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Introduction 

Sea Power has traditionally been defined in terms of the maritime strength of a 
nation, and more often than not this strength was measured by the number of 
naval ships, guns, missiles, marines and aircraft that could be put to sea. However, 
such measures are becoming less reliable and relevant as technological develop
ments and force multipliers make 'counting' capability much more complicated. 
Furthermore, international legal and political factors have changed the complex
ion of sea power as it is exercised at the close of the Twentieth Century and into 
the next. 

Today, a nation's sea power comprises the maritime influence it exerts through 
a combination of military and non military means. This book looks at aspects of 
modern sea power in the Asia Pacific and speculates on how sea power is likely to 
evolve in the region during the first decade of the 21st Century. Specifically, its 
primary aim is to help provide insight into how navies and air forces in the Asia 
Pacific are likely to link maritime strategies, operations and force structures to 
national interests beyond 2000. Also, it aims to outline new technological and 
doctrinal developments that impact upon the development and exercise of 
modern sea power. 

Due to major expansion in the maritime interests, activities and responsibili
ties of Asia Pacific countries, sea power has become an increasingly important 
instrument of national policy. Sea Power's role is bound to increase as national 
maritime estates become better regulated and defended by increasingly capable 
navies and air forces. Consequently, it is important to understand the nature and 
extent of factors affecting sea power so that the heavy and growing investment 
made in it can be used to best effect. 

This book is divided into three parts: 

* Part One offers perspectives of how sea power serves current and prospective 
national interests. It begins with an analysis by Dr Jan Breemer of the US Naval 
Postgraduate School of the changing context of maritime strategy. From there, 
experts representing various nations in the region examine factors affecting 
national maritime interests and developments. They cover anticipated eco
nomic/political changes likely to affect navies and their missions in the 21st 
Century. 
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* Part Two of this book looks at links between force structure and maritime 
operations in tomorrow's Asia Pacific. It presents technological and tactical 
developments that are likely to be employed in tomorrow's operations, and covers 
surface, air, submarine and amphibious dimensions. 

* Part Three focuses on the theory, practice and potential of cooperative 
maritime missions that serve national interests, such as those related to surveil
lance, safety and peacekeeping, together with confidence and security building 
measures. 

The main target 'audience' for this book is serving military personnel and 
representatives of forward looking industries that must keep abreast of strategic 
and technological factors affecting maritime operations and force structures in 
the longer term. The 'what navies will be doing, and what they will need to buy' 
core of the book provides valuable insights for industry. 

Finally, the editors and producers of this book wish to thank the Australian 
Naval Institute, The Tenix Group, ADI Limited, STN Atlas and LOPAC Pty 
Limited for their generous assistance as sponsors of the conference from which 
much of the material for this book is derived. We also thank staff of the Australian 
Defence Studies Centre and the RAN Maritime Studies Program for their 
valuable efforts during production. 

Jack McCaffrie and Alan Hinge 

January 1998 
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Part One 
Sea Power and National Interest 



bea Power in the New Century 

JAN S. BREEMER 

Sea Power: 'An occult term, eluding exact definition and 
perhaps meaning different things to different people'. 

Fred T. Jane in Heresies of Sea Power, 1906. 

AT a conference of naval historians three years ago, a British participant 
commented that no matter how uncertain the shape of the post-Cold War 

future, for the Royal Navy (RN) at least, the retreat of the Soviet naval menace 
meant a return to its 'proper business: fighting the French'.' Newspaper reports 
on Europe's 'fish wars' could tempt one to believe that the speaker might be 
uncomfortably close to the truth. For example, a few months afterward, a report 
in The Times in the Spring of 1993 headlined, 'French trawler seizes three Royal 
Navy men', related how a Royal Navy boarding party which had intercepted a 
French fishing vessel suspected of violating the Channel Islands fisheries limit, 
had been abducted and taken to Cherbourg. Later that same day, a group of 
French fishermen boarded a Royal Navy training vessel on a visit to Cherbourg, 
and burnt the White Ensign.2 

No doubt, were they to be brought back to life, the great French privateering 
captains of the 18th century would be pleased to find that their descendants had 
not forgotten that they and the English were, to borrow the title of Jeremy Black's 
book, 'natural and necessary enemies'.3 There are indeed those who have pro
posed that the collapse of bipolarity will take European politics 'back to the 
future'; the internecine war in the former Yugoslavia can be cited as the first 
symptom of Europe's reversion to the 'old ways'. Nevertheless, we can safely 
predict that, whatever the shape and role of sea power in the next century, it will 
not feature a repeat performance of Trafalgar. 

There are two other, broader, reasons why sea power in the next century is not 
likely to feature a Trafalgar-like clash between great fleets. These will be 
elaborated on later, but will be cited at this point, to stimulate your interest. First, 
the French and British navies, as also the fleets of the Euro-Atlantic region as a 
whole, will, come the next century, be structured and equipped primarily for 
power projection tasks from the sea. Sea control, the traditional function of so-
called 'blue water' navies, will be relegated to a secondary, supporting task. 
Secondly, two decades or so hence, neither the French or the British navy, nor for 
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Sea Power in the New Century 

that matter, any of Europe's navies will very likely retain the ability to go to war 
independently. In late April this year, British foreign secretary, Douglas Hurd, 
reiterated his country's familiar argument against a so-called 'European army'. 
'Decisions about military engagements', he said, 'are decisions about the lives of 
sovereign governments. They can only be taken by sovereign governments'.4 

Amen. But, the comment made by the Belgian defence minister a few weeks 
later is probably closer to the mark. 'The time is nor far off, said minister Leo 
Delcroix, 'that it will be Utopian, especially for small nations, to maintain 
independent armies, navies, and air forces'.5 The occasion for this announcement 
was Belgium's decision, effectively, to place its fleet under the daily operational 
control of the Royal Netherlands Navy. The point is that, with or without formal 
agreement on a common European security and defence policy, institutional 
politics, budgets, and a declining defence industry market will drive Europe's 
navies increasingly toward 'multinationality' and, as a corollary, a de-nationali
sation of sea power. This will be addressed in more detail later, but first a couple 
of definitions. 

• 

DEFINITIONS 

First, a very restricted definition of 'sea power' will be used. Although some 
purists will object, for the purpose of this presentation the discussion will be 
limited to the military dimension of sea power. This is concerned not solely with 
naval power, that is to say, platforms and weapons that move on, under, or over 
the surface of the oceans and that are painted in battleship grey. The military 
dimension of sea power is concerned with the military ability to use the seas to 
influence events at sea and on land. The emphasis here is particularly on the 
adjective 'military', for the fact of the matter is that the meaning of sea power can 
no longer be restricted to things that float. One century ago, only navies, that is 
'grey hulls' could engage in the contest for security at sea; conversely, navies, no 
matter how powerful, could not, in Winston Churchill's words on the eve of The 
First World War, endanger a single continental hamlet.6 This was the monopoly 
of armies. 

By the same token, of course, as long as they were confined to terra firma, not 
even the most powerful divisions could menace the safety of shipping at sea. This 
division of labor has ended, of course, thanks, first to the invention of the aircraft, 
and later the guided missile. The current edition of Jane's Fighting Ships makes 
the point in a small way. Traditionally a good bellwether of technological change 
in the nature of sea power, this year's Jane's included, for the first time in its nearly 
one hundred year publishing history, land-based antiship missiles in its annual 
tally. 
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This is merely the tip of the iceberg: thanks to technology, it will become 
increasingly difficult to speak of 'sea power' as a separate and distinct form of 
military power generally. The boundaries between the capabilities to exert 
military violence on land, at sea, or in the air, will become progressively diffuse. 
Ships at sea will be susceptible to attack by land-based force at progressively 
greater stand-off range, and conversely, technology will give seagoing platforms 
the ability to project power directly against the landmass from vastly increased 
distances. The key will be, of course, the creation of overarching information-
based systems-surveillance, reconnaissance, and targeting. 

One strategic implication will be a fusion of'sea control' and 'land control'. Sea 
power has historically been preoccupied with sea control; that is the ability to use 
the seas for one's own purposes, while denying its use to the opponent. Rarely a 
goal in itself, sea control enabled its possessor next, to project power against the 
landmass, whether by way of amphibious invasion, air or missile strikes, gun 
bombardment or blockade. Operationally, however, sea control meant destroying 
or at least neutralising the enemy's seagoing capabilities. Already today, but 
progressively more so in the next century, seagoing forces wishing to operate in 
a safe ocean environment will have to contend with land-based threat systems 
first. This may well be what Rear-Admiral Blackham of the Royal Navy meant 
when he announced in a recent address that, 'We now stand on the threshold of 
a key shift from the tradition of strategic enablement to a focus on the operational 
level of war'.7 

The second definition concerns how far we should attempt to peek into the 
next century. There are two 'safe' options, of course. The first involves looking 
only five years ahead. However, only a modern-day millenarian would expect that 
sea power in the year 2000 will look very different from what it is today. The other 
choice is to prognosticate about events one century hence. The advantage of the 
latter choice is that there will be no accountability for even the wildest predictions! 
The disadvantage is that I would immediately lose all credibility. A reasonable 
compromise would be to look through a 'glass darkly' and consider apparent 
trends over the next 20 years or so. The word 'trends' is important. It means that 
a forecast can make sense only if it is limited to what is reasonably foreseeable, 
albeit faintly. Undoubtedly, the recent events in the former Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe have taught us to guard against straight-line predictions. How
ever, we simply do not have the capacity to plan on the basis of the unforeseeable. 
Indeed, planning for the future is an impossibility if we assume a random, 
completely patternless world. So what are the trends that will shape sea power in 
the next quarter century or so? 
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THE EURO-ATLANTIC REGION: THE END OF NAVAL STRATEGY 

A couple of themes have already been touched on. First, barring the emergence 
of a peer superpower competitor, seapower in the Euro-Atlantic region will 
return to its roots. That is to say, the centre of gravity for the uses and usefulness 
of military power at sea in the Euro-Atlantic area will return to the land. Early in 
this century, the great British navalist, Julian S. Corbett, cautioned the profes
sional naval officer that, 'If... it is possible to give sudden emphasis to vital 
military operations by momentarily and without due risk abandoning the sailor's 
preoccupation - by ceasing for a moment to aim solely at command of the sea -
a bigoted adherence to it may become pedantry and ruin the higher strategy of the 
campaign'.8 Corbett's advice was wise then; it is a truism today - certainly so for 
the blue water navies of Europe and the United States. 

The era of blue water naval campaigning, interspersed by (short-lived) 
combined operations, is gone. Thanks to the demise of the Soviet Union and its 
fleet, and with no nation or coalition of nations standing in the wings to again 
imperil the oceanic sea lines of communications, oceanic sea control has become 
a Western given. As a result, land control, not sea control, will be the strategic 
rule. This does not mean that even the most powerful navy in the world, the US 
Navy, will not find its ability to use the seas threatened at times. There will, no 
doubt, be situations in which a combination of sea-and-land-based weapons will 
challenge the ability of the American Navy to project power ashore. There will be 
a continuing demand for the ability to secure and maintain sea control in regional 
waters. Associated tasks, however, will be fully subordinate to the primacy of land 
control. 

The US Navy has begun the transition; anti-submarine helicopters are being 
re-fitted with anti-tank weapons; the Arleigh Burke class destroyers will be re-
equipped with anti-tank helicopters; attack submarines may be armed with the 
US Army's Tactical Missile System (ATACMS); Aegis radar-equipped ships 
will be modified to contend with ballistic missiles aimed against land targets; and 
American submarine planners are even proposing to convert a few nuclear 
powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBN) to large troop carriers. After initial 
scepticism, Western Europe's blue water navies have begun to follow suit. The 
Royal Navy now stresses its 'core capabilities', that is land attack-capable 
platforms, such as amphibious ships, Tomahawk-firing attack submarines, and 
aircraft carriers. Destroyers and frigates have become 'also rans'. The same trend 
is becoming apparent for the French Navy; the Dutch are building their first 
amphibious transport ship . 

An oft-asked question is, but what about the future? While it may be true that 
there is no potent challenger for oceanic security today, does not history tell us 
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that this can only be a passing episode? And do not the United States and its 
European allies therefore risk being caught unprepared? It is certainly historically 
true that nations have responded to seaborne threats to their security by building 
a countervailing seaborne capability. Thus, the Spartans countered Athenian sea 
power by building their own fleet; so did the Romans when they confronted the 
Carthaginians; and in this century the growth of Soviet naval power can be 
attributed, in good part, to the perceived seaborne threat of the American strike 
carriers. 

Yes, another challenger for oceanic security may arise. But were this to happen 
at all, it is unlikely to be within the next 25 years or so. The reason is simple: 
barring a far more dramatic decline of Euro-Atlantic sea power than even the 
worst pessimists anticipate, no nation, or combination of nations, can in the 
foreseeable future, conceivably build a seagoing order of battle to match that of 
the Americans, let alone of the Americans and Europeans combined. But what 
about the period beyond about 25 years from now? By the middle of the next 
century, the face of seapower will probably be dramatically different from what 
it is today. Large volume cargoes will still be carried by ocean-going shipping. For 
this and other reasons (for example the proliferation of structures for the 
exploitation of oceanbed resources), security at sea will remain a critical concern 
for naval planners. However, with advances in space and airborne technologies, 
for example 'supercruisers' with an endurance measured in days instead of hours, 
a future campaign for oceanic security could well largely be fought in the air. 

Again, the end of what one of Corbett's contemporaries, Admiral Philip 
Colomb, called 'true naval war', that is war between fleets for command of the 
'great common', will have particularly telling implications for the use of sea power 
by the Euro-Atlantic navies. Whether or not this shift will affect the make-up of 
sea power on this Asian-Pacific side of the globe will be touched on shortly. First, 
however, there is a need to consider one other major trend which could shape the 
future of Europe's navies in particular. 

EUROPEAN NAVAL POWER AND 'CREEPING INTEGRATION'.9 

Next year, the member states of the European Union (EU) will gather at an 
Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) to review the Maastricht Treaty, notably 
the Treaty's Article 4 which calls for the development of a Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) and a Common European Defence Policy (CEDP). At 
issue in particular will be whether the Western European Union (WEU) should 
be fully integrated into the EU as the organisation's common military arm, or 
whether it should remain a separate 'pillar'. The potential outcome is by no means 
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clear, but the IGC is likely to lead to some institutionalised form of further 
integration of the WEU in the EU. If so, form will catch up with substance. The 
fact of the matter is that, even while 'Euro-sceptics' have been busy denouncing 
a common European defence as the pipedream of a 'gaggle' of people 'with no 
inkling of real military capabilities', Western Europe's military have slowly, 
almost imperceptibly, embarked on a multinational entangling process that, for 
lack of a better phrase, can be called 'creeping integration'. 

The recent Belgian-Dutch decision to integrate the navies of the two nations 
has already been cited. Decision-makers on both sides insist that ultimate 
command of each nation's ships will remain with the national governments. 
Nevertheless, the effective result, for Belgium at least, will be the demise of its 
fleet as an independent tool of national policy. This is admittedly an extreme 
example of the current trend toward the 'de-nationalisation' of European naval 
power, but the seeds are germinating throughout the patchwork of'multinational 
cooperation' schemes that has been created since the fall of the Berlin Wall. One 
would like to think that common strategic interests and risks propel nations to 
pool their military forces. In reality, the driving forces behind Europe's 
multinationalisation today are escalating costs, force reductions, the political 
appeal to domestic audiences, and by no means least, the difficulty of justifying 
military forces for national needs. 

Four years ago then-French foreign minister Roland Dumas criticised the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation's (NATO) decision to create a Rapid Reac
tion Force (RRF) for its lack of clear strategic reasoning: 'Logic would require 
that one first define the political objectives, then that one work out the strategy, 
before deciding on force structures. 'Instead', Dumas went on, 'NATO has 
chosen the opposite path'.10 Europe's military forces, including seagoing compo
nents, are still very much following this path. As deployable assets continue to 
shrink, Europe's armies, navies, and air forces have been rushing to create a series 
of interlocking bilateral and multilateral arrangements in the areas of procure
ment, training, maintenance, and operations that, Europe's political leadership 
will discover before long, have made 'common defence' the de facto state of 
affairs. 

This is not necessarily a bad thing if it is underwritten by a consensus on 
political and strategic goals. The problem is that so far it is not; even though the 
Europeans, including the British, have recognised that future large-scale mili
tary, including naval operations, will almost certainly be fought in a multinational 
context. The insistence that the decision to use military force must remain a 
national prerogative, when compared with the admission that no war of conse
quence can be undertaken without partners, produces an interesting paradox: it 
says that the sovereign decision to use military force is limited to the decision 
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whether or not to participate in a multinational endeavour. Put in different words, 
the future efficacy of Europe's national naval forces will depend on others, yet, 
short of de jure integration, no one will be able to count on others before the chips 
are down. 

THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION 

So much for expectations about the direction for sea power in the Euro-Atlantic 
half of the globe. What about the Asia-Pacific region? When the 'end of naval 
strategy' was first proposed a couple of years ago, commentators such as Sam 
Bateman in Australia protested that this might be true for the Americans, but that 
in Australia's region Mahan was still very much alive and well. These protests 
were not meant literally, in the sense that great Jutland-style sea battles for 
command of the oceans should be expected. Rather, they sought to emphasise 
(correctly) that the safety of the sea lines of communications, sea control in other 
words, will remain the central preoccupation of sea power in the Asia-Pacific 
region. 

There are at least two reasons why sea power in the Asia-Pacific region will 
continue to evolve along more or less 'traditional' lines and why, for the 
foreseeable future at least, regional navies are unlikely to embrace the 'from-the-
sea' vision which is re-shaping the fleets of the Euro-Atlantic region. The 
fundamental reason is that strategic conditions in this part of the world are very 
different. The navies of the Euro-Atlantic region can afford to reduce the priority 
of oceanic sea control not only because the Soviet seagoing menace has vanished, 
but even more important for the future, because none of the region's nations 
anticipate that their relations will deteriorate to the point of armed conflict, 
including conflict for control of the seas. Alliance or no alliance, a transatlantic 
'security community' exists in fact. 

Unfortunately, no such community exists in the Asia-Pacific region. On the 
contrary, rivalries, tensions, and uncertainties about long-term intentions 
abound. And while these persist, the dynamics of the traditional 'security 
dilemma' will tend to shape the region's military choices. The result has been a 
great deal of what Malaysian analyst J.N. Mak has called 'contingency planning' 
or 'uncertainty-based planning': the perceived necessity to guard against all 
eventualities.11 Barring much greater 'openness', the regional states will feel 
compelled to hedge against insecurity at sea, and accordingly to invest in sea-
securing resources. 

It is also important to recall that, compared with the Euro-Atlantic region, 
most Asian-Pacific navies are in a very different stage of development; most are 
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still 'emerging' navies. Most nations in the region have enjoyed independence for 
less than 50 years, during most of which time, the dominant security requirement 
for most countries was the consolidation of central authority at home. This called 
for national militias; (expensive) navies being very much a secondary considera
tion. The emergence of'modern' sea power in the region can be dated back only 
two decades or so, when the so-called 'Third World' nations began to acquire 
state-of-the-art seagoing platforms and weapons in place of superpower cast-offs. 
Various authors have advanced a number of reasons why seagoing security began 
to feature more prominently in the defence calculations of the region's states in 
the early-to mid-1970s. One reason for it was the third United Nations Confer
ence on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) which opened its deliberations in 1973. 
UNCLOS was fully expected to (and did) produce a new ocean order, featuring 
vastly expanded national jurisdiction over (and responsibilities for) the off-shore 
seas and their resources. Another reason was that in the early 1970s Pacific Asia 
'took off to become, in the words of a recent report of the East-West Center, a 
'major dynamo of global growth'.12 Economic growth meant trade, and trade 
meant shipping. The region's growing affluence made expensive seagoing weap
ons systems more affordable: the heightened importance of the region's sea lines 
of communications made acquiring those systems a priority. 

Let me suggest one more reason why the birth of modern seapower in the 
region occurred when it did. That reason is technology. The 1970s were the 
heyday of the small, 200-ton or so, missile boat. Hailed as sea power's new 
equaliser, the craft promised a quick way to acquire a lot of firepower in a small 
package without having to invest in the kind of expensive logistical and training 
infrastructure which 'traditional' combatants demanded. Between 1972 and 
1979, some 50 missile boats were commissioned into the navies of Indonesia, 
Malaysia, Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand. 

The missile boat has been, in a sense, a 'learning tool' for Asia-Pacific's new
found practitioners of seapower. Reasonably quickly they learned that a missile 
boat with a displacement of some 200 tons was an extremely limited platform. 
Essentially a seaborne 'interceptor' with limited endurance, it was not well suited 
for the kind of broad surveillance and extended patrol operations that the vastly 
expanded areas of oceanic jurisdiction demanded. Also, because of its small size, 
the missile boat was basically a one-shot weapon; once it had fired its limited 
payload, it had no means to defend itself. By the late 1970s, the initial 'missile 
shock' had worn off; the large 'conventional' warship had regained the upper 
hand thanks to its ability to carry larger, longer range missiles, the addition of 
rapid-fire self-defence guns, and the incorporation of sophisticated electronic 
support and countermeasures systems. As a result, the popularity of the single-
purpose missile boat has waned, and navies, including those of the Asia-Pacific 
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region, have begun to 'upgrade' their flotillas with corvette or frigate-sise 

combatants. 
The ability of most Asia-Pacific nations to provide and sustain a credible 

military 'presence' at sea remains in its infancy. This is another reason why, 
besides the already mentioned dynamics of the security dilemma, the next 
century will almost certainly see a continuing evolution of the region's navies 
toward 'balanced' sea securing capabilities. Aviation-capable and at-sea logistics 
support vessels will likely figure prominently in future acquisition programs. So 
will submarines and, as a corollary, anti-submarine warfare capabilities. The 
point is that, whether or not the United States continues to provide a 'stabilising' 
presence, the combination of'legitimate' requirements and 'hedging' options will 
almost certainly propel a further build-up of regional sea control capabilities . 

THE AMERICAN PRESENCE: A CRITICAL UNCERTAINTY? 

Since the issue of the American presence in the region has been mentioned some 
comments on it are necessary. To begin with, political-military decision-makers 
in the Asia-Pacific region must necessarily treat the longevity of the US Navy's 
forward deployment in the area as a critical uncertainty in their planning efforts. 
Use of the term 'critical uncertainty' is not meant to suggest that the future of the 
US Navy's presence in the region is uncertain per se, although that does depend 
on how far into the future one looks. The main issue is the critical significance of 
the US presence (or absence) for regional planning purposes. For example, most 
current military and naval planning in the region is implicitly based on the 
assumption that US forces will remain part of the region's military landscape. 
Prudent strategic decision-making dictates that this assumption be recognised 
explicitly for its implications, and that alternative futures, based on a different set 
of assumptions, be examined. Only in this way can the planner hedge against 
'future shock'. So, what about the future of the American presence? 

In the first place, there can be no question that, for the foreseeable future, the 
United States will remain strategically engaged in the region and that it will 
continue to underscore this engagement with a significant military presence. 
Indeed, the recently concluded CARAT '95 (Cooperation Afloat Readiness and 
Training program) series of bilateral naval exercises with Singapore, Malaysia, 
Brunei, the Philippines, and Thailand suggests that the United States is eager to 
strengthen its contribution to regional security. It is also important to keep in mind 
that the US Navy has identified 'forward presence' as one of the seven so-called 
Joint Mission Areas QMAs) that are at the heart of the service's current resource 
allocation process. In other words, the US Navy has a vested institutional (or 
budgetary) interest in a robust overseas presence. 
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Nevertheless, it is important to recognise the critical uncertainty that is part 
and parcel of the current emphasis on forward deployment in US Navy planning. 
That critical uncertainty concerns the fact that forward deployment, presence if 
you prefer, is apolitical choice. It is not an immutable 'principle of war' which, if 
not obeyed, will necessarily bring disaster. It is the way that the present Admin
istration has decided the American military can best underwrite alliances, deter 
war, defuse local crises, and generally bolster mutual confidence and understand
ing. It is also a choice that a future occupant of the White House can reverse! 

This brings us back to the Euro-Atlantic portion of the world. Should 
declining fleet and funding levels force a re-evaluation of the US Navy's presence 
activities, the 'hub' most likely to be affected will be the Mediterranean Sea, the 
'home' of the Sixth Fleet. The first reason for suggesting this is that the end of 
the Cold War has obviated the Sixth Fleet's principal strategic rationale, as 
guarantor of NATO's exposed southern flank. Secondly, the retreat of the Soviet 
naval menace to the Atlantic sea lines of communication (SLOC) has made it 
possible for European naval power to 'return' to the Mediterranean. The war in 
the former Yugoslavia may have been the immediate cause for the Germans, 
Dutch, and British among others, to dispatch their warships, but strong institu
tional motivations are at work which will almost certainly ensure that Europe's 
navies will be in the Mediterranean for the long haul. 

CONCLUSION 

In a recent article, Geoffrey Till suggested that defining requirements has 
perhaps become the most difficult task facing naval planners today. Short of 
clearcut national guidance in many instances, planners in both East and West, he 
said, are having to go 'back to basics'.13 The problem is that it is not always clear 
what those 'basics' still are. Indeed, Till himself proposed that the naval planner's 
most basic question; why have a navy and what should it do? may 'take different 
forms in different parts of the world'.14 This presentation has sought to make the 
point that, as seapower moves into the next century, at least some of the 'basics' 
for naval planning will differ greatly between East and West. 

Part of the reason lies with the different impact the end of the Cold War has 
had on regional security. This impact has been far greater in the Euro-Atlantic 
area than in the Asia-Pacific arena, for the simple reason that the Cold War was 
the defining security paradigm for the Euro-Atlantic allies. It was in the West that 
the two superpowers had created their principal opposing alliance systems, where 
they had concentrated the bulk of their military strength, and had focused their 
contingency planning. The Europeans and the Americans shared a common 
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perception of the threat. The same degree of Cold War-generated common 
interests and common risks did not exist in this part of the world. 

Given this single-minded preoccupation with the erstwhile Soviet menace, its 
collapse has necessarily forced American and European naval planners to embark 
on a wholesale re-assessment of the 'whys' and 'what fors' of power at sea. This 
re-assessment has proceeded on the assumption that the security environment at 
sea will be far more benign than it has been since the beginning of the century. 
This has produced two 'basic' conclusions in turn: first, that forces can be cut 
considerably, and secondly, that the remaining forces ought to take on new, 
'littoral' responsibilities. 

Because bipolarity has never dominated the Asia-Pacific security equation to 
the same extent that it has in the West, its demise also has had much less impact. 
Indeed, it can be argued that, if the end of the Cold War has affected security 
calculations in the region at all, it has done so in a negative way. Accordingly, there 
has been little pressure in this part of the world to re-examine the 'basics' of 
military power at sea. It is assumed that, with or without bipolarity, or with or 
without a US Navy presence, security in the region will be an uncertain 
commodity, that it will be conditioned by the prevailing 'balance of power' rather 
than 'regionalism', and that therefore military and naval planning will be domi
nated by uncertainty and insecurity. Hence the emphasis, to repeat J.N Mak, on 
'contingency planning'. 

No one knows what future regional contingencies will look like: few of the 
region's naval planners are likely to be prepared to spell out in detail which 
'enemy' they believe they must prepare their forces to fight. Hence, and unlike 
the situation on the other side of the globe, there is no persuasive reason to engage 
in 'zero-based' planning - naval forces in the Asia-Pacific area will grow in an 
evolutionary fashion. 
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2, The Chinese Navy and National Interest 

YOU JI 

IN Asia and the Pacific the end of the Cold War has stimulated a naval build
up. Partly, this is the result of protracted economic growth which allows 

regional countries to inject more national resources for fast expansion. Partly, this 
also reflects their changed threat perception in the new era. They now reorient 
their defence efforts towards self-reliance in anticipation of a power vacuum, 
whether it is real or imagined. And they devote more resources in acquiring high 
technology weapons, an indication that they have shifted their defence priority 
from internal to external (territorial) concerns. 

In the new century there will be a qualitative development of naval power in 
Asia and the Pacific. With a background of unresolved flashpoints, the Spratlys 
for example, and an unchecked naval arms race vis-a-vis a lack of confidence 
building measures (CBM) in the region, we are facing a mounting security 
challenge: will the new century repeat the history of the last, when the naval races 
of major powers only helped to trigger world wars? 

This question may sound too sensational to be realistic. But we must take 
precautions. While national interests push a new round of naval build-ups, 
interests clash as each country pursues them. Conflict in interest-seeking should 
not become irreconcilable, but common security can be a reality only if all 
countries coordinate their pursuits and discipline their naval development. This 
chapter is an attempt to analyse how the Chinese Navy sees the relationship of its 
build-up to the national interest. 

A FORWARD LOOKING NAVY 

At the time of writing this chapter, the Chinese military is initiating its own 
discussion about meeting the challenge of the new century to its naval moderni
sation. The significance of the People's Liberation Army's (PLA) discussion can 
be understood as an attempt to embrace the new ideas of the information age 
which have driven the naval development of major powers. Traditionally, the 
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Navy, like other services of the PLA, was characterised as slow in transforming 
its mind-set once it was set on a particular war doctrine.1 Since 1992, when the 
PLA effected a fundamental shift in its defence strategy, from Deng Xiaoping's 
'people's war under modern conditions' to a post-Deng one of 'preparation for 
modern warfare under hi-tech conditions',2 the PLA has demonstrated an 
extraordinarily ideology-free adaptation of the latest Western military thinking. 

In fact, the Navy has spearheaded this learning campaign and as a result, it has 
become more open-minded to advanced naval concepts and more future oriented 
in designing its objectives and plans. So, it is very important to have a grasp of 
what the Chinese naval commanders think of sea warfare in the 21st century. For 
them, an understanding of new ideas of naval warfare is crucial in their efforts to 
bridge the gap with advanced navies, as the new and correct military thinking can 
help re-set the direction of war preparation.3 For us, this can shed light on the 
long-term development orientation of a navy riding on fast economic growth. 

A land-air-sea-space doctrine. Chinese naval planners foresee that maritime 
warfare in the next century will extend from two dimensions, air and sea, to 
multiple dimensions including land and space. Long range land-and-space-based 
weapons will be available to attack directly targets at sea. Without a space-based 
C3I system, it will be difficult to achieve victory in even tactical battles. On the 
other hand, the technological breakthroughs will allow surface combatants to 
further expand manoeuvrability, and allow submarines to submerge in deeper 
waters. The lines of separation between defence and offence will be pushed to the 
point where they become meaningless. So, the People's Liberation Army-Navy 
(PLA-N) is studying a land-air-sea-space doctrine as a guide for its development 
in the new century. 

'Beyond vision' warfare. During the 21st century, nuclear technology will 
become mature, enabling major combatants to grow larger in size as weapon 
delivery platforms, and to move faster for rapid response. Consequently, the 
traditional way of maritime warfare will be revolutionised to the extent that long 
range and beyond vision battles will be the main form of engagement. And, 
because long range attack is enhanced by fire power, the campaign objectives will 
be achievable through tactical sea actions. So, the trend is that sea warfare will be 
short in duration, small in scale but high in intensity. Particularly threatening will 
be the enhanced lethal power of the first strike. 

Cruelty of the 'soft kill'. High-technology weaponry will dominate sea battles 
in the 21st century. One visible departure from traditional warfare will be general 
application of 'soft kill', not least through micro-electronics which accord high 
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levels of'artificial intelligence' to weapon systems. Simultaneously, sophisticated 
stealth material will be widely applied in naval vessels. In particular, precision-
guided missiles will automatically seek their own targets. Thus the goal of 
'discovery amounts to destruction' will be truly realised. Similar to the control of 
air and sea, control of electronic warfare will play a decisive role. Major actions 
will increasingly become programmed and digitised. One navy may well be 
destroyed before the real engagement even gets started, as its C3I system is 
paralysed through electronic warfare. So, future weapons systems must be 
conceived against the characteristics of the information age. 

Crack force structure. In the 21st century the high technology nature of naval 
warfare will also dictate major alterations to the structure of a navy. Surprise 
actions and rapid response will require substantial streamlining of command 
systems and will see the move of land-based headquarters into major surface 
combatants. New components, such as naval space command and electronic 
warfare units, will acquire a key place in the navy, while many traditional branches 
will be either de-emphasised or abolished. The structure as a whole will be leaner, 
but the demand for very capable people will be higher.4 

In sum, towards the end of this century, the Chinese military has positioned 
itself to meet the challenge of the next century. Its navy, in particular, has become 
more forward looking. This is crucial for the absorption of new strategies, 
technologies and ideas. Looking forward will force the navy to catch up with the 
advanced navies in the world. Indeed, in the new century high-technology 
warfare will be driven by information warfare. As one PLA general pointed out: 

In the future, warfare will be directed and dictated by information warfare. In contrast, our 
armed forces are still left behind in the industrial age that dominates the strategy, tactics, 
equipment and overall military thinking. From now on we must recognise the new 
development trend, spearheaded by information technology and use it as a catalyst for the 
PLA's modernisation.' 

A FORWARD-DEPLOYED NAVY 

In the 1980s, the strategic emphasis of the PLA was on limited regional wars. 
Now this has been recognised as inadequate to provide a comprehensive mod
ernisation program for the military of a big country like China. Such defence 
guidance reflected the PLA's failure to identify a clear target on which to focus 
military research and development. Regional concerns only confused the PLA's 
long-term development horizon. One outcome of this confusion was a constant 
decline in the military budget. In effect, the military became a dependent, rather 
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than an independent, variable in the country's overall strategy, as it was ordered 
by Deng to exercise 'self constraints'.6 

Coming into the 1990s, regional wars have increasingly become unfightable 
for China, which is pushing a new 'periphery strategy' to befriend its neighbours. 
This is crucial for China, to avoid two-front battle possibilities under growing 
Western pressure. Preparation for limited wars, as a defence guide and a research 
and development priority, makes sense only if they mean high-technology wars. 
This again orients the PLA towards major powers.7 

Although China still believes that the prospects of a major war are remote, the 
post-Cold War multipolarity in Asia-Pacific worries the PLA's war planners, 
who see a precarious security environment for China. The collapse of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) allows the United States of America (US) 
to indulge the idea of containment against China.8 As Deng pointed out, 'The 
group of seven's (G-7) decision to impose sanctions on China reminded me of the 
eight-power invasion on [sic] China in 1900'.9 Therefore, the significance of 
adopting a high-technology oriented defence strategy was the creation of a 
realistic defence objective, against which the PLA could adjust its war tactics and 
force structure. 

This objective, at the global level, aims at reaching the new frontier of world 
weapons technology and at comprehending the specific war doctrines of major 
powers.10 However, it does not identify any particular country as its foe. The 
belief is that once the PLA is equipped with the best weapons and sound 
strategies, it can deal with any crises. At the regional level, the objective focuses 
on preparation for flashpoint conflicts that may implicate China. 

This is considered especially in relation to likely US military intervention. For 
instance, an invasion across the Taiwan Strait would have to factor in a possible 
US involvement. In the South China Sea, a PLA contingency response to any 
military action, be it caused by oil extraction or fishing boat detention, must 
specify how to cope with possible US support for China's adversaries. The PLA 
planners have realised that as most countries in Asia are acquiring high-technol
ogy weapons, even future regional conflicts will bear the characteristics of a high-
technology war, and the PLA must adjust to such a reality." Geographically, the 
PLA will have to expand, qualitatively, defence depth on land, air and at sea; for 
high-technology increasingly blurs the boundaries between offensive and defen
sive weapons.12 One may thus expect to find the PLA's defence posture increas
ingly forward-deployed. 

The PLA's strategic change has greatly augmented the importance of the 
Navy in its push for new frontiers in defence. More importantly, it rekindled the 
recognition that, in dealing with maritime conflicts, a navy has to acquire 
capabilities of long range power projection. Gradually, this recognition has been 
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translated into a complete set of new naval theories, including blue water training, 
blue water combat tactics and blue water weapons programs. 

Since the 1980s the PLA-N has been developing under an active green water 
defence strategy (jfijidejinhaifangyu zhanlie).n Firstly, the strategy accords the 
Navy the status of an independent force, assuming strategic and campaign 
objectives.14 Secondly, the strategy emphasises long-range power projection and 
high manoeuvrability of naval fleets. Geographically, the concept of jinhai 
embraced the Chinese waters adjacent to Vladivostok in the north, and to the 
Malacca Strait in the south, and continued to the first island chain of the West 
Pacific in the east. This covers a vast area of the Pacific, incorporating Japan, the 
Liuqiu Islands and the Philippines. One commander observed that the Navy 
must project a sea control capability beyond the second chain of islands.13 

Thirdly, this active strategy aims at ultimate deterrence of the big powers. One 
Chinese military strategist pointed out: 

Given the strategic interests of the US and USSR in this region (the West Pacific), the 
presence and growth of our navy should create more strategic pressure. Therefore, the two 
superpowers will not be able to do whatever they want with no regard to our country.16 

NAVAL RESTRUCTURING AND EXPANSION 

This desired higher level of deterrence showed China's resolve to attain a force 
status that could win it the respect of the big powers. 

The PLA-N's quest for high-technology based power is ambitious. By the 
early 21st century, it is set to achieve a relatively large radius of action, reaching 
beyond the first island chain of the South China Sea. To this end, according to 
Rear Admiral Cheng Ming, the head of the Navy's equipment department, the 
development of new generations of major surface combatants, larger submarines 
and long-range aircraft will be the priority in the years to come.17 The major 
surface combatants and submarines are the mainstay of the PLA-N's ocean-going 
fleet. It is in the midst of a generational change, both in ship design and weapons 
upgrading. Since the late 1980s, a number of new DDGs and frigates (FF) have 
entered service, including one destroyer of the Zhanjiang Class, which displaces 
4,200 tons, and five each of three new types of frigates. These frigates are designed 
to enhance the Navy's anti-air and anti-submarine capabilities. 

The Navy continues to place development of its submarine fleet as a top 
priority. At the tactical level, it believes that its submarines can help achieve some 
combat edge over neighbouring countries which do not possess sophisticated 
ASW capabilities. At the strategic level, its nuclear submarine fleet is regarded as 
China's most reliable second strike deterrent. So, the plan to modernise the 
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Navy's submarines has a dual focus; inventing new models of conventional 
submarines and expanding the nuclear submarine fleet. For the former, the new 
designs which have been put on trial since 1990 have much larger displacement 
and are quieter than the Romeo Class. For the latter, the 09 Class will include over 
a dozen craft early next century, as the number of nuclear submarines is to 
comprise a higher proportion of major warships.18 Meanwhile, to overcome the 
transitional difficulties of a lack of advanced conventional submarines, the Navy 
has purchased four Russian Kilo Class submarines as a 'quick fix'. 

These new destroyers, frigates and submarines are meant to fulfil two missions 
of force restructuring of the 21st century: 

a. Specialisation. New warships cater for different tasks required by deep 
ocean combat missions, and potentially by the formation of aircraft carrier 
groups; 

b. Numbers of ocean-going combatants. The Navy is to equip its three fleets 
with sufficient warships. The objective is to allow each fleet to conduct 
independent warfare at certain levels, so as to avoid trading off strength in key 
strategic directions. Numbers also make up for the inadequacy of weapons.19 

The naval restructuring has been under way since the beginning of the 1990s, 
although the pace is painfully slow. The root-cause is apparent: the PLA-N 
cannot produce the number of satisfactory warships and aircraft required for an 
overhaul of its obsolete fleets. This problem is particularly acute for naval 
aviation, which has tried hard to eliminate its J-6s, but can find no replacement. 
J-8IIs are not up to the standards needed for high-technology warfare. 

It will be years before the ideal types of aircraft become available. However, the 
Navy did mothball an increasingly large number of warships not capable of blue 
water operations. It has retired four destroyers and five frigates of Second World 
War technology. The number of conventional submarines has been almost 
halved. At the same time, small attack vessels are no longer regarded as very useful 
and will be gradually reduced in proportion to ocean going warships. 

The real leap forward for the PLA-N, to acquire blue water power in the new 
century, can be realised only when it possesses aircraft carriers, a dream of several 
generations of Chinese seamen. The Navy calculated that if it had a carrier with 
40 aircraft on board, it could achieve the combat effectiveness of 200 to 800 
coastal-based fighters in air support functions. Further, the sea area under control 
of a convoy headed by a carrier would be fifty times as large as that controlled by 
a convoy of destroyers.20 
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Special efforts have also been devoted to research and development for aircraft 
carrier battle groups in the last few years,21 although China officially denied the 
existence of such a plan. Indeed, naval officers never cast any doubt over such a 
plan. Their confidence was mirrored by the Chinese diplomats attending the 9th 
Asia-Pacific Round Table in June 1995, in Kuala Lumpur. They conveyed the 
impression that it was only a matter of time before China possessed these ships. 

In fact, the naval research institutes have continued feasibility studies of a 
carrier since the project was launched as early as 15 years ago. In April 1987, the 
Naval Air Force (NAF) conducted the first take-off and landing trial on a 
simulated deck, at a naval base in North China. Since then, several dozen pilots 
have been trained intensively on the deck. The research and development work 
on carriers has been accelerating in recent years. In November 1990, a model of 
China's first generation carrier was displayed at a highly classified weaponry 
exhibition in Beijing. 

According to the information available about the display, the carrier had a 
displacement of 40,000-50,000 tons, and carried 20 fixed-wing aircraft on deck 
and another 20 in the hangar. The deck was over 70 metres in length and made 
use of catapults and arrester wires. This design was highly praised by Admiral Liu 
Huaqing. The Navy has reportedly planned to establish two battle groups centred 
on such carriers in the early years of the 21st century.22 As far as the design is 
concerned, this is a generational leap from the Navy's initial consideration which 
envisaged a lighter carrier with only short take off and vertical landing (STOVL) 
aircraft on board.23 

TOWARDS THE NEW CENTURY: A DANGEROUS TRANSITION 

A forward looking and deployed navy must base its grand strategy on sufficient 
weapons systems. Otherwise it is just a kind of'paper tiger'. So, to introduce as 
much high-technology hardware as possible will remain a top priority well into 
the new century. However, real breakthroughs can only be expected when 
China's general technological level is qualitatively upgraded. Progress here 
depends not only on China's economic growth providing more financial inputs, 
but also on availability of foreign technology and China's ability to absorb it. On 
the latter point, the prospects are not very bright. Since the Tiananmen event in 
1989, Western exports of military technology to China have been brought under 
closer scrutiny. And, the Chinese are quite slow in mastering the technologies 
already purchased, be they Western or Russian.24 Given the current obsolescent 
equipment of the PLA-N, probably for many years the Chinese Navy's blue water 
dream will remain a dream. 
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With hardware, all Chinese major surface combatants suffer from low levels 
of sophistication. With their 1950s era technologies, they are of little value in 
extended open ocean operations.25 For instance, the Luda Class DDG and 
Jianghu class FF were designed to engage the enemy at close range with their 
guns. They lack surface to air missile (SAM) systems and thus are vulnerable to 
Mig-29s and F-16s which are being added to the high-technology inventories of 
other claimants to the Spratly Islands. In addition, the poor anti-submarine 
warfare (ASW) and electronic warfare (EW) capabilities and less than effective 
fire and navigation control systems of China's major surface combatants prevent 
the PLA-N from assuming the status of a blue water navy.26 

The Navy Air Force represents the weakest link in the Navy's long-term plan 
to become a blue water power. A large number of J-6s (Farmer), the bulk of the 
NAF, are being de-commissioned since they cannot protect ships which venture 
beyond offshore areas.27 At present, only SH-5 (Maritime Bomber 5) and H-6 
(Badger) (a regiment each) are capable of oceanic aviation. The design of both was 
based on the Soviet prototypes of the 1950s. Since the 1980s, China has 
implemented a program of retrofitting its aircraft with Western technology, as a 
transitional measure before its new generation of aircraft become deployable.28 

However, the big gap between modern Western technology and obsolescent 
Soviet designs seems irreconcilable. So far, not a single retrofitting plan has 
yielded results that meet the PLA's expectation of narrowing the gap with third 
generation aircraft of the West. 

The serious problem with slow generational upgrading of naval hardware is 
that while the bulk of the weaponry reached the end of its service life, replace
ments have been hard to come by. The new Zhenjiang Class destroyers and 
Jiangwei Class frigates have now entered series production, but they are not 
regarded as substitutes for Luda and Jiangdong classes. At best they are transi
tional designs to fill the immediate capability gap. Both are embodiments of 
Western technologies, from propulsion to interior design. 

But their major weapons systems are China-made and outdated. The elec
tronic systems cannot sustain a useful level of'soft kill'. Air defence and missile 
defence systems are particularly weak and no match for modern sea-skimming 
anti-ship missiles (ASM) equipped with counter-countermeasures.29 On the 
other hand, these ships cannot be the desired replacement for existing systems 
exactly because they are the embodiment of foreign technologies. 

The PLA is most reluctant to submit the control of fleet modernisation to 
foreigners. There is also a problem of spares supply. Therefore, it is one thing to 
purchase foreign technology and hardware as the PLA's attempt at a 'quick fix'. 
It is quite another to do so as a long-term development strategy. As a result, the 
PLA-N's modernisation encounters an insurmountable obstacle in its transition: 
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it cannot rely on foreign transfers, nor can it produce its own quickly. 
There has been only minimal quantitative expansion in the PLA-N since 1989. 

Even though another Zhenjiang Class destroyer and two new Han Class nuclear 
powered attack submarines (SSN) may enter service soon, the levelling off of the 
naval build-up will continue for some time.30 Some relief may be attained, 
temporarily, through purchase of Russian ships. Again, this cannot offer the 
PLA-N a solid base for modernisation. It may well be that the PLA hopes that 
China's vigorous economic growth may quicken technological development and 
eventually boost its naval power. Yet this will not happen in the near future. 

However, the fluid international relations situation in the post-Cold War Asia-
Pacific region may not leave too much time for the PLA to wait comfortably: the 
Taiwan crisis looms larger and the Spratly dispute escalates. This presents a 
security dilemma for the Chinese leadership: whether to go ahead with a major 
build-up based on the current technology available to the PLA, or to continue to 
bet on a breathing period, during which it may concentrate on economic and 
technological development before it is able to quicken military modernisation. 

In the years leading up to the Soviet collapse, the Chinese leadership resolved 
this dilemma by agreeing that there was no immediate security threat to China. 
So, it formulated a guiding principle for its weapons programs; a middle road 
course, between a strategy of steady generational upgrading and a strategy of 
generational leap. This has been spelled out by the Central Military Committee 
(CMC) as 'concentrated research on key items, selected production for 'fist' 
units, coordinated retrofitting of some current equipment and co-existence of 
both old and new weapons'.31 Without an imminent threat, the Japanese way of 
incremental military build-up seems to fit the Chinese design: it will not hurt the 
economy and in due course the military will become powerful with augmented 
inputs. 

The PLA-N claims that each year it injects some high-technology weapons 
into service, but on the whole it relies on its existing equipment. It would have 
afforded the time through which quantitative change leads to qualitative change, 
had it needed only to plan for small scale actions, similar to the clash it had with 
Vietnam in 1988. But the principle of selective introduction of high-technology 
hardware will not work in the across-strait confrontation with Taiwan. 

For one thing, any action there can quickly escalate into major proportions. 
For another, Taiwan will soon surpass China in its accumulated inventory of 
high-technology weapons. Under the circumstances, China will have to make 
enough inferior weapons to compensate for the technological gap. This dilemma 
constitutes the worsening of a dangerous transitional vacuum for the PLA. Even 
if China is now able to devote more resources to building more major combatants, 
these will become obsolete the day they leave the shipyards. 
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Yet the urgency for more warships has been highlighted by the quickened slide 
towards independence in Taiwan and, to a lesser extent, by the recent complica
tions in the Spratlys. It seems that history may repeat itself in the last years of the 
20th century. In the late 1960s when China was forced to the brink of war with 
the USSR, it had to produce large quantities of tanks and anti-tank weapons for 
immediate use. Yet they never fitted into modern warfare and constituted a huge 
waste of human and material resources. 

THE NAVY AND CHINA'S NATIONAL INTEREST 

Naval power is closely associated with protection of national interest. Different 
countries give different substance to the concept of national interest. China's slow 
naval build-up somehow reflected its slow recognition of the relative importance 
of sea and continental territory. So national interest reflects, fundamentally, a 
value judgment. China has now viewed its maritime national interest to be a key 
component of its overall national interest; maritime territory, economic potential, 
control of SLOCs and the linkage between maritime security and world politics. 
Such a change has been brought about through a change in its traditional value 
system. 

In recent years, the Chinese government and the military have sponsored a 
campaign to promote a 'sense of ocean' among the people. The country is now 
portrayed as both a continental power and a sea power. Against the Chinese 
traditional view of its 'yellow culture' which emphasises the glory of China's 
heartland history, Chinese scholars are now keen on introducing the concept of 
'blue culture' (ocean culture) to the population. 

According to their explanation, yellow culture is a synonym for closeness and 
conservatism, as it is inward looking and autarky and agriculture based. By 
contrast, blue culture indicates outward expansion, industry and trade orienta
tion, and most importantly, a spirit of enterprise. The backwardness of China 
today is blamed partly on a Ming emperor's termination, in the 14th century, of 
the adventurous ocean voyages of Zheng He. The message is clear: should China 
have developed a sense of ocean 600 years ago, it would have long been a world 
power. And if China still sticks to its yellow culture, it will never acquire its 
rightful place in the world. 

The education campaign has been instrumental in the revival of a sea power 
mentality (haiyang yishi) in China, which is also driven by China's increased 
involvement in international trade. Now this sea power mentality has been 
channelled to feed national patriotism in the country. In 1992, a TV series 
documented the defeat of the Chinese Navy in resisting Japanese invasion in 1895 
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and aroused a powerful reaction from the population, who wrote to the Chinese 
leadership demanding faster development of the PLA-N. 

In a way, the Navy now functions as the linkage between the populous sea 
power mentality and rising nationalism. This has generated great pressure on the 
leadership to allocate more resources for naval development. On the part of the 
PLA-N, a sea power mentality helps change its traditional view of its role in 
national defence. Mahan's sea power theory is no longer seen as equivalent to 
'gunboat' imperialism, but as a guide to understanding sea warfare in the modern 
world. Vice Admiral Cheng Mingshang, Vice Commander-in-Chief of the Navy, 
set this out in clear terms in 1991 : 

The Navy is the tool of the state's foreign policy. Compared with the Army and Air Force 
which cannot go beyond the national boundaries, an international navy can project its 
presence far away from home. It can even appear at sea close to the coasts of the target 
countries. While this may demonstrate the power of the big countries, it does not provide 
any formal excuse for the target countries to protest. This has made the navy the most 
active strategic force in peace time, a pillar for the country's foreign policy and the 
embodiment of the country's will and power.32 

Among other things, this new recognition of naval power in the pursuit of 
national interest has laid the groundwork for the Navy to demand more leadership 
attention, national resources and popular support. Now, the Navy is represented 
in the top party and military leadership, as its former chief, Admiral Liu Huaqing 
is the defacto Commander-in-Chief of China's armed forces. Furthermore, until 
recently one of its vice commanders, Admiral Li Jing, was the First Deputy Chief 
of General Staff. The Navy's share of the PLA's overall budget has grown, in 
proportion, to about 30%. Similarly, its manpower strength has risen from 8% 
to 11% of the PLA's total, in contrast to the reduction of the Army from 8 1 % to 
75%.33 In return, the Navy assumes heavy responsibilities in safeguarding 
China's maritime interests. This can be analysed more concretely in the following 
terms. 

To protect China's maritime territorial sovereignty. China lays claim to a 
coastline of 18,000km and a vast expanse of ocean. When the UN Convention on 
the Law of the Sea (LOSC) is formally adopted, China can expand the waters over 
which it claims sovereign rights to 320km or 200nm, and legitimise its enlarged 
claims of about 3 million out of a total of 4.7 million square kilometres in the East 
and South China Seas and the Yellow Sea. Such an increase in sovereign rights 
will require a corresponding expansion of naval power for effective control over 
the area, in order to make the claim meaningful, as two-thirds of the claimed 
waters are subject to dispute. This is reflected by Admiral Liu's remarks that 'To 
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secure China's sovereignty at sea in terms of its maritime rights and interests is 
the primary goal of the Chinese Navy's future development'.34 

To protect the coastal cities in depth. The economic growth of China's 13 
coastal provinces has been in double-digit figures for the last 15 years. They now 
contribute 70 per cent of China's GDP and serve as the country's engine for 
economic development. The distribution of industrial bases along the coast has 
provoked calls for better protection in times of war. This requires an extended 
depth in defence, to protect the coastal cities from direct naval assault from the 
sea. 

To protect China 's oceanic natural resources. Chinese geologists have 
reported that the country's offshore mineral resources may amount to 8 billion 
tons. By the year 2000, China will produce over 500 million tons of crude oil from 
the sea, a figure approaching 40 per cent of its gross yield. The oil deposits in the 
South China Sea may promise a 'second North Sea'. As China's land-based oil 
deposits are fast diminishing, seabed oil extraction has gained importance. The 
deep-water basin in the South China Sea also has a rich concentration of 
manganese nodules. In addition, China has a potential tidal electric power 
generation capacity of 110 million kilowatts, of which only 0.3 per cent is being 
exploited and used at present.35 The prospect of ocean exploitation is a major 
attraction for China, which is overpopulated but relatively poor in land-based 
resources. 

To protect the SLOCs. China relies heavily on sea-borne freight, which 
comprises 40 per cent of its overall volume of goods transported and 90 per cent 
of export and import shipment. Today, China has about 1,500 ships travelling the 
world's oceans and receives an average of 100 foreign ships in its ports every day. 
By the year 2000, the volume of goods shipped in and out by Chinese vessels will 
reach 500 million tons per year,36 placing an increasingly heavy onus on the Navy 
to protect sea lanes. Japan's extension of the protection of its SLOCs to l,000nm 
and the United States of America's (USA) placing of 16 strategic sea lanes under 
Japan's control, has stimulated the PLA-N planners to think likewise. As 
mentioned earlier, the first island chain in the West Pacific has been identified as 
crucial for China's SLOC surveillance and over time this will be extended to the 
second island chain. 

T o mee t the challenge from the sea. The closest linkage between the naval 
build-up and China's national interest is preparation for actions caused by 
conflicting territorial claims in the South China Sea. The Navy believes that over 
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two-thirds of its territorial waters have been encroached upon in the last three 
decades, due firstly to insufficient attention to oceanic importance and secondly 
to the lack of blue water capabilities. One naval commander wrote: 'According to 
the general practice of international law, as embodied in the case of Permas Island 
in 1928, the longer the dispute over the sovereignty of islands remains unsolved, 
the greater is the danger that we will never recover these islands'.37 Indeed, short 
of full recovery, the exercise of sovereignty over the Spratly Islands through naval 
activities has remained high on the agenda of the Chinese leadership. 

However, the most urgent task for the Navy in protecting China's national 
interest is dealing with the unification concerns over Hong Kong and Taiwan. 
Both issues involve enormous political consequences and play a crucial part in 
China's economic development. The Navy has made it a priority to create an 
effective capability to deter any crisis over either of these two territories. In the 
case of the latter, a blockade or invasion does not look so remote, as the trend for 
independence in Taiwan is apparently unstoppable, with Lee Denghui's decisive 
push. Indeed, how to conquer the Taiwan Strait, which is three times wider than 
the British Channel, and how to overpower Taiwan's enlarged arsenals of high-
technology weaponry, represents a serious challenge for the Navy's strategic 
plans and hardware development. 

The PLA-N and the Spratlys. In the Navy's ambitious modernisation program 
and forward defence strategy, the Spratlys dispute has occupied a unique 
position; providing substance to the PLA's second-tier strategy designed to cope 
with threats to China's maritime interests. To naval planners, China must raise 
its preparedness for the territorial conflicts which may disrupt its economic 
development. Rear Admiral Lin Zhiye commented: 

Towards the end of this century and early in the next, the major political and economic 
conflicts between our country and other countries will focus on the sea. The threats to our 
development and security also come from the sea. To be more exact, they lie in the areas 
within the first island chain in the South China Sea.38 

Indeed, the preparation for maritime conflict around the Spratlys has been 
used by the Navy to demand more funds and high-technology weaponry.39 The 
great distance (1,500km) between the Spratlys and the Chinese mainland justifies 
the acquisition of larger surface combatants, long-range aircraft and aerial 
refuelling technology, sufficient logistics supply capability, and forward naval 
bases in the South China Sea. The ability to overcome such distance constitutes 
the core of the Navy's blue water strategy; the need to improve mobility, rapid 
response and survivability. These constitute the criteria for the Navy's weapons 
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program well into the new century. So far, no other case can substitute for the 
Spratlys as a better stimulus for the Navy to conduct forward operations. 
Inevitably, the campaigners for a blue water navy regard the Navy's ability to 
reach the Spratlys to be a key parameter in safeguarding China's national 
interest.40 

Forward deployment. The 1980s saw the PLA-N's power projection extended 
to the South China Sea, where the naval contingency plans highlight the capture 
and defence of the islands which China claims to be part of its territory.41 
Militarily, this will impose formidable demands, as any action along this line has 
to proceed far from the mainland. According to some analysts, technical inad
equacies forced the PLA-N to confine its 1988 operations to a few small reefs in 
the Spratlys, because it was incapable of sustaining a protracted war with 
Vietnam.42 

PLA-N forward deployment can be observed from two angles. The first is the 
establishment of a permanent headquarters in the area: the Spratly Maritime 
Surveillance Command. What is unique is its extraordinarily high rank, which is 
divisional, for a fairly small force level of a few hundred officers and men. Indeed, 
the Command comprises four commodores. Apparently, this high level authority 
shows that the Command oversees the Spratly affairs, not only militarily, but 
from the political and diplomatic viewpoints. In addition, the Command is 
formally incorporated into the Navy's South Sea Fleet, meaning that China sees 
its commitment to and missions in the South China Sea as long lasting. 

Secondly, the Navy has launched several military projects in the South China 
Sea. A Paracel Command was created at the regimental level in Yongxing 
(Woody) Island. In the largest island in the Paracels there are deployments of 
marine (tank) units, anti-aircraft batteries and high speed missile and patrol boats. 
There is also a command, control, communications and intelligence (C3I) centre 
capable of processing satellite-transferred information, and a runway for fixed-
wing aircraft has been constructed.43 This has reduced the burden of air coverage 
for a Spratly operation from the PLA-N's nearest Yulin Base by several hundred 
kilometres; thus raising the Navy's rapid response capability for a Spratly 
incident. 

Nevertheless the Navy's forward deployment in the Spratlys will be charac
terised by visible weaknesses which prevent the Navy from taking drastic action. 
The number of soldiers which can be stationed in the nine islets is far smaller than 
that available to other claimants on their claimed islands. The long distance 
(1,300-1,600km) poses a formidable barrier to the PLA-N's contingency plans. 
For instance, its main surface combatants are vulnerable to land-based air assault 
by other nearby claimants. In contrast, China's land-based medium-range bomb-
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ers cannot sustain an overseas operation because of their small numbers and 
limited endurance in the region (only a few minutes). The same can be said for 
China's submarines, whose technological deficiencies restrict their activities in 
the Spratlys, where the shallow waters and complex seabed situations raise the 
question of their survivability during a sea battle. But, most importantly, it is the 
political constraints on the Chinese which have prevented the PLA-N from 
asserting itself in the Spratly negotiations. 

The swift ASEAN reaction to the Mischief Reef incident earlier in 1995 
convinced China that it cannnot act alone in the Spratlys. Now it seems that it no 
longer has any options other than a peaceful settlement of the dispute. Therefore, 
when the Chinese leadership is pressured by two opposing forces (the national
istic outcry for territorial recovery and deepening dependence on world trade) its 
Spratly policy naturally exhibits a degree of ambiguity; a continued naval forward 
deployment vis-a-vis conciliatory foreign policy efforts. 

The former can be seen from the Mischief Reef event and the latter from major 
concessions made by China in ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) meetings this 
year. China declared that it would be ready to conduct the Spratly talks, according 
to international ocean law, a departure from the previous position, based on the 
concept of historical waters. It seems that the PLA has given a measure of support 
to the current civilian policy makers who may think in terms of'land for peace'.44 

However, given the PLA-N's traditional view that China's maritime security has 
to be guaranteed by sufficient military strength rather than diplomatic appease
ment, a question can be raised about whether there would be another Mischief 
Reef occurrence. And there is a limit to what the civilian leaders can do in the light 
of rising military influence in the lead-up to the post-Deng era.43 

So, what makes the Spratlys a potential flashpoint is exactly this ambiguity, 
which also marks the position of other claimants. It is a flashpoint, as the question 
of sovereignty is non-negotiable because of domestic nationalistic pressure. It is 
only a potential flashpoint, however, as all the claimants are under real con
straints, forcing them to the negotiating table. Consequently, this dictates a 
measure of flexibility in their interactions.46 Under the circumstances, a Chinese 
pattern of response to the Spratly stalemate has taken shape and can be general
ised as maintaining the status quo. 

To be more specific, this means that China is reinforcing its existing naval 
presence, but at the same time working for a negotiated settlement. At the 
moment this is the kind of compromise reached between the civilian leaders and 
the Navy. The PLA strategists have agreed to an eventual redrawing of maritime 
borders in the South China Sea, despite the Chinese emphasis on shelving 
sovereignty for the time being. Without clearly defined borders, it is difficult to 
pursue economic cooperation in the area.47 
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The Navy and its Spratly presence. Under such a compromise, the PLA-N's 
strategy towards the South China Sea is centred on two considerations in the 
short to medium terms; maintaining a properly scaled presence and status quo. 
The Navy's capture of a few Spratly islets in 1988 was a response to the similar 
actions previously taken by Vietnam. As a latecomer in deploying troops in the 
area, China calculated that it had to obtain a presence in some 'no men's islets' at 
whatever price. Although China followed other claimants in getting foreign 
companies involved in oil extraction in the disputed waters, the act spelled out a 
degree of preemption. The Mischief Reef incident may have indicated a higher 
degree of assertiveness. Nevertheless, it has not transcended the limit of the two 
considerations mentioned earlier. 

A naval presence in military terms, which in turn creates a form of fait accompli 
in legal terms, is vital for China for two reasons. It would enhance China's position 
in the West Pacific, both economically and strategically. But the most urgent need 
for China to have a foothold there stemmed from its concern that, without a 
presence in the Spratlys, it would be either excluded from or marginalised among 
the resolution parties. So, in a sense, the Mischief Reef move was similar to the 
'play Go' tactics of laying a piece in the area to be contested later. Mischief Reef 
serves as a new presence in the Southeast Spratlys. This may or may not be 
removed in the future, depending on China's perception of its usefulness, but it 
has certainly placed China in a better bargaining position in the negotiations. 

Again, in this case, the question of a presence is important in two respects. 
First, it differs from an expansionist strategy aimed at engulfing the entire 
Spratlys. Since 1988 there has not been any armed clash initiated by China. It did 
take two 'no men's islets' but this was not evidence enough to indicate that the 
PLA-N is now bent on occupying the area. This leads to the second aspect of the 
PLA-N's Spratly strategy; an appropriate scale of presence. Without this, China 
still has difficulty making a case in the negotiation process. However, 'what is 
appropriate?' constitutes a difficult question. Realistically speaking, excluding 
the possibilities of a large scale military takeover, the PLA-N can do very little 
here: all islands that remain dry at high tide have been taken. Time is also limited 
for China to take those other small and unoccupied reefs. 

The Navy has to consider seriously factors such as which country claims them, 
how far they are from the SLOCs, the defence cost, their legal and strategic 
values, and likely international reaction. In this respect, a desirable scale of 
presence may not have been so desirable in reality, if it proves to have been 
unachievable. One analyst described the most recent Spratly actions as rash.48 

Indeed, the larger the presence obtained by the use of force, the greater the 
negative implications which may result, and the benefits in such an action may 
diminish. Therefore, China's option has to be a fine-tuned one. The scale of any 
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naval action must be closely linked to the political and diplomatic efforts to defuse 
a subsequent outcry, which is simply not easy. In a way, a symbol of foreign 
presence is more important than military occupation. 

However, it goes without saying that China seems to bear a heavy responsibil
ity in avoiding escalation of the dispute because, whilst it is the country with the 
smallest presence in the Spratlys, it has the greatest capability to enlarge that 
presence. China's reluctance to join in regional efforts to increase security 
transparency may have contributed to the questioning of Chinese intentions: yet 
to equate a forward defence strategy with an expansionist military policy may be 
over-simplifying this vital issue. 

The difference between the two concepts may be explained by China's efforts 
to maintain the status quo in the Spratlys. Naval force is likely to be employed only 
as a last resort to defend against a direct assault on the islets already in Chinese 
control, or an attack on China's oil facilities, but not as a means to expand Chinese 
presence beyond certain limits. Certainly, other scenarios can trigger Chinese 
naval actions-detaining Chinese vessels in disputed waters, construction of oil 
rigs in overlapping areas and arrests of Chinese naval men or fishermen for 
example. Unless there is some domestic political excuse, China may carefully 
confine conflict to the minimum. In fact, situations along the lines mentioned 
above have happened before without representing an insurmountable barrier to 
resolution. 

So, with the foothold achieved, it is in China's interest to implement its post-
Cold War periphery strategy, centred on improving relations with its neigh
bours.49 What worries the PL A more now is how to obtain a measure of deterrence 
against the pressure of the big powers. In particular, it cannot afford to be dragged 
into a two-front battle with both ASEAN, over the Spratly dispute, and with 
Taiwan, over the issue of independence. 

In the PLA's overall policy hierarchy, the challenge of the latter is more urgent 
than the former. Although the Spratlys is at present the most important naval 
priority, it is nevertheless of short-term importance. Some analysts believe that 
the longer-term priority is to establish China as a major regional sea power. To 
this end, it needs to deter competition from other aspiring naval powers, most 
significantly from India and Japan, as well as to meet more effectively the 
challenges of US sea power in the region.50 If this is the case, in the process of 
resolving a dispute, a distinction can be made for a navy focusing on recovery of 
claimed territories and one concerned mainly with a general force modernisa
tion.51 
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CONCLUSION 

The Chinese Navy is set to become more powerful in the new century, although, 
as its transitional problems have shown, the process will be long and painful. What 
will a forward looking, forward deployed but poorly equipped navy do to the 
region? The answer very much depends on how China sees the realisation of its 
national interest. China's immediate and long-term economic interests have been 
served well by integrating its economy with the rest of the region and the world. 
This has generated political constraints on China and has induced it to demon
strate a degree of reconciliation to a negotiated settlement of disputes. At the same 
time, China's national interest in protecting its territorial integrity allows the 
Navy to develop power projection capabilities and to forward deploy forces 
1,000km away from the mainland. Apparently, the Navy conditionally accepts 
the government's Spratly policy of restricting its existing presence and maintain
ing the status quo. Seen through its neighbours' eyes this ambiguity constitutes 
a source of tension which fuels the naval build-up in the region. 

The current strategy of the PLA-N is to modernise its weapons so as to narrow 
the gap with the West, and China's economic boom seems to make it more 
affordable than before. A senior PLA officer stated clearly that it was against logic 
throughout the world that a large country should become an economic power of 
the 21st century, but leave its military capability behind in the 20th century.52 

However, this goal can be realised only when the PLA overcomes its present 
transitional difficulties. Although its concern with the big powers may require the 
PLA to downgrade some of its specific regional focuses, such as the Spratlys, the 
spillover of this arms catch-up with the big powers may contribute to security 
uncertainties caused by a regional arms build-up in the new century. In the long-
run, the PLA-N's identification of the big powers as targets for hardware 
modernisation may better enable it to flex its muscles in a regional conflict, should 
the need arise. Under the circumstances, it is more urgent than ever before to 
establish multilateral regimes to discipline the unchecked naval arms race. There 
must be continuing collective effort to prevent history from repeating itself, as we 
have seen in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, when major powers tried to 
become hegemonic through building powerful navies. 
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3 The Japanese Maritime Self-Defence Force 
in the Next Century 

SUMIHIKO KAWAMURA 

AFTER the end of the Second World War, Japan's complete disarmament 
was achieved in accordance with the directive of the Supreme Commander 

of the Allied Powers. The legacy of the US occupation left Japan with many 
constraints on its autonomy in defence issues. Pacifism has been prominent in 
Japan since the end of the war: Japanese had good reason to mistrust militarism 
and to avoid discussion of security. 

DEFENCE POLICY IN JAPAN 

The American-drafted 1947 Japanese Constitution requires, in Article 9, that 
Japan forever renounces both war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat 
or use of force as a means of settling international disputes. Article 9 was 
interpreted as preventing Japan from entering into collective security arrange
ments and as restricting Japan to possession of defensive weapons only. Until 
1990 it was interpreted as preventing the dispatch of Japanese military personnel 
overseas for any purpose. But another US fiat, issued in 1950, ordered Japan to 
rearm as the Korean War broke out. Japan was ordered to raise a 75,000-man 
National Police Reserve. 

As to maritime forces, mine-warfare assets were reactivated within the Mari
time Safety Agency (Coast Guard), formed in 1946, and its minesweepers were 
dispatched to assist the Allied Forces in Korea. Two of the Japanese vessels were 
sunk during the operations. Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida agreed to provide 
for Japan's security in the 1951 US-Japan Security Treaty. This arrangement 
gave the United States rights to military bases in Japan and provided a US 
security guarantee in the event of Japan's being attacked. Foundation of the Japan 
Defense Agency QDA) and Self-Defense Forces QMSDF) followed in 1954, 
with large-scale US military assistance. 

In 1976, Japan's first comprehensive defence plan, the National Defense 
Program Outline (NDPO) was implemented in response to the increasing Soviet 
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threat and the perceived decline of the US commitment to its allies following the 
Vietnam War. The NDPO was designed to improve Japan's ability to provide for 
its own defence. The most detailed defence plan issued by the Japanese Govern
ment to that time, it outlined target force levels and aimed at least to hold the line 
until US forces could arrive to provide assistance, in the case of any security crisis. 

But until 1981 Japan's defence efforts were meagre; Japan totally depended on 
the United States for its defence against the powerful Soviet Union. In 1981, 
Prime Minister Zenko Suzuki formally announced Japan's willingness to share 
defence roles with the United States and for Japan's part, pledged to defend its 
own territory, the sea and skies surrounding Japan and its sea-lanes to a distance 
of 1,000 miles. This milestone policy proclamation has since propelled the 
JMSDF's expansion to achieve the capability to carry out these chosen military 
roles, complementary to those of the United States, particularly in the areas of 
anti-submarine warfare and air defence. 

Japan's current defence arsenal includes 60 modern destroyers, 100 P-3C 
maritime patrol aircraft and 200 F-15 fighters. These front line weapons systems 
are maintained in a state of high readiness and could be useful in promoting 
stability through deterrence as well as in preventing the spread of conflict in the 
Asia-Pacific region, in concert with US forward deployed forces. The US Forces 
Japan (USFJ) and the JMSDF conduct annual combined exercises, and the way 
they cooperate and plan for contingencies is governed by a set of guidelines 
established in 1978. 

With regard to Japan's Maritime SDF force levels, the last comprehensive 
review of the defence program in Japan was conducted in 1976. This review 
produced the NDPO, which defined JMSDF missions within the US-Japan 
Security Treaty; The NDPO contained an annex defining the force levels 
required to deal with limited attacks and to allow cooperation with the US to cope 
with a larger attack. The JMSDF has been developed and expanded in accordance 
with five-year defence programs based on the 1976 NDPO annex, with annual 
spending pegged at around one per cent of gross national product (GNP). For 
example, in the NDPO annex, the JMSDF's force levels have been defined as 
approximately 60 anti-submarine surface combatants, 16 submarines and ap
proximately 220 operational aircraft. 

THE PRESENT STATUS OF DEFENCE POLICY IN JAPAN 

The JDA is now reviewing the NDPO as a part of its efforts to seek an appropriate 
defence posture in the post-Cold War era. The revision had been intended for 
completion by the end of Japan's fiscal year 1994, but political and practical 
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considerations led to a delay. A new NDPO will be introduced in December 1995, 
after approval by the Cabinet. 

Japanese media have reported that the new NDPO is expected to be centred 
on a 'base force strategy', or basic defence capability, able to react to a variety of 
threats and crises. Threat scenarios could include a limited invasion or interrup
tion of the SLOCs, violations of airspace, occupation of outlying territory, armed 
unrest among asylum seekers and terrorist acts. The current NDPO was designed 
to respond only to a limited-scale invasion of Japan. The new NDPO draft 
document states that Japan's national security environment has shifted from the 
threat of armed invasion to a set of multi-faceted crises requiring greater 
flexibility of response. It adds that the risk of global conflict has reduced, and 
emphasis is instead placed on controlling regional conflicts and the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction or dual-use technologies. The draft deals with the 
threat of armed invasion by emphasising the importance of US-Japan security 
arrangements, as well as supporting other forms of international cooperation, 
including activities under the auspices of the United Nations. 
Under the circumstances, the Ground, Maritime and Air Staff Offices of the JDA 
are each now developing a plan to reduce part of their major front line equipment 
and personnel. The JMSDF has completed a plan to reduce the number of P-3C 
aircraft and destroyers. It is the first time that the Self Defence Forces have had 
to announce planned reductions in their personnel and major front-line equip
ment. They plan to supplement the reduced equipment with increased support 
capability. These plans will be used as the basis of the JDA's overall formal plan. 
The JMSDF's overall strength is, meanwhile, to be reduced from 280,000 to 
under 250,000, with a reorganisation that will take a decade to implement. 

In respect of equipment, according to the JMSDF's plan, the ten escort 
divisions under regional districts engaged in defence of coastal waters around 
Japan, are to be streamlined and integrated into eight divisions. Coincidentally, 
the present scale of the ocean going Self-Defence Fleet, four escort flotillas, will 
be maintained as Japan's main mobile naval force. Modernisation will be pro
moted through replacement of old ships with new ones. As to P-3C maritime 
patrol aircraft, the overall strength of approximately 100 aircraft will remain, but 
only 70 to 80 P-3C will be maintained in a fully ready (alert) status. Transport 
capabilities will be improved, through the construction of transport and replen
ishment ships intended for international peacekeeping and disaster relief opera
tions. However, the new NDPO does not deal with the proposed ballistic missile 
defense (BMD) project, which is to be evaluated separately by the JDA's BMD 
Office. A draft JDA budget request earmarks Y450 million (US $4.5 million) for 
ballistic missile defense research in 1996. 
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FLEET STRUCTURE OF THE JMSDF 

At present, the JMSDF has two different types of operating forces-the Self-
Defence Fleet and regional district forces. The Self-Defence Fleet is a mobile 
force in a 'blue water' mode, while the five regional districts are responsible for 
defence of coastal waters and logistic support of the mobile force units. The Fleet 
Escort Force, the Fleet Air Force and the Fleet Submarine Force come under the 
Commander-in-Chief, Self-Defence Fleet. These three forces of the Self-De
fence Fleet have four escort flotillas, seven air wings and two submarine flotillas, 
respectively. Each escort flotilla consists of two DDGs, one helicopter destroyer 
(DDH) with three helicopters and five destroyers (DD). Each DD carries one 
helicopter. As for the regional surface forces, under the five regional districts, 
there are ten escort divisions composed of approximately thirty surface combat
ants in all. 

The JMSDF future structure and roles await reviews of the 1976 NDPO and 
conclusion of the BMD research which is being conducted. However, several 
significant procurements can be expected by the end of the century; the JMSDF 
has commissioned two Kongo (7,250 tons) Class AEGIS destroyers and another 
two ships are being built. These four AEGIS destroyers will add a new dimension 
to the JMSDF's four escort flotillas, acting as command and control as well as air 
defence ships. These vessels will also assume a new and significant role for the air 
defence of Japan's mainland. 

To complement the Kongo class AEGIS destroyers, six Murasame (4,400 
tons) Class general-purpose destroyers with the MK 41 and the MK 48 Vertical 
Launch System (VLS) have been authorised in the current defence program 
(1991-95) and several more will also be built in the next defence program (1996 
-2000). The JMSDF maintains a steady submarine construction program, to 
maintain a fleet of 16 boats operated in two submarine flotillas. The Harushio 
(2,750 tons) Class conventional submarine is the latest design, which is equipped 
with Harpoon anti-ship missiles. 

The JMSDF has been authorised to install the Australian Defence Industries 
(ADI) made dyad mine sweeping gear on its newly designed coastal minesweep
ers (MSC), beginning in 1995. As for auxiliaries, with the lessons learned during 
the 1992 UN peacekeeping operation in Cambodia, the JMSDF has put more 
emphasis on the improvement of logistics. In 1993, an 8,900 ton LST (Landing 
Ship Tank) with two LCAC (air cushion landing craft) was authorised, and 
13,000 ton AOEs are being considered. 

With maritime patrol aircraft (MPA), even though some aircraft are highly 
likely to be transferred into reserve status, the JMSDF will maintain 100 P-3C 
Orion, in addition to several EP-3 electronic intelligence (ELINT) variants, 
which are being regularly upgraded. 
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At the completion of the current defense shipbuilding program (1991-95) in 
financial year 1999, it is estimated that the JMSDF fleet will consist of 56 major 
surface combatants. The structure will be as follows: 

32 ships in four escort flotillas for the Fleet Escort Force of the Self-Defence Fleet 

Four 'Kongo' Class AEGIS DDGs 
Four 'Hatakaze' Class (4,600-3,890 tons) non-AEGIS DDGs 
Four 'Haruna' Class (4,950-5,200 tons) DDHs 
Six 'Murasame' Class DDs 
Eight 'Asagiri' class (3,500 tons) DDs 
Six 'Yamayuki' class (3,050 tons) DDs 
One non-AEGIS DDG as the Fleet Escort Force flagship of the Self Defence Fleet 
One 'Tachikaze' class (3,890 tons) non-AEGIS DDG 
23 ships of the Regional District Commands 
Six 'Hatsuyuki' class (2,900 tons) DDs 
Six 'Abukuma' class (2,000 tons) DEs 
Three 'Ishikari' class (1,290 tons) DEs 

Eight 'Chikugo' class (1,470 tons) DEs 

THE JMSDF IN THE NEXT CENTURY 

At present, the 1976 NDPO is being reviewed and in line with some expected 
reductions in force levels, will probably include the reorganisation of the Self-
Defence Force. However, in respect of Japan's fleet structure in the near term, the 
Self-Defence Fleet is likely to remain the same in numbers of ships through 
decreasing the numbers of ships under the five regional district commands. 
Before reforming Japan's fleet structure, it is more important to discuss fleet 
operating concepts in a changed environment and to solve long-pending prob
lems hindering the JMSDF's smooth functioning, such as the self-imposed 
limitation against collective defence. 

As to the most urgent potential threat, that posed by North Korea, Japan could 
anticipate attack by North Korea on the US Forces in Japanese bases if war broke 
out. The same would be true if U.N. sanctions were imposed against North Korea 
to resolve the confrontation over North Korea's nuclear weapons development. 
Since Japan would likely be urged to take part in any U.N. naval blockade, this 
would raise the issue of constitutionality again. 

Flexibility in interpreting Article 9 has been stretched to credible limits due 
to discord among the current ruling coalition parties. Therefore, except for cases 
involving unarmed JMSDF personnel for U.N. peacekeeping operations or for 
disaster relief operations, strong political leadership is necessary to dispatch the 
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JMSDF troops overseas in a timely manner. Such aggressive action would very 
probably stir emotion at home, yet Japan experienced bitter international criti
cism in 1990 by refusing, for reasons of constitutional restrictions, to dispatch 
Self-Defence Forces to the Gulf for Operation Desert Storm. As it was, mine
sweepers were sent after hostilities were over and Japan contributed US$13 
billion to share in the conflict's cost. 

Japan's failure to send its troops to the Gulf in a timely manner definitely 
frustrated the Self-Defence Force community and strengthened the bonds 
among influential politicians and intellectuals who seek change. Very probably, 
Japan will reach a political consensus that it does indeed have the right to take part 
in collective self-defence operations. Such a determination will allow Japan 
legally, by political decision within the present Constitution, or through a 
revision of Article 9, to work with the United States in an emergency. 

To solve these potential problems during peacetime, more frequent and closer 
consultations between the US and Japan are inevitable. Since Japan's commit
ment to defend its sea lanes within 1,000 miles falls far short of potential trouble 
areas in the South China Sea, a three-pronged effort for a US-Japan mission 
sharing scheme, in the post-Cold War period, will need to be adopted to facilitate 
a close cooperation between the two navies. 

Firstly, Japan should provide a supply ship (AOE) of the JMSDF to support 
the USS INDEPENDENCE aircraft carrier battle group, home-ported in 
Yokosuka, and minesweepers to fill a void in the US Navy's capability, for use 
throughout the US Seventh Fleet operating area in the Western Pacific and 
Indian Oceans. This proposed combination of the US Seventh Fleet and Japanese 
assets would show a Japanese willingness to support regional stability in a 
meaningful way, that would aid American flexibility in keeping an effective 
deterrent and peace restoring capability in the Western Pacific and Indian 
Oceans. It would also be acceptable to foreign public opinion, which might be 
wary of an autonomous deployment of Japan's military forces outside of its 
territory. 

A supply ship (AOE) is by definition a naval support vessel rather than a 
combatant. Similarly, judging from the Japanese public's very positive reaction 
toward the dispatch of four minesweepers to the Persian Gulf in 1991, little 
domestic objection is anticipated to Japan's willingness to fill a critical US Navy 
deficiency by offering JMSDF minesweepers throughout the Western Pacific. 
Minesweepers are perhaps the most inherently defensive combatant ship type 
which exists. Japan's more than 30 minesweepers are modern and carry well 
trained crews. Only a few minesweepers are assigned to the US Seventh Fleet on 
a regular basis. 
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Secondly, the United States and Japan should start bilateral discussions on the 
desirability of Japanese-American joint operations, involving US Forces and the 
JMSDF for the purpose of promoting deterrence in the Asia-Pacific region and, 
if necessary, peace restoration in time of crisis. While overseas deployments of 
Japanese destroyers and P-3C maritime patrol aircraft would be more controver
sial than those of a supply ship and minesweepers, as were deployed to the Persian 
Gulf in 1991, destroyers and P-3Cs are also defensive rather than power projec
tion units. 

The third and most challenging, yet promising, area of the US-Japan defence 
cooperation could come in the field of ballistic missile defense. In particular, a 
combined US-Japanese BMD architecture would probably make the most 
strategic, political, timely and financial sense for both countries. The outcome of 
the ongoing Japanese theatre missile defence (TMD) study should determine the 
architecture and platform requirements. 

In the post-Cold War era a similar offensive-defensive role sharing regime 
between the US and Japan 5 judged as still appropriate for deterrence and crisis 
restoration. Japan should allow its defensive assets to be used outside its close 
environs if it is going to cooperate with the United States (and/or with the United 
Nations) in a flexible alliance or peacekeeping relationship. Deterrence provided 
by the United States will remain indispensable and critically important to the 
stability of the region. Even more than during the Cold War, the US military 
presence is recognised as vital and welcome by almost all states concerned. No 
other country can assume that US role. 

Japan need not become a military superpower, but it almost certainly needs to 
continue to maintain the capability of being a deterrent or crisis limiting force, 
under the auspices of the US-Japan Security Treaty or the United Nations. The 
JMSDF should continue to carry out its defensive roles, complementary to those 
of the US Navy, particularly in anti-submarine warfare, air defence, anti-mine 
warfare, and logistics support in addition to peacekeeping operations. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, the US and Japan now have 40 years of experience in working 
together militarily, and for the last 15 years Japan's capabilities have become 
militarily significant. To utilise these capabilities more flexibly now, as is 
appropriate in the post-Cold War environment, is justified and would very much 
help to demonstrate, transparently, that Japan is willing to contribute responsibly 
and meaningfully in a defence sharing arrangement that does not change its 
fundamental, defensive nature. The proposed flexible operations of the US 
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Forces and Japan's Self-Defense Forces and a combined US-Japan BMD 
architecture in the Western Pacific area, under the US-Japan umbrella, seem 
compatible with Japanese legal and political constraints, and need not rouse 
Japanese, American and other Asian countries, fears of Japanese militarism. 
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4 The US Pacific Fleet into the Twenty-First 
Century: Challenges and Opportunities 

JOHN F. SIGLER 

IN 1945, at the end of the Second World War, the United States Navy (USN) 
Pacific Fleet consisted of 4,790 ships. By the time that the United States had 

become directly involved in the Vietnam War the fleet numbered 532 ships, and 
towards the end of the Cold War the total had been reduced to 283. This trend 
has continued, so that today the USN comprises 196 ships and expects to enter 
the year 2000 with about 175. Yet the decline in numerical strength is by no means 
the whole story: relative capability must also be considered. 

For example, a Second World War destroyer displaced 1,800-2,200 tons, 
whereas contemporary destroyers like the newest class, DDG 51, displace over 
9,300 tons. Similarly, the largest USN aircraft carriers in the Second World War 
displaced 33,000 tons and submarines 2,450 tons. Contemporary USN carriers 
displace 96,000 tons and attack submarines 6,900 tons. The increase in size has 
been matched by gains in lethality, and unfortunately by dramatic increases in 
costs. 

A significant point in reviewing these developments is that with the exception 
of battleships, the types of ships in service today are essentially the same as they 
were over 50 years ago. There is no guarantee, however, that such stability in 
platform types will continue. The question, then, is what kind of USN Pacific 
Fleet will face the challenges of the 21st century? 

To help in formulating answers to this question, there are several parameters 
which determine what the USN looks like; the most significant are budget, threat, 
available technology and the synergistic capabilities of its sister services and allies. 
An additional parameter, which significantly affects the Pacific Fleet, is forward 
basing in Japan. Because of the long transit times associated with operations in the 
Pacific, every ship based in Japan represents three to five ships homeported in 
Hawaii or San Diego. As we attempt to develop our strategic plan for the future, 
each of these parameters naturally becomes less certain the further forward we 
project. To put this in perspective, one needs only to imagine how successfully 
we might have predicted in 1965. 
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So even a thirty year prediction, a 'nano-second' in the long and complex 
history of Asia, becomes not only extraordinarily difficult, but will almost 
certainly be wrong. Yet, we build our ships to serve us for 30 to 40 years. The 
aircraft carrier USS MIDWAY, for example, served ably for 46 years until her 
retirement in 1991, just four years ago. Likewise, a particular type of aircraft can 
stay in the inventory for over 35 years. The P-3 maritime patrol aircraft has been 
in service since 1961 and the A-6 attack aircraft has been operational since 1963. 
Even the relatively 'new' F-14 fighters have served for over 23 years already. 

PREPARING FOR THE FUTURE 

How then does the USN prepare for the future? Currently, USN Pacific 
Headquarters is preparing with the assistance of the Center for Naval Analyses, 
the answer to that question. Essentially, the approach being adopted is one which 
is being used increasingly by business, a hedging approach.' In this approach, the 
future is being broken down into three categories; enduring principles, identifi
able trends and the great uncertainties. Then, for each parameter which could 
affect the fleet a range of possibilities will be developed; from the benign to the 
draconian - or, as in the case of technology, the exotic. Finally, the Navy will seek 
to position itself, within budgetary constraints, to be able to respond properly and 
efficiently to the emergent realities. To make the process of prediction manage
able the focus will be on the year 2010, a point which represents the approximate 
half-life of a ship commissioned in 1995. 

An initial assessment of the three categories associated with the hedging 
approach is now available. The first one, enduring principles, or those factors 
which are likely to remain relevant includes: 

a. The geography of the Pacific and Indian Oceans and the associated 
'tyranny of distance' will continue to ensure that ship deployments from the 
United States remain a time consuming business-even if ship speeds increase 
to over 50 knots. 

b. Strategically critical focal points, such as the various straits providing 
access through the Indonesian archipelago, will remain important. 

c. The world economy will increasingly transcend national boundaries and 

will become ever more interdependent. 

d. The impact of this global economy will ensure that the United States of 
America retains world-wide economic, political and military interests. 

e. The Pacific and Indian Oceans will retain preeminent places in world 
economic terms. Today, half of US trade is with or travels through the Pacific, 
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while only 20 per cent is conducted with Europe. 

f. Friction, crises and conflict-including natural disasters and other environ
mental crises-will continue to threaten regional stability and US interests. 

g. The vast majority of trade in the Pacific and Indian Oceans will continue 
to be carried in ships; implying a continuing need for freedom of the seas and 
security of sea lines of communication. 

h. Naval forces will remain mobile and flexible instruments of their govern
ments. 

i. Naval forces will remain in demand as an instrument of US national policy. 
As stated in the US Navy White Paper Forward ... From the Sea forward 
deployed naval forces will 'provide the critical operational linkages between 
peacetime operations and the initial requirements of developing crises and a 
major regional contingency'.2 

j . US naval forces will continue to operate in one or more of three regimes; 
as exclusively maritime forces, as part of joint US forces, or in combined 
operations with foreign navies, each one in predetermined alliances or as ad 
hoc coalitions. 

The second category of identifiable trends includes: 

a. US trade with the Pacific region is set to continue growing. Currently, two 
and a half million US jobs are directly attributable to trade with this region; a 
figure which is forecast to grow to four million by the turn of the century and 
to six million by the year 2010. 

b. Asian economies can be expected to continue growing at rates not matched 
by the rest of the world. This growth will most probably be accompanied by 
increasing regional competition for constrained natural resources. 

c. Over recent decades, technology has not only advanced significantly, but 
the rate of advance has accelerated dramatically. In computing, for example, 
generational change took 36 months only a few years ago. Now, generations of 
computers are being supplanted after only 18 months. Likewise, military 
technology will continue to advance rapidly and at least some of those advances 
will become readily available to more nations, with increasing sales competi
tion, corresponding falling prices and improved regional economies. 

d. Concurrently, US defence budgets will vary from reflecting almost no 
growth to slight growth as force reduction programs are completed. Yet, the 
relatively new and as yet not fully defined issue of information warfare will play 
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an increasing role in military operations in general and in naval operations in 
particular. 

The third and final category of identifiable trends covers the uncertainties 
which may be faced in the early part of the next century. These could include the 
unification of the Korean peninsula and the nature of unification. Assuming that 
unification does occur, there would also be substantial interest in the external 
policies which would be espoused by a unified Korea. 

Clearly too, China's plans and foreign policy directions will be of great 
interest. Specifically, the US will watch carefully the intent which accompanies 
a greatly improved naval capability. Additionally, the way in which China 
manages Hong Kong after its handover in July 1997, its approach to Taiwan and 
the way in which it tries to resolve the territorial and resource issues in the South 
China Sea, will be important pointers for regional security in the future. 

Other significant uncertainties will be whether and how much Russia recovers 
economically, and the future direction of its foreign policies. A related issue will 
be the perceptions in Asia of the US commitment to the Asia-Pacific region, 
together with perceptions and the reality of ongoing regional influence enjoyed 
by the US This latter issue will, of course be influenced by the extent to which 
US forces will retain access to forward bases. 

If for these or other reasons US regional presence and influence are dimin
ished, there will be a degree of uncertainty over the resultant regional balance and 
stability. Other factors which could influence this issue include the prospect of 
regional proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, the future of the India-
Pakistan dispute and the effects of transnational illegal movements of people 
throughout the region. 

Even though the future is particularly difficult to forecast at present, several 
of the existing uncertainties can be expected to crystallize within the next five 
years. For example, Hong Kong will revert to China's control and the continuing 
relationship between China and Taiwan will be heavily influenced by the results 
of this reversion. Furthermore, China's internal situation should be clearer as 
there will have been a change of leadership and the political, military and social 
effects of rapid economic growth should be more firmly established. 

Consequently, China's approach to regional security should also be clearer, 
especially with respect to the relationship with the United States and Japan. 
China's position relative to possible accommodations in the South China Sea and 
its attitude towards Vietnam, now a member of the Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations (ASEAN) should also be better developed. By contrast, however, 
the year 2000 will see other uncertainties persisting and yet more appearing 
unforeseen. 
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MANAGING FOR THE FUTURE 

To this point then, certain implications of the United States' hedging approach 
are evident. Firstly, the US must retain its ability to remain forward deployed and 
ready to respond to likely tasking, ranging from humanitarian assistance to major 
military contingencies in Korea or Southwest Asia. The forward deployments 
should continue to support Commander-in-Chief Pacific's (USCINCPAC) 
strategy of'cooperative engagement' through bilateral and multilateral exercises, 
other kinds of training support, personnel exchanges, and port visits. 

Secondly, the USN must continue to guard and improve where possible, 
quality of life programs for its people, because they are indeed the linchpin of 
USN readiness. Associated with this is an ongoing need to maintain readiness in 
terms of training, maintenance, supply support and an adequate shore infrastruc
ture. 

Thirdly, the USN needs to retain adequate force levels, to provide the sense 
of stability so important to further regional economic development. Because of 
lessons already learned, the USN now limits its ships and crews to deployments 
of six months duration, allows its people to spend half of their time in their home 
ports and gives at least a year's break between deployments. Even with these self-
imposed limits the USN can sustain approximately 45 per cent of the fleet under 
way or deployed at any time. Surge beyond that level is possible for short periods 
and of course, there is additional flexibility in fleet operations when deployment 
rates are below 45 per cent of the fleet. 

Even as the fleet has reduced in numbers by about 6 per cent per year since 
1989, the USN has managed consistently to keep about 26 ships in the Western 
Pacific. Inevitably, however, deployment levels come closer to the 45 per cent 
mark each year as the navy tries to do more with less. The present deployment 
level is at 42 per cent, resulting in a great loss of flexibility. Consequently, force 
levels cannot be allowed to decline much more, if existing commitments are to be 
met. 

Fifthly, modernisation should be conducted in an evolutionary way, so that the 
fleet is kept relatively young and on a pace with technological advances in 
command and control and in offensive and defensive weapons. The key to this 
modernisation will be to make the most effective technological improvements to 
existing platforms. Force multipliers need to be selected; that is, affordable 
systems which increase force lethality by more than the cost would imply. 
Examples include survivability improvements, which allow ships and aircraft to 
apply firepower in littoral areas previously denied to them by weapons like mines, 
or surface to air missiles. Other examples include precision guided munitions, 
remotely piloted aircraft and underwater craft, distributed command and control 
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systems, improved intelligence collection and dissemination and information 

warfare. 
Simultaneously, there will be a need to design the entirely new platforms 

which will carry the USN through to the middle of the 21st century. This will 
involve having the answers to a range of questions such as: 

a. Should the USN stay with the trend of the past fifty years and build new 
ships which are larger and more lethal; or should it build larger numbers of 
smaller, more manoeuvrable ships which maintain lethality through emergent 
weapons technologies? If the answer is to build a mix of capabilities, what 
should the mix be? 

b. How can the USN ensure that its new weapons systems are compatible with 
and mutually enhancing of the capabilities of other US Services and allied 
armed forces? 

c. Should USN doctrine and operational patterns change to reflect newer, as 
yet unforeseen, financial and security realities? Will the nature of naval warfare 
simply evolve further, or will it experience a revolution? 

The challenge for the US Pacific Fleet is to design a fleet for the Pacific 
Century. As part of this challenge the USN will carry forward the enduring 
principles of maritime strategy, as well as the evident trends of economic and 
security development in the Pacific. There is also opportunity for the USN in its 
ability, in the short term, to use existing resources to the best effect and to position 
itself to deal with future uncertainty. In the long term, the USN will need to be 
flexible and innovative; that being the only way that it will maintain its competi
tive edge and provide the security which American taxpayers and their allies and 
friends expect and deserve. 

Notes 

1. Henry C. Bartlett, 'Approaches to Force Planning' Naval War College Review, May -June 
1985, pp. 44-45. 

2. John H. Dalton, Admiral J.M. Boorda, USN and General Carl E. Mundy, Jnr USMC, 
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J) The External Maritime Dimension of 
ASEAN Security 

J.N. MAKAND B.A. HAMZAH 

W ITHOUT any doubt the Southeast Asian region, in particular the 
ASEAN countries, has become the fastest growing arms market in the 

world. What is true of the ASEAN market is also generally true of the Asia-Pacific 
countries. For the period 1985-1992, Indonesia is the only ASEAN member 
whose defence expenditure has shown a drop (of 2.2%). In the rest of Asia-
Pacific, only Australia (-1.1%), New Zealand (-6.0%) and Vietnam (-0.4%) 
showed a decline in defence spending over the past five years.1 

Nevertheless, in terms of the military burden, which is defined as the 
proportion of military expenditure as a percentage of gross domestic product 
(GDP) almost all countries in the Asia-Pacific region reported a decline.2 The 
only exceptions are Brunei, North Korea, Fiji and Papua New Guinea, the last 
two of which have to deal with rising internal insurgency problems or unresolved 
social problems. North Korea's rising expenditure derives only from what it 
considers to be quite an unstable regional strategic scenario. Brunei's rising 
defence expenditure is attributed to new capital investment and the need to 
increase incentives as soldiering is not a lucrative vocation in the Muslim 
Sultanate. Brunei does not have to contend with an internal problem or a hostile 
external environment. 

Financial and economic considerations have a strong influence on the way 
governments spend on defence. Post-Cold War defence spending, at least among 
the ASEAN countries, is driven more by resources than by specific threat 
perceptions. Thus one can expect almost all countries in the Asia-Pacific region, 
and in ASEAN especially, to spend more on defence in the future as the regional 
economy expands. The availability of surplus funds will compensate for the 
absence of specific external threat or threats. 

Besides growing economies, the motivations for expanding military expendi
ture can be found in new opportunities for weapons purchases. Malaysia's 
purchase of MiG-29s, for example, represented not only a totally new source of 
armaments, from Russia, but was paid for in part through barter trade: palm oil 
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for aircraft. The success of an indigenous military industry program in Taiwan, 
Singapore and South Korea provides a new dimension to military spending in the 
Asia-Pacific region. This success will spur more countries in the region to 
emulate this approach and will inevitably raise the proportion of GDP spent on 
defence. Some of the figures, however, will not be captured in most statistics as 
they are not seen as direct spending on defence. A good example is that of China. 
A study has shown that the actual military expenditure for China was RM45 
billion in 1993, much higher than the officially reported PL A figure (about RM7 
billion).3 There will be more examples of hidden costs in the future as defence 
spending and other economic activities become blurred, as has happened in 
China's case.The major direct beneficiaries of expanded military budgets in 
ASEAN Southeast Asia are the air forces and navies. Besides generating more 
ocean space to defend, as a result of the coming into force of the 1982 Law of the 
Sea Convention, the new Exclusive Economic Zones have put greater pressure on 
resource enforcement and resource protection programs at sea. 

This chapter also argues that while the ASEAN countries have been slowly but 
steadily developing a maritime capability since the mid-1980s for a variety of 
reasons, the present driving force is a particularly worrisome one - that is, the 
emphasis on contingency planning in an increasingly uncertain world order. It 
has become somewhat fashionable to refer to the ongoing ASEAN arms build-up 
as either defence modernisation or an arms race, or elements of both.4 But, the 
situation is more complex. The defence build-up in the Asia-Pacific region is not 
one single arms race which can be easily modelled or analysed. It is in reality 
several overlapping circles of arms or naval rivalries fuelled by factors or dynamics 
unique to each circle. One analyst in fact refers to the ASEAN arms build-up as 
a series of bilateral arms races which must be separately analysed.3 

Thus when one looks at ASEAN defence planning in the post-Cold War 
world, one must realise that it is sometimes over-simplistic to adopt a regional 
Asia-Pacific approach. It is quite irrelevant to argue for instance, that because the 
ASEAN members are obviously not in competition with China or Japan, an arms 
race is therefore not taking place. Neither is it particularly relevant to aggregate 
the ASEAN build-up and treat it as a regional case study. A disaggregated 
approach is likely to be far more valuable. 

The ASEAN arms build-up should therefore be seen as a development to be 
analysed separately from the rest of Asia-Pacific, because the ASEAN members 
have obviously eschewed playing in the maritime 'big league' for the lack of 
resources. They are therefore all players in the 'junior league' of the maritime 
build-up, which in turn makes them all potential competitors. Consequently, this 
makes the ASEAN arms build-up potentially destabilising. 
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This chapter also argues that the very nature, structure and history of ASEAN 
tends to de-link ASEAN security interests instead of reinforcing them in the 
post-hegemonic world. The paper thus comes to the conclusion that there is little 
real prospect for meaningful or significant defence cooperation in the short-term 
for ASEAN. 

TOWARDS A MARITIME RE-ORIENTATION 

In the last two decades or so, the ASEAN countries have switched their focus 
from counter-insurgency to conventional land warfare and, for the present, on 
maritime forces, including maritime air.6 The ASEAN maritime re-orientation 
has been driven by a number of external factors. These include the absence of 
land-based threats with the disappearance of the so-called overland 'Vietnamese 
threat' of the 70s. This has been reinforced by ASEAN's general success in 
defeating or containing armed communist and separatist insurgencies in Thai
land, Malaysia, and most recently, the Philippines. The shift to a maritime 
emphasis is only natural and a matter of geography, since ASEAN consists of 
essentially maritime nations. Even Thailand, often described as belonging to 
'continental Southeast Asia', has two seaboards, one on the east, the other on the 
west. Laos is the only land-locked state in Southeast Asia. 

Furthermore, the three UN Conferences of the Law of the Sea in the 1970s 
which culminated in the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea contributed 
to the creation of new maritime regimes and frontiers, the most significant being 
the 200-nautical mile Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). This, inter alia resulted 
in the need for the protection of marine resources and in expanded maritime 
areas. While the 1982 Convention extended maritime boundaries which led to 
ASEAN states sharing common maritime boundaries with Vietnam and China, 
the Convention does not provide for any specific procedure for resolution where 
EEZ delineation is in dispute.7 As such, the 1982 Convention contributed directly 
to the appearance of new maritime disputes in Southeast Asia; the most poten
tially dangerous being the Spratlys dispute in the South China Sea. 

The 1982 Convention, and with it the Spratlys dispute, brought home to 
ASEAN states the belated recognition that nearly all of them are maritime nations 
highly dependent on the sea. As such, ASEAN became increasingly aware of the 
need for maritime security and resource protection.8 These are the reasons 
usually put forward to explain the increasingly maritime orientation of ASEAN 
defence. 
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THE STRATEGIC SCENARIO SINCE THE MID-1980S: THREAT PER
CEPTIONS AND ASEAN DEFENCE PLANNING 

While the reasons for a maritime re-orientation are quite clear, perhaps the single 
most important factor which has and will affect ASEAN defence planning has 
been the end of the Cold War. From a comfortable bipolar balance of power, in 
which the 'old' world order had been frozen into place for 40 years, Southeast Asia 
where the 'stabilising influence of external navies has historically been greatest',9 

could be heading for 'interesting times'. This was underscored ,by the virtual 
disappearance of the Soviet Pacific Fleet following the demise of the Soviet 
Union, whose presence as a regional balancing force in Southeast Asia 'some 
viewed to be helpful, especially in the context of China in the South China Sea'10 

coupled with the withdrawal of US military forces from the Philippines. 
In the context of the Asia-Pacific region, the Cold War essentially involved 

maritime forces, with the US 7th Fleet playing the pivotal role in the US military 
strategy, and the US naval drawdown therefore could have serious ramifications. 
Much ink has already been spilt on the breakup of the Soviet Union and the 
creation of what has been variously described as the New World Order, or the 
post-hegemonic order, and the strategic window of opportunity it has created for 
regional powers such as India, Japan and China. 

On balance, the two most important factors affecting the defence acquisitions 
by the ASEAN states over the past five years or so are external threat perceptions 
resulting from the end of the Cold War, and from the perspective of the ASEAN 
members, an essentially maritime Cold War. The second factor relates to the 
internal non-threat dynamics of the ASEAN countries themselves. 

While the influence of regional and extra-regional actors, especially China, in 
the current defence build-up cannot be denied, in the final analysis there are no 
imminent or pressing near-term external threats facing ASEAN. In short, while 
there is the recognition that these regional naval powers could be a threat in the 
long-term, whether directly or indirectly, there is also the realisation that they are 
not militarily threatening in the near term. 

For ASEAN, perhaps the greatest significance of the end of the old, bipolar 
strategic 'order' has been the creation of more diffuse, lower-level threats. One 
characteristic of the old world order was the absence of ambivalence. Things were 
black and white, there were 'good guys' and 'bad guys'. Therefore the most 
significant strategic fallout for Southeast Asia and ASEAN has been the rise of 
ambivalence and uncertainty, which has resulted in what Jonathan Pollack of 
RAND has described as a switch from a 'threat-driven' defence calculation to one 
that is 'uncertainty-based'.11 

For Southeast Asians, the Asia-Pacific region is paradoxically becoming more 
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complex, more multipolar and potentially more volatile. Indeed, several analysts 
have argued that the current ASEAN maritime build-up is largely the result of 
fears that China, India or Japan might attempt to exploit this strategic window of 
opportunity, and the ASEAN naval build-up is an attempt to create a regional 
capability to counter the Chinese naval presence.12 

But, it needs to be pointed out that it is wrong to attribute the current build
up only to the perceived need to counter extra-regional or regional powers. While 
this is without doubt an important factor, it is crucial to bear in mind that the 
ASEAN members are in no way attempting to compete with the Chinese Navy 
or the Japanese Navy. Any such attempt would be extremely expensive, 
destabilising and possibly counter-productive. 

NEW REGIONAL 'THREATS': CHINA, INDIA AND JAPAN 

China 

Significantly, while China was regularly touted as Indonesia's and Malaysia's 
primary security threat in the Cold War years, attitudes have changed, at least 
officially, since the end of the Cold War. Indonesia resumed official ties with 
China in August 1991, followed by Singapore and Brunei. Since 1992, the 
ASEAN countries have become increasingly accommodating towards China. 
This is reflected in Malaysia's new attitude towards Beijing, and in Prime 
Minister Mahathir's argument that China is no longer a threat to the region. In 
what can be considered to be a strategic volte face, Mahathir was reported to have 
claimed that 'US naval fleets in East Asia were 'a waste of money' as there was 
nothing to fear from either Japan or China'.13 This is in stark contrast with the 
official perception as recently as 1991 that China was the greatest long-term threat 
to regional stability.14 The new pragmatic approach results from the awareness 
that, compared with a US in retreat, China is physically at least, part and parcel 
of Southeast Asia. Realpolitik dictates that it is not only prudent, but economi
cally profitable, constructively to engage China. Thus China was invited to join 
the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) in Bangkok in 1994. 

But, while China is no longer regarded as a direct and immediate military 
threat, the PRC still figures prominently in ASEAN's strategic calculations. This 
is caused by uncertainty, China's geographic proximity, Beijing's all-encompass
ing claim to the South China Sea, and its potential military might. While China 
has constantly assured ASEAN of its peaceful intentions, the fact that it is 
modernising its military machine, and acquiring long-range power projection 
capability in the form of modern air power and sea power, makes the Southeast 
Asian states jittery.15 The one certainty about China is its long-term uncertainty. 
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The question of its aging leadership remains unresolved - whence the next 
generation of leaders, and what would be their foreign policies? What will be 
China's future strategic direction? Indeed, various analysts have argued that 
central authority in China will increasingly become weaker, and that there is even 
the possibility of a China breaking up after the death of Deng Xiaoping.16 They 
have also proposed -that a new generation of Chinese leaders might embark on 
foreign, external adventures in for instance, the South China Sea, to give Chinese 
nationalism an external focus. Overall, 'it is impossible to forecast China's future 
at this point'.17 

Nevertheless, while many analysts talk of the dangers or threats posed by 
China, especially in the Spratlys, and of the Chinese naval build-up, no one has 
drawn a plausible specific scenario in which China will use naval force against any 
of the ASEAN countries. 

Japan 

The same applies to Japan and India. There is a great degree of uncertainty over 
Japan's regional military role. Some fear a militarily reassertive Japan on the one 
hand, and on the other, there are proponents of a more militarily active Japan to 
be a countervailing power against long-term Chinese ambitions in the region. 
Even Japan itself is 'genuinely uncertain about what foreign policy role it should 
play and even more deeply about where its interests lie'.18 

Given the perceived inevitable US military drawdown in the long term, Japan 
will probably find itself increasingly compelled to look after its strategic interests 
in the Asia-Pacific region. In the final analysis, Tokyo realises that it cannot rely 
on the US military shield forever. Japan has no resources other than her people, 
and her wealth and prosperity increasingly depend on offshore manufacturing in 
Asia, as well as on free access to raw materials, energy and markets. Japan also 
needs unimpeded passage through all major sea lanes in Asia-Pacific. Taking 
account of these factors, there are four circumstances in which Japan might well 
rearm and acquire the capability to project power in the Asia-Pacific region:19 

a. instability or conflict in the Korean peninsula, 

b. conflict in the South China Sea which would disrupt Japan's maritime life

line, 

c. the closure of the vital Southeast Asian straits (Malacca, Lombok and 
Wetar among others) which would choke off Japan's oil supplies from the 
Middle East, and 

d. instability in the Middle East which would disrupt vital supplies of gas and 

oil. 
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Much has been said about Japan as a potential military power. What is not 
generally realised, however, is that Japan today is a constrained power. In the 
1930s, Asia consisted of either corrupt, ineffective regimes or was divided up as 
colonies by Western imperialists. Consequently, Japan, as the only effective 
industrialised power in Asia at that point in history, was able to indulge in military 
adventurism with a marked degree of success. Japan's ultimate defeat in the 
Second World War came despite the fact that it was a member of an anti-
Comintern axis which included Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy. 

Today, the geo-strategic situation is to say the least, very much less in Tokyo's 
favour. The new post-Cold War era, the end of the East-West confrontation and 
the demise of the Soviet Union have disadvantaged Japan economically and 
politically. They have made Japan no longer America's 'unsinkable aircraft 
carrier' and Washington's strategic linchpin to contain Soviet expansionism in 
the Far East, and consequently have allowed resentment against the so-called 
Japanese economic imperialism to reach new peaks in the US.20 

Secondly, Japan today is but one industrialised power, albeit the most-
advanced, in a region which in demographic and military terms is dominated by 
China. Moreover, a unfied Korea has the potential to become a significant 
military power. Despite the fact that it is a member of the world's new concert of 
six world powers, Japan is arguably the most vulnerable, with 'fewer basic 
strengths than the other five'.21 Coral Bell includes the US, Western Europe, 
Russia, India, China and Japan as the six members of the new 'concert of powers'. 
Of the six, Japan has the smallest population, an extremely limited territory with 
no hinterland, and virtually no natural resources. 

In other words, Japan would be very hard pressed to dominate Asia militarily 
today, given the current military and demographic balances, and the military 
potential of Korea, Taiwan and the PRC. As such, any sabre-rattling by Tokyo, 
much less the actual use of military force, would be counterproductive for Japan. 
Consequently, there should be little fear in Southeast Asia of a militarily 
irresponsible Japan in the medium and long term. From ASEAN Southeast 
Asia's point of view, Japan could be used as a countervailing power to China's 
military might. In this sense, perhaps, many would not be hostile towards a 
Japanese military presence in the region to counter an assertive China. Indeed, 
there are indications that some ASEAN leaders would rather engage Japan 
positively in its quest for regional security, than wait for Japan to seek it 
unilaterally, since Japan will inevitably seek to underwrite its own regional 
security in an evolving strategic environment. 

The US-Japan trade friction, for instance, has given rise to fears that the 
Treaty of Mutual Co-operation and Security between Japan and the United 
States of America of 1960 might eventually break down. This would result in 
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Tokyo rearming, and triggering off an arms race in Northeast Asia which would 
destabilise the entire Asia-Pacific region. Indeed, a Sino-Japanese arms race-
which most people assume would be conventional-could very well turn into a 
nuclear arms race since Japan, even more than India, is virtually capable of going 
nuclear at the 'turn of a screwdriver'.22 

Despite memories of Japanese World War II atrocities, Southeast Asia in the 
long term should have no serious reservations about a Japanese military presence 
in the region.23 The only real fear is that it would most likely spark off an arms race 
involving China, and to a lesser degree, the two Koreas. The very close Russian 
and Chinese military cooperation existing at the moment, especially through 
Moscow's sale of its latest technology and equipment to Beijing, could well force 
Japan to accelerate its rearmament program. Overall, in spite of public statements 
regarding the dangers of a re-militarised Japan, ASEAN's defence modernisation 
has little to do with its perception of the 'Japanese threat'. 

India 

India, while often mentioned as a potential regional major power, does not loom 
very large in ASEAN's strategic calculations today. Indonesia is fairly sanguine 
about New Delhi's maritime power and intentions, while relations between India 
and Malaysia are extremely cordial after a hiatus of some years.24 These ties were 
cemented with the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding on defence 
cooperation in February 1993. Essentially, while ASEAN was worried about the 
expansion of the Indian Navy in the mid-1980s, that fear has receded with the 
realisation that New Delhi's strategic preoccupation lies west and north of the 
sub-continent, particularly after the break-up of the Soviet Union.23 

Indeed, India is worried about the rise of a new Muslim heartland based on 
Iran, Pakistan, Turkey and the former Soviet states of Central Asia. By contrast, 
ASEAN remains stable and non-threatening. Moreover, India's foreign policy 
after the deaths of Indira and Rajiv Gandhi, is no longer so assertive, and there is 
the general realisation in Southeast Asia that India's 'Indira doctrine' ends where 
the approaches to the Malacca Straits begin.26 

Thailand, of course, has cited the rise of Indian naval power as a reason for its 
own naval modernisation and expansion. But, the Indian 'threat' does not really 
figure prominently in Thai calculations, except to the extent that it provides 
another excuse for the Royal Thai Navy to obtain more funds. For ASEAN on the 
whole, the Indian naval 'threat' has been relegated to the backburner. On the 
other hand, most of Southeast Asia is still somewhat apprehensive about a 
resurgent China, which has not only the world's third-largest fleet, but a fleet 
which is surely and steadily on its way to acquiring a blue water capability. 
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THE SPRATLYS: THE NEW ASEAN 'GLUE'? 

Another direct result of the breakup of the Soviet Union has been the resolution 
of the Cambodian problem. Plagued with economic problems on the verge of the 
breakup, Moscow decided that it could no longer afford to keep on supporting 
Vietnam financially and diplomatically.27 The subsequent strategic retreat of 
Moscow forced Hanoi to rethink its position in Cambodia, and to agree to the 
Paris Agreements of 1991. The Cambodian settlement removed, virtually at one 
stroke, the sole security issue for ASEAN. 

'A number of observers believed that with the end of the East-West War and 
the signing of the Paris Agreements on the conflict in Cambodia in 1991, the glue 
that had held ASEAN together would be lost and the organisation would soon 
begin to unravel. Events in 1992 suggested that a number of unresolved regional 
security issues, among them the fate of the Spratly Islands in the South China Sea, 
would continue to reinforce the importance of ASEAN'.28 

But can the Spratlys become the new security glue to hold ASEAN security 
interests together? This is unlikely to happen because Malaysia, the Philippines 
and Brunei are among the six claimants involved in the dispute over the 
archipelago, and there has been no effort to solve the dispute on an ASEAN 
basis.29 This has been so because divergent national interests are still paramount, 
and ASEAN still feels that it is unnecessary to close ranks where the Spratlys is 
concerned. The one exception has been the ASEAN Foreign Ministers' joint 
communique issued in Manila in July 1992. Significantly, the Spratlys issue 
topped the Agenda of the 1992 ASEAN Ministerial Meeting (AMM) in Manila, 
and it was the inspiration behind ASEAN's first formal declaration involving 
regional security, the ASEAN Declaration On The South China Sea, which 
emphasised the need to solve all sovereignty and jurisdictional issues in the South 
China Sea by 'peaceful means, without resort to force'.30 

While some analysts have interpreted this declaration as a sign of increasing 
ASEAN security cooperation, in truth it was more of a reaction towards China's 
passing of a law on its territorial waters in February 1992, which reasserted 
China's 'undisputed sovereignty' over the Spratlys and Paracels, followed by its 
signing of an agreement with the US-based Crestone Energy Corporation for the 
exploration of oil and gas in a 25,000 square kilometre area around the Spratlys.31 
In that sense, the AMM declaration was more reaction than evolution. As noted 
earlier, no ASEAN country can afford to confront China militarily or to engage 
Beijing in an arms race. Thus the AMM declaration should be seen as an attempt 
by the ASEAN members to handle China, responding specifically with non-
military means to a situation which could potentially disadvantage all the ASEAN 
countries. 
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Another reason for the lack of a more cohesive ASEAN approach to the 
Spratlys dispute is that while the conflicting claims are potentially destabilising 
for regional security, the Spratlys dispute does not really threaten the national 
security or existence of any of the ASEAN claimants. 

THE PRIMACY OF CONTINGENCY PLANNING 

Ultimately, what is the single biggest military threat facing the ASEAN coun
tries? In the short term, it is neither China, nor India nor Japan, nor even conflict 
over the Spratlys. As has been observed: 

(in) East and Southeast Asia, there remains much fertile ground for regional conflict. 
There are numerous issues of shimmering and potential conflict involving competing 
sovereignty claims, challenges to government legitimacy, and territorial disputes. Most 
of these issues are unlikely to lead to inter-state conflict.32 (Emphasis added) 

This situation is reflected, for example, in Indonesia's open acknowledgement 
that the Republic faces no 'immediate outside threat' and that 'Indonesia (is) 
content to stay (a) military dwarf.33 Nevertheless, the lack of readily identifiable 
enemies in the short and medium terms and uncertainty over the long-run shape 
of the regional order; for example the role of Japan and possible Sino-Japanese 
naval rivalry, have led to a mood of uncertainty in strategic planning which has 
placed the emphasis on contingency planning. ASEAN contingency planning, 
however, is not based on scenarios involving the major regional powers, such as 
China and Japan. It involves planning against lower-level threats, such as piracy, 
illegal immigration and threats which might emanate from near neighbours, or 
which might arise from intra-ASEAN tensions. 

In short, the ASEAN countries have quite realistically eschewed playing in the 
maritime 'big league'. The modernisation programs can therefore be described as 
belonging to the 'junior league' in terms of scale and numbers. But this can be 
potentially destabilising for Southeast Asia because it makes all the ASEAN 
members potential competitors, precisely because they would all be playing in the 
same league. Since all are 'junior league' players, an intra-ASEAN arms race 
would become thinkable at least in economic terms. Moreover, 'junior league' 
contingency planning in the absence of serious military threats allows non-threat 
dynamics, like competition for prestige and the influence of the military, to 
surface and sometimes even dominate. Factors such as lingering intra-ASEAN 
suspicions and competition for status can therefore become more important. 

The increasing importance of contingency planning against what might be 
termed 'deferrable threats' for countries like Singapore, is underscored by the 
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fact that the US is no longer the regional policeman. The utility of the US military 
presence in Southeast Asia after 1975, centred largely on the Philippines, was not 
only in the shield it provided against so-called Communist aggression during the 
Cold War, but also in the way it checked the regional animosities of Washington's 
allies. The US presence reassured Singapore, for example, that it would be able 
to depend on an external power against any possible attempt by Indonesia or 
Malaysia forcibly to annex the island republic. 

With the disappearance of the Cold War bipolar balance of power and with the 
US seemingly less committed to the regional policeman role, countries like 
Singapore increasingly see the need to counter potential adversaries. Thus, 
contingency planning has once again taken on a new dimension, especially with 
regard to intra-ASEAN contingencies.34 Because of current uncertainties, Singa
pore has adopted a dual track security policy. The first is its attempts to engage 
ASEAN partners more constructively through foreign policy initiatives. The 
second is to rely on defensive deterrence. Thus, Singapore's defence planning is 
increasingly based on countering the unpredictable. This is underlined by the fact • 
that Indonesia's Suharto, who has been friendly to Singapore, is aging. Further
more, an Indonesia under a new leadership may not be as constructive in its 
relationship with Singapore. Likewise, Singapore is also worried about the future 
direction and policies of Malaysia, especially if an Islamic government takes over. 

This uncertainty, and the consequent importance of contingency planning, is 
one reason why nearly all ASEAN countries are building up their maritime 
defence and indeed, overall defence capability. When pressed hard to explain 
their arms build-up, the usual explanation offered by the ASEAN countries is 
that it is 'just in case'. For instance, Malaysia's former defence chief, General 
Abdul Rahman, chided critics of the country's current defence modernisation 
program for failing to understand 'the meaning of defence and security' and 
explained that strong armed forces were needed 'as no one knew who would 
become the country's enemies and threaten its sovereignty'.33 In the words of the 
Malaysian Defence Minister, Najib Tun Razak, 'due to the uncertain and fluid 
nature of the strategic environment, the MAF (Malaysian Armed Forces) had to 
be prepared for all eventualities'.36 Similarly, contingency planning was one 
reason put forward by Thailand for its naval expansion. According to former navy 
chief, Admiral Vichet Karunyavanji, although 'Thailand has friendly relations 
with all its neighbours, especially ASEAN countries, we cannot afford to be 
complacent. We need to maintain our military preparedness'.37 

But planning for contingencies against neighbours and fellow members of the 
grouping is something which the ASEAN states cannot directly and openly 
articulate. Yet it remains an important consideration behind the current arms 
build-up. The danger of contingency planning is that: 
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... there is no obvious boundary between taking prudent steps to prepare for future 
challenges and taking actions that could be perceived as threatening others and thus 
stimulate hostile responses.38 

In short, the current defence acquisitions by the ASEAN states are, in a sense, 
a form of arms race powered by the dictates of contingency planning, or 
uncertainty-based planning. Nevertheless, this is not a hostile arms race in the 
classic sense of the term39 and incorporating Gray's four basic conditions: 

a. There must be two or more parties, conscious of their antagonism. 

b. They must structure their armed forces with attention to the probable 
effectiveness of the forces in combat with, or as a deterrent to, the other arms 
race participants. 

c. They must compete in terms of quantity (men, weapons) and/or quality 
(men, weapons, organisation, doctrine and deployment). 

d. There must be rapid increases in quantity and/or improvements in quality. 

Even so, contingency planning and with it the acquisition of more modern and 
capable military power have serious future implications for three reasons: 

a. ASEAN can afford to spend more on arms purchases as a result of strong 
economic growth. That is, defence expansion and modernisation is affordable 
for most countries. 

b. There is increasing uncertainty over the shape of the regional order, 
coupled with the possible failure of the other facets of security policy which the 
ASEAN partners have relied on in the post-war era; namely alliance struc
tures, external guarantors and non-alignment postures.40 Harris makes the 
point that 'there is a tendency for defence expenditures to increase only 
modestly in the absence of a threat to security, and to respond to fluctuations 
in domestic economic well-being'. 

c. There is a supplier-driven buyer's market. This is another direct result of 
the end of the Cold War which has had considerable impact on ASEAN's 
defence programs. There is a surplus of arms in the market and excess defence 
production capacity, especially on the part of Western arms manufacturers. 
Cutbacks in defence spending in Europe and America have made the Asia-
Pacific market very lucrative. Additionally, further competition for the tradi
tional Western arms suppliers is being provided by firms from Russia and 
South Africa. ASEAN countries are being tempted by 'deals of the century' 
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and arms packages which include everything from training to counter-trade by 
these suppliers. 

So, whether we like it or not, a certain level of defence capability is being 
established in ASEAN. While its conventional combat potential is difficult to 
assess and should not be equated with mere numbers or the simple acquisition of 
weapons systems and platforms, there is no escaping the fact that in the long-
term, arms procurement in the absence of any clear rationale or logic can be 
destabilising.41 This chapter argues that while ASEAN has acquired significant 
numbers of relatively 'hi-tech' weapons systems since the mid-1970s, doctrine as 
well as operational efficiency still leave much to be desired. 

Unfortunately, in contrast to economics, there are no baseline indicators to 
indicate when any defence modernisation or expansion program is tending to be 
destabilising. Arguments put forward to explain why ASEAN's current defence 
programs are not destabilising and therefore not likely to spark an arms race 
include: 

a. the fact that the numbers of weapons in individual ASEAN country 
inventories were very few to begin with, and 

b. the fact that present acquisitions need to be viewed as contributing to 
replacement or modernisation programs for navies with old and obsolete 
equipment. 

These are valid explanations, but the danger is that numbers can increase slowly 
and imperceptibly. Simultaneously, improvements in capability, theoretically at 
least, can be exponential in terms of accuracy, range and effect, herein lies the 
danger. We can all go over the edge before realising it. The ongoing maritime 
buildup in ASEAN countries is being driven by a sense of insecurity and unease 
in what has sometimes been described as a 'post-hegemonic' world. 

ASEAN AND DEFENCE COOPERATION 

Some commentators argue that ASEAN was founded on the security need to 
reconcile differences among the five original members and that the grouping has 
'very successfully contained, but has made very little attempt to resolve, 
intramural disputes'.42 This is particularly pertinent in relation to the future of 
ASEAN defence cooperation. There are two relevant perspectives, both inter
pretations of a similar set of factors: lingering intra-ASEAN tensions and the 
increasingly uncertain world. 
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In the first case the view is that ASEAN should cooperate in respect of defence 
and security to: 

a. enhance confidence because of lingering historical intra-ASEAN tensions, 
and 

b. promote a united ASEAN front in the face of an increasingly uncertain 
world order. 

On the surface, there appear to be several reasons why ASEAN should have 
little difficulty in upgrading defence ties. The first is that ASEAN has been a 
success as a sub-regional multilateral organisation, thus making more necessary 
and more likely an enhancement of defence and security cooperation beyond the 
bilateral activities of the last 15 years or so. In this sense it is the only successful 
multilateral organisation in Asia-Pacific. Secondly, the organisation's 
'spiderweb' of bilateral defence linkages makes it superficially easy, and seem
ingly logical, to extend these defence ties. There is also the growing interest in 
maritime issues on the part of ASEAN members in the face of a declining US 
military presence. Finally, there is US and even Japanese pressure for the creation 
of an ASEAN or Southeast Asian security structure to maintain regional stability 
at minimal cost to the US.43 

Therefore, the argument is often put that ASEAN, which might include 
Vietnam [since admitted-Eds] or Cambodia in the near future, will eventually 
evolve into a true defence organisation like NATO. An additional motivating 
factor for this could well be the the desire to pre-empt other regional organisa
tions, principally APEC, from shifting the regional focus away from ASEAN. On 
the other hand, the creation of the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) could provide 
a strong argument against ASEAN moving ahead in this way. With the ARF in 
place, the need for ASEAN to become a military organisation would no longer be 
justified. 

Furthermore, ASEAN security might be even more delinked because of the 
historical roots of ASEAN and continued existence of intra-ASEAN suspicions, 
the disappearance of the Cambodian cement, and the lack of near-term readily 
identifiable threats. Ultimately, further delinking is the more likely prospect. In 
the absence of a commonly agreed security threat, ASEAN will lack the political 
will to cooperate militarily. In contrast to the case of Europe with NATO, which 
was structured in response to a specific and easily identifiable military threat, 
ASEAN was created essentially to resolve intra-ASEAN tensions. It has suc
ceeded only because its aspirations were so limited; to ensure that bilateral 
disputes or tensions were kept in check. With more diffuse contemporary threats, 
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even the EU had problems identifying common threats before the emergence of 
the Yugoslav conflict. And even that underlined the differences in approach 
among EU members to resolution of that Balkan problem. ASEAN suffers from 
a similar dilemma in identifying and establishing priorities for common military 
threats. In short, the new world order, despite its uncertainties, contains only a 
gamut of discernible lower-level threats. There are no clearly visible external 
military threats to national security on the horizon. Thus, there is no need for the 
ASEAN members to close ranks. 

Moreover, the attraction of other interests, such as Thailand's Golden Penin
sula or 'Suwannaphum' concept to make Thailand the hub or economic and 
political centre of mainland Southeast Asia, or Indonesia's maritime ambitions, 
threaten what little cohesiveness there is within ASEAN. Consequently, Thai
land's present navy chief had to embark on a confidence-building trip to explain 
to his ASEAN counterparts Thailand's intentions with respect to its naval 
modernisation program.44 

ASEAN must also consider the fact that too much defence cooperation might-
give the wrong signals to the US Any sign that ASEAN is prepared to become 
militarily self-reliant and to act jointly to shoulder the regional defence burden 
might encourage the US to speed up its withdrawal of military forces, something 
which all but one of the ASEAN countries would not like to see happen. 
Singapore, in particular, regards the establishment of an ASEAN defence 
arrangement as potentially counter-productive if not inimical to their interests, 
since the move might encourage the US to reduce its regional military commit
ments even further.45 

Moreover, there appears still to be a degree of mistrust among Malaysia, 
Singapore and Indonesia for various reasons. Singapore still seems to feel 
vulnerable as a Chinese state caught between two populous Malay neighbours. 
For instance, Singapore created a minor furore in 1991 over a 10-day Malaysian-
Indonesian military exercise in Johore, and accused Kuala Lumpur of'insensi-
tivity for holding such major manouvres close to the republic' without prior 
notification.46 There is still the thorny issue of Singapore's 'forward defence' 
doctrine, while Indonesian-Malaysian ties have been affected by Malaysian 
Prime Minister Mahatir Mohamad's regional foreign policy initiatives, which are 
regarded by Jakarta as a challenge to its leadership role.47 President Suharto's 
dismissal of Prime Minister Mahatir's EAEG (subsequently EAEC) initiative is 
also telling. These frictions probably contributed to Malaysia's stand 'against the 
establishment of trilateral or regional military alliances'.48 

With common political aims and common defence objectives no longer 
present, the old intra-ASEAN rivalries are beginning to resurface, and will 
require management which is more transparent vis-a-vis ASEAN arms 
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acquisitions. Despite the primacy of economic growth and development 
objectives in each of the ASEAN countries, even economic cooperation is not 
expected to be all smooth sailing. In fact, most of the ASEAN countries tend to 
be economic competitors rather than partners at this stage of their development. 
Even the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) is far from problem-free. There are 
disagreements over the time-frame, the products to be covered, and some 
countries have been accused by others of slowing AFTA progress. 

THE ASEAN-PMC AND NON-MILITARY INITIATIVES: PROCESS, 
NOT INSTITUTIONS 

The ASEAN process of security cooperation (what has been often referred to by 
insiders as the ASEAN 'way' of doing things) has traditionally stressed the 
process of reconciliation and accommodation. Historically, it has always pre
ferred the process of negotiation at both the official and private levels rather than 
the establishment of institutions or structures of decision-making. This emphasis 
on process rather than structure is something which has made it difficult for 
Occidentals to understand the ASEAN 'way'. The strength of the ASEAN 
approach is that it is consensual, which ensures that the ASEAN partners will 
eventually reach some kind of agreement. The weakness of this minimalist or 
'lowest common denominator' approach is that while it ensures agreement or 
compromise on issues, it is fundamentally unable to cope with decision-making. 
Thus at a time when the new security environment demands that ASEAN make 
•decisions relating to external threat perceptions and common action, the ASEAN 
'lowest common denominator' approach is not the right instrument for it. 

Another great difficulty with the emphasis on process rather than structures 
relates to ASEAN currently expanding its security dialogue to include not only 
its traditional dialogue partners, but potential ASEAN members such as Vietnam 
and Cambodia, and regional powers such as China and Russia. The ASEAN 
'process' of accommodation is not necessarily the most effective instrument for 
dealing with ASE AN's expanded security agenda. As such, one can argue that the 
ASEAN 'way' has outlived its usefulness, at least as far as security and defence 
cooperation in the post-Cold War strategic environment are concerned. 

Some analysts have argued that ASEAN is responding to the changed strategic 
scenario in a very positive and united way, by the establishment of the ASEAN-
PMC and the ASEAN Regional Forum to discuss military and defence issues. 
They see these initiatives as examples of how ASEAN, for the first time since its 
formation, is moving into the realm of positive security cooperation and away 
from military alliance. The ASEAN-PMC has indeed dealt increasingly with 
security and security-related issues.49 

65 



Sea Power in the New Century 

The ASEAN Regional Forum, agreed to at the ASEAN Ministerial Meeting 
(AMM) in Singapore in 1993, provides for security dialogue among ASEAN and 
its dialogue partners; the United States, Australia, Canada, Japan, New Zealand, 
South Korea and the European Community, three observers (Laos, Vietnam and 
Papua New Guinea) and two guests (Russia and China). These initiatives are 
interesting in that they allow ASEAN a multilateral forum in which individual 
countries can express their views. The ASEAN-PMC and ARF are essentially 
extensions of the traditional ASEAN dialogue process. They are not designed to 
enhance ASEAN defence cooperation: the mechanisms are in place to reassure 
the ASEAN members of each others, intentions as much as anything else. 

Thus, the ASEAN-PMC security initiative, and the ARF must be viewed 
principally as confidence-building mechanisms in an uncertain strategic environ
ment. As instruments for security cooperation, they are likely to be hamstrung by 
the ASEAN process of accommodation and dialogue. Moreover, the expanded 
security forum includes countries which have no experience of ASEAN's often 
extended dialogue process. Nevertheless, perhaps ASEAN's new expanded 
security agenda could provide the spark and the basis for future institutional 
structures optimised for decision-making, and not merely dialogue. 

For now, however, the ASEAN-PMC remains essentially a 'soft' option for 
dialogue, not an aid to decision-making. Similarly, the main role of the ARF is 
merely 'to promote consultations on regional political and security issues'.50 

Perhaps the formation of the ARF was intended to pre-empt any Southeast Asian 
security pole for APEC as much as anything else. The ASEAN-PMC and ARF 
initiatives represent ASEAN diplomatic, non-military security cooperation. 
This is a low-cost, non-military approach which ASEAN is likely to emphasise 
in the future. 

'COLLECTIVE DEFENCE' AND ZOPFAN 

Defenders of the arms build-up, especially regional military and political elites, 
often argue that the present ASEAN defence modernisation is a positive devel
opment. Dismissing the notion of an intra-ASEAN arms race, they uphold the 
view that the current defence modernisation contributes to ASEAN regional 
resilience and collective strength.51 Singapore Defence Minister Dr Yeo Ning 
Hong also lauded the arms purchases made by neighboring Malaysia and 
Indonesia which would strengthen regional resilience and help keep peace and 
stability in the ASEAN region.52 

Even so, the concept of ASEAN collective strength is not to be confused with 
an ASEAN military pact or even defence community. Admittedly, some do 
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suggest that the defence build-up by the individual ASEAN countries will 
eventually result in the aggregation of the ASEAN military strength. Their view 
is that it will eventually become a defence community of significant power with 
a 'web' of bilateral and trilateral defence linkages. Any such development will 
occur only in the long term.53 Jusuf Wanandi argues that multilateral defence 
cooperation would not only take time, but would still be outside the ASEAN 
framework. Admittedly, the demise of the bipolar Cold War blocs and military 
alliances would make it easier for ASEAN to engage in multilateral defence 
cooperation. 

At the moment, the ASEAN build-up is quite discrete, and the individual 
parts do not constitute a corporate or collective whole despite talk of'collective 
strength'. An ASEAN defence community needs common direction and a 
common enemy, both of which are lacking at the moment. Some analysts have 
instead argued that ASEAN and indeed Southeast Asia, are developing into sub-
regional security groupings; with Thailand dominating the continent and mari
time ASEAN forming another nexus. 

Thailand has concentrated on land warfare to deter continental enemies. Malaysia and 
Indonesia are acquiring air and naval capabilities to patrol their territorial seas. These 
developments do not portend a common ASEAN defence arrangement but rather its 
decomposition into smaller security subgroups.54 

While one may not agree with the argument that Thailand is concentrating on 
land warfare to deter continental enemies, the fact remains that ASEAN has yet 
to find a common focal point for defence. Significantly, during the era of the 
'Vietnamese Scare', ASEAN was still unable to work out a common agenda for 
arms acquisitions, let alone defence planning." 

With the end of the Vietnamese threat, ASEAN's common security focus of 
the 1980s has also disappeared. Thus, the present arms build-up is contributing 
only very indirectly to ASEAN regional defence resilience. To reiterate, ASEAN 
defence cooperation is being hindered by the absence of a common strategic 
perception. 

Nevertheless, there are indications that ASEAN is beginning to take an 
interest in multilateral security cooperation, even if the structure for multilateral 
exercises is being provided by third parties. For example, Australia is trying to 
play a prominent role, because Canberra is seeking to engage comprehensively in 
Asia. This is evident from its new defence emphasis on Southeast Asia as reflected 
in its 1993 Strategic Review and in the belief that Australia's future belongs with 
Asia.56 Significantly, ships and aircraft from three ASEAN countries came 
together, for the first time, to take part in a multilateral exercise hosted by 
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Australia. Exercise Kakadu, more correctly a Fleet Concentration Period, in
cluded naval forces from Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand and Australia as well as 
fighter aircraft from Singapore. Indonesia decided send an observer team while 
the Philippines and Brunei declined to take part.57 

Interestingly, the former Chief of Australia's Defence Force, General Peter 
Gration has observed that while ASEAN realises that security must be thought 
of on a regional basis and 

there must be preparedness to have a dialogue in future regional security structures ... 
there is no wish to set up some form of collective defence arrangement at all.58 

This lack of an ASEAN will or readiness to set up any form of defence pact has 
been a consistent feature of ASEAN foreign policy despite some attempts at 
change. In 1990, former Indonesian Foreign Minister Mochtar Kusuma-
Atmadja in a journal article, argued that the future of ASEAN security lay with 
Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore.'9 His call for a formal defence structure was. 
predated by, among others, Singapore. 

Professor Mochtar proposed that the Five-Power Defence Arrangements 
(FPDA) be scrapped and replaced by an institutionalised defence arrangement 
involving these three maritime nations. Most ASEAN members, however, still 
find this unofficial proposal unacceptable, because it would mean deliberately 
dividing ASEAN into a continental centre and a maritime core at a time when 
ASEAN security concerns were increasingly becoming more diffuse. Addition
ally, while Singapore has at various times been interested in 'operationalising' the 
FPDA and turning it into a rather more formal defence pact, Indonesia consist
ently has been against the concept because of Jakarta's perception that the FPDA 
was set up principally as a counter to Indonesia.60 

In this connection, the future of the Zone of Peace Freedom and Neutrality 
(ZOPFAN) remains highly debatable in the post-Cold War era, with very 
different attitudes setting Indonesia apart from countries such as Singapore, the 
Philippines and Thailand. The definition of'neutrality' is a particularly thorny 
one, and Singapore, Thailand and the Philippines have demonstrated repeatedly 
their preference for the US to act as a 'regional balance' against other potentially 
less benign powers such as China and Japan which might be tempted to fill the US 
void. Singapore, more than any other regional state, has since 1967 taken as an 
article of faith that a US presence is crucial for regional peace and stability and that 
it provides the 'only bulwark' against potential aggressors for the smaller South
east Asian states.61 

Former Singapore Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew, warned for instance that 
'if they (the United States) pack up then all the ancient suspicions and animosities 
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between Japan and China, Japan and Korea, and Korea and China and the fears 
of ASEAN for China and Japan would shift the focus from the positive we have 
achieved to defence and security'.62 

CONCLUSION 

In the absence of a common threat, contingency planning by the ASEAN 
countries has resulted in the introduction of sophisticated hardware. This 
chapter has argued that although there is no arms race per se in the region, such 
development, if unchecked, could create problems of insecurity between neigh
bours. Hence the need for more transparency in arms acquisition, if only to allay 
fears or misconceptions. 

This chapter has also argued that defence expenditure in the region will 
continue to grow as it is more resource driven than threat conscious. The success 
of indigenous military industrialisation programs will also spur more defence 
spending as more capital investments are made. In some countries, China for 
example, not all costs related to defence can be measured - there will be hidden 
costs. 

Nonetheless, while affordability is the major consideration for expanded 
defence spending in the region, contingency planning, modernisation programs 
and keeping up with the trends in state-of-the art technology remain strong 
motivations. 

There are strong signs that ASEAN will not become a military alliance or pact. 
However, as a group of countries which desire regional peace and stability, 
ASEAN will work towards greater coordination in defence matters. In ASEAN, 
the concept of comprehensive security goes beyond counting military hardware. 
ASEAN seeks long term security. 
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6 ASEAN Naval Power in the New Millenium 

DEREK DA CUNHA 

TODAY, Southeast Asia, though experiencing a rare period of peace, is 

afflicted with strategic uncertainties of a kind that makes any judgment of 

the region's future problematical. These uncertainties relate, inter alia, to the 

consequences of the slippage in the credibility of the United States - the world's 

sole remaining superpower - as a stabilising influence in Southeast Asia and the 

wider Asia-Pacific (the US commitment to stability on the Korean peninsula 

being the notable exception to this general trend); the advent of a second wave of 

nationalism, premised on culture, ethnicity and religion, sweeping through the 

region; and the spectacular economic rise of a large northerly neighbour (China) 

with attendant regional unease as to its future strategic intentions. 

Amid such uncertainty, most of the states of Southeast Asia have in recent 

years stepped up the modernisation and, yes, expansion of their military capabili

ties. (Indeed, the region is one of the last few in the world where aggregate defence 

budgets continue to expand in the post-Cold War era.)1 Of these capabilities, 

those related to the maritime sphere have attained particular prominence, not 

least because of the highly visible nature of warships. In hindsight, this emphasis 

might seem hardly surprising as the Southeast Asian operating environment is 

largely a maritime one. However, the emphasis just ascribed is of relatively recent 

origin and, more than anything else, really has to do with a reallocation of 

resources within regional armed forces as a result of two phenomena, among 

others: 

a. a catch up phase for Southeast Asian, largely ASEAN, navies as a result of 

a higher priority given earlier to armies and air forces in regional defence 

planning and development; and 

b. a switch in emphasis from land based threats, exemplified in the doctrine 

of counter insurgency warfare (CIW), as a consequence of the winding-down 

or termination of communist terrorist activities in the jungles of Thailand, 

Malaysia and the Philippines, and the pull out of Vietnamese troops from 

Cambodia. 
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These phenomena have set the scene for the steady growth of maritime power in 
its many dimensions by the ASEAN states well into the 21st century. This 
chapter will attempt to conceptualise the naval power of the ASEAN states 
(Vietnam being excluded for practical reasons) and their operating environment 
in the new millennium. The key operative word here is 'conceptualise'. As such, 
the chapter will largely eschew details ('bean counts') of orders of battle, except 
where they are germane to the key arguments, and will instead concentrate 
primarily on concepts and analysis, as this (in the writer's view) is likely to be a 
more worthwhile exercise. 

GENERAL FUNCTION OF ASEAN NAVIES 

As a general rule, the structure of navies is usually a function of both their 
operating environment and of national interests, defined broadly. This is cer
tainly the case with the ASEAN navies. The operating environment for these 
navies is, however, not a single and clearly defined one, but rather is multi-faceted' 
and amorphous in nature. Prioritised according to relative importance, the 
current generally specified areas of geographic focus and responsibility for the 
ASEAN fleets are as follows: 

a. the South China Sea; 

b. the Strait of Malacca and other secondary straits (like the Strait of Singa
pore, and the Lombok, Makassar Sunda and Ombai Wetar straits); 

c. the sprawling archipelagic environs of the Philippines and Indonesia; and 

d. the Andaman Sea. 

These geographic areas pose their own peculiar operating challenges and prob
lems for the ASEAN navies, and these either determine or constrain fleet design 
and structure. Within these areas, three broad and general functions, at the 
conceptual level, can be identified for the ASEAN navies: 

a. to carry out routine day -to -day operational tasks like sovereignty patrol 
(related to the issue of fisheries protection and illegal immigrants, for exam
ple), surveillance, and search and rescue; 

b. to act as a credible deterrent force; 

c. to function as a warfighting force in the event of deterrence having failed. 
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The actual weight given to each of these functions differs markedly among the 
ASEAN navies and merely reminds one that ASEAN is not a monolithic 
organisation; since member states have different interests and threat perceptions. 
ASEAN's chief raison d'etre political utility - the regulation of inter state rela
tions - rather than as an entity with a strategic rationale (though one cannot 
discount the possibility of such a rationale crystallizing in the future, as will be 
elaborated later). 

All six ASEAN navies have, in varying degrees, capabilities to carry out the 
first function, that is routine day to day operational tasks. Indeed, most ASEAN 
warships are of a patrol function nature, intended to give credibility in coastal 
defence and not much beyond that. 

As to the second function, the Thai and Singaporean Navies might be said to 
have developed credible deterrent capabilities, while the other four navies are, in 
various stages of attempting to move in that particular direction, with the Royal 
Malaysian Navy leading the way. 

Finally, as for the third function - a significant capability as a coherent 
warfighting force - again only the Thai and Singaporean Navies have forces of 
any size in that regard, as highlighted in the extent of their repertoire of anti ship 
weaponry and amphibious warfare units, which provide a not unimportant 
forward defence option. 

Apart from the obvious factor of hardware considerations, the geographic 
extent of maritime space and the perception of the limits of fleet operational range 
have largely determined each of the ASEAN navies' ability to fulfill the three 
•general functions essayed above. In that regard, Singapore, for example, because 
of its relatively small geographic size, has territorial waters which many would 
construe as being easier to defend than say the other five ASEAN states and, as 
such, the Republic of Singapore Navy's ability to acquit all three functions 
becomes comparatively less onerous. To that extent, the simple mathematical 
construct of 'force to space ratio' is a consequential consideration when deter
mining the effectiveness of each of the ASEAN navies, or for that matter the 
effectiveness of any navy. 

In optimising the force- to- space ratio to their advantage, the ASEAN navies 
have done several things in recent times, and will continue to do so in the future. 
One of these has been in the area of refinements to, if not total re location of, fleet 
units and basing infrastructure. With the South China Sea the principal maritime 
focus for the navies, fleet basing is increasingly oriented towards that domain. 

Malaysia's reorientation of its basing from the Strait of Malacca, at Lumut, to 
the South China Sea, at Tanjung Gelang, is a case in point.2 So, too, is 
Singapore's decision eventually to re-base the RSN fleet at Changi (which also 
provides deep water berthing for the eventual deployment of submarines) by the 

75 



Sea Power in the New Century 

turn of the century. The Royal Thai Navy's decision, ultimately, to base its soon-
to-be-operational helicopter/STOVL carrier at Sattahip on the Gulf of Thailand 
against an earlier plan to homeport it on the Thai western seaboard (facing the 
Andaman Sea) is a further manifestation of this trend to optimise fleet operations 
for South China Sea deployments and contingencies. In all instances, a premium 
is being placed, by the ASEAN navies, on the ability to deploy at a moment's 
notice, with a 'short-time -towards- target' capability uppermost in mind. 

Such general operating requirements will continue to obtain for the ASEAN 
navies into the next millennium, as they attempt to grapple with the geographic 
dimensions of the operating environment. That environment will get more 
murky, because of considerations of evolving geostrategy, to which we now turn 

GEOSTRATEGIC CONSIDERATIONS OF THE OPERATING 
ENVIRONMENT 

The United States in decline. As noted earlier, one of the strategic uncertain
ties facing Southeast Asia involves the perceived, if not actual, diminishing role 
of the United States in underpinning regional security and stability.3 Here the 
issue is not simply one of a reduced American military presence forward deployed 
in Asia -Pacific, but also one of the perceived increasing disinclination by the US 
to get embroiled in what it would see as 'local squabbles' in the region.4 

These squabbles centre largely on the contending claims to the Spratly 
Islands, and the 'domestic' China Taiwan spat, with all its ramifications for 
regional instability. Even where official US statements reaffirm a commitment to 
keep open key sea lines of communication in the region,5 there are increasing 
regional doubts about the veracity of such statements - doubts engendered by the 
mixed signals which are constantly sent out by senior US officials, especially 
those at the top of the military hierarchy (the former Commander in Chief of the 
US Pacific Command, Admiral Richard Macke, and the former Vice Chairman 
of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral William Owens, being the worst 
offenders in this regard).6 

With absolute and relative American strategic decline now in train, and likely 
to become more evident in the years ahead, fear of a power vacuum being created 
in Southeast Asia is giving impetus to the regional defence modernisation and 
build up. It seems almost an unstated assumption that rather than let the 
prospective power vacuum be filled by another, possibly less benign, great power, 
the Southeast Asian states are likely to fill that vacuum on their own.7 And the 
most logical and appropriate way to fill that vacuum is within the maritime 
sphere, for that is where the vacuum will occur. 
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China playing the great power game. Secondly, and relatedly, the 
geostrategic environment in Southeast Asia will increasingly evolve in the 
direction of growing Chinese power in its various dimensions; not least military. 
While the ASEAN states have largely reconciled themselves to the prospect of 
China playing the great power game in a more obvious manner, they will also 
likely want to blunt and neutralise the sharper elements of that phenomenon, if 
it leads to such undesirable developments as territorial encroachment and 
interfering with international maritime traffic. In that connection, China, de
pending on its future regional behaviour, could well provide the spark for a 
strategic rationale to ASEAN. That is to say, the ASEAN states could see a greater 
coherence in their strategic outlook, indentifying a common issue ( China) and 
ipso facto, formulating an increasingly unified strategic policy to deal with that 
issue. 

To that extent, where previously it was inconceivable for the ASEAN states 
to contemplate multilateral defence links amongst themselves (choosing instead 
a so called 'spider's web' of bilateral defence links), the evolving geostrategic 
environment, which sees China ascendant and the US on the descent, could well 
make such links a possibility. And it would be in the naval arena that these links 
would manifest themselves to any degree of significance and utility. The contri
bution by ASEAN navies of numbers of warships to a so- called Standing 
ASEAN Naval Force (SANF) would be an interesting concept; one that might 
seem inconceivable today, but might prove to be otherwise in the new millenium. 
A prospective SANF would be a one issue force intended to deal with a specific 
and localised contingency (which would affect all ASEAN states) and nothing 
more. Questions of operational control of such a force would naturally arise, but 
there is no reason why command authority could not be periodically rotated 
among the ASEAN navies. 

Sino -Japanese strategic competition. The prospects of a SANF might be 
underpinned by the spectre of Sino-Japanese strategic competition, in all its 
manifestations, not least naval. As has been stated by some observers, at no time 
in history have both China and Japan been powerful simultaneously, as they are 
today. And, when both countries, culturally and historically, have not taken 
kindly to the other, there has been a real possibility of significant strategic rivalry 
taking off between the two states. This, in essence, has to do with which of the two 
countries attains preeminent power in Asia-Pacific the very notion of which has 
serious implications for states in the region. 

Any Sino -Japanese strategic competition in the naval sphere is likely to spill 
over into Southeast Asia, and the ASEAN states would probably be anxious to 
counteract, if not dissipate, the effects of that development. The ASEAN states' 
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own naval modernisation and the increasing coherence of their security outlooks 
could, together with an adroit diplomacy, be partial answers to the deleterious 
effects accruing from a Beijing Tokyo strategic chasm. 

If the notion of a coherence in strategic viewpoint among the ASEAN states 
sounds bizarre, when the member states have their own latent disputes with each 
other, then the future geostrategic environment will seem even more bizarre and 
confused when considering two other developments: a possible and real rebound 
of Russian naval power in the Pacific which impacts on the Southeast Asian 
theatre, and a sudden preoccupation by the ASEAN states with events on the 
region's western flank - the Strait of Malacca, Andaman Sea and the Indian 
Ocean. 

Russian naval rebound. Three years after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, 
its principal successor state, Russia, continues to be inward looking in its profile, 
trying to grapple with a multiplicity of bedevilling domestic social and economic 
problems, and in its relations with the so called 'near abroad' (the former states-
of the USSR). This has left Russian military power, as a function of foreign 
policy, inert at best, and decaying at worst. 

In the Far East, Russia still deploys substantial military power in its Siberian 
and coastal territories. However, operational readiness of most Russian units is at 
a low ebb (as low as 10-15 per cent in some cases). This is especially so for the 
Russian Pacific Fleet, many of whose vessels rarely put to sea these days and, for 
want of maintenance and repair, are merely rusting away in port. 

But, juxtaposed against that, there has been a continued, and surprising 
(surprising because of national resource constraints), Russian warship building 
program. This has seen some of the most sophisticated surface combatants and 
submarines (like the Akula Class nuclear-powered attack submarine and Oscar II 
Class nuclear-powered cruise missile carrying submarine) being assigned to the 
Pacific Fleet. The mere fact of this continued assignment of new Russian 
warships to the Far East has led analysts to speculate on the prospects for a 
significant rebound of Russian naval power in the Pacific. Indeed, many analysts 
are agreed that it is not a matter of 'if, but rather 'when' that rebound will occur. 

Once the rebound of the Russian Pacific Fleet takes place it will have 
implications for the Southeast Asian region in general and the ASEAN navies in 
particular, and for two reasons: 

a. The 21st century will see increasing strategic linkages between Northeast 
Asia (where Russian power in Asia essentially resides) and Southeast Asia a 
connection which is not readily apparent today. 
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b. The continued use by the Russian Navy and the intelligence arm of the 
Russian General Staff of the Vietnamese base at Cam Ranh Bay. 

As to the first point, the geographic compartmentalisation that currently 
characterises Asia-Pacific strategically, in which the security issues of Northeast 
Asia (the Korean peninsula, for example), Southeast Asia (the Spratly Islands), 
and the South Pacific (French nuclear testing), are largely seen in sub regional, 
rather than region wide, terms will become less and less obvious in a more and 
more inter dependent world. This geostrategic trend will occur simultaneously 
with a transition from a unipolar world (of one superpower, the US) to a 
multi polar one, characterised in Asia -Pacific by five poles - China, Japan, 
Russia, the US, and the ASEAN states (in combination). The reactivation of 
Russian power, and its coming into play in the Pacific strategic balance, must be 
seen in terms of the uncertainties related to Russia's domestic political situation. 
The key question is whether there will be a return to a Russia with imperial 
ambitions, and what that might bode for the Asia-Pacific region. 

The fact that the Russians are tenaciously still clinging onto their Vietnamese 
naval foothold, at Cam Ranh Bay, seems suggestive that they have not ruled out 
the possibility of exercising some 'old style' state influence in Southeast Asia in 
the not too distant future, once the rebound of their military capabilities com
mences. Indeed, in early 1995, Russian Deputy Foreign Minister, Aleksandr 
Panov, confirmed that there were still some 350 Russian naval and intelligence 
personnel at Cam Ranh and that the decision to hold onto the base was one 
essentially taken by the Russian Defence Ministry, over the objections of the 
Foreign Ministry. This seems to illustrate the current divisiveness within 
Russian institutional and bureaucratic politics, and the residual influence of the 
armed forces in foreign policy-making. 

The prospect of a return to some element of Russian naval activity-and its 
uncertain disposition in Southeast Asia will be yet another factor to be considered 
by the ASEAN states when formulating their naval development programs and 
policies in the next century. 

ASEAN will look uneasily at its Western flank. If all the above geostrategic 
developments real and hypothetical (some would say, imagined) - were not 
enough to tax the ASEAN states' maritime calculations to the limit, those states 
would have to contend with the further issue of developments on their Western 
flank, essentially the Indian Ocean, and how they might impinge on Southeast 
Asian security. 

This, in short, comes back to the issue of strategic linkages between regions in 
an increasingly interdependent world. The region, from the Persian Gulf to the 
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Andaman Sea, is the repository of enough security concerns and flashpoints 
which could conceivably adversely impact on the sea lines of communications 
making their way through the Strait of Malacca and the South China Sea. But 
what are the apparent concerns to be noted? Chinese influence in Myanmar could 
well be one concern; and so too would Indian regional aspirations, however 
improbable, channelled through a revitalised Indian Navy and springing from 
outposts at Fortress Andaman and Nicobars (FORTAN).8 Any reasonable 
defence planner and analyst in any ASEAN state would have to keep these 
potential issues in mind when looking at the future, ten to twenty years from 
today. Not to do so would be a trifle irresponsible. 

NOTABLE DEVELOPMENTS IN FLEET CONCEPTS & FORCE 
STRUCTURE 

Submarine acquisitions. Against the evolving geostrategic backdrop 
speculatively sketched out above, what then is likely to be the shape of ASEAN' 
navies in the years ahead? Clearly, with geostrategic calculations to the fore, 
increasing operational requirements in the naval sphere will be translated into a 
need for more balanced naval forces. One of the more important elements in 
achieving increasingly balanced fleets would be the development of a sub surface 
arm, which would give ASEAN navies greater survivability and important 
stealthy strike qualities. As I have articulated elsewhere,9 by the year 2010, I 
believe that five ASEAN navies will, in aggregate, deploy about 20 diesel-electric 
submarines. The 'guesstimate' of submarines for each country is as follows: 

Table 1 - Guesstimate of diesel-electric submarines deployed by ASEAN navies 
by the year 2010 

Indonesia: 4 

Malaysia: 4-6 

Philippines 2 

Singapore: 4 

Thailand: 4 6 

TOTAL: 18 22 

Possible submarine types would include the British Upholder Class, the Russian 
Kilo Class, the Swedish Gotland Class and the German Type 205 Class. 

A total of 20 diesel-electric submarines would represent a significant jump 
from the two boats currently operated by just one country, Indonesia. This begs 
the question: is the guesstimate realistic? Taking the lengthy time span of 15 years 
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from today, and the availability of national resources to procure such expensive 
items as submarines (particularly when most ASEAN economies are expected to 
almost triple in size by the year 2010) the guesstimate is not unrealistic. The 
question is whether it is feasible to operate that number of boats in the confines 
of the South China Sea and adjacent waters? That is a more difficult question to 
answer, but it is countered by the link to one of the geostrategic points noted 
earlier. That is to say, such significant numbers of submarines would be exactly 
what would be required to fill the prospective power vacuum in Southeast Asia 
in the wake of a diminished US strategic role. 

Increased need for intelligence. The other area in which greater resources 
would likely be funnelled in by the ASEAN navies is maritime intelligence 
gathering capabilities. Here, some states will move onto the high-technology road 
fairly rapidly, by sending aloft spy satellites to keep an eye on the maritime 
highways. Other, more usual and less high-technology intelligence-gathering 
methods would be the deployment of increasing numbers of maritime patrol 
aircraft, which would help to relay data on a real-time basis to shore-based units 
and floating commands. Additionally, it is most conceivable that a number of 
ASEAN navies might follow the Russian Navy's example by using dedicated 
AGIs (auxiliary-general-intelligence ships) to facilitate close-in signals intelli
gence (SIGINT) collection in the heavily-trafficked waterways of the South 
China Sea. 

These prospective enhanced intelligence capabilities will clearly improve 
naval targeting, which is currently a severe deficiency in some of the ASEAN 
navies; made all the more difficult by the enormous amount of shipping in 
Southeast Asian waters. They will also aid, though not resolve, the command and 
control (C2) matrix which, again, is currently a weakness faced by a number of 
ASEAN navies and is a more general problem throughout the various regional 
armed forces. 

Combined arms and maritime air operations. Finally, another develop
ment that will take on increasing significance in the Southeast Asian naval sphere 
is the use by the ASEAN states of land-based air power for maritime strike 
operations, as part of the now fashionable doctrine of combined arms warfare. In 
that regard, the military establishments within the ASEAN states will use the 
physical geography of Southeast Asia to their advantage. Maritime air operations 
(MAO) are a viable way to project power at sea from littoral bases. The relatively 
short distances to the South China Sea from land areas makes the use of aircraft 
in anti-surface operations both logical and economical; and ASEAN air forces and 
navies are increasingly integrating in order to have such capabilities. 
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Perhaps more importantly, the use of such land-based air power at sea provides 
the kind of equaliser to the larger regional navies (of the great powers) and puts 
a question mark on their ability to control the waters of Southeast Asia (a point 
which returns yet again to the geostrategic considerations dealt with earlier). 10 

However, the employment of MAO would also be symptomatic of the fact that 
the ASEAN navies, even in the 21st century, are likely to have good sea-denial, 
but poor sea-control, capabilities Possesion of the latter would require significant 
investments in and a large number of, major surface combatants which, for 
various reasons (not least to do with the survivability of such platforms) is seen 
as neither feasible nor economical. 

CONCLUSION 

In sum, what seems clear from the above analysis, is that the ASEAN navies in the 
21st century are likely to have their work cut out. They will, however, respond 
quite significantly to the challenges of the changing geostrategic environment not 
merely through hardware acquisitions, but also through employment of new 
maritime concepts which will allow for effective solutions and options to prob
lems emanating from an increasingly crowded operating environment. The 
geostrategic setting will take some time to work itself out. But whatever form it 
finally takes, one thing is sure, the old foreign policy adage still applies: there are 
no permanent friends, just permanent national interests. And, in that connection, 
the ASEAN navies are likely to be increasingly important custodians of the 
interests of their various nation states. 
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/ India's Navy - a Prophylactic for Seablindness 
in the Indian Ocean 

MIHIR K. ROY 

THE INDO-AUSTRALIAN LEGACY 

INDIA and Australia share many legacies. Both countries have colonial pasts 
and as one report has it, the Governor of Bengal supplied suji, sugar, black-

tailed sheep and even Bengal rum to the Botany Bay settlement in 1788. And even 
more interesting is the report by the Governor of Western Australia, who had 
been in Madras and subsequently wrote wistfully to the Secretary of State for 
Colonies in London, 'I hope you will take an interest in the poor Cinderella of 
Australia. We hope to find gold and then Cinderella will ride in a gilded chariot 
drawn by kangaroos'. Today, it appears as though the wish has been granted and 
the chariot is well under way, on the sports field, industrially and economically. 

Furthermore, the navies of both countries were underwritten, controlled and 
dictated from Whitehall and however munificent Britain was, the nascent navies 
were prevented from developing into self-reliant regional forces. And interest
ingly, many Indian members of parliament, particularly from the populous Indo-
Gangetic plains, who have hardly seen the seas, drew ready comparisons between 
our two navies - even if for the purpose of restricting the Indian naval budget. 

Other similarities between the two countries include the continuing parlia
mentary form of government, the English language, legal and bureaucratic 
systems and similar perceptions in educational, agricultural, environmental, 
mining and other maritime activities, as recently stated during the Australian-
Indian Council meeting in New Delhi. But, with Australia turning West and 
India looking East after the end of the Cold War and of apartheid, and with the 
ongoing economic liberalisation of a region of 1.6 billion people, this chapter will 
begin by highlighting differences in national psyche, illustrating the role of navies 
in third world countries in terms of national development and national security 
(two sides of the same coin) for influencing national strategic perceptions and 
force levels. 
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PSYCHE OF INDIA'S SEABLINDNESS 

The water mass, significantly named after India, washes the shores of three 
continents and of 32 littoral countries and abuts 11 hinterland states, wherein live 
one third of the world's population. India has a glorious maritime heritage as 
observed from ancient scriptures, archaeological relics, literature and arts as well 
as religion and culture which extended as far as Bali and the Mekong Valley; the 
meeting place of the two oldest civilisations - India's and China's. The subcon
tinent was richly endowed with exotic goods and Greeks, Romans, Phoenicians, 
Arabs, Jews and Chinese came to trade in the ocean which the Arabs called 'Bahr-
I-Hind'. The great maritime empires of Sri Vijaya, Sailendras, Cholas and 
Satyavananas spread the Indian way of life to Sumatra, Malaya, Champa and 
Kambuja from the 5th century onwards. 

Seablindness, however, gripped India from the time of the invasions through 
the Hindukush passes which became the cynosure for the Mughals for the 
defence of the lush plains of Hindustan. Hence, the shores of peninsular India 
were left unattended, enabling Britain to hijack the Mughal throne and use 86 per 
cent of the wealth of this region, through maritime hegemonism and seaborne 
conquest. In 1857 India passed on to the British Crown, but Her Majesty's Indian 
Navy was made directly responsible to the Admiralty in London and not to the 
Viceroy or his Commander-in-Chief in Delhi. Even so, the Government of India 
was instructed to pay £490,000 in 1918 with an additional £1,680,000 as capital 
outlay until 1939. Seapower was thereby kept on a tight leash by Whitehall and 
it was not surprising that Indians, who were superstitious about crossing the 
'Kalpani' (seas), regarded the oceans as a colonising medium for exploitation and 
colonialism, which further prejudiced their understanding of the seas. 

The ingredients of seapower were, therefore, monopolised by the Royal Navy, 
with the Mughal Durbar remaining focused on the Himalayan passes. India was 
soon recognised as the brightest jewel in the Imperial Crown, which enabled 
Westminster to achieve industrial, economic and other empire related objectives. 
The price paid included 36,000 Indian soldiers killed and 70,000 wounded in the 
service of the Crown. Incidentally, the valour of the Indian soldiers was acknowl
edged by the award of 14 Victoria Crosses and 99 Military Crosses. 

NON-USE OF THE SEAS 

The continuation of sea blindness, even after Independence, was due mainly to 
India's preoccupation with conflicts in the Himalayas. Naval plans, modest as 
they were, depended on good monsoons and consequent funds allocation. The 
glaring budget asymmetry among the three services affected both maritime 
development and national security. For example, India's highly professional 
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three-dimensional Navy was sidelined in the 1961, 1962 and 1965 conflicts with 
Portugal, China and Pakistan respectively. It was only in 1971 that the Indian 
Navy took the initiative and attacked Karachi with missiles and blocked both 
Chittagong and Chalna ports in East Pakistan. This prevented a local 'Dunkirk' 
and resulted in the surrender of the Pakistani Flag Officer and 92,000 soldiers. 

The non-use of the navy continued thereafter, with India failing to exercise her 
international right to protect her merchantmen - a primary role of navies. As a 
result, nine Indian tankers and bulk carriers were sunk by missiles during the 
Iran-Iraq War. By contrast, the United States reflagged and escorted the Kuwaiti 
tankers safely out of the Gulf. Additionally, during the Kuwait-Iraq war of 1990 
a Shipping Corporation of India vessel, carrying food and medical supplies for 
stranded Indian citizens, was boarded and searched on the high seas, despite its 
mission having United Nations (UN) clearance. This occurred primarily because 
India lacked the will to use her navy for escort duties in support of international 
conventions. 

Similarly, the non-use of the Indian Navy's impressive sealift capacity, lying 
idle at Bombay, to evacuate Indian citizens from Kuwait and Jordan went 
unremarked by the media, which was perhaps equally seablind. The Indian 
Navy's assistance to the Indian Peacekeeping Force (IPKF) in Sri Lanka, the 
arrest of Maldivian insurrectionists and peacekeeping operations in Somalia were 
due more to unavoidable reaction than to measured acts of underwriting 
seapower. 

Again, India's sea blindness reduced the priority for expanding ship building, 
modernising ports and enlarging merchant shipping and fishing fleets. Conse
quently, India's merchant fleet remained stagnant at 6.5 million tons, which is less 
than two per cent of the world tonnage. Moreover, limits on external commercial 
borrowing, lack of incentive for investors, non-exemption of income tax for crews 
of Indian vessels and duty on the import of ship repair materials, precluded fair 
treatment for India's merchant shipping which, nevertheless, is a major foreign 
exchange earner. 

India thereby surrendered her advantages of sitting astride shipping routes 
and thus being able to influence cargo rates, chartering charges, port dues, multi
modal transport and containerisation and instead was burdened with high 
transaction costs. An example of this is that the freight rates from London to 
Singapore are less than those from Bombay to Singapore. Such blinkered policies 
have been in marked contrast to those of Japan, Taiwan, Korea, Hong Kong and 
Singapore and now China; all of which have forged ahead by using the seas to leap 
into the league of developed countries. 

86 

Mihir K. Roy 

THE ROLE OF NAVIES IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

Many Masters in India's merchant marine are former naval officers who earned 
their 'masters' tickets' after leaving the Service. Further, the Chairmen and 
Managing Directors of the major shipbuilding yards and some Port Trusts are 
former naval officers. Because in developing countries it is not cost-effective to 
duplicate training or technologies, the Navy is also responsible for marine 
engineering, electrical and management colleges affiliated to Universities and is 
able to award degrees. Similarly, institutes for diving, seamanship, damage 
control, fire fighting, environmental protection, apprentice training, meteorol
ogy, catering and underwater medicine have been funded from Services budgets. 

The United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organisation 
(UNESCO) report on 'Challenges for the Year 2000' lists occupations in the 
maritime sector, such as managers for marine parks, environmental toxicology, 
underwater habitats, marine archaeology and tourism for which the initial 
manpower and skills will be drawn from the increasing number of highly trained 
and disciplined naval personnel being released each year. UNESCO, through the 
offices of the Inter-Governmental Oceanographic Commission (IGOC) coordi
nates training and education in marine sciences (TREDMAR) and the promotion 
of marine science (PROMAR) as well as the coastal and marine science program 
(COMAR). Other major UN institutions which assist in promoting the use of the 
seas and seabed include the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) in Rome, 
International Maritime Organisation (IMO) in London, International Centre for 
Ocean Development (ICOD) at Halifax, UN Environment Program (UNEP) in 
Kenya, International Oceanographic Commission (IOC) in Paris, the Interna
tional Hydrographic Office (IHO) in Monaco and World Meteorological Office 
(WMO) in Geneva. 

Further, ocean universities have been established in Halifax, Malmo, Malta, 
Vancouver and Tokyo. Interestingly, however, no UN sponsored maritime 
institutes have been established in the Indian Ocean region. Recently, however, 
Australian Government funding has assisted the establishment of the Indian 
Ocean Research Network in Perth. And the Indian Ocean Rim Trading Bloc is 
perhaps the single most important development which will bring discernible 
economic growth to the region - and without having to solicit aid or preferences 
from nations external to the region. It is also the case that, in today's peacetime 
context, navies have a wider constabulary and humanitarian role for constructive 
engagement in disaster relief, poaching, piracy and nation building programs 
such as port and harbour modernisation. Above all, in countries with a continental 
mindset like India, Pakistan and Bangladesh it is only committed sailors and the 
'mafia in white' (naval analysts) who can make any headway in the seablind 
corridors of power. 
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SUPERPOWER CONFRONTATION IN THE INDIAN OCEAN 

Neglect of the Indian Ocean by India gained an extended lease of life during the 
Cold War confrontation, because the region contained not only the bulk of proven 
world oil reserves and strategic materials, but it also provided the forward bases 
and the underwater topography and oceanographic conditions suitable for oper
ating nuclear submarines. Hence, industrialised country resources, which could 
have been used for developing India's extended coastal zones, as was the case in 
China, were instead diverted to construction of sophisticated naval bases in 
remote places like Diego Garcia, Yemen, Socotra, Reunion and Djibouti. Actions 
such as these stymied creative thinking for regional cooperation. India, therefore 
continued to be a rich country, but with poor people afflicted by sea blindness. 

The end of superpower confrontation could be seen, in an oceanic paradigm, 
as the victory of the maritime alliance, spearheaded by the US, over the heartland 
led by the Soviet Union, thus preventing the USSR from reaching the warm 
waters of the Indian Ocean. Moreover, the emergent polycentric international 
order with its strong Asian core, the fast growing markets of India and China, the 
dismantling of apartheid and growing sub-national aspirations have made it 
necessary to redefine the rigid notions of sovereignty and security, as ocean 
boundaries are not necessarily as emotive as land frontiers. Consequently, the 
management of change, following the demise of the bipolar world, became the 
major international challenge with allies and adversaries exchanging places. 

NON-MILITARY SECURITY CHALLENGES 

National security flows from an appropriate blend of political resilience, eco
nomic structure, technological competence and human resources, backed by 
military power. So economic and demographic factors have come to be identified 
as essential sources of national power. Non-military security challenges have been 
identified as mass poverty, resource scarcity, organised violence and environ
mental degradation. As a further indication of this, there are a billion poor people 
in the world, of whom 60 per cent are in the mineral endowed and commodity rich 
Indian Ocean region. These impoverished sub-groups provide the breeding 
ground for legal and illegal migration and for a spectrum of social evils. 

Secondly, pressure on resources, especially energy and water, will in time lead 
to a scramble among nations as witnessed in river disputes and power shortages 
already in the sub-continent. Thirdly, the problem of organised violence is 
spreading to several Asian and South American countries. Two of the larger drug 
growing areas - the Golden Crescent and Golden Triangle - are located on the 
Pakistan-Afghanistan border and the Burma-Thailand border respectively. 
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Guangdong and Pingyan in China and Kabul and Peshawar in Afghanistan and 
Pakistan, respectively, are the major illicit arms bazaars. Terrorism, drugs related 
violence and the emergence of a gun culture are pointers to the proliferation of 
organised crime. 

Finally, the environmental degradation observed in the 'greenhouse effect' 
along with ozone depletion and pollution of coastal waters has threatened the sea 
from which life first emerged. But, as Rachel Carson has aptly stated, 'The sea, 
though changed in a sinister way, will continue to exist; the threat is rather to life 
itself. 

REGIONAL NAVIES IN UN PEACEKEEPING 

With the notable exceptions of the Korean War and the 1991 Persian Gulf 
conflict, and they could be more correctly described as conflict resolution, navies 
have hitherto been marginalised in respect of UN peacekeeping activities. This 
has been so despite the inherent advantages of flexibility, mobility and control
lability of warship operations in international waters. The total absence of senior 
naval officers in the UN military staff committee responsible for formulating the 
structure of UN naval operations is a pointer to the mindset which fails to 
consider that ships' command facilities present a readily available and firm base 
for initiating operations, and for withdrawing if conditions require it. This is all 
the more applicable in volatile areas in the Indian Ocean region, where local navies 
should contribute to both 'peacemaking' and 'peacekeeping' even if only to lessen 
the burden on the monolithic superpower. 

Now, India is cooperating with several regional countries, through combined 
naval exercises, oil spill responses, measures ensuring safety of life at sea and 
safeguarding the environment. Even the hitherto limited navy to navy contacts 
have significantly reduced inbuilt prejudices and hegemonistic outlooks. Conse
quently, Eric Grove's remark that 'naval forces lend themselves extremely well 
to international action' merits emphasis and the more they can be put into 'a wider 
international security framework, notably the security machinery of the UN, the 
better'. 

NATION-BUILDING ACTIVITIES 

In the underdeveloped littoral nations of the Indian Ocean region, navies need to 
play a more constructive role in nation building. This could be the case, for 
example, in the Nicobar and Laccadive Islands of India, where there are few 
facilities for offloading livestock or the heavy equipment needed by the ex-
servicemen being resettled there for security rather than economic reasons. The 
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Indian Navy can also contribute here by supplying landing craft, portable 
generators, communications facilities and medical clinics to help the settlements 
take root. The Indian Defence Forces have also made possible the survival of 
India's two Antarctic settlements. 
As a further example of the potential of this kind of activity, the success of the 
small Indian peacekeeping contingent in Somalia should be noted. It was founded 
in their medical units and engineers establishing good contacts with the local 
population. Similarly, naval doctors, seagoing duties permitting, could be used 
in a planned program of cruises to bring succour to the enlarging Indian Ocean 
diaspora, noting that this part of the world has the dubious distinction of 
containing one third of the world's blind people along with millions of under
nourished children. 

Clearly, then, the seas and sailors are a national and readily available medium 
for bringing people together in ways which will influence national economic, 
cultural, industrial and security perceptions. Moreover, regional maritime and 
commercial cooperation can lead to India and Australia shedding some of the 
colonial basis for military and other links. This can be achieved through large joint 
projects like deep seabed mining, analysis of ocean climates and mapping of the 
sea floor with advanced satellites, which, according to Mr Gregory Neuman of 
Johns Hopkins University 'will enable us to come a step closer to understanding 
the processes that drive our planet'. 

Such major multi-disciplinary ventures will bring in their wake interlocking 
rings of oceanic togetherness, as the indivisibility of the seas makes it possible for 
139 of the 185 member states of the UN to have common frontiers. Profitable 
economic interaction encouraged by ocean trading blocs as will be seen below, will 
further enlarge the brotherhood of the seas which has no ethnic, racial or religious 
overtones. 

REGIONAL MARITIME COOPERATION - APEC 

The current phenomenon of oceanic trading blocs has found new economic 
complementarities and ways to expand trade and investment. Nations have 
recognised the mutual advantage of discussing common problems, including 
double taxation, state sponsored terrorism, refugee flows and narcotics traffick
ing across several borders. The necessity for dialogue, the networking of summit 
and ministerial meetings, two track diplomacy and business associations all have 
encouraged regional cooperation. Tourism, business travel, education and 
informatics have all made significant strides. But, the Indian Ocean remains the 
only major region in the world without a viable economic grouping. Hence, the 
importance of the emerging Indian Ocean Rim Trading Bloc. 

90 

Mihir K. Roy 

The activities of ocean trading blocs only increased with the establishment of 
the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and the ongoing liberalisation of the 
global economy. The six year old Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation forum is one 
such ocean trading bloc, which has undoubtedly reduced insecurity, but has also 
given rise to the feeling that the North American Free Trade Association 
(NAFTA) is reaping comparatively greater benefits. Further, Japan and Asian 
countries appear to be more comfortable with APEC acting as an unstructured 
and bureaucracy free process for confidence building. 

ASEAN REGIONAL FORUM (ARF) 

The ASEAN Regional Forum took hold in 1993 as a testimony to ASEAN's 
desire to enhance security, by fostering dialogue among participants, again 
without establishing an institutionalised structure. China would, however, not 
like to see the ARF become a conflict resolution mechanism, especially in view of 
her bilateral problems in the South China Sea. On the other hand, Australia, 
Canada and South Korea have their own agendas too. 

INDIAN OCEAN TRADING BLOC 

The genesis for creating a regional forum of Indian Ocean rim countries lies in the 
Afro-Asian Conference at Bandung in 1954. Sri Lanka and Tanzania later 
proposed the Indian Ocean Zone of Peace (IOZOP) concept which was aimed at 
keeping superpower confrontation from spilling into the Indian Ocean. Unfor
tunately, there was no consensus as to basic objectives, despite the non-aligned 
states adopting a declaration at Lusaka in 1970 calling on all states 'to exclude 
great power rivalries and competition from this region'. The Indian Ocean 
Commission (IOC) was formed in 1982 by the island nations of Mauritius, 
Madagascar, Seychelles, Comoros and Reunion, to encourage economic develop
ment through regional cooperation, but it failed to broaden the oceanic agenda. 
Similarly, the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) and the Southern Africa Devel
opment Community (SADC) remain circumscribed. 

The Indian Ocean Marine Affairs Cooperation Council (IOMAC) began in 
1985 to provide a framework for dealing with marine resources, science and 
environmental issues, but could not gather the required momentum. Similarly, 
the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) became mired 
in Indo-Pakistani intransigence. Only during the recent summit meeting in Delhi 
was SAARC given more substance, by resurrecting the Preferential Trading 
Agreement (SAPTA) which is to come into effect before the end of 1995. 
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INDIAN OCEAN RIM TRADING BLOC-MAURITIUS CONFERENCE 
( M - 7 ) - MARCH 1995 

President Nelson Mandela provided the impetus for an Indian Ocean Rim 
Trading Bloc during his state visit to Delhi in January 1995. He declared that 'the 
natural urge of the facts of history and geography that Nehru spoke of, should 
broaden itself to include exploring the concept of an Indian Ocean Rim grouping 
for socio-economic cooperation and for improving the lot of the developing 
nations in multilateral institutions like the United Nations, British Common
wealth and the Non-Aligned Movement'. 

An intergovernmental conference was held in Port Louis from 29-31 March 
1995 and was attended by seven Indian Ocean Rim (IOR) countries: South Africa, 
Australia, India, Mauritius, Kenya, Singapore and Oman - the M-7. In the spirit 
of transparent regionalism the conference agreed to promote sustained and 
balanced growth of the peoples of the participating countries, with clear links to 
human resource and trading institutions. The need to formulate and implement 
economic cooperation programs, including the expansion of trade, tourism, 
direct investment, scientific and technological exchanges was spelt out along with 
the necessity to lower barriers to the free and enhanced flow of goods, services, 
investment and technology within the region. There was also agreement that 
close interaction of trade dialogue among members in international fora should 
be encouraged. Finally, there was unanimity over the building and expansion of 
mutual cooperation through a consensus-based evolutionary and non-intrusive 
approach. 

The guiding principles adopted at the conference were that: 

a. cooperation should be based on the respect for sovereign equality, territo
rial integrity, political independence, mutual benefit and peaceful coexist
ence; 

b. such cooperation should not be a substitute for bilateral and multilateral 
cooperation, but should reinforce and complement such fora; and 

c. bilateral and other issues likely to generate controversy and be an impedi
ment to regional cooperative efforts shall be excluded from the deliberations. 

There was a feeling that such a small group of countries, one from each of the sub-
regions of the IOR would accelerate the norms of cooperation, say over a period 
of five years instead of a 'talk shop' of endless conferences which seldom translate 
into practical measures. 
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SECOND TRACK FORUM (IFOR) IN PERTH (P-23) JUNE 1995 

Australia hosted a 'Second Track' conference to examine the potential for 
regional cooperation in Perth in June 1995. It was attended by 123 participants 
from 23 Indian Ocean littoral countries (P-23). The 'Economic Working Group' 
of this conference identified two broad agendas - the first on business facilitation, 
such as visas, taxes, currency convertibility, trade promotion and a regional 
business directory. The second encompassed technology transfers, transport, 
telecommunications and human resources development. 

The 'Other Issues Working Group' took on issues such as education, health, 
law and justice, sport, the environment, drugs, terrorism, maritime cooperation, 
economic opportunities and comprehensive security approaches, including their 
applicability to maritime resource protection, defence cooperation, non-prolif
eration, security of small island states, safety at sea, state sponsored piracy, UN 
sponsored peacekeeping and preventative diplomacy. This agenda did spill over 
into security related matters which had deliberately been excluded from the 
Mauritius meeting, so as not to deflect the Indian Ocean Rim countries from 
effective regional economic cooperation. 

Having considered developmental and ocean trading activities, this chapter 
will now turn to evaluate the security perceptions of the region, especially with 
respect to the Arabian Sea and the Bay of Bengal. In association with this, the 
chapter will analyse the force levels of China, Pakistan and India. 

CHINA EMERGING FROM THE SEA 

China and India are the world's two most populous nations and all projections 
about the future of the Asian region, and by extension the world, are dependent 
on the internal dynamics and external responses of these two big neighbours. 
China will remain India's perennial strategic interlocutor, with her military forces 
being the central issue for the furtherance of their political and economic 
objectives. Consequently, India and China will need to cooperate in the post-
Cold War era; resolving their territorial disputes and clarifying their security 
perceptions. 

Beijing should be more transparent about her defence expenditure which has 
been stated publicly to be 5.8 per cent of GDP. Moreover, PLA statements about 
preparing for local and border wars, while stressing the value of military power 
per se in the build up of comprehensive national power create ambiguity as to the 
aims of their military modernisation in which the navy has been given high 
priority. 
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By the next century China will have not only the economic power but also the 
largest defence budget, with the engines of modernisation including shipbuild
ing, marine technology, missile proliferation, shipping and a continuous move
ment of people to the booming coastal areas. Examples of the concentration on 
shipbuilding include the construction by the end of 1994 of 98 vessels in the 
Dalian, Guangzhou, Jiangzhou, Shanghai and other shipyards, and the employ
ment of 2,000 Russians in Chinese shipyards. Activities like this are aimed at 
catapulting China's navy, from being a coastal defence force, to being a three 
dimensional blue water navy with a nuclear deterrent. Incidentally, Japan's navy, 
consisting of seven DDGs, 55 frigates, 15 submarines and 100 P3C Orion patrol 
aircraft armed with Harpoon missiles, will, perforce, be keeping pace with these 
developments. 

China has been concerned about Islamic manifestations emerging in her 
vulnerable Xinjiang province, but has now revived the 'Silk Route' as a strategic 
opening to the Arabian Sea, through either Iran or Pakistan. Additionally, China 
is constructing an all weather road linking Yunnan province with Myanmar, 
which in turn is the bridge between South and Southeast Asia. The Far Eastern 
Economic Review has reported that China is assisting with the construction of 
naval facilities on Hianggyi Island, which in turn could lead to greater commercial 
penetration of the Indian Ocean. China is also reported to have built a radar 
surveillance station on the Great Coco Island. 

China has laid claim to the entire South China Sea, with the unconvincing 
logic that there is historical evidence proving that these islands have always been 
Chinese territory. In 1970, China seized the Paracel Islands, north of the Spratlys, 
more because of the economics of oil than because of geostrategy. Furthermore, 
despite the 1991 Manila meeting of ASEAN nations, attended by China and 
calling for a negotiated settlement of South China Sea disputes, Beijing con
structed facilities on Mischief Reef, which had been regarded as its territory by 
the Philippines. China's firing of missiles off Taiwan and close to drilling rigs is 
a further indication of her more assertive stance. Yet in October 1994, Beijing 
regarded the dropping of sonobuoys by aircraft from the USS KITTYHAWK, 
near a Chinese nuclear attack submarine (SSN) as an act of aggression. 

The storm brewing in the South China Sea will create turbulence also in the 
Bay of Bengal, with world powers turning a blind eye to Beijing's human rights 
violations, abuse of intellectual property rights, nuclear testing and missile 
proliferation; all to take advantage of economic opportunities. 

The PLA-N has been expanded to 35 missile carrying frigates, 18 guided 
missile destroyers, more than 217 missile armed patrol craft, and 51 amphibious 
ships, spread among three major naval commands. The PLA-N also has 50 
submarines, including nuclear powered attack submarines and ballistic missile 

94 

Mihir K. Roy 

firing submarines together with a Coastal Air Command of 875 shore based 
aircraft and 68 armed helicopters. With the legitimising of nuclear weapons in 
perpetuity brought about through the extension of the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty (NPT) China now has an opportunity to exploit nuclear missiles as 
a currency of power. 

Consequently, the strategic environment of the Indian Ocean will become 
more demanding for India's neglected maritime forces, especially in view of the 
increased sea-based activities related to growing potential for export trade, 
together with the ramifications of the Indian Ocean Rim Trading Bloc. 

Although the Sino-Indian relationship is thawing, closer examination would 
suggest that the thaw is more on Chinese terms. The gains for India appear to be 
more symbolic than substantial, with China being the pace setter in the growing 
use of the oceans, both for development and for deterrence. India, therefore, 
needs to harness and harmonise her maritime capabilities to deal with China in a 
manner which is neither provocative nor deferential, but quietly and confidently 
as befits a big neighbour. 

PAKISTAN'S INDIA-SPECIFIC MARITIME MENU 

Pakistan, after the disastrous result of the 1971 conflict - has buttressed its 
demoralised navy, by increasing defence expenditure to a published 6.88 per cent 
of GDP. Realistically, the percentage could be doubled by taking into account the 
leasing of warships and Saudi Arabia's largesse. Pakistan has acquired three 
Gearing Class destroyers with Harpoon missiles, six Amazon or Leander Class 
frigates and eight Chinese built missile patrol craft with missiles of 98km range. 
Three Type 22 frigates are also expected to join the Pakistan Navy in the near 
future, heralding also the replacement of steam propulsion with gas turbines. 
Furthermore, a Dutch built replenishment ship has joined the fleet and six 
missile-armed Daphne and Agosta Class submarines are on order. Consider also 
that Iran now has Kilo Class submarines and the Arabian Sea will soon have a 
significant concentration of conventional submersibles. 

Pakistan's maritime forces also include the three Exocet anti-shipping missile 
fitted Atlantic maritime patrol aircraft, probably to be augmented by three P3Cs, 
with a range of over 7,000km and able to carry Harpoon missiles. Operating 
together with Saudi Arabia's airborne early warning and control aircraft 
(AWACS) these aircraft will give the Pakistan Navy a three dimensional missile 
warfare component. 

Moreover, Beijing has transferred the M-l 1, which is a short range ballistic 
missile (SRBM) which supposedly does not violate the missile technology control 
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regime (MTCR). Hatf 2 and 3 missiles, akin to the Scud but with an operational 
range of about 800km, have also been transferred. China and Pakistan have also 
co-developed an anti-aircraft missile (ANZA-II) and are working on an anti-tank 
missile (Green Arrow). They have also jointly produced the K-8 jet trainer. 

The Chinese passion for explosives, observed from the days of bamboo fire 
crackers ushering in joyous celebrations in the Middle Kingdom, has more 
recently found expression in the spectrum of long and short range missiles. These 
have become persuasive elements in China's realpolitik in the Indian Ocean 
region - as also seen in the initial supply of Silkworm missiles to the Gulf 
countries. China is now providing difficult-to-detect forms of military coopera
tion to Pakistan, in the form of vital nuclear and missile components, propulsion 
systems and guidance and re-entry technologies. 

Pakistan also gains from access to quasi-Chinese nuclear weaponry and from 
the Khushab fast reactor near Rawalpindi, as well as from the availability of the 
Lop Nor nuclear testing site in China; all of which are pointers to Beijing's 
perception that a nuclear armed Pakistan will be a crucial counterweight to India. 

The collapse of the Soviet security structure has also altered the regional 
balance in Central and South Asia. Pakistan is trying to increase strategic depth 
through improved relations with the Central Asian states, a consequence of 
failure to reshape her own destiny, as Islam has not brought the desired peace to 
this region. Indeed, the majority of muslims opted to remain in India after the 
1947 partition and there are presently more muslims in India than there are in 
Pakistan. 

The Sunni-Shia fissure being played out in the Pakistan-Afghanistan imbro
glio has resulted in the influx of a million refugees into Pakistan. Moreover, the 
spillover of more than $8.7 billion of the 'heroin-Kalashnikov culture' which, 
together with RDX explosives and land mines has taken 2.6 million civilian lives, 
has made deep incursions into Sindh, Punjab, Kashmir, Sri Lanka and Northeast 
India. Additionally, the high altitude conflict arena of Siachen glacier is costing 
each country over Rs. 1000 crores annually, according to US estimates. The 
widespread phenomenon of mujaheddin appearing in Turkey, Egypt, Somalia, 
Algeria and France testifies to this outflow of terrorism and confirms that proxy 
wars can be costly to national exchequers. 

India needs a stable Pakistan to ensure her own development into the new 
century; with concentrated effort in improving literacy, health and housing of the 
weaker sections of society. Resolution of the international boundary with Paki
stan is well within the reach of both countries, as it is focused on the existing 'Line 
of Actual Control' (LAC) in Jammu and Kashmir. This has been in place for over 
a quarter of a century and does not require population movements as is the case 
with similar issues in Palestine, Bosnia and Rwanda. Nevertheless, Pakistan's 
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strategy of confrontation and her selective naval buildup in the sea denial role, 
especially in the Arabian Sea, will need to be considered when assessing India's 
maritime perceptions and force levels. 

INDIA'S NAVY IN THE INDIAN OCEAN 

India, unlike China, attempts to harness military forces for the attainment of 
political objectives, but at the same time keeps her defence infrastructure separate 
from policy making parameters. This compartmentalisation tends to insulate the 
Indian Defence Forces from political deliberations, other than those related to the 
defence of territory and offshore structures. Hence, military options such as Agni 
and Prithvi missiles, nuclear submarines, nuclear options and peacekeeping are 
seldom used to gain diplomatic advantage. 

This mindset is clear from Indian defence spending which only marginally 
increased in real terms from Rs. 6554 crores in 1986/86 to Rs. 6714 crores in 
1994/95, which is 2.3 per cent of GDP. The navy's share of this is only one eighth 
of the total defence budget. Consequently, India can hardly use the ingredients 
of seapower either for economic growth or for constabulary duties beyond a 
radius of about 1500 nm. The Indian Navy is therefore a regional force, well below 
the strength of medium power Chinese or Japanese navies. 

India's navy comprises two 20,000 ton sea control ships, of which at present 
only Indian Navy Ship (INS) VIRAAT is operational. The five guided missile 
destroyers are some 15 years old, eight out of 18 frigates are fitted with surface to 
surface (SSM) and surface to air missiles (SAM). Eleven of 15 corvettes have Styx 
and SSMs. There are also two vintage replenishment ships which are being 
replaced by new tankers. Given the normal refitting cycle there will be, on 
average, three DDGs, 12 frigates, 10 corvettes and one sea control ship, with a 
squadron each of Sea Harriers, Sea Kings and Kamov helicopters to be juggled 
between two fleets. Additionally, two more dry docks will be available by the turn 
of the century. 

A further innovation has been the transfer of financial control of spares and 
refits from the Ministry of Defence to Naval Headquarters. Overall, there will be 
only 8-10 major warships in the eastern and western Fleets to monitor the Arabian 
Sea and Bay of Bengal, not to mention the vast Southern Indian Ocean. This 
situation reinforces the need for a modern sea control ship, operating high 
performance aircraft to deter Harpoon armed maritime patrol aircraft. 

The 15 submarines, albeit without missiles, will be reduced to 12 in coming 
years. The nuclear powered CHAKRA has been returned to Vladivostok, adding 
urgency to the need to retrofit the remaining submarines with missiles. The 10 
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T U 142 and five IL 38 maritime patrol aircraft, the latter of which are being 
phased out, together with 10 Dornier and 13 Defender patrol aircraft with light 
weapons are expected to monitor the 2.2 million square miles of the EEZ with 
consequent pressures on aircraft and crews. Consequently, India, which is still 
largely dependent on external sources for her civil and military aircraft, ship 
borne aircraft, ship borne weapons systems and sensors, as well as main battle 
tanks and self propelled artillery, has a need to accelerate national self-reliance. 
This will be an attractive sector for Indo-Australian cooperation in technological 
design, development and production. 

There are some naval related developments which have the potential to offset 
the problems outlined above. These include the Trishul SSM for the Navy, 
pilotless target aircraft like the Lakshya, the remotely piloted vehicle Nishant, 
surface-to-surface multi-barrel rocket launcher Pinaki, advanced composite 
sonar and weapon control (Panchendriya) airborne early warning and control 
aircraft; all of which have successfully completed trials. The three Delhi Class 
destroyers, three Bhramaputra Class frigates and the remaining Khukri Class 
corvettes, together with the marine acoustic research ship, are all nearing 
completion. Associated with this the Defence Research and Development Or
ganisation (DRDO) spending is also expected to rise from 5 per cent to 10 per cent 
of the defence budget by the end of this decade. DRDO has already transferred 
technology to the extent of Rs. 5,000 crores for production orders. 

Technology has, perforce, become an integral part of war; a force multiplier 
and an instrument of deterrence. It is integral to command at sea and therefore a 
major contributor to success during operations. Unfortunately for India, a large 
number of engineers and scientists from the institutes of technology are being 
weaned away from the mother country because of unsatisfactory working condi
tions there. 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter has explained the psyche underlying India's sea blindness, which 
has resulted in the late development of a national maritime strategy and non-use 
of naval forces - a situation which is equally applicable to other South Asian 
countries. It has also highlighted the unique role of navies in developing countries 
for nation building and for providing trained and experienced people for a 
spectrum of ocean based activities. 

The need for an Indian Ocean Rim Trading Bloc, to ensure sustainable 
economic development, with South Africa, Australian and India being the corner 
stones, has been stridently echoed by none other than Senator Gareth Evans who, 
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in his book Australia's Foreign Relations stated that 'there is a maturing consensus 
that economic development is more important than building military strength as 
security is best guarded by working in cooperation and increasing cross links of 
interdependence rather than by building armouries'. 

Even so, the need for peninsular India to have a cost-effective navy to 
discharge her enlarging responsibilities need not attract the red flag of 
hegemonism, but instead encourage Indo-Australian collaborative engagement 
in the Indian Ocean. A force level of two or three sea control ships, 18 frigates, 12 
corvettes, and three tankers, augmented by force multipliers will enable India's 
navy to maintain the requisite operational levels in the Arabian Sea and the Bay 
of Bengal. 

This is well within India's reach, both technically and financially, if the 
defence budget is pegged at four per cent of GDP, as recommended by the 
Finance Commission. This is a level of defence spending considerably less than 
that of India's neighbours. Moreover, the Expenditure Committee's recommen
dation for the reallocation of the defence budget on a ratio of 50:30:20 between 
Army, Air Force and Navy respectively, would help bridge the asymmetry 
evident in the present ratio of 58:30:12. 

When the changing currency of maritime power is examined, there is growing 
evidence that economic development will have a bigger impact on sea power than 
perhaps sea power will have on the economy. But, if our guard is lowered on this 
planet of oceans, paradoxically called Earth, the maritime heart beat will be 
weakened in this period of oceanic preeminence. The rimland whale must 
triumph over the heartland elephant! 
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AUSTRALIA'S NATIONAL INTEREST IN THE 21ST CENTURY 

BEFORE considering the use of sea power in any nation's national interest, 
that national interest must first be defined. In Australia's case, the national 

interest will require primarily the defence of Australian territory, its EEZ and the 
rights of its people to pursue their economic and social activities in their 
homeland. 

That defence will involve the ability to cope with a substantial difference in 
levels of activity, from maintaining a presence throughout Australia, through 
dealing with fishery and other economic infringements, to rescuing Australian 
citizens from areas of acute civil disorder, up to outright total non-nuclear war. 
It is also likely to be achieved best by developing further and maintaining the 
ability to operate extensively with the maritime forces of friendly powers in our 
immediate region. 

At this stage, the term 'region' as used in determining Australia's defence 
policy, is imprudently rigid with respect to geographic boundaries. We should 
recognise New Zealand and the powers to our near north (ASEAN) as the 
immediate region, and a much larger area (westwards to Cape Comorin, north
wards to the Strait of Tsushima and eastward to at least 179 degrees east) as a 
related region in which strategic developments will have a major and profound 
influence on our immediate region. 

More broadly, the support of the national interests is likely to require regular 
international port visits in support of Australian trade and diplomatic activities, 
both in our immediate region and in the 'outer region' and the ability to provide 
assistance in natural disasters, both at home and overseas. 

When considering the national interest in the early part of the 21st century, we 
are looking a long way ahead in terms of diplomatic relations and international 
affairs. However, 10 to 15 years is not far ahead in terms of force structure. The 
Berlin Wall came down in 1989. Since then, the strategic scene has changed 
rapidly and fundamentally. Also in 1989, the contract for the ANZAC frigates 
was signed. The first ship had not been delivered at the time of writing - late 1995. 
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Therefore, the primary governing factor in setting force structures must be a 
wide range in levels of capability. The RAN's force structure needs to provide 
Australian Governments of the future with a wide range of defence options. 

ROLES FOR AUSTRALIAN MARITIME FORCES 

An important factor in considering roles for Australia's maritime forces is the 
suitability of navies for graduated response; a major advantage of naval power 
over air or land power. Navies' roles can include a simple notional military 
presence in a region for a short or a prolonged period. The mere fact that a naval 
ship, flying the national colours, is in an area signifies a national presence and thus 
is a deterrent to potentially hostile or illegal action. 

Moving up the graduated scale, naval vessels can use their combat systems in 
self defence, in defence of Australian citizens, vessels or other assets, or at the top 
of the scale, take tactically offensive action to destroy intruding forces. Thus, at 
the low end of the scale, the RAN must be able to play its role in patrolling the EEZ 
in peacetime. 

The RAN must also be able to undertake major independent operations in a 
major regional conflict. This includes implementing a strategic deterrent, oper
ating within range of high capability hostile shore-based aircraft and under threat 
of modern diesel-electric and nuclear powered submarines. Furthermore, the 
RAN must be able to ensure the safety from mine, submarine or surface attack of 
Australia's coastal sea borne trade and overseas trade with nearby friendly 
powers. 

Additionally, the RAN should be able to move Australian military forces 
throughout our EEZ and support those forces once they are ashore. Looking 
further afield, the RAN should be capable of undertaking major operations jointly 
with friendly regional powers and with United States forces in the region. This 
need should influence equipment choices. 

Finally, the RAN must be able to participate in some international peacekeep
ing operations. However, this need should not influence force structure deci
sions. If Australia has forces of a type suitable for a given peacekeeping operation 
and those forces can be spared, then they may be made available. If we do not have 
suitable forces available for that operation, the United Nations must look 
elsewhere. 

There is also a need to elaborate on the term 'naval presence'. In most 
peacetime circumstances, a naval presence can be provided by a relatively simple, 
low cost vessel large enough to remain at sea in difficult conditions. Further, a 
'naval presence' during peacetime has the important role of keeping the RAN in 
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the international public eye. Reports of patrol boats, escorting suspected illegal 
fishing craft into port to face trial, highlights to the Australian people the fact that 
the Navy they pay for is doing something essential. 

For this reason, the RAN should press hard to expand amongst its roles the 
patrol duties currently undertaken by the Fremantle Class patrol boats and the 
work of the hydrographic service. Clearly then, to ensure the ability to maintain 
a naval presence over the very large area that is Australia's EEZ, requires a 
substantial number of hulls. Equally important, to fill these roles, diverse in 
nature, level and geographic location as they are, the RAN needs a balanced as well 
as numerous force. 

To sum this up: by 2005 the RAN must have a force structure suitable for 
operations over a wide area, ranging from the broad Indian and Pacific Oceans to 
the narrower waters around our northern coast line. Inshore or in the oceans, most 
of these operations will be conducted over huge distances, far from major 
dedicated shore support. Reflecting the fact that about half of the Australian 
continent lies north of the Tropic of Capricorn, the RAN must have a force 
structure which enables it to operate in climates ranging from temperate to 
tropical. This force structure must also be able to operate under high levels of 
missile, mine and submarine threat and at the same time have sufficient hulls in 
the water to provide a naval presence throughout our vast area. This last point 
highlights the need to be able to support front line forces in the forward areas of 
our EEZ. 

This leads to the question of what maritime forces the Australian Defence 
Force will have early in the next century and whether these will be qualitatively 
and quantitatively sufficient to fill the roles outlined above. 

At this stage, mention should be made of the progress being made in working 
with New Zealand's maritime forces. Of course, they are not part of the ADF's 
force structure, but the ADF and New Zealand Defence Force (NZDF) have 
worked very closely together for many years and their major units (frigates and 
P3Ks) are an effective and useful force. Joint operations will be enhanced when 
both navies operate ANZAC frigates and hopefully, the same type of intermedi
ate helicopter. 

THE ADF'S MARITIME FORCE STRUCTURE FROM 2005 

Under current and approved plans, by 2005, the RAN will have: 

• 6 Collins Class submarines; 
• 6 Adelaide Class general purpose frigates, capable of up to medium 

range AAW, each equipped with two large helicopters; 
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• 8 ANZAC Class frigates with patrol and self-defence armaments only; 
• 15 Fremantle Class patrol boats, being replaced by 9 offshore patrol 

combatants; 
• 6 coastal minehunters; 
• 2 inshore minehunters and some minesweepers; 
• 2 underway replenishment ships; 
• 2 large training and helicopter support ships; and 
• hydrographic and other service vessels. 

The RAN's major air assets will include: 

• 16 Seahawk S70-B2 helicopters for the Adelaide Class FFGs 
• 30 (up to) intermediate anti-surface and surveillance helicopters for the 

ANZAC Class frigates and offshore patrol combatants 

• 6 Sea King utility helicopters. 

The RAAF's dedicated maritime air assets will be 18 updated P3C Orion aircraft 
with long range surveillance, anti-submarine and anti-surface capabilities. Other 
RAAF assets whose roles include maritime operations will include: 

• 70 upgraded F/A-l8s 
• 36 Fl l lCs ,RFl l lCsandFl l lGs 
• 4 AEW and C aircraft. 

Australian Army Blackhawk and other helicopters will be capable of operations 
from the training and helicopter support ships. 

FUTURE UNCERTAINTIES AND INFLUENCES 
At this stage, the major uncertainties are the extent of the proposed ANZAC 
frigate war-fighting improvement program (WIP) the number of offshore patrol 
combatants and whether the seventh and eighth COLLINS Class submarines 
will be ordered. A further and vitally important undetermined factor is the 
number and capabilities of the new destroyers proposed under project Sea 1400. 

We need to recognise several further influences on the ADF force structure. 
The first is the difficulty in recruiting and retaining enough suitably qualified 
personnel for the ADF. The second is the budgetary limitations under which the 
ADF has laboured for some years. 

Having said all this, as at present approved, but with two major and some other 
lesser exceptions, in 2005 the ADF will have a substantial and effective balanced 
maritime force. The question is whether that balanced maritime force will be 
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quantitatively and qualitatively sufficient to meet the ADF's roles in the first two 
decades of the century. Certainly, at last, 25 years after the first efforts, we will 
have an effective, well balanced MCM force. 

The major exceptions to the balanced force will be AAW and the number of 
hulls in the water. The other exceptions include flexible forward area support, the 
lack of a modern mining capability, the level of ASW capability and the breadth 
of capability of the submarines. 

Elaborating on the problem with mines, there is a wide range of technologies, 
the effectiveness of which was demonstrated in defensive roles in 1991 in the 
Persian Gulf. The ADF and so the RAN, are limited to modified bombs which 
can only be laid from aircraft - a far from cost-effective option in the defensive 
role. The new COLLINS Class submarines are capable of mine laying opera
tions, but we have no mines for them and, like aircraft, they are an expensive 
means of defensive mine laying. We need mines. We need them for defensive 
operations and we need the ability to lay them cost - effectively. 

The RAN's lighter forces in the forward areas depend on shore bases, at Cairns 
and Darwin. Even these are long distances from some key economic ports which 
are vulnerable to even unsophisticated mine threats. We deploy the AMASS 
system over land. This could be accomplished much more flexibly by sea, 
particularly by such ships as HMAS TOBRUK. Yet we are putting this relatively 
new ship up for sale, instead of, at worst, into reserve. 

Before we do sell it, we should examine how flexibly some regional navies, 
including those of Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore, use ships of the roomy and 
seaworthy LST type. They are not limited to amphibious operations, but operate 
very effectively in a wide range of support roles, including defensive mine laying. 
Looking further ahead in this area, some of the reported work on Project Sea 1654 
is encouraging. We need a class of support vessel that is much more flexible than 
the current concept of one stop underway replenishment for oceangoing task 
groups. 

Turning to anti-submarine warfare; although the ADF has some very useful 
assets, Defence has for some years allocated a relatively low priority to ASW. 
More time needs to be allocated to training by both the RAN and the RAAF. 
Further, by the early 21st century the lack of priority will show up in the RAN's 
force structure; through the low priority in the FFG progressive upgrade (PUP) 
the lack of an ASW capability in the new intermediate naval helicopters (NIH) the 
total lack of an ASW capability in the offshore patrol combatants (OPC) and the 
lack of dipping sonars in the Seahawks. 

Unless this situation is reversed, the RAN will be going downhill on ASW just 
as the number and capabilities of submarines in the broad region are growing. 
Rebuilding a badly diminished base capability can be very expensive, and leave 
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us embarrassingly vulnerable, as the RAN has learned over mine warfare. 
To express concern about the capabilities of the new COLLINS Class 

submarines is not to ignore their very strong points. These include much 
improved operational availability, excellent sonar systems and communications 
abilities - all vital attributes for their primary role of reconnaissance. However, 
the COLLINS weapons outfits do not fully exploit their platform potential. 
Thus, their Mark 48 torpedoes and sub-Harpoon missiles have all been in service 
for a decade or more in the OBERON Class. 

The COLLINS Class needs at least a modern heavyweight torpedo. Armed 
with Tomahawk type missiles it would be a far more cost-effective strategic strike 
and covert deterrent capability than aircraft. Adding the seventh and eighth 
submarines, with air independent propulsion (AIP) with the consequent quanti
tative improvement in covert reconnaissance and deterrence, could be a very 
sound investment. The arguments against this are budgetary priorities in favour 
of a balanced force and doubt about whether we could raise the personnel to man 
the additional submarines. 

Force structure factors applicable to several classes of naval vessel include 
command and control and stealth. It is difficult for the outside observer to assess 
our capability in command and control: you can see a radar, missile launcher, gun 
or helicopter but you cannot see command and control. However, it is a field 
subject to extremely rapid technological development in which investment offers 
a rich return, in terms of improved performance utilising existing weapons and 
sensors. 

Real improvements in stealth need to be designed into ships from the outset. 
A glance at the Taiwanese LA FAYETTE Class demonstrates what can be done. 
The ANZACs have already been designed, so the next opportunities are the 
offshore patrol combatants and project Sea 1400 - the next generation of 
destroyers or frigates. 

This leads to the number of hulls. Current plans are that only nine OPCs will 
be built to succeed 15 FREMANTLE Class patrol boats. The number of patrol 
hulls available, particularly in areas easily visible to the general population, will 
fall by forty per cent. 

The arguments in favour of having the offshore patrol combatants capable of 
AAW self- defence and a reasonably high level of tactically offensive action have 
been publicly articulated. So also has the argument for an embarked helicopter, 
with respect to the increased level of surveillance coverage. Nevertheless, in this 
category the number of hulls in the water matters more. There are other factors 
supporting this proposition, not necessarily force structure related, but impor
tant nevertheless. 

Raising the capability level means having to rely on more highly qualified 
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people, base-ported away from the two main fleet bases, with the attendant 
disadvantages. More, smaller, hulls give relatively junior officers and sailors 
earlier opportunities for challenging leadership roles and thus for development of 
the leaders needed by the Navy in the longer term. 

To summarise this issue, nine OPCs is just not enough. Although these very 
capable ships would represent a very sound investment for regional countries, 
with geographically smaller but potentially more threat prone areas to police, nine 
ships only will distort the balanced force which the RAN needs. If the likely 
budget will not support at least 12 OPCs, the RAN should re-examine the opiton 
of reducing capability in favour of more hulls. 

Finally, on this subject, it is worth noting that the OPC concept has already 
driven the RAN to select an intermediate size helicopter for the ANZAC frigates 
which are capable of taking Seahawks. Thus, we are electing not to use the 
helicopter operating potential of these ships to its fullest. 

On the subject of A AW, providing that both the FFG progressive upgrade and 
a satisfactory ANZAC Frigate WIP are implemented, the RAN should have an 
acceptable level of layered AAW, particularly bearing in mind that, for 
geograpical reasons, the threat posed by new generations of missiles launched 
from submarines, surface ships and their helicopters and maritime patrol aircraft 
is more significant than that from short-ranged high performance aircraft oper
ating from shore bases. 

Finally, there is a need to mention the current lack of afloat medical facilities. 
Although this arose in the context of the 1991 Persian Gulf operations, it has an 
obvious application in the natural or civil disaster roles planned for the training 
and helicopter support ships. There are plans to include, in at least one of these 
ships, a two patient preoperative unit, a two patient operating theatre, support 
facilities, eight high dependency and 32 low dependency bunks. These facilities 
are a very significant improvement, but they are well below hospital ship scale. 

CONCLUSION 

Detractors of the arguments in this chapter will undoubtedly argue that it ignores 
budgetary reality. It has highlighted several deficiencies in the maritime force 
structure, as well as opportunities for exploiting existing and approved platforms 
more effectively. Admittedly, some of these would demand substantial sums of 
money. The nature of ADF service in our democracy schools uniformed person
nel to accept budgetary dictates and to allocate priorities within them. Within that 
limitation, with the exception of the OPC decision, it may well be that the 
priorities have been assessed correctly. 
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Nevertheless, the writer, who is not a uniformed person, believes it important 
that there be an external assessment of what equipment Defence needs and when, 
as well as support for an increased defence budget, if that is what is needed. This 
writer believes that the time is coming when Australia will need to increase its 
defence budget. The defence community must gird its loins for that fight. 

' 
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J The Future of Australian Sea Power in the 
New Century 

GARY PUNCH 

AFTER the end of the Second World War, Sir Herbert Richmond wrote that 
'Command of the sea is the indispensable basis of security'. In Asia- Pacific, 

essentially a maritime theatre of.operations, this sentiment has particular reso
nance. This chapter of the book will outline Australia's maritime interests and 
examine how Government uses the Navy to promote these interests. It will also 
note some of the challenges to be faced in capital equipment investment and 
personnel management, which will shape the future for Australian seapower. 

Through the centuries, the oceans have exerted a powerful influence over 
man. Nowhere is this more applicable than in Asia-Pacific. The countries of this 
part of the world have a special relationship with the sea. More than 70 per cent 
of the region's people live in coastal areas. Most Asia-Pacific states are maritime 
in nature, with extensive coastlines. They rely on the sea for transportation and 
in some cases, for their very existence. 

For example, the South Pacific is a vast area of micro states, each of which is 
surrounded by a huge maritime Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) of vital impor
tance to the well being of its people. Likewise, Southeast Asia is straddled by two 
of the world's major archipelagoes and more than 90 per cent of Southeast Asia's 
resources are to be found within their 200 nautical mile Exclusive Economic 
Zones. The sea sustains many of these nations; it shapes their consciousness. 
Much of the time it protects then; but, equally, it renders them vulnerable. 

Consequently, countries in the region will have important maritime interests 
and Australia is no exception. At over 36,000 kilometres, Australia has one of the 
longest coastlines on the globe, the second largest continental shelf and the fourth 
largest Exclusive Economic Zone in the world. Furthermore, Australia has 
important offshore interests in the Indian, Southern and Pacific Oceans. In fact 
Australia's area of strategic interest stretches from the Cocos Islands in the Indian 
Ocean, some 7,000 kms, into the South Pacific, and from the island chains to our 
north into the great Southern Ocean. 

In the more complex strategic environment of today, security interests cannot 
easily be separated from other national interests. Given the breadth of Australia's 
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strategic concerns, its maritime interests are diverse and interrelated. In fact, they 
fall into three broad groupings. 

• 

AUSTRALIA'S MARITIME INTERESTS 

Firstly, Australia must protect its substantial marine resources. The fishing 
industry is the fifth largest of Australia's rural industries. There is, therefore, a 
need to police illegal access to the fisheries and to manage their exploitation. 
There is a need to protect the seabed oil and gas reserves and the offshore 
platforms that provide access to them. Coincidentally, there is a responsibility to 
preserve our natural marine heritage - especially in the Great Barrier Reef. 

Secondly, security of shipping is vital to our economic well-being. Australia's 
trade volumes are the third largest in the world, after the USA and Saudi Arabia. 
Importantly, and for many people perhaps surprisingly, over 60 per cent of 
Australia's interstate trade also occurs by sea. Clearly, there is an important 
national interest in ensuring the stability of our trade, and in encouraging an 
international regime that protects shipping carrying our trade. 

Thirdly, and most important from the defence perspective, is the need to 
secure sovereignty over offshore territories, and make the best use of the maritime 
buffer surrounding our country. For Australia, as for many of our neighbours, 
control of our maritime approaches is an essential part of our defence strategy. In 
a general sense, these are the national interests that define Australia's approach 
to the maritime environment in general, and seapower in particular. 

THE NAVY'S ROLE IN PROTECTING AUSTRALIA'S MARITIME 
INTERESTS 

So, how does the Royal Australian Navy (RAN) promote these interests? Because 
it is an island continent, with island territories, Australian seapower is an 
important strategic tool for Government. The substance of our seapower is in our 
naval capabilities and how they are employed. Our naval force structure is 
determined directly by our maritime interests and the defence tasks that flow 
from them. Consequently, a primary objective in defending Australia would be 
to prevent hostile forces from reaching our territory, or from launching successful 
attacks against Australia's interests in our maritime approaches. 

The Australian Defence Force (ADF) maintains capabilities for patrolling our 
maritime approaches, for responding quickly and decisively to any emerging 
threat, and for protecting shipping, territories and resources in these approaches. 
Capabilities for such maritime operations are based on a mix of aircraft, ships and 
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submarines, including those resulting from recent substantial investment in 
surface ships and submarines. 

Our naval platforms help us to gain strategic depth. They play an important 
role in surveillance, tracking and targeting within our maritime approaches. They 
can also contribute to strategic strike and the denial of the sea and air approaches 
to Australia. Investment will continue in maritime forces, with projects under 
way to acquire mine warfare vessels, surface combatants and enhanced naval 
aviation capabilities. 

With the increasing availability of precision weapons, long-range sensors, and 
'clever' countermeasures, the demands which could be placed on our patrol 
vessels are increasing. To ensure that our ships remain effective in the face of 
developments in technology, new platforms such as the ANZAC frigates will be 
fitted from the outset with state of the art sensors and weapons, including 
helicopters. Our surface combatant fleet, with land-based air support and ship-
borne helicopters, has the reach and endurance to patrol Australia's extensive 
maritime areas of interest and to respond to threats. Australia's six guided missile 
frigates (FFG) will be upgraded to extend their operational life and to ensure their 
survival in the increasingly complex and ever changing maritime warfare envi
ronment. 

Over the next decade, the introduction into service of eight ANZAC frigates 
will significantly enhance the surface combatant fleet; improving, for example, 
our capacity for maritime patrol and response and for protection of shipping. All 
of these ships will be in service by the early part of the next decade. Further in the 
future, planners have begun to identify the required surface combatant force 
capabilities after the three guided-missile destroyers (DDG) pay off in the next 
few years. A new class of patrol vessel will be acquired to replace the Fremantle 
Class Patrol Boats. The new vessels will have more capable combat systems, 
weapon and sensor suites, allowing improved integration with other maritime 
assets and hence a capacity for surface warfare in coastal and inshore waters. 

A contract has been let for an Australian design, which is also being considered 
by Malaysia in its plans to acquire a large number of offshore patrol vessels. 
Selection of that design by Malaysia could provide an important opportunity for 
a collaborative acquisition project and support program for Australia and Malay
sia. 

All future major surface combatants will be equipped with helicopters, to 
extend the effectiveness and range of the ships' combat systems. Helicopters are, 
of course, being acquired for the ANZAC frigates and other surface combatants. 
These helicopters will be equipped to undertake surface surveillance and recon
naissance tasks, including over-the-horizon targeting. 

Importantly, the force of six Collins Class submarines being introduced now, 
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will provide a very substantial capacity for maritime patrol and response, 
maritime strike and support of other roles. This submarine force will be an 
important element of our capacity to deny our maritime approaches to hostile 
shipping and to mount long range strike operations. The Collins Class subma
rines will be very difficult to detect and consequently less vulnerable than surface 
ships and aircraft. Their sensors and weapons will allow them to detect and attack 
shipping accurately at extended ranges. 

Six Collins Class submarines are considered enough to meet current and 
foreseeable needs. Nevertheless, Government recognises that strategic circum
stances may change and will review the priority for acquiring additional subma
rines after the commencement of the first five year Defence budget in 1996-97. 
Early in the new decade, planning will commence on upgrading the Collins Class 
to ensure that they remain effective in the face of developing technology. The 
need for more capable submarine-launched missiles will also be kept under 
review. 

Six Huon Class mine-hunters are now being built to add to the planned ADF 
mine warfare force. The force will be able to detect and neutralise mines in port 
approaches, confined shipping routes and focal areas. It will also include a mine 
warfare systems centre at HMAS Waterhen in Sydney, providing operational 
and logistics support to operational elements of the mine warfare force. 

Protection of merchant ships can be achieved with surface combatants assisted 
by land based aircraft, range and endurance permitting. Protection of offshore 
territories and resources could involve a combination of maritime patrol aircraft 
and surface combatants, with air defence being provided by F /A- l8 aircraft and 
ground and sea-based missiles. Land forces would also be deployed as circum
stances dictated. 

The two recently acquired heavy landing ships, replacing the training ship 
HMAS Jervis Bay and the heavy landing ship HMAS Tobruk, will be modified 
for training, afloat medical support and helicopter operations. These ships will be 
able to transport land force groups of up to battalion size, with tanks, other 
vehicles and equipment. Together, all of these capabilities give form and sub
stance to Australian seapower. But seapower means more than naval capabilities 
alone. The effectiveness of seapower depends equally on how it is employed. 

The Australian Government takes a comprehensive approach to national 
security. While the Navy is structured to defend Australia, it can also fulfil a 
myriad of roles. As resources permit, and like most other modern navies, it is 
involved in policing, in diplomatic tasks and in peacekeeping roles. As the most 
mobile of Australia's Services, the RAN is well placed to enact our policy of 
regional engagement. It exercises with most other Asia-Pacific navies and it 
encourages regional navies to develop capabilities for national defence. In effect, 
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it builds relationships which, in turn, contribute to regional stability and security. 
The combination of these capabilities and approaches gives Australian seapower 
utility, strength and reach. It provides the Navy with the tools to promote 
Australia's national interests. 

THE RAN AND THE FUTURE 

Because planning the development of seapower means more than just developing 
the Navy, a range of strategic factors will come into play. Changes in the strategic 
environment, and evolving concepts of security, may require Government to take 
a fresh look at naval roles in the new century. Planners will need to take account 
of how the many unresolved maritime boundaries and competing resource claims 
in Asia-Pacific are finally settled. Any emergence of serious threats to the security 
of shipping in Asia-Pacific could encourage reassessments of the tasks of Austral
ian seapower. 

The operation of the Law of the Sea, especially relating to passage through the 
archipelagoes of Southeast Asia, will pose challenges for regional countries. 
There may well be consequences in it for the employment of seapower. Simulta
neously, the Navy will play an important part in encouraging some of the 
maritime confidence and trust building measures being canvassed in regional 
security discussions. Continuing activity in this vein may well add to the roles of 
Australian seapower. 

Of course, as Australia's maritime interests evolve, our force planning will 
need to keep pace. Clearly, choosing ADF capabilities is not a simple process. 
Selecting a particular system today involves making a judgment about what 
capabilities we will need in fifteen years, twenty years and more into the future. 
Taking the ANZAC frigate as a case in point, the requirement for the ship was 
developed in the early and mid-1980s, but the vessels are entering service a decade 
later. Looking ahead, the ANZAC frigates will still be a key element of the Navy 
in 2020, and probably even for longer. 

There are some tough choices ahead. Not the least of these relates to the likely 
shape of Australia's surface fleet in the new century. We will need to think more 
laterally - to work at replacing capabilities, not just systems. We will need to look 
at different ways of undertaking critical tasks. The Government remains commit
ted to maintaining necessary levels of funding for future force development, but 
this will occur within a tightly constrained budget. Effectively managing the 
changing nature of seapower will therefore be one of our most significant 
challenges. 

Another great and related challenge lies not in strategic policy, nor in develop
ing our force structure. Quite simply, it is managing our people. During the past 
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decade, there have been significant initiatives for Defence personnel and their 
families. These initiatives include the $750 million program to improve the 
standard of Defence housing, the investment of over $4 million on child care, and 
the establishment of the Defence Force Remuneration Tribunal (DFRT) to 
consider pay and allowances, taking account of the special nature of Defence 
Force service. 

Nevertheless, it is still the case that no ship can put to sea without a competent 
and effective crew, which is why this Government is so committed to supporting 
its Defence personnel. It is no overstatement to suggest that Australian seapower 
will be underpinned as much by the quality of Navy personnel as by the shape of 
the fleet. With the introduction of new platforms such as minehunters, ANZAC 
frigates and Collins Class submarines, Navy personnel numbers will have to be 
increased. For this to come about retention rates will need to improve. Personnel 
are the greatest asset of any defence force and so, as differences in military 
technologies in our region narrow, our relative effectiveness will depend more 
and more on the human factor. A significant challenge for the Navy of the future 
will be to recruit and retain the people we need to give Australia that edge. 

Recognising this, in August 1994 I announced a review of ADF personnel 
policy strategy headed by the former Secretary of the Department of Industrial 
Relations, Mr Graham Glenn. He and his team have conducted a comprehensive 
strategic review of the personnel policy challenges of the future. The Minister for 
Defence, Senator Ray, and I understand the challenges inherent in this. From our 
experience we believe we have the overall military strategy right, we have the 
equipment mix right but I am not sure that our personnel policy is right at this 
point. And this may be reflected primarily in our retention numbers and also I 
suspect, in our recruiting numbers. The answer to both lies in managing condi
tions of service so that they reflect general community expectations. 

I have no illusions about the difficulty of doing this, given the ADF's unique 
operating requirements. Nevertheless it is a task which must be carried out. To 
this end, the Glenn Review provides the framework for a strategic overhaul of 
personnel policy. The review has looked broadly at a range of personnel policies 
and procedures to ensure that the ADF can meet the challenges of the years ahead. 
The Glenn Review will allow us to put in place a personnel policy framework that 
reflects the very substantial changes that have occurred in recent years. It will help 
us to establish a personnel strategy which will be relevant to the circumstances of 
the next decade. 

But more than this, I believe the review will signal to others in Government 
the unique nature of employment in the ADF. In the context of the Navy, the ship 
to shore ratio recognises the needs of personnel for relief from sea service. The 
ratio is skewed so that a member spends more time at sea in the junior ranks, and 
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less time at sea in the senior ranks. This skewing meets the requirement for 
training at junior levels, while recognising the need for more senior personnel to 
have a more normal family life. In addition, all our new classes of ships pay more 
attention to the comfort of personnel. Any comparison of the new ANZAC 
frigates or the Collins submarines with ships now paying off will reflect strongly 
the quantum leap in standards over the past 20 years. 

Attracting the right people to crew these ships is a significant challenge. 
Competition from the private sector and other public sector organisations is 
strong for the very best employees. This is one reason why the issue of comparable 
pay rates and more flexibility in the pay structure, to enable competition with the 
private sector, is crucial. Fostering stronger links between the Regular members 
and Reserves is also essential for the formation of an effective continuum of 
Defence personnel. 

Approaches to career planning are changing in Australia. Present trends are 
towards the pursuit of a series of careers over an individual's working life. This 
may mean that high separation rates will continue. Planning and management of 
the ADF must adapt to meet these new realities. Graham Glenn has addressed all 
these issues; many of which can only be responded to in the medium term, 
probably over the next three to five years. But a package of proposals which can 
be implemented much sooner is being examined. These could include initiatives 
in child care, spouse employment and assistance for ADF members to buy their 
own homes. 

Furthermore, the ADF will need to draw its members from a more diverse 
range of backgrounds than it does at present. This will result in the ADF of the 
future being more representative of the multicultural society it is sworn to 
protect; including more Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander members, more 
people from non-English speaking backgrounds, and a higher proportion of 
women. Of course, there will always be a need to balance community expectations 
with military requirements. 

As we approach the new century, the nature and employment of Australian 
seapower will evolve. In this process, the means by which it is exercised may 
change. On that note it would be appropriate to complete the quotation from Sir 
Herbert Richmond which I offered at the outset. 

Command of the sea is the indispensable basis of security, and whether the instrument that 
exercises that command swims, floats or flies is a mere matter of detail. 

While capabilities will change, one factor will remain constant. The people 
who provide the core of Australian seapower must be valued and well looked after. 
The future of Australian seapower is largely in their hands. 
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1 (J Technological and Operational Developments 
in Surface and Air Warfare 

• 

NORMAN FRIEDMAN 

W ITH the end of the Cold War, funding for navies, as for other military 
forces, is inevitably in decline. At the same time, demands for naval 

presence are growing and show no sign of decline. Additionally, many wonder 
whether, whatever their utility, fleets of surface ships are so vulnerable to modern 
threats, particularly missiles and mines, that their days are numbered. The menu 
of new technology is varied, but clearly not all of it is worth pursuing. Clearly, too, 
the days of military dominance over new technology are largely gone. For the near 
term at least, the question will be how much civilian technology navies can 
exploit, so that they can expend their very limited resources on that technology 
which the civilian sector cannot be expected to provide. 

COMPUTERS 

The most obvious example of new civilian technology is computer power. The 
first-line naval computers of the past two decades, many still in service, are now 
clearly obsolete by commercial standards; indeed domestic desk top machines 
commonly far outperform them. However,' the civilian machines cannot meet 
naval standards in matters such as shock-hardening or of survivability against 
corrosion caused by salt water vapour or by stack gases. Standard workstations 
ashore are not designed to tolerate the stray currents common on board warships. 
Furthermore, commercial standard chips often change from year to year in 
undocumented ways, and these changes can have devastating effects on software. 

Apparently, the most pressing technological challenge of the next decade 
could be to overcome these obstacles to using standard commercial computers, or 
at least standard commercial chips, in fully militarised systems like ships. If the 
challenge can be overcome, then navies can concentrate on software, which really 
is specialised and which probably cannot be derived from some civilian proto
types. The desire not to discard tested software is often the main reason why 
navies still use so much manifestly obsolete computer hardware in vital tactical 
roles. 
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One solution to the problem is to emulate older machines on new ones, with 
the attendant lavish sacrifice of computer power. Another solution, which might 
have very valuable civilian applications, would be some automatic or semi
automatic means of recovering the logical structure of existing software and then 
using it to create new software adapted to the newer machines. The ideal, of 
course, is to create fully portable software (ADA for example) but that does not 
address the problem of modernising existing ships. 

COMPUTERS IN DESIGN 

Another interesting technology is the elaboration of computer aided design 
(CAD) into computer aided manufacturing (CAM). Ultimately, as a conse
quence, major equipment, including spares, could be made to order rather than 
stored in quantity. Ships are already built in modular form. CAD/CAM ulti
mately promises the relatively easy transformation of shipyard or even other 
industrial capacity from one role to another, or relatively easy construction of 
modules to repair a damaged ship very quickly. 

In the present period of very limited warship procurement, many govern
ments face a very uncomfortable choice between maintaining specialised yards at 
uneconomic construction rates, or buying weapons and other essential equip
ment. It can be tempting to buy hulls but equip them with obsolete equipment. 
That could be suicidal if, as seems likely, the future will involve a very high rate 
of combat. In theory, if the promise of CAD/CAM is met, then the relevant 
capacity may be more one of design than of specialist construction skill. But, that 
then means that the specification in CAD/CAM must include numerous pro
duction practices which are never shown on blueprints. To a considerable extent, 
the success of the Australian Submarine Corporation in the Collins program 
encourages such a view. 

Computers and CAD/CAM can transform the economics of warship con
struction. Previously, ships were literally bought by the ton, because much of the 
cost of construction was the cost of assembling the hull, ton by ton. More recently, 
a very large percentage of the cost of any warship has been combat system cost. 
One consequence has been that shipyards have received a smaller percentage of 
the money spent on ship acquisition and so have suffered badly. Another 
consequence has been that cost has become more reasonably measured by combat 
system capability, since capability had to be assembled, in effect, unit by unit. 

Now, a large part of combat system capability lies in computers and in their 
software. Computers themselves are relatively inexpensive, especially if they can 
be bought as standard commercial equipment. The economics changes with 
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software, which is like a book. The first example is horribly expensive. Reproduc
tion, however, carries virtually no cost. A hundred examples cost little more than 
one. If, indeed, the computer core of a ship's combat system is the most expensive 
single element of the ship and hulls can be mass produced in modular fashion, 
then it actually pays to build ships in larger numbers. 

Much of course depends on how cleverly the software is written. If it cannot 
easily be modified, then new software must often be concocted to take account of 
changes in shipboard systems, and potential economies are lost. If, however, 
software can be truly modular, truly adaptable to change, then the basic software 
can have a long lifetime, and ship costs can be driven down, perhaps dramatically. 
That alone may not solve navies' numbers problems, since the cost of a fleet is 
more than acquisition cost; but it should help enormously. 

Crewing is clearly a major problem, in which the computer's potential 
contribution has probably not been realised. For example, some years ago 
Admiral Joe Metcalf, who was then in charge of US surface warship programs, 
asked why warship bridges had to be larger (or more heavily crewed) than the 
cockpits of large airliners. Another place for major potential savings is Combat 
Information Centres (CIC). At present, many CICs are manned on the scale 
common two decades ago, before the advent of automatic target detection and 
tracking. If these devices work effectively, then there is little point in retaining a 
separate detector/tracker for each radar. The British have gone further with an 
experimental system known as distributed functional tactical data base which 
automatically melds data from different ship sensors with external (Link 11) data 
and thereby drastically reduces the CIC crew. 

TECHNOLOGY AND WARSHIP EMPLOYMENT 

Which technologies prosper over the next few decades must depend on what 
navies do. In the past, theoretical expectations often have not been met, because 
navies very reasonably waited for them to be confirmed by actual experience. 
Thus, for example, the Soviets deployed anti-ship missiles in about 1960, a fact 
widely known at the time. These weapons excited remarkably little interest until 
three of them sank the Israeli destroyer EILAT in 1967. 

In this sense, the Cold War limited development because the deterrent posture 
of the two superpowers drastically limited combat and hence the lessons to be 
learned from it. By contrast, with the superpower rivalry gone, the rather 
turbulent politics of the lesser powers, particularly in the Third World, is likely 
to cause very frequent combat over the next few decades. Navies are likely to 
respond to the lessons, real and apparent, of that warfare. 
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For the sceptics, very minor nineteenth-century wars, such as the 1891 civil 
war in Brazil, had a disproportionate effect on the thinking of the major navies of 
the time, precisely because actual experience was so much preferred to theoretical 
projection. The major naval figures of the time said as much. For the present, all 
we can do is to try to guess how navies are likely to be used in the next decade or 
two. 

What do navies do? They offer governments two unique services. One is to 
project power outside national boundaries; for example through presence to 
defuse a crisis. Navies are special in this regard, because they can appear and 
disappear without the consent of local powers. Also, warships can remain in an 
area for a protracted time. Thus, their presence does not force their owners to act 
precipitously: they need not exacerbate a crisis. For presence to be effective, ships 
must be able to operate within sight of a potential enemy, for a protracted period. 
The potential enemy must understand that ships cannot easily be neutralised. 
Power projection can also, of course, involve strikes against land targets, either 
using weapons or landing troops. 

The other major naval role is to assert sea control. Classically, that has meant 
denying the sea to a national enemy. Increasingly, it also means controlling such 
illicit activities as smuggling (including drugs or illegal immigrants). Sea control 
may also mean the control of piracy in areas like the South China Sea. Generally, 
sea control entails wide-area surveillance, either by patrolling ships (which also 
act on their own observations) or by some kind of reconnaissance system which 
directs ships. 

There is also of course sea supremacy, achieved through the destruction or 
neutralisation of an enemy fleet. That also requires surveillance, but on a smaller 
scale, because the object is only a single entity rather than many independent and 
widely dispersed ones. 

Navies find themselves on both sides of several of these missions. For example, 
a fleet trying to project power will try to evade surveillance. Consequently, 
inexpensive surveillance systems may frustrate a navy employed mainly for 
power projection. On the other hand, they may be essential for the same navy's 
sea control mission. For example, in the Mediterranean, the US Sixth Fleet has 
been used to punish Libya for supporting anti-American terrorism. Had Libya 
possessed an effective means of detecting the Sixth Fleet well offshore, the fleet's 
mission would have become significantly more difficult. By contrast, the same 
US Navy employs extensive surveillance systems in the Caribbean in hopes of 
maintaining what amounts to sea control against drug smugglers. 

Navies, then, are the only fully sovereign forces a government can deploy. 
Even so, sometimes they may have to cooperate with other governments' navies 
- accepting that difficulties may arise, because ships increasingly operate with 
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computerised combat direction systems. A cooperative operation might be, for 
example, a joint strike. The main strike asset of the joint fleet would presumably 
be aircraft. Ships in the force would use their data links to exchange identifying 
information; that is, to decide whether or not particular aircraft approaching the 
force were hostile. Aircraft are so lethal that any identified as hostile would be 
engaged immediately. 

That presents relatively few problems for a force which shares common tactics 
and a common digital link, such as Link 11. What happens when some members 
of the force do not share that common system? There may be excellent reasons of 
state for including the other ships, and for placing them in forward positions. For 
example, Western governments probably very much want the Russians to join 
such coalition operations. There seems to be a place for some very adaptable 
carry-on Link 11 or Link 22 system. 

A change in the post-Cold War world is that the number of simultaneous crises 
is likely to grow, simply because the states likely to cause crises are no longer 
clients of superpowers, intent on limiting the possibility of world war. Now, they 
are much more likely to act independently. For example, at one time Iraq was a 
Soviet client state and might have feared the withdrawal of Soviet support, had 
she attacked Iran or Kuwait. Iraqi dependence on the Soviets was limited because 
she had her own oil revenue. So the Soviets were unable to influence Saddam 
Hussein's decision for war against Iran in 1979. Later, when that war drained the 
Iraqi treasury, neither the Soviets nor Saddam's new Arab and US backers could 
veto what amounted to his bank raid against Kuwait. The Gulf War is not likely 
to be an isolated instance: it is more likely a pointer to an increasingly anarchic 
future. 

Another vital point is that so many operations will now be undertaken in the 
ambiguous territory between peace and war, in the presence of numerous 
neutrals. Attacking neutrals causes embarrassment at least and may well cause 
abandonment of an operation altogether. But, the more fragile the ships, the 
greater the temptation to fire first in self-defence and the greater the chance that 
the wrong target will be hit. Furthermore, weapons are scarce, particularly for 
ships very far from home and from resupply. Hitting the wrong target results in 
weapons being unavailable when the correct one appears. So, anything that 
reduces the pressure to shoot first makes ships more employable . 

OFFENSIVE POWER AND SURFACE WARSHIPS 

Perhaps this is the point at which to consider the offensive firepower of surface 
warships. Presence means little unless the fleet present (or over the horizon) 
provides the local power with a real threat. Historically, navies could only assault 
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land targets with ship-based aircraft, ship-based heavy guns and marines. For 
medium navies, neither of the first two options is likely to be very viable, at least 
in the near term. Missiles like land-attack Tomahawk could offer an alternative. 
Certainly the US Navy has found that alternative attractive in the Gulf, during 
and after the Gulf War. At the least, Tomahawks on board a destroyer or a 
submarine do not impose the sort of gruesome personnel and operating costs 
imposed by a carrier. It would seem to follow that many medium navies will 
ultimately adopt Tomahawk, or some equivalent, as a primary means of project
ing power against land targets. 

The implications of such a choice should therefore be considered. First, 
although the missile may be extremely precise because, for example, of global 
positioning system (GPS)-based guidance, it carries a limited warhead. The post-
Cold War world is almost certainly a non-nuclear world, at least for a considerable 
time. No 5001b or 10001b warhead, however accurate, is equivalent to kilotons or 
megatons. The only way short of nuclear attack to levy really massive destruction 
on a land target is a mass bombing raid. 

Precision attack makes sense only if it is supported by precision targeting, one 
of the major costs of such a system. The user needs precise intelligence. If a crisis 
arises quickly and unexpectedly, such information just may not be available, as 
was the case with Iraq during the Gulf crisis. Even if good intelligence is available, 
there may not be any point targets the destruction of which will be so impressive 
as to deter the other side. Typically, the victim does not really know how good or 
bad the attacker's intelligence is, and one advantage of a bombing raid (like that 
on Libya in 1986) is its demonstration of a capability to attack again, without 
showing that the bombers really did not know what to hit. An attack by a few 
expensive cruise missiles might be a very different proposition. 

The other cost of cruise missile attack is the sheer amount of information the 
missile and the targeter needs. Unlike a ballistic weapon, a cruise missile must be 
guided throughout its lengthy and generally very low altitude flight, avoiding 
obstacles like buildings and power lines. To make the missile stealthy, it does not 
normally have a forward-looking sensor. Instead, the targeter must keep the 
missile clear of obstacles. To do that, the targeter needs an enormous amount of 
information, which can best be taken from satellite imagery. With the availability 
of commercial satellites, such as SPOT, that probably no longer requires a 
national imaging satellite capability. Of course, massive purchases of photo
graphs of a particular place would tend to alert the intended victim, not merely 
as to the target but also quite possibly as to the approach route. 

It also requires that a massive amount of information be sent to the shooter-
or launch platform. Unless a crisis is very predictable, ships going into action are 
unlikely to have all the necessary targeting data. They therefore need some means 
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of receiving many images in timely fashion, as well as some means of planning 
strikes. Information transmission is the more difficult of the two requirements, 
probably needing something akin to a television-transmission channel, via a 
civilian satellite. 

In this future, navies offer governments the ability to intervene in a limited 
way, with limited liability. Any other form of intervention carries a real possibility 
that hostages will be presented at some stage. Withdrawal will necessarily be 
public and so will carry important costs. Realistically, governments will prefer 
some means of choosing when and how far to go, and when to retreat at minimum 
cost (including minimum cost in lives and hardware) if the state in crisis decides 
to increase the stakes. Also, states in an area in which naval forces are present may 
decide to increase the stakes by making it appear that their rivals have caused 
casualties. For example, there is some very suggestive evidence that the Iranians 
induced the Iraqi attack on USS STARK in 1987, hoping to end US support for 
Iraq in the war against Iran. 

WARSHIP NUMBERS AND CAPABILITY 

So the next few decades are likely to see an increased demand for sea-power, 
generally in the form of surface ships. Simultaneously, most navies will have to 
live with shrinking fleets. Individual ships are more and more expensive, so fewer 
can be bought each year. As the ships become more complex, the percentage of 
more highly paid crew increases, and crewing costs become more and more 
crippling. An additional, but rarely mentioned, factor is that the shore establish
ments required to support the operational fleet become significantly more 
expensive, so the percentage of the budget which can be devoted to ships declines. 
To make matters worse, the prognosis is for more combat, hence more damage to 
ships and perhaps more losses in the violent peacetime now at hand. 

If funding is likely to remain tight, it will be vital to back the appropriate 
technology. Firstly, our governments will demand that their navies be able to 
cover numerous crises more or less simultaneously. Ships will much more often 
deploy in ones and twos than in classical groups. They will often have to fend for 
themselves. Secondly, if indeed sea control matters more and more, then it too 
requires that numbers of ships be available to cover the areas involved. The fewer 
the ships, the more efficiently they must be directed towards their targets. 
Incidentally, in this sense sea control is not too different from blockade opera
tions, like the ones off Iraq during the build-up to the Gulf War. There, too, a 
relatively small number of coalition ships was used to cover a very large sea area, 
intercepting a fair number of target merchant ships. The blockade was successful 
because that small number of frigates and destroyers was efficiently directed. 
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For any navy, the number of ships available is the number which can be bought 
annually, multiplied by the expected lifetime of the ships. Lifetime of course takes 
into account likely war losses, although too often they are not included in planning 
estimates. For example, the US 600 ship navy was predicated on obtaining 20 
hulls per year from Congress, and making ships last an average of 30 years (the 
Maritime Strategy determined what kinds of ships were bought, but the econom
ics determined the number which could be sustained). 

If Congress is now willing to fund only (say) five ships per year, the economic 
logic crashes the US fleet to 150 ships. Since the United States needs a larger 
navy, the only way out of the hole is to extend unit lifetimes. If, say, lifetime 
increases to 50 years, then the fleet enlarges to 250 units. If Congress buys ten 50 
year ships each year, the ultimate fleet size is 500 ships. Of course, all that is 
simplistic; crewing costs are also very important and lifetimes vary from one class 
to another. However, the example does suggest that if numbers are a predominant 
consideration, then whatever extends ship lifetime is very important. 

In peacetime, lifetime extension must mean a combination of durability and 
amenability to inexpensive modernisation. Durability implies a preference for 
larger hulls, which frequently is taken to mean more expensive. In fact, ship steel 
is quite cheap. Larger ships generally cost more because their hulls can be filled 
with more expensive systems. However, if that tendency can be avoided, then a 
large hull can be relatively inexpensive. The decision to add expensive weapons 
or other systems can be left until later. The USN Spruance Class is a good 
example of a relatively inexpensive hull, which proved large enough to accommo
date considerable additions. Another advantage of a large hull is that it is 
considerably more habitable. Although little can be done to reduce the price of the 
individuals aboard a given ship, a better retention rate can reduce the need for 
training facilities, and thus can help control personnel costs. 

Sheer size also carries a major advantage: capacity for weapons. If medium 
navies are not to invest in aircraft carriers, then their major offensive weapons are 
likely to be cruise missiles. Numbers count! Each missile is no more than a very 
precisely guided 500 or 1,0001b bomb. No other surface ship is likely to match the 
2,000 tons of ordnance aboard a large carrier (nor is any surface ship likely to be 
replenished with cruise missiles at sea) but at least the potential to fire more than, 
say, eight such weapons seems likely to be quite valuable. 

The weapons need not be on hand; what counts is ships having the capacity to 
take them aboard when and if they are needed. That capacity cannot be extem
porised, because the missiles take up ship space and top weight. Vertical launcher 
cells are so inexpensive that it seems foolish to limit the number to the number of 
missiles that can be bought at any one time. Also, a prospective opponent can 
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never be quite sure of what is in the cells. The missiles themselves, of course, are 
hardly inexpensive. 

Amenability to modernisation is surely a central concern. In some sense it 
means open architecture, since it is virtually certain that requirements will change 
over the lifetime of a ship and therefore that new or different equipment will be 
needed. Several current developments are encouraging. First, vertical launchers 
can accept a wide variety of different weapons and they do not seem to require 
modifications for new ones. Second, several current command systems, such as 
that in the ANZAC Class, are essentially modular. At least in theory, new consoles 
and new functions are relatively easy to add. 

Perhaps the best illustration is the Danish Stanflex 300, a corvette designed to 
exploit the basic flexibility of the system, by changing roles quickly and easily. It 
would not be a great flight of imagination then to imagine the system accommo
dating new processors, carrying new applications. Presumably, one key to 
modernisation would be an open software architecture in which each application, 
or each console, was sufficiently buffered from the others that it could be changed 
without affecting the total system. Physically, the key to such systems appears to 
be the use of data buses, so that changes in ship configuration do not require 
rewiring on any massive scale. 

SURVIVABILITY 

If the prognosis with which this chapter began is correct, navies are likely to see 
not only much more use but also more combat. Because ships are expensive, the 
world combatant building base is likely to shrink as navies funds remain limited. 
Therefore, quick replacement, which is already less than easy, will if anything 
become more difficult. Ship survivability then becomes an extremely important 
theme. Moreover, if ships often deploy singly or in small groups, then they should 
be prepared to take hits without losing all combat capability, since they may have 
to fight their way out of trouble. 

That may seem to be asking a great deal, in an age in which the received wisdom 
is that a single missile can put paid to a very expensive warship; indeed in which 
some would advocate eliminating surface warships altogether, on grounds of 
vulnerability. However, examination of the record will show that remarkably few 
ships have actually been sunk by missiles. Most of those which have been hit have 
been put out of action. For example, the frequently cited case of HMS SHEF
FIELD was really one in which the crew was forced to abandon the ship, which 
succumbed a day or so later to a storm. Had the crew been able to remain on board, 
the ship might well have survived, albeit without combat capability. 
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One relevant question is whether missiles are becoming so lethal that the hull 
itself cannot be expected to survive. At present, the answer seems to depend on 
whether many navies adopt Soviet-style missiles, with their very large warheads. 
If not, unless someone adopts an under-the-hull weapon, missiles just will not be 
ship-killers: they will be ship-disablers. If the missiles do gain larger warheads, 
then larger hulls may still be able to survive: whatever warhead is used, it has only 
a finite damage radius (the exception would be an area weapon such as a bomblet 
dispenser). 

SURVIVABILITY AND SYSTEM DISTRIBUTION 

What then of combat capability? Ideally, there should be as much distribution as 
possible around the hull, so that no single hit can disable. At present, a ship is a 
mass of single-point vulnerabilities. At her core is a combat direction system, 
often built around a single computer (carrying the tactical picture) and invariably 
concentrated in a single space. Machinery is concentrated in one or two spaces, 
because shaft lines determine internal configuration. Weapons are also tightly 
concentrated, often because a mechanical launcher cannot be separated from its 
magazine. 

The current concentrated architecture can be described as vulnerable, not 
merely to hits but also to the stress of age. The old concentrated combat direction 
system had a spider architecture, in which all sensors were connected directly to 
the single computer, which was also connected directly to the ship's fire control 
system. Modernisation inevitably meant either removing or duplicating those 
direct connections. Even if replacement sensors or weapons were no heavier than 
their predecessors, the weight of copper wiring high in the ship added top weight. 
Similarly, a major change to machinery is expensive, because of the prime mover 
and also the gearing and shafts. In effect, anything which buffers ship elements 
from each other makes replacement easier and cheaper. That may mean replace
ment in refit or it may mean hasty repair after battle damage. 

We are all familiar with these ideas in civilian life. A household electrical 
supply system is bused, meaning that one set of wires serves all the appliances in 
the house. As long as the wiring is not overloaded, there is no need to rewire when 
any one appliance is replaced or added. Data busing is familiar in many comput
ers: it is why they can accept added functions in the form of cards. It was not 
always so. When houses were first wired, they had separate wires leading from the 
outside line to different outlets; an unsatisfactory arrangement. With computers, 
a spider rather than a bus architecture turns out to be more efficient, but difficult 
to modernise. Of course, the issue for data busing is whether the bus bought when 
the ship is built has sufficient capacity to last the life of the ship. 
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For shipboard sensors, data busing carries another potential advantage. At 
present, sensors are rather rigidly divided into functional areas: AAW, ASW and 
so on. However, it is not nearly so obvious that they really are distinct. For 
example, a low-frequency sonar can act as an under-the-horizon sensor. If a single 
bus carries all sensor data, then, in theory, all sensors can contribute to a common 
tactical picture. Incidentally, if more submarines come to fire anti-ship missiles, 
it will become impossible to separate ASW from AAW, so the sensor combination 
envisaged will become inevitable. 

None of the current vulnerability is inevitable. Secondary combat direction 
centres are feasible. Indeed, Taiwan's Navy almost bought a frigate with exactly 
that arrangement. In that ship, the damage control centre would have been 
designed to function as a combat direction centre in the event of the main centre 
being disabled. The key technology was data busing. A single unified bus would 
have carried all combat system and own-ship data. Standard workstations would 
have been installed in both CIC and damage central, and all would have carried 
both the tactical picture and, presumably, an own-ship picture. The combination 
would have been practicable because own-ship data would have taken up far less 
bus capacity than combat direction data. One incidental advantage of automating 
damage control to this extent would have been the availability of expert-system 
advice in the event that the most experienced damage-control personnel were 
killed or disabled. That happened in the case of USS STARK and almost resulted 
in the loss of the ship. 

Nor need other ship systems be concentrated. With the advent of vertical 
launchers and command uplinks, missiles need no longer be concentrated in small 
blocks along a ship's centreline. That is already obvious in designs such as the 
Dutch M Class frigate, in which missile launchers are lined up along the ship's 
helicopter hangar. In this case, the positioning was adopted to save ship length. 
But, the launchers could be situated along the ship's side, in such a way that an 
explosion at any one launcher could not destroy the ship by mass detonation. 
Moreover, a single such hit would not deny the ship all her weapons. Even if the 
cells are concentrated, they may be so designed that an explosion in the missile 
cells will vent rather than destroy the ship. 

That still leaves the antennas which direct the weapons. Duplication can help. 
It may also be possible to adopt broad-band active arrays, in the hope that any one 
hit (by a fragmentation weapon, for example) will not knock out the entire 
antenna. The importance of broad-banding would be that arrays could be shared 
by different sensors and communications systems. Without sharing, true disper
sion would be very difficult. The key technology here would seem to be the solid-
state transmit/receive module. 
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For machinery, one possible solution is turbo-electric drive. Ideally, ships' 
propulsion and auxiliary powerplants could be unified, and the prime mover 
broken up into several turbine-generator combinations, both above and below the 
waterline. Propulsion would be by podded motors, perhaps fore and aft. If this 
were feasible, then no single hit could deny the ship propulsion. This is not, 
however, a trivial proposition! For example, the use cycles of the main and 
auxiliary powerplants are rather different. An elaborate software-controlled 
switchboard would be needed to allocate power on a dynamic basis. The distrib
uted plant would weigh a good deal more than current plants, and internal ship 
arrangement would be complicated by the need for multiple up-and down-takes. 
The result could be justified only by the paramount need to survive as a fighting 
unit, after taking one or more hits. 

SURVIVABILITY AND EXPOSURE 

This approach is very much the old-time religion of naval construction. A notable 
feature of any older surface warships was the attention to back-ups. The design
ers, even of destroyers and frigates, expected their ships to take hits without being 
put out of action. No one ever imagined that a destroyer, for example, could shoot 
down a 14-inch shell. 

What changed? With the advent of defensive missiles, the incoming weapon 
could often be shot down. That eventually came to mean that ship survivability 
in combat equated to the ability to beat off missile attacks, either by shooting them 
down, or by deceiving or jamming them. If ships have sufficient warning and a 
sufficiently reliable weapons system, they are expected to deal with attacks up to 
some saturation limit. However, there is a serious problem. Ships on presence 
missions must expose themselves to surveillance by potential enemies. Rules of 
engagement make it difficult, if not impossible, to shoot first. Additionally, many 
commanding officers will refuse to activate automated self-defence systems in 
what they rightly regard as circumstances short of war. Inevitably, then, many 
ships will take hits. 

The Cold War had an invisible effect on this thinking. The main participants, 
at least in the West, assumed tacitly that, should 'Cold' turn 'Hot' the war would 
be short and extremely violent. In that context, any ships so badly damaged that 
they would be out of action for more than, say, a few weeks, would be in effect, 
lost-at least for the duration of World War Three. Graceful degradation would 
be worth very little. 

The concentration on active defence against missiles became a concentration 

on avoiding being hit. It led, eventually, to an alternative approach in which the 
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ship's radar signature was minimised in hopes of avoiding missile attack alto
gether. The French La Fayette Class frigate is a case in point. The problem is that 
ships should survive, not merely to avoid unpleasantness, but to accomplish 
offensive missions (presence is a latently offensive mission, in this sense). The 
greater the emphasis on stealth, the more the offensive attitude is likely to be 
crippled. 

Thus, for surface warships of the future, the likely technological themes would 
seem to be openness to modernisation and raw survivability. There are of course 
exceptions. Fast attack craft are viable to the extent that they can avoid being sunk 
before they fire their missiles. For them, extreme stealth presumably pays off, 
though even in their case one would have to wonder whether stealth will always 
be very viable. For larger ships, stealth pays only so long as it does not come to 
dominate thinking. Thus, limited measures can be very valuable. Radar-absorb
ing material can be spread around ships' topsides (incidentally, perhaps biasing 
missile hits away from vital areas). Ships can also be equipped with low-
observable radars. 

SURVIVABILITY-EARLY WARNING AND TARGETING 

Clearly, we still want to be able to beat off attacks, which means we would still like 
early warning of approaching missiles. There are some interesting possibilities, 
including high frequency (HF) surface-wave radar. HF signals propagate both as 
surface waves and as sky waves: the surface waves adhere, in effect, to the water 
surface out to about 180nm. Relatively simple antennas, typically used for high 
frequency direction finding (HF/DF) can pick up reflected signals (the best 
transmitting antenna is probably a simple omnidirectional whip or line). Gain is 
very low, so the antenna will not receive echoes from targets much beyond 20 or 
30 miles away, but that is still much better than with conventional radar. 

The drawback is that the low-gain antenna does not form beams, so it will 
register an average bearing for two missiles arriving simultaneously. Infra-red 
detectors can pick up the plumes of the missile motors beyond the horizon, 
though in their case the bearing may be inaccurate if the missiles manoeuvre as 
they approach. The point is one of emphasis: as long as we accept that ships will 
be hit, we can work harder at self-defence, without losing sight of the essential 
offensive role of the surface warship. If that priority is lost, then any investment 
in surface ships is likely to be wasted. Navies must be more than self-protective 
entities. 

The larger theme seems to be how to make do with fewer ships. Until very 
recently, large numbers of relatively low-capability patrol vessels were available, 
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partly as the fruit of Cold War building programs. Sea control, in particular, 
demands numbers, yet as time passes numbers inevitably fall. The inescapable 
conclusion is that the existing numbers must be used more efficiently. Here some 
US experience may be relevant. 

About 20 years ago the US Navy decided to deploy the anti-ship version of the 
Tomahawk missile. At that time, the Navy had no real interest in keeping track 
of world shipping. It was enough to know where Soviet ships were (the threats to 
US carriers). Strike targets were ashore, and they had been known for many years. 
Tomahawk, it was hoped, would provide the USN with a relatively inexpensive 
counter to the array of Soviet anti-ship missiles, particularly Shaddock (SS-N-
3). The relatively inexpensive part was vital, since available money was going into 
higher-priority areas, such as ASW and AAW. 

At first it seemed that this would present no great problem, since there were 
already forward intelligence centres keeping track of major Soviet units- (essen
tially to warn the carriers of danger). There were two rubs. Firstly, the missile 
would take about half an hour to get to its target, during which time the target 
might well move. Secondly, and potentially far worse, the target would be 
immersed in other shipping. Examination of Soviet arrangements to target SS-
N-3 against US warships brought the embarrassing revelation that the targeting 
system was elaborate and expensive precisely because it was intended to avoid 
firing at the wrong targets. For example, the Soviets assigned tattle-tale surface 
ships to the US Sixth Fleet, mainly so that they could tell attackers which ship in 
the formation was the carrier. To make matters worse, the Soviets were expected 
to disperse their ships among merchant ship traffic. The US Navy would need, 
not a few tattle-tales to deal with a few concentrated formations, but one tattle-
tale for each missile shooter. This was altogether impossible. 

The solution was twofold. Firstly, if ships were observed on an intermittent 
basis their courses could be projected ahead, at least statistically. Tomahawks 
could indeed be aimed at expected ship positions, and they could be expected to 
hit a large proportion of the time. The statistical process would be particularly 
effective if nothing in the sea surveillance system warned the potential victim. 
That was clearly true of any system which merely collected data on numerous 
ships and never overtly tracked specific ones. 

Secondly, that sort of statistical wide-open tracking would generally collect 
data on all shipping in an area. The question was how much of that data to provide 
to potential missile shooters. Initially the view was that the shore stations would 
develop the best possible data and then send out discrete messages called high-
interest target signals (HITS). A shooter receiving a HITS message could fire on 
that basis. However, it could not plan a Tomahawk strike effectively, since other 
ships might well be present, and since they might attract the missile's attention. 
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The solution had to be to provide each shooter with as complete as possible a 
picture of the shipping in the area around any potential target. In practice, that 
has meant supplying each shooter with a world shipping picture, or rather with 
a computer capable of building up such a picture from periodic updates. 

There was a further rub. In 1975-1980 the US Navy lacked sufficient sensors 
to develop the required picture. However, within the larger US intelligence 
community, much of the required data could be found, albeit in places hardly 
amenable to tactical use. The Navy seriously considered building up the neces
sary information-gathering system, but instead, the national intelligence agencies 
were persuaded to provide the necessary data, under a program called Tactical 
Exploitation of National Capabilities (TENCAP). 

For ship tracking, the main sensors were probably electronic intelligence 
gathering systems. Ships could be identified by their radar and even their radio 
emissions, and the sensors would have had sufficient resolution to locate the 
emitters on the earth. This was not code-breaking, but the main sensors were 
probably those deployed by the National Security Agency (NSA). Indeed, the 
information passed to the Navy was probably that routinely discarded by NSA. 
Later, the imagery collected by the Central Intelligence Agency's (CIA) National 
Reconnaissance Office was presumably provided to the Navy for Tomahawk 
land-attack mission planning, also under TENCAP. 

The great significance of TENCAP was that it broke down an important Cold 
War barrier between national intelligence, which in effect was collected to fight 
the possible future nuclear war and current tactical intelligence, which was very 
nearly current sensor data. This is not merely a bureaucratic barrier. Intelligence 
is generally very tightly controlled, because revelations can destroy the source. 
One does not, for example, casually reveal the telephone tap placed on some 
national leader's secure telephone. On the other hand, sensor data are used quite 
casually: there is no great secret in the existence, say, of radar or of an infrared 
tracker. TENCAP was an intermediate case, in that it exploited sensors with 
which an enemy might not be quite familiar, and which might be neutralised by, 
for example, really scrupulous radar silence. Thus, it might well be argued that 
TENCAP data had to be handled differently from normal sensor data. 

And, of course, TENCAP and other over-the-horizon data were not like 
ordinary sensor data in that they were always somewhat time-late and never quite 
reliable. Yet, they were vastly better than the organic data they supplemented: 
they allowed Tomahawk shooters to engage beyond their horizons. 
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NEW TECHNOLOGIES 

Initially, shipboard computers were rather expensive. However, with the devel
opment of very powerful civilian work-stations, it became possible to provide the 
world shipping picture to virtually every US surface combatant. The resulting 
system, joint operational tactical system (JOTS) proved remarkably effective in 
supporting the blockade of Iraq. JOTS was provided to many US allies, including 
Australia. It may be a good point of departure for any future sea-control system 
for regional powers. 

The core of the system is the shore station which assembles a shipping picture 
from disparate sources of information, such as radio intercepts and patrol plane 
sightings. The shipboard computer then, is only the visible tip of a very large 
iceberg. In the successor system, shipboard computers are powerful enough to 
participate in assembling the total shipping picture, but the overall logic is the 
same: a series of intermittent observations of individual ships is developed into a 
dynamic picture, suited to tactical action, through a statistical ship tracker. 

All very well; but the US government has spent considerable money on 
satellites and other intelligence sources. What can a medium regional power do? 
Firstly, it is by no means clear that space is the right locality for primary 
intelligence collection, since to cover a regional area, the power might have to 
deploy low-altitude satellites which would spend most of their time elsewhere. A 
geosynchronous satellite presumably would not enjoy sufficient resolution to be 
tactically useful. However, long-endurance unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) 
might well be worth while in this role. 

Clearly, maritime patrol aircraft are natural contributors to the system, at least 
for their ability to identify ships which may be detected and tracked by other 
means. To participate effectively, they need their own terminals to display the 
agreed shipping picture, means of precise location and means of communicating 
with other system elements. The current US system 'Outlaw Hunter' employs an 
imaging radar (for identification). Each aircraft also has a GPS receiver and both 
satellite and Link 11 capacity. 

Other sensors may also be useful. Australia currently operates a very long 
range over the horizon (OTH) radar system, which reportedly can detect and 
track some shipping. Another OTH technology, surface-wave HF radar, is 
currently being marketed. It promises solid detection out to about 180nm from 
a shore site, assuming that the site is sufficiently large to support a high-gain 
antenna. This type of radar can, in theory, detect aircraft out to about 250nm. If 
the intended targets of the surveillance system use HF radio, they may also be 
subject to long-range H F / D F . If not, then they can be detected (intermittently) 
by any overhead or nearby surface platform. 
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Ships and smaller craft also have acoustic signatures. In theory, an underwater 
surveillance system can detect and track them. Indonesia reportedly bought just 
such a system to monitor surface traffic in Lombok Strait. Depending on 
bathymetry, surface ship towed arrays might also be useful surveillance tools. 
Bathymetry would also affect a fixed surveillance system, but it would be easier 
to develop a system suited to shallow water than to adapt towed arrays to such 
conditions. 

The important point is that, if there is a data fusion centre (or cooperative data 
fusion by the platforms) all available information can be melded to form a more 
or less coherent picture. The precise nature of the intelligence-gathering systems 
is less important to the melding process. 

Space assets are still essential to such a system. All units participating in it must 
know precisely where they are; otherwise the shipping picture cannot be of much 
use. GPS offers this level of precision very cheaply, and could well be the 
prerequisite for distributing the picture on a cooperative basis to small patrol 
units. 

Additionally, the communications link which distributes the shipping picture 
almost has to use satellites, simply because HF radio (the only long-haul system 
which does not use satellites) lacks the necessary capacity. Satellite communica
tions carries the vital advantage that the up-link generally cannot be counter-
detected by prospective enemies (and almost certainly not by smugglers). 

At present, surveillance is generally done by patrol craft with radios but with 
few if any computers, and certainly without elaborate satellite data links. Why 
invest a fortune in that technology, which inevitably means larger offshore patrol 
vessels and much more expensive command and control systems? The answer 
must be. twofold. Firstly, as patrol boats wear out, their successors will be fewer. 
The demands on navies are likely to grow, not to contract. More will have to be 
done with fewer people. Each OPC will have to be far more efficient than any of 
its predecessors. 

Incidentally, the experience of the Gulf War embargo suggests that OPVs will 
need helicopters, since in rough weather a good-sized merchant ship can easily 
operate where a rigid inflatable boat (RIB), the boarding craft of choice, cannot. 
A good-sized OPC can still launch and recover a helicopter in such circumstances, 
particularly if it is stabilised. If indeed ship steel is cheap, this consideration 
suggests that it might be an intelligent policy to build frigates and OPCs to a 
common design; merely equipping the OPCs on a less elaborate scale ( which 
could be upgraded if necessary). 
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NAVAL AIRCRAFT 

Let me conclude with some thoughts on naval aircraft For most medium navies, 
they are a mixture of shipboard helicopters and shore-based maritime patrol 
types. Firstly, all of them become important members of an overall surveillance 
system. All therefore need precise navigation (GPS, presumably) and sufficiently 
good gyros to know where their sensors are pointing. All need to be tied into the 
overall surveillance system, though presumably the helicopters can be tied in 
through the ships operating them. 

Perhaps the most interesting airframe developments are in long-endurance 
UAVs, which can provide electronic surveillance (passive rather than active 
radar) and also data link relay (the poor man's satellite). Full-day endurance is 
already unremarkable. It is possible that soon there will be solar-powered electric 
UAVs, capable of carrying small surveillance payloads and remaining aloft nearly 
indefinitely. 

Most current airframe work seems to be concentrated on high-performance 
aircraft, offering such features as stealth (mainly against radars) supersonic cruise 
(supercruise) and supersonic VSTOL performance. Clearly, widespread use of 
stealthy attack aircraft would bring with it a revival of lower-frequency (probably 
metric-wave) shipboard radars. Such aircraft might also be vulnerable to infra
red (IR) sensors; perhaps on board UAVs operating overhead. Any missiles used 
against really stealthy aircraft might need to be command-guided, since their 
targets would be detected by combinations of sensors, perhaps on several 
platforms operating together. Since detection might be quite difficult, such 
aircraft might well score hits before they could be engaged. They would further 
justify the arguments above for pushing for greater ship survivability. 

Supercruise might be associated with a possible trend towards supersonic 
anti-ship missiles, with shortened times for decision-making. Again, this would 
encourage automated responses, unless the ships of the future can withstand 
some hits, without either becoming incapacitated or sinking. In a Cold War 
context, automated reaction was a reasonable concept because the boundary 
between peace and war seemed clear. Now that the Cold War has faded, and that 
circumstances are likely to be far less obvious, full automation seems much less 
attractive. Government decision-makers at the Foreign Office level are likely to 
feel the point especially strongly. 

Then, there is STOVL, which is often considered the great hope of restoring 
airpower to lesser navies. Clearly, such aircraft work, and clearly they can be 
flown from aircraft carriers of moderate size and cost. Nevertheless, there is much 
more to making an effective aircraft carrier than merely being able to support a 
few aircraft. Much depends on the capacity to sustain operations and to 
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accommodate a reasonable ordnance load. At the least, the fleet supporting the 
carrier may have to take over some of the roles which, in a larger ship, might fall 
to supporting aircraft, such as area air defence or early warning. Having said that, 
a STOVL carrier may be inexpensive enough to be affordable, particularly if it 
is built to civilian standards. That was, after all, the case with the Colossus Class 
carriers which proved so successful in several medium navies in the years after 
1945. 
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11 Surface Operations in Tomorrow s Asia-Pacific 

CHRIS BARRIE 

T HIS chapter provides an overview of surface operations in tomorrow's 
Asia-Pacific, focusing specifically upon: 

a. -likely_capability.developments.and-their implications-for regional navies, 

b. the affordability of these developments for regional navies, 

c. the kinds of operations regional surface forces are likely to be involved with 
in Asia-Pacific in the future, and 

d. likely developments in the threats to surface ships and possible responses 
to these threats. 

A later chapter will examine one particular aspect of this subject; issues relating 
to the design of Australia's future offshore patrol combatant. 

STRATEGIC OVERVIEW 

We begin with a brief strategic overview, to provide some perspective on future 
surface warship operations in Asia-Pacific. As earlier chapters have suggested, in 
examining some of the strategic considerations likely to shape our region in the 
twenty-first century, Australia can expect to face a region perhaps best described 
as benign but uncertain. 

From a maritime perspective, the regional trend for navies to assume a higher 
profile in national security will continue. Historically and traditionally, many 
regional countries have relied upon armies for security. Admiral Roy, in his 
chapter, writes of'India's continental mindset and associated seablindness' while 
other commentators have frequently remarked upon the region's inward-looking 
focus upon security issues. Post-Second World War conflicts and periods of 
tension have often been over disputed land borders or threats to internal stability. 
Clearly, in these situations, armies are the most useful security option. 
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However, the recognition of the significance of maritime issues - trade and 
offshore resources to name but two, are encouraging these countries to adopt a 
more outward focus for their future security. A quick glance at any atlas will 
confirm what most of us already appreciate: that the Asia-Pacific region is 
fundamentally maritime in nature. Put simply, most of the region is dominated 
by the sea - by the Indian and Pacific Oceans, and by various other seas. In 
comparison with Europe, for example, there is a smaller land mass, and there are 
significantly fewer continental borders. 

This maritime dominated geography means that regional countries must 
confront a series of issues which may threaten their security and which are unique 
to the Asia-Pacific region. In particular, competition for increasingly scarce 
resources - offshore oil, gas and fisheries for example - are already resulting in 
complex maritime delimitation disputes. The UN law of the sea conventions 
relating to exclusive economic zones and archipelagic waters will face strong tests 
in these regional waters. The Spratly Islands dispute is simply the most promi
nent at this time. The new century may bring many more such disputes. 

Of particular importance for regional maritime forces, is that the volume of 
maritime trade in Asia-Pacific is predicted to grow by as much as seven per cent 
each year for the next 20 years. Interestingly, Dr Henry Kissinger remarked 
recently that by the year 2020, he expected APEC to account for 70 per cent of 
world trade. 

There is also a significant trend developing towards an increasing level of 
economic interdependence in the region. In this kind of strategic environment, 
clearly it is in every country's interest to keep SLOCs open and to protect 
maritime commerce. Most significantly, this is the strongest justification for the 
region's approach to cooperative security. 

The 1994 Australian Defence White Paper,- Defending Australia, states: 

Over the next fifteen years, the strategic environment in Asia and the Pacific is likely to 
be more demanding and to be determined, more than ever, by the policies and approaches 
of regional countries themselves. Australia's engagement with countries in Asia and the 
Pacific as a partner in shaping the strategic affairs of the region will thus become an 
increasingly important element in ensuring our security. 

In summary then, Asia-Pacific security in the next century will have a 
significant maritime dimension. Ensuring the security of maritime trade and 
offshore resource zones will encourage all regional countries to develop and 
sustain capable maritime forces. Importantly, the vastness of regional waters will 
determine that, with the possible exception of the United States, no country will 
be able to act alone. Cooperative regional security will be critical. 
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LIKELY REGIONAL CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT 

What kinds of capabilities will navies need in the Asia-Pacific region in the 21st 
century? The first point that needs to be made is that this issue must be kept in 
perspective. It would be wonderful to put together a 'wish list' for all sorts of 
platforms and weapons systems. However, few regional countries have the 
industrial capacity or the operational experience to develop new capabilities on 
the scale of countries such as the United States. Carrier aviation, nuclear powered 
submarines and ballistic missiles will be beyond the capacity of most regional 
countries to afford, operate and to support. 

Nevertheless, in general terms, there will be a trend to more capable surface 
vessels, with better equipment, better logistics support and better trained people 
putting to sea in Asia-Pacific in the next century. Specifically, there will be 
developments such as: 

a. an increasing number of more capable submarines: Thailand and Malaysia 
have shown some interest in purchasing and operating submarines. Singapore 
has announced the purchase of a submarine. Indonesia and South Korea will 
probably upgrade their submarine fleets, sometime early next century. A little 
further into the future, capabilities such as air independent propulsion, 
submarine launched cruise missiles and wake homing torpedoes could be 
relatively common in regional waters. 

b. improved organic airpower: non-helicopter capable ships will be a thing of 
the past regionally, although organic airpower will by and large mean helicop
ters. However, the United States and India will undoubtedly retain an aircraft 
carrier force, while all regional countries will watch the developments in 
Thailand with interest. Advances in sensor and weapon technology will make 
these helicopters far more capable than at present. 

c. improved sensors: three dimensional, phased array, synthetic aperture and 
over the horizon radar technology; infrared and other electro-optical sensors; 
unmanned vehicles and towed array sonars will dramatically improve the 
quality of information available to commanders in the region in the 21st 
century. There is also great potential for the regional development of satellite 
based sensors. 

d. wider availability of stand-off weapons: regional maritime forces will be 
operating not only Harpoon and Exocet successors, but also the successors to 
Tomahawk and other highly capable precision guided cruise missiles. 

e. more capable munitions: guided, longer range projectiles and fuel-air 
weapons may become widely available. 
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f. more efficient, higher output propulsion technologies: combinations of gas 
turbine and diesel propulsion will remain in service for some years to come. 
There is also potential for the development of alternative propulsion technolo
gies, including superconductor propulsion. 

g. higher speed more stable hull forms: the displacement hull will be around 
for some time, but technologies such as small waterplane area twin hull 
(SWATH) hydrofoil, surface effect and wave piercing hull forms will become 
widespread throughout the Asia-Pacific region, particularly in archipelagic 
waters. 

However, the biggest change likely to be seen in the region, in terms of 
capability development, will be in C3I and in command and control warfare 
(C2W). Rapid, almost exponential growth in the capacity of computers to process 
data - in terms of volume and speed - have seen great challenges set in the field 
of information technology, C3I and C2W in the past few years. How well various 
countries meet these challenges and incorporate the information from a new 
generation of sensors, is likely to determine the effectiveness of maritime forces 
in the 21st century. Some of the key issues include: interoperability, security, 
affordability, survivability and flexibility. These issues need to be examined in a 
joint environment, by navies, armies and air forces, and in a combined environ
ment; that is by the armed forces of regional countries acting together. 

In summary then, with a few exceptions, countries in Asia-Pacific are still 
some way from acquiring and operating the types of capabilities listed above. It 
is critical to stress that technology forms only one part of the capability equation-
support (logistics and training) and people are other critical elements. 

REGIONAL AFFORDABILITY OF CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENTS 

How affordable are these kinds of capability developments for regional countries? 
Leaving aside developmental costs, which are beyond the capacity of most Asia-
Pacific countries, with the exception of the US and Japan and some other nations 
with specific skills in some areas, the affordability of new capabilities may become 
a key determinant for regional security in the new century. Countries such as 
Australia and New Zealand, and even the United States, will continue to operate 
under tight budgetary constraints for the foreseeable future. Pacific island 
nations will also have limited resources available to spend on security and will 
need to invest most carefully. 

However, Asian nations are likely to be less constrained. Sustained economic 
growth will allow investment in new technologies and capability improvements 
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at a rate exceeding that of other regions in the world. Interestingly, the economist, 
Professor Wolfgang Kasper, noted in 1991 that: 

Should tensions in the region increase, the Asian nations will be able to raise the share of 
their national product committed to defence fairly easily. But they will probably not do so 
without need, as the economic development priority is deeply entrenched and the leaders 
realise that defence spending is done at the expense of future growth. 

LIKELY SURFACE OPERATIONS IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION 

Turning to the type of surface operations that navies will be likely to undertake 
in the next century, fundamentally, they will be similar to those conducted now. 
The frequency and volume may increase, but the following surface roles will 
remain key elements of regional maritime forces' concepts of operations: 

a. surveillance, 

b. maritime patrol and response, 

c. protection of maritime trade, 

d. protection of offshore resources, and 

e. strategic strike. 

Having made that point, there is also a strong possibility that we will see an 
increase in the so-called 'constabulary roles' of navies. In proposing the likely 
strategic environment of the Asia-Pacific region in the next century earlier in the 
chapter, there was mention of the potential for an increase in the number of 
maritime boundary delimitation disputes. These disputes, and increasing com
petition for scarce resources, may see surface forces increasingly engaged in 
operations such as: 

a. maritime peacekeeping (maritime boundary disputes, regional 
humanitarian missions); 

b. anti-piracy/terrorism operations; and 

c. operations in support of environmental concerns. 

SURFACE SHIP THREATS AND RESPONSES 

There is also a need to examine the kind of threats which surface ships expect to 
face, and how they will deal with these threats in the future. 
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Students of maritime history would know that the demise of the surface ship 
has been predicted for a hundred years or so. Threats from submarines, aircraft 
and missiles have proved very dangerous, but not as decisive or final, as their 
proponents first thought. Consequently, although the environment in which 
surface ships will be operating in the new century has the potential to be far more 
hazardous, surface platforms will continue to play an important role. 

This is an important point. Frequently, the argument is advanced that the 
increased numbers and increased capability, of submarines, and the increased 
numbers and capability - particularly range - of land-based aircraft, will mean 
that surface ships will not survive in the Asia-Pacific of the future. The argument 
continues that, because of this perceived vulnerability, the roles formerly per
formed by surface ships will have to be performed by other means. But, this is 
unlikely to occur. The range, endurance, sustainability and 'presence' of surface 
ships, plus their inherent flexibility, will determine that they will continue to play 
a critical role in maritime operations in the region. 

Returning to the likely threats to surface ships, perhaps the most significant 
threat posed to surface ships, and certainly the most frequently debated, is that 
posed by the new generation of anti-ship missiles. High supersonic speeds, in 
excess of Mach 3 and more discriminating seeker heads and targeting algorithms 
are frightening developments for surface warfare proponents. However, the 
continued evolution of systems and weapons which allow layered defence of 
ships, with a combination of soft and hard kill defences, will reduce, although not 
negate, the threat posed by these missiles. The next generation of close-in 
weapons systems (CIWS) Nulka and high speed, agile surface-to-air missiles will 
be relevant in this regard. 

The affordability of new technologies and capabilities is important. But in 
addition to high-technology, high-cost threats-such as Mach 3 missiles, surface 
ships may also face the very real threat of a relatively low-technology, low-cost 
weapon in regional waters - the mine. The lessons of the 1991 Gulf War and USS 
TRIPOLI are being learnt, and the investment across the region in minewarfare 
capabilities is quite noticeable. 

The dependence on limited communication channels by surface ships may see 
them become increasingly vulnerable to exploitation by computer viruses and 
electromagnetic pulse weapons. Far more likely however, will be the increasing 
vulnerability of surface ship sensors to combat-related damage. The exposed 
position of radar arrays, optronic sensors and aerials means that any damage 
inflicted on surface ships has the potential to blind those ships. Since the early 
1980s and the Falklands conflict, navies have devoted much time and effort to 
improving the 'survivability' of ships. However, a disabled ship that survives, but 
is not capable of fighting, simply becomes a burden to the force commander. 
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Maritime forces need to focus some attention on improving the 'fightability' in 
concert with the 'survivability' of surface ships. 

CONCLUSION 

Maritime forces in Asia-Pacific in the next century can expect to face a more 
complex and uncertain operating environment. There will be a strong emphasis 
on maritime forces to provide security for nations' trade and offshore resource 
zones. The steady increase in trade among nations of the Asia-Pacific region will 
continue to reflect the development of a region of increasing economic interde
pendence. This growing interdependence will require some form of cooperative 
security. 

Regional navies will be heavily committed to a range of surface operations 
which will not differ greatly in kind from those we conduct today, but will perhaps 
differ in scale and execution. Joint and combined operations will be the order of 
the day. 

Asian nations, in particular, will be able to afford investment in new capabili
ties which will cover a range of emerging technologies relating to hull design, 
propulsion, sensor fit and weapons systems. 

Clearly, navies will find this kind of environment a very challenging one in 
which to operate. 
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12 Maritime Air Operations - The Naval 
Aviation Contribution 

DAVID J. RAMSAY 

THIS chapter on the contribution of naval aviation to maritime air operations 
in the 21st century will cover current and future developments in RAN 

shipborne aviation, in conjunction with the scene set by Rear Admiral Barrie's 
chapter on surface warship operations in tomorrow's Asia-Pacific. It will also 
complement Group Captain Harvey's chapter on the Royal Australian Air 
Force's (RAAF) significant involvement in maritime operations. It will describe 
the nature of naval aviation operations and emphasise the critical importance of 
joint and combined interoperability, as the limited number of RAN aircraft face 
up to the immense task of surveillance, patrol, response and combat operations in 
the vastness of our region. 

CURRENT AVIATION FORCE 

Australian naval aviation is on the threshold of an exciting era, with projects under 
way to ensure that every major RAN surface unit will have an integrated naval 
aviation capability. Current developments within the RAN's aviation force are 
concentrated in the Seahawk and Sea King helicopters. 

The Sikorsky S-70B-2 Seahawk helicopter is the Fleet Air Arm's (FAA) most 
capable aircraft, with good sensors, range and endurance. The RAN currently 
operates 12 aircraft with four in attrition reserve. All six FFGs are planned to have 
fully integrated double crewed flights by the end of 1997. The Seahawk can 
operate at a considerable distance from its parent ship, conducting independent 
operations including ASW, surface surveillance and over the horizon targeting. 
The RAN variant features a role adaptable weapon system (RAWS) which is 
designed to permit relatively easy role changes and system upgrades. Aircraft 
sensor information is relayed by data link to appropriately fitted surface units, but 
there is significant scope for enhancement with advances in communications 
technology. A proposal to introduce the four attrition Seahawk aircraft into the 
operating pool is being considered and the Seahawk will support the FFGs until 
life of type, planned for around 2020. 
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The RAN operates six Sea King SK50 helicopters which were acquired in the 
mid-1970s as carrier borne ASW aircraft with dipping sonar. They are currently 
being refurbished and converted to the utility role, as they have an excellent 
passenger and cargo carrying capacity. The life of type extension refurbishment 
includes upgrading of the radar, avionics and communications, for the aircraft to 
remain in service until at least 2008. Whilst primarily employed in the fleet 
support utility role, the Sea Kings are ideal platforms for logistics over the shore 
(LOTS) support for ground forces deployed from the recently acquired training 
and helicopter support ships (THSS). 

In addition to these principal helicopter types, the Fleet Air Arm operates six 
AS 350 Squirrels for training and light utility duties. These aircraft are still 
employed as the interim FFG helicopters, pending full availability of the 
Seahawks. They will also become the interim helicopters for the ANZAC ships, 
pending availability of the new intermediate helicopters for those ships. The 
Fleet Air Arm also operates several Bell 206 Kiowas, for light utility work in 
support of survey operations carried out by HMAS MORESBY. 

CURRENT AND PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS 

RAN policy is for all major fleet units to be air capable. Accordingly, the two new 
hydrographic support ships will have aviation facilities. Although they will be 
capable of fully supporting the operation of intermediate size helicopters they will 
not normally employ a helicopter for their survey tasks as HMAS MORESBY 
does now. 

The two training and helicopter support ships will be modified to embark and 
operate Army Blackhawk and Navy Sea King helicopters, and to receive the 
recently acquired Army Chinook helicopters. The full scope of naval aviation 
operations from these ships is still being assessed. It may range from periodic 
short detachments exercising embarked operations, to significant involvement in 
logistics over the shore operations, thus freeing the Blackhawks for their forward 
mobility role. Clearly, in our maritime and archipelagic region, multi-aircraft 
platforms like the THSS offer great flexibility to the Government in its response 
to a wide range of challenging scenarios. They are national assets with which the 
RAN can exercise influence, exert will, or simply do good by assisting in disaster 
relief. 

Under a project for which tenders have recently been sought, the Seahawk 
helicopters will be made more effective with the fitting of electronic support 
measures (ESM) and forward looking infra red sensors (FLIR). These systems 
will become operational at about the turn of the century and will greatly enhance 
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Seahawk surveillance capability. The ESM will include a missile approach 
warning system (MAWS), physical counter measures (chaff and flare) as well as 
a broadband ESM onboard analysis and recording capability. The Defence 
Science and Technology Organization (DSTO) has conducted extensive re
search into optimising FLIR operations for tropical conditions, which hopefully 
will benefit project and operational activities. 

Very likely, a mid-life upgrade program will be needed for the Seahawk about 
2002 or 2003, to address capability and supportability issues which are already 
becoming evident. Apart from a current system upgrade, possibly including an 
air to surface missile and dipping sonar, this clearly provides an opportunity 
significantly to enhance communications, incorporating a fleet wide, common, 
data link capability. There are also plans to fit ESM for self-protection of the Sea 
Kings, while they perform the utility transport role. This self-protection will 
include a missile approach warning system, radar and laser warning receivers and 
chaff and flare dispensers. 

The next major development for the Fleet Air Arm will see the introduction 
of 14 intermediate sized aircraft for the ANZAC Class frigates. Studies have 
shown that the ships' surface surveillance capability will be increased by a factor 
of 10 with an effective helicopter, which becomes an extension of the ship's 
combat system and consequently a force multiplier. The request for tender 
(RFT) was recently issued and the main contenders for the new intermediate 
helicopter contract are the Westland Lynx, the Eurocopter Panther, the Kaman 
SH-2G Sea Sprite and the Sikorsky S-76N. [The Kaman SH-2G Seasprite was 
subsequently selected as the NIH.] The ANZAC ship helicopter is expected to 
enter service before the year 2000. Observing that the first two ANZACs are 
already.at sea, the gap in capability will be filled by the Squirrel; testimony to the 
programming difficulties which face the ADF - and other regional defence 
forces. There is so much to be done, and limited funding with which to do it. 

The primary roles of the new intermediate helicopter will be surface surveil
lance and ASUW, for which the aircraft will be fitted with radar, ASM, FLIR and 
an ESM capability, including chaff and flares. The NIH will be crewed by one 
pilot and one observer and will give the ANZAC frigates the ability to engage 
surface targets at extended ranges, using the NIH with its own ASM or for over 
the horizon targeting (OTHT). The helicopter will also have a limited ASW 
capability, as a torpedo carrying platform. Project 1427 will see the additional 
procurement of up to 13 NIH for the offshore patrol combatant (OPC). Timing 
of the introduction of these additional helicopters will be driven by the timing of 
the OPC program and its possible development as the Joint Patrol Vessel (JPV) 
with Malaysia. Hopefully, the Squirrel will not have to act as the interim OPC 
helicopter! 
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THE NATURE OF NAVAL AVIATION IN THE 21ST CENTURY 

The earlier chapter by Rear Admiral Barrie has outlined the roles of the RAN and 
other navies in 21st century operations and has pointed to the most radical 
changes being likely to occur in C3I. This development is eagerly awaited by all 
in naval aviation, as a necessary next step in realising the full potential of the 
Seahawk and other, future embarked aircraft. The increasing emphasis on 
constabulary roles for navies suggests that the flexibility of organic naval airpower 
will be particularly useful. For example, boarding operations are hazardous in 
other than benign circumstances and helicopter insertion is becoming common
place. The passenger carrying capacity of helicopters will be a consideration in 
future procurement decisions and more sophisticated armament may well be 
adapted from army battlefield helicopters, to replace the door-mounted general 
purpose machine gun. 

The trend towards most warships having organic helicopters and the increas
ing number of shore based surveillance and airborne early warning and control 
(AEW&C) aircraft, are clearly leading to situations in which these assets will 
encounter each other in areas of significant interest. Consequently, the air combat 
capabilities of battlefield helicopters may well be translated to the maritime 
environment, especially as air-to-air missiles have a credible capability against 
surface targets. Already, counter and counter-counter measure systems are 
appearing in maritime aircraft and this trend will continue, along with the 
inherent obligation of air-to-air combat capable aircraft to be able to distinguish 
friend from foe. 

This leads us back to a point made earlier by Admiral Barrie - the affordability 
of the sensors and weapons which technological advances are making practicable 
for smaller aircraft such as naval helicopters. The rate at which the trend to multi-
role sophistication Is followed will be driven by the perception of need, modified 
by the size of defence budgets. Good intelligence will clearly be vital to the 
decision making process. Equally clearly, the rate of technological change is going 
to require a sea-change in procurement processes. No longer can navies afford 
project gestation periods which significantly exceed the product life cycle. 

The principal advantage of organic air power is its availability to the com
mander when he needs it. Nevertheless, being there on board ship means little if 
the aircraft is unserviceable, the crew is exhausted, or if weather conditions 
preclude launch or recovery operations. Technological advances have signifi
cantly improved availability rates, but the maritime environment is harsh and 
minimum manning regimes are forcing navies to pursue even more reliable 
systems, with self-diagnosing built-in-test and repair by replacement philoso
phies. Although naval aviation assets will become more reactive, cued by wide 
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area surveillance systems, crewing arrangements will still have to cope with 24 
hour operations in a variety of circumstances. The ability to conduct flying 
operations in adverse conditions, by day or night and for prolonged periods, will 
remain a prerequisite for success in naval aviation. This demands a considerable 
investment in ship-helicopter integration; rugged, properly marinized helicop
ters and capable recovery and deck-handling equipment, to prevent inadvertent 
losses of expensive aircraft. 

The small number of aircraft available to individual services, or nations, will 
see increased emphasis on joint and combined operations. The exercises we 
conduct today as confidence building measures, will become even more impor
tant, as proving grounds for information systems connectivity. Much has been 
written and spoken recently about the prospects for increased naval cooperation 
in the region, with options ranging up to standing naval forces. The potential 
benefits of establishing an effective standing naval force would be worth the 
substantial effort. Interoperability requires far more than a technical or theoreti
cal compatibility between systems. Mutually agreed doctrine and procedures 
must be used to allow the operators, the people in the system, to realise the full 
benefits of the technology. While the difficulties should not be ignored, the 
benefits which would flow from such close cooperation are immense. 

RAN involvement in the 1991 Gulf conflict and with the multi-national 
interception force (MIF) enforcing UN sanctions against Iraq, has been instruc
tive in respect of maintaining interoperability. Any significant contingency in the 
Asia-Pacific region will, most likely, see several countries cooperate to resolve the 
issue. Consequently, RAN units, including helicopters, must be able to commu
nicate effectively with all participants. Another multilateral interoperability 
factor, unique to naval aviation, is cross-deck operation. To the maximum extent 
possible, the physical compatibility between various helicopters and the deck 
handling systems and crews of air capable ships must be established and exer
cised. Many readers will remember, some years ago, photographs of a USN SH-
3 (Sea King) perched athwartships on a rather small Royal New Zealand Navy 
(RNZN) frigate flight deck and of an RN Sea Harrier sitting forlornly on a 
Spanish container ship; both after emergency landings. Where there is a will there 
is a way, and overwater aviators will always try to find a way to avoid swimming. 
Routine cross-deck operations bring about improved communications and pro
cedural compatibility, as well as broadening options for the conduct of multilat
eral air operations and for handling emergency situations. This chapter will now 
examine some possible future developments in naval aviation. 
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FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS 

Clearly, anti-submarine warfare will be a more prominent issue in the new 
century, as more submarines enter regional inventories. Improved submarine 
detection technology, such as low frequency active sonar, is likely to be incorpo
rated in the S-70B-2 mid-life upgrade and in helicopters for future RAN surface 
combatants. If it proves necessary, however, the regeneration of the organisa
tional and technical skills required to operate dipping sonar will be a time 
consuming process. Resource pressures dictated the decline of the capability, and 
the problems of resurrection which will face the Fleet Air Arm are similar to those 
of other regional defence forces, now developing their ASW capabilities. 

Operational information systems (OIS) incorporating artificial intelligence, 
will be needed to assist naval aircrew to operate more effectively in high workload 
multi-threat environments. The technology is undoubtedly coming, but again 
funding constraints will impinge on when and how widespread this level of 
capability will be in naval aircraft. 

The demise of manned aircraft has been forecast, prematurely, for many years. 
While UAVs do not yet have the capabilities or performance characteristics to 
replace manned helicopters at sea, the new century will most likely see them used 
at least for high risk surveillance and over the horizon targeting operations, 
complementing the manned aircraft fleet. 

New capabilities are likely to evolve for airborne mine detection. With such 
systems, appropriately supported helicopters could clear mined waters faster 
than surface ships acting alone. Naturally, cooperative efforts would be most 
effective in this role. 

New radar technologies, such as synthetic aperture (SAR) and inverted 
synthetic aperture (ISAR) are extending the stand-off range for positive identi
fication and engagement of surface targets. This is another pointer to the need to 
extend the reach of ships' sensors and weapon systems, by arming organic 
helicopters. The USN cooperative engagement concept (CEC) technology de
velopment is resulting in systems weight, space and cost reducing to levels which 
may make it feasible for fitting to organic naval helicopters. 

CONCLUSIONS 

For naval aviation the implications are clear, whether we face evolution or 
revolution in military affairs. The maritime aircraft (fixed and rotary wing) of 
tomorrow will need to be more capable and highly flexible. Their air and 
maintenance crews will need to be multi-skilled. Command, control and commu
nication systems will need easily to cross service and national boundaries. 
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Undoubtedly, technology will provide equipment to meet the challenges of the 
new century. In a world which will continue to change ever more rapidly, success 
will demand people and organisations geared to incorporate change. For navies 
in general, and naval aviation in particular, this will require constant practice in 
the forums of joint and combined multilateral exercises and other activities. 
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13 Maritime Air Operations - The RAAF 
Contribution 

JOHN HARVEY 

THIS chapter will address the future RAAF contribution to maritime air 
operations. In recognition of the need for joint action, but also taking 

advantage of specialist knowledge of different service providers, it will comple
ment the chapter by Captain David Ramsay on the RAN contribution to maritime 
air operations. 

ROLE OF AIRPOWER IN MARITIME OPERATIONS 

Increasingly, the teeth of armed forces is provided by air power - regardless of 
which Service is the provider. Colonel Phil Meilinger, Dean of the USAF School 
of Advanced Air Power Studies, estimates that currently, 60 per cent or more of 
all defence funding in the United States is spent on air power (which includes 
space capabilities).! Certainly, the RAN is aware of the importance of air power, 
aiming to provide an air capability for each of its new ships as well as anti-air 
capabilities for self and fleet defence. 

The RAAF contribution to maritime operations involves more than aircraft 
directly involved in anti-surface or anti-submarine operations. And as will be 
pointed out later, it certainly involves more than just aircraft. The RAAF 
recognises control of the air as the prime air campaign. Without control of the air, 
surface operations are either extremely difficult or impossible. 

In the maritime environment, ever since the American airman Billy Mitchell 
demonstrated the use of aircraft to sink the former German dreadnought 
OSTFRIESL AND off the Norfolk Virginia coast in 1921, ships at sea without air 
cover have been at risk.2 Surface ships, self-defence capabilities have clearly 
developed since that time, but so too have aircraft anti-ship capabilities. 

The importance of the need to maintain control is well illustrated by a story 
which is said to be true. In the United States, shortly after the Gulf War and 
following all the publicity surrounding the success of air power, a school student 
was asked why the South had lost the Civil War. After thinking for a while the 
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student replied: 'Because they didn't have control of the air'. Perhaps not the right 
answer given the context, but the sentiment is appreciated! 

It must also be remembered that it is not only through defensive counter-air 
actions in the area of maritime operations that control of the air is achieved. 
Offensive counter-air actions well away from the maritime battle may be the best 
way of influencing the battle's outcome. As well, maritime interdiction opera
tions and strategic strikes against, for example, command and control centres can 
have a direct effect on the outcome of a maritime battle thousands of kilometres 
away. 

The RAAF's land based aircraft clearly have range and endurance limits which 
affect their ability directly to carry out maritime operations. The completion of 
the chain of northern bases, however, will go a long way towards redressing this 
limitation in the direct defence of Australia. Additionally, ensuring that all 
maritime aircraft are air-to-air refuelling capable and acquiring an operational 
tanker capability, would significantly improve the RAAF's ability to contribute 
to maritime operations. 

INFORMATION DOMINANCE 

While the need for air control in the maritime context is now generally well 
accepted, and will continue to be a requirement, there is a need to look to the 
future and the changing nature of warfare. The end of the Cold War has coincided 
with what Alvin and Heidi Toffler have described as 'the Information Age'.3 The 
use of terms such as 'information warfare', 'information dominance', 'knowledge 
based conflict' and 'dominant battlefield awareness' is becoming common. 

'Information' in this context is used very broadly and applies to unclassified 
as well as classified data and the communication of those data. Dominance in what 
has been called the 'information dimension' helps remove the 'fog of war'. And, 
just as control of the air allows freedom of action on the surface, control of 
information will become increasingly necessary for freedom of action in all three 
dimensions. In recognition of the importance of information dominance, the 
USAF has called for a fundamental re-examination of its doctrine: 

Just as the US Air Force strives to dominate the skies over a battlefield, the Service is now 
taking steps to dominate the exchange of information in future conflicts.4 

Even small forces, such as the ADF, must acknowledge the need for informa
tion dominance in any future conflict. While the ADF in general, and the RAAF 
in particular, have yet explicitly to adopt a doctrine including information 
dominance, implicit recognition of the importance of information can already be 
seen in terms of the Defence capital investment program. 
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INFORMATION: THE TRADE-OFF BETWEEN INFORMATION 
CAPABILITY AND FORCE CAPABILITY 

In choosing an appropriate force structure for the ADF, there is a trade-off 
between what can be described as 'information' capabilities and 'force' capabili
ties. At one end of the spectrum, there is full information about enemy force 
dispositions, activities and, ideally, intentions; which would therefore require a 
lesser force capability to deal with him. At the other end of the spectrum, if there 
is little or no information about the enemy, very high levels of combat forces 
would be required. This can be seen as extending the concept of using precision 
weapons - where application of a small amount of force to the right target, in the 
right place, avoids the need to apply large amounts of poorly directed force. 

The point can be illustrated by using the case of Australia's strategy of denying 
its air and sea approaches-based largely on advanced air and sea platforms. 
Consider a large scale anti-surface action in which, for argumentis sake, a total of 
50 Harpoon missiles is fired from a variety of air, surface and sub-surface 
platforms. While this clearly represents a formidable anti-ship capability, the 
total amount of'force' applied, that is in terms of high explosive, is only equal to 
one F-l 11 loaded with 'dumb' bombs.5 There is also a huge difference in cost-
about $2 million for a Harpoon, versus about $2,000 for one 500 pound bomb; a 
ratio of 1,000:1. Clearly, precision comes at a price! 

Similarly, in the air control role, a defensive operation involving the use of, say, 
50 AIM-7 Sparrows, is equal to only half the same F-l 11 load. It is information, 
in this case precise knowledge of the enemyis location, that allows a small amount 
of force to have a disproportionate effect. The key question for Australia then is 
one of balance-achieving the most effective mix of'information' capabilities (in 
which is included surveillance, intelligence and command, control and commu
nications) and 'force' capabilities. 

SURVEILLANCE 

For some time, the ADF has recognised that its ability to control its air and sea 
approaches will depend on information: that is the need for wide area surveil
lance. The RAAF's ability to contribute to the wide area surveillance capability 
will be considerably improved in the future; primarily through the Jindalee 
Operational Radar Network (JORN); airborne early warning and control 
(AEW&C) aircraft; and the upgraded P-3C Orion aircraft. 
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JORN 

The capability provided by JORN will represent a quantum leap over existing 
surveillance methods. For the first time, the ADF will have near continuous, real 
time, high quality data covering its area of prime strategic interest. JORN is 
expected to be in service in about 2000, at a total project cost of approximately one 
billion dollars. The JORN radars can detect air and surface targets at ranges of 
between 1000 and 3000 km - representing a total area of coverage of some 20 
million square kilometres. As well as detecting aircraft and ships in Australia's 
area of primary strategic interest, JORN will also provide a range of information 
contributing to Australiais broader security interests. This includes meteorologi
cal data on surface winds and sea wave heights, early warning weather alerts and 
cyclone tracking. As the system comes into service new uses for it are also likely 
to be discovered. 

Initially, JORN will consist of one transmitter-receiver radar located at 
Longreach in Queensland, a second near Laverton in Western Australia, and the 
JORN Coordination Centre (JCC) at RAAF Base Edinburgh in South Australia. 
The experimental radar at Alice Springs will be converted to a research and 
development role. A decision on a possible third operational radar will be made 
after approximately two years of operation. 

Correlated tracks from the JCC will be transmitted to the sensor coordination 
centre at No 2 Control and Reporting Unit (CRU) at RAAF Tindal, where value 
adding in the form of identification and/or merging with microwave tracks will 
be carried out. The JORN tracks, together with all other air tracks, will then be 
forwarded to the National Air Defence Operations Centre (NADOC) as the 
recognised air picture, and to the Maritime Intelligence Centre (MIC) where it 
will be fused with data from other sources to form the recognised surface picture. 

Targets will be processed by Air and Maritime Command systems and 
relevant information will be passed on to other Government agencies. Essential 
to the effective operation of JORN is an effective and survivable communications 
system. (Even an information system, therefore, depends on information). 
Detailed command and control arrangements for JORN are yet to be finalised, 
but JORN will be a national asset under the operational and administrative 
command of Air Commander Australia. Overall tasking priorities will be set by 
the Chief of the Defence Force (CDF). A total of about 145 service personnel will 
operate the system, with civilian contractor personnel maintaining the remote 
radar sites. 
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AIRBORNE EARLY WARNING AND CONTROL 

While broad area surveillance of the northern approaches will be carried out 
primarily by JORN, its technology does not allow close control for the intercept 
and neutralise task. Another key element of the ADF's surveillance capability will 
therefore be the introduction of AEW&C aircraft. Acquisition of an AEW&C 
capability has been proposed and studied by the ADF almost since such a 
capability first existed. While a financial commitment has yet to be made, the 
project is progressing well and the first aircraft is expected to be in service around 
the year 2000. 

While AEW&C is generally synonymous with a radar capability, multiple 
sensor AEW&C is now recognised as the preferred option. Multiple sensors 
provide greater capacity for detection, and identification and reduce the chance 
of the surveillance capability being defeated. 

While AEW&C is being acquired to meet the air defence strategic concept, it 
has great potential to contribute to many other roles and tasks, including: 
command, control and communications, protection of the fleet, and general anti-
surface operations. Compatibility with surface and sub-surface units will there
fore be essential. 

P-3C ORIONS 

The RAAF's P-3C Orion Long Range Maritime Patrol (LRMP) aircraft repre
sent a very significant part of the ADF maritime surveillance and combat 
capability for response to surface and sub-surface threats. Consistently with the 
emphasis on information warfare, two major upgrades of the RAAF's P-3 aircraft 
are underway or about to commence. The first is the P-3C Update II which 
consists of fitting advanced Electronic Support Measures. The upgrade is 
expected to be finished by the end of 1996. 

The second and larger project, is the upgrade that will extend the operational 
life of type of the P-3 fleet to beyond 2015. The upgrade includes replacement of 
the radar, acoustics, navigation and communications systems, magnetic anomaly 
detector (MAD) and the data management system. A key part of the upgrade will 
be the new radar, which will provide 360 degree coverage, long-range surface 
surveillance, moving-target-indicator, track-while-scan, advanced electronic 
counter-counter measures (ECCM) and imaging capabilities to assist identifica
tion (including SAR, ISAR and range profiling). The upgraded aircraft will start 
to be delivered in 1998, with the fleet upgrade to be complete in 2001. 

While these capability improvements will improve performance in current 
P-3 operations, the upgrades are so substantial that a fundamental rethink of 
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P-3 roles and the means of carrying them out may be needed. Part of this rethink 
must involve determining how to integrate P-3 operations into the full range of 
ADF maritime capabilities. In terms of surveillance, this means integrating with 
JORN, AEW&C, surface ships and submarines. In the attack role, it involves 
integrating with F - l l l s and F/A-18s as well as surface ships and submarines. 
With the new capabilities, the P-3s could possibly change from a primarily patrol 
role to more of a ready response role-providing high resolution information based 
on JORN cuing. Because the upgraded aircraft will be able to classify at long 
range, tactics may also need to be revised to reflect a new means of engagement 
and targeting. 

FORCE CAPABILITY 

RAAF assets available for controlling the air and sea approaches are the F/A-18, 
F-l 11 and P-3Cs. The F-l 11 and P-3 aircraft are undergoing extensive upgrade 
projects and a major upgrade for the F-l8 is planned. 

F/A-18 

The F/A-18s are true multi-role aircraft and provide air control, maritime and 
land attack and reconnaissance capabilities. A future upgrade will concentrate 
primarily in the 'information' field; particularly involving the radar and mission 
computer. Weapons upgrades will concentrate on the air control role; with a 
beyond visual range missile which will allow 'launch and leave' and a more agile 
within visual range missile, probably targeted with a helmet mounted sight. 

F-l 11 

The F-l 11 performs several roles, including maritime strike, air control and 
reconnaissance. The F-l 11 Avionics Update Project also concentrates on the 
'information' elements of capability, with a complete replacement of sensors, 
communications and mission computers. Weapons upgrades are also planned. 
While the current Harpoon missile provides a very effective anti-ship capability, 
it does not allow precise targeting and therefore has limited utility where rules of 
engagement are very restrictive. Acquisition of weapons with an imaging IR 
capability is being considered, to redress this deficiency. 

An anti-radiation missile will also be acquired to increase both aircraft 
survivability and to expand the Government's options in response to a maritime 
threat-providing the option of damaging rather than sinking a ship. At the lower 
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end of the threat spectrum, advanced laser guided bombs (LGB) will be acquired 
to provide a cost-effective means of attacking less capable ships. 

P-3C ORION 

As discussed earlier, the major upgrades to P-3s will be in the information field. 
As for the F-l 11, however, an anti-radiation missile (ARM) will be acquired, to 
increase response options while at the same time increasing aircraft survivability. 

COMMAND AND CONTROL 

Maximum effectiveness of ADF information and force capabilities can only be 
achieved when they are integrated into a comprehensive air and surface defence 
system. An essential part of this will be an effective command and control system 
which requires extensive secure, jam-resistant and broad-band communications 
capabilities. 

One of the outcomes of recent technological developments, particularly in 
computers, has been the dramatic improvement (or at least the potential for it) in 
command and control. The RAAF's operational headquarters, Air Command, 
now recognises effective command and control as a capability in its own right. 
The RAAF is undertaking major developments in terms of C2, to accommodate 
the increased range of information available and the ability of new technology to 
'fuse' data effectively and to control forces. Considerable effort is being made to 
develop a joint operational level command and control capability - something 
which the ADF has been lacking. A significant impact on C2 will be the 
development of the co-located Joint Force Headquarters which is now underway. 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS 

Looking further to the future, key developments are also likely to occur in the 
information aspects of maritime warfare. While space-based navigation and 
communications have been used by the ADF for some time, the use of space based 
sensors for surveillance and reconnaissance is now being considered. There is also 
considerable interest in the use of unmanned aerial vehicles. Both the RAN and 
Australian Army are investigating shorter range UAVs for reconnaissance pur
poses. The RAAF must investigate the use of long range, long endurance systems 
now being developed. In this sense, long endurance refers to systems with 
endurance in the order of three months. These systems are not excessively 
complex and could be operated and perhaps even built, by Australian industry; 
thereby contributing to Australia's quest for defence self-reliance. UAVs with the 
ability to launch smart weapons, further reducing the risk to aircrew, are also 
being investigated. 
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CONCLUSION 

In concluding this rather brief overview of the RAAF contribution to maritime 
air operations beyond the year 2000, there is a need to re-emphasise the continu
ing need for air control and, increasingly, the need for information control. An 
essential element of this information control will be advanced surveillance 
systems, to provide 'dominant situational awareness'. Information will prove to 
be the most effective force multiplier. 

While the need for information dominance has yet to be explicitly identified 
by the ADF, investment figures show that money is already going in that 
direction. Using very rough estimates, and looking only at RAAF systems 
discussed earlier, total investment in what can be called the 'information compo
nent' of combat capability is approximately $4 billion, whereas direct investment 
in the 'force component' is only approximately $200 million-a ratio in favour of 
information systems of about 20:1. The revolutionary changes in capability 
provided by ongoing or planned developments, will require a fundamental 
rethink of how the RAAF, and the ADF generally, carry out their existing roles. 
Fundamental to this will be effective command, control and communications 
systems which effectively integrate the wide range of advanced capabilities 
available to the ADF. 

These changes are fundamental to what some are calling a revolution in 
military affairs (RMA). As Mazzar has observed, however: 

Technologies may drive the RMA, but people and organizations will carry it out. In 
addition to smart weapons, therefore, the RMA calls for smart organisations and smart 
personnel.6 

The point to note, then, is that new capabilities will only be as good as the people 

operating and supporting them. 

Notes 

1. Based on personal discussions with Colonel Meilinger. 
2. Alan Stephens, 'Aerospace Strategy', in Australian Defence Force Journal, No. 98, Janu

ary/ February 1993, p. 27. 
3. Alvin and Heidi Toffler, War and Anti-War: Survival at the Dawn of the 21st Century, 

Boston: Little Brown and Co., 1993, pp. 15-17. 
4. Pat Cooper and Frank Oliveri, 'Air Force Carves Operational Edge in Info Warfare', 

Defense News, August 21-27, p. 29. 
5. This comparison is based on the original F-111C load of 48 Mk 82 5001b bombs. The 

explosive content of a Mk 82 and the AGM-84 Harpoon are about equal. 
6. Mazarr, 1994. 
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Developments in Underwater Warfare 

NORMAN FRIEDMAN 

.. 

IT may not be necessary to repeat that submarines are a very nasty proposition, 
not least because their weapons are more lethal than anti-ship missiles. Of 

interest, historically, in the United States and virtually everywhere, when people 
think of anti-ship threats, they usually do not think of anything from underneath. 
So everyone will say, 'Exocet'. But you never hear someone say, '53/83 torpedo'. 
Part of the reason for that was the secrecy associated with the other side's 
torpedoes during the Cold War. For example, not only were their names secret, 
but we invented their names to look like Russian ones. And even the invented 
names were not mentioned; whereas the invented names for the missiles were all 
very well known. 

What was your nightmare last night? 

An AS4 hit me. Not, a 65/76 torpedo got me. 

Additionally, it is very difficult to counter torpedoes. But, there is a problem 
in everything we do. An example lies in what used to be called bomb damage 
assessment, but is now called battle damage assessment (BDA). When dealing 
with an incoming weapon or when trying to destroy something, it is not easy to 
determine how successful you have been. The problem exists not only in relation 
to strikes, but also in how to deal with torpedoes. Even though they are not 
difficult to track, (despite earlier false alarm problems) there is a real problem in 
determining whether you have successfully engaged incoming weapons. There is 
also the more fundamental problem of actually destroying them. 

COUNTERING THE TORPEDO 

Underwater warfare in general is a warfare of darkness. Because you cannot see, 
there is, therefore, a high false alarm rate, and difficulties in classifying the target. 
Furthermore, there is a general perception that submarines are a very dangerous 
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threat and that there will be more of them in future. Shallow water also 
complicates the problem, together with unfavourable water conditions for sound 
propagation. In all, the submariner's lot can seem a much happier one than your 
own. 

Consequently, there will be a clear need to be able to counter incoming 
torpedoes. Remarkably, up to now, much of the thought about that centred on 
decoys - or soft kill. Noting the earlier comments about BDA, one of the problems 
with soft kill (applicable to missiles as well as torpedoes) is knowing that you have 
succeeded. For example, most of the available jammers, say range gauge stealers, 
appear to be fine in theory. Nevertheless, often the only indication of success is 
that you are not hit - too late to have exercised any options. 

If finding submarines will continue to prove to be difficult, then some kind of 
hard kill anti-torpedo weapons will be necessary. No such system is known to be 
operational. The Russians claimed to have the capability but their claims have not 
been substantiated. The USN has tried to develop it, but without success yet. It 
does seem to belong to the 'too hard' category; something to be brought on by the 
research and development (R&D) organisation, later. 

If you do not have a lot of ships, losing one is an expensive proposition. Still, 
surface ships can be designed and built large enough to survive an under the hull 
hit. The key is to put more strength into the sides of the ship. Doing that provides 
another reason for building them big. Small ships will not handle the problem. 

THE SUBMARINE - PROS AND CONS 

On the other hand, submarines have limitations too, some of which seem to be 
more of less permanent. Probably the most significant and permanent limitation 
is the number of weapon slots, because of the submarine's limited internal 
volume. If you decide to use diesel and electric motors of a reasonable size, the 
submarine will not be very big, and if it is planned to be, the expense will be 
untenable. So there are unlikely to be many more than 20 weapons. If vertical 
launchers are proposed, as the Russians offer on the advanced Kilo, up to four 
more weapons could be provided. Consequently, there has to be some intelligent 
thinking about weapons selection and submarine tasking. 

Over time, there have been many ideas relating to submarine weapons outfits. 
First it was just torpedoes, with subsequent disagreement over single purpose or 
dual purpose variants. Clearly, dual purpose torpedoes come with a higher cost. 
Later, submarine launched missiles appeared, together with the question of what 
organic targeting would be available to the submarine prior to missile launch. If 
there is to be a concentration on towed arrays, something like a Harpoon missile 
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is about the limit of what can organically be targeted. If inorganic (or third party) 
targeting is feasible, then the question is one of how well the submarine can 
receive the targeting data. 

With a land attack missile, the issue is going to be how much targeting 
information can be input, with a consequent reliance on high capacity satellite 
communications - possibly even commercial type television channels. If the 
targets are surface ships, there must be some way of picking up the same ship 
picture available to other units. That implies the need for fairly large work 
stations. None of this is impossible, but it has to be done. 

An interesting possibility for modern submarine command systems is that, if 
they are based on general purpose computers, then functions can be changed in 
the event of unserviceability or different demands. So if a submarine's task is 
surveillance, then specialised analytical consoles may be needed. Previously, 
these consoles would have been hard wired. This is no longer necessarily the case, 
which means, significantly, that a submarine can switch roles more easily. 
Another sensor which might be put in the torpedo tubes is an unmanned 
underwater vehicle (UUV). If the task of the submarine is electronic surveillance, 
then the submarine commanding officer (CO) would not want to have to loiter 
around somebody else's port with a wire exposed above the surface. The ability 
to lay an array with a buoy, from which the wire would be exposed and which 
could be monitored by the submarine from, say, 20 miles away, would be very 
attractive. This concept is very much within the capacity of current technology. 

Similarly, if you are worried about a defensive mine field, then a UUV might 
provide an extremely useful form of covert reconnaissance. The particular value 
of covert reconnaissance is the retention of surprise. The real issue is not whether 
the opponent can prevent your surveillance effort, but that detecting your 
presence denies you the element of surprise and carries the potential for retalia
tion by the opponent. This was a major concern to the Royal Navy after the 
Falklands War and very reasonably so. 

Another vulnerability related issue is that if there were only one submarine in 
the world it would have to worry only about surface ships; a threat which any 
submariner would consider manageable. But, if there are many submarines, 
threats can also come from enemy submarines, or even from your own. Conse
quently, submarines have to maintain a much more precise tactical picture than 
might commonly be expected. The need for automatic evasion might also emerge 
where threats manifest themselves unexpectedly. So, perhaps the submarine 
combat system should have something in common with an aircraft manoeuvring 
system rather than what we are used to. Now, this is a serious issue, because if the 
system manoeuvres the submarine downwards into the path of a torpedo, evasion 
will become the least of one's problems. The Collins Class submarine is suffi-
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ciently capacious for some combat system development along this line to be 
feasible. Nevertheless, no submarines are so equipped at present, even though the 
Russians have made some attempts. 

There has also been much discussion and some development of air independ
ent propulsion - a much over-rated issue. In an area which is infested with patrol 
aircraft and bottom sensors, for example, snorkelling by a submarine could be 
fatal. But in Asia-Pacific, patrol aircraft are not at all so plentiful. Furthermore, 
the world is filled with diesel powered ships. So, when a submarine run its diesel, 
there is a good chance that it will sound, like a trawler or a small freighter. In fact, 
there may be an argument for surfacing rather than snorkelling to recharge 
batteries, particularly if it can be done quickly. The Russians have certainly 
considered this, as a glance at the Kilo Class submarine suggests. Frequently, 
Kilos carry anti-aircraft missiles on the sail. They cannot be fired when the 
submarines are submerged, but only when on the surface. Furthermore, a lot of 
ASW torpedoes are not effective on the surface. So there is some advantage to be 
had in using the surface more. 

So, what does AIP provide? It buys the submarine the ability to avoid having 
to snorkel for up to about two weeks. Clearly, that is very good, but what does this 
additional freedom cost? Firstly, it is an extra system built into the submarine, and 
possibly not shock-hardened. Secondly, it usually involves fairly noxious chemi
cals. And both of these issues could be significant weaknesses. So, there is some 
reason to be a little sceptical about AIP. Furthermore, the operation of the air 
independent propulsion system may not itself be as silent as necessary. 

When they are running, submarines do produce noise, often identified as a 
propeller blade rate by passive sonic sensors. Contemporary submarines, through 
quietening processes, are difficult to detect in this way, unless the opponent has 
a sufficiently low frequency sensor. Such technology relies on substantial invest
ment, so if potential opponents have not made such investments, you will need 
to consider the value in additional quietening processes. This would be especially 
the case if your submarines are already especially quiet. So there must be a 
question as to whether AIP is really necessary, or is merely a fad. Perhaps it is a 
case of being the first in your region to have fuel cell! The money would be better 
spent on weapons, or on a good combat system. 

Assuming that your submarines can be detected, evasion would be a key factor 
in survival. AIP, however, as currently available is not capable of generating high 
speed for evasion: it is a low speed system. So, survivability will still depend on 
how much battery power remains. If, however, AIP gave say 20 knots for 20 
minutes, then it would be a reasonable proposition. But it cannot do this at present 
and there have been very few sales to submarine operators. 

You can also take action to reduce submarine exposure by using optronic 
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equipment, which, presumably, will be fitted to the Collins Class. You can raise 
a mast, have it take a photograph, bring it down and examine the photograph at 
leisure. This will eliminate the current practice of the commanding officer raising 
the periscope for a brief exposure, quickly examining the scene, all round, and 
having to form a picture in his head of that scene. This difficult procedure can be 
eliminated, thereby reducing the exposure risk and making tactical picture 
compilation more effective. 

Then, there are other weapons which can be used by the submarine, including 
the Tomahawk land attack missile, in which the Royal Australian Navy and the 
RN are interested. A point worth noting about this is that if these weapons are 
purchased and used for leverage, the fact that only a few of them are carried does 
not much matter. They produce a useful effect if they are properly targeted. The 
destructive effect can be enormous. For example, you can blow up an air defence 
system. 

Incidentally, in that sense, the RAN should not have lost its aircraft carrier! 
There can be substantial leverage gained from a small number of aircraft, through 
the demolition of an air defence radar headquarters, for example. In many cases, 
one or two missiles will do the job and the advantage of firing them from a 
submarine is the platform's relative invisibility. Similarly, the target will have no 
forewarning of the likely direction of attack. If the missiles are fired from a surface 
ship, perhaps in company, the enemy will probably have a reasonable idea of their 
source. The missiles are 'low observable' but they are not invisible. But, even 
though the submarine can offer a lot in this respect it is by no means the complete 
answer. Consequently, talk of submarines using Tomahawk for strategic strike 
sometimes ignores the fact that 500 or 1000 pounds of high explosive is just not 
a megaton. 

MINE WARFARE 

Turning now to the matter of mines, something rather unpleasant has happened. 
At one time the mine inventory of the average country might include, say, 8000 
mines, of which some 10 per cent would be influence mines. Most of them would 
have been old moored mines, which could have been swept relatively easily. Then 
destructors were (unfortunately) invented for the Vietnam War. Destructors are 
mine attachments which can be added to Mark 80 series bombs. They are easily 
stockpiled and unfortunately, many people also buy bombs. The consequence is 
that the numbers of mines you may have to counter could be much higher than 
previously expected. Admittedly, these converted bombs do not make really good 
defensive minefields, but with effort they could be laid defensively. Clearly, you 

162 

Norman Friedman 

would not want an opponent to know that you know where he has laid the mines. 
The 1991 Persian Gulf War provided a very interesting and unpleasant lesson in 
this respect. 

The Iraqis laid mines virtually under the noses of the coalition forces, who 
literally watched them doing it. Unfortunately for the coalition, the Iraqis did not 
have enough mine laying capacity. So, when they laid them from the two T43s 
Russian built minesweepers/layers the activity was noticed and the minefields 
were mapped out. But, because of the lack of laying capacity, mines were also laid 
from landing craft and cabin cruisers and every other vessel that could be pressed 
into service. The coalition forces mistook this activity for logistics support, 
perhaps leaving Kuwait. So, when the USS TRIPOLI and USS PRINCETON 
were mined, there was a claim that they had been mined in swept waters. In fact 
they had been mined in waters which the coalition thought were clear. 

If it is difficult to clear minefields quickly, then a lot of effort goes into 
minefield reconnaissance and it becomes terribly important to know what to 
worry about. On the one hand, no opponent is likely to have enough mines to meet 
all his needs, but on the other hand you will need to be able to determine when 
extemporised craft are being used as minelayers - a very difficult problem. We 
tend to think of mine countermeasures in terms of support for amphibious 
operations. Consequently, another significant problem is to determine how to 
conduct a landing in the face of a mining threat, and without giving the opponent 
much warning. Among the challenges associated with such operations will be 
determination of the composition of the minefield; very quickly and preferably 
covertly. Similarly, fast mine clearance will also be desired. With current mine 
hunting technology (and the RAN's Huon Class is as good as anything) the mine 
hunter has to detect, stop, examine, neutralise and go on. Consequently, a lot of 
the money spent on mine hunters is for the combat system. There is a definite 
need to know whether mines have been neutralised, not least so as to avoid the 
next mine hunter having to deal with them. 

Quick breaching systems are also of interest closer to the shore, where very 
densely laid mines, like anti-personnel mines and anti-tank mines, become a 
threat. Naval mines might be bought by the hundreds, but anti-tank mines are 
bought by the tens of thousands. So, what is needed is some kind of breaching 
mechanism. Explosive breaching is an option, one being explored by the USN 
now. An advantage of this method is that it is very positive and it can be very fast. 
The disadvantage is the difficulty in knowing how close the explosive needs to be 
to blow the mines. The USN is also very interested in line charges and explosive 
nets, which apparently do work. If amphibious landings are an issue you may have 
to face opposition of some kind and of varying severity. Very likely, some of this 
opposition would emerge in the form of mines. 
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SUBMARINE OPERATIONS 

Any examination of underwater weapons will most likely identify submarines as 
valuable resources. Nevertheless, they will normally not carry many weapons, 
especially if they also carry UUVs, and so are most likely to be used as very mobile 
sensor platforms. In our very uncertain world covert sensor platforms are 
extremely valuable. Aircraft and satellites are also very valuable in this role but, 
the victims can usually detect surveillance aircraft and can determine when 
satellites are due to pass overhead and can adjust activities accordingly. In such 
circumstances, the covertness of submarines really pays off. This will probably 
always be the case; thereby making platforms like the Collins Class especially 
valuable. 

Hunting down opponents' submarines is probably best done with a mixture of 
escort, where you wait for the opponent to make a move, as well as loitering off 
his ports, watching him come out at high speed and then attacking him. But, if you 
can force him to come out slowly and very silently, you can take advantage of the 
fact that diesel powered submarines are not particularly comfortable and do have 
a finite endurance. A final point on submarines is to consider who operates them, 
and just how good they are. On the latter point, it is very hard to tell: certainly 
there seems to be no credible account of which submarine services are good and 
which ones are not. Thought will also have to be given to predicting which 
countries will buy submarines, how many and what kinds. Interestingly, from the 
point of view of terrorising the opposition, almost any submarine is probably as 
good as any other, since it may never be seen outside the pages of a reference book. 

This factor will also influence how seriously submarines should be taken as 
threats; which in turn will depend on how long it takes to develop an effective 
submarine service. If the answer is something like 15 years from time of purchase 
and the potential opponents have not yet bought, then you do not have a problem 
for the next 20 years. Such a situation will allow a cut in your cost for immediate 
ASW capability and allow funds to be diverted into R&D on say, anti torpedo 
measures, or even purchase of an aircraft carrier! If, on the other hand, your 
potential opponents can be trained up within about three to five years, the 
problem becomes much more immediate. 

An associated issue is that Russia could be a ready source of surplus submarine 
officers and crew. Could they become a means for other countries suddenly to get 
real submarine forces? Further, as far as torpedoes are concerned, Kilo Class 
submarines come with wake followers and all Russian anti-ship torpedoes are 
wire-guided homing torpedoes and apparently are wake followers. That is not 
great news for surface ships! On the other hand, Russian torpedoes do not fit in 
the submarines of other countries - they are too long. Probably the only other 
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wake homing torpedoes available are French ones which have not enjoyed 
significant sales. There may also be a German version. This suggests that 
although wake homing torpedoes are a significant threat, they are not yet widely 
available. 

CONCLUSION 

Clearly then, diesel powered submarines have both capabilities and limitations. 
For example, despite their evident strengths, they have very limited underwater 
speed for any length of time. When you think of 20 knots, remember that it is 
possible only for a little while. Most often the speed is more like three, or four, or 
six knots. Consequently, mobility is quite limited. Then, if you decide to buy 
nuclear submarines there are very substantial financial and other implications. 
The other alternative is AIP, which allows you to loiter a lot longer, but if no one 
is hunting while you are loitering, why go through the misery? For it to be worth 
while you must be faced with an operating environment in which there are 
elaborate underwater detection systems which hunt you constantly, or in which 
any 'indiscretions' are liable to detection by patrol aircraft. This region does not 
present such a threat to submarine operations. The absence of continuous 
surveillance allows diesel submarines to operate on the surface. This may demand 
considerable courage, but that is a prerequisite for submarine service. 

• 
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• 

T NTRODUCTION 

Well over 90% of the world's-trade and transport of strategic materials is by 
sea, involving some 80,000 maritime vessels. Southeast Asia makes an important 
contribution to world trade, and in part, this flows from its strategic location on 
the cross roads between the Indian and Pacific Oceans, and between the oil rich 
Middle East and the markets of Japan and North America. Asia-Pacific interna
tional trade is growing at a rate faster than that of any other region of the world. 
In 1990, East Asia's international trade had surpassed that of North America. 
Moreover, by the year 2000, this group is projected to be close to surpassing 
Western Europe as the region generating the highest percentage of world trade. 

A primary consequence is that, because nearly all of this trade is carried by 
ship, the growth of shipping tonnages and container loads (TEUs) in the Asia-
Pacific has been similarly rapid. Figure 1 shows that in 1994, five of the six busiest 
container ports in the world were located in the Asia-Pacific region. The 
spectacular rates of growth in container traffic experienced by some of the Asia-
Pacific's leading ports is illustrated in figure 2. Projected growth rates for 
container traffic to 1997 show Southeast Asian ports expanding at more than nine 
per cent annually - the most rapid rate in the world. 

The speed and sheer size of this region's economic growth, the rapid rise of the 
regional countries' economic interdependence and the concentration of those 
linkages in vast volumes of sea traffic, highlight the critical importance of 
shipping to this region. Shipping routes are sometimes rightly described as the 
arteries of the regional economy. In the Asia-Pacific an uninterrupted flow of 
shipping is critical to most regional countries' economic health and prosperity, 
and to some countries' very survival. The security of this shipping is, therefore, 
an important and increasingly critical strategic factor in this region. 

Any future military crisis will almost inevitably involve maritime operations, 
including the protection of sea lines of communications, the deployment of task 
forces, the transport of troops and heavy lift and, possibly amphibious operations. 
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Figure 1: Ten Busiest Container Ports 1996 (TEU) 
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Figure 2: Container Traffic Growth in Selected Asian Ports 1975 - 1994 
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These operations will involve forces being deployed in what is often termed 
littoral warfare as is emphasised, for example, in the latest US Navy strategy 
'Forward from the Sea'. It is within such scenarios that naval forces are most 
vulnerable. Apart from the potential for land based air attack, the shallow water 
littoral region is dominated by the threat posed by the quiet conventional 
submarine and the weapon that waits - the mine. 

The Exclusive Economic Zone concept has also changed the nature of 
maritime strategy. Nations now have an imperative not only for the defence of 
ports and coastlines but in the surveillance and control of fixed assets offshore, 
such as oil rigs, as well as the dynamic resources within their economic zones, such 
as fisheries. Another major factor relating to today's international environment 
is that operations, such as United nations sponsored activities, have an emphasis 
on safety, as loss of life in such contingencies is generally unacceptable. Under 
these regimes the mine assumes an even more potent threat. 

MINE THREAT 

Analysis of past mining operations shows that mines are extremely cost-effective 
weapons. The use of mines in international waterways, particularly because of 
their indiscriminate nature, risks causing damage to third party shipping and 
bringing international condemnation, although collateral damage can be reduced 
if the minefield is declared. Many recent examples of mining have been of a 
disavowable and covert nature, which has made the use of mines an attractive 
option, especially at the lower level of the conflict spectrum. 

Whether moored, buried, deployed on the sea bed, or just drifting, mines 
remain amongst the most lethal and disruptive of weapons. Lethal because they 
are most efficient in terms of the explosive power relative to their size, and 
disruptive because even the threat of them being laid can cause a disproportionate 
response. The difficulty of finding mines, combined with their devastating effect 
produces a psychological reaction which enhances their overall effectiveness. 
Mines have also been used as a terrorist weapon. 

The large range of mines suitable for different environments and scenarios, 
both offensive and defensive, available today is illustrated in figure 3. The 
simplest moored mines have not changed significantly over two World Wars and 
their sensors have had only a limited update. However, they remain potent 
weapons. Although mines have been sometimes regarded as relatively low 
technology weapons, this must be seen in context. Developments in the knowl
edge of the underwater environment, computer processing, sonar and in the 
design of advanced autonomous torpedoes are having profound effects on the 
design and effectiveness of ground and independent mines. However, even 
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simple, improvised mines as used in Vietnam in the 1970s, require a dispropor
tionate effort to clear. 

Figure 3: Current Mine Types 

The modern mine sensor is an integrated system comprising the basic sensor 
elements and the associated signal processing function. Not only has solid state 
circuitry and micro miniaturisation enabled complex processing to be under
taken, but the low power requirement have resulted in a major increase in the 
mine's active life. Modern technology also enables mass production of mine 
sensors to be easily undertaken. 

These developments increase the range and depth of operation of mines as well 
as target selectivity and discrimination, which results in greater resistance to 
traditional minesweeping techniques. Sensor developments for example enable 
the mine to detect minehunting operations and subsequently target the Mine 
Disposal Vehicle (MDV). Given the relative cost between a mine and the MDV 
of say, 1:10, such an exchange rate is in the miner's favour. An attrition rate of even 
one vehicle per five mines could not be sustained for long by a mine countermeas-
ures (MCM) force. 

Although such advanced systems are more expensive to manufacture, the 
lengthy active life and sensor analytical capability, makes them an extremely cost 
effective weapon. Advances in munitions technology, involving insensitive ex
plosives, has not only made mines less susceptible to countermining, but has 
resulted in a significantly greater energy per kilogram of explosive. 

Apart from the technological advances in mine sensors and explosives, other 
developments aim to prevent detection by minehunting sensors. These include 
self burying, low target strength and mines of unusual shape which quickly 
become encrusted with marine growth which acts as an effective camouflage. 
Additionally, cheap, concrete filled dummy mines or decoy mines laid in large 
numbers, interspersed with a few genuine weapons, increases the minehunting 
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clearance task significantly. Some mines are designed to have a degree of self 
mobility. The Swedish Rockan mine, for example, is hydrodynamically designed 
to travel horizontally as it sinks through the water. This means that such mines 
do not end up in a neat 'mine line' which could easily be identified by 
minehunters. 

In mine warfare, the minefield should be considered the weapon, not the 
individual mine. In fact, minefields will often contain at least two types of mine 
to complicate the mine countermeasures effort. All these factors tend to make 
mine clearance operations even more protracted and difficult. They also empha
sise the need for a balanced and versatile mine countermeasures force structure 
including both minehunting and minesweeping. 

MCM FORCE STRUCTURES 

The current MCM force structures in the region have tended to follow orthodox 
patterns with the emphasis on conventional minehunting and traditional 
minesweeping techniques. As the threat has become more complex so the 
techniques available to counter the mine have become more diverse and this will 
be reflected in the region's force structure into the next century. 

Dedicated mine countermeasures vessels are designed to have low magnetic 
and acoustic signatures, and high resistance to shock. Most mine countermeasure 
vessel designs now use one of the fibre composite construction techniques 
available. The majority of designs utilise conventional hull forms, although the 
Royal Norwegian Navy has recently introduced a surface effect ship design, 
suited to their environment. The major disadvantage with the purpose built 
MCM vessel is the high cost of the platform, which invariably limits the size of 
the force structure and hence, the versatility of the available capability. Recent 
mine countermeasures developments aim to reduce the need for dedicated and 
high cost MCM vessels. 

An example is the permanent magnet minesweeping concept, the Dyad 
Influence Sweep, in service in the Royal Australian Navy (RAN). These sweeps 
do not require power and hence, has allowed the introduction of converted fishing 
boats or auxiliary minesweepers into the RAN force structure. The force struc
ture is based on having two small auxiliary minesweepers and two large auxiliary 
minesweepers, supported by a reserve of sweep systems for installation in 
commercial craft in the area of operations. This low cost system was introduced 
in parallel with new minehunters, allowing a balanced mine countermeasures 
force structure to be developed. The RAN recently increased the number of 
sweeps in its inventory to provide for a strategic reserve. 

Developments in minesweeping have tended to be overshadowed by the 
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greater number of research and development programs relating to minehunting. 
As minesweeping was the first technique developed to counter the mine, devel
opments in this area will be reviewed, before describing the advances made with 
minehunting techniques. 

MINESWEEPING 

Minesweeping techniques use either influence or mechanical (wire) sweeps 
normally towed behind the minesweeper. Influence sweeps are designed to 
simulate a ship's magnetic and acoustic signature in order to explode the mine, 
whereas mechanical sweeps are designed to cut the mooring cables of buoyant or 
moored mines, the resultant floating mine then being disposed of by divers or 
sunk by gunfire. 

Influence sweeping techniques are aimed to ensure that mines, if exploded, 
will not cause damage to the sweeping vessel. A future trend, in line with 
increased safety considerations, is to introduce remote controlled minesweeping 
systems. Remote arming, internal arming delays and ship count mechanisms are 
examples of devices used by the miner to complicate and extend the time to 
conduct influence sweeping. 

Minesweeping would be preferred to minehunting: against a moored mine 
threat, when the percentage of undetectable mines is likely to be high, in areas 
where environmental conditions limit sonar performance, to increase the overall 
probability of clearance after minehunting operations, in very shallow water, and 
in deep water when variable depth sonar is not available. 

Developments in mechanical sweeping have included the introduction of 
explosive cutters, the concurrent evolution of lighter sweep wires and the 
development of deep, bottom following sweeps to counter the deep laid, short 
tethered, rising mine. 

It took some 35 years for developments in influence sweeping to provide an 
alternative to the traditional sweeps, developed during World War II, but still 
used today by many navies. The traditional electrode and closed loop sweep 
produce a large magnetic field by pulsing extremely strong electric currents 
through the cables. The sweeps are normally combined with an acoustic genera
tor to provide a combined magnetic/acoustic signature. These 'brute force' 
sweeps are designed to counter simple mine logic. Modern mines, however, can 
detect and reject pulsing and can also tell the difference between the field 
produced by these sweeps and an actual ship's signature. 

A new approach developed in the late 1970s involves the use of unmanned 
drone boats, remotely controlled by a specially fitted parent vessel. This solution 
is used by Germany (the Troika), Sweden and Singapore {Landsort MHC 
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controlling SAM drones), Russia (Vanya control vessels and Tanya drones) and 
China (Type 312). The Netherlands is developing an improved Troika system 
using four drones per system. Because the drone is of short length, it produces a 
powerful but short duration magnetic field which can be rejected by modern mine 
logic. 

Both the US Navy and Japanese Maritime Self Defence Force utilise helicop
ters for mechanical and influence minesweeping. Helicopters posses the unique 
capability of being able to be rapidly deployed and are able to undertake fast 
sweeping while remaining inherently safe from the effects of mine explosions. 
Reliability problems tend to limit the effective time actually spent sweeping and 
the electrode sweep deployed from a hydrofoil sled, suffers from the inability to 
sweep modern mines which can reject the non ship like signature produced by 
that sweep. Airborne MCM is.expensive and requires a significant level of 
support. 

To counter the more sophisticated mine sensor logic, it has been recognised 
that emulation (or simulation) sweeps are necessary. These are designed to 
generate magnetic and acoustic signatures which closely resemble those of a 
particular class of ship and so enable the sweep to be accepted as a valid target by 
modern mine logic set to fine ship catching tolerances. Emulation sweeps have the 
advantage that not only can they be used to emulate a vessel's signature but can 
also be configured to achieve maximum swept width against a known mine threat. 
In other words, they can be deployed in either Target Emulation Mode or Mine 
Setting Mode. 

Currently there is only one operational emulation sweep. This was developed 
by the Australian Defence Science and Technology Organisation during the 
1980s and entered service in the RAN in 1992. The Dyad Influence Sweep, 
manufactured by ADI Limited, consists of permanent magnet Dyads and 
acoustic generators, producing a magnetic and acoustic signature approximating 
that of a selected class of ship. The modular nature of the sweep provides a 
capacity to emulate a large number of different ship classes, as well as operating 
in Mine Setting Mode when required. This distributed dipolar system has 
proved extremely effective when towed by small auxiliary minesweepers and, 
Craft of Opportunity (COOP) in RAN operational exercises. It was recently 
procured by the US Navy for evaluation in a high speed configuration for use 
from drones, hovercraft and helicopters. The system has also been procured by 
the Royal Danish Navy and a number of regional navies. Figure 4 shows a Dyad 
Influence Sweep being deployed using a COOP during a RAN exercise. 

Other emulation minesweeps under development use variable magnetic mo
ment (VMM) technology, with the magnetic moment being produced by the 
application of external power to solenoids in each body. Emulation is achieved by 
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varying the magnetic moment of each body in the sweep, allowing the complete 
assembly to be set to a desired steady magnetic state. The Sterne M, under 
development by Thomson Sintra, is the successor to the Sterne I. The Belgian 
Navy is designing a new minesweeper and plans to introduce four into service 
2000-2003. This class has sufficient space and weight to carry Sterne M, which 
is planned to undergo at sea evaluation in 1999. The UK, Marconi Modular 
Multi-Influence Minesweep (MMIMS), has remained under development since 
the late 1980s. The application of VMM technology to mine countermeasures has 
yet to be realised. 

Figure 4: Deploying a Mini Dyad Influence Sweep using COOP 

MINEHUNTING 

Minehunting is a highly specialised operation, requiring purpose built vessels 
and detection and disposal equipments. It involves the use of a high definition 
sonar to detect and classify mines and a remotely operated vehicle (ROV) or mine 
disposal vehicle (MDV) to identify and neutralise them. Divers can also be used 
in this role, or to recover mines for subsequent exploitation for intelligence 
purposes. The clearing of mines in very shallow water can also be done effectively 
by divers. 

Minehunting has a number of advantages over minesweeping, the principal 
one being the fact that it uses a forward looking sonar which enables the vessel to 
avoid passing over the mine while searching. It is currently the only practical 
MCM technique to counter the pressure mine. Minehunting would be preferred 
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to minesweeping for quick break-out operations and in areas with good environ
mental and sonar conditions. 

Research began during World War II on the detection of mines using high 
frequency sonar, and culminated with the introduction of operational 
minehunting sonars in the early 1960s. Whilst UK and France concentrated on 
hull mounted sonars, the US developed a short, rigid tethered, variable depth 
sonar aimed at improving the detection probability and performance in deeper 
water. 

Initial research into minehunting had concentrated on sonar development for 
detection and classification. Subsequently, in the 1970s, remotely operated 
vehicles were developed to undertake identification and neutralisation. A variety 
of these mine disposal vehicles are in service in all navies operating minehunters. 

Mine disposal vehicles are essentially similar in character, being directed from 
onboard and guided to the mine down the minehunter's sonar beam. They are 
controlled and powered via an umbilical cable which also brings sensor imagery 
back to the onboard operator. Generally, they are of minimum magnetic signature 
and can be equipped with low-light television and high definition sonar for mine 
identification. They carry a remotely controlled charge to neutralise ground 
mines and some are fitted with a clamp and charge to cut a moored mine's cable. 
The vehicle is recovered prior to detonating the charge, the whole operation being 
rather time consuming. 

The operating envelope of a Hull Mounted Sonar (HMS) is limited by ship 
motion, typically up to sea state 4, due to flow noise and quenching created when 
the vessel pitches heavily. The major environmental factors affecting the per
formance are the sound velocity profile of the water column and bottom type. 
Particularly in regional waters, an adverse sound velocity profile regularly 
develops, significantly reducing performance below the layer. 

There are a number of capable hull mounted sonars in the region, primarily 
those produced by Thomson and STN Atlas. The Royal Australian Navy 
recently accepted the Atlas DSQS-11M into service in its two Bay class inshore 
minehunters after a series of comparative trials. These demonstrated that the 
DSQS-11M is a most capable hull mounted minehunting sonar, and exceeded 
RAN requirements. 

The limitations of hull mounted sonar gave impetus to the development of 
modern, capable, Variable Depth Sonars (VDS). The ability to deploy the sonar 
at any depth has the advantage that the sonar can be positioned to minimise the 
effects of adverse sound velocity profiles. Additionally, grazing angles to the 
seabed can be reduced, increasing detection and classification range, because of 
the reduction in reverberation level. Ship or weather induced disturbance on the 
sea surface does not effect the sonar, and it is decoupled from the ship's motion 
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which means hull noise does not impair sonar performance. The primary 
advantage of the variable depth sonar is that the longer detection range and 
coverage in all environmental conditions, together with the higher probability of 
detection and classification, means an area can be cleared more quickly. 

A comparison of the coverage of hull mounted and variable depth sonar is 
given in figures 5 and 6. Figure 4 indicates the difference in coverage in 
iso-velocity water and figure 6 illustrates the impact of a severe sound velocity 
profile. 

Figure 5: Typical HMS and VDS Coverage in Iso-Velocity Water 
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Figure 6: Impact of a Severe Sound Velocity Profile on Sonar Performance 
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The most capable variable depth sonars available are the GEC-Marconi Type 
2093 and the Thomson/Raytheon AN/SQQ32. Experience gained in the Royal 
Navy with the use of Type 2093 has indicated that minehunting effectiveness of 
the overall platform has improved significantly. US Navy trials with SQQ32 have 
also been successful. Following an extensive evaluation of all sonar types, the 
RAN recently selected the Type 2093 variable depth sonar for its new Huon class 
coastal minehunter. This sonar can be operated in hull mount position or 
deployed to depth, allowing operations in 10-200 metres of water. Together with 
the integrated combat and platform systems, the Huon, being constructed by ADI 
and planned to enter service in 1998, will be a most effective and capable 
minehunter. 

As well as conventional minehunting sonars, towed side scan sonars can be 
used for route survey and route Selection operations. Towed side scan sonars are 
available with a wide range of capabilities ranging from the expensive, multi 
beamed sonars designed specifically for detection and classification of mines 
through to small single beam sonars developed for geophysical and general search 
applications, as well as military applications. The disadvantage of such sonars is 
that the deploying vessel must precede the towfish through the minefield. Also, 
it only allows a passing look at the bottom and does not allow the ship to stop, 
hover and examine any mine-like object. 

The Royal Danish Navy has recently introduced a minehunting concept using 
side scan sonars. The MCM version of the Standard Flex 300 (SF300) class, 
includes, two remotely controlled minehunting drones towing the Thomson 
TSM 2054 high resolution side scan sonar. Sonar and location data is transmitted 
through a high speed data link to the parent ship. During minehunting opera
tions, the two minehunting drones are deployed to the first segment whilst the 
parent ship remains in safe water. When all objects detected are classified, the 
SF300 enters the segment and conducts identification and disposal with the 
onboard Double Eagle mine disposal vehicle, whilst the drones undertake 
concurrent search and classification in the next segment. Under this concept, 
minehunting is conducted remotely by the drones while the parent vessel remains 
at a safe distance from the potential threat. 

The Royal Danish Navy intends to adapt this concept to use the drones to 
deploy the Dyad Influence Sweep. This will result in a capable emulation sweep 
being deployed remotely and offers an alternative minesweeping system to the 
Troika and SAM minesweeping drones. 

The evolution of minehunting systems to counter the modern mine threat has 
resulted in the development of highly sophisticated sonar systems carried on very 
expensive platforms. The development of a remotely operated vehicle mounted 
sonar, often referred to (rather descriptively) as the 'dog on lead' minehunting 
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concept, has been prompted by the desire to reduce risk to the minehunter. The 
Propelled Variable Depth Sonar (PVDS) or Self Propelled variable Depth Sonar 
(SVDS) searches well ahead of the command platform, being connected via an 
umbilical cable for power and transmission of data. The minehunter can then 
operate in a safe, stand-off position. The PVDS allows for operations in both 
shallow and deep water and the configuration offers improved performance in 
terms of detection and classification because of the use of a higher sonar 
frequency. Enhanced classification can reduce the number of times the mine 
disposal vehicle has to be used, increasing the clearance rate. Typical sonar 
coverage in deep water for PVDS, VDS and HMS is shown in figure 7. 

Figure 7: Typical Sonar Coverage in Deep Water for PVDS, VDS and HMS 

The concept remains under development and initial trials are encouraging. 
While automatic control of the system and accurate position keeping of the 
vehicle are possible, mechanical problems associated with cable drag, power, use 
in strong tidal currents, and vehicle reliability remain to be solved. This means 
that PVDS potential, whilst promising, will not be realised as a fully operational 
system for some time and may well require the development of a second 
generation vehicle. 
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The conventional mine disposal vehicle is a sophisticated and expensive 
subsystem. It is also vulnerable to mine explosion during mine identification and 
when releasing the mine disposal charge. This requires careful handling and, 
combined with other operational factors, results in lengthy mine destruction 
mission times. Consequently, a number of one-shot or expendable mine disposal 
vehicles are under development. The major benefit is the significant reduction in 
time for mine disposal with a target for mine neutralisation of some 10 minutes 
compared to some 45 minutes for conventional vehicles. 

The disposable weapon being small and light is easily launched in all sea 
conditions. The system is typically tracked and guided to the target for visual 
inspection via a fibre optic line. Such a weapon requires the inherent capability 
to investigate a number of mine-like objects during any deployment cycle. The 
highly manoeuvrable weapon can direct a shaped charge on the mine case which 
is more effective against the latest generation of insensitive explosives. Costs of 
this weapon are estimated to be comparable to a standard mine disposal charge; 
minimal maintenance offers further cost benefits. 

CONCLUSION 

The economic, geo-political and strategic trends in the Asia-Pacific region all 
suggest that the future security environment will be substantially different from 
that of the past. There is, however, considerable debate about whether, overall, 
it will be more or less peaceful. There are those who argue that continued 
economic prosperity and growing trade and economic interdependence, accom
panied by the strengthening power of democratisation, are sufficient to guarantee 
peace and stability. But, as Paul Dibb recently remarked in his paper 'Towards 
a New Balance of Power in Asia', there is no evidence to support the theory that 
economic interdependence leads to peace. 

The alternative realist school notes the long-standing and deeply held ethnic, 
cultural, border and other cleavages in the region and the tensions that are already 
obvious in numerous places. Indeed, almost every country in this region harbours 
suspicions or rivalries with one or more of its neighbours. Managing rapid geo-
economic and geo-strategic change in this environment will clearly be demand
ing. 

Attempts to facilitate the evolution of the security environment in this region 
to maintain stability and peaceful development will require considerable effort in 
the maritime field. This is because in contrast to Europe, Africa or South 
America, the maritime environment in the Asia-Pacific region provides the 
primary, and for many countries, the only security interface with rivals and 
potential enemies. Regional disputes are, in consequence, frequently played out 
and are often most in evidence at sea. 
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This is a notable feature of the more obvious outstanding security disputes on 
the Western Pacific rim. Between Japan and Russia there is the northern 
territories dispute. Between Japan and China, the Senkaku Islands issues. 
Further south is the Taiwan Straits and then the multiple overlapping claims in 
the South China Sea, particularly within the Spratley archipelago. While these 
problems remain, there is the potential for the use of mines. The increasing 
attention given to submarines in the region also raises the potential for covert 
minelaying. 

Given the nature of the waterways, with many common boundaries, there is 
potential for cooperation in MCM to maintain passage through important straits 
and in international waters. This is a fruitful area for naval cooperation and 
confidence building measures, particularly as it is an essentially defensive activ
ity. 

The use of mines has been evident in all naval operations in the post World War 
II era. This factor emphasises the importance of maintaining a viable MCM 
capability throughout the Asia Pacific region. Given the advances in mine 
technology, it is also important to ensure that future MCM force structures are 
balanced to maintain the edge against the potential threat. The number of major 
units being introduced into regional force structures also emphasises the need for 
capable MCM forces to ensure these units can proceed to sea. 

Regional MCM force structures includes a range of minehunting sonars, mine 
disposal vehicles and obsolescent minesweeping equipment. Steps are being 
taken to update and improve these capabilities. Some systems will not require 
purpose built MCM platforms and hence, can be introduced with less impact on 
tight defence budgets. Some of the MCM technologies under development will 
take some years before they can seriously be considered for introduction into 
service. However, the range of systems in regional force structures will increase, 
and with this, the ability to best counter any mining campaign through regional 
cooperation. 

The skills involved in minehunting and minesweeping operations are com
plex, and not having them in some basic form, may mean not being able to acquire 
them in time to match an emergent threat in a period of deteriorating security. 
The limited mine countermeasures resources in the region may need to be 
coordinated to effectively counter any mine threat. The key to successful 
cooperation lies in the ability for navies to easily operate together. This is 
enhanced by common equipments and doctrine. Australia's resurgence in the 
mine countermeasures field, together with its strong research, technical and 
support background, means that the Royal Australian Navy, with its capable 
MCM force structure, has the potential to contribute significantly to regional 
cooperation in this area of warfare. 
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76 Technological and Operational Trends 
in Submarine Warfare 

GRAEME DUNK 

THIS paper deals with the subjects of technological and operational trends 
in submarine and anti-submarine warfare. Clearly, the two are closely 

linked and what happens in one'field will affect, and will be affected by, what 
happens in the other. I will illustrate the nature of this relationship with three 
quotations. The first was spoken by H.G. Wells, at the beginning of this century, 
when he stated: 

I must confess that my imagination, in spite of spurring, refuses to see any sort of 
submarine doing anything, but suffocate its crew and founder at sea.' 

How much easier life may have been if this were true! The quotation is used here, 
not to advocate the suffocation of submariners (however attractive that option 
may seem) but to highlight the difficulty in foreseeing the operational implica
tions of technological advances, even for someone as far sighted as H.G. Wells. 
Marshall Foch had the same problem in foreseeing the operational potential of the 
aeroplane just prior to the outbreak of the First World War. 

Who knows, maybe in the next century technological advancement may 
render the submarine obsolete, or it may follow in the wake of the land mine and 
become an internationally-banned armament. In both cases, the demise of the 
submarine would be accompanied by the demise of anti-submarine warfare. We 
must therefore focus on the nearer aspects of the new century and consider the 
technological and operational trends into the new century. 

Somewhat more recently than either Wells or Foch, in 1937, Admiral Raoul 
Castex of the French Navy wrote: 

Though it (the submarine) is no more able than any other ship to cover the entire sea, it 
will, however do so in the mind of the enemy, in whose imagination the submarine's 
invisibility confers the gift of omnipresence. Fear therefore leads the enemy to take 
constant anti-submarine measures, just as if there were one to be found in every mile of 
sea.2 
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Apart from the fact that nuclear submarines are able to cover more of the sea 
than their conventionally-powered brothers, these words hold true today and 
continue to reflect the attraction of the submarine to all countries. Submarines do 
'have a strategic impact out of all proportion to their cost'3 and it is this feature of 
perceived omnipresence which acts, depending upon whose submarines they are, 
as a strong deterrent or as a strategic concern. One only has to look at events in the 
Middle East since Iran's acquisition of its Kilo Class submarines to see that this 
point is true. 

The third quotation is more recent still and anonymous, although widely used 
by non-ASW officers of the Royal Australian Navy. It states that: 

ASW is like peeing yourself in dark trousers. Nobody notices anything, but it gives you 
a warm feeling. 

This quotation highlights the problem of'marketing' ASW within the wider 
defence debate and during the battle for force development funding. The 
submarine is a covert beast: it lurks, it creeps, it slinks and it ambushes. Unlike 
the air or surface threat, it presents nothing to be seen, sometimes nothing that 
can be detected. Actions taken against it often occur in another medium and are 
hidden from view. Furthermore, it can strike without warning. 

The submarine is unlike other naval vessels. In classical maritime strategy the 
submarine's sole part is that of sea denial, although Jan Breemer has previously 
advocated a crisis management and forward presence role for nuclear subma
rines.4 The submarine has only a limited politico-military role;3 indeed only 
limited peacetime roles. It is, essentially, an offensive strike or counterstrike 
capability. ASW, in contrast, is inherently a defensive capability, being the 
natural counter to the use of submarines, or the potential use of these vessels, by 
another nation. 

This chapter will concentrate on Australia's region, where countries such as 
Singapore, Thailand and Malaysia have plans to introduce submarine forces, and 
Indonesia is seeking to improve its existing force. Slightly further afield China, 
Taiwan, South Korea and India are also looking for qualitative and/or quantita
tive improvements in their submarine forces. The focus will be on conventionally 
powered, rather than nuclear powered, submarines and on the ASW operations 
against these platforms, even though China has, and India is pursuing a nuclear 
capability.6 This chapter will also concentrate on the interaction between subma
rines and non-submarines; while acknowledging that submarines can be the most 
effective ASW platforms. 

The impact of technological developments on naval operations will also be 
addressed, instead of trying to discriminate between what may be deemed 
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operational and what may be strategic, as any distinction depends entirely upon 
what definitions are used. Taking the US position, this entire chapter would be 
operationally-focused, as 'strategic' has come to refer to the long range nuclear 
strike capability. Other definitions would suggest that the entire chapter deals 
with the preparation for combat and is therefore strategic.7 

IMPACT OF SUBMARINE TECHNOLOGY ON MARITIME 
OPERATIONS 

Developments in submarine capabilities will impact on the conduct of ASW 
operations and hence on defence roles such as surveillance, maritime patrol and 
response and protection of shipping.8 Given the current state of submarine 
expertise in the region, advancements are more likely to come from the introduc
tion and adaptation of technology developed elsewhere than from the develop
ment of any completely new capability. 

General trends in submarine technology are toward lower levels of radiated 
noise, lower target strength for active sonar through improved anechoics and 
design, greater diving depths, higher speeds, better battery and propulsion 
systems and improved sensors and weapons. As in all other modes of warfare, they 
also include more flexible and innovative ways to filter, fuse, present, and hence 
to use, an ever-increasing array of operational and intelligence information. This 
discussion will be limited to the implications of the following; air independent 
propulsion, improved detection systems and improved weapons, including the 
introduction of anti-air capabilities. 

Air independent propulsion. The first of these developments is AIP. Current 
surveillance activities against conventional submarines are heavily dependent on 
the capabilities of maritime patrol aircraft and helicopters, using a combination 
of radar and passive sonobuoys. Both of these systems depend upon the subma
rine "betraying itself in some way; either by exposing a mast above the surface 
of the water, or by increasing radiated noise when snorting to recharge batteries. 
AIP will have implications for both detection processes, as it will significantly 
reduce the requirement to snort. 

As an indication of the scale of this reduction, Swedish Navy experience with 
the Stirling Engine in 1000 tonne submarines has shown that 'underwater 
endurance without snorting can be increased from a few days to at least two 
weeks'.9 The detection probabilities by passive sonar, already problematical, will 
thus be reduced to next to nothing. Radar detection probabilities will also reduce 
as a result of the reduced requirement for the submarine to expose masts. The 
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current tactic of providing continuous MPA coverage over a probability area, to 
catch the submarine when it is finally forced to snort, will therefore become 
largely redundant. 

The introduction of AIP capabilities will therefore require a significant change 
in the conduct of anti-submarine operations. Given that passive acoustic opera
tions will reduce in effectiveness, as will the currently available non-acoustic 
detection systems, the focus for future ASW operations must return to active 
sonar and/or new non-acoustic developments. These will be explored later in the 
chapter. 

Submarine detection systems. There are likely to be two key areas for 
developments in submarine detection systems. These will be the ability of 
submerged submarines to detect and track aircraft and the increasing use of active 
sonar in submarine-on-submarine operations. Trials to date have indicated that 
the detection of aircraft by towed array is possible at long range and in some 
circumstances, submarines can also determine speed and height. This ability will 
have significant repercussions for ASW forces, and will exacerbate the impact of 
AIP. 

Submerged submarines will therefore be aware of the presence of patrolling 
aircraft and will be able to ensure that any exposure of masts can be undertaken 
as safely as possible. The current operational posture of maritime patrol aircraft, 
adopting an intermittent radar policy to catch the submarine unawares during 
periscope exposure, will cease to have relevance. A capability to estimate height 
and speed by acoustic means whilst submerged may also allow the submariner to 
determine whether the aircraft is engaged in ASW patrol, surface search, or is in 
transit. Clearly, such information is tactically important. 

A move by submarines to use active sonar against other submarines, will be 
required to counter the process of continuing quietening and the reducing utility 
of passive sonar in achieving detections. Certainly, transient analysis is currently 
believed to offer detection opportunities, but these are also likely to become 
progressively less reliable as effort is made to reduce the impact of such indiscre
tions. These active transmissions will be disguised to mimic naturally occurring 
sounds, such as dolphin clicks. This would lessen the counter-detection impact 
of using active sonar for detection and /or fire control solution generation. 

Weapons. A third factor which will impact significantly on ASW operations will 
be the introduction of improved and different submarine weapons into the 
inventories of regional countries. There would seem to be three options here, 
namely: 
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a. more capable torpedoes, both acoustic homing and wake homing; 

b sub-surface launched anti-ship missiles. Whilst these are already 
widely used in extra-regional submarines and in regional surface and air 
platforms, any success in reducing the effectiveness of anti-ship torpedoes 
may lead to an increased use of missiles. Countering the missile-firing 
platform is an ASW problem: countering the missile itself is an anti-air warfare 
problem, which illustrates the need for a balanced self-defence fit for surface 
ships; and 

c. further in the future, the introduction of land-attack missiles of the 
Tomahawk variety. 

The mooted increase in submarine numbers in the coming years, the likely 
increase in the number of countries operating submarines, the introduction of a 
wake-homing variant by European torpedo manufacturers and continuing devel
opment of acoustic homing torpedoes means that there is a high probability that 
there will be a greater diversity of torpedo types, including wake-homers, within 
Australia's region. 

The present growing interest in surface ship torpedo defence (SSTD) will also 
need to consider these developments. Torpedoes are likely to become ever more 
capable as computer software, perhaps with artificial intelligence, provides better 
acoustic counter-countermeasures (ACCM) and targeting capabilities. Such 
torpedoes will be able to discriminate between ship types for better target 
selection; perhaps by requiring consistency in active and passive sonar responses 
(target length, movement, and radiated noise patterns for example). New torpe
does are also likely to use multiple simultaneous active frequencies. 

The combination of submarine proliferation, a variety of torpedo types, 
improvements in torpedo target selection and anti-decoy logic will all serve to 
make passive countermeasures less effective (or more elaborate and expensive) 
and torpedo success more likely. Significant effort will be required in torpedo 
defence, especially when considering that 'it is much easier to sink a ship by letting 
the water in at the bottom, than by letting the air out at the top'.10 Investigation 
of hard kill solutions to torpedo defence will require higher priority and a greater 
investment, as a counter to the likely reduction in effectiveness of passive 
reactions. Hard kill does, however, require an ability actively to track the torpedo 
in three dimensions as the engagement unfolds, so that the torpedo can be 
targeted most accurately.11 

A most significant development in submarine, and hence anti-submarine, 
warfare would be the introduction of a land-attack missile capability in conven
tional submarines. The impact of this would be to force ASW forces away from 
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concentrating solely on the focal areas and have them consider detection in open 
ocean areas. This would present a vastly greater problem for ASW forces, and one 
which neither of the superpowers had been able to solve during the free-spending 
period of the Cold War. 

As an indication of the size of the problem, defence of Sydney or Fremantle 
would require the effective underwater surveillance of between 400,000 sq. mm. 
(for a 500 nm. range missile) and 1.5 million sq. nm. of open ocean (for a 1000 nm. 
range missile). Depending upon the coastal geography, the task could expand to 
over three million square nm. - or roughly the land area of Australia. Current 
ASW technologies cannot undertake such a task, with the implication that a land-
attack capability would elicit a classical air defence response. 

Submarine anti-air capability. The last submarine development to be cov
ered is the introduction of submarine launched anti-air missiles (SLAM). These 
would fundamentally affect the current utility of aircraft in an ASW role, as 
current tactics for the prosecution of submarines are based on the ability of 
aircraft to overfly the submarine's position with impunity. 

A SLAM capability is made more likely by an increasing ability of submarines 
to locate and track aircraft whilst submerged. It may also be possible to develop 
a system which the submarine leaves in its wake. Such a system could employ an 
acoustic trigger to activate against aircraft approaching along a submarine's track 
(the classic engagement tactic). 'On-top' calls may come to be a thing of the past, 
and may well serve only to indicate the ditched position of the offending aircraft. 

The introduction of a SLAM capability therefore creates two fundamental 
problems for ASW forces; detection and tracking, and engagement. The opera
tional response to the first problem may lie in Low Frequency Active (LFA) 
sonar. 

An LFA capability, fitted either to ships or helicopters, could allow those units 
to detect and then maintain contact on a submarine from outside the SLAM 
range. Ships engaged in this activity would also need to remain outside the viable 
range for anti-ship torpedoes. SLAM would therefore force a substantial change 
in ASW tactics; away from the current posture of ships clearing the datum and 
leaving the prosecution to aircraft and toward a posture which would require all 
units to stand off. The utility of the maritime patrol aircraft in ASW operations 
will be much reduced, unless a low frequency capability can be developed for 
sonobuoys. 

The second part of the SLAM problem is engagement. Without the ability to 
put an aircraft over a submarine's position to drop a torpedo, a long range 
capability is required if submarines are to be prosecuted. There would seem to be 
several possibilities for achieving this, including: 
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a. resurrection of an Ikara-type missile system to deliver torpedoes, perhaps 
called the 'Lazarus' missile system given the current state of Ikara; 

b. use of an unmanned airborne vehicle to carry and deploy a torpedo. A UAV 
may have significant advantage over a missile system in its ability to loiter in 
the target area if contact is lost, or if tracking is degraded after launch; and 

c. the use of long-range wire guided torpedoes from a hovering helicopter or 
a nearby surface ship. A heavyweight torpedo would be required to provide the 
necessary endurance and range. The disadvantage of this approach would 
seem to be the length of time that an engagement would take and the obvious 
need to maintain sonar contact over this period. 

IMPACT OF ASW TECHNOLOGY ON MARITIME OPERATIONS 

ASW developments, although essentially reactive and defensive, will affect 
submarine operations and thus will affect the capacity to conduct military tasks 
such as protection of shipping. 

Acoustic Detection. As stated earlier in this chapter, the introduction of 
submarine capabilities such as AIP and detection of aircraft will exacerbate the 
current downward trends in the effectiveness of passive acoustic systems. Taking 
this premise, the attraction of a technology such as LFA sonar is that it provides 
a way to get long range detection, at a range greater than the likely submarine 
torpedo firing range. LFA can therefore place pressure on the submariner; 
confronting him with the choice between closing for an engagement (knowing 
that he stands a good chance of being detected and attacked prior to achieving that 
aim) or having to fire his weapons from further away, knowing that the fire control 
solution will be more prone to error and hence that each torpedo will be less 
effective. 

There is also an argument that low frequency active sonar will essentially serve 
as a beacon; illuminating the potential targets to the submarine at long range. In 
some circumstances this will be true and LFA will not be any miracle cure for 
ASW's ills. It can, however, be a powerful tactical weapon, to be used to one's 
advantage. In the circumstance of a surface group approaching a focal area, the use 
of active sonar will not disclose the presence of that group. The submarine will 
know that ships are approaching; after all, that is probably the reason for its patrol 
location. What LFA sonar may do is to provide some gratuitous information on 
ship types, but this may be limited by the use of bistatic or multistatic LFA 
applications, where only one unit transmits but many receive. 
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A transmitting unit may be a surface ship, a helicopter, an explosive device, or 
perhaps a bottom mounted transmitter. The receiving units may be surface ships, 
helicopters, a bottom array, a sonobuoy or a sonobuoy field, or any combination 
of these. Provided that the communications problems could be overcome, there 
is no reason why a friendly submarine could not use the active pulses, whilst itself 
remaining covert. To do so, it would need an accurate knowledge of either the 
location of the transmitter, or of the instant of the transmission. 

ASW forces traditionally have operated on own-ship sensor information, with 
operational integration undertaken at the manoeuvre or reaction level. Multi-
static operations can allow this operational integration to be undertaken at a more 
fundamental level, at the information gathering stage, and all units can operate 
with the same raw information. 

Taking this strategy one step further, why should it not be possible to share all 
information among all units, not necessarily only those in close proximity? In this 
way, a picture could be built up by forces prior to entering an area, provided of 
course that there was at least one ASW platform covering the area. Information 
could be uplinked to satellite from a bottom array or other system and rebroadcast 
for use by other units. 

Non-acoustic detection. As discussed previously, the impact of developments 
in submarine propulsion systems and in the acoustic detection of aircraft will be 
to reduce the effect of radar detections from maritime patrol aircraft; the classic 
non-acoustic detection mechanism.12 What other non-acoustic means may be 
viable? 

There has been much recent interest in lasers for submarine detection, and 
some commentators have claimed that this will be a significant factor in counter
ing submarines in shallow water.13 The problem with lasers is that the light does 
not penetrate beyond about 60 metres and currently achievable area search rates 
are low. Lasers may, therefore, have a part to play in very shallow water with low 
turbidity, but are unlikely to have a wider application in combating submarines 
under all environmental conditions. 

Magnetics may also offer some possibilities. More sensitive magnetic anomaly 
detection systems will continue to be used as a localisation aid prior to weapon 
release, but not as area search systems. Bottom-mounted magnetic arrays may 
prove useful in focal areas, as an alternative to acoustic arrays. Such arrays would 
need to be integrated with a surface picture compilation system (perhaps a radar 
site) to correlate any magnetic fluctuations with surface traffic. 

Satellite surveillance has also been used against submarines. It has been aimed 
at detecting submarines operating in very shallow water, relying on visual means, 
or on detection of a submarine moving in the water column by the use of synthetic 
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aperture radar techniques. SAR techniques will be less effective against conven
tional submarines, than against nuclear boats, because of their smaller size and 
generally lower speeds. Both parameters will affect the size of the water distur
bance and hence detectability. 

More exotic non-acoustic mechanisms are also being investigated. One is 
magneto hydrodynamics, which aims to exploit the current generated by the 
submarine moving the water around it. This water, being electrically conductive 
and moving within a magnetic field, thus distorts that field. The effect is said to 
extend for up to 20 kilometres behind the position of the submarine and 10-15 
kilometres to the side. The problem is that the size of the effect is many times less 
than the background noise, and some fancy signal processing will be required to 
recover it. 

CONCLUSIONS 

And now for some conclusions and recommendations for regional ASW. Firstly, 
the numbers of submarines operated by regional countries, the quality of those 
submarines, and the number of countries operating submarines will all increase. 
These increases will see the introduction of submarine technologies developed 
elsewhere, rather than the development of new technology from within. To some 
extent, the technology which will require counteraction already exists in other 
areas, but has conveniently been ignored by force structure planners. Torpedo 
defence is a case in point here. 

Secondly, the introduction of these technologies; AIP, the ability to detect and 
track aircraft whilst submerged and, into the future, the ability to engage aircraft 
whilst submerged, will require a fundamental reappraisal of the way in which 
ASW is currently undertaken. A reduction in the effectiveness of the maritime 
patrol aircraft is likely to be one result. 

Regional countries involved in ASW should therefore consider low frequency 
active sonar and multistatics as the focus of their ASW effort for the foreseeable 
future. An investment will also be required in tactical data management (includ
ing the provision of planning and operational advice to commands). Torpedo 
defence will also be a necessity, as without it any investment in ASW is made 
without insurance. Importantly in this case, a torpedo defence system will be 
many times less expensive than the surface ship that it may save. 

Nevertheless, the acquisition of the right systems is but the first step in 
developing an ASW capability. A detailed knowledge of the operating environ
ment and the institution of an effective training regime are also required if 
maximum effectiveness is to be obtained. 
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Furthermore, the matter of regional submarine proliferation will demand 
consideration. In the coming years Australia, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and 
Thailand will very likely operate submarines in Southeast Asian waters. Addi
tionally the US, Japan, China, Taiwan, South Korea, Russia, India and France 
could have their submarines in the area, either transiting or in direct support of 
national objectives. 

A submarine detection by active sonar (increasingly the most likely sensor to 
gain a detection) is therefore likely to pose the important question, 'whose 
submarine is it?' The answer to this question may be fundamental in what further 
action is taken: tracking, attempting to force it to the surface for identification, or 
even engagement. Any action that can be taken, either technical or political, to 
enable the important classification task to be performed (or even to say whose 
submarine it is not) may be critical.14 
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1 / Prospects for Naval Cooperation 

SAM BATEMAN 

A recent Australian statement on practical proposals for security cooperation 
in the Asia-Pacific region identified maritime cooperation as an important 

trust-building measure. This joint statement by Foreign Minister Gareth Evans 
and Paul Dibb stated that: 

Developing a cooperative approach to the maritime area is clearly a strategically important 
issue, not least because of the crucial nature of the sea lanes passing through Southeast 
Asian waters and the South China Sea.' 

The Evans-Dibb statement preferred the concept of'trust-building measures' 
(TBMs) rather than confidence-building measures (CBMs) to convey the idea of 
a less formal approach to security cooperation and dialogue, based upon personal 
contacts and relationships.2 The process is one of socialising, or as the Malaysian 
Prime Minister, Mahathir Mohammad, has been quoted as saying, the first step 
is 'the tedious business of getting to know each other'.3 

Much the same could be said about naval cooperation in the Asia-Pacific 
region. The first step in achieving cooperation between the essentially unlike 
navies in the region is proving to be more time-consuming than expected. It 
involves overcoming divergent national interests, finding some common ground, 
and overcoming deeply held mutual suspicions, and even resentment. Some 
would question whether it is worth it, or even desirable, without more progress 
at the political level. 

Naval cooperation is both a potential maritime confidence and security building 
measure in its own right and an important subset of broader maritime coopera
tion. Because maritime issues are so important in the Asia-Pacific region and so 
many threats to national security are manifest mainly at sea, there is great scope 
for regional cooperation and dialogue on maritime affairs. Or as the Asian Defence 
Journal recently noted: 
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... the challenge of Pacific Asia is very much of a maritime-nature and... much thought will 
be necessary in order that collaboration can be achieved so as to sustain the region's peace 
and prosperity now and in the future. On the other hand, it is also apparent that naval 
strength or sea power is just as important, and that key regional countries will of necessity 
have to be naval powers of some standing.4 

This chapter examines prospects for achieving a higher level of cooperation 
and collaboration among Asia-Pacific navies in the years ahead. It assumes that 
this would constitute a worthwhile regional TBM. It also discusses the nature of 
regional naval cooperation and possible ways in which cooperation might be 
developed. The central argument is that to enhance the prospects of naval 
cooperation in the region and overcome the potential political 'stumbling blocks', 
we should recognise the links between naval cooperation and: 

a. regional security cooperation to promote peace and security in the region, 
and 

b. regional maritime cooperation to manage the marine environment of the 
region and build a stable regional maritime regime with law and order 
prevailing at sea.5 

The links with the broader notion of maritime cooperation are important, 
because they offer scope for overcoming the natural instinct of navies (and 
defence forces generally) in a region still plagued with tensions and uncertainty, 
not to cooperate with each other. These links are especially necessary because of 
the significance of seaborne trade in the Asia-Pacific region and its emergence as 
the dominant common maritime security interest of regional countries. 

The main objective of this chapter is to move beyond the first stage of 
rhetorical naval cooperation and 'socialising', which exists at present, to achieve 
something which is meaningful operationally, and will help to reduce the risk of 
conflict in the region, while also contributing to good order at sea. 

NAVAL COOPERATION 

The scope of possible naval cooperation is very wide.6 It includes low-key, 
confidence-building activities including ship visits, fleet reviews,7 personnel 
exchanges, navy-to-navy talks, and multilateral naval conferences. It also in
volves more ambitious activities, such as information and intelligence exchanges, 
joint doctrine development, standard operating procedures (SOPs) for exercises 
and peacetime operations, bilateral and multi-lateral exercises, avoidance of 
incidents at sea (INCSEA) agreements, and cooperation on tasks such as marine 
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scientific research and anti-piracy operations. Notably, it also extends to the 
complexity of combined operations; cooperative maritime surveillance, standing 
regional naval forces, cooperative SLOC protection, and mine countermeasures. 

While there has been a lot of talk about it, naval cooperation in an operational 
sense is not widespread at present in the Asia-Pacific region, other than in the 
South Pacific, where a high level of cooperation has been achieved with maritime 
surveillance and operations to combat illegal fishing.8 Some progress has been 
made towards both maritime and naval cooperation in Southeast Asia, with 
cooperative marine scientific research, anti-piracy operations, marine environ
mental protection programs, and bilateral and even multilateral exercises, includ
ing the very successful Kakadu series of fleet concentration periods hosted by 
Australia. 

Little progress is evident with any form of maritime cooperation in Northeast 
Asia, with the notable exception of the INCSEA agreements between Russia and 
South Korea, and also with Japan.9 The pressures of economic rivalry and 
strategic unrest in Northeast Asia, including the long-standing bilateral tensions; 
such as between Korea and Japan, Japan and Russia, and Japan and China, inhibit 
the confidence-building process, with operational naval cooperation virtually 
unknown in the sub-region. The first port call ever made to a Japanese port by 
South Korean warships occurred only in 1994, but some reports suggest that it 
was not a success, with little warmth evident in the relations between the local 
population and the visiting crews. In terms of broader maritime cooperation, 
Northeast Asia is almost unique for its lack of regional institutions,10 despite the 
great regional interest in ocean affairs. 

Multilateral naval exercising in East Asian waters is largely constrained at 
present to the annual maritime exercises conducted under the auspices of the Five 
Power Defence Arrangements, usually in the South China Sea. Some bilateral 
activity occurs within ASEAN and between the USN and the RAN on the one 
hand, and with some Asian navies on the other, but this is usually little more than 
basic passage exercising without any tactical scenario. The Kakadu exercises have 
been designated 'Fleet Concentration Periods' (FCP) and do not involve any 
over-arching political scenarios. They involve a series of specific training activi
ties, such as weapon firings, convoy exercises, ASW training and replenishment 
at sea drills, without any higher order strategic or operational concept. There is 
no designation of Orange and Blue forces. 

The Western Pacific Naval Symposium (WPNS) offers potential as a region-
wide forum in which to develop concepts of naval cooperation, but reports from 
its last two meetings suggest that the forum may be 'running out of puff although 
the WPNS workshops may still be achieving something worthwhile. As discussed 
later in this chapter, the possibility exists that the WPNS may have become 'out 
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of step' with the level of political consensus among member countries. 
Naval cooperation is part of the processes of both regional security cooperation 

and regional maritime cooperation. Naval cooperation both supports, and is 
supported by, the regional security cooperation manifest in both the ASEAN 
Regional Forum, the principal 'first track' forum, and also in relevant 'second 
track' forums, particularly the Council for Security Cooperation in Asia-Pacific 
(CSCAP) and the Pacific Sea Lines of Communication (SLOC) study groups. 
Similarly, naval cooperation is an essential part of the process of maritime 
cooperation in matters such as surveillance, maintaining law and order at sea, 
marine scientific research and shipping safety. 

In this broader field of maritime cooperation, it is hard to draw a line between 
naval activities and the responsibilities of other marine agencies. As this writer has 
mentioned in another paper on regional naval cooperation,11 'the status of the 
military, higher defence organisations, and the division of responsibility for 
different maritime activities, are all relevant considerations which are handled 
very differently from one country to another'.12 For example, maritime aircraft 
are operated in some countries by air forces and in others by navies. Furthermore, 
in many countries, maritime surveillance and search and rescue, are military 
functions. 

The point made by Des Ball in his review of strategic culture in the Asia-
Pacific region that 'No ... sharp or formal differentiation between military 
establishments and their respective civil polities and societies exists in most 
countries in East and Southeast Asia'13 is very relevant to how we view the link 
between naval cooperation and broader maritime cooperation. In a Western 
nation state, such as Australia, with less integration of the military and society 
than is encountered generally in the Asia-Pacific region, maritime activities and 
responsibilities may be more easily put in the military 'box' or the civilian one. 

Navies have a clear advantage over the other arms of military service in 
promoting regional security cooperation, because they do form part of both a 
defence community and a maritime community. It is well recognised that, in 
addition to their fundamental war-fighting role, navies also have important 
constabulary and diplomatic roles to perform in peacetime, including the provi
sion of practical demonstrations of regional cooperation or national contributions 
to multinational peacekeeping forces.14 By virtue of the environment in which 
they operate, navies come with less political baggage attached. Or as Dick 
Sherwood has described the situation: 

The maritime environment seems to suffer less from the restrictive imperatives of 
sovereignty that complicate the deployment of ground forces to another country. Expe
rience with coalition building to date has shown that the available maritime forces can be 
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quickly formed, with command and control, ships' disposition, and force operational 
assignment all modified for the task in hand. When for some national reason, forces from 
a particular country cannot participate in part of the operation, temporary withdrawal is 
a much easier task at sea, and is less likely to attract attention and cause political 
embarrassment. 

A wide spectrum of tasks is embraced by the diplomatic or politico-military 
role of navies. Broadly, the role involves navies being used as instruments of 
foreign policy, but the manifestation of the role can range from straightforward, 
rarely controversial activities to support foreign policy objectives, such as re
gional security cooperation (port visits, and passage exercises, for example) 
through to manipulative or coercive naval presence missions to influence the 
political calculations of other states in situations short of conflict. 

Multinational naval cooperation to maintain international order, including 
naval peacekeeping under the auspices of the UN, could be viewed as part of the 
diplomatic role of navies. However, there is an alternative argument that peace
keeping may fit better under the constabulary role because it involves 'the 
maintenance of mutually accepted norms, rather than the unilateral coercion 
implied by traditional naval diplomacy'.15 Other tasks, possibly suitable for 
multinational naval cooperation, include peace enforcement, such as a naval 
blockade to prevent arms from reaching the warring parties, and maritime 
policing to protect maritime safety and the marine environment.16 

Naval forces have the theoretical advantages of flexibility, sustainability 
ambiguity and high political returns at relatively low risk,17 but these are probably 
only of academic interest in the Asia-Pacific region for the foreseeable future. 
There is little interest or commitment in the region to establishing multinational 
peacekeeping forces, from within the region, to intervene in regional disputes and 
conflicts. Similarly, while training forces for peacekeeping operations outside the 
region offers some potential, problems of financing and equipping such forces 
probably present an insurmountable stumbling-block.18 It is also significant that, 
so far, the United Nations has not been 'a large factor in East Asian security 
thinking, diplomacy and politics'.19 

REGIONAL SECURITY COOPERATION 

The emerging security framework in the Asia-Pacific region has been termed a 
'convergent security' strategy, defined as 'a managed transition from a regional 
security system based predominantly upon bilateral arrangements to a system 
based increasingly upon more indigenous multilateral arrangements'.20 Bilateral 
security relationships with the United States thrived during the Cold War years 
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but have become increasingly less relevant in recent years, not least because of the 
increased reluctance of the American electorate 'to support the associated costs 
of those commitments'.21 

This upsurge of interest in multilateralism in the Asia-Pacific region in recent 
years is manifest particularly in the decision of the ASEAN Post-Ministerial 
Conference in 1993 to sponsor an 18-member ASEAN Regional Forum to 
discuss Asia-Pacific regional security issues. The inaugural meeting of the ART 
was held in Bangkok in 1994 and its second meeting was held in Brunei in August 
1995.22 Confidence and security building has been high on the forum's agenda but 
so far the emphasis has been 'on generalised, non-confrontational 
'trust-building', not concrete problem solving or a specific program of action'.23 

While a 'support group' on CBMs has been established within ARF, 'measures 
that might serve to actually constrain military forces and operations are not under 
serious consideration'.24 CBMs specifically identified at the Brunei meeting of 
the ARF included: 

a. maritime information data bases; 

b. cooperative approaches to sea lines of communications, beginning with 
exchanges of information and training in such areas as search and rescue, 
piracy and drug control; and 

c. establishment of zones of cooperation in areas such as the South China 

Sea.25 

The ARF has many supporters and a few critics. The United States and Japan 
have been particularly frustrated by the current pace and lack of focus, but to some 
extent this must be appreciated as a manifestation of the 'Asian way' which 
embodies a slow and tangential approach.26 One critic of the ARF has suggested 
ways in which the forum may move beyond just being a 'talking shop'. These are: 
firstly, multilateral cooperation in external law enforcement and order mainte
nance, especially in the maritime environment, and secondly, dispute manage
ment through the sponsorship of technical and legal research, arbitration, 
mediation, and negotiation.27 Again the examples where the latter approach is 
applicable are primarily maritime. 

This move towards multilateral cooperation in the Asia-Pacific region, and the 
direct support for this move now indicated by the US has some more direct 
implications for regional naval cooperation. The strategic concepts expounded by 
the USN in this regard have some important implications for regional navies. 
These include greater recognition on the part of the US of the need for 
interoperability and naval cooperation: 
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So that in the future we can easily participate fully as part of a formal multinational 
response or as part of 'ad hoc' coalitions forged to react to short notice crisis situations. 
Participation in both NATO Standing Naval Forces and in a variety of exercises with the 
navies, air forces and land forces of coalition partners around the Pacific rim, Norwegian 
Sea, Arabian Gulf, and Mediterranean basin provide solid foundations for sustaining 
interoperability with our friends and allies.28 

This new attention being paid by the US to multilateral security cooperation, 
at least in strategic rhetoric, is partly a pragmatic response to the changing 
military balance. As the Malaysian strategic analyst, J.N. Mak has seen it: 

During its heyday as a benign hegemon, the US was not at all enthusiastic about 
multilateral security, preferring instead to rely on a series of bilateral security relationships 
in Asia. Today it is beginning to feel less enthusiastic about taking sole responsibility for 
military leadership in the region.29 

With a decline in the number of overseas deployed US ground and ground-
based air units, 'naval forces increasingly will constitute the US military presence 
overseas and increasingly will be seen as representative of the entire range of US 
military power'.30 This expanding role for the USN in overseas presence suggests 
the increasing importance and likelihood of multi-national naval cooperation. It 
also means that regional navies are likely to be caught up more in the process of 
facilitating US presence missions, both through interoperability and by provid
ing a link to the other national military services, which may be less attuned to US 
requirements. 

SEABORNE TRADE AND SEA LINES OF COMMUNICATION 

Seaborne trade, the protection of shipping and the security of SLOCs31 stand out 
as common interests of most Asia-Pacific countries, which may lead to naval 
cooperation becoming more of a reality. In many ways, international maritime 
commerce is the classical multilateral maritime security interest. Its protection 
always involves at least two countries (the exporter and the importer), and 
perhaps a third (the flag State of the ship carrying the cargo). Historically, as we 
have seen with convoy operations in two world wars, the development of NATO 
maritime doctrine, and arrangements for the naval control and protection of 
shipping (NCAPS), maritime commerce has provided the fundamental rationale 
for multinational naval cooperation. It also provides the most basic demonstra
tion of how a nation's maritime security interests extend beyond its own waters, 
with, for example, the interest of Japan in the security of SLOCs in Southeast 
Asian waters. 
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The particular importance of seaborne trade in East Asia is explained by 
several factors. Firstly, the regional dependence on shipping stems from the 
'archipelagic' nature of the region, which means that all intra-regional trade is 
carried by sea, except for the very high value cargoes carried by air. Other than 
within individual countries (notably China), there is no significant land transport 
infrastructure in East Asia and trade can only be carried by sea and air. Effectively, 
the region is one large archipelago, with many small islands represented by the 
region's ports linked to each other by expanses of sea. This characteristic of East 
Asia provides a sharp contrast to Europe and North America where intra-regional 
trade is largely carried by road or rail. 

Secondly, and accentuating the first factor, economic growth in East Asia is 
increasingly fuelled by trade and investment between regional economies rather 
than between Asia-Pacific economies and North American or European ones. For 
example, between 1989 and 1993, trade between ASEAN countries grew from 
16.2 per cent to 18.5 per cent of total ASEAN trade and growth was also evident 
in ASEAN trade with Japan (from 23.7 per cent of ASEAN trade in 1989 to 24.6 
per cent in 1993).32 These changes in the ASEAN pattern of trade were partly at 
the expense of trade between ASEAN countries and both Europe and the United 
States. While trade with those areas continued to increase in absolute terms, it did 
not grow quite as strongly as intra-regional trade. 

Lastly, the importance of seaborne trade in the region is explained by the great 
and increasing economic interdependence among regional countries. Further
more, regional nations generally lack self-sufficiency and are variously dependent 
on imports by sea of energy, foodstuffs, raw materials, and in particular manufac
tured goods. 

Possible threats to regional SLOCs have been identified as arising from 
maritime territorial disputes (particularly over the Senkaku Islands, the southern 
Kuriles and the Spratly Islands), piracy, oil spillage and marine pollution, and the 
coastal state factor.33 The latter point relates to the fact that East Asian SLOCs 
generally pass through coastal or archipelagic waters, and are thus vulnerable to 
coastal state interference as a consequence of national security concerns, domestic 
instability or local conflict. 

As the security of SLOCs is such an important common interest among 
regional nations, it is an issue which could be both a major basis of maritime 
cooperation in the region and an important source of regional TBMs. As one 
leading Korean academic noted, 'SLOCs must be regarded not just as sea lines of 
communication to be defended in times of hostilities, but sea lines linking all the 
economies of the Asia-Pacific region'.34 
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MARITIME COOPERATION 

The importance of maritime cooperation in the Asia-Pacific region flows from the 
nature and complexity of the regional maritime environment and the propensity 
for illegal activities and disputes at sea. We are far from achieving the stable 
maritime regime mentioned earlier in this paper, with many examples of disputed 
claims to sovereignty in the region, unresolved maritime boundaries, potentially 
restrictive interpretations of freedoms of navigation, widespread illegal fishing, 
illegal population movements, drug smuggling, and frequent occurrences of 
piracy in several areas.35 

In many ways this apparent maritime 'disorder' is a consequence of the 
geographical nature of the East Asia region in particular with a series of enclosed 
or semi-enclosed seas between the Asian mainland and the off-lying chain of 
islands stretching from the Kuriles, north of Japan, through to the Indonesian 
archipelago and northern Australia. The situation is then further complicated by 
the numbers of groups of island within these seas, such as the Senkaku, Paracel 
and Spratly Islands, which are the subject of sovereignty disputes. Achieving 
straight line maritime boundaries and clear sovereign jurisdiction over maritime 
areas in such a region is an extraordinarily difficult task. 

Countries can rarely take a truly independent, national view either of their 
maritime security interests or of the problems that can arise from their uses of the 
seas. The maritime environment is basically an international one. Relevant 
concerns follow no national boundaries. Nations have to talk about and agree on 
issues such as the principles of the Law of the Sea, the prevention of marine 
pollution, the conservation offish stocks, the safety and security of shipping, the 
delimitation of maritime boundaries, the monitoring of sea levels, and the 
responsible development of the mineral resources which may lie on or under the 
seabed. A stable maritime regime requires comprehensive dialogue and coopera
tion among regional nations on the specific matters of common concern in the 
maritime environment.36 

In implementing policies on maritime issues, nations have to take into account 
the interests and rights of their neighbours, as well as those of other countries, 
who legitimately send ships into and through their waters. This is all part of the 
general worldwide trend towards a greater focus on marine affairs and the 
planning and management of national uses of the sea 'oceans management', as 
well as increased concern for the health of the world's oceans. 

The concept of ocean management has developed in response to the jurisdic
tional revolution in the law of the sea reflected in the 1982 UN Convention on the 
Law of the Sea, the expansion of economic activities at sea, and increasing concern 
over conflicts of interest between the various uses of sea areas, including 
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navigation, fishing, mining, dumping and recreational uses and the possible 
implications for environmental quality. The preamble to the LOSC stresses the 
importance of coordinated policies by recognising 'that the problems and oppor
tunities of ocean space are closely interrelated and need to be considered as a 
whole'.37 Several articles of the LOSC go on to point out a requirement for 
regional cooperation (Article 276, for example, calls for the establishment of 
regional marine scientific and technological research centres and Article 277 
describes the functions of such centres). 

The 1982 LOSC exhorts states bordering an enclosed or semi-enclosed sea to 
cooperate with each other. Theoretically this process of cooperation is institu
tionalised in the Regional Seas Program of the United Nations Environment 
Program (UNEP). This was originally established in 1974 as a global program for 
the protection of the marine environment and the management of marine and 
coastal resources. In theory it provides a framework for regional consultation on 
the comprehensive and integrated management of marine and coastal areas, 
including the development of action plans to handle the problems of the marine 
environment, but in practice it has only had marginal success so far. 

Although thirteen Regional Seas Programs have now been established world
wide, including four in the Asia-Pacific region, outcomes have been largely in the 
field of training and education. The full benefits of the program, in terms of 
meaningful cooperation, have not yet been realised. These are dependent on the 
political commitment of participating countries and the availability of an effective 
delivery mechanism to manage the action plan. To some extent this has been 
achieved in the South Pacific with South Pacific Regional Environment Program 
(SPREP) but the other programs in Asia- Pacific (the East Asian Seas, the North-
West Pacific and South Asian Seas) have not yet reached agreement on action 
plans. 

The development of the resource potential of regional seas must be facilitated by 
cooperation between regional countries if we are to avoid the 'tragedy of the 
commons' wherein, by pursuing individual goals in an activity of common 
interest, all participants lose. The possible existence of rich reserves of hydrocar
bons is often quoted as justification for the disputed claims to the Spratly Islands 
and has provided the catalyst for the several joint development agreements in the 
Asia-Pacific region, covering marine areas where maritime boundaries have not 
been agreed.38 The management of the living resources of the East Asian seas is 
a concern not only of regional nations but also has extra-regional dimensions with 
tuna stocks, for example, migrating between the South China Sea and the South 
Pacific.39 The southern bluefin tuna also spawns South of Java before migrating 
to Southern Australian and New Zealand waters, and on to the South Atlantic. 
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The Asian Defence Journal recently drew attention to the importance of 
maritime cooperation in an article on regional maritime issues: 

If discord is to be avoided in order that collaboration can enhance peace and security, there 
will be a great need for cooperation and coordination in terms of ocean use, maritime 
exploration and exploitation (in marine resources, mineral extraction, fisheries), merchant 
marine activities (including freight conferences), maritime industries (shipbuilding and 
related services) and even marine leisure activity coordination.40 

The same article went on to refer to the activities of regional marine institutes and 
the benefits of networking: 

Some headway has already been possible in exploring these various activities through the 
work of maritime-related institutes such as the Southeast Asian program on ocean law and 
management (SEAPOL) program at Chulalongkorn University in Thailand, the 
Malaysian Institute of Maritime Affairs (MIMA), and the Centre for Maritime Policy at 
the University of Wollongong in Australia. These are definitely excellent efforts and 
whilst networking is in process, there is still an imperative to enhance, magnify and 
consolidate region-wide efforts at collaboration in order that these may transcend national 
priorities.41 

Regional navies have a clear role to play in establishing good order at sea with the 
free and uninterrupted flow of seaborne trade, and allowing nations to pursue 
their sovereign maritime interests and manage their maritime resources, in a 
manner which is agreed and accepted by their neighbours and other legitimate 
users of their waters. Cooperation between regional navies will contribute to this 
outcome, and conversely, regional naval cooperation will be facilitated by empha
sising this role of navies. 

• 

REGIONAL FORUMS 

Matters related to naval and maritime cooperation are discussed in several 
regional forums, including the ARF and the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation 
forum. The major forum specifically for naval dialogue is provided by the 
Western Pacific Naval Symposium. The first WPNS meeting was held in Sydney 
in 1988 and this has been followed by meetings at two yearly intervals - in 
Bangkok in 1990, in Honolulu in 1992 and in Penang in 1994. The WPNS brings 
together leaders from the navies of the Western Pacific to discuss issues of 
common concern, including law of the sea and SLOC security. Its membership 
comprises the navies of the ASEAN countries, Japan, Papua New Guinea, China, 
Republic of Korea, Australia, New Zealand, and the United States. The Penang 

203 



Sea Power in the New Century 

meeting agreed to extend full membership status to France (on receipt of an 
appropriate application) in view of French Territory in the South Pacific, but 
observer status only to Canada and Chile - two countries which had expressed 
interest in joining the WPNS.42 

The main thrust of the WPNS has not been multilateral naval operations, 
which would be too sensitive,43 but the harmonisation of existing procedures. A 
tangible outcome from the WPNS meetings has been a series of subordinate 
workshops which have led to the development of a Maritime Information 
Exchange Directory, a WPNS Tactical Signals Handbook, a WPNS Replenish
ment at Sea Handbook and planning for the conduct of a Command Post Exercise 
(CPX) to help the development of common doctrine and publications.44 

Some indications emerged from the Penang meeting of the WPNS that the 
forum could be 'running out of steam'. It is limited by its 'first track' nature and 
the inherent conservatism of naval forces which, together, result in a tendency to 
see all issues from a 'micro' national perspective only, and an understandable 
reluctance to do much more than talk without the appropriate clearances. In 
particular, 'There were no proponents of a regional view' at the Penang meeting,45 

which would have helped extend the process of naval cooperation both geo
graphically and functionally, particularly to northeast Asia where, as has been 
noted, maritime cooperation is still relatively underdeveloped. 

The prospects for extending the current scope of naval cooperation would 
probably be enhanced by establishing links between the WPNS and the other 
forums in which matters of naval and maritime cooperation are discussed, 
including relevant 'second track' activities. Clearly, the WPNS needs to keep up 
with the developments in ARF and other forums. 

CSCAP is the main contemporary example of institutionalised 'second track' 
dialogue involving Asia-Pacific nations. CSCAP is designed to focus the research 
activities of non-governmental agencies working on security issues in the Asia-
Pacific region and to provide linkage between these activities and official regional 
security cooperation processes. 

Of relevance here, CSCAP has established a working group to look specifically 
at maritime security cooperation in the Asia-Pacific region. This group has 
adopted a broad view of security and is taking onboard a range of'small s' security 
issues, such as marine safety, resources conservation, coastal zone management 
and unlawful activities at sea - including drug smuggling, illegal population 
movements and piracy, as well as more conventional maritime security issues.47 

These maritime activities are regarded as excellent vehicles for developing the 
habit of cooperation and the concept of common security in the region. The first 
meeting of the CSCAP Maritime Cooperation Working Group, held in Kuala 
Lumpur in June 1995, agreed to look more closely at matters related to regional 
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naval cooperation at its next meeting, probably to be held in Kuala Lumpur in 
April 1996.48 

During the 1980s a series of conferences on the security of SLOCs was held 
around the region.49 These conferences were hosted, in most cases, by a non
government organisation in the host nation. The fundamental rationale of these 
conferences appears to have been the problem of resupply of Northeast Asia in the 
event of confrontation between the superpowers. Key participants in the initial 
round of conferences were the United States, Japan, Taiwan and South Korea, 
with the ASEAN countries, Australia and New Zealand subsequently becoming 
involved. 

At the SLOC conference held in Bali in 1993, a clear shift in emphasis was 
apparent, from concern with the oceanic protection of shipping typical of the 
Cold War years, to a greater focus on focal areas, straits transit issues and broader 
problems of the safety of merchant shipping. This was largely driven by the 
ASEAN participants who have become more sensitive about the transit of foreign 
vessels through their archipelagic and territorial waters. The most recent SLOC 
conference, in Kuala Lumpur in August 1994, hosted by the Government-
sponsored Malaysian Institute for Maritime Affairs, had a similar emphasis on 
marine safety and traffic management issues. The next SLOC conference is to be 
held in Taipei in January 1996. 

Cooperative aspects of the management of shipping and ports and related 
issues are also covered by the Transportation Working group of APEC. The sixth 
meeting of this group held in Bali in September 1994 included a one day seminar 
on port management and electronic data interchange (EDI) with sessions on port 
ownership, facilitation of cargo and cargo handling, port pricing policy and blue 
water management; that is, vessel traffic systems, pilotage and towage, port 
design and training simulators. 

CONCLUSION 

The main conundrum of regional security at present is that despite all the rhetoric 
about peace and security, and cooperation and dialogue, military capabilities in 
the region, especially maritime capabilities, are growing quickly. Naval planners, 
whether they are in Tokyo, Seoul, Taipei, or Bangkok, can write perfectly good 
strategic justification for ships, aircraft and submarines, in full knowledge that the 
financial resources are likely to be available for their acquisition. The aim should 
be to break this 'vicious circle' of cause and effect, and to build a regional security 
environment in which justification is not available for new capabilities. Coopera
tion among regional navies will help in achieving this outcome. Thus, it could be 
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said that regional naval officers have a great opportunity with naval cooperation 

to work themselves out of a job. 
A clear trend, apparent in the Asia-Pacific region, is that economic growth 

involves greater use of the seas and increased awareness of the importance of 
maritime interests. These considerations highlight the importance of maritime 
cooperation, both in a 'micro' sense with issues such as marine safety and the 
reduction of marine pollution, and in a 'macro' sense with comprehensive oceans 
management and the need to resolve conflicts which can arise both between 
countries and between different uses of the sea. It is encouraging that dialogue and 
cooperation on these issues is now taking place in Asia-Pacific, in many different 
forums and many different contexts. The navies of the region have a key role to 
play in this process of maritime cooperation, but to do it requires of them a broad 
and imaginative regional view rather than a narrow, national perspective. 

Overall, generalisation about the prospects for naval cooperation in the Asia-
Pacific region is difficult as we move to the end of this century and into the next. 
The practice of cooperation is well established in the South Pacific and some 
progress is occurring in Southeast Asia, although there may be a ceiling in the 
short term to just what is possible. Northeast Asia is much more of a problem. 
Mark Valencia has made the important point that in northeast Asia, ocean 
management issues and conflicts can be turned into opportunities for building 
confidence, dampening frontier tension and improving relations in a region so 
vital to world peace and prosperity.50 
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10 The JPV: A Case Study in Exploring 
Common Maritime Interests 

GEOFF WALPOLE 

AT the outset there is a need to eliminate confusion over the terminology for 
the Joint Patrol Vessels (JPV) both within the Department of Defence and 

particularly within the defence industry press. In this brief chapter the term will 
refer to the product of the project based on a joint detailed operational require
ment developed by Malaysia and Australia. The T V patrol vessel, is the product 
of the Royal Malaysian Navy's (RMN) project to replace its aging patrol vessels, 
and the ' O P C is an offshore patrol combatant destined to meet Australia's needs. 
The product of the JPV project will largely satisfy the requirements of both the 
T V and ' O P C projects. 

THE GENESIS OF THE COMMON REQUIREMENT 

Prior to April 1992, and particularly as part of the Australian Defence Force 
Structure Review, plans were being progressed in Headquarters Australian 
Defence Force (HQADF) for a vessel with a combat capability; capable of 
carrying out the surface surveillance tasks currently conducted by the Fremantle 
Class patrol boats, but which would also have a role in time of conflict. The vessel 
was to be at least 55 metres in length, and it was expected to have some kind of 
aviation capability, although at that time the hope was that it could be provided 
by a UAV. 

Coincidentally, the Royal Malaysian Navy was well advanced towards pro
ducing a staff requirement for a replacement for the 'Kris' Class of patrol vessels. 
One had recently been lost at sea with some loss of life. While the Malaysians' 
primary requirement was for a vessel for peace time surveillance, they too felt that 
their new PV should be able to take its place in their order of battle during any 
conflict. For the surveillance role they also had an aviation requirement, but had 
not been seduced by the fantasies of the unmanned aerial vehicle developers. 

In April 1992, the then Malaysian Defence Minister, Najib, undertook a tour 
of the Transfield shipbuilding facility at Williamstown in Victoria, with 
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Australia's Minister for Defence. In conversation Minister Najib suggested to 
Senator Ray that Malaysia would be amenable to an Australian bid, albeit a late 
one, to take part in their PV program, which by that time had reached the 
registration of interest phase. Of particular interest to the two ministers was the 
potential for a collaborative program, with industrial and technological 
development similar to that which had occurred in Australia and New Zealand 
with the ANZAC ship program. 

Transfield's management was quick to assess the situation and put together a 
proposal. Meanwhile, between April and August of 1992, the RAN examined its 
Offshore Patrol Combatant program during extensive departmental discussions. 
These discussions tried to assess the impact of advancement of the program to 
accommodate the Malaysian requirement for early replacement of their PVs. In 
September of that year, 1992, the Assistant Chief of Defence Force for Develop
ment (ACDEV) and a small team visited Malaysia to explore further the scope for 
collaborative acquisition. Discussions confirmed that there were sufficient simi
larities in individual operational requirements to justify a joint study, aimed at 
developing a common operational requirement. 

During these discussions the Royal Malaysian Navy provided Australia with 
a copy of its requirement documentation which confirmed that the requirements 
of both countries were similar. The major difference was size: the Malaysians 
were aiming for an 85 metre vessel, while the RAN believed that it needed a vessel 
of about 55 metres. There was also a difference of view over the aviation 
capability, with Malaysia seeking a helicopter, while the RAN seemed to want an 
unmanned aerial vehicle. 

After much more work by both parties a study project was established, under 
the auspices of the Malaysia Australia Joint Defence Program (MAJDP) to 
investigate options for a collaborative project for the acquisition of patrol vessels. 
In January 1993, Malaysia advised its willingness to develop further a R M N / 
ADF Joint Patrol Vessel project under the Malaysia Australia Joint Defence 
Program, and each nation formed a study team, with work being done alternately 
in each country and involving both parties. 

By June 1993, the two countries had agreed at the working level to a joint 
requirement, and had begun work on a joint detailed operational requirement. 
The Australian Department of Defence Concepts and Capabilities Committee 
(CCC) also in June 1993, agreed to the proposed levels of capability as a suitable 
basis for planning for Australia. It also noted that the capability level represented 
by the joint Total Logistic Requirement lay largely within the range of capabili
ties being considered for independent acquisition of an OPC. 

After completion of a Joint Development Operational Requirement (JDOR) 
which was agreed at the working level by both parties, the document was endorsed 
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by the Malaysian Chief of Navy. In November 1993 the Australian OPC project 
was considered by the Australian Department of Defence Force Structure 
Programming and Priorities Committee (FSPPC) which essentially endorsed the 
requirement for Australia. Perhaps the most significant outcome of that meeting 
was a finding by the committee, independent of advice from HQADF, that the 
Australian OPC whether or not it eventuated as a joint project, was to have an 
intermediate sized helicopter for surface surveillance. 

This finding, which meant that the Australian vessel was likely to have a 
minimum length close to 80 metres, to cater for the flight deck, essentially 
removed the major difference between the two national requirements. But the 
decision was not made to achieve that end - the requirement for the Australian 
OPC to carry an intermediate helicopter was mandated by the FSPPC as a result 
of analysis conducted by the Analytical Studies Group of Force Development 
and Analysis Division. 

Since then, the ADF has worked closely with Transfield to ensure that the 
design is compliant with the JDOR. While at no stage has the ADF represented 
Malaysia's interests, it has ensured that the design remains representative of the 
capability called for in the jointly agreed requirements document. Australia has 
made no unilateral decisions which would affect Malaysia's interests and the 
ADF has ensured that Malaysia's interests have been put before the designer 
during discussions. 

SIMILAR NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

The basis for all this work, and indeed for the very existence of the joint project, 
has been the recognition by the political leaders of both nations that the two 
countries have similar interests and goals. A considerable amount of national will 
has been shown by both parties. They have recognised the likely benefits which 
will arise from collaboration to design and build vessels which will spend a large 
proportion of their lives operating in a similar sea-going environment - that is, the 
harsh tropical ocean environment which envelops Malaysia and the northern half 
of Australia. 

Both Australia and Malaysia, while inarguably at different stages of economic 
development, have markedly similar national objectives. Both nations aim to 
achieve economic growth and stability through industrial growth, biased towards 
the higher technology 'value added' end of the industrial spectrum - particularly 
in the manufacturing and electronics fields. 

Malaysia's goal is quite clear: it aims to become a fully developed first-world 
country by the year 2020. Consequently, it needs a significant shift from a 
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substantially rural economy and dependence on export of raw materials, to the 
development of high technology industries capable of competing successfully on 
the world market. Australia's vision, while possibly less well articulated, is 
similar. 

This goal of high-end industrialisation is not achieved by spending money 
overseas. Even though in some circumstances local construction may attract a 
cost premium, it does force domestic industry to produce the high-technology 
equipment needed by the defence force. Over the years - commencing with the 
F/A-18 project and continuing with the Collins and ANZAC programs -
Australia has learned how to do this, thus helping to make the collaborative JPV 
project so attractive to Malaysia. 

For an industry program to be successful, the ADF needs know exactly what 
it wants and needs from it. Only experience will reveal, for example, how to ensure 
that the required transfer of technology takes place. Australia has learned a lot in 
this regard by its mistakes. Now, there is an expectation that Australia will pass 
on the appropriate lessons to Malaysia, thereby allowing it to make a more rapid 
progression to the industrialised status which it desires. 

Both countries in this proposed joint program see the need for the develop
ment of strategic alliances. Although at different stages of development, both seek 
alliances, commercial and military, with other countries of the region, to ensure 
continued political stability and to promote continued economic growth. Both 
Australia and Malaysia depend on seaborne trade for continued economic 
growth, and on the maintenance of open trade routes or sea lines of communica
tion, many of which pass through the archipelagic waters of Southeast Asia. 

Both nations also need to be able to protect their national resources and 
sovereignty. Although the strategic outlook for both countries is essentially 
benign, and is likely to remain so for the foreseeable future, disputes over EEZ 
boundaries, or illegal activities, including fishing and migration, could arise at 
relatively short notice and escalate into limited armed conflict with little warning. 

Australia and Malaysia also need to spend limited defence funds wisely. While 
the following figures should be regarded as indicative only, for a collaborative 
build of 12 ships for Australia in Australia, and 12 ships in Malaysia for Malaysia, 
the reduction in the capital cost of acquisition would be about six percent for each 
customer, over the same order with no collaboration. Similarly, full collaboration 
for through-life support of the same number of vessels for each country would 
result in a saving of 16 percent over the life of the ships. That is to say, savings of 
hundreds of millions of dollars and ringgit would accrue to the respective parties. 
Those figures would reduce with any deviations from commonality of design, but 
they provide a powerful argument for collaboration, where common objectives 
can be identified. 
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SIMILAR OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Both Australia and Malaysia have extensive exclusive economic zones, rich and 
potentially richer in minerals, oil and other natural resources. Australia's has a 
coastline extending some 12,000 nautical miles and outlying territories remote 
from the mainland. Malaysia also has an extensive coast line, with the added 
dimension that East Malaysia-Sabah and Sarawak, a significant part of the 
country - is separated from peninsular Malaysia by some 500 nautical miles across 
the South China Sea. 

Both countries share EEZ borders with other countries, and these could be the 
likely sources of dispute or conflict over resources, particularly those which are 
migratory, such as fish, or those such as gas and oil which can be found to extend 
on both sides of a common boundary. These common boundaries for Australia are 
in the north, and for Malaysia include boundaries with Australia's nearest 
northern neighbours. 

Malaysia and Australia are also inescapably part of the Asia-Pacific region and 
to varying degrees share similar problems such as illegal immigration, drug 
trafficking and piracy. Environmental factors such as temperature, humidity, sea 
state and weather patterns, which can affect operations, are very similar for each 
country and play an important role in ship design and equipment selection. 

These factors again make it so sensible to collaborate, on both design and 
manufacture. Patrol vessels designed for other parts of the world are simply not 
suited for operations in this region. Ventilation systems invariably are inad
equate, sea-keeping qualities are less than ideal, range is less than desirable, fresh 
water-making and storage capacity are meagre and aviation fuel stowage is less 
than necessary for the long periods between replenishment ports. In producing 
a collaborative design these, and many more factors, have been taken into account 
and have resulted in what will be a first class vessel, ideally suited for use 
throughout our region. While it will be perfectly suited to the operating philoso
phies of the Malaysian and Australian navies, there is no reason why it would not 
be very suitable for export to others, with little or no design modification 
necessary. 

MISSION 

The primary mission of the JPVs will be to contribute to the achievement of 
national objectives, both in peacetime and in time of conflict. Establishment of a 
collaborative project to build patrol combatants in each country, to an essentially 
similar design, will develop and strengthen the strategic alliances and links 
between Australian and Malaysian industry. It will also build on the already 
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strong defence links, as well as helping to support stable diplomatic and political 
ties. 

The project will establish and develop high technology industries in each 
country through technology transfer, particularly to Malaysia. For Australia, the 
JPVs will promote regional and world acceptance of our industrial competence, 
through export of technologically advanced products able to compete success
fully in the world market. Quite simply, there is scope for the Australian warship 
building industry to become established as a recognised source of supply for the 
region. And that is in Australia's national interests. 

In times of peace, the JPVs will provide a cost-effective means of developing 
the established military links through joint operations and exercises, joint train
ing and shared maintenance and support facilities. Both nations, and any other 
customers, will use them to monitor and control activities in national waters 
including their respective exclusive resource zones. They will be used for 
providing a presence in national waters to deter activities such as illegal fishing, 
and will provide an effective means of responding to such illegal activities and of 
enforcing sovereignty. They will also contribute to the conduct of other national 
responsibilities such as environmental data collection, disaster relief, medical 
evacuation and search and rescue. 

But nations do not, or at least should not, structure their defence forces for 
peace time roles. In periods of tension or conflict, JPVs will provide an effective 
contribution to defensive operations. They will be able to operate as part of a 
wider defensive effort in support of more capable military units, and will be able 
to operate alone to undertake reconnaissance and surveillance tasks. They will 
have the capabilities to escort and protect coastal shipping, as well as to protect 
offshore resources and infrastructure; including the defence of ports, anchorages 
and likely points of entry; and limited support of land based operations. 

PERFORMANCE 

The joint patrol vessels will be optimised for sustained and economical patrol, 
response, surveillance and defensive operations in the waters of Australia and 
Malaysia; particularly in the more navigationally hazardous inshore and island 
areas. Their sea-keeping characteristics, range, endurance and speed will enable 
them to operate effectively for long periods of time in areas remote from logistics 
and other support. 

Ships' systems, including surveillance, combat and weapon Systems, and 
command, control and communications arrangements, will be sufficiently capa
ble to allow the JPVs to integrate with higher capability platforms. Likewise, they 
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will be able to contribute to combat operations as part of a larger force, and to 
undertake peacetime surveillance, response and sovereignty protection tasks. 

The principal characteristics of the JPV, reflected in the performance speci
fications developed jointly by Australia and Malaysia, will enable the vessels cost-
effectively to contribute to the national objectives of both prospective partners. 
They include the ability to conduct unrestricted operation of all sensors and 
equipment in sea and weather conditions most likely to be encountered in the 
intended areas of operation. Security restrictions prevent the performance 
characteristics being quantified, at least at this stage. Nevertheless, the broad 
particulars of the joint patrol vessels include a length of about 80 metres overall, 
a displacement of around 1300 tonnes, a maximum speed of greater than 25 knots, 
and a range in excess of 6,000 nautical miles. 

The ships will be fitted with a weapon and sensor suite to ensure that, while 
they will not necessarily look for trouble, they will have the ability to defend 
themselves against credible levels of threat. For Australia, this is likely to mean 
inclusion of a surface to air missile system, an active missile decoy and a medium 
range gun, controlled by modern sensors and fire control systems, coupled by a 
modern open architecture command and control system. The communications 
system will be fully integrated and based on advanced commercially available 
architectures. 

The ships' systems and equipment will be optimised for sustained operations, 
and civil build standards will be used wherever these do not compromise 
survivability, combat capability or the operational role. Signatures will be 
reduced in a common sense way, by incorporating design features which will 
eliminate problem areas such as corner reflectors in the superstructure, or hot 
spots from exhaust ducts close to steel ships' sides. 

Crew numbers will be kept to the absolute- minimum, by incorporation of 
extensive automation remote monitoring, but there will be a large number of 
excess bunks to cater for trainees and other people who might be embarked to 
meet various needs of both navies. There will be provision for mixed gender 
crewing, even for Malaysia, and there will be compliance with all the relevant 
international standards such as safety of life at sea (SOLAS) and IMO regula
tions. 

SUMMARY 

Although at different stages of development, Australia and Malaysia have similar 
national goals and aspirations. The navies of the two countries operate in different 
areas but in waters with similar characteristics and in similar climatic conditions. 
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Each has an operational requirement which calls for the production of a number 

of patrol combatants in similar time scales. 
A considerable amount of will at the political and defence management levels 

in both countries has resulted in a program which provides the opportunity for 
each of the navies to collaborate in the production of a purpose designed vessel, 
which will suit the needs of both nations. This has been achieved by an enormous 
amount of good will and cooperative spirit at the working level. 

The present product of all this work is a design for a joint patrol vessel with 

capabilities closely matched to its mission. 
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SOMETIMES I wonder if I am the right person to be asked to write on the 
subject of barriers to naval cooperation. Undoubtedly, there are many naval 

officers who are much more informed on the subject. Nevertheless, I am aware 
that the days of'the free lunch' are over. 

I will continue from where Commodore Sam Bateman's contribution ended, 
because he has established very strong rationales and parameters for maritime 
cooperation. So, my task has been made very much easier. Much has been written 
about these barriers to naval cooperation in the Asia-Pacific region, especially 
during the Cold War period. The emphasis has always been to examine the area's 
threats in relation to big power politics. Underlying this level of cooperation there 
has always been big power politics. One would have thought that, with the 
subsidence of military threat and the demise of the Cold War, cooperation among 
navies would have improved. On the contrary, except in certain regions, coopera
tion has remained at almost the same level maintained before the Cold War ended. 
More distressing are the signs of renewed military buildup, particularly among 
the navies of the Far East, a point which has been made earlier in this volume. 

THE PROBLEM OF DEFINITION 

Amidst efforts for confidence building measures, such problems in international 
relations are fuelled by economic disparities. And, faced by considerable uncer
tainties, especially at sea, many nations are now rearming their navies and in a real 
way ideology is less discerning than it used to be in the Cold War period. I think 
the first barrier to greater naval cooperation is definitional - how to define what 
greater naval cooperation is all about. What kinds of naval cooperation are we 
talking about? What is the accepted level of naval cooperation and what forms is 
it to take? What spectrums of naval cooperation are we going to deal with? Will 
these be just exchanges or visits, courtesy calls, joint training and joint exercises 
or exchanges of information and intelligence or exchanges of staff? Or is there a 
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need, for example, to distinguish cooperation between allies and treaty parties and 
non-allies and non-treaty parties? 

It is important that we overcome the definitional problem. One must accept 
that the level of cooperation between allies must be somewhat higher and would 
involve cooperation in slightly more sensitive areas. The cooperative relationship 
between two parties, therefore, involved in a straightforward technology swap or 
transfer or arms purchase, would probably be dictated by different sets of 
considerations. The parameters of cooperation will very likely take into account 
an 'after sales' relation of purely technical cooperation, involving training in the 
use and maintenance of the particular technology. Such cooperation, in most 
likely to be technology specific. A case in point would be the training provided by 
Russia to the Royal Malaysian Air Force, following purchase of the MiG 29. But, 
on the other hand, Malaysia, under the Five Power Defence Arrangements, has 
agreed to different levels of cooperation because we see the difference between the 
two circumstances. 

THE LOSS OF THE THREAT 

The receding of the military threat has confounded the cooperation between 
navies in the region, especially among those which had premised cooperation on 
the basis of threat alone. Furthermore, the lack of regional homogeneity generates 
a variety of security perceptions, different security dilemmas and a lack of 
congruence in approaches. The bipolar world made naval cooperation much 
simpler, because countries then knew with whom they had to cooperate, why 
cooperation was required and what was the purpose of this cooperation. All other 
things being equal, the final reason for naval cooperation was operational readi
ness for defence and the need to rationalise standard operating procedures, within 
disparate commands as well as units. 

But, in the much more diffuse multi-polar world and in the absence of a well 
defined common enemy, naval cooperation has had to adopt a slightly different 
agenda. Furthermore, because it is in the nature of governments to downplay the 
importance of armed forces in time of peace, navies for one are usually not given 
prime consideration in a country's list of priorities. In the face of more pressing 
non-military issues, the military will need time to adjust to the changes in the new 
strategic scenarios which have been outlined earlier in this volume. It has been 
argued that while fewer obstacles exist to hinder the impetus for much more 
cooperation among navies in the multi-polar world, the absence of threats tends 
to encourage procrastination and to a point, complacency. This occurs because, 
in the post-Cold War era, the military does not figure very prominently in the 
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development agendas of most countries in the region, except where a higher level 
of military threat continues to flourish; for example in the Philippines and on the 
Korean Peninsula. 

We notice that joint exercises have declined in frequency in certain countries. 
This has happened because civilian governments are reluctant to release funds to 
enable the military to carry out their cooperative programs. The need for joint 
exercises has not diminished, nor should the military fritter away their hard won 
skills for spit and polish. Armies must never cease preparing for war. In a 
maritime context, navies in the region seem to get more than their fair share of the 
budget allocation for asset building. But, the funds for exercises and training 
have, you will notice, declined substantially over the years. The more multi-polar 
world has, however, refocused the mission of navies in peacetime. 

PEACETIME TASKS 

There is a variety of functions which the navies of the world are playing out which 
in the past were considered to be subsidiary to their primary role. Meeting these 
challenges of low level threat for example, has become the first concern of most 
navies in peacetime. And, there lies the danger, because with the exception of a 
very few naval professionals, most naval commanders could lose sight of the 
actual role of navies in peacetime; training, skill enhancement in preparation for 
war and doing other things, such as protecting national interests. 

While managing low level threats is how navies make themselves relevant to 
changed strategic scenarios, that role must remain peripheral to their traditional 
role of keeping peace and winning wars. Some of the low level threats which 
regional navies are managing, or engaged in now, include anti-piracy, search and 
rescue operations, anti-pollution measures, surveillance, environmental protec
tion and a whole range of other measures already alluded to in the chapter written 
by Sam Bateman. Some of these roles are much more constabulary in nature, with 
a premium on the minimum use of force. These are roles which most navies in the 
Asia-Pacific region are not adequately trained for and are less suited to undertake: 
the tasks are categorised as resource protection, alongside peacekeeping. This 
role, as mentioned earlier, has become a major mission of most navies in peacetime 
and yet the training doctrine of most navies has not changed since the Second 
World War. 

At the same time, the security or constabulary mission can hinder naval 
cooperation, because this is the precise area in which non-naval military agencies 
have traditionally been involved; such as the customs, immigration and marine 
departments and the coastguards. In other words, the rationale for naval 
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cooperation in these areas can be extremely marginal. Ultimately, it can be argued 
that these rules are peripheral to navies anyhow. Besides turf management 
problems, the scope for naval cooperation in these areas is less pressing and in 
certain countries, not always welcome. The result of proposing a proper raison 
d'etre is that there are clear limitations against choosing naval cooperation in the 
Asia-Pacific region. I think that this fact must be accepted and that we have to 
work within this context. 

Arguably, with the introduction of 200nm exclusive economic zones, naval 
cooperation takes on a much more challenging task, especially in the fields of 
resource protection and resource management. This is the case because the 
oceans' resources have to be governed through a process of cooperation among 
various countries. And the navies have some war-winning or war-making quali
ties which other organisations lack, and which can be used for managing the 
oceans' resources. 

THE PROBLEM OF GEOGRAPHY 

The other problem pertaining to naval cooperation will be geography. Geography 
and strategic focus can be barriers to naval cooperation in different regions. The 
strategic problems of Northeast Asia, for example, differ considerably from those 
of Southeast Asia, a point which is alluded to in several other chapters of this book. 
Northeast Asia's primary military preoccupation, for example, still revolves 
around traditional military threats involving big or middle power navies. The 
strategic preoccupation of US, Japanese, Taiwanese, Korean and Chinese navies 
is well documented elsewhere. But, surprising to say, in this region, navies must 
remain on very high alert and cannot afford to stand down just yet: witness what 
happened in August 1995 when the Chinese began to fire surface to surface 
missiles in the Taiwan Strait. So, the perceived need to establish naval power 
balance in Northeast Asia is also well known, and the associated problems of naval 
cooperation among rival navies are also to be expected. 

Even if there is a different emphasis on strategic concerns between these two 
different regions, for example, the prospects for naval cooperation between the 
navies of Northeast and Southeast Asia are not likely to materialise in a very big 
way, except through information sharing between some. Others will carry out 
courtesy calls, port calls and exchanges of high value to them. These are within 
the realm of trust building measures or peace-building mechanisms. But, beyond 
this, and apart from cooperation related to technology transfer, the scope for 
navy-to-navy cooperation between the two regional groups is quite remote. I do 
not foresee, for example, the possibility of the Taiwanese Navy exercising with 
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any Southeast Asian navy in the South China Sea, without alarming China. 
Similarly, any Japan-Southeast Asian naval cooperation involving joint exercises, 
for example, would alarm China. Conversely, any China-Southeast Asian naval 
cooperation would be construed as a move to create a cordon sanitaire against 
Japan. And any talk of containment against any power, as suggested by some 
authors and some well established journalists, should be dismissed very quickly, 
as it does not help to promote confidence in the region. 

The military situation in Southeast Asia is less tense than that in Northeast 
Asia. Still, there are impediments to naval cooperation in the region, beyond 
existing bilateral arrangements. Nevertheless, the level of cooperation is quite 
satisfactory, at least among the ASEAN countries. Among the ASEAN six, 
excluding newcomer Vietnam, there has been at least a decade of cooperative 
activity at varying levels, but with definite limitations. So, for example, despite 
the high level of cooperation at the bilateral level, no multilateral exercises have 
taken place among the members. And part of this reluctance or resistance to the 
multilateral defence mentality, is the carry-over fear from the Cold War days of 
converting ASEAN into a military pact. The opposition to multilateral defence 
is difficult to understand, simply because more dividends can be reaped from 
such multilateral cooperation. There is a tendency in the region to confuse any 
enthusiasm for military pacts with the need for multilateral cooperation. The two 
issues are not necessarily synonymous. For example, one can have a regional 
military pact without multilateral cooperation, and vice versa; although such a 
situation would be unique. 

Interesting to note is that this resistance to multilateral defence arrangements 
in ASEAN has become almost an inbred culture of its own. It is not likely to 
change in the future, although we are beginning to hear noises from certain 
quarters demanding greater military cooperation within ASEAN. Thus, while 
naval cooperation among ASEAN countries and excluding Vietnam for the time 
being, is likely to deepen, it would be quite difficult to widen cooperation among 
the member countries; and this is to note the difference between deepening 
cooperation and widening it. Interestingly, we could speak of using third powers, 
or third countries, like the US, to promote multilateral military exercises outside 
the purview of ASEAN. This could be a possibility in the long run. However, 
given the current strained relations (if they are strained) between the US and 
China, any Southeast Asian multilateral exercises involving the US or any other 
power as a core partner would not be viewed very kindly in Beijing. It might also 
be construed as a move to construct an anti-China coalition. And, therefore, that 
is not likely to take place in the very near future. 
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HISTORY AND ITS LEGACY 

The other problems which can be considered as barriers to greater naval coopera
tion within the region have to do, especially within ASEAN, with lingering intra-
ASEAN suspicions, which tend to work against naval cooperation in many areas. 
Apart from exercises, wider multi-lateral defence exchanges, intelligence shar
ing, surveillance and defence production are also affected by lingering suspicions 
which are difficult to dispel, despite much improved political cooperation within 
ASEAN. 

Confirming this intra-ASE AN suspicion is the real fear of navies - which must 
be explained. As an example, in July 1995 the Royal Thai Navy opened fire and 
sank two Cambodian patrol craft, in Cambodian waters, off an island of the 
Kokong province. The Cambodian Government has, of course, reportedly 
protested to Thailand over the unfortunate incident. The second event occurred 
much more recently, on 6 November 1995. Then, a Royal Malaysian Navy patrol 
boat opened fire on a Thai fishing vessel illegally fishing within Malaysia's EEZ. 
Thailand, of course, protested for what they alleged was excessive use of force by 
the Royal Malaysian Navy. In this particular incident, two Thai crewmen were 
killed. Naturally, the Royal Malaysian Navy considered the action to be well 
within their rights. 

But, the important issue is the impression which has been created in the minds 
of many from all of these incidents. It seems to suggest that the navies have been 
quite trigger happy. This could lead to what this writer terms 'fear of the navies' 
which could actually affect greater cooperation among navies. Now, what are not 
reported sometimes, and even if reported are purposely omitted in some media, 
are the events which led to these incidents. In the case of the Malaysian incident, 
for example, the RMN boat maintained that it used minimum force to arrest the 
20 tonne fishing vessel, after a gruelling two hour chase. At one point, in an 
attempt to escape arrest, the fishing vessel almost rammed the patrol boat. There 
have been many similar occasions in the past, when patrol boats in Malaysian as 
well as in Indonesian and Philippine waters, have been rammed by fishing vessels. 

For the Royal Malaysian Navy, which has had frequent brushes in the past 
with Thai boats fishing illegally in Malaysian waters, the incident of 10 April 1993 
was still fresh in the mind. In that incident, three of their colleagues who boarded 
the Thai vessel to make an arrest were taken prisoners by the Thai fishermen. 
Subsequently, one RMN rating was killed and another was abducted to Thailand 
before being released later, following the intervention of the government. It is 
perhaps reminiscent of the incident in the English Channel recounted elsewhere 
in this book by Dr Breemer. So, operating in such a hostile environment keeps the 
Royal Malaysian Navy on its toes - most of the time. The region generally, of 
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course, is full of stories of such incidents. In February and March 1995, for 
instance, the Philippines Navy and the RMN, in separate incidents, arrested 
fishing vessels from the Republic of China (Taiwan) for illegal fishing in the 
South China Sea. Except in the Cambodian incident where the Royal Thai Navy 
went to the assistance of a Thai fisherman, the other incidents have been confined 
to straight forward enforcement action. 

What could happen in the future, and this could affect cooperation, is that the 
respective regional navies could begin to take protective action and escort their 
own fishing vessels as they pass through the EEZs of neighbouring countries. 
Surely, this will be progressively conflict building and not confidence building? 
While this protective action is contrary to State practice, it will make enforcement 
action by navies in EEZs much more difficult to perform in future. And only 
through effective efforts to build more confidence and to prevent such enter
prises, can such incidents be prevented. 

CONCLUSION 

Finally, the continuing naval buildup in the region and the absence of a well 
defined common threat also militate against further naval cooperation. While 
modernising the navies is an accepted rationale for the buildup, contingency 
building worries many. Until and unless these intra-ASEAN problems are laid to 
rest, there will be a limit to substantial naval cooperation, except in very 
peripheral areas. So, while the impetus for improved navy-to-navy relations is 
important for regional stability, such cooperation can take place only within an 
improved, stable, regional political context. Underlying everything has to be 
politics. And a navy is nothing but an instrument of a state ... an extension of 
politics by other means. 

Nonetheless, these peacetime functions (resource protection, for example) 
are beginning to become visibly much more delicate. Since the consequences 
of their routine enforcement can have foreign policy implications, there is a 
need for navies worldwide to be adequately trained for this mission. One way 
of minimising the effects of misjudgment which could result in an unintended 
foreign relations outcome, is to develop mechanisms for stable cooperation 
among navies at both levels; bilateral and regional. Such mechanisms could 
pave the way for greater transparency in naval activities. 
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This book provides insight into how navies and air forces in the 

Asia Pacific are likely to link their strategies, operations and force 

structures to national interests beyond 2000. It also outlines new 

technological and doctrinal developments that will impact upon 

the development and exercise of sea power in the new century. 

Due to a major expansion in maritime interests and responsibilities 

among Asia Pacific countries, sea power has become an 

increasingly important instrument of national policy. Sea power's 

role is bound to grow as maritime estates become more regulated 

and better defended by navies and air forces. Therefore, it is 

important to understand the nature and extent of factors affecting 

sea power so that the heavy and growing investment made in it can 

be used to best effect. 

Serving naval and air force personnel, staff of government 

departments and agencies with stakes in regional security, as well as 

interested members of the community will find this book useful and 

informative. Representatives of forward looking industries that 

must be well advised on strategic and technological factors 

affecting maritime operations and force structures in the longer 

term will also find the book valuable. 
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