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From the Chairman
Military Must Stay Apolitical

uring just about every trip I

make to the field and to the

fleet, I get asked about the

challenges I will face leading
the military through this upcoming Presi-
dential transition:

“Aren’t you worried about having to
work for a new President?”

“What if a Democrat wins? What will
that do to the mission in Iraq?”

“Do you think it’s better for one party or
another to have the White House?”

And this one, asked of me by a young
Marine at Camp Lejeune a few weeks ago:

President Bush and Cabinet in the White House
DOD (Chad McNeeley)

2 JEQ / issue 50, 3" quarter 2008

“Are you endorsing any of the candi-
dates? And if so, which one and why?”

My answer is simple and always the
same: the U.S. military must remain apoliti-
cal at all times and in all ways. It is and must
always be a neutral instrument of the state,
no matter which party holds sway.

A professional armed force that stays
out of the politics that drive the policies it is
sworn to enforce is vital to the preservation
of the union and to our way of life.

I am not suggesting that military
professionals abandon all personal opinions
about modern social or political issues.

Nor would I deny them the opportunity to
vote or discuss . . . or even to debate those
issues among themselves. We are first and

foremost citizens of this great country, and
as such have a right to participate in the
democratic process. As George Washington
himself made clear, we did not stop being
citizens when we started being Soldiers.

What I am suggesting—indeed, what
the Nation expects—is that military person-
nel will, in the execution of the mission
assigned to them, put aside their partisan
leanings. Political opinions have no place in
cockpit or camp or conference room. We do
not wear our politics on our sleeves. Part of
the deal we made when we joined up was to
willingly subordinate our individual inter-
ests to the greater good of protecting vital
national interests.

We defend all Americans, everywhere,
regardless of their age, race, gender, creed,
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and, yes, political affiliation. We may be citi-
zens first, but we are also Soldiers, Sailors,
Airmen, Marines, and Coastguardsmen

by oath—a promise we made to defend the
Constitution of the United States “against all
enemies foreign and domestic.”

We do this by obeying the orders of
the Commander in Chief. Obedience to that
authority is a military virtue underpinning
the very credibility with which we exercise
our own command and control.

Now, I know all too well the famous
dictum that war is but an extension of
politics, and that at the highest levels it is
vital for military leaders to understand
the political context of national security
decisionmaking. But understanding is not
advocating. It is not deciding.

“Political factors may exercise a deter-
mining influence on military operations,”
noted General George Marshall, “therefore
they must be given careful consideration.
Yet soldiers must not assume to lead or to
dictate in such matters.”

As Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, I am responsible for providing the
President, the Secretary of Defense, and the
National Security Council with my best and
most independent military advice. I have an
input to policy, as do the other chiefs and the
combatant commanders. We get a chance to
affect the decisions of our civilian leaders,
but we do not make those decisions. And we
do not involve ourselves in political debates.

As the Nation prepares to elect a new
President, we would all do well to remember
the promises we made: to obey civilian
authority, to support and defend the Consti-
tution, and to do our duty at all times.

Keeping our politics private is a good
first step.

The only things we should be wearing
on our sleeves are our military insignia.

MICHAEL G. MULLEN
Admiral, U.S. Navy
Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

To the Editor: In my experiences as

planner for the joint force air component
commander (JFACC) with Pacific Air Forces
and U.S. Central Command, I have been
encouraged by the ability of action officers
in the different functional components to
work past Service-centric mindsets to come
up with joint, workable solutions to chal-
lenging problems.

Seemingly, when we approach similar
problems outside of the construct of a joint
task force (JTF), we tend to forget the inher-
ent advantages of working closely with our
sister Services. As a result, we often end up
planning in a relative vacuum, even when we
are living next door to one another. I offer
a case in point: When I was working as a
strategist in the Pacific Air Forces Air and
Space Operations Center (ASpOC) last year,
I learned that Pacific Fleet was developing
its own operational level headquarters,
the Maritime Operations Center (MOC),
to provide command and control in the
maritime domain. This is an outstanding
enhancement for the joint force; having a
maritime staff dedicated full-time to opera-
tional level planning and execution can only
make us better able to predict and respond
to events in theater. From my parallel expe-
rience in the 13" Air Force ASpOC, I can
attest to the advantages of having a func-
tionally oriented staff that can concentrate
daily on “force consumer” issues rather than
the Service-specific “force provider.”

But I saw a problem in the MOC.
Seemingly, the Navy and Air Force were not
talking about it with each other, which did
not make sense. The ASpOC construct had
already reached a relative level of maturity
and acceptance in the joint force, and it
seemed that the Air Force should be actively
helping the Navy and Marines steer around
their past mistakes and leapfrog onto its
advances. At the very least, we should be
making sure we are both evolving command
and control systems designed to work
together.

But no matter whom I asked in my
Air Force chain, no one had any official
information about the MOC or could tell
me what its implications would be for the
command and control of joint airpower.
When I asked my action officer contacts in
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Pacific Fleet, the answers I got were often
incomplete or troubling. Based on these
discussions, and some Navy O-6 briefings I
observed at Third Fleet during an exercise, I
started coming to some discomforting con-
clusions about the MOC.

It seemed that the Navy was inter-
ested in putting the joint force maritime
component commander (JEMCC) firmly in
charge of “the Maritime Domain,” includ-
ing the air above the oceans and littorals,
and was going to use the MOC to do it.
Rather than allocate excess sorties to the
JEACC, the JEMCC would retain control of
carrier air, including interdiction sorties,
and task them out through a maritime
tasking order (MTO). As an advocate of
functional components and the centralized
control of airpower, I was concerned that
we were about to create what amounted to
two JFACCs in the same joint operational
area. I could easily imagine this opening up
operational seams in intelligence, command
and control, and common support functions
that could be exploited by a canny or even
lucky adversary—not unlike the operational
disconnects of Leyte Gulf in World War II,
but this time in the sky.

Convinced that it was my job to
prevent this, I spent countless hours
researching the potential issues. I looked
up the domain definitions in joint publica-
tions. I read historical accounts of airpower
command and control disconnects. I pre-
pared bullet background papers and essays
about why we should not assign shared
domains to single functional or Service
components. I prepared a submission for
publication to share my views and provoke
discussion.

But then, I finally did what I should
have done from the start: I called up the
folks at the Pacific Fleet MOC and asked
them what was going on. Was the MOC
being designed to replicate JFACC functions
within the JEMCC? Absolutely not. Would
the MOC seek to put naval sorties on the
MTO instead of the air tasking order? Only
outside the joint operational area, not for
joint task forces. Was the Navy intentionally
hiding its plans from the Air Force? No,
it was just trying to get its hands around
an enormous task before consulting with

Letters have been edited for length. Readers may view letters in their entirety by visiting
the NDU Press Web site at http:/ndupress.ndu.edu and clicking on the cover of this issue.

the other Services, and it only had a small
staff to do it. In less than 15 minutes, I had
resolved months of angst, suspicion, and
inter-Service competition conspiracy theo-
ries that no one I knew could disprove based
on firsthand information.

This leads me to a few conclusions.
First, it tells me that despite some notable
disagreements between the Services on
the best way to structure the joint force to
protect the Nation, we are still all very much
on the same team when it gets down to
doing the job. Second, it tells me that when
I feel like someone is not communicating, it
is probably at least half my fault, and even
more so if I do not ask the right question.
Third, it tells me that we should be apply-
ing the lessons of the JTF to Phase Zero.
Why do we treat steady-state operations
differently than other events across the
range of military operations? Why do we
not have liaisons (not to be confused with
joint assignments) between Service head-
quarters outside of a JTF construct? Why
do we not plan Phase Zero activities more
collaboratively, rather than execute Phase
Zero by Service component? How many
opportunities to learn and execute together
are we missing by not talking to one another
regularly?

The sooner we can bring the JTF team-
work and mindset to our steady-state opera-
tions, the sooner we can put ex—conspiracy
theorists like me to better uses.

—Major David J. Lyle, USAF
Pacific Air Forces

To the Editor: In his article “A Strategy Based
on Faith: The Enduring Appeal of Progres-
sive American Airpower” (Issue 49, 2¢
Quarter 2008), Mark Clodfelter correctly
points out that the historical record does not
match the puffery and, at times, exaggerated
advocacy of some airpower strategists. For
example, in a recently released White Paper
(December 29, 2007) that “charts US Air
Force strategy for the next two decades,”
Air Force Chief of Staff General T. Michael
Moseley asserts, “No modern war has been
won without air superiority. No future

war will be won without air, space and
cyberspace superiority.” Really? The North
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Koreans and Chinese battled us to a stale-
mate during the Korean War without air
superiority. We lost the Vietnam War even
though guerrillas did not own a single air-
craft, and the North Vietnamese did not fly
south of the demilitarized zone. Moreover,
the United States has enjoyed air dominance
over Iraq for 17 years, yet the strategic situa-
tion in the current conflict is not altogether
favorable.

Airpower is not a silver bullet that
offers cheap and easy military solutions to
foreign policy problems. Nonetheless, fierce
and progressive advocacy of airpower serves
an incredibly important purpose: to provide
policymakers with expanded options. Dr.
Clodfelter suggests that Airmen “jettison-
ing” progressive airpower ideas would stifle
strategic debate and limit ideas precisely at a
time when the United States is struggling to
find the appropriate formula for success in
Iraq. Bombing alone may not achieve politi-
cal goals in unconventional conflicts, but
jettisoning progressive ideas would further
emasculate Airmen’s inputs on how best to
run a campaign.

Dr. Clodfelter’s criticism of airpower in
the Balkans campaigns is a red herring. He
states that the central premise of progressive
airpower is a belief that airpower makes
wars quicker, cheaper, and less painful for
all sides than a reliance on surface combat.
There never was a debate, though, over the
relative merits of airpower versus ground
power to combat Serbian aggression; the use
of ground forces in the Balkans was simply
a political nonstarter. Indeed, President
Clinton publicly admitted that he was not
even considering the use of ground forces
early in the conflict. Furthermore, General
Wesley Clark, an Army officer who wanted
to use airpower in a conventional manner,
determined targeting priorities.

—Lieutenant Colonel Lawrence J.
Spinetta, USAF
1* Fighter Wing
Dr. Clodfelter’s response:
I appreciate Lieutenant Colonel Spin-

etta’s thoughtful response to my article; I
hoped that it would engender debate about
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the merits of progressive airpower. Yet I am
not exactly sure what side of the debate he
takes. On the one hand, Lieutenant Colonel
Spinetta notes that “the historical record does
not match the puffery and, at times, exag-
gerated advocacy of some airpower strate-
gists.” On the other hand, he remarks that
“fjettisoning’ progressive ideas would further
emasculate Airmen’s inputs on how best to
run a campaign.”

In regard to airpower in Kosovo, the
jury is still out on whether bombing was
the key factor that caused the Serbs to leave
the province, or whether it helped trigger
the ethnic cleansing that it was designed
to prevent. The facts remain that fewer
than 19,000 Kosovar Albanians had fled to
Albania before Operation Allied Force began;
65,000 more had done so 5 days after the
bombing started; and 620,000 were refugees
a month later. Ultimately, the Serbs expelled
800,000 Kosovar Albanians—roughly half
of the population—before the air campaign
ended.

To the Editor: In his article “On Airpower,
Land Power, and Counterinsurgency:
Getting Doctrine Right” (Issue 49, 2¢
Quarter 2008), James Corum asserts that
“[i]n the Air Force counterinsurgency
doctrine, the issue of providing appropriate
equipment to Third World allies is not even
addressed.” This statement seems to indicate
some unfamiliarity with Air Force Doctrine
Document (AFDD) 2-3.1, Foreign Internal
Defense, which discusses this issue in some
detail, outlining best practices for helping
foreign countries field air forces with the
right technology for their situations.
Moreover, Dr. Corum seems to hold
a pejorative view of the kinetic use of
airpower. For instance, he makes the case
that “there is a heavy political price to pay
when airpower in the form of airstrikes is
used,” yet he fails to mention similar, and
practically inevitable, consequences of using
land power in counterinsurgency, especially
when it involves large numbers of American
troops in a foreign country. Airpower is
among the joint force commander’s most
precise, flexible, disciplined, and scrutinized
capabilities to apply lethal force. In terms
of potential for insurgent propaganda and

recruitment, ground force excesses—includ-
ing indiscriminate counterbattery fire,
“terrain denial” strikes, “harassment and
interdiction” fires, heavy-handed searches,
imprisonment of innocents, inhumane
prison conditions, ubiquitous roadblocks,
early curfews, escalation of force events, and
so forth—also certainly have the potential
for creating more insurgents than they
eliminate.

One last point to be made is based on
my involvement in directing (at the opera-
tional level) and flying (at the tactical level)
combat air operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan: the assertion that counterinsurgency
tasks cannot be accomplished “from 30,000
feet” is more than simply an inaccurate
characterization—it is a blatant cheap shot
and misinforms the reader.

—Maj Gen Allen G. Peck, USAF
Commander
LeMay Center for Doctrine
Development and Education

Dr. Corum’s response:

Service doctrine ought to provide
useful guidance for the commander and
staff planner. On the very important subject
of equipping the air forces of less developed
nations, the only comment of the U.S. Air
Force’s new counterinsurgency doctrine is,
“The key to Building Partnership Capacity
... is not finding high or low-tech answers,
but the right mix of technology, training, and
support that provides a Partner Nation . . .
with affordable, sustainable, and capable
airpower” (AFDD 2-3, Irregular Warfare,
August 2007, p. 29). Contrast this statement
with the Army/Marine Corps Field Manual
3-24, Counterinsurgency, which lists the
basic capabilities needed by a small nation
air force in counterinsurgency, provides
recent and current examples of the effective
use of simple airpower technologies, and then
discusses the advantages and disadvantages
of modifying transports as aerial gunships
(December 2006, pp. E3-E5).

Which of these doctrines provides the
better starting point for the counterinsur-
gency planner?
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Executive Summary

Within the United States, public awareness of the role and contribution
of the Navy is cursory at best. The maritime strategy and our continu-
ing effort to get out and talk about it have been very worthwhile.

—Admiral Gary Roughead
Chief of Naval Operations

Co.\\mrsmox WITH THE COUNTRY:

4

E STRATIGY FOR 21" CENTURY SEAPOWER

CURITY »

.

Chief of Naval Operations ADM Gary Roughead speaks during a
“Convelfation with the Country” in Denver, Golorada
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U.S. Navy (Tiffini M. Jones)

ith this 50 issue, Joint
Force Quarterly celebrates
its 15 anniversary. While

much has changed since
1993, the interoperability problems and resis-
tance to greater synergy that inspired General
Colin Powell to establish JFQ are strikingly
resilient. On April 21, 2008, Secretary of
Defense Robert Gates in speeches at the U.S.
Military Academy and the Air War College
asserted that the Armed Forces were adapting
too slowly to new enemies and that military
leaders were “stuck in old ways of doing
business.” Two days later, Admiral Michael
Mullen addressed the students of the Indus-
trial College of the Armed Forces and the
National War College as part of the National
Defense University’s Distinguished Lecturer
Program. He noted that the combined
student bodies included a great many combat-
experienced leaders and urged them to think
differently about the nature of war and to
consider new approaches to national security
challenges. The Chairman recommended
JFQ as an effective vehicle for professionals

to air ideas and outline innovative concepts
for securing national security objectives.

In this issue, JFQ supports this mandate by
examining elements of naval power and some
contemporary challenges that make a strong
U.S. Navy as important as ever.

A spirit of cooperation and innovative
thinking is undeniably reflected in the scope
and manner in which the new U.S. maritime
strategy was developed and coordinated
between the Departments of Defense and
Homeland Security. Before finalizing the
selection of manuscripts for this Forum, JFQ
sat down with the Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Gary Roughead, in his Pentagon
office. He spoke to the importance of the new
maritime strategy and the manner in which
it was socialized both within and without the
three sea Services. Before reading our Forum
articles, readers may wish to skip ahead to
the last article in this issue (Recall), which
addresses the effort to engage the public on
naval power and U.S. maritime security. As
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with aviation assets, naval vessels are decreas-
ing in number and increasing in unit price,
forcing difficult choices in the face of mod-
ernization and utilization demands. Despite
the reality that the Army, Navy, and Air Force
own and operate shipping, the naval power
debate bears no resemblance to the ongoing
airpower dispute presented in the last issue
of JFQ. This is not to say that the issues are
less contentious in the realm of naval power;
rather, the friction is largely confined to the
sea Services and far less exposed to inter-
Service or public scrutiny.

Before one can assess the present state of
naval power, it is important to define terms,
and for this task, JFQ turns to one of its most
prolific contributors and reviewers, the Naval
War College’s Dr. Milan Vego. Professor Vego
begins his survey of contemporary naval
power by disabusing readers of the notion
that naval power and seapower are synony-
mous. He then presents the myriad roles of
naval power across the spectrum of conflict
and Service core competencies. While some
may assume that technological advances in
airpower have supplanted traditional Navy
roles, Dr. Vego makes a convincing case for
the persistence and scalability of naval power
and how multidimensional military opera-
tions place adversaries on the horns of serial
dilemmas. He concludes with an assessment
of the continuing importance of naval power
in realms that include homeland security and
deterring the outbreak of large-scale hostili-
ties abroad. This assessment is reinforced in
the fifth and sixth Forum articles.

Our second Forum entry addresses
the unfortunate state of contemporary U.S.
seapower and warns that the Navy’s large
and growing share of the domestic maritime
industry does not benefit America’s future
as a sea power. Lieutenant Douglas Tastad
begins with a historical survey of U.S. com-
mercial shipping, then compares this with its
present state and proposes solutions to arrest
and reverse the industry’s decline. The author
argues that domestic seapower’s current
vector prompts questions concerning the
Navy’s operational legitimacy and sustain-
ability. In presenting his remedies, Lieutenant
Tastad asserts that the Government must
overcome its state of denial concerning these
problems. He proposes capital investment and
owner incentives, new maritime technology
research, legislation addressing oversight, and
terror insurance. Lieutenant Tastad concludes
that “the commercial maritime sector no
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longer underpins the Navy, rather the Navy is
the victim of what industry remains.”

In our third and fourth installments,
JFQ again draws upon Naval War College
expertise to provide context for the impor-
tance of modernizing the U.S. fleet. In
addressing the People’s Republic of China’s
(PRC’s) urgent modernization of its navy,
Drs. Andrew Erickson and Michael Chase
observe that the People’s Liberation Army
Navy (PLAN) focus is primarily on a possible
conflict with Taiwan. This said, the PLAN is
also concerned with a wider range of missions
that include nuclear deterrence and protection
of maritime resources. The importance of
information in today’s strategic environment,
combined with the PRC’s tradition of central-
ized command, has inspired great emphasis
upon command, control, communications,
computers, intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance systems. PLAN publications
connect this technical modernization with
the growing importance of joint operations,
for which they have little experience and
numerous impediments. The authors are
unsure whether technological improvements
in command and control will lead to the
empowerment of junior commanders or if it
will simply lead to greater centralization.

The fourth article in the Forum comple-
ments the previous one by assessing the
implications of PRC naval power moderniza-
tion for strategy. The Justice Department
has noted that technology-focused Chinese
espionage is “among the most aggressive”
in the United States, as China’s government
attempts to secure by theft what an inef-
ficient command economy cannot produce
independently. Despite the influential school
of thought that predicts the PRC will soon put
to sea a ballistic missile submarine (SSBN)
fleet that approaches the quality and quantity
of the U.S. Navy, Drs. Toshi Yoshihara and
James Holmes posit that PLAN technological
improvements will reinforce, not undermine,
Beijing’s commitment to minimum deter-
rence. Their article examines the history of
China’s SSBN development and attempts to
project the size of, and deployment patterns
for, its SSBN fleet. The authors expect that
technological obstacles and philosophical
principles will inspire the PLAN to maintain
its minimalist posture well into the next
decade, but outline factors that could chal-
lenge this logic.

The ballistic missile threat is not a future
concern; it is a clear and present danger for

which the United States is preparing with a
sense of urgency. Our fifth essay outlines the
proven and accelerating efforts of the U.S.
Navy and its strategic partners to address

the proliferation of these weapons and their
potential for terrorist use. Admiral Alan
Hicks asserts that there is an urgent need for a
ballistic missile defense capability and begins
his analysis with a review of the emerging
threat, noting that a maximum of 30 minutes
spans the detection, decision, and action
window between launch and impact. For
many readers, this will be a first introduction
to the Missile Defense Agency and its inte-
gration of all missile defense programs and
technologies into one Ballistic Missile Defense
System. This agency, with significant con-
tributions from U.S. Navy Aegis systems, is
joining an allied coalition to form the founda-
tion of international cooperation to deter and
defeat this critical transnational threat.

The final article in the Forum is an
argument for joint seabasing to compensate
for a dramatic reduction in overseas basing
rights, secure ports, and airfields. The term
seabasing is misunderstood even in the joint
military community, referring neither to
floating bases nor to an exclusively logistic
concept to support a major regional conflict.
In brief, joint seabasing is the rapid deploy-
ment, assembly, command projection,
reconstitution, and reemployment of joint
combat power from the sea. Douglas King
and John Berry observe that seabasing must
be viewed as an interdependent and intercon-
nected system of systems—everything from
major combatants to inshore patrol craft,
from surface and aerial connectors to cargo
handling gear, and from command suites to
medical centers. The authors contend that
joint seabasing must be pursued as a means
of deploying and employing sustained joint,
interagency, and multinational capabilities
from the sea.

In the next issue of Joint Force Quarterly,
the Forum will focus on weapons of mass
destruction, and the January 2009 edition will
focus on land power, completing our review of
the traditional approaches to military power
through the lens of the operating media: air,
sea, and land. The deadline for submissions on
innovations in land warfare at the operational
to strategic level is September 1, 2008. JFQ

—D.H. Gurney
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on Naval Power

By MILAN N. VEGO

11 too often, the terms naval
power and sea power are used
interchangeably. But naval

power, properly understood,
refers to a direct and indirect source of
military power at sea. Obviously, the main
components of a naval power are the navy,
coast guard, and marines/naval infantry
and their shore establishment. The term sea
power (coined in 1849) originally referred
to a nation having a formidable naval
strength. Today, this term’s meaning is
much broader; it now describes the entirety
of the use of the sea by a nation. Specifi-
cally, a sea (or maritime) power comprises
political, diplomatic, economic, and mili-
tary aspects of sea use.! Naval power played
an extremely important and often vital role
in the lives of many maritime nations.
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This scenario is not going to change
in the future despite claims to the contrary
by some influential thinkers. The threat of
major conflict at sea might look distant or
even unlikely today. Yet it would be unwise
to exclude the possibility altogether. Very
often, the fact that naval power might play an
important part in conventional deterrence—
or, in the case of blue water navies such as the
U.S. Navy, in nuclear deterrence—is either
overlooked or ignored. Navies, and coast
guards in particular, perform important and
diverse tasks in peacetime and in operations
short of war.

The Threat

The range of threats in the maritime
domain is broad. The conventional threats
in peacetime include claims of the riparian
states in regard to the boundaries of the

economic exclusion zone (EEZ) and activi-
ties there, the extent of the territorial waters
and the rights of innocent passage, and illicit
fishing. Conventional threats include low-
intensity conflict such as insurgencies and
the possibility of a high-intensity conflict

in various parts of the world, such as the
Persian (Arabian) Gulf, Korean Peninsula,
or Taiwan Strait. In addition, unconven-
tional threats in the maritime domain

have dramatically increased in diversity

and intensity since the early 1990s. They
include transnational terrorism and criminal
networks involved in illicit trafficking in
narcotics, humans, and weapons. Piracy

is a growing problem in some parts of the
world, particularly in Southeast Asia and

off the east and west coasts of Africa. The
combination of transnational terrorism and
piracy can seriously disrupt the flow of inter-

Dr. Milan N. Vego is Professor of Operations in the
Joint Military Operations Department at the Naval
War College.

r

Harry S. Truman Carrier Strike Group vessels
perform multiship maneuvers in Atlantic
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national commerce. The potential impact
of such threats on world peace and the
global economy is enormous.? There is also
a growing danger to ports/bases and coastal
facilities/installations from ballistic missiles
fired by a rogue state or even transnational
terrorist groups.

The threat to port security has increased
significantly in the past few decades due to
the proliferation of platforms and weapons
that can be used against ships and port facili-
ties/installations. Uninterrupted maritime
trade is one of the most critical factors for the
prosperity of nations. The problem of security
against terrorist attack is especially acute at
ports located near strategic chokepoints such
as the Strait of Hormuz, Strait of Gibraltar,
Suez Canal, and Panama Canal. Large ports
are especially vulnerable to various hostile
acts because of the difficulties in providing
full, around-the-clock protection. Currently,
the greatest threat to the security of major
ports is from terrorists, operating individu-
ally or in groups.

Responsibilities

Navies can be employed in routine
activities in peacetime, operations short of
war, low-intensity conflict, and high-inten-
sity conventional war (see table). Today and
for the immediate future, naval forces will
be predominantly employed in carrying out
multiple and diverse tasks in what are arbi-
trarily called operations short of (regional)
war. However, a navy, no matter how strong,
cannot carry out all the tasks alone but needs
to proceed in combination with other ele-
ments of naval power, such as a coast guard.
In some cases, the coast guard is an integral
part of the navy; in other cases, the two are
separate. Optimally, a coast guard should
be used primarily for maritime policing (or
constabulary) duties in peacetime and for
carrying out some combat missions in opera-
tions short of war and in a high-intensity
conventional conflict. In the littorals, the air
force and army might be employed jointly
with naval forces.

A navy also has to interact and work
closely with other elements of the country’s
sea power—specifically, the merchant
marine, shipbuilding industries, ocean
technology enterprises, and deep-sea
mining agencies. Additionally, navies need
to cooperate closely with many government
agencies. This, in turn, requires smooth
and effective interagency cooperation.
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Additionally, naval forces and coast guards
need to work with a large number of nongov-
ernmental organizations and private volun-
teer organizations ashore.

Operations in Peacetime

Operations in time of peace encompass
routine activities, homeland security, protec-
tion of the country’s economic interests at
sea, enforcement of maritime treaties, and
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief.
In general, routine duties include maritime
border laws/customs enforcement, hydro-
graphic surveys, oceanographic research,
salvage, search and rescue, ordnance dis-
posal, and marine pollution control. For the
most part, these tasks are the responsibil-
ity of the coast guard, with naval forces
employed in a supporting role.

The threats to homeland security from
across the sea are increasing in both inten-
sity and sophistication. Specifically, these
threats include ballistic missiles, maritime
terrorism, illicit fishing, cross-border illegal
immigration, criminal activity in ports/
harbors and at critical installations/facilities
ashore, piracy, and trafficking in narcotics,
humans, and weapons.

The threat of ballistic missiles against
ports/airfields and coastal installations/facil-
ities can be countered by creating seabased
ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems, as
the U.S. Navy is doing. BMD systems detect
and destroy enemy aircraft and missiles
by physically and electronically attacking
bases, launch sites, and associated command
and control systems. As part of homeland
security, they are intended to provide defense
against ballistic missiles in the terminal
phase of their flight.?

Maritime terrorism has emerged as a
formidable threat to both civilian and naval
vessels. Large commercial ships are easy
targets for determined terrorists, and the
value of these vessels and cargoes makes
them attractive to both regional terrorist
groups and international organizations that
desire to disrupt the economic lifelines of the
industrial world. Compounding the threat
is the use of commercial vessels by criminals
who are often allied with terrorists. There
is also a possibility that weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) could be used as terror-
ist weapons.

Protection of ports encompasses a
series of related actions and measures regard-
ing safety of incoming ships and their cargo

during transit on the high seas, through the
200-nautical-mile (nm) EEZ, in the territo-
rial sea (usually the 12-nm zone offshore),
and in ports and their approaches. Hence,
in a physical sense, three zones of maritime
security exist: the international zone (foreign
countries, high seas), the border/coastal zone
(territorial sea plus EEZ), and the domestic
zone (territorial sea plus ports and their
approaches). International law fully applies
in the international zone, while the country’s
jurisdiction is exercised over all vessels,
facilities, and port security in the domestic
and border/coastal zones.

Coast guards are largely responsible
for protection of their countries’ EEZs.
This broad task includes monitoring and
surveillance of the fisheries, maritime safety,
marine pollution reporting, and protection
of marine mineral deposits and gas/oil
deposits and installations. The navies are
primarily responsible for protecting friendly
commercial shipping outside of the EEZ.

a navy cannot carry out all

the tasks alone but needs

to proceed in combination
with other elements of naval
power, such as a coast guard

A state or territory ruled or controlled
by a radical regime and situated close to
maritime trade chokepoints might attempt
to harass shipping, requiring the response of
naval forces. Protection of shipping requires
coordinated employment of surface, air,
and subsurface forces, as well as a suitable
command organization both ashore and
afloat. In general, protection of shipping
should envisage preemptive or retaliatory
strikes or raids against selected targets at
sea or ashore. A major operation in protec-
tion of shipping would require the execution
of a variety of tasks to protect merchant
vessels from unlawful attack in international
waters. This broad task can be accomplished
through, among other things, the escort of
merchant ships (sometimes of individual
ships, for a specific purpose), coastal sea
control, harbor defense, and mine counter-
measure ships.

Blue water navies such as the U.S. Navy
are sometimes involved in disputes with
riparian states regarding the rights of inno-
cent passage through international straits,
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Table. Spectrum of Conflict at Sea

W Ballistic missile defense

B Combating terrorism

B Port security

B Protecting critical installations/facilities on
the coast

B Counternarcotics (drugs)

B |ntercepting illegal immigration

B Countering weapons smuggling

B Combating piracy

B Countering environmental pollution

Protection of the Country’s Economic Interests
B Protecting commercial shipping

B Protecting fisheries

® Protecting offshore oil/gas installations

B Protecting seabed mineral deposits

B Combating piracy

Enforcement of International Maritime Treaties

and United Nations Resolutions on Combating

Transnational Terrorism

B Nonproliferation of weapons of mass
destruction

B Ensuring freedom of navigation/overflight

B |ntercepting illicit arms trade

B Combating piracy

B Eliminating human trafficking

Humanitarian Assistance/Disaster Relief

B Assistance in the aftermath of natural
disasters

B Emergency medical assistance

B Goodwill activities

B Refugee assistance

| (Civilian evacuation

HIGH-INTENSITY

PEACETIME OPERATIONS SHORT OF WAR I(_:(())\'I\\IIF:-I\IIE_II%NSITY CONVENTIONAL
CONFLICT

Routine Activities Support of Foreign Policy Support of Insurgency Regional War

B Enforcing maritime border laws and customs m Coercive diplomacy Campaign

| Vessel traffic service H Naval diplomacy Global War

B Search and rescue | (Crisis prevention/management Support of

m Salvage B Maritime border disputes Counterinsurgency

B Qrdnance disposal Campaign

B Hydrographic survey Support of Military (Theater)

B (Qceanographic research Strategy Support of

B Nuclear deterrence Counterterrorism
Homeland Security ® Conventional deterrence Campaign

B Ballistic missile defense
B Security cooperation

Support of Peace Operations

B Peacekeeping operations

B Peace enforcement operations

B Expanded peacekeeping
operations/peace enforcement
operations

or in contesting these states’ excessive claims
regarding the extent of territorial waters.
This requires the use of naval forces to
ensure freedom of navigation and overflight.
Normally, a riparian state may exercise juris-
diction and control within its territorial seas;
international law, however, establishes the
right of innocent passage of ships of other
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nations through a state’s territorial waters.
Passage is considered innocent as long as it
is not prejudicial to the peace, good order, or
security of the coastal nation. In addition,
freedom of navigation through international
airspace for aircraft is a well-established
principle of international law. Threats to air-
craft through extension of airspace control

Navy MH-60S Seahawk performs channel guard duty as amphibious
assault ship USS Essex transits San Bernardino Straits in Philippines

zones beyond international norms, whether
by nations or groups, can be expected to
result in use of force acceptable under inter-
national law to rectify the situation.

Navies are currently extensively
employed in enforcing international treaties
that prohibit illicit trafficking in weapons
and humans. Smuggling and trafficking in
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humans have increased worldwide in recent
years. The problem is exacerbated by the ever
increasing involvement of criminal gangs in
such trade. Among other things, the smug-
gling of migrants by organized crime groups
disrupts the established immigration policies
of destination countries. It also involves
human rights abuses; such trafficking is
slavery in all but name. If a ship is engaged
in this activity, it loses its right of innocent
passage. In December 2000, the United
Nations (UN) convention against organized
crime was also related to the protocol to
prevent, suppress, and punish trafficking

in persons, especially women and children.
This protocol generally justifies interdiction
of commercial vessels on countertrafficking
grounds. It also encourages information-
sharing, interdiction training, and the devel-
opment of tighter legislative authority to
interdict and enforce documentary require-
ments on shipping.*

Piracy has posed a threat to all nations
for as long as people have sailed the oceans.
The international community has branded
piracy as hostile to the human race and
treats it as one of the few crimes over which
universal jurisdiction applies. Piracy is
punishable by all nations wherever the
perpetrators are found and without regard
to where the offense occurred. It remains
a serious threat to international commerce

Sailors conduct security sweeps in Persian Gulf
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and safety and is on the increase in many
parts of the world, but particularly in the
waters of Southeast Asia and Africa. In
Southeast Asia, commercial ships are espe-
cially vulnerable to piracy due to narrow
waterways and countless small islands.

Navies are often involved in nonmili-
tary actions, such as providing humanitarian
assistance and disaster relief, and engaging
in goodwill activities. The first broad task
includes such actions as emergency medical
assistance, large-scale evacuation of civilian
populations, noncombatant evacuation, and
refugee assistance. Emergency medical assis-
tance often includes transporting civilians
in need of medical help from or to relatively
remote locations.

Operations Short of War

In one definition, operations short of
war are described as the use or threatened
use of military capabilities in combination
with other sources of national power across
the spectrum of conflict. These operations
include the threats of use or actual use of
military forces in support of foreign policy
and military (and/or theater) strategy, peace
operations, and security cooperation.

The principal methods of combat
employment of naval forces in operations
short of war are major and minor tactical
actions. Major naval operations are planned

U.S. Navy (Kirk Worley)

and conducted only in exceptional cir-
cumstances. One’s naval forces are largely
employed as part of the sea and/or air exclu-
sion zone and maritime intercept operations
(MIOs). Exclusion zones can be established
in the air, at sea, or on land to prevent the
transit of oil or other cargo and weapons.

An exclusion zone is usually imposed by

the United Nations or some other interna-
tional body, but it may also be established

by individual countries. Exclusion zones

can be authorized by UN Security Council
resolution and offer a means of simplifying
sea control through the promulgation of an
intention to maintain sea denial to cover a
specific area. In diplomatic terms, they are a
way of enhancing coercive action by declar-
ing a resolve to use combat if necessary. To
be credible, they must be enforceable, and the
rights and security of third parties need to be
ensured. Maritime intercept operations are
usually conducted as part of the enforcement
of sanctions by an international body such
as the UN or some regional body. The politi-
cal objective is usually to compel a country
or group of countries to conform to the
demands of the initiating body. They include
coercive measures aimed to interdict the
movement of designated items into or out of
a nation or a specific sea area. MIOs can also
be applied by a major naval power or group
of powers to prevent maritime terrorism or

navies are currently extensively
employed in enforcing
international treaties that
prohibit illicit trafficking in
weapons and humans

illicit trafficking in narcotics, humans, and
weapons. Normally, these operations require
the employment of both surface and air
forces.® For example, UN-mandated MIOs
were conducted against Iraq by the U.S. Navy
and its coalition partners between August
1990 and March 1993.

Naval forces can be employed in
support of foreign policy, military (theater)
strategy, and peace operations. Navies are
an ideal tool for providing support of foreign
policy. Their main advantages are flexibility,
mobility, and political symbolism. Naval
forces have diverse capabilities that can be
quickly tailored to the situation at hand.
They are also largely self-sufficient and do
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not require extensive land support. Naval
forces can be employed in support of the
country’s diplomatic initiatives in peacetime
and time of crisis, or for naval diplomacy—
actions aimed to create a favorable general
and military image abroad, establish one’s
rights in areas of interest, reassure allies
and other friendly countries, influence the
behavior of other governments, threaten
seaborne interdiction, and, finally, threaten
the use of lethal force. Deployment of naval
forces during times of tension or crisis to
back up diplomacy and thereby pose an
unstated but clear threat is an example of
naval diplomacy, which can also help in
coalition-building.

Navies are generally much more effec-
tive than armies or air forces in terms of their
international acceptability and capacity to
make the desired impact. They can be used
symbolically to send a message to a specific
government. When a stronger message is
required, naval diplomacy can take the form
of employment of carefully tailored forces
with a credible offensive capability, signaling
that a much more capable force will follow,
or it can give encouragement to a friendly
country by providing reinforcement. The
threat of the use of limited offensive action or

coercion might be designed to deter a possible
aggressor or to compel him to comply with a
diplomatic demarche or resolution.

Naval forces can be used in conflict
prevention, coercive diplomacy, and peace
operations. Conflict prevention includes
diverse military activities conducted either
unilaterally or collectively under Chapter
VI of the UN Charter and aimed at either
preventing escalation of disputes into armed
conflict or facilitating resolution of armed
violence. These actions range from diplomatic
initiatives to preventive deployment of naval
forces. The main purpose of the forward
presence of U.S. naval forces in the western
Pacific, Arabian Sea, Persian (Arabian) Gulf,
and Mediterranean is to prevent the outbreak
of large-scale hostilities that might affect the
national interests of the United States and
its allies or friends. Naval forces deployed
in forward areas should be of sufficient size
and combat power to defeat opposing forces
quickly and decisively.

Under the UN Charter, conflict pre-
vention should be conducted with strict
impartiality because all sides in a dispute
have to agree to involve other countries as
mediators. Naval forces can be deployed in
the proximity of a country where hostilities

deployment of naval forces to pose an unstated but clear threat
is an example of naval diplomacy
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Marine and Sailor based in Okinawa support
operations in Konar Province, Afghanistan
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threaten to break out. Aircraft carrier groups
and amphibious task forces in particular have
a greater chance of success in disputes among
nation-states than in ethnic conflict or civil
war. To be effective, such a deployment should
be accompanied by a clear willingness on the
part of the international community to use
overwhelming force if necessary. Otherwise,
the preventive deployment of naval forces,
regardless of size and capability, will rarely
produce the desired effect.

Naval forces are one of the most effec-
tive and flexible tools in applying coercive
diplomacy (popularly called gunboat diplo-
macy), which is the use or threat of limited
naval force aimed at securing advantage
or averting loss, either in furtherance of
an international dispute or against foreign
nationals within the territory or jurisdic-
tion of their own state. Coercive diplomacy
is conducted both in peacetime and during
operations short of war. Methods used are
“show the flag,” retaliatory raids, rescue
operations, or direct attack to achieve a
specific military objective. Visits of warships
to foreign ports are one of the most common
methods of showing the flag. The aim of such
visits can range from demonstrating continu-
ing interest in the area to showing resolve
in support of a friendly state against threats
by a neighboring state. The ships then act as
ambassadors. Normally, the main purpose of
such visits is to make a favorable impression
on the local populace. The degree to which a
show of force can be introduced depends on
the political message to be communicated.
Sometimes it can be carried out as a warning
to leaders or hostile states. At other times,

a show of force by ships can act as a sign of
reassurance and a token of support.

For example, the United States sent
a powerful signal of support to Turkey
and Greece by sending the battleship USS
Missouri (BB-63) for a visit to Istanbul and
Piraeus in April 1946. This was followed by
a visit of the aircraft carrier USS Franklin D.
Roosevelt (CVB-42) to Greece in September
of the same year. Both countries were under
enormous pressure from the aggressive
policies of Moscow. The Soviets strongly sup-
ported the Greek communists in their civil
war and issued demands to Turkey to grant
a naval base in the Dodecanese Islands and
joint control of the Turkish Straits.°

However, in some cases, a show of
force has failed to achieve its intended
objectives. For example, the employment
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of three U.S. aircraft carriers in the Sea
of Japan after the intelligence ship USS
Pueblo (AGER-2) with its 83 crew members
was captured off Wonsan in January 1968
apparently did not offer a great advantage
to the United States in subsequent negotia-
tions.” In March 1996, the Chinese carried
out extensive missile firings and exercises
off the coast of Taiwan. However, that
show of force only hardened the Taiwanese
posture and forced the United States to
move its naval forces in the Taiwan Strait.
Naval forces are most extensively used
in support of peace operations, which are
military operations to support diplomatic

the tasks of peace enforcement
include implementation of
sanctions, establishment and
supervision of exclusion zones,
intervention to restore order,
and forcible separation of
belligerents

efforts to reach a long-term political settle-
ment. These actions are conducted in con-
junction with diplomacy as necessary to
negotiate a truce and resolve a conflict. They
may be initiated in support of diplomatic
activities before, during, or after the conflict.
Peacekeeping and peace enforcement are the
principal types of peace operations.
Peacekeeping operations are designed
to contain, moderate, or terminate hostilities
between or within states, using international
or impartial military forces and civilians
to complement political conflict-resolution
efforts and restore and maintain peace.
These actions take place after the sides in
a conflict agree to cease hostilities; impar-
tial observers are normally sent to verify
the implementation of the ceasefire or to
monitor the separation of forces.
Peace-enforcement operations involve
diverse tasks as authorized by Chapter VII of
the UN Charter. The objective is to compel
compliance with resolutions or sanctions
that have been adopted to maintain or restore
peace or order. The tasks of peace enforce-
ment include implementation of sanctions,
establishment and supervision of exclusion
zones, intervention to restore order, and
forcible separation of belligerents. The aim
is to establish an environment for a truce
or ceasefire. In contrast to peacekeeping
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operations, peace-enforcement operations do
not require the consent of the warring fac-
tions involved in a conflict. When used for
peace enforcement, naval forces should have
at least limited power projection capabilities
and be ready to engage in combat.

Naval forces may also be involved
in expanded peacekeeping and peace-
enforcement operations. These operations are
larger than peacekeeping operations and can
involve over 20,000 personnel. The consent
of the sides in the conflict is usually nominal,
incomplete, or nonexistent. These operations
include more assertive mandates and rules of

U.S. Navy

engagement, including the use of force under
Chapter VIII of the UN Charter.® Expanded
peacekeeping/peace-enforcement operations
are conducted with strictly limited objec-
tives, such as protecting safe-flight or no-fly
zones or relief deliveries. If too intrusive, the
operations are likely to draw multinational
forces into open hostilities; the naval forces
would then have to be either pulled out or
committed to full-scale combat.’

Blue water navies play a critical role in
providing support to national and military
(or theater) strategy as a part of nuclear and/
or conventional deterrence. Credible nuclear

Arleigh Burke—class destroyer USS Decatur
launches SM-3 missile during ballistic missile
flight test in Pacific
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deterrence is based on adequate capability
and the certitude that one nation can and will
inflict unacceptable losses on an enemy who
uses nuclear weapons first. Nuclear-powered
ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) are the
most survivable component of the country’s
nuclear forces triad. During the Cold War,
these submarines conducted extensive patrols
in the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans, in readi-
ness to fire their sea-launched ballistic mis-
siles. Seabased nuclear deterrent forces con-
tinue to have an important role in the nuclear
deterrence posture of the United States, the
Russian Federation, Britain, France, and the
People’s Republic of China.

The use or threatened use of conven-
tional forces is a critical element in conven-
tional deterrence. Naval forces are highly
suitable for conventional deterrence because
of their high mobility and combat power. For
a blue water navy, the main method of exercis-
ing conventional deterrence is the forward
deployment of its striking forces. Among other
things, forward deployed forces can consider-
ably enhance a nation’s influence and prestige
in a given sea area. Presence can greatly help
coalition-building, enhance stability, and deter
hostile actions against one’s interests. It also
provides an initial crisis-response capability.

Routine forward presence includes
permanently based naval forces overseas and
periodic deployment of naval forces in the
case of crises, port visits, and participation in
bilateral and multilateral training exercises.
For example, deployment of powerful U.S.
carrier strike groups and expeditionary
strike groups in a certain region, such as the
eastern Mediterranean or western Pacific,
can send a powerful signal to enemies and
friends alike in a crisis. It could prevent the
outbreak of conflict, shape the security envi-
ronment, and serve as a basis for regional
peace and stability.

The ability to deploy seabased air and
missile defenses forward contributes to
force self-protection, assured access, and the
defense of other forward deployed forces.
Forward deployed U.S. naval forces can
provide protection against air and missile
threats over a large area of a given maritime
theater. Also, by engaging enemy ballistic
missiles in the boost and midcourse stages of
flight, homeland security is greatly enhanced.

Forward naval presence also creates
prerequisites for obtaining and then main-
taining sea control in certain parts of a
maritime theater. A blue water navy should
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deploy sufficiently strong and combat-ready
forces in the area of potential conflict.
These forces should be concentrated in such
numbers as to be capable of quickly achiev-
ing superiority over the potential opponent
at sea. A coastal navy or a major navy oper-
ating within the confines of a narrow sea
normally cannot obtain sea control without
naval forces operating from a secure base of
operations. In practical terms, this means
that the degree of basing/deployment area
control must ensure full protection of forces
from all types of threats.

Navies are extensively used in carrying
out diverse tasks as part of security coopera-
tion in a given maritime theater. Security
cooperation in general is aimed to build
defense relationships with international
partners, promote cultural awareness and

regional understanding, and enhance stra-
tegic access. Cooperative activities include
assisting host nations in freeing or protecting
their societies from subversion, lawlessness,
and insurgency; assisting in training; com-
bating illegal activities along their coastlines;
and protecting economic infrastructure.!

Low-intensity Conflict

Navies can be employed to carry out
diverse tasks in support of an insurgency or
counterinsurgency. Duties include blockading
the coast to prevent an influx of fighters and
material to the insurgents; attacking insur-
gent concentrations in their operating areas
or sanctuaries by using surface combatants
and carrier-based aircraft; providing gunfire
support to friendly troops ashore; and provid-
ing close air support, transport of friendly

Fleet Surgical Team from USS Tarawa conducts humanitarian
assistance operations in Bang_ladesh after Tropical Cyclone Sidr
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troops and material, and reconnaissance/sur-
veillance. For example, from 1965 to 1970, the
U.S. Navy conducted a blockade of South Viet-
nam’s 1,200-mile coastline in an effort to stop
fighters and supplies from flowing by sea from
North Vietnam to South Vietnam (Operation
Market Time). As part of that effort, Operation
Sea Dragon aimed to intercept and destroy

the Vietcong’s waterborne logistics craft. The
Navy’s riverine forces conducted Operations
Game Warden and Sea Lord.

More recently, naval forces were exten-
sively employed in conducting military, para-
military, political, economic, psychological, and
civic actions to defeat insurgencies in Africa,
Southeast Asia, and Colombia. For example,
the US. Navy’s special operations forces, oper-
ating from an aircraft carrier, and two Marine
Expeditionary Units (Special Operations
Capable), operating from amphibious ships,
conducted a forcible entry deep into Afghan
territory to open access for the joint force."

High-intensity Conventional Conflict
Navies will play a major role in provid-
ing direct and/or indirect support to ground
forces in the case of a regional or global con-
flict. War at sea has almost never taken place
alone but has been conducted in conjunction
with war on land and, in the modern era, in
the air. The objectives of naval warfare have
been an integral part of war’s objectives.
These, in turn, are accomplished by the
employment of all the services of a country’s
armed forces. In contrast to war on land, the
objectives in war at sea are almost generally
physical in character. The main strategic or
operational objective for a stronger side is to
obtain sea control in the whole theater or a
major part of it, while the weaker side tries
to achieve sea denial. A relatively strong but
initially weaker side at sea aims to obtain
sea control for itself. When operating in an
enclosed sea theater, a blue water navy would
try to obtain chokepoint control, while the
weaker side would conduct counter-choke-
point control. Another operational objective
for both the stronger and weaker sides at sea is
to establish, maintain, and, if possible, expand
control of their respective basing and deploy-
ment areas for their naval forces and aircraft,
thereby creating prerequisites for planning,
preparing, and executing major operations.
Sea control essentially means the ability
of a force to operate with a high degree of
freedom in an ocean area, but often for a
limited time. In strategic terms, obtaining
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or losing sea control on the open ocean
would normally have an indirect effect on
the war situation on land. This effect is far
more direct and immediate in enclosed or
marginal seas, where in many cases the loss
of sea control can lead to the collapse of one’s
front on land and thereby considerably affect
the outcome of the war. The opposite is also
true: obtaining or losing sea control in a
marginal sea or enclosed seas is considerably
influenced by the course of events in the

war on land."” In contrast to the open ocean,
sea control in a typical narrow sea usually
cannot be obtained and then maintained
without the closest cooperation among all

navies can carry out
diverse tasks in support

of an insurgency or

counterinsurgency

the services. Even when the navy is the prin-
cipal force, it should be directly or indirectly
supported by the other services. Very often,
naval forces would have a relatively higher
degree of independence in carrying out tasks
to obtain sea control."

Sea control is inextricably linked with
armed struggle at sea. In other words, one

of Taiwanese-flagged fishing
nIndian Ocean after its release.by pirates

does not possess control of the sea by virtue
of having forces deployed in the proximity
of the area of potential conflict or crisis in
peacetime. In peacetime, any navy, regard-
less of its size or combat strength, has almost
unlimited access to any sea area. Forward
presence is conducted with full respect for
international treaties and conventions and
without violating the territorial waters of
other countries. Yet this does not in any way
preclude starting the struggle for sea control
in peacetime because preconditions must be
created to quickly attain sea control after the
start of hostilities."

By obtaining sea control, the stronger
side would create favorable conditions for
carrying out other important tasks at sea.
Among other things, sea control would
permit the navy to project power on the
opposite shore in the littorals or far from
the home territory; carry out diverse tasks
in support of a friendly army operating on
the coast; pose a threat of, and carry out,
amphibious assault on the enemy shore;
weaken military-economic potential through
attack on the enemy’s maritime trade; and
protect friendly maritime trade.

In general, sea control and disputed
(or contested) sea control can be strategic,
operational, and tactical in scale. Strategic
sea control pertains to the entire maritime
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Guided missile submarine USS Ohio arrives in Guam during maiden voyage

theater, while control of a major part of a
maritime theater represents operational sea
control. Tactical control refers to control

of a maritime combat sector or zone but
sometimes can encompass a maritime area
of operations. However, in practical terms,
the focus should invariably be on strategic or
operational sea control or disputed control,
not tactical sea control.

In general, sea control can encompass
control of the surface, subsurface, and airspace
or of any combination of these three physical
media. In the era of sail, command of the sea
was limited to command of the surface. After
the advent of the submarine and aircraft, the
two other dimensions emerged. The degree
of overall control of a given sea area depends
on the degree of control of each of the three
dimensions.'® However, experience shows that,
during war between two strong opponents
at sea, it is not possible to obtain or maintain
control of all three physical media to the same
degree or for extended times.

Because of the rather large differences
in the size of the physical environment and
the proximity of the continental landmass,
there is a considerable difference between
obtaining sea control on the open ocean
and in the littorals. Obtaining sea control
in the littorals is highly dependent on the
ability to obtain air superiority. Because of
the ever-increasing range, endurance, and
speed of modern aircraft, ever-larger ocean
areas are becoming the areas of employment
for both naval forces and land-based aircraft.
Today, no part of the littoral is beyond the
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reach of land-based attack aircraft. Land- or
carrier-based aircraft play an extraordinary
role in obtaining sea control in the littorals.
Without air superiority, sea control simply
cannot be obtained. Depending on capabili-
ties, naval forces can take part in the struggle
for air superiority. Yet they are not the main
means of accomplishing that objective, espe-
cially in the sea areas within effective range
of land-based aircraft. If one side at sea pos-
sesses air superiority, it can be very difficult
for the other side to use some aspects of sea
control for its own purposes. Air superiority
over a given ocean area can compensate for
those aspects of sea control that naval forces
failed to obtain. Nevertheless, for all its
value, air superiority cannot replace control
of the surface and subsurface.'®

in practical terms, the focus
should invariably be on
strategic or operational sea
control, not tactical sea control

In general, sea control cannot be
expressed in quantitative terms or various
metrics (as the U.S. Navy is trying to do);
it can be recognized only in its effects. Sea
control is always relative in spatial terms. It
pertains to the specific part of the theater in
which a certain degree of control must be
obtained. Sea control is also relative in terms
of the factor of time. It is also relative in terms
of the factor of force. The relatively strong
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enemy always has the ability to dispute the sea
control obtained by the stronger side.!’

Disputed (or contested) sea control is
usually the principal objective of a weaker but
relatively strong navy in the initial phase of
a war at sea. When command is in dispute,
the general conditions might give a stable
or unstable equilibrium. Then the power of
neither side preponderates to any appreciable
extent. It may also be that the command lies
with the opponent.'® The objective then can
be strategic, encompassing the entire theater,
or operational, when control is disputed in a
major part of the theater.

Disputed sea control exists when
the opposing sides possess roughly equal
capabilities and opportunities to obtain sea
control in a theater as a whole (or in one
of its parts) and there is neither significant
change in the ratio of forces nor a change of
the initiative to either side.” Once disputed
control is obtained, the initially weaker side
can possibly try to obtain sea control of its
own. Denying the use of the sea to an oppo-
nent has often been regarded as the opposite
of sea control, but this is an oversimplifica-
tion. If a weaker side denies control of the
sea to a stronger opponent, this does not
mean that it necessarily obtains control
itself.”” Sea control and sea denial are often
complementary objectives. For example, sea
denial may be conducted to help secure use
of the sea, either in the same geographical
area or elsewhere. A fleet operating in one
or more enclosed or marginal seas might opt
for, or be forced by circumstances to accom-
plish, a combination of objectives—general
sea control in the enclosed sea theater, and
contested control in a semi-enclosed sea or
parts of the adjacent oceans.

Disputed sea control often occurs in
the initial phase of a war and is character-
ized by an almost-continuous struggle for
control of certain ocean areas. Once control
is obtained, however, it is usually not main-
tained for a long period, but may be lost from
time to time and then regained. In coastal
or offshore waters, sea control by a stronger
fleet can be disputed even if the major part of
a weaker fleet is destroyed.

When control is in dispute, both sides
usually operate at high risk because their
strength is approximately in balance. One
side usually controls one or more parts of
a given theater, while its opponent controls
the remaining part. Each side’s control of a
specific sea area is usually limited in time. In
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the littorals, however, contesting sea control
is primarily carried out by submarines, small
surface combatants, coastal missile/gun bat-
teries, land-based aircraft, and mines.

In general, naval forces can carry out
operations aimed to secure control of the
sea areas, operations in areas not under
command, and operations in the sea areas
under command.” Obtaining, maintaining,
and exercising sea control are related but not
identical terms; they differ in time and the
efforts of naval forces. Sea control is obtained
primarily by the employment of maritime
forces in the form of major naval operations.
In the littorals, these operations will be joint
or combined—that is, not only naval forces
but also combat arms/branches of other ser-
vices will take part. The result of sea control
should be that forces can carry out the main
tasks without significant interference from
the opponent. After sea control is obtained,
it must be maintained. In operational terms,
this phase equates to consolidation of stra-
tegic or operational success. The degree of
sea control to be obtained and maintained
should determine the main tasks assigned
to one’s naval forces. Exercising sea control
is carried out through a series of operational
tasks aimed to exploit strategic or operational
success. The successful execution of opera-
tional tasks should expand and reinforce the
degree of sea control obtained in a certain
sea or ocean area in terms of time and space.

The struggle for control of chokepoints
is a unique feature of war for control of a
typical narrow sea. Straits often serve as the
main highways for large-scale invasions.
Control of a strait/narrows or several straits
can cut off or isolate enemy forces in an
adjacent theater of war. The loss of control
of an important strait or narrows on whose
shores a land campaign is in progress is
often fraught with danger for fleet forces.
For a blue water navy, general sea control is
hardly possible without establishing not only
control on the open ocean but also direct or
indirect control of several critical passages
of vital importance to the world’s maritime
trade, or by obtaining control of a given
enclosed or semienclosed sea theater. The
objective for a weaker side, then, is just the
opposite: chokepoint control denial. In either
case, but particularly for a weaker side, this
objective would normally require the highest
degree of cooperation among naval forces
and the combat arms of other services.
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One of the most important tasks of
any navy is to obtain and maintain basing/
deployment area control. Without securing
control of a basing and deployment area first,
it is difficult if not impossible to prepare
and execute major naval operations or naval
tactical operations. This objective is espe-
cially critical for naval forces operating in an
enclosed or semienclosed sea. It is intended
to obtain a sufficient degree of security for
traffic in coastal waters and road/railroad
traffic on the coast.”

Optimally, control of basing and
deployment areas should be established
and maintained in peacetime. The extent
of that control is limited only by the mari-
time interests of other countries. Control
of basing and deployment areas must then
be maintained in wartime. The physical
scope of this control depends on the degree
of sea control obtained in a given sea or
ocean area. Without sea control, one cannot
maintain control of basing and deployment
areas. At the same time, actions to obtain sea
control are far easier if forces operate from
secure basing and deployment areas. This,
of course, does not preclude obtaining sea
control in an area where control of basing
and deployment areas does not exist. This
is especially true in the operations of naval
forces in enemy-controlled sea areas. Then
the basing and deployment area is gradu-
ally extended by establishing new bases and
facilities on the conquered territories.?

As in the past, naval power will continue
to play a critical and perhaps vital role in pro-
tecting and preserving a nation’s interests at
sea. This will especially be the case for coun-
tries such as the United States, Great Britain,
Japan, the People’s Republic of China, and
others whose prosperity and economic well-
being depend on the free and uninterrupted
use of the sea. Naval power is undoubtedly
a powerful tool in support of foreign policy,
military or theater strategy, and various peace
operations. It is an integral part of homeland
security. In concert with other sources of the
country’s military and nonmilitary power,
naval power has a large role in deterring the
outbreak of large-scale hostilities. Finally, in
the case of a regional or global conflict, forces
on land cannot ultimately succeed without
secure use of the sea. Obtaining, maintaining,
and exercising control of the oceans are tasks
that cannot be accomplished without a strong
and effective naval power. JFQ
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example, oceanographic research, hydrographic
survey, and marine biology).
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homas Hobson, born 1544,

kept a livery stable in Cam-

bridge, England. He was not of

the-customer-is-always-right
school. Gentlemen who showed up at his
stable for a horse were required to take either
the horse nearest the stable door or none.
Thus, “Hobson’s choice” became an idiom for
no choice at all. Those who work in America’s
maritime fields are increasingly funneled
into such a choice: defense and government
work—or none.

The U.S. Navy’s growing share of the
American maritime industry carries no
benefit. In fact, nothing could be more det-
rimental to America’s long-term endurance
as the world’s greatest seagoing power. If
there is one problem vexing the Navy today,
it is the difficulty of maintaining a reason-
ably sized force for a reasonable cost. While
there is ample room to improve efficiency
within the Navy itself, it would be futile
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to confront this challenge without also
developing a plan to improve America’s
commercial maritime sector.

American maritime power has tradition-
ally resembled a pyramid, with a vigorous
commercial shipping and shipbuilding indus-
try at the base and a powerful Navy at the top.
Today, the pyramid is inverted. We have an
anemic commercial shipping fleet and virtu-
ally no large-scale commercial ship construc-
tion—yet we maintain a preeminent naval
force. For perspective, this essay first examines
the history of the interaction between Amer-
ica’s commercial maritime industries and
the Navy; next, it reviews this relationship’s
current troubled state; and finally, it ponders
some solutions for correcting a 40-year slide
toward a spear tip without a shaft.

The Early Years

Even before the Declaration of Indepen-
dence, America was becoming a powerhouse
of ship construction and the shipping indus-
try. Notwithstanding the mercantile system
imposed on the colonies, one-third of all
Great Britain’s oceangoing tonnage was built
in American yards.! As whaling and trade dic-
tated a steady demand for vessels, the crafts-
men, sawyers, and laborers in shipyards had
reliable employment. The yards themselves
spun off business vital to the industrialization
of early America.

America’s Revolutionary War Navy
began as an improvised organization of a
handful of ships and at its peak comprised
64 mostly small vessels. On paper, its
strength was insignificant compared to
His Majesty’s Service. Nevertheless, it was
augmented by a sizable collection of skilled
mariners who exchanged their service
on merchant vessels engaged in trade for
service to their newly formed country as
privateers on 1,697 vessels. The sacrifices
and heroism of these seamen, who were
responsible for the interdiction of 2,283
enemy vessels, became key components of
America’s naval effort and overall victory.?

The first American naval shipbuilding
program, An Act to Provide a Naval Arma-
ment, March 18, 1794, was drafted in response
to Algerine pirate attacks. It set the tone for
most future shipbuilding programs. The
contracts were spread throughout the country
to stimulate the shipbuilding industry and
attract political support. Even the lumber for
the vessels was cut and milled in the South
and then transported to northern shipyards.
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Although delays and overruns were minimal
compared with today’s projects, the vessels
were nearly delayed past the end of the threat
they were commissioned to fight. Despite this,
the six vessels (see table 1) constructed under
this program served valiantly. One, the Con-
stitution, remains in commission.?

From the Revolutionary War to the
Civil War, shipbuilding, shipping, and other
maritime activities boomed on the East Coast.
While the South’s waterfront was largely
unindustrialized and focused on importing
manufactured goods and slaves and export-
ing agricultural products, the North had a
thriving indigenous industry along its coastal
rivers and harbors. Not only was this a source
of friction during the years preceding the
Civil War, but a more robust shipbuilding and
industrial base also contributed to the North’s
naval and overall military success. This point
remains instructive for today’s strategists.

Rise and Decline of Maritime America
Alfred Thayer Mahan framed modern

American naval and maritime strategy in

The Influence of Sea Power upon History.

Mahan’s thesis is simple: maritime and naval

power that can win a decisive engagement

is a requirement for a leading and powerful

is doubtful. History has proved that such a
purely military sea power can be built up by a
despot, as was done by Louis XI