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"THE WAR IN THE PACIFIC"

In taking up this morning the War in the Paciflic, we
are considering a matter with which all of you are fairly
familiar, For that reason I am not presenting to you a
condensed history of the war; rather than that, I have
selected seven happenings or incidents of the war, situa-
tions which can be the subject of reasonable discussion
with respect to one element or another of the strategy
involveds

These seven subjects are not all related to one an=
others I have chosen them in keeping with the aims of the
present studies of World War II because each can profitably
be gstudled for application to some future situation.

In presenting them to you with a good deal of opinion
and cemment I should like to make it clear that I am fully
aware of the advantage gained by hindsight, and that the
basis of this lecture 1s a recognition of that advantage
and an attempt to profit by it.

_________ s

To get on with our subject then, I should like to
begin with the opening of the war.- And in discussing this,
the start of the war, there are three aspects of interest
that I shall take up in succession.- One is the decision

whether to start the war; the second is the question which
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faced the Japanese of how to start the war; aend the third
is the selectlion of a strategy by whiech the Japanése planned
to fight the war,.:

This matter of determining whether or not to open a war
is a matter which I think we have not studied carefully enough,
nor have we learned from the War in the Pacific as we shouldy
Let me review for a moment, By the autumn of 1941 we find a
situation that we can summarize something like this: Japan
was deeply committed in China. Her troop expenditures had
been very high., The bulk ef her national fortune was tied
up in the China efforts The United States was applying a
considerable economic pressure. To make matters a little
better, however, her northern flank was secure, Russia was
busy with Germany, and a satisfactory arrangement had been
made in Indo~China. -But Japan very definitely had her hands
full,

The next thing that appears 1s an apparent abandonment
of all remaining sanity in the Japanese in thelr deliberate
attack on one of the most powerful nations in the world away
over on the far side of the Paciflc Ocean. With this picture
of the situation it might be reasonable to condemn the Japan=
ese for some very bad thinking; to say that right at this
point they made their fatal mistake., And viewing the situa-
tiom on these grounds alone I think such a condemnation might

be justifieds. Certainly most of the post-war writings on the
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subject have criticised them on some variation of this themes

But there 1s more to the story than that.
lLet me go back a little. You will remember the urgent, con-
tinued diplomatic negotiations of the summer and autumn of
1941 with both governments well aware of inecreasing tension.
On the 26th of November the Secretary of State handed to the
Japanese ambassador a note which summarized and re-steted
the United States poslitione It listed ten points in which
action was proposed. Nine of these proposals commenced with
the words "both governments". The remaining one, which is
point 5§ in the listing, I have here on a slide.

This was not the first time that autumn that the United
States had brought up this China requirement, it had been
in the discussions for some time., When it was included in
this statement the Japanese interpreted it as a form of
ultimatumes The fact that Indo-China is included in the same
paragraph 1s not really important.s The erux is the with=-
drawal of military forces from Chinae

The United States, in effect, demanded that Japan get
out of China, When the Japanese received this they had as
they saw it, and since they felt unable to induce the United
States to modify its demand, only two alternatives. The
first was to get out of China, The second was to protect

themselves by going to war, If they had chosen to get out
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‘ef China I do not see how they could have avoided an in-
ternal revolution. No power clique such as the one that
ruled Japan will ever abdicate (and that would have been
the result of the getting out of China). And even if they
had done so their successzors would have come into power in
opposition to any such course; As a matter of cold reality
there was no possibility whatever of Japanese acceptance of
this United States demand} Under the conditions existing at
that time it was a completely absurd requirement., Its only
possible effect was to force the Japanese to adopt the second
alternative, to force the Japanese into war against the United
Statese

Charles A, Beard, the historlan, was convinced that lir.
Roosevelt deliberately forced the Japanese into the war in
the Paciflc. I do not concur with him in believing it was
deliberates bBut I should like to ask this question: Dig
the United States really understand that by putting this
China issue squarely up to the Japanese at this late date
that the United States had, in effect, narrowed down Japan's
possible fields of action to a single choice of war?

I do not believe the United States was aware of this,
and I do believe that this 1s precisely what we did,.

And tke point I should like to make is this one:

The decision to start a war is the most serious one

that a nation ever has to face, EBut it is a decision which
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can be made indirectly as well as directly. The direct
decision I am sure this country will never make. bBut the
indirect decision, the decision forced on another by the
United States under conditions very similar to those that
existed in 1941, 1s one that we must be uniquely sensitive
to appreciste and to recognize as 1t approaches. Ve may at
some time feel that we have to make that decisionh. But we
should never again make 1t without knowing that we do so.
Wie ought never faill again to appreciate a situation as 1t
may appear to a government other than our owne We should
never again force such a decision so righteously and so com-
pletely unaware of what we have done e

The next matter of strategic decision is the problem
of how to start the wér-

We were surprised at Pearl Harbor, thoroughly, and
quite apart from the military effect, we were lnfuriated
by what we regarded as the peculiar cunning of the oriental
minds There has been ample discussion by many men concern-
ing the actual effect of Pearl Harbor and the w¥ltimate ad-
vantages that came tolus. I shall pass over that aspect
and comment only on the opening of the war with a sudden
blows The Pearl Harbor investigation, and a host of

individual writers, have attempted to identify a particular
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action or lack of action on the part of our military or
civilian commanders which was the cause of our being so
pathetieally unreadys I think we were culpable, but culp-
able of a general rather than a specific neglect. Our
failure was a failure to be aware of the normal, routine,
historiecal precedents in just such a situation as this one.

With respeet to this matter of being surprised, I
should like to quote you a passage from Sir Julian Corbett's
superb history of "England in the Seven Yearts Var." IHe
wrote in 1907 describing a situation in 17552

M, eessaThe principle of securing or improving

your strategical position by a sudden and

seeret blow before declaration of war is, and

was then, well known, Almost every maritime

war which we had waged had begun 1in thils way.

If precedent can ssnetify an international

usaze, this one was beyond question admlssables

Our Minlsters had committed themselves to the

time~-honoured »rinciple, and whatever thelr

irresolution and incapacity, they at least

must not be saddled with this unspeakable

piece of folly, that sees having determined

to open the war, esssesthey informed the enemy

of their intention."
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This 1s as relevant to the Japanese in 1941 as it was
to the English iIn 1755 end I shall make no further comment,
Now to go on from thils to the third aspect of the
>poning of the war, the decision of how to fight it.sesthe

basic strategy of the war,

Sometime after 1927 or 1928, when the famous Tanaka
lMemorial was alleged to have been compiled, the Japanese
became convinced that a conquest of China alone would not
satlisfy their needs. Some time in the middle and late
thirties there came the peneral agreement that the Empire
must contrel Southeast Asia. Onee that realization became
generally accepted in the minds of the governing Japanese,
then 1t bectme falrly clear to them that their plans should
have as their aim the acqulsition of Southeast Asia and its
island groups. From this the Japanese quite naturally
followed the pattern their predecessors had set for them
in the Russo=~Japanese War, -The war plans which they evolved
were plans for a limited war, a war limited in its scope
to the seizure, control, and exploitation of the Greater
East Asla Co=Progperity Spheres -

They reached the periphery of their planned conquests
by the late spring of 1942, and, as they saw it, the task

then confronting them was to hold this areas - From all that
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I have been able to find they were qulte anxious to limit
the war to this region, to the new boundaries of the Co~
Prosperity Spheres DBut one thing they did not count upon
was the power and intention of the United States. The
United States had no intention of limiting the war to the
Co=Prosperity Sphere; and this contrariness of ours, this
refusal to abide by the rules assumed by the Japanese, led
eventually to the downfall of the Empire.

The gist of the matter is that Japan wanted to fight
a war of limited geogrzphic objectives; but Japan did not
have a control sufficlent to limit it. The United States
by the method in which she applied her sea=power, turned
it into something approaching an unlimited war, This busi-
ness of control, I believe, is probably the most impertant
ingredient of any strategy, and I should like to interject
here the supposition that if a theory of stratesy were to
be formalized (and we now have no theory), it would have to
include a pogtulate that the strategist must reteoin control
of the essential elements of action.. Let me illustrate
that by further discussion of the limited wars

There have been many limited wars in the long years of
historyesslimited in terms of their geographle extent,
their aims, their scope, and their ferocity. liost of them
have been land wars. Some of them were colonlal wars. A

few of them have been wars in which a sea power fought a
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limited war against a land powere. I recall none other than
possibly the Anglo-Dutech wars, in which two major sea powers
menazed to conduct & limited war through to a finishe. In
this case that we consider today, ons major sea power, Japan,
tried to fight a limited war against another major sea power,
the United States. But the United States was not controlled
by the unilateral Japsnese decision as to how the war was to
be fought. The United States fought an unlimited war with
its target not the re-capture of the disputed areas in
Southeast Asia, but its target the downfall, the unconditional
surrender, of Japanese power in the east.

I think the matter was very well expressed by Corbett,
again in his story of "England in the Seven Year's lar,"
when he discussed:

", .esthe tendency of limited wars to become unlimited

+»sethe procesgs, between two powerful and determined

states, 1s almost inevitables In a limited war, cors
rectly conducted, a phase must be reached sooner or
later in which one party begins to predominate in

the limited areas.ssthe area of special objectes The

other partyeseswill (then) seek to redress his bal=-

ance by atrilking him at the center of his power."

Now, much of this might appear to be a condemmation of
the Japanese for considering a limited wars Such is not the

cases History abounds with examples in which we can see the
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desirabillity of quite carefully, and by mutual agreement,
limiting wars. And if history did not lead us to that con-
clusion then sound reasoning woulde The mere capacity to
fight an essentially unlimited war is in itself no assurance
that this is the moast desirsble course to follow. This,
however, was not the Japanese error; that lay in just the
oppogite situation. Japan desired to 1limit the war but
lacked the strength, the control, to do it,

The point to be made is that a limited war is a most
treacherous experiment to embark upon. The first requisite,
and an absolutely essential one, is that the participants
have, in reserve, the relative strength to fight an unlimited
ware No lesser strength will have the power to keep a war
within pre-selected bbunds. No lesser strength can retain
control of this essential element of actions A lack of
strength adequate to fight an unlimited war will probably
let the limited war get wholly or partially out of hand and
lead to ultimate defeat.

From that I think we can go to an illustration of the
effect of the conception of the war on the strategic decisions
which take place during the ware In this case that I am going
to bring up now, remember that, whether they had it pre~

cisely labelled or not, the Japanese basic concept was of
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a war definitely limited in its geographic interest. It
was not global. They had no idea of destroying the United
States; they had their eyes only on the modern equivalent
of limited colonial conqueste No more than that,

In April of 1942, to protect thelr Malayan flank, the
Japanese Fleet sortied into the eastern Indian Ocean, did
some damage to the Eritish Fleet, sank about 100,000 tons
of merchant shipping, and then withdrews The British Navy
and Mr.- Churchill were, properly, quite perturbed about the
matter, - but it seems to have been generally glossed over
in most of the post-war appreciations of the situation.

I think that the Japanese failure to take control of
the entire Indian Ocean, even for a few months, was one of
the gravest strategie blunders of the entire war.

Consider for a moment what the result would have been,
In the spring of 1942 Rommel was in the desert, In the
spring of 1942 there were impending the great battles
focused about Stalingrads All supplies for the British in
the desert and nearly all supplles, the lend-lease supplles,
for the Russians in southern Russia, were coming through
the Indian Ocean either to the Red Sea or to the Persian Gulfe.

A relatively small effort on the part of the Japanese, em-
ploying theilr submarines, their ships, and their aircraft
carriers, would have seriously hindered, if Indeed 1t would

not have temporarily suspended, the transportation of
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supplles to these two critical theatres of the war,.

It 1s my belief that if the Japanese had attempted
(and I think they might well have been successful) to seize
control of the Indian Ocean even fer a few months, it might
well have been disaster for the Allies, At the very least
the Eritish in the desert would have been beaten. The Rus-
sians in Southern Russia would probably have been beaten,
The United States would have been forced to put all, instead
of only nearly all, 1ts effort in the war in the Atlantiec
and Europe; and the resultant reduction of pregsure in the
Pacific would have permitted the Japanese much more effectively
to consolidate thelr perimeter.

Why they did not make any such attempt in the Indlan
Ocean I believe is due entirely to their limited concept of
the ware I have not been able te discover any other majer
reasons I offer 1t to you as a strategic decision of the
first magnitude; as an illustration of the indirect effect
of what sea power might have done, had it been properly
conceived of In its relation to the total world struggle and

had it been properly applied,
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We have dlscussed, so far, four instances of strategic
decislon which were peculiar to the Japanese situation in
the beginning stages of the war, Next I am going to present
for your comparison the Japanese and American solutions to
a strategic problem the elements of which were generally
the same for both sidess I refer to the empleyment of
sebmarines.

During the 1930's, a very large proportion of our U,.S.
Fleet training was directed toward the annual fleét probleﬁ,
and in most cases this annual problem was designed to ex= |
ercise all elements of combatant naval strength. One result
of thls training program was a generally prevailling conception
of the submarine as an integral element of the fleet. Growing
froﬁ this conception, a great deal of our pre-war submarine
training was a training in support of, or against combatant
naval vessels., May I remind you of the "fleet" type
submarine whose very name is indicative of its planned em-
ployment; remind you that 1t was deliberately designed for
about 21 knots to match the "fleet speed" of the battle
line, And T have here a slide showing an extract from
USF-25,  the 1839 edition of "Current Doctrine, Submarines”,
Only once in all this publication is there any mention made

of merchant shipping, and that one to dismiss it as a target.
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From what I have been able tn_find and to deduce, I
am just as satisfled that the Japanese conception, design,
and training of thelr submarines in the nineteen thirties
was much the same as our own;' I should not be too surprised
to learn that 1t was copied from our own bookss

So what happeped after that unpleasant December Sunday
in Hawaill? For feur years the Japanese continued to con=-
celve of and to operate their submarines primarily as tools
of fleet action, and never did these submarines become a
eritically Important factor in the outcome of the wars
Inconvenlent and dangerous, yes, but never really critical,

But 1n our own service something happened. The "fleet"
concept of the submarine all but vanished and in its place
there was an understanding that the primary usefulness of
the submarine was as a tonnage destroyer, as a means of
economlc strangulations There are several factors that,
alone or in combination, may have caused this complete up=
getting of a stereotyped thought:

a) thils may have been the tacit idea all during the
thirties, although there is no written evidence that I can
find to support thise _

b) it may have daveioped with the German submarine
war in the Atlantic during 1939 and 1940.

¢) 1t may have been due to the fact that there was,

after Pearl Harbor, no fleet for the submarines to work with,
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d) 1t may have been due to the awareness that the
tactical functions of the "fleet" submarine had gradually
been assumed by the airplane and the radar,

e) and it may in part have been due to the cold fury
generated at Pearl Harbor and exempliflied a famous dispatch
issued on the day the war started: "Carry out unrestricted
submarine warfare,"

At any rate, the point I wish to make 1s this: During
the nineteen thirties both the Americans and the Japanese
trained their submarines in one particular way and established
a thought pattern concerning those submarines. The Japanese
held to that pattern and were not succe sful in the employ-
ment of their submarines. Ve abandoned it, for one fortuitous
reason or another, and were successful,

Perhaps there is a moral to be drawn -- a warning that
we should not let the factors of peacetime training conven=
ience unduly influence our conceptions of wartime employment
of any particular tocl of war. And because the submarine
instance 1s typical of the wide variation betwsen our pre-
war training and our warti e practice, it might be prudent
1f we re-examined some of our present training with that
point in view,

WWhat will be our amphlbious employments? And where?
And do our amphibieéus training and developments prepare usj

far instance, fer eperations in the very shoal 3candinavian
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Stralts or the Baltic? The regquirements for these arcas
might be quite different from the open-ecean needs of the
Pacific, the open-ocean techniques that ws now practiocs,

for reasons of hablt and convenience, off the Virginia Capes
and in the Carlbbean.

What, for another instance, will be our actual employ=-
ment of submarines during the next war? Does our training
actually train for that? Or are we setting up a mental
stereotype that may hinder us in the most profitable employ-
ment of this toocl of war,

We must take our warning from thils submarine illustration
in the War in the Pacific and must guard against letting the
convenlence, the arbitrary conditions, or the normal adminlstra-
tive inertia of peace lead us into unscund conceptions and

unsound preparations for war.

May we now take under consideration for a moment
that employment of forces generally referred to as the two-
pronged spear across the Pacific., As you know, the Central
Pacific forces under the Commander~in-Chief Pacifle and
Southwest Pacific forces under General MacArthur each pushed
generally west and northwest toward the FPhilippines, Formosa,
and the China Coast, and thus pushed generally teward the
Japasnese Empire home islands. There has been gquite a bilt

written about the strangth of this two-pronged spear, this
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dual effort. There has been much written that 1t kept the
Japanese off balance, that it forced the Japanese to disperse
their resistance, fhat it kept the Japsnese continually
guessing, that it made Japan expend her soldiers and her
navy and her planes at a greater rate than any other method
would have dones

It would ﬁay to re-examine this., Why-~-really why---
d1d we have two separate overseas campaigns sgalnst Japan
across the Pacific Ocean? I think that all the reasons that
I have seen so far in the several histories of the war are
baselegs rationalizations. I think none of them has any
major content of valldity.

I believe the military usefulness served by the Southwest
Paciflc forces ended when they halted the Japanese advance
in Eastern New Guinea and thus rcmoved the real or Imagined
threat to Australia, The political usefulness after 1942
required nothing more than maintenance of thet New Guinea
barrier,

From that time on, in spite of the outstanding indivi-
dual engagements, in spite of the magnificent heroism of the
soldiers and marines and the alrmen ard the sailors involved,
in spite of the peculiar sympathy of a participant for the

part he plays in any war, in spite of the tremendous wealth
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of our own and enemy material expended, the Southwest Pacific
campaigns (and I include with them the upper Solomons of the
South Pacific area) served no critically useful military er
political purpose from the end of 1942 until those forces
joined with the Central Pacific in the assault on the Philip-
pinesa.

What actually was accomplished? I do not know,

These campalgns dld not critically expend Japaness
seldiers, Japan at the end of the war had available far more
troops than she was able to use.

They did not critically expend Japanese alr strength.
The majority of her pilots and the bulk of her planes were
not lost in the Southwest after 1942,

They did not gain any critically important real estate
(and by eritically important I mean positions which had a
definite strategic bearing on the outcome of the war){

Thoy did not cause a critical diminishment of the strength
of the Japanese Navye.

The Southwest Pacific drive could not have been accomplishecd
without the simultaneous advance, protection, and support of
the drive through the Central Pacific, The latter, on tho
other hand, was in no way dependent on any contemporary

activity or advance in the Southwest Paciflic. The Southwest
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was dependent on the Central Pacific; the Central Pacifie
was not dependent on the Southwest.

These are positive, categorical statements for me to
make so I should like to support them with a few figures.
My first source is the official post-war listing of the
Joint Army Navy Assessment Committees With respect to naval
vessels I use the area bestween 50 north latitude and the coast
of Australia and bounded on the west by Singapore and on the
east by about longitude 160 Es Please note that this ine
cludes the South Pacific as well as the Southwest Pacific
areas of activity since those two forces were engaged in
essentially the same operation., Assuning that the pressure
was lifted from Australia by the end of 1942, I have taken
the figures for the remainder of the war.s In this general
area, after 1942, there were sunk by all of our forces other
than submarines two old Japanese light cruisers (smaller than
the one we gave to_Ruasia), twenty-seven destroyers, and
fifteen submarines, The total of Japanese destroyer, subw~
marine, and cruiser tonnages sunk in the Southwest Pacifilec
after 1942 was eighty three thousands The total sinkings of
Japanese naval vessels (and I refer here to submarine and
destroyer and larger types) during the war were 1,781,785
tonss This indicates that of these ma jor combatant vessels

sunk during the war, between 4% and 5% was sunk in the South-
west Pacific after 1942,
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With respect to the assertion that the air effort in
the Southwest Pacific Theatre after 1942 up to the Philippines
did not critically affect the course of the war, I am on less
firm ground statistically. The Japanese Army burned its
records and very little of the Japanese Navy documents had
been recovered when the Strategic Bombing Survey was com=
pileds That survey, by the way, is a statistician's night=
mares I made a very sincere effort to correlate the tabular
data appearing in the various volumes of that survey and
they simply do not jibe. Publication number 71, for instance;
on "The Pifth Air Force in the War Against Japan" is written
entirely on the basis of combat claims of that Air Force.
Beyond question there was a diminution of Japanese pilot
quality, in part a result of actions in the Southwest Pacifle
from the end of 1942 to the Philippines, but the best evidence
that I have heen able to find indicates that the number of
Jopanese combat planes continued to grow at a steady rate
until the Turkey Shoot and the Philippine strikes in the
middle and late months of 1944 finally turned the curve
downwards .

The attrition of man=-power was not a major element in
the defeat of Japan. Early in 1945 the estimated strength
of the Japanese Army was 4,000,000 men. Japan had 2,000,000
available and fit for service who had not been called up and

an additional 1,500,000 between the ages of 17 and 20 who
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vere not then subject to draft. My source on this state=-
ment 1s the 1950 Stategpen's Yearbook.

And as for my assePbtion that the Southwest was de-
pendent on the Central Pacifiec and that the reverse of this
was not true: I simply cibe the facis of the war. The
meveaents of the Southwest forces were not possible without
the cireet support and the flanking protection of the Centrsl
Pacific. On the other hand, no Central Pacific move was
dependent on any action in the Southwest. They were correlated,
to be surey; but they were not dependent.

Our subconscious awareness that this campaign in the
Southwest was superfluous is qQuite clearly illustrated when
we recall the prevalent wartime classification of this as
the "forgotten theatre" of the war. There was good reason
for this,

Rather than our profiting by the campaign in the
SOchWESt; I believe that Japan, by using troops not nceded
elsewhere and by uslng comparatively few ships and planes,
caused us to make an extravagant expenditure of men and
materials in the Southwest Pacific campaign.

Then comes the guestion: Why did we actually have the
Southwest Pacific Campaign?

In my opinion the primary rcason why we conductcd what
were almost twé'separatc overseas wars in the Pacific was

the ego involvenment of one comnander.
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This factor of the ego involveument of the comnander
has, 211 through history, been a critical detcrminant in
strategic decision. I think its importance has too long
been overlookeds

This mattcr of the influence of an individual on history
(and that actually is the root of the mattcr we have under
discussion here) is a most interesting subjects Professor
Sidney Hook, for instance, the chairman of the Department
of Philosophy at the New York University Graduate School,
has written a fascinating book the title of which is, "The
Hero in History." By 'hero! he mecans (and I am guoting
him)es"s.ethe individual to whom we can justifiably attri-
bute preponderant influence in determining an issue or
event whose consegucnces would have been profoundly different
if he had not acted as he did."

Professor Hook goes on farther in his book to say:

"The event=making man..e.finds a fork in the historical

road, but he also helps, so to spealk; to crcate it. He

inercases the odds of success for the alternative he
chooses by virtue of the extraordinary qualities he
brings to bear to realize i1t. At the very least, like

Caesar and Cromvell and Napoleon, he must free the

path he has taken from opposition and, in so doing,

display exceptional qualities of leadership. It is

the hero as an event=malting man who leaves the positive
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imprint of his personality on history--an imprint still

obscrvables aftcr he has disappeared from the scene,"

The man we arc discussing I believe did nmore than merely
find a fork in the historical roads In & very rcal sense,
he nade ite. His heroiec promige to return to the Philippines,
his withdrawal to Australia, his brilliant military reputa-
tion, his stature which wade it impogsible to subordinate him
to any other commander, all superimposed on the emotional
hysteria of this country and the political panie of Australia,
combined to let hiim make the fork that he chose to treaads.

Within the terms of this discussion, then, I think that
General MacArthur can be classed #s & hero, as an evente
ualting man, He leaves an imprint on the War in the Pacifle
that wust remain long after he 1is gone. The unquestioned
strength of his personality and of his legend forced a
deeision to conduct the Southwest Pacific campaign. The
point of particular intcret to us is why was this decision
made, Was it beczuse 1t was a straterically sound decision?
Or was it because of & wniguely powerful ego involveient?
In my opinion it was the latter.

This question of the ego involvement of the commander
is not a new ones Cole. Schiidt mentioned the effect of the
Kaiser!s nepotism on lMoltke's plan. You can find it in the
story of war after war, It is with us today. But too little

conscious attention has been given to the result of it,
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And it 1s to bring this too=often forgotten fact to
your attention that I cite this instance of the Southwest
Pacific campalgn, this waste of men and materiai in 2 campaign
which I believe to have becen strategically without wvalid
PUrposc.

In any of our major plans for war we must recognize,
and ve mst consider not only the military or politicsl
brilliance but the pride, the ego, and sometimes the down=
right selfishness, of somec of the men concerned in the
planning and the dircetion of that w.r. We mast not, if we
can poesibly avoid it, periilt oursclves to be led into un=
sound or extraveagant strateric declisions because we have
been unduly influenced by the hero whose interests or whose
vision might be too nsrrow Ior the ultimate good.

T ] - o -

A 1ttle earlier I mentioned the employment of sube=
marines in the Var in the Paciflces I a2m going to return
to the submarines now and use them as the focus of a new
field of inquiry, that of broad strategies of ware There
are many ways to dissect a wor in analyzing its strategy.
It can be broken into, say, Aray, Navy and Air Forece; or it
can be divided into defensivey; defensive-offensive, and
offengive; or it can be cut into military and non-ailitary;
or it can be divided in terms of times But there is, I

believe, another way one can slice up a war for purposes of
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analysis; & method which I have not seen written about by
anyone so far, and which I first heard mentioned conversa=
tionally last year here at the War Colleges This is the
slicing of a war by what we might term ibs modes of operations

And here I am going to discuss two types of strategies
and to employ descriptive adjectives not normally used in
our discussion of strategye I am going to discuss sequential
and cumulative strategies.

Normally we consider a war as a series of disciete
steps or actions, with ezch one of this series of actions
growing n-turally out of, and dependent on, the one which
preceded ite The total pattern of all the disc-ete or
separate actions makes up, serially, the entire sequence of
the ware If at any stage of the war one of these actions
had havpened differently, then the remainder of the sequence
would have had a differcnt pattern, the secuence would have
been interrupted and altereds

The two great drives across the Pacific, MacArthurt!s
campaign in the Southwest Pacific, znd the Central Pacific
drive from Havall lo the Coast of China, can be analyzcd as
sequential stretcgies. Each one of them was composed of a
seriecs of discrete steps and each step could clearly be
seen ahead of time, cculd be clearly appraided in terms of
its erpected result, and the result in turn would lead to

the next step, the next position to be taken or the nex
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action to be planned., This is what I mean when I refer this
morning to a secuential strategy.

But there is another way to prosecute a war. There is
a type of warfare in which the entire pattern is made up of
a collection of lesser actions but these lesser or individual
actions are not seguentially interdependent., Each individual
one is no more than a single statistic, an isclated
plus or & minus, in arriving at the final result,

Psychological warfare might be such a matter, for
instance, or economic warfare, No one action is co pletely
dependent on the one which preceded it. The thing that
counts is the cumulative effect., And as a military examnple
of this cumulative strategy I suggest to you the submarine
campaign in the Pacific as a superb example.

The tonnage war waged by the American submarines in
the Pacific is quite unlike the s-rial, the sequential,
type of strategy. In a tomnnage war 1t is not possible to
forecast, with any degree of accuracy, the result of any
specific action,

Any such war ss these tonnage wars is an accumulation
of more or less random individual victories, Any single
submarine action is no more than one independent element
in the cumulative effect of the total campaign.

So that in the Pacif'ic, from 1941 to 1945, actually

we conducted two separate wars against Japan. Ve conducted
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the sequential strategy campaigns, our drives across the
Pacific to the coast of Asiz and up to the shores of the
Empire. And apparently guite apart from that we conducted
a cwmlative strategy aimed at Japan's economy. 0ddly enough,
these two went along together in time but essentially in-
dependently in their day-to~day activity.

We were able, with some degree of success to predict
in advance the outcome of the sequential strategy. Ve were
not able, or at least we did not take advantage of whatecver
ability we had, to predict the result of the cumulative
strategy. Somewhere along in 1944 we brought Jupan, in
large measure by means of this cumulative strategy, to a
condition in which she had only two alternatives: To give in,
or to approach national suicide. We are not, even todayy
able to tell precisely vhen that took places But it did
take place. Japan started the war with about six million
tons of merchant shippinge. During the early years of the
war she acaquired almost four million noree And by late
1944 nearly nine of this total of ten million tons hed
been -estroyed. Japan had long since passed her point of
no return. But we seemecd not to know it, and it may even
be that the Japanese did not know it.

The point to be made is this: I think there are actually
two very different kinds of strategies to be used in war. One

is what I caell here the sequential, the series of visible,
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discrete steps, cach dependent on the one that preceded it.
The other is the cumulative, the less perceptible minute
accumulation of little items plling one on top of the other
until at some unknovn point the mass of accumulated actions
may be large enough to be critical., They are not incompatible
strategies, they are not mutually exclusive, OQuite the opposite.
They are usually interdependent in their strategic result,

The seguential strategies I think all of us understand;
the cumulative strategies I think we do not, The latter,
the cumulative, has long heen a characteristlc of war at
sea. But I find rio conscious analytical differentiation
of this cumulative warfare from the sequential in any of the
writings that I have yet sncountered; and I have found no
ma jor instance in which a cumulative strategy, operating by
itself, has been successful. The French, for instance,
were long addicted to their guerre de course at sea, but
they never had it pay off in decisive victory by itself,
The Germans have twlce concentrated all their maritime effort
on a cumulative strategy and have twice seen it fail them,
But when these cumulative strategies have been used in con-
junction with a sequential strategy, directed at the main
object of the war, there are many instances in which the
strength of the cumulative strategy has meant the difference
betwecen success or failure of the sequential. History abounds

with examples in which a comparatively weak sequential strategy
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was enabled to reach victory by virtue of the strength of the
cumulative strategy behind it, . The Waterloo Cempaign, the
Peninsula Campaign in Portugal, or our own War between the
States are three that come to mind. The first World War is
another example. In this last.war I believe we did not
appreciate the strength of our cumulative strategy against
Japan, operating as it did in support of the direct thrust

to the critical goal.

Recognition of the existence of these two basically
different kinds of strategy presents a new challenge to us,
I think that it is a vitally important ¢me. Our strategic
success in the future may be measured by the skill with
which we are able to balance our sequential and our cumulaw~
tive efforts toward the most effective and least costly
attainment of our goalses If we could judge the progress
and the effect of our cumulative strategy, not only would
we control an important element of strategy which up until
now we have been forced to leave to chanee, but we might
more effectively shape the conditions which will exist when
the war is over,

And so ‘I offer two suggestions: The first is that we
recognize the existence and the power of these cumulative
strategies and integrate them more carefully into our basic
plans; and second, that we study them more closely than we

have done in order that we may be able to determine whether
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or not they profitably could be eritical, and if they could
then to identify the points in their development at which
they do become critical determinants in the progress of war,
Vhen we do that we will be able to usc¢ them more efficiently
than we have in the past,
There is one more point which I should like to emphasize.

In spite of the fact that every one of these topics this morn-
ing wos directly developed from the War in the Paciflc, not
one of them is limited in its application either in time or
place or to a particular tool or tactical technique. Eve:y
one of these seven subjects,every facet of strategy that we
have talken up this wmorning, is primarily a matter of how men
thought. The tool or tactic was subordinate.s 1In every case
the resultant action was controlled by an idea from one man
or another. And so in this conclusion I suggest to you that
the wost important factor in war is the idea, the thought,
the brain of the cowmnander. May I close then, with a quo~
tation by Liddell-Hﬁrt. He has written:

"The influence of thouscht on thought

is the most influential factor in

history."
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