the Viet Cong and
the Pathet Lao and the larger permanent
camps operated by the North Vietna-
mese. The most notorious of these
North Vietnamese camps is known al-
ready as the “Hanoi Hilton.” It appears
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likely that this facility will join “Pak’s
Palace™ of the Korean war on the list of
infamous prisoner-of-war camps.

These limited glimpses of the treat-
ment of prisoners of war in Vietnam
give cause for grave concern for the
treatmenl  of the estimated 1,400
American prisoners still in the hands of
the Communists in Vietnam.”® As of
February 1970, the Department of De-
fense listed 422 Americans known to
have been in the hands of the Commu-
nists in Vietnam. These figures have
been compiled from eyewitness battle
accounts, from released
prisoners, as well us from Hanoi press
and radio announcements.”” The Com-
munists have to date refused to comply

information

with the Geneva Conventions and pro-
vide lists of prisoners they hold. In
March 1970 North Vietnam did
acknowledge to an  Associated Press
newsman (Danicl De Luce) that they
held 320 American prisoners of war and
“were  considering” releasing  their
names, not to [CRC representatives, but
to “friendly” news media.”8

Repeated attempts by the American
Government and relatives to obtain in-
formation on American prisoners held
by the Communists have failed.”®
Response to these groups would not
materially beneflit or support the politi-
cal objectives of the Communists and,
therefore, scem doomed to failure. Mas-
sive direct pressure by American cili-
zens, appeals by “dovish” U.S. Con-
gressmen and other vehement American
antiwar groups, and concentrated ef-
{orts by the Government through the
United Nations would appear to offer
the best opportunity for determining
the status of American prisoners in
Vietnam and insuring their welfare and
ultimate freedom. Since the North Viet-
namese consider their own captured
personnel as expendable and since they
know we value highly the lives and
welfare of our soldiers in captivity, they
are using their control of our prisoners
of war as a bargaining tool for propa-
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ganda and leverage for a settlement of
the war favorable to them.

Legacy and Lessons. The develop-
ment of meaningful and cssential inter-
national law relative to prisoners of war
has been extremely slow, yet ever more
preciscly defined. Up to World War 11
this development had significant impact
on improving the humanitarian treat-
ment of prisoners. From World War Il
came the Geneva Conventions of 1949,
which materially strengthened the law
in this arca, more clearly defined its
application, and provided for humane
treatment agreed upon by some 117
nations as of 1968.%° From World War
Il also came distinet evidence that,
regardless of the law and weight of
world opinion, the Communists did not
intend to abide by international law to
which they and others had committed
themselves. As the history of World War
1l unfolded with the passing of time,
more precise proof became available.
The extent and enormity of some of the
evidence strains humanitarian under-
standing, and even today many ignore
or refuse to assess the record.

In the aftermath of the Korcan war it
became clear once again that the Com-
munists had shown an utter disregard
for international law and contempt for
humanitarian treatment of prisoners of
war, which other peoples and nations
sought to uphold. Though smaller in
scale, the barbaric and cruel treatment
of prisoners of war by the Communists
established a record in modern times for
the high rate of death among caplives.
Again the rules for conduct of affairs
among nations were severely set back.
This demonstrated contempt for the
precepts of human dignity and com-
passion for fellowmen is appalling. This,
coupled with the hypocrisy of claiming
adherence to international law, while
resolutely and consistently failing to do
so, invites more grave questions. Al
though only shreds of evidence are
available from the current war in Viet-

nam, these shreds point to the Commu-
nists adding to the legacy passed on
from World War 1l and Korea.

A review of history supporls the
contention that prisoners of war have
been used as instruments of foreign
policy. Concurrent with the evolution
of international law, mounting concern
for the humane treatment of prisoners
of war has resulted in increasing well-
defined international agreements to pro-
teet the vietims of war, thus tending to
reduce the effectiveness of prisoners of
war as instruments of foreign policy for
those nations adhering to the law.
Starting in World War Il and continuing
through to the current Victnam war, the
Communists have demonstrated a com-
plete reluctance to be inhibited in their
use of prisoners of war to achieve
national and international political ob-
jectives. This remains so, whether or not
they profess adherence to international
conventions.

Based on the record of treatment
accorded their own people when re-
covered from captivity, the Communists
are not receplive to bargaining for the
exchange or treatmenl of prisoncrs
predicated on humanitarian principles.
Accordingly, il appears that even when
assured of our propricty in the treat-
ment of their prisoners, the Communists
are unwilling to reciprocate and guaran-
tee humane treatment for U.S. prisoners
of war. This, coupled with the funda-
mental  principle of the dignity and
rights of man upon which the Govern-
ment of the United States is based, rules
out any consideration of reprisal against
Communist prisoners as ineffective and
repugnant.

Thus, to obtain humane trecatiment
and releasc of prisoncrs from Commu-
nist control, it appears that the most
realistic alternative is to marshal Ameri-
can opinion unifying the country on the
issue. To affirm our resolve to deny the
Communists their political objectives
through use of our prisoners of war is
the most positive way to insure their
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prisoners’ next of kin, 42 U.S. Senators
signed a strong statement condemning
North Vietnam for its record of viola-
tion of international law and for its
“cruel  and inhuman treatment of
prisoners of war.” This statement also
condemned the callous treatment of the
{amilics of prisoners who traveled to
Paris seeking information about the
prisoners from the North Vietnamese
delegates to the peace talks. On 21
August the North Victnamese rejected
the protest. [t is significant to note that
some of the leading antiwar Senators,
including the Chairman of the Senate
Foreign Affairs Committee, had not
signed the statement of protest. The full
impact of a similar statement signed by
all 100 Senators or of a joint resolution
by Congress is a matter of conjecture.

The question that presents itself is
“Why should this critical matter be left
to conjecture?”

The need to focus attention on the
current plight of American prisoners in
the hands of the Communists is evident.
Previous limited success in combating
the Communists’ usc of prisoners of war
as instruments of foreign policy has
been attained only when antiwar fac-
tions in the United States, particularly
members of Congress, have repudiated
these inhuman practices. It appears that
these factors must drive concerted
American efforts to deny the Commu-
nists their political objectives. The con-
tinued maltreatment of American
prisoners of war in direct violation of
international law is totally unaccept-

able.
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The mass media have presented the SDS as an organization primarily interested in
domestic issues and concerned with foreign policy only to the extent that it
competes with domestic programs for limited financial resources. In fact, however,
the main thrust of the SDS program relates to U.S. foreign policy. The goal of the
movement is the isolation of the United States from the world arena and a political
revolution that brings to power an elite group of radicals.

SDS TACTICS AS AN INDICATOR OF AIMS

DESIGNED TO INFLUENCE

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY

A research paper prepared

Major Robert V. Brennan, U.S. Marine Corps
School of Naval Command and Staff

Origin of the Students for a Demo-
cratic Society. The social unrest and
demand for change which have swept
the country during the 1960°s have been
considered by many as phenomena of
the times. The rebelliousness and dissi-
dent behavior on our college campuses
have brought a new and distinct charac-
ter to student movements. Different
from historically recorded student
movements, the new movement is na-
tional in scope and complex in nature.
It is different because it endorses and
engages in direct political activism. The
communications media of the 1960’s
have shown the movement in its mili-
tant and revolutionary form; however,
to understand the student movement it
is necessary to delve into tactics and
aims.

The SDS began in 1960 as the youth

affiliate of the League for Industrial

Democracy.l The league is the successor
to the Intercollegiate Socialist Society, a
group organized in 1905 to mobilize the
country’s intelligentsia to teach social-
ism and collective ownership through-
out the Nation.? In June of 1962, 59
people attended what is considered to
be the SDS founding convention at the
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Labor Cen-
ter in Port Huron, Mich.?

It was at this convention that the
SDS  manifesto, which has become
known as the “Port Huron Statement,”
was first presented. This document
called for massive public pressure to
make the Government and the economy
responsive to popular control and de-
clared the bankruptey of America’s cold
war policies. It further pledged SDS to
work for the creation of a New lLeft and
placed special emphasis on the potential
of the university as a radical center. The
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preamble in the original text stated that
the SDS program was “counterposed to
authoritarian movements both of com-
munism and the Domestic right.” The
“Port Huron Statement” also coined the
phrase “‘Participatory Democracy”
which called for a “town meeting” type
government.4 This gave further impetus
to the type of organization that the SDS
desired.

It was during 1962 that the SDS
began to emerge as a potent force for
campus activism. The movement, made
up mostly of students, was initially felt
to be hberally oriented but radically
disposed. This radical predilection was
evident in its distrust of compromise
and its proclivity for direct action. The
original SDS organization has grown
from 59 students at 11 colleges to a
present membership claim of 70,000
students at over 350 colleges and univer-
sities.®

In June of 1969 the SDS split into
three factions: the Weathermen (also
referred to as Revolutionary Youth
Movement 1), Revolutionary Youth
Movement 11, and the Progressive Labor
Party (pro-Mao Tse-tung) group.® The
Weatherman faction is militant in na-
ture, while the other two factions advo-
cate nonviolent, educational forms of
protest—at least until the peoglc’s con-
sciousness has been developed.” For the
purpose of this paper, all factions will
be considered as part of SDS.

An Analysis of SDS Tacties. The
scenario of the SDS confrontation tac-
tics has been widely reported in the
mass media. Therefore it is not neces-
sary to point out what has occurred at
this or that university or meeting, but
rather to bring about some understand-
ing of the tactics used by SDS in its
confrontations with the “establish-
ment.”

The SDS has attempted to develop a
radical political consciousness among
students by focusing their attention on
the ties between the university as an

instrument to “channel” students by
“pressurized guidance” into particular
ficlds for the good of the “establish-
ment.”® In focusing attention on these
relationships, the SDS has opened the
way for their confrontations with the
“system.” In their view the “system”
includes these targets: the university,
the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps,
the Selective Service System, campus
recruiting, and the Nation’s industrial
base.

In analyzing the SDS tactics with
regard to the aforementioned targets,
four techniques of confrontation keep
recurring.  These  techniques  include
issucs, coordination, propaganda, and
“moral absolutism.” Taken together
they form a pattern which might be
labeled a  “template for analysis.”
Through a discussion of specific inci-
dents and statements, the reader will
gain the facility to analyze other areas
of student confrontation with which he
is more familiar.

The SDS in its confrontations with
the selected targets has made great use
of the “issues.” The attempt is made in
each case to connect campus issues, no
matter how academic, to off-campus
questions  which  are  political.  Carl
Davidson, a former national SDS of-
ficer, has stated the necessity of lying
the university ranking system to the
Selective Service System and the ROTC
issues to the “fighting of Aggressive
[sic] wars of oppression abroad.™ The
University placement office has become
the focus of their political action aimed
al the national industrial base. The
“immorality of napalm™ is bound to
Dow Chemical Corporation, and the
students are urged to “run them off
campus . . . because of their complicity
in war crimes.”'® One other linking of
issues was presented in the 1966 SDS
Anti-Draft Resolution which tied the
draft to the economic and foreign pol-
icy objectives of the United States.!!
The use of issues has been further
crystallized in a statement by Philip A.



Luce, a former leader of the Progressive
Labor Party.

Confrontation as a revolutionary
tactic works like this: Manipulate
people into a posture wherein
they are in direct conflict with
some power source and violence
can be created. The first key is to
broaden support for the apparent
cause through the rising [sic] of
false issues. Second, demand from
the power source concessions that
they can not or will not accept.
Then claim that the student will
has been thwarted and the only
answer is peaceful but extra legal
measures Lo gain the demanded
changes.!?

This creation of issues was to be seen
even prior to the statement by Luce. At
Columbia University in April of 1968,
the Institute for Defense Analysis and
the construction of a Columbia-owned
gymnasium in Harlem became the great
issues of confrontation.!®> However,
Mark Rudd, the leader of the Columbia
SDS, speaking of these issues at a
lecture at Harvard, stated: “We manu-
factured the issues, the Institute for
Defense Analysis is nothing at Colum-
bia. Just three professors. And the gym
issue is bull. It doesn’t mean anything to
anybody. I had never been to the gym
site. before the demonstration began. 1
didn’t even know how to get there.”"*

The SDS has considered the “issues”
as matters around which larger masses
of students may be “radicalized” or
“politicized” toward the eventual re-
form of other social institutions.'® The
purpose of these “issucs” is not the
solving of the Nation’s problems, but
rather to gain support for the organiza-
tion’s programs. The issues that are
considered viable are those that will
cause a reaction by the masses against
the established order. The purpose is to
show that incidents such as Victnam are
caused by the system and are not just an
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aberration of it. In keeping with this, a
leading member of the Stanford Univer-
sity SDS attempted as carly as 1967 to
close Vietnam as a ‘“‘viable issue” be-
cause now even the university trustees
desired a withdrawal.'® The issues that
gain support and sympathy from the
masses but not the “establishment™ are
considered viable, and the coordination
that is used to highlight these issues,
through confrontation, is then planned.

One of the mysteries of SDS has
been its ability to disseminate informa-
tion and coordinate its complex activi-
tics on a national basis. It has been
intimated by some that the mass me-
dia’s devotion of time and space to SDS
activitics has given the movement a
means of coordinating the use of similar
tactics.' 7 This may be true for specific
tactics, such as threatening to burn a
dog as a symbolistic gesture.'® How-
ever, it still does not explain the co-
ordination of the large “single-shot”
event nor does it reflect the spon-
taneous character attributed to the
movement by the media.

The SDS ability and use of cffective
coordinating techniques can be seen by
the timeliness of their planning and the
commonly known results of the follow-
ing specific actions:

A. The first large-scale march
(15,000) on Washington, D.C., in April
of 1965 was planned by the National
Council of SDS in December of 1964.1°

B. The Columbia University demon-
stration was planned in detail in Octo-
ber of 1967 while the actual confronta-
tion took place in April of 1968.2°

C. The confrontations which took
place at the Democratic Convention in
June of 1968 were announced to the
author of this paper approximately 7
months prior to the cvent.

As with all revolutionary movements,
SDS  coordination techniques include
the use of locally produced literature.
One example of this close coordination

is the linking of the 1966 Anti-Draft
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Resolution at Berkeley with Carl David-
son’s “‘Praxis Makes Perfcet,” which sets
forth the tactics to be adopl(:d.22 An-
other example of the SDS capability to
project the same view on different
campuses  simultancously was  signifi-
cantly shown in April of 1969 when
identical editorials demanding the aboli-
tion of ROTC appeared in 29 indepen-
dent college newspapers. 3

The importance of the media as a
means of influencing campus activities
has been fully recognized by the SDS.
The organization feels that the student
movement must: “(1) Try to gain con-
trol of as much of the established
campus cultural apparatus as possible,
(2) if control is not possible, they
should try to influence and/or resist it
when necessary and (3) develop a new
counter apparatus of their own.”?? By
having their own people on the staff of
the campus media the SDS has at-
tempted to gain, through the media,
student body support for its programs.

The need of media control by the
SDS can be viewed also from one other
direction. Holsti has written that propa-
ganda is most effective against youth
and that it is most successful if it is the
major source of information for a par-
ticular target group.?® After gaining
control of the local media or establish-
ing counteroutlets for the dissemination
of information, the SDS is able Lo bring
to bear all the techniques and method-
ology of propaganda. The techniques
employed are name calling (Marine Kill-
ers, Chicago Pigs), glittering generalities
(the university exists to provide the
military-industrial complex with trained
manpower), transfer (capitalism is deca-
dent; education in the United States is
in its historically most irrational and
decadent state), testimonial (the use of
politicians and generals to criticize the
Nation’s policies), selection (the collee-
tion and promulgation of just those
facts that support predetermined objee-
tives)?® and finally the bandwagon (all
power to the people; all peace-loving

people recognize that .. ). The use of
these  techniques by SDS-sponsored

media and the success of these methods
are  demonstrated by the rapid rise
shown in the SDS influence and mem-
bership.

The SDS has attempted to gain sup-
port through the use of what Ellul terms
“agitation propaganda.” This is a type
of propaganda used by most revolu-
tionary movements, and it is aimed at
gaining support for issues. The effect of
“agitation propaganda” may be of a
relatively  short  duration.  Through
propaganda of this nature, SDS has been
able to use its “issues” for great short-
term  advantages. The use of its con-
trolled media lends itself well to this
form of tactic which is often used to
disrupt established order.2” Once the
confrontation has been gained through
the issues and coordination, propaganda
is the tool which moves the participants
to action. The SDS then addresses the
confrontation from a position of “moral
absolutism.”

The final technique which completes
the “template for analysis”™ is the use of
“moral absolutism™ by the SDS. Moral
absolutism is defined as a circumstance
where the pursuit of ends regarded as
supremely good and desirable legiti-
mates the use of all means, including
coercion and violation of the rights and
freedom of others, which are believed to
be neeessary to accomplish the goals.

Although the faculty and students at
Columbia endorsed the principle of an
“open campus,” the awards ceremony
of the Naval Reserve Officers’ Training
Corps was disrupted because the SDS
did not feel that the NROTC had a right
to be on the campus.®® The “open
campus” policy was further ignored
when campus recruiting by the Armed
Forces and industrial firms was dis-
rupted, because the SDS stated these
institutions were inherently evil.

The feeling of those within the move-
ment is that SDS represents all that is
good, and, therefore, this legitimates



any action that fosters “goodness.”
Feuer points out that this tactic is not
new and was used by the Nazi Student-
enschaft in 1933 and the French Stu-
dent Movement (1932-1941), which
supported Mussolini’s imperialism and
eventually sided with the Vichy regime.
German students entered classrooms
insulting liberal professors while justi-
fying their disruption by arguing that
only those with whom they agreed had
the right to teach.?® The Fascists felt,
as the SDS of today, that the students
should stop bearing the “burdens™ of
the old. Feuer also points to the irony
of the French student movement’s
moral position in that it was credited
with helping the French prepare for
capitulation to the Germans. The SDS
tactic ol not allowing all to have free-
dom of expression has been vividly
covered by the mass media during the
1968 presidential clections and during
the visits of many guest lecturers to the
college campuses.

The innovation of combining the
four techniques of confrontation into a
successful tactical mode has given the
SDS a dramatic modus operandi which
added to its own membership and
gained for the SDS many temporary
allies. The success SDS has enjoyed,
using these techniques of confrontation,
has exerted an influence toward a
change in basic orientation, Le., from
protest to resistance. This program of
resistance is best described by former
SDS national secretary Greg Calvert
who has stated, “No matter what
America demands, it does not possess
us. Whenever that demand comes, we
resist. 2% The change from protest to
resistance is framed by Carl Davidson in
the following statement: “Do we work
within the system? Of course we do.
The question is not one of working
‘inside” or ‘outside’ rather, the question
is do we play by the established rules?
Here the answer is an emphatic No.™31

The SDS has exhibited the compe-
tence to direct the “movement” down
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the path of participation through con-
frontation activism. The path of resis-
tance, though incongruous to middle-
class Ameriea, is the path that SDS has
chosen to follow. The course of that
resistance has been set by the leaders of
SDS, and termination of this direction
will come only through realistic ap-
proaches by the “establishment™ to the
problems of the society as visualized in
the idealistic thought of the young.
Society’s problems must be solved to
prevent the radicalization of the truly
concerned youth. The template serves as
a way lo understand the aclions that are
taking place; it does not explain the

SDS mystique.

Core Influences on the SDS Move-
ment. A close examination of SDS and
its aclivities reveals that the movement
offers not a program, but a choice—a
choice between “the revolution” and
American democracy. Unfortunately,
and possibly by design, the answers to
what happens “the day after the revolu-
tion” are not laid out, and therefore this
information must be derived from the
movement’s empirical design.

Some useful insights into the SDS as
a sociopolitical group can be gained by
examining the influences that have given
the movement impetus. The movement
has been greatly influenced by the
writings of C. Wright Mills, Paul Good-
man, Herbert Marcuse, Regis Debray,
Robert Nisbert,>? Staughton Lynd, Che
Guevera, Carl Davidson, Thomas Hay-
den, and Carl Oglesby. The last three
listed could be classified as the move-
ments tacticians while the remaining are
better identified as theoreticians.

C. Wright Mills turned to the intellec-
tuals as the agents for social change. He
observed that it was a handful of stu-
dent intellectuals that moved the Cuban
Revolution to (fruition and that this
made the Cuban movement different
from previously known revolutions.??
The revolutionary fervor was forged by
bourgeois intellectuals who considered
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themselves the base of a new order
because their revolution was not cco-
nomically determined or inspired.34
Through the middle-class intellectual
character that the SDS brings to revolu-
tion, a parallel can be drawn between
the SDS and the Cuban movement.
Similar to their emulated movement,
the SDS views its revolution as founded
on morality and its strength resting with
the young intellectuals rather than with
labor.

Paul Goodman, who has been labeled
a freewheeling anarchistic spirit, has
influenced the SDS into placing all of
society in the political arena. In this
way no phase of life is left untouched
by political thought. There is a rejection
on the part of SDS and Goodman to the
separation of morality and politics.
Jonathan Eisen and David Steinberg
have credited Goodman’s theories of
behavior and social control with giving
the movement its revolutionary im-
pact.®® If the political aims of the
writers mentioned could be meshed, the
synthesis would be an endorsement for
a complete social revolution leading to a
new world order controlled by a small
elite group.

The ideal and term that has initially
constituted a core influence on the
movement is “Participatory Democ-
racy.” This is a decentralized system
without real leadership which gives
equal voice to all. The ideal is an
attractive one; it places every individual
in a position where he has a voice in the
forces that shape his own life. Though it
presents the individual a voice, it
strongly rejects the contention that re-
form can be achieved through estab-
lished parliamentary procedures.¢

The SDS believes that its meetings
should produce a unanimity of view-
point; yet it still prizes a rebellious,
strong-willed individualism and indepen-
dence of mind.>” Policies are set and
action is determined by those who, in
the maelstrom of discussion and debate,
exert the most influence through

courage, articulateness, reasonableness,
and sensitivity to the feelings of the
group.38 This method appears best
suited Lo an action movement which
mobilizes and focuses the moral encrgies
of young people in brief, one-event
actions. Nevertheless, the SDS defend
the wider utility of this form of govern-
ment by citing the successful control by
workers of cooperative factories and
citizen participation in classic town
mcctings.3 9

Critics of “Participatory Democracy”™
have argued that it is a vague, utopian
notion that could never provide a work-
able system of government on a mass
scale.?? Initially students associated
themselves with the rhetoric and ide-
ology of the phrase Thomas Hayden had
coined and have pushed it to reform
society.*'  Staughton Lynd, who has
compared “Participatory Democracy”
with  “Soviet Democracy,” has since
stated it may have been the4pr0duct of a
naive early stage of protest. 2 "This same
view of a revolutionary movement is
attributed to Lenin by Feuer. Lenin felt
that it was not possible for the working
class to acquire the outlook to enable
them to vote intelligently, therefore the
minority must seize the statc power.
Then, holding the real power, they
would “convince” the majority to
accept its policies.** The “Participatory
Democrat” likewise has shown no in-
clination to abide by elections or parlia-
mentary procedures. The basic argu-
ment purports that, since the masses are
nonparticipant, the elite activists must
act on their behalf.** Critics of this
method of government have termed
“Participatory Democracy™ as “Demo-
cratic Anarchy” fulfilled.

The use of the word “Communist™
when dealing with any movement
usually exposes the user to the wrath
and label of “Red baiting” or “Mec-
Carthyism,” but in the case of SDS the
influence is too blatant and unequivo-
cally present Lo be passed over in the
cause of timidity. When the movement



was initiated in the early sixties, it
appeared to be quite free of any sub-
versive influence, but as the movement
grew and gained support the statements
and verbiage of the leaders tended to
take on the language and fervor of
Marxism. The movement’s leanings were
fairly well established in the midsixties
with the many trips made by SDS
members to Hanoi and Cuba. The
leadership statements at the 1968 SDS
Conyention left little room for doubt.
Bernadine Dohrn, the interorganiza-
tional secretary, stated that she is a
“revolutionary Communist,”%  and
Michael Klonsky, the national sceretary,
has stated that their primary task “is to
build a Marxist-Leninist revolutionary
movement.”*®  The distinction that
they have made for themselves is that
they are communists with a little “c” to
distinguish them from the card-carrying
Communists of the past.47 The direc-
tion the movement has taken could be
traced to the change in the preamble of
the SDS Constitution in 1965. It was
this change that allowed Communists to
obtain membership in the organization.
The preamble was changed because the
leadership felt the section which stated
that the movement was “counterposed
to authoritarian movements both of
communism and the domestic right”
was negative, exclusionary, and smacked
of “Red baiting.”™® Gus Hall, Secretary
of the Communist Party, USA, stated
that because of organizations like SDS,
fronts were things of the past. As far
back as 1961 Hall told his National
Committee that they must give higher
priority to the youth movement.*®
During onc visit to Budapest, SDS
members met with North Vietnamese
representatives. Upon their return to
America they promulgated to the SDS
membership the proper methods of
organizing demonstrations in this coun-
try and provided information on the
methods North Vietnamese employed
to set up their youth cells in both
Victnams.*® In 1968, during a trip to
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Cuba, several SDS members were in-
structed by Huynh Van Ba, a represen-
tative of the Viet Cong, in the areas of
effective demonstrations and the col-
lecting of funds for the support of the
National Liberation Front of South
Vietnam.”' The travel to Communist
countries is not significant in itself, but
the actions and writings of the travelers
are. The writings and actions of Bruce
Dancis, David Dellinger, and Carl David-
son upon their return give testimony
that the ideology of SDS has more and
more taken on a Marxist-Leninist
coloration. Staughton Lynd has even
musced that SDS meetings now seem
indistinguishable from those of the Old
Left sects of his y()ulh.5 2

The influences and the direction of
the SDS movement seem inalterable.
They have manifestly made their objec-
tives clear. By declaration and action,
the crux of SDS ideology is to change
the socicty by any method necessary.
The SDS has charted a course for the
future. The pattern appears not as a
program of reform of the present
foundations of democracy, but rather as
a revolution to “smash” the American
political Syslcm.53 The discourse in
confrontation is not reasoned and logi-
cal but rather a totalitarian philosophy
which will not tolerate opposing posi-
tions.

There are those who feel the faction
split of 21 June 1969°* will bring about
new and distinct positions, but it should
be realized that this inner debate is not
one of substance, but rather of form.
The FBI has stated that the organization
has dnfted into the orbit of revolu-
lionary thought and direction as laid
down by Marx, Engels, and Lenin.?
‘Therefore, the internal struggle may be
viewed as a struggle over which form of
Marxist revolutionary action will be
followed. The SDS still appears to desire
control over the destiny of their organi-
zation without Old Left or foreign
domination; however, the direction of
the movement augers against it.
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Foreign Policy Attacks Through Use
of Domestic Issues. The foreign policy
of the United States has come under
varied attacks by the SDS which project
it as imperialistic in naturc and spawned
by the “military-industrial complex.”
The term “military-industrial complex,”
first uttered in President Eisenhower’s
“farewell address” of 1960, has given
the movement a phrase by which they
can claim legitimacy for their antagon-
jism.> 6 Through this oft-repeated state-
ment the SDS has attempted to repre-
sent both the military and the Nation’s
industrial base as the cause for the
world’s ills.

As a consequence of this reasoning,
the defensive posture of U.S. forces in
Europe is distorted into the cause for
the Russian invasion of Czechoslovakia,
and the claim that the invasion proves
the validity of the original defensive
posture is dismissed as circular reason-
ing.®” In essence, the criticism of
foreign policy gives no thought to post-
World War Il developments. It simply
denigrates as imperialistic any U.S.
participation in  overscas defensive
arrangements. It does not accept
Russian power as an exlernal threat to
all of Europe but equates the Czechoslo-
vakia takcover by Russian military force
to the United Fruit Corporation’s pur-
suit of economic interests in Guate-
mala.®® [n this discourse the U.S. “mili-
tary-industrial complex” is placed in the
floodlight, while aggressive action of
other powers, though decried, is placed
in the background. The moral consci-
ence of these young people appears to
be attuned only to American actions,
while other nations are free to operate
in a galaxy of freedom from criticism of
their policics.5 2

The term “foreign policy” has never
specifically become a “watchword” for
the SDS in its movement toward revolu-
tion; however, it has always been visible
in ils writings and discussions. In an
examination of SDS targets and ac-

complishments, it would appear that an
extension of views on all other fronts
would disclose the influence they seck
to exert on US. foreign policy. The
amount of influence alrcady subsumed
by SDS successes in other areas can be
used as an indicator of direction. This
can be accomplished by an analysis of
the domestic programs espoused and
pushed by SDS  which impinge on
foreign policy.

There will be some who will state
that these changes were inevitable or
that the problems leading to change
already existed. However, it is worth
remarking that all past revolutions have
scized existing problems as a vehicle,
and the revolution has been furthered
by repression of people who are at-
tempting  to  follow understandable
instincts in meeling legitimate needs.

The confrontations at Yale, Harvard,
Cornell, and Dartmouth, among many
institutions, have succeeded in high-
lighting the demand for the abolition of
Reserve Officers” Training Corps on the
campuses of America. The ROTC itself
is in little danger of disintegration.
However, the problem of student pres-
sure is real when capitulation to the
demands of a student minority is ob-
tained from some of the oldest universi-
ties in the Nation.®® The Cornell Uni-
versity Chronicle of 13 November 1969
ran a headline story that stated, “Stu-
dent Survey Says 67% Support ROTC in
Some Form.”®!' This, like most polls,
favored retention.

The exact purpose for abolition is
brought out best by a young dedicated
SDS leader from Trinity College in
Hartford, Conn.:

By destroying ROTC, a strong
student movement would con-
tribute to stopping this war and
wars like it; hence no one would
have to go . .. The position of the
College should be to refuse to
cooperate with the Armed Forces



as long as counter revolution re-
mains the objective of American

foreign policy.%?
R | Y.

The argument against ROTC is that
the military’s longstanding policy is one
of sceuring worldwide markets which
will be open to exploitation by Ameri-
can business and trade. Their case for
abolishing ROTC rests on their conten-
tion that ROTC is essential to the
smooth functioning of the “American
military” in pursuil of its policics.63
These demands for a change in the
Nation’s foreign policy by the SDS are
not well known by the American public
as the exposure given to the SDS by the
media has distorted the actual para-
meters of the movement. The SDS has
been represented as a campus movement
with a heavy interest in domestic affairs,
with the Vietnam issue depicled as an
extension of the evils of the capitalist
system. However, the SDS pamphlets
and articles have actually little to do
with solely domestic issues. What the
SDS media demand is a change in
foreign policy. The call is for “pres
surized guidance™ exerted on politicians
who, they fecl, are susceptible to pres-
sure.

The recent change in the conscrip-
tion laws of the Nation can be classified
as a parlial success for the SDS and
fellow organizations. The agitation for
the passing of this draft reform in 1969
can be traced in part to the 1966 SDS
Anti-Draft Resolution. The change did
not paralle] the resolution; however, the
demand for change was met during a
period when the United States was
heavily engaged in conflict abroad. The
proposal for an “all volunteer [orce™
will meet with the increasing demands
to halt all forms of conseription. How-
ever, this still does not mect the basic
objectives of SDS. In personal dis-
cussions with many SDS dissidents de-
manding such a change they have
alluded to the “channcling” of the
underprivileged into the military as a
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byproduct of this “all volunteer foree.”
Now SDS concern is on a different level,
They ponder the fairness of a system
that dircets the choice of an individual
who has limited opportunity in the job
market. The foreign policy implications
that SDS relates to the draft can be
found in the lollowing paragraphs ol the
1966 Anti-Draft Resolution:

(2) ... We maintain that all con-
scriplion 18 coercive and  Anti-
Democratic and that it is used by
the U.S. Government to oppress
people in the U.S. and around the
world.

(3) SDS  recognizes  that  the
draft is connected with the re-
quircments of the cconomic sys-
tem and the foreign policy of the

u.s.

(413) National SDS will assist all
efforts to organize within the
armed forces, resistance to the
U.S. foreign policy.®*

The overtone of this domestic issue
appears lo have its actual base in the
commitments of the United States
abroad. Just as they previously tied
“on-campus activities” to “off-campus
questions,” it is apparent that domestic
issucs arc tied to foreign policy deci-
SioNs.

The SDS has gained some success in
its constant attacks on U.S. corporate
industry. The purpose of these attacks
has been to show the worker that the
corporation is exploiting the people not
only in the United States, but also
abroad. The tactic has been to poinl out
existing domestic inequities and to bring
the worker’s attention to concomitant
wrongs in the world. SDS has depicted
to the worker what they label an “im-
perialist pattern.” The pattern in Viet-
nam is presented as the blueprint for the
U.S. foreign policy of giving massive aid
to oppressors of people all over the
world. The Vietnam conflict is por-
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trayed as rooted in the imperialistic
nature of capitalism, wherc the great
corporations of America exploit the
cheap labor and raw materials of “third
world countries.”®® The symbol of the
corporate giant crushing and exploiting
the worker domestically is thereby pro-
jected as the true image of U.S. activi-
ties abroad.

There are other substantial SDS
accomphishments which may have subtle
and far-reaching effects on the foreign
policy of America. Thesec successes
include changes in college curricula,
student control of the hiring and firing
of professors, and student control of
universily funds. The curriculum of the
university may, in the future, be taught
in a structure where professors are
granted tenure not by merit, but by
emotion. This can be compared to
post-World Il Germany, where the stu-
dents, by florce, controlled the uni-
versity and were responsible for the
firing of almost 1,600 professors with
whom they disagrced.6 The result of
such demands is a regenerative effect
which reinforces the ideology approved
by the militants. The foreign policy
ramifications of these
apparent.

In every case the SDS has pushed for
a change in the principles and policies of
the Nation. They have shown their
ability to mobilize mass action by con-
centrating on carefully chosen issues.%”
The movement disdains the democratic
process and political liberty. It also
disdains the process of continually
balancing and rebalancing liberty and
order, authority and indcpendence,
rights and obligations. Its foreign policy
is i line with the Marxist dogma. To
SDS it is not the results but the commit-
ment that counts; T.R. Brooks in the
article  “Metamorphosis in - SDS—the
New Left 1s Showing lts Age” states
“SDSers couldn’t care less that the
Marxism-Leninism of Stalin murdered
millions; that morally wrong ‘means’
wreak havoc with ‘the noblest of ends,’

actions arc

that violence only breeds violence.”®

A similar position on commitment was
stated by Ted Gold, a former member
of the Columbia University SDS. When
confronted with the accusation by a
fellow member that his views were those
of a “rightwing extremist,” he stated
“Well, if it takes fascism, well have to
take fascism.”®? Ted Gold was killed in
New York City when a bomb exploded
in a building suspected of housing
“Weatherman” demolitions.

The program for “the day after the
revolulion” does not appear to have
been written as yetl, but the verbiage,
influence, and direction of the move-
ment have been spawned. Carl Davidson
has stated that the decision will be made
after the revolution as to what program
they will follow. Che Guevera wrote
that the revolution educates a man; first
act, and out of action will come en-
lighu:nmvnt.70 The actions against basic
institutions such as the military can
only raise doubts in the eyes of US.
allics as to this Nation’s will to meet
treaty commilments. This brings to
foreign policy a problem of dimensions
that cannot be easily measured. Grave
harm may also result if our enemies are
led to question the Nation’s resolve and
test its abilities. This view has already
been cexpressed by some of our allies,
who, because of our internal problems,
have questioned our viability as a strong
nation,”!

Conclusions. The cynicism that pre-
vails in the SDS for Amecrican political
and social institutions has brought to
the organization a high political eon-
sciousness and activism. The activism
which has cried for “change now” has
nol concerned itself with the solutions
to the problems it deplores. This lack of
a coherent strategy for social reform
continues to be the great criticism of
the movement. The randomness of the
movement’s issucs, though well planned
in confrontation, indicates a degrec of
opportunism rather than a coherent



program. The evidence points to the
continuance of this lack of concern for
“the day after the revolution.” The
guiding light will continue to be dis-
ruption of all with which they disagree
and a pattern of “revolution for the hell
of it.”

This movement, thought to be transi-
tory by many, has completed a decade
where it has proven its abilily to foster
change. The change accomplished radi-
cally or peacefully has given to the SDS
the image as a catalyst for activism.

In keeping with this image and the
protective  benefits of the “student”
label, the campus will remain the base
of the movement, and the demands for
change of all institutional apparatus that
interferes with total freedom, as cs-
poused by SDS, will be the goal. In the
specter of militancy for change, the
university will find once more that it is
faced with legitimate, as well as illegiti-
mate, requests for review of its present
policies. The classrooms of the univer-
sities and high schools, like those of
post-World War Il Germany, are to be
the scenes of over-growing confronta-
tions dealing with all the issues of the
day.

Personal experience in the realm of
academia has left the author of this
paper with the conception that the
influence of SDS will be felt in educa-
tional circles for many decades to come.
The reason for this prediction is the
knowledge that many of the dissident
young have been turning to teaching as
a profession. This lends to the SDS a
regenerative quality of influencing those
who are most susceptible to propaganda
relating to a cause. America’s classrooms
will provide that audience.

In these disrupling circumstances the
classroom may very well become a
forum, and the will of the students is
going to be the deciding factor. If the
educational structure is going to survive
in this setting of disruption, the agi-
tator’s position will have to be put to
the test of logical discourse. The other
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students will have to be consulted as to
what they think of the information
being expounded by the SDS. The
Students for a Democratic Society de-
mand, under the guise of educational
frcedom, that everyone be open to
questioning on the position that he
represents. It will be up to the non-SDS
students to demand the same right in
the questioning of the SDS platform. If
the student feeling for responsible dis-
course or their desire [or learning is
colored by apathetic unconcern, there is
litlle that the non-SDS influenced pro-
fessor will be able to do short of
notifying the authorities.

Clearly the university will have to
change. These changes must not be
guided by cmotional slogans, pressure,
or preconceptions supplicd by the SDS,
but rather through reasoned approaches
to existing problems. The key to success
in managing the change without de-
stroying the institution is the mature
student. The student body must take on
the responsibility for maintaining a free
academic structure.

When faced with militant disruption,
the university should present its posi-
tion on issucs to the students by fully
explaining the problem and the possible
consequences of acquiescence to the
demands of the dissidents. The Univer-
sity must not take a “passive” role but
an “active” one. This role should be one
of soliciting opinion on significant issues
from all major organizations, including
the SDS, in an attempt to involve all
segments of the academic community in
the university workings. The responses
and recommendations from these active
procedures should be made known to
the students and faculty through the use
of the established campus apparatus. In
involving the entire intellectual com-
munity in the affairs that affect them all
equally, it would acquaint them with
the seriousness of problems of the insti-
tution, financial and academic, and
generale a {eeling of mutual respon-
sibility for solutions. This is not to
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DUTY, HONOR, COUNTRY

General of the Army Douglas MacArthur was not only a successful military
officer, bul was also one of his generation’s most talented orators. One of his most
eloquent speeches was “Duty, Honor, Country”—an impassioned patriotic appeal to
the values of the officer corps—delivered at West Point in 1962 on the occasion of his
acceptance of the Svlvanus Thayer Award. In the following article the author
analyzes and evaluates this address in the light of contemporary standards of

rhetorical excellence.

A research paper prepared

Major Richard A. Behrenhausen, U.S. Army
School of Naval Command and Staff

MacARTHUR OF WEST POINT

Duty, honor, country: those
three hallowed words reverently
dictate what you ought to be,
what you can be, what you will

be.

On 28 February 1962 the U.S. Mili-
tary Academy announced that General
of the Army Douglas MacArthur had
been selected to receive the Sylvanus
Thayer Award.

The award, first presented in 1958, is
named for Sylvanus Thayer, known to
generations of cadets as “The Father of
the Military Academy.” As Academy
Superintendent from 1817 to 1833,
Thayer instituted academic and military
principles “based upon integration of
character and knowledge” that remain
today virtually unchanged." The award

is presented annually to a distinguished
U.S. citizen “whose record of service to
his country, accomplishments in the
national and manner of
achievement exemplify outstanding
devotion to the prineiples expressed in
the motto of West Point—Duty, Honor,
Country.”2

On 12 May 1962, General MacArthur
made his final journey to West Point.
On that day he was to be presented with
the award—"“a handsome gold medal, a
beautiful hand-painted scroll, and a cita-
tion.”® It was a perfect day for a
parade. A brilliant sunshine highlighted
the spring beauty of the Hudson Valley
as the Corps formed on “The Plain” in
honor of the general. The ancient
parade field was surrounded by more
than 30,000 spectators who broke into
spontaneous applause as the Old Soldier
trooped the line once again.4

interest,



80 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

Following the parade, the award
presentation was made in the cadet
messhall. Maj. Gen. William C. West-
moreland, the Academy Superinten-
dent, opened the program with a few
brief remarks. Next, Lt. Gen. Leslie R.
Groves, President of the Association of
Graduates, recalled some of the high-
lights of General MacArthur’s career,
Following these momentary reminis-
cences, General Groves then read the
award cilation. At the conclusion of this
reading, the audience, which consisted
of 70 distinguished military and civilian
guests, more than 300 Academy gradu-
ales and the entire 2,400 man Corps of
Cadets, rose in a standing ovation as the
award was presented. Then, speaking
from his heart “without reference to
notes or script,” General MacArthur
“delivered the inspiring address which
will oceupy forever a prominent niche
in the history of West Point.”® (See
appendix L)

This “moving and inspirational farc-
well spccch”6 would come to be called
“Duty, Honor, Country” and would
take its place alongside of “Old Soldiers
Never Die” as the most famous public
addresses of General MacArthur.

The purpose of this paper is to
conduct a rhetorical critique of “Duty,
Honor, Country.” This criticism will
include investigation in the following
arcas: a brief sketch of the background
of General MacArthur and his methods
of speech preparation; an examination
of the organizational structure of the
speech and of the means of proof
employed within the speech; an analy
of the style and delivery of the speech;
and, finally, an overall evaluation of the
effectiveness of “Duty, Honor, Coun-
try” as well as an interpretation of its
communicative situation.

No attempt will be made to recount
in detail the many and varied highlights
of the carecr of Douglas MacArthur.
Called “the greatest froat line general of
the war,”” his daring exploits with the
famous Rainbow Division during World

8

War | are included in even the most
basic history texts. Equally as familiar is
his rapid rise within Army ranks to
Chief of Staff. His subsequent records as
Special Military Advisor to the Philip-
pines, Commander in Chief U.S. Army
Forces in the Far East, Supreme Com-
mander of the Allied Powers for the
occupation of Japan, and Commander
in Chief, United Nations Forces in
Korea are, again, both well known and
well  documented.  Yet, because a
speaker’s “‘background may well con-
tribute to his ultimate product,”™ cer-
tain facets of General MacArthur’s life
and career merit reinvestigalion.

Douglas MacArthur was born in his
father’s Army headquarters at Arsenal
Barracks, Little Rock, Ark., on 26
January 1880.° If, indeed, “the military
officer raised in such a milicu since
childhood might be influenced on a
particular issue in a very positive
way,”"® then most certainly Douglas
MacArthur would have been so in-
fluenced. Though he would not offi-
cially join the Army until his entrance
to West Point in 1899, he “was in and
of the Regular United States Army from
the day of his birth.”" ' He was fond of
saying “the first recollection | have is
the sound of Army bugles.”"? ““His first
books had to do with soldiering; his
playmates were the children of other
soldiers on the post, and like young
Douglas their first playground was an
Army square.”

Douglas’ father, Arthur MacArthur, a
professional  soldier of considerable
renown,'? conducted an carly cduca-
tion ol his son. In addition to the three
R’s, he instilled in him ““a stern sense of
obligation.” Douglas learned that he
must “always do what was right and
just” and that his country “was to come
first” in his heart.’® A frequent topic of
conversation between father and son
during these early years was “the glories
of West Point.” As far back as he could
remember, his father had expounded on
the virtues of the Academy. He fre-



quently  brought to his home “‘some
recently graduated young shavetail to
tell his son of the customs and regula-
tions ol the A(:a(ierlly.”l6 Many yecars
later his father would say that “he
started Douglas towards West Point the
day he was born.”'7 Gencral Mac-
Arthur likewise recorded in his memoirs
“always belore me was the goal of West
Point, the greatest mlitary academy in
the world.”'®

Douglas MacArthur achieved “the
fulfilment of all my boyish dreams”t?®
when he entered West Point on 13 June
1899. As the son of a famous soldier, he
was singled out in advance as a target
He  quickly  gained the
respect of both his classmates and the
upperclassmen by meeting a very rough
summer camp hazing “like a man, with
fortitude and dignity.” In fact he
emerged from the camp “with flying
colors” and “showed himself a true
soldier, casily mastering the military
training.”*°

With the ngors of summer camp
behind him, MacArthur began to pursue
“with dircct, unwavering purpose his
self-set goal of surpassing his class-
mates.” Militarily he progressed from
corporal in his 2d year to company first
sergeant in his 3d year. In his final year
he achieved the peak of West Point
military aptitude—First Caplain of the
Corps  of Cadets. Academically he
ranked number one his first 2 years,
dropped to fourth in his 3d year, but
returned to the top his senior year. His
final 4 year average of 98.14 was the
highest in the history of West Point.2!
Although not an outstanding athlete, he
was proficient ¢nough to win a starting
position in the outfield of the Army
bascball team and twice earned his “A.”
(He would wear it on his cadet bathrobe
until his death in 1964.)22 He was
particularly proud of scoring the
winning run against Navy in 1901 by
“stretching” a base on balls into a
homerun as a result of shoddy fielding
by the midshipnu:n.2 3

for hazing.
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Douglas MacArthur, “a tall, slender,
handsome cadet, glitleringly immaculate
with maroon silk sash, plumed dress hat,
glinting sword, and four gold stripes of
chevrons™2% was graduated from West
Point on 11 June 1903 as a second
hicutenant of Engineers “prepared to
live—or to die—in upholdin% the oath.
Duty, Honor, Country.”®® Sixteen
years later he would return, as the
youngesl Superintendent in its history,
with the mission to revitalize an Acade-
my that was “forly years behind the
times. 2 ®

“West Point in 1919 was sorely in
need of a leader of energy and
vision.”?7 Due to wartime demands for
Army officers, the normal 4-year cur-
riculum had been shortened to 1 year,
leaving the inslitution in a state of
disorder and confusion. In Congress and
across the Nation the popular opinion
scemed to be “Why have a West Point at
all?” Critics of the Academy argued if
World War | “was the war to end wars,
the war to save democracy for all time,
why go on training, al great expense,
officers who would never have to
fight?”28 As MacArthur noted in his
memoirs, “Even the proud spirit of the
Academy had flagged.”®

The new Superintendent lost no time
in beginning his “fight for the very life
ol the Academy.” ® He immediately
went to Washington Lo plead the Acade-
my’s case before Congress. He reminded
the legislators that “West Point, to-
gether with the United States Naval
Academy, represents the apotheosis of
the public school system™ and called for
“that spirit of genecrous foresight that
has marked the educational system of
the nation for the past century.” Much
to his relief, Congress supported his
views and the Academy was returned to
ad-year curriculum.?!

General MaeArthur then turned his
attention to the internal problems that
were plaguing the Academy. He bluntly
asked the Old Guard of traditionalists,
“How long are we going on preparing
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for the war of 1812222 Although
frequently opposed by many academic
members of this Old Guard, MacArthur
was relentless in his purpose—“to
change the objective of the United
States Military Academy from its hide-
bound and traditional lines to the spe-
cialized pr(:;)aration needed for modern
soldiering.”™? In 3 short years he com-
pletely rehabilitated the Academy’s
administrative procedures; revitalized its
academic, tactical, and physical training;
and laid the longrange plans for the
expansion of its physical plant and fa-
cilities.

Under General MacArthur’s leader-
ship the academic departments, for-
merly “isolated, tight little islands,”
were drawn together. Instructors were
sent to colleges and universities through-
out the land to take courses and observe
their educational procedures. At West
Point, military courses were adapted to
modern needs; scientific courses were
brought up to date; classical courses
were instituted to be used as cultural
foundations; and liberal arts courses
received new and greater cmphasis.®*

As Superintendent, MacArthur was
also responsible for reviving forgotten or
ignored Academy traditions. Under his
hand the fourth class system was re-
established, but without the brutality of
physical hazing. The old customs of the
Corps were not changed, instead,
“Plebes would learn them in a decent
soldierly way, without arrogance or
abuse.”?

MacArthur also eliminated the frivo-
lous world of the cadet summer camp.
In its place he substituted a rigorous
military training system. Included in the
new system was a program of sending
cadets to Regular Army posts as a part
of their summer training. In this way he
insured that the prospective officers
would receive training in the handling of
modern weapons and would also cn-
counter realistic field experiences.®®

Cadet physical training was com-
pletely revamped during MacArthur’s

tour as Superintendent. The old pro-
gram of optional athletic participation
by interested cadets was discarded. He
directed that every cadet would engage
in an active athletic program and thus
established West Point’s now famous
program of intramural athletics.>”

Douglas MacArthur gave to and de-
manded from the Corps the highest
standards of honor. He felt such stan-
dards were “the only solid foundation
for a military carcer.” “A code of
individual conduct” was established to
maintain “the reputation and well-being
of the whole.” To Douglas MacArthur
this code was a West Pointer’s “personal
responsibility to his mates, to his com-
munity, and above all to his country.”
It was MacArthur’s professed vicew that
“In many businesses and professions the
welfare of the individual is the chief
object, but in the military profession
the safety and the honor of the state
become paramount. 738

Douglas MacArthur’s aims as Super-
intendent of West Point are best de-
scribed in the Academy code which he
wrote. This code begins “To hold fast to
those policies typified in the motto of
the Academy—DUTY, HONOR, COUN-
TRY.”®? It is not possible to cite here
all of his accomplishments and triumphs
as Superintendent in support of these
aims. It is significant to note, however,
that when he departed the banks of the
Hudson in 1922 “the new objective of
West Point had been firmly established.
A new spirit had been instilled that was
to grow and thrive—a new spirit that can
be positively identified with Mac-
Arthur.”® No graduate of the U.S.
Military Academy would challenge
William Ganoe’s appraisal, “If Sylvanus
Thayer was the Father of the Military
Academy then MacArthur was its
Savior.”?!

Douglas MacArthur did not like to
talk extemporaneously. On those few
occasions when someone pushed a
microphone in front of him, he most
likely had already “carefully rehearsed



in his own mind just what he would
say.” MacArthur was most articulate in
carefully prepared speeches. His normal
working habit was to wrile out his
speeches in longhand on lined legal-sized
yellow paper. While writing he would
edit and reedit until satisfied that his
finished product would contain the
message he wished to convey to his
listeners.*? In a foreword to A Soldier
Speaks, a textbook prepared for use at
the Military Academy, Vorin E. Whan
noted, “He often wrote his speeches in
longhand in  order to collect his
thoughts, and then delivered them al-
most verbatim without wusing his
text.”™3

The general seldom introduced his
speeches or attempted to embellish
them with any “that reminds me”
stories. Normally, his speeches were
devoid of any humor. On those occa-
sions when he spoke, his speeches were
serious.*

General MacArthur’s speeches were
his own. He never used a ghostwriter.45
His close friend Carl Mydans observed,
“No one ever wrote a line for
him . . . and no one cver added a word
to or deleted one from anything he had
written for the public record.” Mydans
also recalled observing MacArthur “pre-
paring the communiques, a steady, un-
hesitant flow of words written in pencil
on a pad of lined legal-sized paper, as
though it had all been written before
and was now only being copied. 46

In preparation for his famous “Old
Soldiers Never Die” address to Congress
in 1951, General MacArthur followed
his normal habits of speech prepartion.
He worked “through the long day and
into the night” honing the speech.“
Yet, incredibly, “Duty, Honor, Coun-
try”” does not fit this pattern. It appears
to be a remarkable, extemporaneous
speech spoken from the heart without
any formal preparation. In commenting
on the occasion, MacArthur stated
simply, “I had no prepared address.”™?
Dignitaries who were seated at the head
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table that day unanimously concur that
the speech was delivered “without refer-
ence to notes or script.”™® The pro-
fessional opinion of the editors of the
text, A Soldier Speaks, that “Duty,
Honor, Country” “was delivered ex-
temporaneously and had not been
written out by General MacArthur prior
to its delivery at West Point”®® remains
unchallenged.

THE SETTING

The long, gray line has never
failed us. Were you Lo do so, a
million ghosts in olive drab, in
brown khaki, in blue and gray,
would rise from their white
crosses, thundering those magic
words: duty, honor, country.

West Point is awe inspiring. “It is
situated between the lofty Crow’s Nest
of New York’s Bear Mountain and the
venerable Storm King Mountain of the
Highlands.” Flowing below its “noble
heights” is the majestic Hudson River,
guarded since Revolutionary days by
historic Fort Putnam, a famihiar haunt
of generations of cadets and their
ladies.” !

But the inspiration of West Point is
not derived just from its magnificent
physical setting or its genuine ascetic
beauty. In time, the cadet, exposed to
these on a daily basis, comes to regard
them more with pride than awe. It is,
instead, the incessant, never heard yet
never silent, footsteps of the Long Gray
Line which stir the heart and quicken
the pulse of the cadet. “For West Point
is not battlements; not ivy and clois-
tered halls; not parades; those things are
stage-setting.”™ > West Point is the joy
and despair, the triumph and defeat of
that ever-lengthening Long Gray Line.

Cadet parades on “The Plain™ seem
to be joined by those ubiquitous spirits
from another day. The cadet, passing
under the long, mournful shadow of
Battle Monument which commemorates
the Civil War, hears again the rollcall,
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“Grant, Lee, Jackson, Early, Sheridan,
Sherman . . . all present and accounted
for, sir!” There is no escape from
tradition at West Point. The Long Gray
Line is that tradition. The West Point
cadet cats in a messhall faithfully
guarded by Sylvanus Thayer. He sleeps
in the same room, organized in the same
manner, as did “Black Jack” Pershing.
He studies under the watchful cye of
George Patton—who guards the library
as a lone sentry, binoculars draped
jauntily around his neck, pearl-handled
pistols at his side. On those few ocea-
sions when the rigors of West Point are
momentarily forgotten, the cadet enjoys
a limited social life within the confines
of staid old Cullum Hall-on whose
walls are inseribed the names of every
single graduate who has ever given his
life in defense of his country.

Although every graduate of the Mili-
tary Academy is considered a member
of the Long Gray Line, few, if any, cver
truly join its ranks until their death.
Douglas MacArthur was one of those
few. Returning to West Point on that
lovely spring day, he was not just a
graduate, albeit a distinguished one. He
was one of “them” Douglas MacArthur
was a living part of the tradition of West
Point which is so zealously passed to
each succeeding fourth class. His por-
trait stood guard over the stone portals
of the gymnasium, saluting cach cadet
as they passed through or paused to
read the maxim he had had carved in
the stone:

Upon the fields of friendly strile,
Are sown the seeds that,

Upon other fields, on other days,
Will bear the fruits of victory.

If a cadet stopped to view the long
fine of official portraits of former
Academy Superintendents, one striking
figure of a soldier, wearing a crushed
cap and proudly displaying the Rainbow
Division shoulder patch, seemed to
tower above all others. Much of the
modern-day lore of West Point is cen-

tered about Douglas MacArthur, His
deeds and words are legend at West
Point and in many cases a part of the
“required” tradition. Even the newest
cadet knows verbatim the text of his
“Beat Navy” telegram of 1949: “From
the Far East | send you one single
thought, one sole idea—written in red
on every beachhcad from Australia to
Tokyo—there is no substitute for vie-
tory.”

A ripple of laughter must have passed
along the Long Gray Line that day
when he began his speech: “As 1 was
leaving the hotel this morning, a door-
man asked me, ‘Where are you headed
for General?”” And when | replicd “West
Point,” he remarked ‘Beautiful place.
Have you ever been there before?™

In analyzing a speech “to unearth the
nature of the occasion is also a task of
the critie.”®? Correct identification of
the occasion can lead to “influences on
the subject, the speaker, and the
speaker’s purpose.”s4 Occasions can be
categorized into such lypes as cere-
monial, required, routine, or perhaps
sponlancous. But “whatever the occa-
sion it is significant in rhetorical analysis
and evaluation.”?

Although the presentation of the
Thayer Award was made to Douglas
MacArthur at the end of a day of
ceremonies, the occasion was not truly
ceremonial. It was more than that; it
was parochial. The award, named for
“The Father of the Military Academy,”
was presented to an individual com-
monly called “The Savior of the Mili-
tary Academy.” The selection of the
awardee had been made by a committee
of =even distinguished Academy gradu-
ates.>® The actual presentation  was
made in the historic cadet messhall
before an audience of 2,800 cadets and
graduates of the Academy. Finally, the
award presentation, normally made in
carly March, was postponed until May
in order to include a traditional Corps
review in the occasion. (The first time
this had ever been (l()m:.)57 It would



have heen heresy for General MacAcethur
to have selected any topic other than
West Point for his acceptance speech.
“mold
the speaker’s ideas.” so loo does the
audience. There are four simple cate-
vories of audicnce reaction: completely
favorable, completely  opposed, apa-
thetic, and uncommitted. “Very sel-
dom, however, can the critic {ind a pure
reaction in any one audicnce.”™® Audi-
ences neither come {rom a vacuum nor
assemble in one. They come with pre-
established systems of values, condi-
tioning their pcrccptions.”s 9

These tearned opinions are probably
true in the large majority of rhetorical

The occasion does not alone

analyses, but they scem somehow out of
tune with the audience that was as-
sembled at West Point on 12 May 1962,
This was an entirely homogeneous
audicnee, tightly packed in the artfully
coneceived vacuum that is West Point.
Together with the speaker, they formed
an integral part of the day’s aclivilies.
They stood tall and proud as the old
general passed by their ranks to the tune
of “those treasured chants of World War
... Tipperary,” “Smile Awhile,
‘K-K-KKaty, and ‘My Buddy.”®°
Then, as the nostalgic sounds of “The
Official West Point March” flooded The
Plain, General MacArthur stood tall as
the cadets passed in review. Later, as the
Corps gathered in the messhall for the
noon meal, they knew that that with-
cred old man in the dark business suit
had once been “the handsomest cadet
that ever came into the Acad(:m.\/.”6 !
The values which were dominant in
thal group were obvious. They were the
values of “duly, honor, country”—the
motto of West Point. Both General
MacArthur and his audience shared
these same values. Douglas MacArthur’s
farewell speech was not designed to
introduce any new values. It was in-
tended to reinforee the cadets” preestab-
lished values of “duty, honor, coun-
try.”®? The ecffectiveness of “Duty,
Honor, Country” in accomplishing this
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lask  was significantly increased as a
result of the cadet identification with
MacArthur.

ORGANIZATION AND
MEANS OF PROOF-—
“DUTY, HONOR, COUNTRY”

Yours s the profession of
arms, the will to win, the sure
knowledge that in war there is no
substitute for victory, that if vou
lose, the nation will be destroyed,
that the very obsession of your
public  service  must be  duty,
honor, country.

A well-organized speech should be
divided into three distinet parts: intro-
duction, discussion, and conclusion.
Fach of these parts should {ulfill certain
specific r(‘,qllir(,tnutnts.63

The introduction  of the speech
should serve to (1) gain altention: (2)
present  a  clear slatement  of  the
speaker’s purposc: and (3) provide a
thesis which suggests the main point ol
the speech. These three points may be
uscfully summarized by the terms: at-
lention-gelter, orienlation, and thesis
statement.t?

The empathy between General VMace-
Arthur and his West Point audience was
so slrong that an attention-getier, as
such, probably was not necessary in
“Duty, Honor, Country.” However, as a
speech perlectionist, General Mac Arethur
did choose to use an attention-getting
step. The technique he employed was
“reference to the occasion.” Following
!:is opening anec(!otc, the g(‘,llftl:il[ began,
No human being could fail to be
deeply moved by such a tribute as
this. ... ” He continued by interpreting
the award as “not intended primarily to
honor a personality but to symbolize a
great moral code.” MacArthur then
characterized the code as “an expression
of the cthics of the American soldier”
while expressing his pride and humility
al being thus integrated inlo such a

noble ideal.
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The orientation and thesis statement
are frequently  confused. The oricnta-
tion should tell the audience what a
speaker is going to do while the thesis
statement does it. The thesis statement
(134

15 the
opinion. It is in effect a one-sentence

asserlion of an idea or an
summary, the one stalement n your
speech which all others support, either
directly or indirectly.”ﬁs In “Duty,
Honor, Country,” General MacArthur
reversed the normal speech procedure,
by first stating his thesis and then
explaining his purpose (orientation).
After completing his reference to the
occasion, MacArthur stated his thesis,
“Duty, honor, country: three
hallowed words reverently dictate what
you ought to be, what you can be, what
you will be.”” Following the statement
of his thesis, the general explained the

those

purpose of “Duty, Honor, Country.”
This orientation was extremely effec-
live, because, despite the general’s well-
known speech talents, he chose to
explain his purpose in a negalive man-
ner. “Unhappily, | possess neither that
eloquence of diction, that poetry of
imagination, nor that brilliance of meta-
phior to tell you all that they mean.”” In
this manner MacArthur completed his
rhetorically  sound introduction and
proceeded on Lo the discussion portion
of “Duty, Honor, Country.”

In examining the discussion or body
of a specch, a first consideration is
whether or not the speaker supported
the idea suggested in the introduc-
tion.?® In “Duty, Honor, Country,”
General MacArthur never wavered from
his initial thesis statement. Four dif-
ferent times within the body of the
speech he made specific reference to his
thesis. Each time the technique of repe-
tition and restatement was used:®’
“Always for them: duty, honor coun-
try....the very obsession of your
public service must be duty, honor,
country. ... Your guideposts stand out
like a tenfold beacon in the night: duty,
honor, country. ... thundering those

magic words: duty, honor, country.”

Although restatement was his pri-
mary rhetorical lool in supporting the
thesis of “Duty, Honor, Country.” Mac-
Arthur also effectively employed other
means of verbal support. The general
was “a conscious speech stylist” who
sprinkled his speeches with liberal use of
magery  and nu%taphor.é8 In “Duty,
Honor, Country”™ he made frequent use
of both and in one stirring passage
combined the two:

From one end of the world to
the other, he has drained deep the
chalice of courage. As | listened to
those songs, in memory’s eye |
could see  those slaggering
columns of the First World War,
bending  under soggy packs on
many a weary march, from
dripping dusk to drizzling dawn,
slogging ankle-decp through the
mire of shell-packed roads; to
form grimly for the attack, blue-
lipped, covered with sludge, and
mud, chilled by the wind and rain,
driving home to their objective,
and, for many, to the judgment
seal of God.

The powerful effect of MacArthur’s
use of metaphor and imagery to create
and recreate is unmistakable in that
passage and throughout the speech.

An additional technique of verbal
support used by General MacArthur in
“Duty, Honor, Country” was compari-
son. Using this technique he explained
to the cadets what the words “duty,
honor, country” could do for them,
“...they teach you to be proud and
unbending in honest failure, but humble
and gentle in success. . .. 7

To complement his very skillful use
of verbal support, MacArthur employed
one additional principle of rhetoric
within the body of the speech. He began
his discussion by immediately refuting
any opposing points of view of his
thesis. To do this he resorted to parallel-



1sm®%  to dispense  with  “the un-
believers” who might say that duty,
honor, country “arc but words, but a
slogan, but a flamboyant phrase.” He
further warned, “Every pedant, every
demagogue, every cynic, every hypo-
crite, every troublemaker, and, 1 am
sorry to say, some others of an entirely
different character, will try to down-
grade them, even to the extent of
mockery and ridicule.” This identifica-
tion of a very different view of duty,
honor, country was used by MacArthur
to begin his discussion. Having thus
admitted that some persons might chal-
lenge his coneept of duty, honor, coun-
try, he pushed the thought aside and
began his impassioned defense of that
coneept. Throughout the remainder of
his  discussion, the general art{ully
applied a variety of verbal support in
reenforeing his thesis statement. As with
the introduction, the discussion was a
model of rhetorical organization.

“An effective conclusion generally
consists of two parts: a summary and a
direct indication of how the speech may
be used.””® The conelusion of “Duty,
Honor, Country” does not [it the classi-
cal mold of “telling them what you told
them,” but it is effective nonetheless.
The start of the conclusion was un-
mistakable as the general spoke, “The
shadows are lengthening for me:” as
with the discussion, the conclusion is
rich in imagery and metaphor. “I listen
vainly, but with thirsty ear, for the
witching melody of faint bugles blowing
reveille, of far drums beating the long
roll. In my dreams I hear again the crash
of guns, the rattle of musketry, the
strange mournful mutter of the battle-
field.” As the speech neared its denoue-
ment, MacArthur injected a very briel
summary by the use of restatement—
“...always | come back to West Point.
Always there echoes and re-echoes:
duty, honor, country.” The aged general
then ended with an emotional personal
intention, “l want you to know that
when I cross the river, my last conscious
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thoughts will be of the Corps, and the
Corps, and the Corps.”

It was not necessary for General
MacArthur to include in his conclusion
how “Duty, Honor, Country™ could be
put to use by the assembled audience.
Throughout the discourse, its usefulness
was unmistakable. It would stand, from
that moment on, as an cloqucut defense
of the West Point motto—duty, honor,
c()untry.7 !

“Duty, Honor, Country” proved to
be an excellent example of how a good
speech should be organized. 1t follows
the established pattern of introduction,
discussion, and conclusion. Both the
introduction and the discussion are
models of textbook accuraev in their
application of rhetorical principles of
organization. While the conclusion devi-
ates somewhat from this type accuracy,
it is still superb in its impact and adds to
rather than detracts from the overall
effectiveness of the speech.

“Whatever end the speaker has in
mind, his specific purpose is to speak
with g«*rsuasive effect toward that
end.””? There are three methods avail-
able to a speaker to achieve his specific
purpose. These methods are usually
referred to as means of proof and are
categorized as ethical, logical, and emo-
tional.

“Ethical proof refers to the observ-
able references in a speech that tend to
indicate the character and the integrity
of the speaker.”73 In employing the
techniques of ethical prool, or ethos,
the speaker is simply saying “listen to
me because of who 1 am.”7*

Unquestionably MacArthur “enjoyed
high ethos with the cadets.””® To those
young men who accepled the rigors of
West Point for the sole purpose of
embarking on a military career, Douglas
MacArthur was the epitome of the
military profession.

It would be impossible to say
whether West Poinl or the Army was
closer to General MacArthur’s heart.
“He lived in and for the Army” and



88 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

“for the abstractions in the West Point
motto—Daty, Honor, Country.”® Most
likely he himsell could not truly have
made such a judgment. He spoke elo-
quently of both. “No West Pointer had
more loudly acclaimed or more force-
fully demonstrated his love for his Alma
Mater than did Douglas MacArthur.””7
MacArthur was also alwavs lavish in his
praise ol the soldier, “the noblest devel-
opment of mankind.””®
biography he would describe his

In his auto-
“faith-
ful men-at-arms™ as ““the driving soul of
Americanism.””? Such a judgment is not
necessary. A cadet is a soldier. A West
Pointer’s first oath of allegiance is to the
Army and his countrv. When MacArthur
spoke of “the soldier” in “*Duty, Honor.
Country” he was speaking of those in
the messhall, thoze they would lead and
those they would follow.

The  dominant  ethical proof in
“Duty, Honor, Country” is credibility
of source.®® The general, whose per-
sonal integrity and sincerity were un-
challenged by the audience, “was fully
aware of ethos factors.”® ! He used his
credibility  throughout the speech, and
in this passage it is classie: “In 20
campaigns on a hundred battleficlds,
around a thousand campfires, | have
witnessed that enduring fortitude, that
patriotic self-abnegation and that in-
vincible determination which has carved
his statuc in the hearts of his people.”

General MacArthur further strength-
ened his ethos with the audience by
using the ethical appeal of reference to
the Deity. He reminded the cadets that
in war many drive home not onlv “lo
their objective” but “to the judgment
scal of God.” Later, in describing “the
soldier” he spoke these words, “In
battle and in the face of danger and
death  he di: divine at-
tributes which his Maker gave when he

Joses  those

created man in his own image. No
physical courage and no brute instinct
can take the place of the divine help,
which alone can sustain him.”
Emotional proofl, “to convince and

stimulate  through appeals to emo-
tion”™®? is a second means of proof.
Here the speaker is saying “listen to me
because, as a human being, 1 share
certain molives, certain emotions, cer-
lain ambitions, with )’011.”83 A speech
needs emotional appeal if it is to stir its
audience. The speaker i able to develop
this proof “by using words which refer
the hearers to specific emotion or by
describing and/or suggesting the emo-
tions, moods, and [eclings he wishes his
audience to feel.”®?

In “Duty, Honor, Country” bhoth
types ol emotional proofs are evident.
In the introduction MacArthur ad-
mitted, “no human being could fail to
be deeply moved by such a tribute.”
Again  he struck an early emotional
chord with the declaration, it fills me
with an emotion | cannol express.” As
he deseribed the values of duty. honor,
country, MacArthur included  the
phrase, “a vigor of the emotions.” The
general also clearly spelled out those
emolions he wanted the audience to
feel, “they create in your heart the
sense of wonder, the unfailing hope of
what next, and the joy and inspiration
of life.”

As discussed earlier, the conclusion
ol “Duty, Honor, Country” is over-
whelming in its emotional impact. When
the legendary Old Soldier soliloguized,
“My days of old have vanished tone and
tint. They have glimmering
through the dreams of things that were.
Their wondrous
beauty watered by tears and coaxed and
caressed by the smiles of yesterday”
both he and his audience reached the
emotional breaking point. Many in the
audience were moved to tears.®®

gone

]Il(‘,H]OI‘.\' 1% one ()[

“Duty, Honor, Country” was de-
livered in an  cmotion-packed atmo-
sphere. IU was spoken from the heart
and with unabashed sentiment. It would
not be a mistake to conclude that every
single word of the speech was touched
by emotion.

Even though a speech is strong in



ethical and emotional proofs, a speaker
should not neglect “the fogical presenta-
tion of facls, using sound modes of
supporl.” Such logical support “gives
credence to the thesis of the speech™ as
well as adding to
tance.®® When a speaker employs logi-

audience  accep-

cal proof he is telling an audience
“listen to me  because  of  what |
know.”7  Common types of logical

support include events,  slalistics,
examples, comparisons and  contrasts,
definitions. and l«*slilll()lly.88

“Duty, Honor, Country” conlains
several good examples of logical proof.
The general used comparison in delining
what duty, honor, country can do,
“They teach you. .. to learn to laugh,
vet never forget how to weep. ... 7
Metaphors, short, compressed compari-
sons, were used throughout the speech
by MacArthur. “You are the leaven
which binds together the entire fabric of
our national system of defense.” Also
used frequently by General MacArthor
were imagery or hypothetical examples,
In “Duty, Honor, Country™ it is some-
times  difficult  to where
imagery ends and  empirical evidence
begins. Both, however, are examples of
logical proof. A final example of Mac-
Arthur’s use of logical support is his
continual definition and redefinition of
the coneept of duty, honor, country
during the speech.

“Duty, Honor, Country™ is replete
with  correet examples  of rhetorical
means of proof. The speech is primarily

delermine

ethical and emotional in its appeal, but
General MacArthur also effectively in-
terspersed logical proof. The worth and
validity of these prools are exceplional
in “Duty, Honor, Country.”

STYLE AND EVALUATION

—always victory, always
through the bloody haze of their
last reverberating shot, the vision
of gaunt, ghastly men, reverently
following your password of duty,
honor, country.
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Two additional  rhetorical  aspects
remain to be examined before deter-
mining the final evaluation of “Duty,
Honor. Country.” They are style and
delivery.
“Delivery  is with two

arcas ol evaluation: voice and bodily
-89

concerned

“Duty, Honor. Country”
was delivered in 39 minutes. During a

aclion.”

large majority of this time, General
MacArthur spoke from hehind a lectern
making only an infrequent hand ges-
ture.’® This was his normal speaking
pattern. “Tlis voice is never loud but
there 1= a pulse in it that holds the
listener far more effectively than heavily
accented perorations or gestures. Mac-
Arthur never ;_rvstun's.”m It should be
pointed out that MacArthur did not
need o resort to gestures to make his
speeches effective for he possessed that
greal quality of charisma. Although “he
grew, eventuallv, physically weak, his
powers were undiminished, his august
presence unmistakable.”®? Even at age
82 he was still capable of producing a

“throat-calching
93

sense ol excite-
ment.

General Mac Arthur spoke slowly and
deliberately without an accent to mark
him a~ a native of any particular part of
the t:ountry.94 His voice had a “low,
compelling resonance.”®® The general
was twice gassed during World War L
His larynx never recovered from these
gassings, and, as a consequence, al-
though its tone was sonorous, his voice
had a “curious tremolo, a manner of
delivery which those who did not under-
stand the background would wrongly
attribute to affectation.”®

MacArthur’s voice was clear and dis-
tinet as he hegan “Duty. Honor, Coun-
try.” He related the doorman anecdote
with a tone of levity. (Such use of
humor was extremely uncharacteristic
of MacArthur’s normal specch pattern.)
When the laughter had subsided. how-
ever. his voice turned serious. The gen-
eral now spoke slowly and deliberately
without inflection. As he spoke  his
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thesis  statement  he  emphasized  the
words, “duty-honor-country”  pausing
slightly between cach as if for strength.

MacArthur then continued in a slow
and deliberate manner. He departed
from his monotone when he warned
with rising inflection that some “un-
believers will say they are but words.”
As he continued “pedant,” “dema-
gogue,” “hypocrite,”  and
“troublemaker”  all speaker
emphasis. His voice then trailed off,
becoming somewhat hoarse and faint
with the “officer and  gentle-
man.”

The general’s voice took on renewed
vigor as he told the cadets of the troops
they would one day command. The
phrases, “American man-at-arms,” and
“that determination” both
received powerful emphasis in a reso-
nant, rich voice. Listening to this por-
tion of the speech is like hearing the
Douglas MacArthur of an carlier, more
glorious day.

When MacArthur began to paint his
vivid imagery  of “those staggering
columns,” his voice wavered almost as if
he himsclf was “bending under soggy
packs.” At this point he appeared to be
saving his emphasis for the words,
“duty, honor, country.” Each time he
spoke them his voice was resonant, his
enunciation clear. midway
through his address he paused, an in-
explicable 12-second pause, apparently
grouping for the phrase, “the Divine
help.” As the general neared the end of
the discussion, his voice became strong
again and his enunciation particularly
clear. Once more, the words, “duty,
honor, country” were heavily empha-
sized and then suddenly in dramatic,
whispered tones “Only the dead have
seen the end of war.”

Pausing once more, “General Mac-
Arthur stepped Lo the side of the
lectern, his hand resting on i.”?7 After
18 seconds of unearthly silence, he
began  the emotional conclusion in a
low. almost hushed, voice. As Douglas

(13 M 9
cynic,
received

words

invincible

Once,

MacArthur uttered the words, “duty,
honor, country,” for the last time, it
was as if he had lovingly caressed cach
with his voice. Then having pledged his
“last thoughts”™ to  “the
Corps, and the Corps, and the Corps,”
General of the Army Douglas Mac-
Arthur whispered softly, but with an
unmistakable tone of finality, I bid
you larewell.”

The delivery of “Duty, Honor, Coun-
try” was masterful. Il was a perfect
complement to a well-organized, emo-
tion-packed speech. To have expected

conscious

anything less than an extremely effec-
tive delivery would have been foolish
for “MacArthur understood the uses of
theater: as he once put ity it is some-
times good to be ‘a bit of a ham’ in
order to convince large audiences.”?8

“Style is intrinsically woven to the
effect the speaker desires.”®? Defini-
tions of style run the gauntlet from
Jonathan  Swift’s “proper words in
proper places” to Buffon “Style is the
man himself.” For the purpose of this
discourse, style will be defined as an
individual’s “unique way of using the
resources of the English languagc.”loo
However, regardless of its definition, to
be elfective, a speaker’s style must be
clear, appropriate, and vivid.' 1

It has been said of Douglas Mac-
Arthur that “fancy language came to
him as readily as Cherokee to a Chero-
kee.”' %2 MacArthur posse
traordinary vocabulary. He also had a
gift for making impressive phr
slogans that would be remembered. The

MacArthur specches had “a touch of
»103 1,

sed an ex-

s into

poclic phraseology and rhythm.
“Duty, Honor, Country” such language
and phrases are abundant. “They gve
you a temper of the will . . . a freshness
ol the deep springs of life, a tempera-
mental predominance of courage over
timidity. ... 7

When the general spoke “there were
no ‘uhs’ or ‘ohs’ to halt or clog his
almost classical sentences, which flowed
steadily like a smooth river without the



splash or splatter of rapids.”"°* Doug-
las MacArthur enjoyed talking to the
degree that he monopolized most con-
versations. John Gunther referred to
him as “an old-fashioned monologist,
par excellence.”  Gunther admitted,
however, “I have seldom met anybody
who gives such a sense of the richness
and flexibility of the English language:
he draws out of it—like Winston Chur-
chill—as out of inexhaustible
reservoir.” °°

The MacArthur style, as with the
man himself, was not without its critics.
Charles Marshall believes “Words often
got out of hand.” He also writes that
MacArthur “was prodigal with such
terms as insurmountable, unsurpassed,
eternal  and supreme—where  strong,
good, long-lasting and high would have
served better.” It is Marshall’s judgment
that “the Byronic streak needed
curbing.”w(’ It should be noted, how-
ever, that a style that uses such words as
divine, eternal, supreme, elcetera, adds
to the cthical appeal of the speech.

Unlike Marshall, most critics of the
MacArthur style fail to realize the fact
that his style never varied. Whether he
was delivering a prepared address or
simply engaging in polite conversation it
was “always an cxpericnce to hear
MacArthur talk.” Even in his private
talks the general was “a spellbinder”
who “used archaic words and terms as
one might a rare spice—for extraordi-
nary flavor.”'®7 Tommy Davis, aide
and confidant to MacArthur for over a
decade, remembers numerous instances
of the general’s “spontaneous grandilo-
quence.” Onece, surprising an un-
authorized dalliance, MacArthur or-
dered, “Fject that strumpet forthwith.”
Davis recalls on another ocecasion the
general sent a bewildered subordinate
scurrying to the dictionary by informing
him, “You have given me umbrage.”1 0
The MacArthur style was very apparent
when he “faded away™ in his speech to
Congress. His critics accused him of
“but in truth he was

some

(13 . kb
hamming,

DUTY, HONOR, COUNTRY 91

simply using the legitimate postures of
oratory to express what he himself
felr.109

The text of “Duty, Honor, Country”
illustrates the fact that, indeed, “Mac-
Arthur was a conscious speech stylist.”
Throughout the speech, “imagery, meta-
phor and elegance of language are pro-
nounced.” '® For many speakers, “the
eloquence of a Churchill may not be
appropriate.” ! For MacArthur such
speech eloquence was both in character
and fitting for the occasion. Douglas
MacArthur would never have said, “I
can still remember the noise of the
battlefield.” The MacArthur description
would be, “In my dreams | hear again
the erash of guns, the rattle of mus
Ketry, the strange, mournful mutter of
the battlefield.” That was the Mac-
Arthur style. Without it, “Duty, Honor,
Country” would have long since been
deposited in some lorgotten repository
of forgettable specches.

In a critique of “Old Soldiers Never
Die,” Craig Baird, a noted evaluator of
rhetoric, observed that “General Doug-
las MacArthur will be ranked as one of
America’s outstanding military  ora-
tors. ... He is an orator by tempera-
ment, by habit, and by long exercise.”
Baird also concluded that despite its
logical texture, “Old Soldiers Never
Die” was primarily personal and ethi-
cal.!’'? That same comment is entirely
applicable to “Duty, Honor, Country.”
The general’s limitations were also cs-
sentially the same in both speeches.
MacArthur’s delivery was sometimes too
sonorous. On occasion, his phrasing was
more volatile than m(:aningful.l 13 But
these few shortcomings did not detract
from the manifold skills Douglas Mae-
Arthur brought to the lectern on 12
May 1962, Such minor defects could
nol penetrate the empathy that existed
between the general and his audience
nor could they break the spell that his
manner and eloquence created. “In
manner and bearing he went back to
principles symbolized by aspiring young
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men, flashing swords, and the shiver of
bugles in the air.” “A man of eloguence
he spoke words like Honor, Courage,
and Country

»114 i
ment.

without embarrass-

Many of the thoughts and much of
the same verbiage of “Duty, Honor,
Country” can be found in carlier Mac-
Arthur speeches and communiques. In a
1936 speech in Manila, General Mac-
Arthur eulogized “the soldier” in much
the same manner and with similar words
as he did in “Duty, Honor, Country.”
At one point the general used the exact
same phrase, “I do not know the dignity
of his birth, but [ do know the glory of
his death.”*'> This phrase had first
appeared in his lexicon during a speech
given to the 1935 reunion of the Rain-
bow Division. It would be used again in
posthumously decorating Capt. Colin
Kelly in 1941''® and at Punchbowl
National Memorial Cemetery, Honolulu,
in 1951 while delivering an address en
route  to  Washington. (Most  likely
General MacArthur first came upon the
words in his wife’s hometown of Mur-
freesboro, Tenn., where they are en-
graved on a battle memorial.)' 7

MacArthur liked to tug at the strings
of emotion by announcing he was in
“the twilight” of his life. As early as
1941 he wrote to a friend that he was
fortunate to have had a son “in the
twilight period of my life.” Ten years
later the general informed Congress, “I
address you with neither rancor nor
bitterness in the fading twilight of my
life.”' '® In “Duty, Honor, Country™ he
spoke simply, “the twilight is here.”

It would be fallacious to expect
Douglas MacArthur not to repeat or
paraphrase old familiar thoughts and
utlerances on an occasion so fraught
with emotion as was the presentation of
the Thayer Award. MacArthur’s love
and devotion for West Point never
wavered. In a 1951 Academy Sesqui-
centennial message he stated, “And as 1
near the end of the road, what I felt
when 1 was sworn in on the Plain so

long ago, T can still feel and say—that is
my greatest honor.” Again, in a 1953
address commemorating Founder’s Day,
MacArthur said, “This anniversary stirs
many poignant memories in  me—
memories which in many respects are
common to all graduates of the Military
Academy. They take each one back to
that ceremony on The Plain at West
Point when he entered the military
service and dedicated himsell to duty,
honor, country.”'? His mind must
have been flooded with these and many
more memorics when he accepled the
Thayer Award, the highest accolade of
his beloved alma mater.

“Duty, Honor, Country” had a pro-
found effect on those who were privi-
feged to hear it. The speech was in-
tended to reenforce cadet values which
occasionally become hazy as a result of
the strain placed on the cadet by the
normal rigors of the military Academy.
The organization, style, and delivery of
the address were all exceptional. Each in
its own way contributed mightily to the
extraordinary effectiveness of “Duly,
Honor, Country.” Douglas MacArthur
was eminently successful in imbuing the
cadets with renewed and positive de-
termination 1o devote their hives to the
motto of West Point—Duty, Honor,
Country.

On 15 October 1969, a Boston tele-
vision channel simultancously  broad-
casted a recording of “Duty, Honor,
Country” against a backdrop of the
day’s Moratorium events. To the casual
viewer this may have seemed a rather
quixotic gesture done, perhaps, solely
for artistic merit. Such is not the case.
In evaluating “Duty, Honor, Country”
it becomes apparent that Douglas Mac-
Arthur was speaking not just to his West
Point audience but to all.

In 1962 the United States had not
vel become mired in the quagmire of
Vietnam, but, as in any peacetime situa-
tion, critics of the military were numer-
ous. 129 Answering the old charge of
warmonger, General MacArthur sound-



ed ““the ominous words of
Plato . .. ‘Only the dead have seen the
end of war.”” Three decades earlier
MacArthur had performed his duties as
Chief of Staff in a similar climate of
public opinion. In 1933 he warned the
graduating =eniors of West Point, “Paci-
fist habits do not insure
immunity from national insult or aggres-
The general also decried the

I)(fil('l‘, nor

sion.”
“unabashed and unsound propaganda”
produced by the “muddled thinking”™ of
“peace cranks.”121!

It is notl possible to evaluate the
effeet that “Duty, Honor, Country™ had
on the 1909 viewing audience. However,
its potentially significant effect on an
audience of an entirely different bent
than the cadets of West Point should
not be discounted. This potentially
powerful impact has already been
demonstrated. than one month
after his impassioned defense of duty,

Less

honor, and country, General of the
Army Douglas MacArthur was honored
as the “outztanding American military
leader” of the 20th century. The selec-
tion was made as a result of a vote of
8,000 college students across the na-
tion.'?? The meaningfulness of “Duty,
Honor, Country” was not limited solely
to West Pointers or even the Army; ils
effect was felt by all Americans. As
such, it stands as a model of rhetorical
excellence.

CONCLUSIONS

But in the evening of my
memory always | come back to
West Point. Always there echoes
and re-echoes: duty, honor, coun-
try,

Abraham Lincoln, Douglas
MacArthur, John Brown, Joseph
McCarthy, Mark Anthony, Nor-
man Thomas, Frederick Douglass,
Thomas Jefferson—we know these
men for their different political,
social, and military roles.
But ... they share a similar role,
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that of the advocate, the man who

has a point to make and a desire

to persuade his fellow man and

hence turns to rhetoric to discover

the means of persuasion available
. 123

to him.

During the course of his distin-
guished MacArthur
proved to be one of the Army’s most
articulate  spokesmen and one of his
g(tncration’s most talented orators.”1 24
“Duty, Honor, Country” did not receive
the immediate nationwide publicity or
subsequent  critical  investigations  of
“Old Soldiers Never Die.” This is under-
standable since one was delivered to the
Congress and the Nation, while the
other was spoken in the closed atmo-
sphere of the Military Academy. Yet, in
retrospecl,  “Duty, Honor, Country”
seems to tower far above “Old Soldiers
Never Die.”

The hurt was too great when the Old
Soldier mounted the congressional ros-
trum. On that day Douglas MacArthur
was a practitioner ol the rhetoric of
self-defense.!?®  The  center of  his
speech was himself. “Rarely indeed have
the American people heard a speech so
strong in the tone of personal au-
lhority.”]z(’ This uncharacteristic de-
votion to sell was not the true Douglas
MacArthur. To him devotion to duty
was always “of the highest impor-
tance.”! 2 Throughout his lifetime he
placed duty, honor, and country above
sell. “He was required to reach further
than one man can reach, to bear the
strain of decision. to accept the isola-
tion of command, Lo undergo the rigors
of living a moral code and personifying
the spirit of dedication.” 2% His abrupt
departure from this creed tempers the
worth of “Old Soldiers Never Die.”
in “Duty,
Honor, Country.” 1t too was emotional
and ethical. Its tone of personal au-
thority was strong. Yet, that day the
center of Douglas MacArthur’s speech
was not Douglas MacArthur, it was the

ey
carcer, “‘General

The  converse is  true
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APPENDIX I

ACCEPTANCE OF SYLVANUS THAYER AWARD MEDAL SPEECH
By General of the Army Douglas MacArthur
Washington Hall, West Point, New York, 12 May 1962

General Westmoreland, General Groves, distinguished guests, and gentlemen of the
Corps:

As | was leaving the hotel this morning, a doorman asked me, “Where are you
bound for, General?” and when | replied, “West Point,” he remarked, “Beautiful
place, have you ever been there before?”

No human being could fail to be deeply moved by such a tribute as this. { Thayer
Award ] Coming {rom a profession | have served so long, and a people 1 have loved so
well, it fills me with an emotion | cannot express. But this Award is not intended
primarily Lo honor a personality, but lo symbolize a greal moral code—the code of
conduct and chivaley of those who guard this beloved land of culture and ancient
descent. That is the meaning of this medailion. For all eyes and for all time, it s an
expression of the ethics of the American soldier. That 1 should be integrated in this
way with so noble an ideal arouses a sense of pride and yet of humility which will be
with me always.

DUTY-HONOR—-COUNTRY. Those three hallowed words reverently dictate
what you ought to be, what you can he, what you will be. They are your rallying
points: to build courage when courage seems to fail; to regain faith when there seems
lo be little cause for faith; to create hope when hope becomes forloen. Unhappily, 1
possess neither that cloyuence of diction, that poetry of imagination, nor that
brilliance of metaphor to tell you all that they mean. The unbelievers will say they
are but words, but a slogan, but a flamboyant phrase. Lvery pedant, every
demagogue, every cynic, every hypocrile, every troublemaker, and, I am sorry Lo say,
some others of an entirely different character, will try to downgrade them even to
the extent of mockery and ridicule. But these are some of the things they do. They
build your basic character, they mold you for your future roles as the custodians of
the Nation’s defense, they make you strong enough to know when you are weak, and
brave enough to face yourself when you are afraid. They teach you to be proud and
unbending in honest failure, but humble and gentle in success; not to substitute
words for actions, nor to seek the path of comfort, but to face the stress and spur of
difficulty and challenge; to learn to stand up in the storm but to have compassion on
those who fall; to master yourseif belore you seck to master others; to have a heart
that is clean, a goal that is high; to learn to laugh yet never forget how to weep; to
reach into the future yet never neglect the past: to be serious yet never to take
yourself too seriously; to be modest so that you will remember the simplicity of true
greatness, the open mind of true wisdom, the meekness of true strength. They give
you a temper of the will, a quality of the imagination, a vigor of the emotions, a
freshness of the deep springs of life, a temperamental predominence of courage over
timidity, an appetite for adventure over love of ease. They create in you heart the
sense of wonder, the unfailing hope of what next, and the joy and imspiration of life.
They teach you in this way to be an officer and a gentleman.

And what sort of soldiers are those you are to lead? Are they reliable, are thev
brave, are they capable of victory? Their story is known to all of you: it is the story
of the American man-at-arms. My estimate of him was formed on the battleficld
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many, many years ago, and has never changed. | regarded him then as I regard him
now—as one of the world’s noblest figures, not only as one of the finest military
characters but also as one of the most stainless. His name and fame are the birthright
of every American citizen. In his youth and strength, his love and loyalty he gave—all
that mortality can give. He needs no eulogy from me or from any other man. He has
written his own history and written it in red on his enemy’s breast. But when 1 think
of his patience under adversity, of his courage under fire, and of his modesty in
victory, | am filled with an emotion of admiration | cannot pul into words. He
belongs to history as furnishing one of the greatest examples of successful patriotism;
he belongs to posterity as the instructor of future generations in the principles of
liberty and freedomy; he belongs to the present, to us, by his virtues and by his
achiecvements. In 20 campaigns, on a hundred battleficlds, around a thousand
camplires, 1 have witnessed that enduring fortitude, that patriotic self-abnegation,
and that invincible determination which have carved his statue in the hearts of his
people. From one end of the world to the other he has drained deep the chalice of
(}()lll‘ilg(‘,.

As | istened to those songs of the glee club, in memory’s eye | could see those
staggering columns of the First World War, bending under soggy packs, on many a
weary march from dripping dusk to drizzling dawn, slogging ankle-deep through the
mire of shell-shocked roads, to form grimly for the attack, blue-lipped, covered with
sludge and mud, chilled by the wind and rain; driving home to their objective, and,
for many, to the judgment scat of God. I do not know the dignity of their birth but |
do know the glory of their death. They died unquestioning, uncomplaining, with
faith in their hearts, and on their lips the hope that we would go on 1o victory.
Always for them—DUTY-HONOR—-COUNTRY; always their blood and sweat and
tears as we sought the way and the light and the truth.

And 20 years after, on the other side of the globe, again the filth of murky
foxholes, the stench of ghostly trenches, the slime of dripping dugouts; those boiling
sunis of relentless heat, those torrential rains of devastating storms: the loneliness and
utter desolation of jungle trails, the bitterness of long separation from those they
loved and cherished, the deadly pestilence of tropical disease, the horror of stricken
areas of war; their resolute and determined defense, their swift and sure attack, their
indomitable purpose, their complete and decisive victory—always victory. Always
through the bloody haze of their last reverberating shot, the vision of gaunt, ghastly
men reverently following your password of DUTY—HONOR—COUNTRY.

The code which those words perpetuate embraces the highest moral faws and will
stand the test of any ethics or philosophies ever promulgated for the uplift of
mankind. Its requirements are for the things that are right, and its restraints are from
the things that are wrong. The soldier, above all other men, is required to practice the
greatest act of rollglou» training—sacrifice. In battle and in the face of danger and
death, he discloses those divine attributes which his Maker gave when he created man
in his own image. No physical courage and no brute instinet can take the place of the
Divine help which alone can sustain “him. However horrible the incidents of war may
be, the soldier who is called upon to offer and to give his life for his country, is the
noblest development of mankind.

You now face a new world—a world of change. The thrust into outer space of the
satellite, spheres and missiles marked the beginning of another epoch in the long
story of mankind—the chapter of the space age. In the five or more billions of years
the scientists tell us it has taken to form the earth, in the three or more billion years
of development of the human race, there has never been a greater, a more abrupt or
staggering evolution. We deal now not with things of this world alone, but with the
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illimitable distances and as yet unfathomed mysteries of the universe. We are
reaching out for a new and boundless frontier. We speak in strange terms: of
harnessing the cosmic energy; of making winds and tides work for us; of creating
unheard of synthetic materials Lo supplement or even replace our old standard basics:
of purifying sea water for our drink: of mining ocean floors for new fields of wealth
and food; of discase preventatives to expand life into the hundreds of years; of
controlling weather for a more equitable distribution of heat and cold, of rain and
shine: of space ships to the moon: of the primary target in war, no longer limited to
the armed forces of an enemy, but instead to include his civil populations; of
ultimate conflict between a united human race and the sinister forees of some other
planctary galaxy: of such dreams and fantasies as to make life the most exciting of all
time.

And through all this welter of change and development, your mission remains
fixed, determined, iviolable—it is to win our wars. Kverything clse in your
professional career is but corollary to this vital dedication. All other public purposes,
all other public projects, all other public needs, great or small, will find others for
their accomplishment; but you are the ones who are trained to fight; yours is the
prolession of arms—the will to win, the sure knowledge that in war there is no
substitute for victory; that if you lose, the nation will ln: destroved; that the very
obsession of your public services must be DUTY—HONOR—COUNTRY. Others will
debate the controversial issues, national and international, which divide men’s minds:
but serene, calm, aloof, you stand as the nation’s war-guardian, as its lifeguard from
the raging tides of international conflict, as its gladiator in the arena of battle. For a
century and a half you have defended, guarded, and pr()u-('lvd its hallowed traditions
of liberty and freedom, of right and justice. Let civilian voices argue the merils or
demerits of our processes of government: whether our strength is being sapped by
deficit financing, indulged in too long, by Federal pdlt,rnahsm grown loo mighty, by
power groups grown too arrogant, by politics grown Loo corrupt, by crime grown too
rampant, by morals grown oo low, by taxes grown too high, by extremisls grown
Loo violent; whether our personal liberties are as thorough and complete as they

should be. These great national problems are not for vour prolvsslonal partic lpdll()ll
or military s()lutmn. Your guidepost stands out like a tenfold beacon in the

night—DUTY —H()\()H,—(,,()UN TRY.

You are the leaven which binds together the entire labric of our national system
of defense. From your ranks come the great captains who hold the nation’s destiny
in their hands the moment the war tocsin sounds. The Long Gray Line has never
failed us. Were you to do <o, a million ghosts in olive drab, in brown khaki, in blue
and gray, would rise from their white crosses thundering those magic wnrd\fDL JTY —

H()V()R COUNTRY.

This does not mean thal you are warmongers. Ou the contrary, the soldier, above
all other people, prays for peace, for he must suffer and bear the deepest wounds and
scars of war. But always in our ears ring the ominous words of Plato that wisest of all
philosophers, “Only the dead have seen the end of war.”

The shadows are lengthening for me. The twilight is here. My days of old have
vanished tone and tint; they have gone glimmering through the dreams of things that
were. Their memory is one of wondrous beauty, watered by tears, and couxed and
caressed by the smiles of vesterday. | listen vamly for the witching melody of faint
bugles hlowmﬂr reveille, of far drums beating the long roll. In my dr«ulms | hear again

the crash of guns, the rattle of I]]llhkt‘lr_\, the strange, mournful mutter of the
battlefield.
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But in the evening of my memory, always | come back to West Point. Atways
there echoes and re-echoes DUTY—HONOR—COUNTRY.

Today marks my finat roll call with you, but I want you to know that when 1
cross the river my last conscious thoughts will be of The Corps, and The Corps, and
The Corps.

I bid you farcwell.

It is Time We should establish an American Character—Let
that Character be a Love of Country and Jealousy of its
honor—This Idea comprehends every Thing that ought to be
impressed upon the Minds of all our Citizens, but more
especially of those Citizens who are also Seamen and
Soldiers.

Benjamin Stoddert: Letter to
Captain John Barry, USN, 11 July 1798
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War and economy are things not easily reconciled, and the
attempt of leaning towards parsimony in such a state may be

the worst economy in the world.

Edmund Burke, 1729-1797






