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Abstract:
In the contemporary, globalised world the maritime domain is more important than it has ever been throughout history. As such, maritime strategy - the direction of elements of national power (including naval power, in particular) to secure national interests at sea - remains a vital subject. Just as there are principles of military strategy, so too are there principles of maritime strategy.
However, these principles have their roots in the thinking of scholars from as far back as the 19th and early 20th centuries, such as Alfred Thayer Mahan and Sir Julian Corbett. Yet the political, strategic and technological environments have changed a lot since those periods, with the current context marked by advancements in information and communications technologies and their associated political and strategic ramifications.
This thesis asks how the principles of maritime strategy have evolved as times have changed. In particular, it focuses upon how they deal with 'visibility' - a triad consisting of knowledge, perception and interpretation. These have always been important to navies, yet the principles arguably say little about them. This thesis then ultimately aims to assess whether a new principle, control and/or denial of visibility, can be useful as a means of filling this gap.
This thesis therefore contributes to the literature and discussion of maritime strategy not only by assessing traditional concepts, but also by assessing the extent of this gap in their definitions. Furthermore, it will assess whether a new principle is useful in filling this gap. The main finding is that, despite some evolutions in how they are conceived, the traditional principles only account for visibility to a limited extent, making a new principle of control and/or denial of visibility useful.
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"Naval strategy has indeed for its end to found, support, and increase, as well in peace as in war, the sea power of a country;" and therefore its study has an interest and value for all citizens of a free country, but especially for those who are charged with its foreign and military relations."[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power upon History 1660-1783, Dover edn (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1890; repr. New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1987) p. 23.] 


When Alfred Thayer Mahan wrote his renowned study of sea power in the late nineteenth century, he created a work that would continue to be read by naval commanders, policymakers and analysts and have an enduring impact for many years to come. Similarly, the principles of sea power devised not long after Mahan's writings by Sir Julian Stafford Corbett[footnoteRef:2] in the early twentieth century also continue to be studied well into the contemporary era due to the perceived permanence of these ideas. Together, the writings of both men form what we might term the 'classical' theories of sea power, upon which modern naval thought has its foundations. The central goals and principles of maritime strategy that they identified through the study of historical conflicts still, for the most part, bear great relevance today if we consider contemporary examples of maritime operations and conflict (such as counter-piracy operations off the Horn of Africa, where international coalitions seek to maintain security over the sea lanes - in line with Mahan and Corbett's commerce protection ideas). The reader of Mahan and Corbett can identify a number of concepts – command of the sea, denial of command, fleet-in-being, possession of colonies and overseas bases and expeditionary warfare – that, though going by different names today, form a set of general strategic principles that govern how states pursue interests at sea. [2:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, Dover edn (London and New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1911; repr. Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, Inc., 2004).] 

	Some clarification of terminology is desirable before going any further. The aforementioned quote refers to 'naval strategy' - though this is a somewhat limiting choice of words. 'Strategy' evokes the idea of planning for long-term goals and interests; 'naval' has connotations of war at sea, and so 'naval strategy' implies long-term planning for winning wars in the nautical theatre. However, the quote above goes on to state that naval strategy applies in both peace and wartime. An alternate term to use, therefore, is 'maritime strategy'; this term suggests long-term planning for achieving or securing one's interests at sea, regardless of whether a state of war exists or not. Till, in the second chapter of Seapower: A Guide for the Twenty-First Century, refers to the "capacity to influence the behaviour of other people or things by what one does at or from the sea" - a definition that can encompass both military and civilian sea power aspects[footnoteRef:3]. In short, maritime strategy can be defined as the direction of all aspects of national power towards fulfilling a specific goal in a specific situation by projecting and exercising power in the maritime theatre[footnoteRef:4]. [3:  Till, G., Seapower: A Guide for the Twenty-First Century, 2nd edn (London: Frank Cass Publishers, 2004; Abingdon: Routledge, 2009), p. 21.]  [4:  Hattendorf, J. B., What is a Maritime Strategy? Soundings 1 (Canberra: Sea Power Centre - Australia, October 2013), p. 10.] 

	'Sea power' is a term that falls into the wider subject of maritime strategy; it refers to the ability of a state to secure its interests in the marine realm. This can include the existence and relative strength of a state's navy, but this is not the sole element of sea power - it also includes the existence and economic strength of a state's civilian maritime sector (in other words, commercial shipping and fisheries), the presence of ports (both domestic and overseas) upon which both naval and civilian shipping can rely for supplies[footnoteRef:5], and the existence of a naval industry to stimulate and carry out the development of ships, submarines, aircraft, weapons and equipment[footnoteRef:6]. These elements of sea power do not exist independently of each other; they rely upon each other in many ways. Merchant ships depend upon those of the navy (whether the navy of their own state or that of an allied country or benevolent hegemonic power) for protection both in peacetime and during war from a range of threats, whether they be terrorist attack, maritime piracy or military aggression by foreign states. On the other hand, the world's naval fleets depend upon the wealth brought by seaborne commerce[footnoteRef:7], for navies can be a costly force for a state to maintain as they require, in the words of Friedman, a "substantial technical investment" to operate[footnoteRef:8]. Both naval and civilian shipping require the sanctuary of ports across the globe to ensure their continued operation, whilst these ports in turn rely upon protection delivered by navies and wealth generated by commercial shipping. The existence of naval and civilian shipping depends on the existence of an industrial sector to construct the ships themselves, whilst said sector depends upon wealth (part of which might be the result of seaborne commerce and activities) in order to maintain and expand shipping fleets. [5:  Pruitt, J., The Influence of Sea Power in the 21st Century, SSP Working Paper 00-4 (Cambridge, MA: Security Studies Program, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000).]  [6:  Grove, E., The Future of Sea Power (London: Routledge, 1990), p. 178.]  [7:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 28.]  [8:  Friedman, N., ‘Navies and Technology’ in The Politics of Maritime Power, ed. Tan, A. T. H., pp. 45-61 (London: Routledge, 2007; repub. 2011), p. 45.] 

	The effects (whether positive or negative[footnoteRef:9]) of sea power are not just limited to the nautical theatre, but also have an impact on what goes on ashore. Corbett pointed out the fact that the control or denial of maritime transit routes at sea can have impacts on what goes on within a state that depends on them[footnoteRef:10]. Furthermore, as political realities have evolved, contemporary navies fulfil a series of further roles besides commerce protection and/or prevention, all of which have an impact on what goes on ashore. The first of such roles is a greater emphasis on joint operations with land forces through amphibious and expeditionary warfare; as Galdorisi points out, for example, the US military was increasingly deployed on numerous regional operations throughout the 1990s which required not only sufficient land-based military capabilities, but also sufficient naval assets to maintain a strong forward deployed presence in those theatres[footnoteRef:11]. Secondly, it is useful to bear in mind the 'triangle' of functions that navies fulfil, as devised by Booth and utilised and modified by subsequent writers, such as Grove (see Figure 1). Commerce protection/prevention, amphibious and expeditionary operations are examples that fall under the military dimension of the triangle; but apart from this military function, there are two other notable functions of navies: [9:  The distinction between positive and negative effects of sea power lies in what benefits or disadvantages they bring to belligerents. A positive effect of sea power might be to secure control of a sea lane for oneself, thus enabling relatively free movement of merchant ships carrying goods important to one’s state. On the other hand, a negative effect might simply be to deny the usage of that sea lane to the enemy – one does not gain a direct benefit from doing so, but instead puts the enemy in a disadvantageous position where they cannot use the sea for their own benefit either. See Brodie, B., A Guide To Naval Strategy, 5th edn (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1942, 1943, 1944, 1958; New York and London: Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 1965), p. 5; Corbett, J. S., op. cit., pp. 89-90.]  [10:  Corbett, J. S., op. cit., p. 91.]  [11:  Galdorisi, G. V., ‘Expeditionary and Amphibious Warfare’ in Globalization and Maritime Power, ed. by Tangredi, S. J., pp. 405-25 (Honolulu: University Press of the Pacific, 2002; repr. 2004), p. 412.] 







Figure 1: 'Triangle' of naval functions[footnoteRef:12]. [12:  This figure has been drawn based upon a reading of Grove and Booth. See Grove, E., op. cit., pp. 232-3 and Booth, K., Navies and Foreign Policy, Routledge edn (Kent: Croom Helm Ltd, 1977; Abindgon: Routledge, 2014), p. 16.] 


	Contemporary navies are taking on an increasingly constabulary role in the world, and some of the specific duties carried out may concern developments or affairs that have implications for both land and sea activities - whether it be protection of fisheries that deliver a significant contribution to national economies ashore, assisting in immigration control, protecting against illegal waste dumping along coastlines or preventing criminal activity such as drug trafficking or piracy[footnoteRef:13]. Thirdly, there is a role for navies in international diplomacy - maritime forces can contribute to activities such as civil assistance and the delivery of humanitarian aid to crisis-hit zones, regional security, peacekeeping and confidence building activities between states, and the application of coercive pressure short of actual war[footnoteRef:14]. As Till summarises through a concise diagram in his aforementioned work, maritime strategy and sea power fall under the broader umbrella of national policy[footnoteRef:15]; thus, the end goal of maritime strategy is to influence matters on land, and sea power is a collective term for the broad spectrum of means by which this is achieved. The main focus here will be on the naval aspect of sea power, since of the different components it is one of the most important. [13:  Bateman, S., ‘Navies and the Maintenance of Good Order in Peacetime’ in The Politics of Maritime Power, ed. by Tan, A. T. H., pp. 95-114 (London: Routledge, 2007; repub. 2011), p. 95.]  [14:  Ibid., pp. 95-6; Widen, J. J., ‘Naval Diplomacy – A Theoretical Approach’, Diplomacy & Statecraft 22.4 (December 2011), 715-33, p. 718.]  [15:  Till, G., Seapower, p. 21.] 

	Both Mahan and Corbett defined various principles upon which contemporary maritime strategic thought has its foundations, yet there have been numerous developments since the times in which the two men wrote, in a number of areas: developments ranging across the political, the social, the strategic and the technological levels. The old European empires that both authors used so frequently as case studies in their works have long since declined and been replaced by different actors and orders; first the bipolar order of the US and the Soviet Union, and since then the multipolar order of numerous rising sea powers (China, India and the European Union, to name a few examples) set against the backdrop of contemporary globalisation[footnoteRef:16]. [16:  Globalisation is understood here as the historical process by which peoples and economies across the globe have become gradually interconnected, thanks to a combination of factors such as: 1) advances in transportation and communication technologies facilitating the spread of international trade and ideas; 2) the development of international political institutions such as the United Nations (UN); and 3) the adoption of policies that follow a trend towards greater market liberalisation both at the domestic and international levels. See Wolf, M., ‘Shaping Globalization’, Finance & Development (September 2014), 22-5, pp. 22-3.] 

	At the social level, ordinary people are connected to an extent never seen before thanks to the continual advancement of communication technologies, such as the Internet and social media. Such technologies have enabled the rapid diffusion of information and misinformation, and the effects of this on political and military circumstances (including naval) have been subject to much discussion. Shirky, for example, argued that a strong civil society with the aid of technological connections has the potential to overthrow government or the potential to at least have an impact on government decision-making[footnoteRef:17]. [17:  Shirky, C., ‘The Political Power of Social Media: Technology, the Public Sphere, and Political Change’, Foreign Affairs 90.1 (January/February 2011), 28-41, pp. 28 and 34.] 

	At the strategic level, political and social changes have impacted upon security and what policymakers and military officials deem to be the principal threats or hazards to their respective states. The rising economy of China has brought with it increased military spending by Beijing, raising (in the minds of American officials, for example) the spectre of a potential competitor in the Asia-Pacific region - a view that is not shared by all, however[footnoteRef:18]. [18:  Webb, D., China's South Pacific Expansion and the Changing Regional Order: A cause for concern to the regional status quo? Indo-Pacific Strategic Papers (Canberra: Centre for Defence and Strategic Studies, Australian Defence College, September 2015), pp. 1-2.] 

As political, social and strategic realities have altered and new demands have been placed on the world's navies, so too has the field of technology changed. There have been occasions when technology has evolved either independently of or with vague links to prevailing circumstances; consider the first seaplane carrier, the French Foudre fitted out in 1912, as an example[footnoteRef:19]. Though one could draw a connection between Foudre's development and the ongoing European naval arms race of the time, the extent to which circumstances influenced the decision of the French authorities to pursue the creation of such a vessel is hard to determine, especially considering that perspectives on naval power at the time attached more importance to the conventional ironclad battleship, in particular the dreadnought-type ships of that era[footnoteRef:20]. On the other hand, there are plenty of instances where naval technological developments have been the result of circumstances. To take one example, the development of sea-based nuclear deterrent systems by both the West and the Soviet Union during the 1950s can be understood in the wider context of the Cold War and the military rivalry between the US and the USSR[footnoteRef:21]. [19:  Smith, G., 'World War 1 at Sea, French Navy', Naval-History.net, last modified 3 August 2011, http://www.naval-history.net/WW1NavyFrench.htm.]  [20:  Lautenschlager, K., 'Technology and the Evolution of Naval Warfare', International Security 8.2 (Autumn 1983), 3-51, p. 19.]  [21:  Gorshkov, S. G., The Sea Power of the State, 1st edn (Moscow: Voenizdat, 1976; Oxford: Pergamon Press Ltd, 1979), p. 177.] 

Both Mahan and Corbett wrote at a time when most naval forces consisted mainly of surface fleets with different classes of fighting vessel, ranging from large capital ships armed with heavy batteries of guns to smaller cruisers to even smaller 'flotilla' vessels[footnoteRef:22]. Mahan in particular focused on historical cases from the age of sail. As the years passed, however, new elements were added to the world's navies. Attack submarines were one such element, aircraft another. With the end of the Second World War and the onset of the Cold War, nuclear weapons and nuclear-powered vessels were added to the mixture along with larger submarine platforms and jet-powered aircraft from which they could be launched, and the great battleships had been supplanted by the aircraft carrier. The writings of Mahan and Corbett came to be complemented by later thinkers, who revisited the topics of maritime strategy and sea power in light of these developments and the changing political and geopolitical landscapes in which they took place. Brodie was one such thinker; the Soviet Admiral Gorshkov and British Admirals Gretton and Hezlet constitute three more examples; Booth, Luttwak, Grove, Till, Tangredi and Tan several more. [22:  Corbett, J. S., op. cit., p. 105.] 

In short, contemporary navies exist in an overall context that is politically, socially, strategically and technologically very different from that of Mahan and Corbett’s day. Navies answer primarily to their governments, but above the government level exists a tier of international governance with a multitude of dimensions (political, economic, military, cultural and social). At the same time, alongside these influences on national governments from above, influences can increasingly come from below – from citizens and sub-state actors with strong technological connections linking them together. Finally, at the naval level, the technological context is also radically different. Gone are the large, ironclad battleships of the dominant US and European fleets from Mahan and Corbett’s time. In their place exist a range of increasingly versatile fleets fielded by a multitude of states that are no longer limited to the so-called ‘West’; this includes states such as Russia, China and India. With the evolution of weapons and platforms over approximately the last one hundred years, submarine forces can now fulfil a diverse number of roles, from conventional attacks on shipping and strategic nuclear deterrence through to guided missile strikes and espionage. For states such as the US, the aircraft carrier is the core unit of the fleet, around which the rest of the navy is structured[footnoteRef:23]. Satellite technology enabled the development of sophisticated command, communications and intelligence systems, and combined with advancements in computer technology have led to faster communications and information dissemination, the more rapid and coherent formation of common operational pictures, greater weapons precision and over-the-horizon targeting. The one-dimensional maritime domain that characterised the time of thinkers such as Mahan and Corbett has gradually evolved into a multidimensional operating environment, where surface vessels, submarines, naval aviation, amphibious forces, space and cyberspace capabilities all have roles to play. [23:  Till, G., Asia's Naval Expansion (Abingdon, Routledge: 2012), p. 137.] 

Going back to the matter of the principles of maritime strategy mentioned earlier, there is a question that must be asked constantly in a world where political, strategic and technological realities are always shifting.
[bookmark: _Toc490736782]1.1. The Question of Visibility

	This question is how these contextual developments affect the so-called ‘principles’ of maritime strategy (for a definition of these, see Section 2.2). In essence, what is being asked is whether political, strategic and technological changes in the contemporary context have led to any particular alterations in the broad principles that writers such as Mahan and Corbett devised.
	However, this thesis seeks something more specific than just an answer to a very broad, general question concerning the extent to which the traditional principles have evolved in response to changing contexts. What it seeks to do is to test the following hypothesis: that, given the current technological context of advances in information and communication systems and the associated strategic and political environment, it may be useful for maritime strategic thinkers to consider a new principle of maritime strategy: control and/or denial of visibility. It will not be argued that the traditional principles of maritime strategy, such as sea control and power projection, are irrelevant; indeed, they remain as true as ever, though in some cases current understandings have been fleshed out with the experiences of today (as will be shown in Chapter 3). However, what will be examined is whether these traditional principles, as they were understood in the past and as they are understood in the present, take questions of ‘visibility’ into account.
Visibility is essentially concerned with information, perception and interpretation. The first of this triad, information, centres around the concept of knowledge[footnoteRef:24]. By knowledge we refer to not only what human beings know, but also what they think they know. In this respect, information refers not only to those facts and data which can be proven to be true (through scientific observation), but also to opinions and perspectives: a form of information that is socially constructed; which cannot be defined as an objective 'fact'; and which is therefore open to critique. Information can therefore be defined as having two ‘forms’: 1) the factual; and 2) the reasoned. [24:  This definition is taken from Dearth and Williamson in their discussion of the so-called 'Information Age' that characterised the 1990s up to the present. See Dearth, D. H. and Williamson, C. A., 'Information Age/Information War' in Cyberwar: Security, Strategy, and Conflict in the Information Age, ed. by Campen, A. D. et al, pp. 13-29 (Fairfax, VA: AFCEA International Press, 1996), p. 13.] 

This second form of information links closely with the second two elements of the triad: perception and interpretation. Interpretation, of course, refers to the process by which we attach some form of meaning to the information we are presented with[footnoteRef:25]. Perception is related to this process; how we take in the information in the first place affects how we view that information, which in turn influences the manner in which it is interpreted[footnoteRef:26]. [25:  Cares refers to the notion of 'implication', which could be seen as the end product of the process of interpretation. Implication is, in essence, a meaning that one takes from the information one is presented with. See Cares, J., Distributed Networked Operations (New York: iUniverse, Inc., 2005), p. 47.]  [26:  Cares describes this in a similar manner; for him, "observations... feed directly into "human perception"". The manner in which we observe an object or phenomenon (the manner in which we perceive its existence) can lead to different interpretations of what has been observed. See pp. 47-8.] 

	Visibility, it should be stressed, is not something 'new' in the sense that we can only see it emerging in recent years. Though an understanding of today's technological, political and strategic context, born out of the so-called information 'revolution in military affairs' (RMA) that took place after the Cold War[footnoteRef:27], is highly useful, one should not make the mistake of thinking that visibility has only begun to matter as a result of this context. Visibility has always been important throughout history, as shall be seen in Section 2.2, when we come to examine older conceptions of the maritime strategic principles. However, it is in light of the contemporary context that questions surrounding visibility have become more pertinent than ever before. [27:  It is necessary here to state that this RMA did not just occur randomly; its roots could be traced back through the preceding decade, with some writers already seeing the potential for a transformation in information processing during the 1970s. See Simon, H. A., ‘What Computers Mean for Man and Society’, Science 195.4283 (March 1977), 1186-91, p. 1186; Turn, R. et al, Computers and Strategic Advantage: II. Capability-Enhancing Applications, RAND report (Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 1975), p. 1.] 

	By way of a brief note, at a naval level visibility is not to be confused with naval diplomacy. It is true that naval diplomacy often involves influencing actors by encouraging certain perceptions and interpretations on their part. This can be a perception/interpretation of friendship, trust and/or reassurance (that they are part of a coalition or partnership) or one of threat (deterring them from a certain path or compelling them to acquiesce to another actor's will)[footnoteRef:28]. However, naval diplomacy is not a principle of maritime strategy; it is simply a broad naval function. Whilst a principle centred around visibility could account for naval diplomatic actions to a greater extent than the traditional principles, what should also be remembered is that the visibility triad also consists of information - a dimension which is not strictly always connected to naval diplomacy. [28:  Till, G., Seapower, p. 257; Germond, B., The Maritime Dimension of European Security: Seapower and European Union (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), pp. 40-1; Grove, E., The Future of Sea Power, p. 234.] 

	In essence, the ultimate goal of this thesis is to assess the extent to which a principle of control/denial of visibility is useful. To reach this goal, there are three principal ‘stages’ (each corresponding to a different chapter of this thesis). To assess whether a visibility-oriented principle is of use, it is necessary to examine whether existing maritime strategic principles take visibility into account, and to what extent they do so. This will comprise the first two stages. It is important to note that the traditional principles have not remained static over time; they have undergone evolutions in the way they are understood. An examination of whether they take visibility into account must therefore chart the course of their evolution, from their original conceptions to the way in which they are understood today. The first stage, in Chapter 2, shall therefore examine the principles as they were conceived in history – from their moment of birth through to the Cold War. The second stage, in Chapter 3, shall examine the principles from the period of the information RMA to the present.
Examining the principles in this way helps to provide an idea of the extent to which a principle centred around visibility can be useful. Chapter 4 will constitute the third stage of the assessment, looking at how a principle of visibility sits in relation to the traditional principles based upon what has been uncovered in Chapters 2 and 3. Furthermore, Chapter 4 will also complement this by asking the extent to which a visibility principle is useful (examining its usefulness and limitations to particular audiences). The information gleaned through these three stages will enable a final conclusion (in Chapter 5) on the necessity and usefulness of a principle of control/denial of visibility.
[bookmark: _Toc490736783]1.2. Points Concerning Deduction, Historical Study and Methodology

	In terms of an analytical framework, this thesis shall take a deductive approach. A key part of the research has involved identifying existing concepts – namely, the traditional principles of maritime strategy – and assessing the extent to which they account for visibility (which is also based upon existing ideas, as seen in the previous section).
Since there are elements of Mahan and Corbett's writings that are still deemed to be quite applicable for students and scholars of sea power and maritime strategy today[footnoteRef:29], they will form a key part of our analytical framework. Any examination of sea power and/or maritime strategy cannot omit either of these two thinkers, since their ideas form a solid basis for such writings. Even today, the principles established by both of these men are still relevant to contemporary sea power; whether it be Mahan's notion of the necessity of overseas basing in order to facilitate command of the sea[footnoteRef:30] or Corbett's notion of the sea as a theatre that cannot be conquered and/or reduced to ownership[footnoteRef:31], their ideas can still be used to explain contemporary scenarios where states strive to enhance their sea power and fulfil maritime strategic objectives. [29:  Sumida, J., 'Alfred Thayer Mahan, Geopolitician', Journal of Strategic Studies 22.2-3 (1999), 39-62, pp. 59-60; Sheehan, M., 'The Evolution of Modern Warfare' in Strategy in the Contemporary World, ed. by Baylis, J. et al, 4th edn, pp. 35-59 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002, 2007, 2010, 2013), pp. 48-9; Holmes, J. R. and Yoshihara, T., 'Mahan's Lingering Ghost', Proceedings Magazine of the US Naval Institute Vol. 135/12/1,282 (December 2009), http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2009-12/mahans-lingering-ghost.]  [30:  Mahan, A. T., 'Expansion and Over-Sea Bases' in Mahan on Naval Warfare, ed. by Westcott, A., Dover edn, pp. 285-7 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1941; Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, Inc., 1999), p. 286.]  [31:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 89.] 

Yet Mahan and Corbett's ideas will not be the sole basis of the analytical framework. Whilst their principles may still be relevant, there have, as previously stated, been a myriad of developments since their time, ranging from technological advances to political and strategic changes. Since this thesis aims to evaluate the usefulness/necessity of a maritime strategic principle centred around visibility, in large part by assessing the extent to which the traditional principles have accounted for it, it will be necessary to complement the writings of Mahan and Corbett with those of later writers who have seen and thus written about technological, political and strategic developments and their influence upon sea power. This includes writers such as the British academic Bernard Brodie, who wrote his ideas in the context of the Second World War and the preceding decades; a time when technological developments in the areas of naval air power and submarine warfare were becoming ever more important. Another example would be the British Admiral Gretton, who wrote about (among other things) extended principles of maritime strategy, the development of certain technologies such as seaborne carriers for the strategic deterrent, and the overarching context of British strategic interests in a Cold War environment.
It will be necessary to determine a comprehensive set of what could be termed ‘traditional’ principles of maritime strategy: those principles which writers before 1945 discerned and which can still be applied in today's world[footnoteRef:32]. Consideration will also be given to how these principles have evolved over time, since it is important to note that there have been writers (both academic and military) since 1945 who have examined maritime strategy and identified contextual developments with ramifications for its principles[footnoteRef:33]. It is important to do this since a large part of this thesis will look at the extent to which these principles discuss questions of visibility, not only in their traditional forms but also over the course of their evolution. Having a clear set of principles beforehand will therefore structure this discussion; failure to carefully discern and explain these principles will put the thesis at risk of becoming an amorphous discussion of sea power rather than a focused examination. [32:  We use the phrase ‘before 1945’ as the chronological basis for the ‘traditional’ period of maritime strategy, since prior to the aforementioned year discussion of maritime strategy and its principles tended to focus on the utility of naval forces during inter-state conflicts. In this respect, it was very much connected to contexts of great power rivalry (particularly between the European imperial states and their empires) and industrialisation. Falling under this period are writers such as Mahan, Corbett, Herbert Richmond or Brodie.]  [33:  The period between 1945 and 1979 could also be regarded as a distinct ‘phase’ of maritime strategic thought, when discussion took place in a very different geopolitical and technological context to the great power contexts that had preceded it. Namely, this was the context of the Cold War, superpower rivalry and nuclear armaments. Writers of interest from this period include the aforementioned Admiral Gretton (writing in 1965), the US Admiral Stansfield Turner (writing in the early 1970s) or the Soviet Admiral Gorshkov (writing in 1979). From approximately 1980 to the present, however, a third, contemporary ‘phase’ of maritime strategic thought can be identified – in this era, political, strategic and technological contexts have shifted once more, with a gradual shift from superpower rivalry to a multitude of state and non-state security issues with potentially transnational ramifications, as well as the rapid advancement of technologies in the information and cyber domains. Writers in this period include Grove, Till, Tan, Friedman and Tangredi, to name just a few.] 

In terms of methodology, this thesis will take a predominantly qualitative approach, since its focus is less on numbers and statistics and more upon concepts and ideas. It will be examining principles that have been informed by numerous writers throughout the past, and interpreting them in light of today’s political, strategic and technological context. A range of literature, from previous academic writing through to policy documentation, can provide this thesis with the detailed information that is required (on matters such as maritime strategic thought and principles, technological innovation and developments, political and strategic affairs and naval forces) in order to begin making interpretations. For Chapter 3 in particular, strategic documentation has been greatly used since, as primary sources, they can tell scholars of maritime strategy much about how the principles are conceived in the current era.
Furthermore, just as writers such as Mahan and Corbett relied upon historical study in their works, so too does this thesis. The study of historical events is a tried and tested method; by examining cases from both the distant and recent past, it is possible to assess the validity of current ideas and concepts. Indeed, Mahan and Corbett themselves both recognise this[footnoteRef:34]. What worked for Mahan, Corbett and many other scholars in the field of maritime strategy will also work here, since maritime strategic principles are ideas heavily grounded in historical experience. [34:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, pp. 1-2; Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 6.] 

Part of the research for this thesis also consisted of consultation with a number of senior naval officials and academics from the United Kingdom and the United States. The author is thankful to these individuals, as they were able to provide information and sources relating to national maritime strategies, which are of particular use later in the thesis (see Chapter 3). The author also extends thanks to the ethics committee of Lancaster University for providing permission for consultations to be carried out, and for providing guidance through the relevant ethics procedures.
Since the goals of this thesis are to assess the extent to which the existing principles of maritime strategy discuss matters of visibility, with the potential to necessitate the definition of a new maritime strategic principle of control and denial of visibility, in order to do so we must understand: 1) the wider debate on strategy, strategic principles, political and technological contexts, war and peace[footnoteRef:35]; and 2) the nature of the maritime strategic principles themselves and how the conceptions of these principles have evolved over time. [35:  It is necessary for us to do so as this will set up the broader framework under which our discussion of maritime strategic principles, and how political, strategic and technological contextual developments across time have influenced their evolution, fall.] 

To address both of these points, the thesis will begin with a three-stage literature review (see Chapter 2). In Section 2.1, a range of literature focused on concepts of war, strategy, strategic principles and contextual influences will be discussed, so as to understand the broader debate under which topics such as the evolution of maritime strategic principles fall. This helps because it establishes a conceptual background to the matters at hand. With this in mind, it is then possible to begin to understand where maritime strategy is situated.
In Section 2.2, academic and strategic literature ranging from the ‘traditional’ period of maritime strategy (prior to 1945), through the Cold War period (up to 1979) and, to a very limited extent[footnoteRef:36], in the early stages of the contemporary phase (the 1980s onward) will be examined. Throughout this stage the key maritime strategic principles that emerge from the literature will be identified. [36:  It will only be examined to a limited extent as it will form the main focus of Chapter 3.] 

In Section 2.3, conceptions of the maritime strategic principles in the traditional and Cold War phases will be examined, in order to ascertain the extent to which they account for matters of visibility.
Following Chapter 2, the focus shall shift to the principles of maritime strategy in the contemporary era (approximately from the 1980s, coinciding with the onset of the information RMA through to the present). Once again, it will be asked how these principles have evolved (if at all) in light of contemporary political, strategic and technological contexts, and the extent to which these evolutions concern themselves with matters of visibility. Chapter 3 will be divided into several subsections, as follows: 3.1 will outline the contemporary context; 3.2 will focus upon two principal evolutions in the principles seen in current maritime strategic documentation from around the world, asking how far visibility is taken into account; and 3.3 will complement this discussion by looking at some operational case studies, to see whether these evolved conceptions and their relationship to visibility have been witnessed in actual practice. Complementing the discussion of the principles in contemporary thought with actual case studies is helpful as it gives a better picture of the extent to which a particular evolution is significant. By looking at more than one operational case study, we can also ascertain whether an evolution in a particular maritime strategic principle is applicable across different national boundaries. This is useful as it prevents us from falling into the trap of selection bias; that is to say, we are not just selecting cases that support our arguments but we are also thinking about whether the lessons these cases impart are relevant to other scenarios and actors. By using case studies, we can also maintain a focused examination rather than risk falling into the trap of undertaking a very generalised discussion that moves between different examples. Not only this, but in the tradition of past writers (such as Corbett or Richmond, for example) we will utilise different case studies from around the world, featuring a variety of naval actors; doing so will diversify our historical and geographical focus.
This examination of established maritime strategic principles, both as they were conceived in the past and as they are conceived in the present; how they have evolved in relation to political, strategic and technological contexts; and the extent to which they encompassed matters of visibility, will then enable a conclusion regarding whether visibility ought to constitute a maritime strategic principle in its own right. This will form the basis for Chapter 4, which shall ask where a principle centred around visibility would stand in relation to the traditional principles, and in what ways such a principle would be useful.
Finally, there are several further methodological teachings that must but be borne in mind for a thesis such as this, where conceptions of the principles of maritime strategy over time are to be examined. Clausewitz outlined this teaching, as did later writers such as Lautenschlager. Critical analysis is important to the formulation of theoretical principles and concepts, and for Clausewitz this involves identifying effects, tracing them back to their causes through the study of historical events and then assessing those causes to ascertain their relative importance[footnoteRef:37]. Considering that an important element of this thesis will involve studying how political, strategic and technological contexts have led to evolutions in the way we conceive maritime strategic principles, bearing Clausewitz’s teaching in mind can be helpful here as one component of the larger methodological machine that will aid us when examining the evolving principles in relation to notions of visibility. [37:  Von Clausewitz, C., On War, trans. Howard, M. and Paret, P. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976; Oxford: Oxford World's Classics, 2007), pp. 106-7.] 

In reference to political, strategic and technological contexts and the effects they have (whether on political processes, international relations, war, maritime strategy or indeed any number of subjects), Clausewitz's ideas are transferable. Lautenschlager followed a similar line of inquiry when studying the technological aspect of naval warfare and how it had evolved over history. He presents several important methodological teachings for any scholar seeking to assess technology and how it impacts a certain subject, but the reality is that these teachings are not just applicable from the angle of the technological context. They are also relevant when it comes to assessing the relationship between political and strategic contexts and naval forces.
Firstly, in reference to technological contexts, Lautenschlager made the point that scholars should look beyond the overt physical features of weapons and platforms and not fall into the trap of searching for some form of revolutionary breakthrough in warfare (of which, he argues, previous methods of assessment have been guilty)[footnoteRef:38]. Indeed, over the past two to three decades, some of the most significant technological advances in warfare have not been overt or immediately, visually identifiable; they have consisted of technologies within weapons and platforms, most notably in terms of computing and processing. In other words, they are developments which might not be immediately apparent to the naked eye, but which are still significant. [38:  Lautenschlager, K., 'Technology and the Evolution of Naval Warfare', p. 3.] 

The essence of his point is just as easily applicable to political and strategic contexts as well as technological developments. At the heart of his argument, Lautenschlager’s key point is that searching for large, novel developments will typically result in disappointment and/or the attachment of more importance to random, singular occurrences than is warranted.
Secondly, Lautenschlager makes the essential point that changes have usually come about not as a result of some singular development, but rather as a result of a synthesis of developments. A whole plethora of examples from naval warfare throughout history are provided, which excellently illustrate this truth. Steam-powered warships, to take one such example, were not a revolutionary invention. The underlying scientific principles behind the use of steam to drive mechanical engines had been known for many years, and steam power technology was already in use in industry; it was simply therefore a matter of transplanting the existing knowledge and technology from land to sea[footnoteRef:39]. Similarly, the development of shipboard rifled artillery was very much an evolutionary process, not a revolutionary one; the concept of rifled weapons had been in use since the days of Columbus, but it was with the industrial capabilities of the nineteenth century that navies were able to combine this knowledge with new weapons manufacturing techniques to create heavy, rifled guns that could be borne on ships[footnoteRef:40]. The dreadnoughts of the British Royal Navy in the early twentieth century were an evolutionary synthesis of existing systems as well; it united such devices as optical range finders, electrical communications linking gun controllers and a telescopic central director, among other things, to create a central fire control[footnoteRef:41]. [39:  Ibid., pp. 7-8.]  [40:  Ibid., p. 10.]  [41:  Ibid., pp. 19-20.] 

Once more, what Lautenschlager intended as a teaching for scholars examining the technological context and its impact on naval forces is just as applicable to other types of context, such as the political and/or strategic. Going back to his first teaching, the essence of the argument is that rather than looking for the one vast, seemingly significant development (whether in politics, strategy or technology), scholars should instead search for the multitude of developments and consider them all in light of each other.
Thirdly, Lautenschlager warns scholars to be careful when assessing whether certain technologies – and by extension, certain forms of warfare that were driven by those technologies – have become obsolete as a result of the creation of newer, more novel weapons and systems. In a manner of speaking, this relates back to his first point in some ways (that we should avoid searching for large, seemingly novel developments) but it is distinct enough to be treated as a third teaching, as the essence of his point is to warn subsequent scholars to take care when proclaiming large judgements.
He cites the example of the torpedo boat to back up this point. The torpedo boat, a fast attack craft of small size, was heralded by some as the beginning of the end for the traditional large capital ship; yet this did not turn out to be the case. The world’s largest fleets today still operate a form of vast capital ship (albeit they are aircraft carriers rather than the battleships of yesteryear). In fact, at the time in which the torpedo boat was in use, navies did not phase out the use of capital ships but instead found solutions that enabled their larger ships to mitigate the threat posed by the smaller vessels. The development of the quick-firing gun was one such solution; the building of the torpedo boat destroyer another; and finally, the torpedo boat itself in a manner of speaking sealed its own fate by driving a change in tactics (torpedo boats had proved an effective defensive weapon against close blockade of ports by enemy battle fleets; however, the response of the enemy fleet was to simply pull away from the port and institute a form of distant blockade instead, against which the small, short range torpedo boat was ineffective)[footnoteRef:42]. [42:  Ibid., pp. 14-8.] 

Whilst Lautenschlager may use the torpedo boat example to illustrate the point, it is not difficult to find other examples where certain technologies were heralded to mark the end for others, but in practice failed to do so. The aircraft was one; the guided missile is another. The increasing range of land-based bomber aircraft in the early years of the Second World War threatened the ability of carriers to operate within areas the bombers could reach, and led to an assumption that aircraft carriers were showing early signs of obsolescence; yet in reality, the continued use of carriers shows that land-based bombers failed to drive the carrier off the naval battleground[footnoteRef:43]. The reason for this is that in order to target a carrier, a bomber deployed from an airfield on land must penetrate several layers of anti-air defences carried not just by the carrier itself but also by its escort group[footnoteRef:44]. In subsequent decades, the guided anti-ship ballistic missile has often been seen as the weapon that will drive the proverbial nail into the coffin of the aircraft carrier, but the actual truth is that aircraft carriers will continue to be necessary for certain roles in warfare (for example, as a capital ship, as cavalry or as a nuclear strike platform) even despite the presence of such weapons as the Chinese DF-21 (one such weapon with the potential to threaten US carriers)[footnoteRef:45]. At the same time, efforts are being made to adapt current doctrine to ensure that carriers and their escort groups remain able to survive and operate even in the face of such threats; the US AirSea Battle concept, intended to mitigate the dangers posed by the build-up of anti-access/area denial (A2/AD) capabilities by states such as China or Iran is an example of such an effort[footnoteRef:46]. As of yet, the guided missile has not driven large aircraft carriers into obsolescence. [43:  US Naval Institute, ‘The Carrier Debate: From 1922 to Now’, last modified 27 June 2013, http://news.usni.org/2013/06/27/the-carrier-debate-from-1922-to-now.]  [44:  Thompson, L., Aircraft Carrier (In)Vulnerability, Report (Arlington, VA: Lexington Institute, 2001), p. 14.]  [45:  Rubel, R. C., ‘The Future of Aircraft Carriers’, Naval War College Review 64.4 (Autumn 2011), pp. 19-20.]  [46:  Krepinevich, A. F., Why AirSea Battle? CSBA Report (Washington DC: Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 2010), p. 1.] 

Essentially, the point Lautenschlager made was that, when judging whether a new and seemingly novel weapon will end another and thus affect the practice of warfare in some way, one cannot simply take the capabilities of the weapon alone into account. Whether it will succeed in making another weapon outdated also depends upon operating conditions (in other words, environmental factors in the domain in which it is deployed), defensive technologies (whether the weapon purportedly in danger of being rendered obsolete has the ability to defend itself from the threatening technology or whether it can be upgraded with such an ability) and tactics (whether the humans operating both the threatening and threatened technologies fully understand the capabilities of the respective systems at their disposal, and whether they are fully competent in their operation)[footnoteRef:47].  [47:  Lautenschlager, K., 'Technology and the Evolution of Naval Warfare', p. 16.] 

	Once more, his arguments are equally as applicable to non-technological contexts. In essence, Lautenschlager’s third teaching is a summation of the first and second. It reiterates the need to be careful not to become overly focused on a single development, whilst also reminding us that combinations of factors should be subject to consideration, not single factors in isolation of each other. This applies as much to the political and the strategic as it does to the technological. At the technological level, Lautenschlager uses the development of the Soviet cruiser Kirov and the Typhoon-class submarine as a case in point; in his words, both were seen as "exotic" and as such there was an assumption that "they must have important new capabilities". In reality, however, he stresses that they were evolutionary rather than revolutionary developments[footnoteRef:48]. At the levels of politics and strategy, 'home-grown' terrorism represents a similar case. Given the sudden precedence attached to combating it in the contemporary era, it is understandable that the temptation might be to view it as a 'new' phenomenon. In reality, however, such a view is erroneous; home-grown terrorism today is not some revolutionary development. The use of violence by a non-state actor, with the aim of inflicting fear for a political end, is nothing new; nor is the tendency for the perpetrator to be someone from within the target country. The only 'new' aspect of home-grown terrorism is its ability to communicate and coordinate, due to developments in information and communications technologies[footnoteRef:49]. [48:  Ibid., pp. 3-4.]  [49:  Sageman, M., '"New" Terrorism in the Western World?' NATO Review, last modified 2012, http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2012/Threats-Within/New-Terrorism-Western-World/EN/index.htm.] 

Finally, Lautenschlager stressed that it is better to look for trends and effects instead of focusing on seemingly novel developments first. Then, according to his methodology, it is possible to trace them back to the responsible developments[footnoteRef:50]. By doing so, the research is grounded in reality and avoids the risk of descending into pure speculation based more upon what technologies are seemingly capable of doing rather than what is actually happening in the world. Indeed, Lautenschlager is not the only writer who has stressed this point; Leonhard also identified the need to look for trends in technology, rather than to focus on a single technology first[footnoteRef:51]. Searching for trends or patterns and tracing them back to their original cause is a method not limited to examinations of technology; it can also be a means of tracing political and strategic causes as well. [50:  Ibid., p. 48.]  [51:  Leonhard, R. R., The Principles of War for the Information Age (New York: The Ballantine Publishing Group, 1998), p. 12.] 

	Lautenschlager’s teachings will be important for the consideration of contexts and their impact on maritime strategic principles. The three principal contextual dimensions (political, strategic and technological) have been repeated throughout this chapter so far; within each are a multitude of developments that should not be isolated from each other and considered separately, but which should instead be considered together. RMAs, for example, can involve a synthesis of political, strategic, military, technological and social developments all occurring at a similar point in time (see Chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion about the contexts of RMAs and the impact they can have on the practice of military art)[footnoteRef:52]. [52:  RMAs are a particularly interesting form of context for this thesis, since the approximate time period covered in this thesis encompasses more than one: not only the so-called information RMA of the 1980s and 1990s, but also the RMA of the early Cold War.] 

	This section sums up the analytical framework, structure and methodological points relevant to this thesis; in short, it is a deductive framework that takes existing concepts (the principles of maritime strategy) and assesses them with reference to historical cases and trends, all with a view to ascertaining the extent to which those concepts account for visibility. This knowledge, once acquired, will enable a discussion on the extent to which a visibility-oriented principle is useful.
[bookmark: _Toc490736784]1.3. The Value of Discussing Visibility and the Principles

There is a value in studying maritime strategy, its principles, the impact that political, strategic and technological contexts have upon them and their definitions today, even though previous writers have attempted (to varying extents) to do so. Firstly, and most significantly, works on maritime strategy tend not to be common, particularly in comparison to works in other political fields such as international relations. Perhaps the biggest and most notable work of recent years to touch upon the subject is Till's Seapower: A Guide for the Twenty-First Century.
Till does touch upon matters of visibility, especially when he looks back upon the experiences of the Gulf War and military operations in the former Yugoslavia. He does acknowledge the possibilities offered by a technological context marked by advancements in computers, sensing and information exchange. Namely, such possibilities include a thinning of the 'fog of war'; greater situational awareness; faster communication and command; the ability to link naval forces up more systemically; and the chance to exploit vulnerabilities in information systems to potentially deadly effect[footnoteRef:53]. However, all of these are very much concerned with the information aspect of the visibility triad. Furthermore, Till does not link them to any discussion of the maritime strategic principles. [53:  Till, G., Seapower, pp. 130-4.] 

Just as Till does not specifically discuss visibility in relation to the principles, nor has there been a great deal of work in recent years from the academic community to fill this gap. Much of what we consider to be 'maritime strategy' is based upon concepts and ideas developed in bygone decades, even in bygone centuries. As such, these ideas were developed in political, strategic and technological contexts that differed greatly to the present - something already mentioned in passing. In one respect, the first rationale of this thesis is therefore to reflect back upon these ideas and examine them in relation to present political, strategic and technological conditions. It is important to do this since the way principles are understood may evolve in line with changing circumstances. There is an inherent value in re-examining older concepts, as doing so can: 1) ensure their validity in the face of differing circumstances; 2) refine understandings of what these concepts look like in practice; and 3) identify possible limitations to be addressed. In this respect the first added value of the thesis is to carry out a form of review, which will look back on these older concepts, chart their evolution and show if there are any changes in how they are understood in the contemporary context.
Based upon this first rationale is the second rationale for this thesis. Not only will maritime strategic principles be examined in relation to the present context; more crucially, it will be asked how the conceptions of these principles have specifically accounted for matters of visibility. This is an original approach in its own right. Therefore, the second added value of the thesis is to look at the evolution of a series of existing ideas from another angle - an angle which has not been greatly considered before.
The third rationale and the potentially greater added value of this thesis, however, is to build upon the examination of maritime strategic principles in relation to visibility by addressing a bigger question: namely, the extent to which it is useful to consider a new maritime strategic principle, control and/or denial of visibility. In short, this thesis is asking an important question that has not been asked before - whether it is useful to complement the traditional principles of maritime strategy with a new one. Whatever the outcome, the act of asking this question is of great value. If a principle of control/denial of visibility is deemed to be useful, then limitations in the traditional principles will have been identified and something new brought to the metaphorical table. If not, then the thesis will nevertheless still have been a useful exercise in academic inquiry, subjecting older ideas to examination whilst providing an answer to the question of whether a new, visibility-oriented principle is useful, and to what extent.
Part of the added value of this thesis, therefore, is to identify gaps in the conceptions of the traditional principles, and examine how a new principle could thus be devised to fill these holes. In doing this, the thesis seeks to contribute something original to the discussion of maritime strategic thought. This will be achieved regardless of the ultimate outcome: whatever judgement is reached on the necessity/usefulness of a new principle centred around visibility, the thesis will have contributed to the wider discussion by approaching the matter of the principles of maritime strategy and their evolution from an angle that has not been seen in other writings. If a new, visibility-oriented principle is deemed to be useful, then a further part of the thesis' value will be to define this principle and outline what it can account for.
The originality and value of this thesis can thus be distilled to the following points: 1) a reflection on the traditional principles of maritime strategy in changing contexts; 2) a reflection on those principles through an original lens, visibility; 3) a contribution to the field by assessing the extent to which gaps in understandings of the traditional principles make a new principle, control/denial of visibility, of use; and 4) what a principle of control/denial of visibility can bring to the table.











[bookmark: _Toc490736785]2. Broader Debates and Specific Concepts in Existing Work

	As outlined in Section 1.2, a three-part review of relevant literature shall come  first. Section 2.1 will examine the literature on strategy (using war strategy as a particular case), strategic principles and the influence of contexts. Understanding the broader debates on the relationship between strategic, political and technological contexts and the principles of strategy is useful to us as it provides a view of the wider field to which any question of maritime strategy is related. Understanding this broader debate helps us to understand the kind of relationship that this thesis seeks to address in its discussion of maritime strategic principles and how they have evolved over time due to changing contexts.
	Section 2.2 will then examine a range of writings on maritime strategy and sea power, in order to determine the general principles of maritime strategy as traditionally conceived from the earliest writers through to writers in the early stages of the contemporary period. Though writers from the Cold War period onward are not classed here as ‘traditional’ scholars of maritime strategy (indeed, some of them were not academics but naval practitioners drawing up strategic documents), they are still going to be considered here. This is because traditional conceptions of the maritime strategic principles are still discussed, to an extent, in some more contemporary works. These works are thus relevant here. Thus they will be examined alongside the traditional writers due to the fact that although they often identified contextual evolutions that influenced maritime strategy, they are still useful when it comes to holding a discussion of how existing maritime strategic principles have been viewed in the past.
Section 2.3 will build upon 2.2 by focusing upon those maritime strategic principles in relation to visibility. In this respect, it constitutes the first ‘stage’ of the discussion: the extent to which the traditional conceptions of the principles account for visibility. When complemented later on with the discussion of the principles as they are conceived today (the second ‘stage’: see Chapter 3), this will provide a detailed, comprehensive answer from which we can then go on to assess the extent to which a new principle of maritime strategy based around visibility is useful.

[bookmark: _Toc490736786]2.1. Strategy, Strategic Principles and the Effect of Contexts

There has been much debate in the past about the relationship between strategy (both in war and peace) and the effects of contextual factors (relating to politics, strategic environment and technology). One of the central questions has always been how contextual factors affect strategy. An examination of the literature on the subject reveals some key points to take into account here: 1) that political, strategic and technological contexts all interact with each other; and 2) that, through their interactions, they can influence strategy and the principles of strategy (whether directly, or indirectly through an influence on the levels of tactics and doctrine). To show this, this section shall - using war strategy as an illustration - define terms such as strategy, tactics and contexts, and how they interact with each other.
First of all, it must be understood that strategy is a concept which is fluid in some respects and rigid in others. Certain aspects of it change depending upon the circumstances under examination, whilst others remain constant. Strategy in war is not the same as strategy in peace; likewise, maritime strategy differs from other strategy given its particular focus on the nautical domain. War and peace strategy are two subjects, however, about which plenty has been written. The discussion here will touch upon both but will particularly focus on war as an illustrative example, since there is much literature on war relating to the broader debates under which the subject of maritime strategic evolution falls. First, it is necessary to define war – which, by extension, will also help to define peace. Carrying on from this, it is then possible to discuss not just strategy, but also related terms such as strategic principles, doctrine, tactics, operational realities and contextual realities, and how all of these connect with one another.
Reduced to its most basic definition, war is – according to Roland – organised armed conflict between states[footnoteRef:54]. What this implies, by extension, is that ‘peace’ is a period when no such conflict between states exists. Already, there is a question arising from this definition. It implies that war is purely an activity undertaken by states and the militaries at their disposal. This might have been true of the past, but one could contest it today considering that a number of present conflicts have involved violent non-state entities such as terrorist and guerrilla movements. The response of some authors has been to retain the definition of war as a state activity and instead classify those violent struggles that involve non-state entities under the umbrella of “conflict short of war”[footnoteRef:55]. Yet this too is not beyond contestation. Some thinkers have contested that current definitions of war are obsolete, whilst others suggest that its character (its outward appearance) is what has changed, whilst its fundamental nature (what it concerns) has not changed at all[footnoteRef:56]. [54:  Roland, A., ‘Science, Technology and War’, Technology and Culture 36.2 (April 1995), Supplement: Snapshots of a Discipline: Selected Proceedings from the Conference on Critical Problems and Research Frontiers in the History of Technology, Madison, WI, 30 October-3 November 1991, pp. S83-S100.]  [55:  Metz, S. and Kievit, J., The Revolution in Military Affairs and Conflict Short of War, Report (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, 1994).]  [56:  Metz, S. and Cuccia, P. R., ‘Defining War for the 21st Century’, 2010 SSI Annual Strategy Conference Report (Carlisle, PA: US Army War College, 2011), p. 1.] 

It is this latter definition (of change in character but not nature) that best captures what war is, and peace by extension. One thing that remains constant is the political dimension of war – its very nature. Clausewitz's famous adage that war is just a continuation of a state's policy should be remembered here. Even though Clausewitz wrote On War in the early half of the nineteenth century, today conflicts are still fought with overarching political goals in mind, even if those goals might not seem overtly political or if one or more belligerents are non-state actors. For example, the Islamic State (IS) may seem to be waging war for outwardly religious reasons - but their end goal is an undeniably political one (in this case, the establishment of an Islamic caliphate; a political entity[footnoteRef:57]). In this instance, Clausewitz’s adage still rings true – though it needs to be modified to take account of the fact that wars can be fought by and/or against non-state actors with political goals[footnoteRef:58]. Therefore, the definition of peace can be refined; instead of simply being those periods where organised armed conflict between states is absent, it can be understood more generally as those periods where organised armed conflict (of any sort, between any state and/or non-state actor) is absent. [57:  Gambhir, H. K., Dabiq: The Strategic Messaging of the Islamic State, Backgrounder (Washington DC: Institute for the Study of War, 2014), p. 1]  [58:  By this definition, counter-piracy missions are an example of operations that would not be classed as war. Pirates tend to fight for their own material gain rather than for any overarching political goal. One might try pointing to Somali piracy as a contradictory example; in this instance, arguments could be made that pirate groups arose out of a perceived need for Somali coastal communities to defend their livelihoods and the sovereignty of their waters from foreign actors seeking to exploit the breakdown of Somalia's government apparatus. However, whether this remains the main motivation for pirates in the region is less clear. On the part of international naval missions, one could also argue - based on the estimated costs Somali piracy had on the global economy - that economic self-interest is a key motivator, whilst the fact that those naval coalitions are limited in their activities to maritime patrol and escort duties suggests their role is viewed more as a  constabulary operation rather than a war on pirate activity. See Ploch, L. et al, Piracy off the Horn of Africa, (Washington DC: Congressional Research Service, 2011).] 

Relating to this, war can take numerous forms. Indeed, anybody who reads the sheer volume of literature relating to war from across the ages will find all manner of terminologies that define different types of war according to different criteria[footnoteRef:59]. [59:  On top of this, there have also been instances where states engaging in organised armed conflict have avoided use of the term 'war' due to its pejorative connotations of aggression and the legal and political consequences that can follow. Instead, terms such as 'intervention' might be used, which conjure up images of defensive assistance, humanitarian aid and armed protection of civilians. Consider the case of Libya in 2011 as an example; the involvement of the international community in the conflict there has subsequently been referred to in various mediums as an intervention to protect Libyan civilians rather than as a war to oust Gaddafi (for examples, see Daalder, I. H. and Stavridis, J. G., 'NATO's Victory in Libya: The Right Way to Run an Intervention', Council on Foreign Affairs, last modified March/April 2012, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/137073/ivo-h-daalder-and-james-g-stavridis/natos-victory-in-libya; Cato Institute, 'Did the Military Intervention in Libya Succeed?' Last modified 19 March 2014, http://www.cato.org/events/did-military-intervention-libya-succeed.] 

Some terms define war according to how much effort and how many resources the belligerents are prepared to devote towards it. Hables Gray and Corbett both draw a distinction between “total” (or “unlimited”) and “limited” wars; in the former, belligerents’ militaries are backed up by strong industrial capabilities which they are willing to use to full effect in the pursuit of objectives, whilst in the latter a belligerent is less willing to engage in all-out conflict and may instead opt to pursue a smaller, more easily achievable objective for which a low-intensity conflict is more suited[footnoteRef:60]. [60:  Hables Gray, C., Postmodern War (London: Routledge, 1997), p. 110; Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, pp. 39-41.] 

Other terms define war by era, as Hables Gray did when talking about ‘modern’ and ‘postmodern’ war. Modern war coincided with the rise of the European powers; it incorporated knowledge acquired during periods of industrialisation and scientific advance; it was dominated by the logic of total war; and it ended with the explosions of the atom bombs over Japan in 1945[footnoteRef:61]. Postmodern war took root in the post-1945 global environment. It coincided with the development of technologies in fields such as space, unmanned vehicles, computers and information; it saw a shift away from vast total wars to smaller, limited wars[footnoteRef:62]; and it even saw the domination, use of and/or erasure of nature (such as mining to make the very earth or sea itself hostile, biological weapons that spread dangerous germs, or instruments of cyber-war which bypass the physical restrictions imposed by nature entirely and move operations into simulated environments and human minds)[footnoteRef:63]. [61:  Hables Gray, C., Postmodern War, pp. 109-10.]  [62:  This shift away from the vast, total wars of the modern era to limited wars might also imply a shift in political goals. Whereas the total wars often concerned themselves with territorial defence or acquisition (consider the First and Second World Wars as examples of this), today many conflicts are fought with goals such as humanitarian intervention, human rights promotion, counter-terrorism and others in mind (the interventions in the Balkans in the 1990s, Iraq and Afghanistan in the 2000s and Libya in 2011 are examples to consider here). See Hables Gray, C., Peace, War and Computers (New York: Routledge, 2005), pp. 24-5.]  [63:  Ibid., pp. 169-76.] 

Finally, there are a plethora of terms for wars based upon the domains they take place in or the weapons/technologies used to fight them, all of which have arisen in response to evolutions in the technological context. In terms of domains, examples include naval war and (more recently) cyber war; in technological terms, examples include nuclear war.
Before going any further, it is helpful to be reminded that despite this evolution in the character of war, Clausewitz’s notion of war being a continuation of policy remains true. This discussion of what war is and what remains constant is useful, as it sets the foundations for understanding what strategy is.
Strategy, by its oldest definitions, is the act of planning and conducting a war. As Heuser argued, in its earliest days the term strategy was originally used by the ancient Greeks to refer to the art of the military general, then expanded by the Byzantines to refer to the means by which that general defended or attacked territories[footnoteRef:64]. The definition of strategy has changed somewhat as time has gone by; originally it may have been the art of planning and executing wars, but today this is not its sole remit. In both peace and wartime, strategy has more generally become the art of planning for and securing national interest. Mahan pointed out that strategy can be as necessary in peace as in war; he cited England's occupation of Cyprus and Egypt as an example of a strategic end being pursued outside of war[footnoteRef:65]. [64:  Heuser, B., The Evolution of Strategy: Thinking War from Antiquity to the Present (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), p. 4.]  [65:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 22.] 

Understanding strategy in this way helps to illustrate what it is, whilst appreciating that in practice its character has sometimes evolved. It is an instrument of politics in which force is utilised (whether for the purpose of waging war or for other, lesser purposes). It is the bridge between political goals and action. This has arguably always been true, both today and in bygone eras[footnoteRef:66]. Notions of strategy being connected to the political were not immediately realised, yet regardless of however late this was eventually seen, strategy has always been inextricably connected to policy. The ancient Greek and Byzantine civilisations waged war in pursuit of political ends (territorial defence and empire building, to name two examples) just as the nations and societies of today do. What has changed quite often, however, are several key elements: the character of strategy, technology, political realities, tactics and (to a lesser extent) doctrine. [66:  Mahnken, T. G., 'Strategic Theory' in Strategy in the Contemporary World, ed. by Baylis, J. et al, 4th edn, pp. 60-75 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002, 2007, 2010, 2013), p. 62.] 

Continuing with war as an illustrative example, it is necessary to define these different aspects of conflict, as they all interconnect and influence each other. The strategic aspect of war is clear - based on the supposition that actors have a high degree of rationality, it is the plan for attaining the long-term, political end(s) sought by engaging in a conflict. In this respect, it is both rigid and fluid - rigid in that its nature does not change, but fluid in that its outward character can take different forms depending upon the political context in which the strategy is devised. For Clausewitz, the end goal of a conflict is the imposition of one's will upon the enemy, typically by disarming them[footnoteRef:67]. What this will is (what effect the victor hopes to impose upon the defeated) can change. In peacetime strategy, rather than imposing upon an enemy, one might instead seek to influence other actors' behaviour. [67:  Von Clausewitz, C., op. cit., pp. 13-5.] 

When one examines the literature on war across the ages, five distinct aspects of war can be determined. Four of these have already been mentioned (technology/technological context, tactics, doctrine and strategy); the fifth could be termed operational realities. To these, three further elements can be added: 1) political context; 2) strategic context; and 3) principles of strategy - what Brodie referred to as "certain basic ideas about fighting a war which have such general validity and importance"[footnoteRef:68]. In other words, they are distinct, broad objectives or concepts that are deemed to be of great importance or validity in regards to fulfilling one’s overarching strategy in any war[footnoteRef:69]. Political, strategic and technological contexts and the principles of strategy may be the main focuses of this thesis, but it is necessary to also have a basic understanding of the other aspects of war, as all of these different factors interconnect with each other and ultimately impact upon strategy and strategic principles[footnoteRef:70]. Figure 2 displays the relationship between all of these factors. [68:  Brodie, B., A Guide To Naval Strategy, p. 10.]  [69:  For examples of such principles, think of classical military ideas such as objective, offence, manoeuvre, mass, unity of command, surprise, security, simplicity and economy of force – these are essentially principles deemed so important to ensuring victory that they are elevated beyond the level of mere tactics and/or doctrine. For definitions of these principles, see: Dupuy, T. N., The Evolution of Weapons and Warfare (London: Jane’s Publishing Company, 1982), p. 323-4.]  [70:  One further point to note concerning principles of strategy is that, in strategic documentation, they sometimes manifest in the form of 'missions' - approaches that a military/navy identifies as its priorities in light of the political, strategic and technological context in which it exists. Though linked to one another in that missions draw their underlying thought from principles, they are nevertheless distinct: principles are broader and more conceptual, whereas missions tend to be more concretised, practical expressions of the principles. For more explanation of this distinction, see Section 4.1.] 


[image: ]

Figure 2: The aspects of war and their relationship.

	Dupuy defines some of these concepts. If a strategy is the overarching plan to meet the long-term goal(s), and its principles are essentially key objectives or teachings that need to be met or considered in pursuit of this greater goal, then doctrine consists of: "principles, policies, and concepts which are combined into an integrated system for the purpose of governing all components of a military force in combat, and assuring consistent, coordinated employment of these components."[footnoteRef:71] [71:  Dupuy, T. N., The Evolution of Weapons and Warfare, p. 9.] 

	In short, doctrine consists of those maxims that guide the way belligerent militaries behave in war. It is not to be confused with principles of strategy - doctrine is more often concerned with guiding tactical decisions in pursuit of the overarching objective, whereas strategic principles are those general actions and/or maxims which are of strategic rather than tactical importance. Strategic principles can guide doctrinal approaches, however.
If doctrine seeks to establish overarching guidance on the use of military force, tactics deals with the gritty details of how belligerents go about implementing it. Tactics, in Dupuy’s words, are “the technique of marshalling, distributing, and manipulating a discrete element of available resources in order to contribute toward achievements of defined goals”[footnoteRef:72]. To illustrate the point using a comparison, a strategic principle gives us a doctrinal approach to follow at the tactical level – for example, based on the strategic principle of mass[footnoteRef:73], there comes a more specific doctrinal teaching – the necessity of identifying the enemy’s weak points. A tactical objective merely relates to how this concentration of force is actually carried out in practice. By way of an actual historical example, Admiral Nelson identified the rear half of the Franco-Spanish fleet as its weakest point at Trafalgar in 1805. Thus he had identified a general point at which he could concentrate the mass of his force. In terms of tactics, there was more than one approach he could have adopted. He could have settled for the prevailing tactical orthodoxy of his day and attempted to sail parallel to the Franco-Spanish line, for example. What Nelson actually chose, however, was to direct two columns of ships into the enemy line at perpendicular angles, dividing their force into three with the effect of throwing their formation into chaos and trapping one third of the Franco-Spanish fleet between two lines of British ships[footnoteRef:74]. Thus, whilst strategic principles seem enduring, tactics can shift. [72:  Ibid., pp. 9-10.]  [73:  The strategic principle of mass essentially states that a force should concentrate much of its combat power at a decisive point in order to be most effective. See Leonhard, R. R., The Principles of War, p. 94.]  [74:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 354.] 

Transcending and influencing most of the levels of war is something that has gone under various names according to different writers, but which is distinct in character. Dupuy refers to it in a somewhat verbose manner as “timeless verities of combat”[footnoteRef:75]; Leonhard, on the other hand, identified three immutable laws of war[footnoteRef:76]. These are operational realities: constant conditions of war that have been and will always be reality, which commanders in the past, present and future (insofar as the future can be determined) will always have to take into account. [75:  Ibid., p. 326.]  [76:  Leonhard, R. R., The Principles of War, p. 207.] 

Operational realities are distinct from political context and strategic principles. Political context is a reality that commanders and policymakers must take into account, but operational realities are those found at the level of the battlefield itself. Some are immutable; Leonhard’s law of humanity is one such example, for war is and will always be a human endeavour subject to the complexities, paradoxes, strengths and weaknesses of human behaviour[footnoteRef:77]. Thus commanders in the field will always need to take account of the behaviour of human actors in the field[footnoteRef:78]. Other operational realities are fluid and can change depending on the situation. Environmental considerations such as weather and terrain, or operational contextual factors such as command structures and logistics, are examples of fluid operational realities. [77:  Ibid., pp. 207-12.]  [78:  This does not just include the enemy; it can also include neutral and/or civilian actors caught in the crossfire.] 

The technological level, alongside strategic and political realities, is a contextual factor of great interest here. Whilst the nature of war, a form of politics pursuing ends by different and more violent means, may have remained constant over the course of history, technology has arguably changed more than most other aspects of war. This change has then had a great impact on tactics, doctrine, operational realities and strategic principles. The technological aspect of war has been in a constant state of evolution, ever since the first humans learnt they could combine solid objects such as the stick and the stone to deliver a greater level of killing power than if they were to use their fists alone.
According to Leonhard, military practitioners often made the mistake of following the dictum that doctrine and the needs of war drove technological developments, when in fact the reverse was true[footnoteRef:79]. Indeed, the maritime historian Roskill put forward such a view, arguing that strategy and tactics can be dictated by the dominant weapon in use at any time[footnoteRef:80]. Such a view has not been universally shared; Bousquet takes a different approach, conceding that technology can influence the appearance of war, but that “the interface between science and warfare has been far from restricted to one-way traffic, with military imperatives stimulating both scientific and technological discoveries”[footnoteRef:81] (a military imperative could be a tactical, doctrinal or strategic need). [79:  Leonhard, R. R., The Principles of War, p. 6.]  [80:  Roskill, S. W., The Strategy of Sea Power (London: Collins, 1962), p. 24.]  [81:  Bousquet, A., The Scientific Way of Warfare (London: Hurst Publishers Ltd, 2009), p. 3.] 

It is true that technology can drive tactics, doctrine, or even strategic principles; one need only ask what came first, the weapon or the doctrine underlying its use. In many cases, it is the weapon that came first. Cave paintings from the earliest days of humanity show that the spear was invented many thousands of years ago, but the use of said device by massed phalanxes of infantry in war did not come about until later. Leonhard identifies more examples from later periods, such as the invention of the stirrup before the devising of the cavalry charge, the internal combustion engine before blitzkrieg, and the aircraft before air power doctrine[footnoteRef:82]. An example of relevance to the subject of this thesis would be the invention of the boat long before any thinker devised concepts of maritime strategy, naval doctrine and their respective principles. [82:  Leonhard, R. R., The Principles of War, p. 6.] 

	Yet, as Bousquet says, the relationship between technology and military imperatives is not a one-way street. Military needs can necessitate technological developments. During the Battle of the Atlantic in the Second World War, it was the need for better protection that drove the development of certain ship-mounted technologies to enhance defences against the U-Boats - such as launch gear for single defensive aircraft on merchant ships and the development of more efficient sensors[footnoteRef:83]. Using the submarine as an example and going back even further in time, there have been occasions where military imperatives and tactical needs have driven technological advance (the role of the submarine as a ship destroyer was envisaged long before it had reached a form sufficient to effectively carry out that role), and where technology has driven tactics and thinking[footnoteRef:84]. Brodie too argued from the premise that many inventions were products of necessity; to illustrate his argument he utilised a series of examples from throughout history, such as the development of the corvus by the Romans during the Punic Wars through to the Q-Boats developed by the British Royal Navy in response to German U-Boat aggression during the First World War[footnoteRef:85]. The arguments of both Bousquet and Leonhard can thus be vindicated; the lesson for us to take is that the relationship between technology and the other levels of war is a reciprocal one. [83:  Tucker, S. C., The Second World War (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), pp. 210-1.]  [84:  Lautenschlager, K., ‘The Submarine in Naval Warfare’, International Security 11.3 (Winter 1986-7), 94-140, p. 102.]  [85:  Brodie, B., Sea Power in the Machine Age, 2nd edn (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1941; 1943; repr. 1944), pp. 6-7.] 

Regardless, what is clear is that the relationship between technology and warfare is one of evolution. Technology causes changes in the character of war; the needs of changing wartime environments can then impact upon technological development. So far, the focus has been on war. Peace, too, can be impacted by technology. Similarly, it can also affect the direction of technological development. Advancements in social media technologies can be seen as an example of this two-way relationship in peacetime. Outside of wartime contexts, social media technologies have helped to precipitate political changes; consider the example of the Philippines in 2001, where the angry responses of citizens to the possibility of a corrupt leader escaping justice resulted in mass protests facilitated by the use of text messaging[footnoteRef:86]. Alternatively, if it has not caused political change, then social media and information technologies have at least modified political behaviours. Take the UK Cyber Security Strategy of 2011, for example; the way in which such technologies have driven economic growth and social interconnection has led to governments coming to see the cyberspace domain as a potential for not just opportunity, but also threats[footnoteRef:87]. Likewise, however, peacetime politics has at times had an effect upon the direction in which social media technology has progressed. Government concerns over the ability of extremists to use the Internet to radicalise individuals have led to policy approaches that could affect technology; some UK Internet Service Providers, for example, have introduced web content filtering systems designed to block ‘extremist’ content – an approach identified and adopted by the government in 2013[footnoteRef:88]. [86:  Shirky, C. 'The Political Power of Social Media'.]  [87:  UK Cabinet Office, The UK Cyber Security Strategy: Protecting and promoting the UK in a digital world (London: HM Government, 2011), pp. 11-5.]  [88:  Task Force on Tackling Radicalisation and Extremism, Tackling Extremism in the UK (London: HM Government, 2013), p. 3.] 

Returning to the subject of war, how war and strategy will evolve as a result of technology in the near future is much debated in the literature. Bousquet attempted to chart significant periods of technological development from the Enlightenment period up to the present, and show not only how the advances in those periods changed warfare, but also what they mean for warfare in the future. The four periods he identifies are helpful and, especially in the case of the fourth and present period, thought-provoking. Bousquet’s four periods all follow a simple premise: that war is more than just the pursuit of a political end – it is in fact an “attempt to impose order over chaos, to exert control where it most threatens to elude, and to find predictability in the midst of uncertainty”[footnoteRef:89]. In other words, humans strive to create order, and science and technology play a key role in their attempts to do so as they help to “reveal” the world so that it can be “ordered”[footnoteRef:90]. [89:  Bousquet, A., The Scientific Way of Warfare, p. 10.]  [90:  Ibid., pp. 12-3.] 

	At the heart of Bousquet’s “technoscientific regimes of order” is the notion that the location of command within a military changes as technology advances. Under the so-called mechanistic order, coinciding with the Enlightenment period, command lay at the uppermost echelons of a military, with all soldiers moving towards a single goal under the commander’s direction. This changed with the thermodynamic order, where the technologies of industrialisation – the railway, then the motor vehicle and the aircraft; the telegram, then telephones and radio – enabled faster mobilisation of troops and communication, necessitating a degree of decentralisation of command. In the aftermath of the Second World War, the development of atomic weaponry and computers ushered in the cybernetic order, where centralised command became necessary to enable retaliation in the event of a nuclear exchange. Finally, Bousquet argues that further technological change is leading to a new order of warfare – the chaoplexic, where computer networks and social media enable the rise of amorphous, dispersed threats that once more demand decentralised responses[footnoteRef:91]. [91:  Ibid., pp. 30-5.] 

The case of the current conflict in Iraq and Syria mentioned earlier is of particular note here as IS has shown how it is attempting to master social media networks in order to further its own goals. Such means have been used for the dissemination of propaganda videos and for coordinating violent activities amongst an amorphous mass of followers – in this respect, IS constitutes something of a chaoplexic enemy, lending some credence to Bousquet’s ideas.
Bousquet argued that the answer to such threats is for militaries to adopt the “swarm” concept: to decentralise command; to respond to amorphous chaoplexic threats by becoming themselves somewhat more amorphous, enabling the creation of a force of networked troops sharing a distributed intelligence. Thus troops in the field become capable of acting on the basis of localised information that may not be available to their hierarchical counterparts; they effectively become a resilient force capable of survival due to the fact that no one individual in their ranks is particularly critical to their success[footnoteRef:92]. At the heart of Bousquet’s argument concerning what technology means for the future evolution of warfare, then, is the notion of decentralised command. His argument does make some sense; technology can feasibly make decentralised command structures necessary in war. [92:  Ibid., p. 210.] 

Yet there is no guarantee that all wars in the future will need such structures. Bousquet’s argument is predicated on the assumption that in future wars, information will be accumulated and disseminated from the bottom up – from ordinary soldiers gathering intelligence on the ground as situations unfold. Not all writers have believed that this will be the case. For Leonhard, whilst the soldier on the ground may have the benefit of immediate visual contact with the enemy, terrain and situation, a commander surrounded by intelligence officers in a base a great distance away may have other means of looking at the battlefield from a different perspective. Said commander may possess aerial and satellite reconnaissance imagery, enabling them to see beyond the soldier’s line of sight and plan ahead. Thus it is not necessarily the case that contemporary technologies will drive the adoption of more decentralised command structures in war – a better assessment would be that the technologies enable different ways of accumulating information, which can then be used to decide who should take command. If the soldier on the ground has a more sufficient view of the field, then decentralisation is the answer. Alternatively, if the senior officer has the information first, then they should direct the action. The issue for militaries is to be able to adapt accordingly as information flows in[footnoteRef:93]. [93:  Leonhard, R. R., The Principles of War, p. 201.] 

	The problem for Bousquet is that his assertion that decentralised structures will be necessary in future, chaoplexic wars can be seen as too rigid. This notion of war could be criticised for not allowing a sufficient degree of flexibility in its attempt to impose some kind of law on an activity where situations can be fluid (especially considering the ability of human beings to behave in complex ways). This is not to say that Bousquet is entirely wrong; on the contrary, some of the conflicts we see today (such as the aforementioned example in Iraq and Syria) do involve the kind of amorphous threats he envisaged. Yet Leonhard’s arguments are more sufficient as they allow for a greater degree of flexibility on the part of militaries.
	At the very core of Leonhard’s argument lies the importance of information. As Bousquet rightly argued, technology orders the world and can facilitate understanding of events[footnoteRef:94]. For Hables Gray, information can be a weapon, a force multiplier, a tactical edge, a myth, an asset, and more[footnoteRef:95]. Information, and the technologies that produce and disseminate it, can enable or deny certain tactics or strategies in war. For Leonhard, information technologies have become so important that they necessitate a complete reworking of the strategic principles of war (revealing that it is not just tactics and doctrine that technology can affect). Old strategic principles, such as objective, offense, mass and manoeuvre, are now subordinate to what Leonhard calls the principle of knowledge and ignorance – the need for soldiers and commanders to assess what they do and do not know, and devise plans that find the right balance between the two. Knowledge and ignorance can then decide whether an army chooses to confront the enemy directly or dislocate them through indirect means; whether they concentrate forces in one area or distribute them more widely; whether they opt for security measures or take the offensive; whether they react to circumstances or seize opportunities; whether they strive to achieve a single overarching goal or opt for a more flexible range of options; and whether decisions should be made on a top-down or bottom-up basis[footnoteRef:96]. [94:  Bousquet, A., The Scientific Way of Warfare, pp. 12-3.]  [95:  Hables Gray, C., Postmodern War, p. 22.]  [96:  Leonhard, R. R., The Principles of War, pp. 251-61.] 

	Technological context, therefore, has a drastic effect on war strategy (and peace strategy also, considering our aforementioned example of the UK and counter-extremism on the Internet). However, it is not the only context that can affect strategy. Political and strategic realities are also important.
	The two are undeniably connected, though not strictly the same. If a strategy is the long-term plan to achieve a political object, and strategic principles are general teachings that can help us achieve the strategy, then a strategic contextual reality is something that policymakers and/or military commanders (in both peace and wartime) regard as being of strategic importance to their political objective. It relates to affairs occurring in the wider world which are of strategic importance to a certain actor. The political context, then, relates to all those affairs which inform strategic thought and drive the strategic contextual reality.
	For Gray, the political context is where war and peace emanate from; it is the driver of policy, and thus by extension strategy[footnoteRef:97]. It is helpful to define ‘policy’ here as well; Jermy, writing in 2011, provided a useful definition. Policy is the approach adopted by a government in terms of ways, ends and means; for Jermy, strategy flowed from the ‘ways’ element of this triad[footnoteRef:98]. Policy is thus the product of the political context in which it is devised. [97:  Gray, C. S., War, Peace and International Relations: An Introduction to Strategic History (Abingdon: Routledge, 2007), pp. 10-1.]  [98:  Jermy, S., Strategy for Action: Using Force Wisely in the 21st Century (London: Knightstone Publishing, 2011), p. 18.] 

	What this implies is a relationship where the political context drives the strategic context, which in turn affects the principles of strategy (including those of maritime strategy). Numerous writers have illustrated this point with examples taken from across history. Mahan discussed political developments taking place in the European empires of his day. Namely, he argued that the activities of the European imperial powers in the African continent generated rivalries within Europe itself. France and Germany became such rivals; France formed an alliance with Russia, but Russia’s “paralysis” (to use Mahan’s own words) at the hands of Japan in the Russo-Japanese War meant that France could not rely so much upon the assurance of Russian assistance in the east should it find itself at war with Germany. Thus Germany, assured against land attack from the east, could devote even more resources and attention away from the development of its armies towards the development of its naval power. The effect of this was for Britain to perceive a greater threat to its own strategic position as the dominant maritime power in the North Sea[footnoteRef:99]. Ultimately in the eyes of conventional historical accounts of the period, according to Keefer, this factor played a role in Britain reconciling with France and spurring on the Royal Navy’s development of dreadnought fighting vessels to stay ahead of German naval strength[footnoteRef:100]. Considering that the dreadnought was built in an era when the prevailing approach to maritime warfare in the minds of Royal Navy commanders was blockade (c.f. Parkinson)[footnoteRef:101], then the argument can be made that German efforts to expand their naval power at the time did have some effect on the principles of maritime strategy. In this instance, the effect was a reinforcement of the principles of command of the sea and the denial of this command; blockade was merely the tactical form this took in the minds of Royal Navy commanders. Thus, to sum up, in Mahan’s example a political context (namely, European imperialism in Africa) impacts upon the strategic context (perceived rivalries between the different powers), which in turn had ramifications for the principles of maritime strategy (namely, which were seen as more important, and how they would be pursued at a tactical level). [99:  Mahan, A. T., ‘Bearing of Political Developments on Naval Policy and Strategy’ in Mahan on Naval Warfare, ed. by Westcott, A., Dover edn, pp. 317-27 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1941; Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, Inc., 1999), p. 317.]  [100:  Keefer, S. A., Reassessing The Anglo-German Naval Arms Race, Working Paper 03/2006 (Trento: University of Trento School of International Studies, 2006), p. 7.]  [101:  Parkinson, R., Dreadnought: The Ship that Changed the World (London: I.B. Tauris & Co. Ltd, 2015), p. 217.] 

	Other writers, who have focused more on conventional rather than specifically maritime strategy, have illustrated similar points. Sheehan, for example, looks at war strategy in the modern period. This political context saw developments such as state centralisation, democratisation (to an extent) and the emergence of ideologies such as nationalism. These, according to Sheehan, all combined to impact upon the strategic context. In Napoleonic France, democratic ideals can partly account for the adoption of mass-conscripted citizen armies – a departure from the previously smaller militaries of earlier years. This, along with other political contextual developments such as nationalist fervour and the rise of ideological notions (for example, the nation in arms) changed the scale of warfare[footnoteRef:102] – very much a strategic contextual impact. Napoleonic France was able to use these strategic developments, which came about thanks to developments at the political level, to carve out an empire across Europe in its early years. [102:  Sheehan, M., 'The Evolution of Modern Warfare', p. 40.] 

	Sheehan’s example focuses on strategy in war, but the reality of political context affecting strategic context and principles are equally as applicable to peacetime strategy. Jermy shows this through an example of his own, which can be extended to the realm of maritime principles. In this instance, his key political contextual development of interest is the collapse of the USSR. What this led to was a change in the strategic context; for the NATO states the prospect of a war with the Soviets, which had occupied their strategic outlook since the end of the Second World War, was no longer a great threat. For the US in particular, this meant a strategic shift away from planning for a potential war with the USSR towards other conflicts, such as the humanitarian crises that would took place in the Balkans during the 1990s[footnoteRef:103]. Thus, there is a clear relationship that can be discerned in this example: political contextual changes precipitate strategic contextual changes. [103:  Jermy, S., Strategy for Action, p. 134.] 

	By building upon Jermy’s example, it can be extended to the maritime theatre to suggest how it impacted upon principles of strategy. During the Cold War, the maritime strategic principle that took centre stage in the minds of American naval officials – as evidenced by naval strategic documentation of the time[footnoteRef:104] – was sea control. This was mainly due to the nature of the NATO alliance, which was split across continents separated by oceanic environments; as such, defence of maritime transit against Soviet interdiction was a key concern for any possible war scenario. However, with the collapse of the USSR, this was no longer such a threat; the only power with the potential capability to contest US and NATO maritime transit on a global scale no longer existed, and as such sea control was not such a high priority. Instead, US naval strategists came to see support of operations in distant regional theatres as the priority. Thus, a case could be made that the political and strategic contextual developments accompanying the end of the Cold War did have an impact upon the principles of maritime strategy – sea control receded slightly from the minds of US strategists, and instead power projection took on an increased role[footnoteRef:105]. [104:  For an example, see Turner, S., ‘Missions of the US Navy’, Naval War College Review 26.5 (March-April 1974), 2-17.]  [105:  This is not to suggest that sea control, from a conceptual point of view, became somehow 'less important'; merely that circumstances at the time assured it, meaning that other missions could be focused upon.] 

	Thus, the relationship between political context, strategic context and strategic principles is well-established. It is a relationship where developments in the first impact upon the second, which in turn has the potential to affect the third. The technological context can also be a part of this relationship, as Sheehan’s naval example showed; in that particular instance, the political context affected the technological, which in turn affected the strategic; this is not a relationship set in stone, of course. The discussion of technology and strategy does show that the technological context does not always enter the relationship at the aforementioned point; strategic context can come before technological as well.
	Understanding how these three contexts can affect strategy and strategic principles is important, since part of the process of assessing whether existing maritime strategic principles account for visibility will involve looking at how these principles have evolved. Thus, it is vital to understand the contexts in which they evolved, and specifically how these contexts contributed to that evolution. The key question for this thesis, however, is not only how these principles have evolved; but also the extent to which the principles, both in their earliest and later conceptions, account for visibility.
[bookmark: _Toc490736787]2.2 The Key Principles of Maritime Strategy

	If the broader debates on the relationship between strategy and its principles and political, strategic and technological contexts are often concerned with how the former is impacted by the character of the latter three, then one might ask where maritime strategic principles – the key focus of this thesis – fit into the picture.
We already have a basic idea of what maritime strategy is. It is the long-term plan for securing one's national interests in and through the maritime medium. Whilst Section 2.1 mainly used war as its main focus to illustrate notions of strategy and strategic principles, we have seen that there is a strategic dimension to peace as well. One might automatically assume that maritime strategy falls under the umbrella of war strategy. After all, a key element of maritime strategy is naval power– something which can fall under the umbrella of war. Yet it is important to note that maritime strategies are not solely characteristic of periods of armed conflict at sea. As Mahan rightly pointed out though, a significant degree of the history of sea power has often involved violence and war[footnoteRef:106]. Despite this however, maritime strategies can be pursued in peacetime as well. We should always remember that navies fulfil not just a military, warfighting function, but also constabulary and diplomatic roles as well[footnoteRef:107]. Such roles are more characteristic of peacetime; Strachan rightly pointed out that navies in the contemporary era serve national policy more than wartime strategy[footnoteRef:108]. [106:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 1.]  [107:  Booth, K., Navies and Foreign Policy, p. 15.]  [108:  Strachan, H., 'Maritime: Strategy: Historical Perspectives', The RUSI Journal 152.1 (2007), 29-33, p.30.] 

So, much like the nature of conventional strategy, maritime strategy seeks to attain an overarching goal (in this instance, connected to some interest at sea or from the sea). For this, there are strategic principles – much like in conventional war strategy - which establish some general means by which actors can attain their strategic needs, based upon the experiences of history. These are a key part of any maritime strategy, and much as political, strategic and technological contexts can indirectly affect strategy in war by impacting upon its principles, so too can these contexts indirectly influence maritime strategy by affecting the principles underlying it.
If this thesis is to ask how these contexts affect the principles of maritime strategy and whether these principles take matters of visibility into account, then it is important for us to have a clear understanding of what these principles are. This will be the task undertaken here, and it will help us to determine how the principles are traditionally conceptualised. We will achieve this via a general historical overview of the literature, touching upon writers from past to present and identifying the general principles that seem to be consistent between them. As will be shown, there are five key principles of maritime strategy that broadly cover the range of maritime activities today: sea control, sea denial, forward presence, fleet-in-being and power projection. Based upon this, in Section 2.3 we can then ascertain the extent to which these existing, historical conceptions of the principles, ranging from the traditional period of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries through the height of the Cold War and into the early stages of the contemporary era, took visibility into account.
Much earlier in this thesis, we referred to Hattendorf's definition of maritime strategy: the notion that it is essentially the direction of national power towards achieving an objective through the application of power in the maritime domain. There has been some debate in the past concerning how one defines maritime strategy, but Hattendorf's definition does cover the essence of it; the application of power at sea in pursuit of broader national objectives. Often, when one wishes to capture the fundamentals of maritime strategy, one needs to consider what its end goal is.
MccGwire referred to "use of the sea" as the mindset we should adopt when discussing maritime strategic principles; for him, maritime strategy was fundamentally about how one used the sea for one's own purposes and to one's own advantage (both during times of peace and times of conflict)[footnoteRef:109]. Use of the sea, according to MccGwire, could be defined according to three distinct categories. Two of these are fundamental, one instrumental. The two fundamental categories were the conveyance of goods and people across the ocean surface, and the projection of military power against the shore. The instrumental category, the deployment of forces in support of the two fundamentals, is effectively carried out for the purpose of securing the means of conveyance and projection[footnoteRef:110]. This instrumental category can involve escort of cargo ships and amphibious forces in wartime, or policing of the global commons in peacetime. To these, one might be tempted to add a third fundamental category: assertion of rights over and exploitation of offshore resources. Grove talked of the increasing importance of the sea as a resource provider[footnoteRef:111]; so too did Bull speak of the growing possibilities of exploiting the ocean’s minerals and resources, and how states might use their navies to acquire and secure deposits of such significant materials[footnoteRef:112]. Exploitation of marine resources would certainly constitute a different form of sea usage that could be added to MccGwire’s fundamental categories. [109:  MccGwire, M., 'Maritime Strategy and the Super-powers' in Sea Power and Influence, ed. by Alford, J., pp. 56-65 (Farnborough: Gower Publishing Company Limited, 1980), p. 57.]  [110:  Ibid., p 56.]  [111:  Grove, E., The Future of Sea Power, p. 9.]  [112:  Bull, H., ‘Sea Power and Political Influence’ in Sea Power and Influence, ed. by Alford, J., pp. 3-11 (Farnborough: Gower Publishing Company Limited, 1980), p. 5.] 

MccGwire is not wrong to say that maritime strategy concerns use of the maritime domain, but we should always remember that, as Corbett rightly pointed out, "men live upon the land and not upon the sea"[footnoteRef:113]. MccGwire did understand this, bearing in mind that one of the key ways in which the sea has been (and still is) used in pursuit of strategic objectives is as a medium for the projection of military power against enemy shores[footnoteRef:114]. The point to take is that we should not make the mistake of thinking that "use of the sea" is the sole end goal of maritime strategy. Ultimately, what one does at sea has an effect on what goes on ashore. In this respect, Hattendorf's definition of maritime strategy works best. It grasps the basic notion that maritime power can be directed towards fulfilling non-maritime objectives and goals. To unite MccGwire's notion of "use of the sea" with Hattendorf's definition, the end goal of maritime strategy is for one to be able to use the sea to achieve and/or secure national interests (both maritime and non-maritime). [113:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 14.]  [114:  MccGwire, M., 'Maritime Strategy', p. 56. It is interesting to note, of course, that power projection can be understood more broadly in terms of concepts such as naval diplomacy as well as in purely war-fighting terms. We will discuss more on this later in the section.] 

So if this is the end goal of any maritime strategy, then the next question one might ask is how one goes about attaining this end. Just as there are general strategic principles in war, so too are there general principles of maritime strategy. They are best understood as broad means to the end goal; they have a quality of permanency about them in that they can be seen at work throughout history. These five principles have already been mentioned, and they shall be examined here in the subsections that follow.

[bookmark: _Toc490736788]2.2.1 Sea Control and Sea Denial

Perhaps the foremost of these principles is the notion of sea control - or its predecessor, command of the sea, something which Bateman identifies as a key component of maritime strategy[footnoteRef:115]. [115:  Bateman, S., 'Strategic Change and Naval Roles' in Strategic Change and Naval Roles: Issues for a Medium Naval Power, ed. by Bateman S. and Sherwood, D., pp. 33-48 (Canberra: Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Research School of Pacific Studies, Australian National University, 1993), p. 34.] 

Both Mahan and Corbett talked of the need for states to secure command of the sea in order to be able to use it for their political ends. Whilst Mahan was primarily writing works concerned with how sea power had been used throughout history (rather than works dedicated to identifying the underlying principles of maritime strategic thought), his findings do begin to give us some ideas about this notion of command of the sea. For Mahan, command of the sea was a means of striking down the "money power" of a nation through: "the possession of that overbearing power on the sea which drives the enemy's flag from it, or allows it to appear only as a fugitive; and which, by controlling the great common, closes the highways by which commerce moves to and from the enemy's shores"[footnoteRef:116]. [116:  Mahan, A. T., 'Command of the Sea Decisive' in Mahan on Naval Warfare, ed. by Westcott, A., Dover edn, pp. 98-9 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1941; Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, Inc., 1999), p. 98.] 

	For Mahan, there are two primary ways in which command of the sea can be attained. The first of these is through decisive battle with the enemy's fleet so as to force them to withdraw from the maritime domain. Mahan's writings very much stress the importance of possessing a vast, powerful fleet - in his view, any attempt to achieve command of the sea demands the deployment of "overbearing power" against the ports and navy of the enemy, something which according to him only the greatest navies can achieve[footnoteRef:117]. Arguably this principle contained an implicit assumption that, following the destruction or subjugation of one fleet during one of these decisive naval battles, command of the sea would automatically be held by the opposing, prevailing fleet. The second way in which command of the sea could be exerted was through the protection of merchant shipping; Mahan does attach a degree of importance to this goal, declaring the protection of seagoing commerce to be one of the main purposes of any navy[footnoteRef:118]. Based upon the quotation above, Mahan does tie these two approaches together, suggesting that overbearing power is what enables the protection of the merchant fleet. Arguably, Mahan's conception of the principle of command of the sea thus focuses upon ideas of concentration and decisive battle, making it similar to the wartime military strategic principle of mass, which emphasises the need for overwhelming combat power to be applied at a point of decision[footnoteRef:119]. [117:  Ibid.]  [118:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 26.]  [119:  Leonhard, R. R., The Principles of War, p. 94; von Clausewitz, C., On War, pp. 147-8.] 

	The matter of seagoing commerce is where Mahan and Corbett’s ideas converge; Mahan recognises the importance of the sea lines of communication (SLOCs) in terms of the material benefits they bring to the state (namely economic benefits), leading to increased wealth and strength[footnoteRef:120]. Similarly, Corbett speaks of the “wider communications which are part of the life of a nation”[footnoteRef:121] – in other words, the sea lanes upon which a maritime state depends for resources and trade with the wider world. For both writers, being able to control these transit routes – to secure “right of passage”, as Corbett eloquently puts it[footnoteRef:122] - is a key object in naval warfare. If a nation state depends upon the shipping lanes for its prosperity, its strength, perhaps even its very survival, then in times of war some form of armed protection should be dedicated, according to Mahan, to defending those routes[footnoteRef:123]. Later writers, such as Richmond, also came to place great value on protection of sea communications[footnoteRef:124]. [120:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 1.]  [121:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 90.]  [122:  Ibid., p. 89.]  [123:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 26.]  [124:  Richmond, H., Statesmen & Sea Power (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1946), p. 284.] 

	It is important to note one key difference between Mahan and Corbett here. As already mentioned, Mahan's conception of command of the sea focuses heavily upon mass, concentration and decisive battle; one might therefore understandably reach the conclusion that the destruction of a fleet automatically passes command of the sea over to its enemy. This is where the contrast between the two thinkers is evident. For Corbett, nobody is ever truly in command of the sea. Control of the maritime theatre is often in dispute, and the destruction of one belligerent’s fleet does not mean that control automatically passes to the opponent[footnoteRef:125]. Furthermore, SLOCs are a physical space shared by enemies[footnoteRef:126] – today they might be termed a global commons, zones upon which all belligerents rely for transportation of vital goods and resources. Not only that, but they are also spaces from which neutral parties cannot be totally excluded[footnoteRef:127]. This is not to mention the myriad of political, strategic and technological developments that have taken place since Mahan and Corbett’s day, all of which combine to make the attainment of comprehensive command of the sea a difficult goal. All of these facts combine to paint a picture of a contested theatre, where nobody is ever truly in control. Adding to this is a particularly salient point from Bacon and McMurtrie; since Mahan and Corbett's time, three distinct dimensions of sea command have evolved thanks to technological advances: command of the sea surface, command below the sea surface, and command of the air above the sea surface[footnoteRef:128]. The addition of these dimensions further complicates efforts to attain command of the sea, putting a greater burden on those actors who might seek to do so. [125:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 87.]  [126:  Ibid., p. 98.]  [127:  Ibid., p. 89.]  [128:  Bacon, R. and McMurtrie, F. E., Modern Naval Strategy (London: Frederick Muller Ltd, 1940), p. 38.] 

The traditional notion of command of the sea is thus of limited value when attempting to define the principles of maritime strategy, as it perhaps conjures unrealistic images of vast fleets engaging in romanticised battles to drive their foes off the ocean surface. When talking about sea command, it is important that we do not fall into the trap of developing these grandiose pictures of navies exerting total hegemony over every last waterway. Instead, as Corbett argued, command of the sea is simply a matter of identifying what it is that we can and need to control[footnoteRef:129] – in other words, a more limited goal of controlling certain communications. This does challenge – though it does not necessarily disprove – Mahan’s notion of achieving command of the sea through decisive engagements and overbearing naval power. It simply acts as a reminder that command of the sea is not always about concentration and mass, as Mahan's conception of the principle might suggest. [129:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 89.] 

	Corbett himself acknowledged the unlikelihood of any navy ever managing to attain a total command of the sea, instead suggesting the more likely situation where control might exist to varying limited degrees in general or localised regions[footnoteRef:130]. Later writers came to agree with this; of note here is the emergence of "sea control" as a better operating term, coined by US Admiral Stansfield Turner in the 1970s as a means of acknowledging the limitations placed on the ability of navies to control the oceans given advances in such technologies as aviation and submarines[footnoteRef:131]. [130:  Ibid., p. 100.]  [131:  Turner, S., 'Missions of the US Navy', p. 6.] 

	Sea control is still quite a broad term, and one which writers throughout the ages have debated in great detail regarding the form it takes. The reader of Corbett might take the impression that sea control is essentially about securing and maintaining power over a physical maritime space[footnoteRef:132]. The reader of Turner might well come to a similar conclusion, given Turner's definitions of such forms of geographical sea control as sortie control, chokepoint control, open area operations and local engagement[footnoteRef:133]. By each, he referred to sea control being enacted in a different type of geographical location. Sortie control was very much about securing and controlling the physical space round an enemy's port (effectively making it a form of blockade); chokepoint control emphasised control over geographical bottlenecks; open area operations focused on the surveillance and interception of enemies in wider oceanic spaces; and local engagement was all about luring the enemy into a small, secured space where they could be defeated[footnoteRef:134], perhaps with a wider view to then carrying out operations against the shore. [132:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 90.]  [133:  Turner, S., 'Missions of the US Navy', pp. 8-9.]  [134:  Ibid.] 

Turner’s definition of sea control in geographical terms is by no means wrong, but it is only half the picture. Other writers have argued that it is not always about securing and protecting a physical space. Gretton accepted that, at times, control of certain defined geographical zones - such as the approach to a harbour - might be both desirable and possible[footnoteRef:135]. To his example, one might also add certain geographical chokepoints, where a degree of control is desirable to prevent an enemy mounting an effective sea denial mission. Yet beyond the example he provided, Gretton was sceptical of the ability of navies to secure and patrol large sea lanes; instead, he argued that at the core of sea control was not so much the protection of geographical spaces, but the protection of ships[footnoteRef:136]. In this respect, sea control is not just about protecting fixed geographical spaces - it is also about protecting individual vessels and controlling the changing space through which they move. Indeed, Gretton was not the only writer to make this point. Roskill had also understood this in his argument that the zones of control a navy establishes are fluid rather than fixed, moving as operations progress[footnoteRef:137]. Brodie too argued something similar, quite rightly asserting that naval forces primarily find their meaning through the civilian shipping they are often deployed to protect. Furthermore, without such shipping, a state's naval efforts can only produce a negative result (denying the use of the sea to the enemy without being able to use it for oneself)[footnoteRef:138]. These writers do raise an interesting point – though this would assume that sea control’s only function is to protect shipping, when the reality is that sea control can sometimes be a means of enabling power projection against the land. More will be said on power projection later in the section. [135:  Gretton, P., Maritime Strategy (London: Cassell & Company Ltd, 1965), p. 22.]  [136:  Ibid., p. 23.]  [137:  Roskill, S. W., The Strategy of Sea Power, p. 184.]  [138:  Brodie, B., A Guide To Naval Strategy, p. 5.] 

	Alternatively, if one cannot exert enough control over the sea lanes to protect their merchant fleet (whether due to a navy of limited size or restrictions imposed by other operational commitments, to name two possibilities), one can instead seek to deny all rivals control by adopting strategies that involve more underhand means, such as harassment of shipping. Mahan refers to such a strategy as “commerce destroying”, which favours those states who do not possess a large naval fleet[footnoteRef:139], whilst Corbett refers to it as “commerce prevention”[footnoteRef:140]. This is just one tactical manifestation of a broader strategic approach that one might refer to as sea denial. One might describe it, in a manner of speaking, as the antithesis of sea control - though, as will be shown, this is somewhat inaccurate and misleading. [139:  Mahan, A. T., ‘Commerce Destroying and Blockade’ in Mahan on Naval Warfare, ed. by Westcott, A., Dover edn, pp. 91-9 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1941; Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, Inc., 1999), pp. 92-4.]  [140:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 91.] 

As a general rule, the examples of history – especially those from the twentieth century – serve to vindicate the ideas of sea control (through control of communications) and sea denial, whilst only vindicating Mahan’s idea of sea control through decisive engagement to a lesser extent. No example illustrates this more than the Second World War, where sea control and sea denial approaches were both witnessed in action. A detailed examination of the Pacific and Atlantic cases shows us that there is in fact a closer relationship between the two.
Combat between the Japanese and American fleets in the Pacific was often fought along important sea lanes or maritime transit routes between areas of strategic significance. If we take the Battle of the Coral Sea in 1942 as an example, it was an operational imperative for the Japanese to take control of the sea route between Australia and New Guinea. Doing so would deny the US a vital maritime supply line between the American and Australian countries and enable the Japanese to harass Allied shipping in the south Pacific[footnoteRef:141]. At the same time, for the Japanese it was not just about denying access to the enemy; a significant element of the battle plan relied upon attaining and maintaining localised sea control in order to facilitate offensive operations against Tulagi and Port Moresby[footnoteRef:142]. In this instance there were fleet-on-fleet confrontations, of a kind. The battle was primarily fought at a distance, with Japanese and American aircraft carriers launching raids against each other's fleets. Yet what is essential to note about the Battle of the Coral Sea is that one could argue it shows the lesser importance of decisive battle as a form of gaining sea control compared to control of communications. Whilst the Japanese scored a tactical victory, losing one light carrier whereas the US lost a larger, more important fleet carrier, they also failed to secure Port Moresby; effectively meaning that the US navy still had a foothold in the region from which they could exert the ability to protect their sea lanes to Australia and southeast Asia[footnoteRef:143]. Thus, for the US it was a strategic victory; Japan's successful destruction of an American carrier did not prove as decisive in the long term as they might have hoped. Rather, it was their failure to completely close the maritime zone to American naval forces that was significant. [141:  Keegan, J., The Price of Admiralty: The Evolution of Naval Warfare (London: Century Hutchinson Ltd, 1988), p. 213.]  [142:  Tucker, S. C., The Second World War, p. 131.]  [143:  Ibid., p. 133.] 

At Midway, something similar can be observed. Once again, a decisive sea engagement of a form was witnessed, as the battle was fought between surface vessels - namely aircraft carrier groups, launching naval air raids upon each other at huge distances[footnoteRef:144]. Whilst these carriers never visually sighted each other, this clash between vast capital ships and their escorts constituted (one could argue) a Mahanian decisive sea battle that turned the tide of war in the Pacific. Part of Japanese Admiral Yamamoto's plan for Midway was to force the US Pacific Fleet into action, so that Japanese forces could engage the Americans in a decisive battle[footnoteRef:145]. Of course, the battle did not proceed as Yamamoto had hoped. Ultimately, the Japanese losses far exceeded those of the Americans; most notably four Japanese aircraft carriers to one American carrier[footnoteRef:146]. What the Midway example shows is that Mahan's principle of sea command through decisive battles is one path via which sea power can be exerted; indeed, the destruction of four of their carriers was a serious reduction in Japan's naval capabilities. Yet what must be remembered about the Battle of Midway is that it was also a fight for control of an important location along the sea route between Japan and Hawaii[footnoteRef:147]. The aim of Japan was to seize a base that would act as a stepping stone on the path to a possible attack on Hawaii. The Battle of Midway was, in this respect, a fight for control over a vital SLOC[footnoteRef:148]. At the same time, control of Midway would have allowed Japanese fighting vessels to interdict American SLOCs crossing the Pacific to Australia[footnoteRef:149]. From this perspective it was also a battle to contest US dominance over the area (in other words, sea denial). However, the failure of the Japanese to achieve a victory meant that American sea control remained an operational reality. Thus, the battle also conformed, to an extent, to the Corbettian principle of sea command through control or denial of SLOCs. In a way, the Pacific theatre example is a vindication of the sea command principles of both Mahan and Corbett, though, taking the Coral Sea example into account as well, Corbett's ideas in particular receive great validation. [144:  Keegan, J., The Price of Admiralty, p. 225.]  [145:  Tucker, S. C., The Second World War, p. 131.]  [146:  Keegan, J., The Price of Admiralty, p. 246.]  [147:  Ibid., pp. 26-27.]  [148:  Tucker, S. C., The Second World War, p. 133.]  [149:  Ibid., p. 131.] 

	Similarly, the conflict between Allied shipping and the German U-Boat fleet in the Battle of the Atlantic was, at its core, a fight for supremacy over the sea lanes. Britain was a state heavily dependent on resources imported by ship from overseas, most notably oil, food and various raw materials[footnoteRef:150]. For the British, then, being able to defend these imports from disruption was a key objective, whilst for the Germans denying British merchant and naval vessels passage between their homeland and its trading allies was an imperative in order to subdue the government in London. The German Kriegsmarine was, in terms of surface ships, inferior to the Royal Navy. It could not therefore seek out a Mahanian-style decisive sea battle – but, through the use of U-Boats, the German fleet was able to put Britain under pressure by attacking the maritime supply lines that connected Britain with the US. Some idea of the scale of the pressure exerted by the U-Boat attacks can be found from statistics concerning the impact on the British wartime domestic economy. An approximate 20 million ton decrease in annual commodity imports from 55 million to 35 million tons between 1939 and January 1941[footnoteRef:151] gives us such an idea. Submarines in the Second World War were not war-fighting vessels. They were commerce raiders designed for harassing the enemy's movements on the sea lanes rather than outright destroying their fleet[footnoteRef:152]. Yet despite not being designed for fleet-on-fleet confrontation, and despite not engaging in such operations, the U-Boats were clearly able to put Britain under a considerable degree of pressure for an extended period during the war. What this example suggests to us is that Mahan's principle of sea command through vast, powerful fleets capable of fighting decisive naval battles, whilst not necessarily wrong, is just one way of exerting dominance over the maritime theatre. What it also shows is that Corbett's own notion of sea command, where command is constantly under contestation, is also a perfectly viable way to view the nature of control in the maritime domain. In this particular example, there was a case of attempted sea denial; the German Kriegsmarine did not possess the required fleet strength to take control of the Atlantic SLOC, and instead opted for a campaign of submarine harassment designed to deny Allied merchant shipping the ability to sail across it. [150:  Schofield, B. B., British Sea Power (London: B. T. Batsford Ltd, 1967), p. 204.]  [151:  Keegan, J., The Price of Admiralty, p. 266.]  [152:  Ibid., p. 265.] 

	Yet if there is something else we can take from discussing these examples, it is the fact that sometimes sea control and sea denial are not necessarily opposing strategies. Previously, we mentioned how one might consider them to be the antithesis of each other - that is to say that in choosing a strategy for fighting at sea, a navy might have to choose between the two approaches. On top of this, Grove argued that sea denial had often been afforded a lesser status compared to sea control; in other words, it had been seen as a kind of second-best approach only of use to the inferior navy[footnoteRef:153]. [153:  Grove, E., The Future of Sea Power, p. 15.] 

To view sea denial as 1) the complete antithesis of sea control and 2) the strategy of lesser navies would be erroneous. The fact is (as writers such as Corbett and MccGwire have shown) that sea control and sea denial are not polar opposites but two means of contesting the maritime domain that can be utilised concurrently. Corbett understood that in asserting control over a maritime theatre one can effectively also deny the enemy’s ships the ability to navigate freely in it[footnoteRef:154]. MccGwire too appreciated this fact, in particular arguing that the particular geographic forms of sea control devised by Turner could also be understood as forms of sea denial[footnoteRef:155]. [154:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, pp. 89-91.]  [155:  MccGwire, M., 'Maritime Strategy', p. 57.] 

Indeed, looking back on our examples from the Pacific theatre of the Second World War, one can see both sea control and sea denial approaches being utilised in the plans of both the Japanese and American navies. For the Japanese in the Coral Sea case, naval operations were intended to both: 1) attain localised sea control for the purpose of facilitating attacks on significant adjacent locales (namely, Port Moresby and Tulagi), and 2) deny the American fleet access to one of its sea routes to Australia. At Midway, once again the Japanese strategy was one of attaining control and denying American freedom of navigation. As previously stated, seizing control of Midway would have enabled Japanese forces to begin moving troops and materiel across a part of the Pacific, with the ultimate goal of using the island as a base from which to attack Hawaii. At the same time, control of Midway would also have enabled Japanese naval forces to attack US-controlled SLOCs to Australia. Whether they could have seized control of them is debatable, but they could at least have carried out a sea denial strategy to contest American dominance in the region.
	Furthermore, for the Americans in both cases, whilst efforts to preserve sea control were ongoing so too were wider sea denial efforts. Unrestricted submarine warfare on the part of the US is the prime example of this. Even as the carrier battles of the Coral Sea and Midway were taking place, American submarines were engaged in commerce prevention missions. In 1942, just 15% of US submarine patrols were deployed to the waters of the East China Sea, Formosa and Japan’s Empire, yet this small number accounted for 45% of Japanese merchant ship sinkings, and by 1944 the flow of Japanese oil shipments through the Luzon Strait had practically been stopped by preying American submarines[footnoteRef:156]. [156:  Benere, D. E., ‘A Critical Examination of the US Navy’s Use of Unrestricted Submarine Warfare in the Pacific Theatre During WWII’ (Dissertation, Naval War College, 1992), p. 7.] 

	What the Second World War case suggests to us regarding the sea command concept of Mahan (command through decisive engagement) is that it is not so much a principle of maritime strategy as it is a doctrinal principle or a tactical means – it is just one method of establishing sea control, the other being control of communications. Furthermore, decisive sea battles are very much a wartime approach. Outside of war however, it has no utility. The principle of sea command through control of communications on the other hand, as argued by Corbett, has primacy.
	Sea control and sea denial are broad methods which those states pursuing a maritime strategy can utilise. For each, a range of options are available. In wartime, sea control activities can range from protection of ships to mine countermeasures, whilst sea denial can involve a spectrum of activities from submarine warfare to commerce prevention[footnoteRef:157]. What the discussions between previous writers on the subject show is that the two concepts are multifaceted, capable of taking numerous forms and intertwining with one another depending on the situation at hand. Sea control and denial can thus be described as overarching principles that encapsulate certain forms of behaviour on the part of states and their navies in the maritime domain. [157:  Bateman, S., 'Strategic Change', p. 44.] 

It is interesting to note that many of the older writers who examined sea control and denial – such as Corbett and Mahan – focused on naval war, as if these principles of maritime strategy were strictly wartime endeavours. Later writers, however, began to make it clear that they were as much principles for use in peacetime as they were for war. Gretton is a good example of one of these later writers, who explicitly defined two sets of maritime strategic principles: one for war and one for peace, which included not just the ability to control the sea lanes in wartime but also to maintain the strength required to defend them in peacetime. The criticism one might levy at his peacetime principles, however, is that they are mainly concerned with the maintenance of a strong naval fleet for use in war, giving the impression that maritime strategy in peace is simply all about preparing for conflict[footnoteRef:158]. The reality, however, is that maritime strategy and its principles are not simply about preparing for and fighting conflicts at sea. [158:  Gretton, P., Maritime Strategy, pp. 24-5.] 

	As Till notes in his more general discussion of strategy, the term relates not just to the conduct of war but also extends into affairs of peacetime[footnoteRef:159]. Maritime strategy and its principles are no exception. Sea control and denial in peacetime take on less of a military character and more of a constabulary and/or diplomatic one. As Gretton set out in his peacetime principles, navies could be utilised to support international laws of the sea that guarantee freedom of passage; a reality that writers from the end of the Cold War period, such as Grove, would reaffirm[footnoteRef:160]. If sea control is all about enabling the movements of one's own ships, then this peacetime role, designed to safeguard such movements, can be said to be sea control of a different form. Unlike wartime sea control where navies take on a military role, in this instance they fulfil sea control through a more diplomatic-constabulary approach, using their presence to enforce rights to freedom of passage. By way of a historical example, consider the Royal Navy’s Operation Retail, in 1946; in this instance, the Royal Navy undertook a constabulary operation, clearing mines in the Corfu Channel and backing up the UK’s assertions that it had freedom of passage in the area – in defiance of the Albanian government, which had earlier fired warning shots at Royal Navy vessels, and which viewed British passage as a violation of its territorial waters[footnoteRef:161]. [159:  Till, G., Seapower, p. 41.]  [160:  Gretton, P., Maritime Strategy, p. 26; Grove, E., The Future of Sea Power, p. 187.]  [161:  Benbow, T., British uses of Aircraft Carriers and Amphibious Ships: 1945-2010, Corbett Paper No. 9 (London: Corbett Centre for Maritime Policy Studies, 2012), p. 13; Dahlhoff, G., International Court of Justice, Digest of Judgements and Advisory Opinions, Canon and Case Law 1946-2012 (Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2012), pp. 62-8.] 

To summarise, sea control and sea denial are two quite closely linked principles. What has been shown here is how these principles were conceived in particular periods; the pre-1945 environment, and the early-to-mid Cold War environment. As broad strategic approaches, they can encompass a range of doctrinal and tactical methods, such as geographical control of particular physical spaces, blockade of ports, submarine and anti-submarine warfare and mine warfare/mine countermeasures. Historical examples of both approaches being used concurrently in war show that one (control) implies the other (denial); in essence, to be in control of a maritime theatre naturally implies the ability to deny a rival actor the ability to pass through. The tendency of writers such as Mahan and Corbett was to focus upon sea control (or command, as they referred to it) in war.
Yet at the same time, these principles are by no means limited to wartime. Later writers, such as Gretton, would come to recognise this. In peacetime, sea control takes on diplomatic and constabulary forms, intended to reinforce freedom of navigation. Sea denial too can be witnessed in peacetime, as the Operation Retail case showed; in that particular instance, it took the form of Albanian warning fire and diplomatic protests.

[bookmark: _Toc490736789]2.2.2 Forward Positioning

There are more principles than sea control and denial of relevance to this thesis, however. Whilst undeniably important ways in which states exercise power at sea in order to fulfil maritime and non-maritime goals, they are not the sole elements of maritime strategy. Relating quite closely to sea control but distinct enough to be treated as a principle in its own right is something which has never gone by one distinct name in the past, but which has essentially remained constant. It is the need for navies to possess footholds close to their enemies in war or to areas of strategic interest in peacetime.
Mahan pointed out that merchant shipping is highly dependent on the existence of safe ports around the world where, both during and outside of war, peaceful refuge and supplies could be found[footnoteRef:162]. Yet he also points out that the routes between these ports were often rather dangerous. Thus there developed a need for 'colonies' to be set up along the sea lane - midway terminals of sorts, which would provide not only trading stations but also act as strategic centres from which defence over the SLOC could be coordinated and, if necessary, power projected outwards in times of war[footnoteRef:163]. Later theorists, such as Brodie, reaffirmed the importance of secure bases[footnoteRef:164], suggesting a continuing relevance for such a principle. Roskill too touched upon the importance of such bases in his historical examination of Elizabethan maritime endeavours, noting that the opening up of new lands and the search for the easiest sea lanes by which to reach them necessitated the development of harbours for the loading of goods and the stationing of troops for security[footnoteRef:165]. Indeed, we can still make a strong case that the possession of overseas bases is still an important goal for states in the contemporary era. Consider the continuing ownership of Gibraltar by Britain as an example; from here, British ships - both commercial and military - have a point of refuge from which they can extend their operational range into the wider Mediterranean. Similarly, port facilities exist at the Royal Air Force’s Mount Pleasant base in the Falkland Islands, from which Royal Navy vessels can carry out patrols in the South Atlantic. Alternatively, the Russian exclave of Kaliningrad on the Baltic Sea also provides a good example of a 'colony' in the contemporary era. [162:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 27.]  [163:  Ibid.]  [164:  Brodie, B., A Guide To Naval Strategy, p. 178.]  [165:  Roskill, S. W., The Strategy of Sea Power, p. 27.] 

Of course, one should bear in mind that the number of overseas territories possessed by the world’s great powers declined during the Cold War period. Britain today only possesses 14 overseas territories, a much smaller number compared to the amount of territory that comprised the country's vast maritime Empire before 1945[footnoteRef:166]. [166:  It is interesting to note, however, that work has begun on establishing a new, permanent UK Maritime Component Command headquarters within the Mina Salman Naval Base, Bahrain - the first of its kind since 1971. See Royal Navy, 'UK Minister breaks ground on Royal Navy HQ in Bahrain', last modified 28 April 2014, http://www.royalnavy.mod.uk/news-and-latest-activity/news/2014/april/28/140428-hq-in-bahrain; BBC News, 'UK to establish £15m permanent Mid East military base', last modified 6 December 2014, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-30355953.] 

Yet the principle of having a forward foothold, to put it that way, has not died out. It has simply changed in name and character. Contemporary strategists might instead talk of 'forward positioning', 'forward deployment' or 'forward presence', terms with underlying concepts rooted in the thinking of Cold War and earlier maritime strategists[footnoteRef:167], but all of which essentially refer to the same reasoning given by writers such as Mahan, Roskill and Brodie (which is why they are mentioned here; even though they are more recent evolutions, part of the underlying thought behind the terms is essentially based upon traditional conceptions). A state may seek to be able to position naval forces away from its own home shores, and closer to those of enemies, potential enemies or areas where naval power may be required for the securing of interests. The possession of overseas territories with sufficient port facilities is one way for states to deploy their naval assets in forward positions. Alternatively, if a state does not have such territories, it may instead seek agreements with allied states to make use of their harbour facilities or set up bases on their land. Rubel's example of US aircraft carriers being forward-deployed at ports in Japan[footnoteRef:168] is a prime case of forward positioning in the twenty-first century despite the absence of an overseas territory. By attaining suitable arrangements to allow its carriers to use Japan as a base, the US can position forces to maintain and project power across the Pacific region in order to counter perceived threats from states such as China or North Korea. Diego Garcia is another example; the island technically falls under British sovereignty but is used by US naval forces as a forward base for operations in the Indian Ocean region. China too is engaged in the creation of a so-called 'string of pearls' around the region to give it a forward presence[footnoteRef:169]. For Russia, friendly relations with Syria have allowed Russian naval vessels to use port facilities at Tartus on the Mediterranean coast as a supply and maintenance base. [167:  Turner, S., 'Missions of the US Navy', p. 5.]  [168:  Rubel, R. C., 'The Future of Aircraft Carriers', p. 25.]  [169:  Prakash, A., 'India's growing maritime power: Roots, objectives and long-term plans', in Twenty-First Century Seapower: Cooperation and conflict at sea, ed. by Dutton, P. et al, pp. 85-111 (Abingdon: Routledge, 2012), p. 97.] 

These are examples of forward positioning through the acquisition of (or acquisition of access to) foreign shore facilities, but these are not the only forms this principle can take. Connected to and falling under the broad principle of forward presence/positioning are the more specific doctrinal/tactical notions of 'sea basing' and ‘prepositioning’. Sea basing is what Tangredi defines as the capability for joint military forces to carry out logistical operations at sea without having to rely upon bases ashore[footnoteRef:170]. Prepositioning is a related concept connected to US Military Sealift Command’s Prepositioning Program; the US has a number of maritime prepositioning ships stationed throughout the world, which essentially function as self-sustaining bases for Marine Expeditionary Brigades and their equipment[footnoteRef:171]. Sea basing and prepositioning are essentially means for navies to maintain forward presence even if the state they serve does not possess overseas territories or access to allied harbours. Of course, effective sea basing and prepositioning requires a level of resources that not many states possess. [170:  Tangredi, S. J., 'Sea Basing: Concepts, Issues, and Recommendations', Naval War College Review 64.4 (Autumn 2011), 28-41, p. 29.]  [171:  US Department of the Navy, ‘Maritime Prepositioning Ships – T-AK, T-AKR and T-AOT’, last modified 16 April 2014, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/fact_display.asp?cid=4600&tid=200&ct=4.] 

It is important not to consider forward positioning merely as a form of sea control. Whilst the two are undeniably linked, the traditional concept of forward positioning can be better understood as a facilitator of sea control and/or sea denial in distant locations, as well as a facilitator of power projection. At the same time, the ability to position naval forces in a forward location is itself dependent on a degree of access to the wider maritime domain.
Furthermore, it is also important to note that forward positioning is a multifaceted concept in that it is relevant in both war (as a means of extending a military's range of operations) and peacetime (as a means of enabling projection of maritime power over greater distances in support of foreign and security policy objectives).
To realise that forward positioning is as much a peacetime principle as it is a wartime one, one need only consider that despite the absence of a naval war at certain times in history, states around the world maintain control of forward bases or forward positioning capabilities for other reasons. Gibraltar, for example, remained under British control in both peace and wartime even after the Cold War period ended not only because it provides a strategically significant point from which the Royal Navy could exert sea control (or deny it) in a time of war; it is also a useful staging point for British and other vessels en route to missions in other parts of the world during peacetime[footnoteRef:172]. US Navy forward presence in the Pacific, which has been seen since before the Second World War, is important not only for potential wartime considerations (such as resisting a Chinese area denial strategy) but also for peacetime, low-intensity operations such as humanitarian aid, disaster relief and diplomatic activities[footnoteRef:173]. It is thus possible to talk about more contemporary instances in this section as they are still driven, in large part, by the way in which forward positioning was conceived by earlier writers like Mahan. [172:  Select Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence Aspects, Foreign Affairs – Fourth Report (London: UK House of Commons, 1999), http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199899/cmselect/cmfaff/366/36602.htm; Royal Navy, ‘Type 45 destroyer pays visit to Gibraltar’, last modified 13 June 2014, http://www.royalnavy.mod.uk/news-and-latest-activity/news/2014/june/13/140613-gibraltar.]  [173:  Berteau, D. J. et al, US Force Posture Strategy in the Asia Pacific Region: An Independent Assessment, Report (Washington DC: Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2012), p. 16.] 

However, during the Cold War evidence of the start of a shift in the way forward positioning is understood are also evident. Whilst its primary meaning (as a means of extending the operational range of a fleet and enabling it to respond more quickly to developing issues) remained true, there also appeared to be early signs of a developing appreciation for the link between forward positioning and the diplomatic functions of navies. As early as 1974, Turner discussed naval presence and its usefulness as a deterrent or an instrument of encouragement; whilst not explicitly referring to forward positioned forces, the term 'naval presence' can encompass them[footnoteRef:174]. This evolution will be charted in greater detail in Chapter 3, as it has been more greatly discussed in the contemporary period. [174:  Turner, S., 'Missions of the US Navy', pp. 14-5.] 

Forward positioning, similarly to sea control and sea denial, is thus as applicable in peacetime as it is in war, and it constitutes a principle of maritime strategy in its own right. At the doctrinal and tactical levels, it can be pursued through harmonious relations with other states, sea basing, maritime prepositioning or forceful seizure of territory. The ability to position forward is a strategic approach of very much strategic value; it places a naval actor in a stronger position from which to secure national interests, whether those interests be defence of the homeland or physical extension of the ability to defend shipping.
[bookmark: _Toc490736790]2.2.3 Fleet-in-Being

Fleet-in-being is a principle that has traditionally been associated with the wartime functions of navies, but around which there are a variety of points of contention. More contemporary scholars such as Hattendorf, Till and Widen have often examined how older writers, such as Mahan, Corbett, Castex, Richmond and Rosinski, disagreed over their conceptions of the principle. Even among these contemporary writers, there can still be some disagreement over what the traditional notion of a fleet-in-being is.
	Its origins lie with Lord Torrington in 1690. At its core is the idea of using one’s fleet to present a threat to the enemy, thus affecting their behaviour, without actually being drawn into an engagement because of one's own inferiority compared to the enemy[footnoteRef:175]. The notion of deterrence is thus strongly linked to a fleet-in-being strategy; a naval force that can present a threat to an enemy without actually engaging his or her fleet can dissuade that enemy from certain options (such as launching amphibious operations) for fear of a destructive counterattack. [175:  Rubel, R. C., 'Talking About Sea Control', Naval War College Review 63.4 (Autumn 2010), 38-47, p. 41.] 

	Yet, as the later writers have shown, among older scholars there was disagreement over how far a fleet-in-being strategy should go: namely, whether it referred solely to a “passive retreat to safety” or an “aggressive defence” (the latter being an approach that involves hanging onto and worrying the flanks of an enemy, seizing opportunities for attacks whilst avoiding a direct confrontation until circumstances are favourable, rather than simply staying in a certain position in a passive display of threat). Writers such as Mahan and Castex, according to Hattendorf, saw fleet-in-being as the former, and were thus critical of it; others, such as Corbett and Rosinski, saw it as the latter, whilst Richmond took the view that a fleet-in-being was quite capable of having a non-physical deterrent effect, even if such an effect could only be temporary in nature[footnoteRef:176]. This debate between the traditional scholars even persists into the contemporary period; among more recent writers, there is still disagreement over what the traditional fleet-in-being concept encompassed. Till, on the one hand, argued that its definition includes a spectrum of measures ranging from offensive operations against an enemy short of a decisive battle, through to actions designed to ensure a weaker fleet’s survival[footnoteRef:177]. Widen, however, has criticised Till’s interpretation on two grounds. Firstly, Widen finds the inclusion of actions designed merely to ensure an inferior fleet’s survival erroneous; for him, there is perhaps an inference that a fleet fighting for its very survival is a fleet that cannot truly present a credible threat to its foe, which a true fleet-in-being needs to be capable of doing if it wishes to be effective. Secondly, in Widen’s view, Till’s interpretation of the traditional fleet-in-being conflates one method of disputing command of the sea with another, minor counterattacks, which he believes ought to be kept conceptually separate. Fleet-in-being, he argues, is a defensive deterrent strategy, whilst minor counterattacks form a type of offensive action within a defensive strategy; both of these can exist simultaneously as distinct elements of a single strategy, but should not be conflated into one, as they represent distinct ways of disputing command[footnoteRef:178]. [176:  Hattendorf, J. B., 'The Idea of a "Fleet in Being" in Historical Perspective', Naval War College Review 67.1 (Winter 2014), 43-60, pp. 43-4.]  [177:  Till, G., Seapower, p. 173.]  [178:  Widen, J. J., Theorist of Maritime Strategy: Sir Julian Corbett and His Contribution to Naval and Military Thought (Farnham: Ashgate, 2012), p. 133.] 

	This author is more inclined to Widen's interpretation of how fleet-in-being ought to have been traditionally conceived. Fleet-in-being is not necessarily a “passive retreat”, as Mahan and Castex perhaps saw it; nor should it encompass actions designed to ensure mere survival, as Till suggested, since a fleet fighting for its very survival would not seem to be in a position where it can realistically engender a credible perception of offensive threat. Furthermore, Till's interpretation of fleet-in-being as something that could also eventually lead to a degree of sea control[footnoteRef:179] is not necessarily incorrect, but it does risk conflating these two distinct principles. It is undeniable that, in theory, a fleet-in-being approach may be used as part of a broad strategy that might seek ultimately to not only contest an enemy's sea control, but to keep it in doubt until a point is reached where it can be seized from them. However, this does not make fleet-in-being and sea control the same thing; it merely means they can be two components of a single strategic plan. Till is not wrong to point out that fleet-in-being traditionally has also been conceived of as an "active defence" involving small-scale harrying of an enemy fleet, a fact which was hinted at much earlier by Brodie in his discussion of Torrington[footnoteRef:180]. However, similarly to Widen, this author questions this earlier conception. The issue with including harrying actions in fleet-in-being's definition is twofold: 1) it risks blurring two distinct principles, fleet-in-being and sea denial, to a point where they become indistinguishable, and 2) this blurring risks obscuring the essence of fleet-in-being, which centres on the notion of deterrence by an inferior fleet. [179:  Till, G., Seapower, p. 173.]  [180:  Brodie, B., A Guide To Naval Strategy, p. 77.] 

	Thus, it is important to stress that fleet-in-being and sea denial should also be kept distinct from each other. As a principle, fleet-in-being is about deterrent posture; it conveys a sense of threat without necessarily engaging in action. Sea denial, however, focuses upon the use of harrying actions and minor counterattacks to harass and degrade an adversary's ability to exert sea control. Including the physical act of harrying an enemy risks making fleet-in-being indistinguishable from sea denial. Whilst the two principles might have a similar aim (to deny certain movements at sea by a particular actor) the means by which they do this are distinct. One uses a display of threat to deter; the other involves physical attacks.
	There are two further points concerning this conception of fleet-in-being. Firstly, it would be incorrect to regard it as a principle with a solely negative meaning[footnoteRef:181]. Secondly, if fleet-in-being is all about engendering a perception of threat, then the developments of the Cold War make it as much a peacetime principle as it is a wartime one. [181:  By ‘negative’, we are not using the word in a pejorative sense. What is meant by this is solely that its effects are restrictive; that they constrain rather than enable; that they deter rather than encourage.] 

Corbett is perhaps guilty of the first point, viewing fleet-in-being as a means of disputing command of the sea during periods of hostilities by deterring a decisive action until more favourable circumstances emerge[footnoteRef:182]. Mahan, in his study of naval actions in the Spanish-American War of the late 1980s, illustrates a similar definition; that a fleet-in-being forces an enemy to restrict his or her options and can contest control of communications[footnoteRef:183]. Both Mahan and Corbett basically imply that fleet-in-being has a solely negative value - the ability to prevent actions rather than to enable them. In this respect, fleet-in-being becomes little more than a mission type concerned with contesting an actor's control of the sea. [182:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 213.]  [183:  Mahan, A. T., 'Lessons of the War with Spain' in Mahan on Naval Warfare, ed. by Westcott, A., Dover edn, pp. 241-9 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1941; Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, Inc., 1999), pp. 242-3.] 

	This view can be challenged, however. If fleet-in-being has a negative value, then one might reasonably ask whether it can have a positive value as well. Bellairs certainly implies so. Here, the implication is that if fleet-in-being is capable of tying down enemy ships in one maritime area, then in theory at least this can enable one's own vessels to move with relative impunity in others (note that this does not equate to actual control of the sea - merely a greater ability to move with less fear of being attacked). The German High Seas Fleet in the First World War is a good example with which to illustrate this reality. After the confrontation at Jutland in May 1916, the German fleet retreated to the security of its home ports, knowing that it could not challenge the British Grand Fleet directly. Instead, by avoiding a decisive confrontation it continued to pose an indirect threat to British naval operations as well as to Britain itself (through threat of invasion or bombardment). Worried that the Kaiser’s ships still posed a credible danger, vessels of the Grand Fleet continued to be tied down in the North Sea so that any action by the enemy could be quickly countered. What this also meant in practice, however, was that the British had fewer fighting vessels to spare for the Atlantic theatre as personnel and materiel had to be kept on standby in the North Sea[footnoteRef:184]. Thus, German U-Boats were able to move and attack merchant shipping with a greater degree of ease – something which only began to change with the introduction of the convoy system in 1917 and the US entry into the war, which provided additional naval ships for use in convoy defence. The period between February and June of 1917 had been hard for Britain, with an average of 650,000 tons of merchant shipping sunk by U-Boats per month despite the advent of defensive technologies such as the depth charge[footnoteRef:185]. The entry of the US into the war conferred upon the Allies the advantage of American economic power; with the provision of US destroyers and naval vessels, the Allies were able to contest U-Boat access to the Atlantic[footnoteRef:186]. If it had not been for the benefits of American economic power, the ability of Britain to deny the U-Boats ease of movement in the Atlantic whilst at the same time guarding against a German fleet-in-being in the North Sea would have remained in doubt. Fleet-in-being can be said to have a positive value as much as it does a negative one in that it can not only deny certain enemy movements, but also restrict them to the point where one's own vessels can move with greater impunity. [184:  Bellairs, C., The Battle of Jutland: The Sowing and the Reaping (London: Hodder and Stoughton Limited, 1920), pp. 265-6.]  [185:  Compton-Hall, R., Submarines and the War at Sea 1914-18 (London: Macmillan London Limited, 1991), pp. 261-2.]  [186:  Ibid., pp. 269-75. According to Compton-Hall, American shipyards were capable of producing a destroyer in as little as six weeks, whereas British yards tended to take a minimum of eighteen months.] 

	In reference to the second point, the evolution of deterrence during the Cold War period makes fleet-in-being a peacetime principle as well as a wartime one. A key part of deterrence during the Cold War involved nuclear armaments, many of which were based on naval platforms, and the threat of what these weapons could do if a nuclear exchange was to occur. Turner's 1974 article spelled this out; it was imperative for the US to maintain a credible second strike capability with the power to hit Soviet territory at all times, in order to dissuade the latter from ever considering initiating a nuclear conflict[footnoteRef:187]. Of course, the US Navy was arguably not a true fleet-in-being during the Cold War given its general superiority to its enemy, the Soviet Navy. If anything, the Soviet Navy of Turner's time would fit the conceptual mould better. More contemporary examples of navies that are 'inferior' to the US Navy can also fit this older conception. The PLAN is an illustrative case; inferior to its American rival in terms of numbers, experience and technology, but possessing a sea-based nuclear deterrent[footnoteRef:188]. [187:  Turner, S., 'Missions of the US Navy', p. 5.]  [188:  Wertheim, E., The Naval Institute Guide to Combat Fleets of the World, 16th edn (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2013), p. 109.] 

	One last thing to note about fleet-in-being concerns its final effects. Being as much a principle of maritime strategy as sea control and not just a form of sea denial, one might ask where these final effects can be felt. In other words, we are talking about where the end results of a fleet-in-being strategy can be seen. Reading the likes of Corbett, one might be forgiven for thinking that its effects are limited to the maritime domain[footnoteRef:189] - that it essentially influences the behaviour of enemy maritime forces. To regard this alone as true, however, would be inaccurate. As we have already ascertained, the end goal of maritime strategy is to direct power at sea towards attaining specific national goals (under the umbrella of which we could include interests both at sea or on land). It is true that fleet-in-being strategies may be primarily aimed at affecting actions in the maritime theatre (consider the example of the German High Seas Fleet in the First World War again). Yet if part of maritime strategy seeks to influence matters ashore, and if the principles of maritime strategy are means to this end, then fleet-in-being can also be a method for affecting what goes on upon the land as much as what goes on at sea. At-sea nuclear deterrence is an illustrative example; a threat of force against land-based targets, amongst others, with a view to influencing the behaviour of policymakers on land. [189:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, pp. 214-5.] 


[bookmark: _Toc490736791]2.2.4 Power Projection

The fifth principle of maritime strategy that previous writers have discussed is the notion of power projection[footnoteRef:190]. This is a concept which, in a similar manner to what has been discussed so far, closely links with other principles yet is distinct enough to be treated as a principle in its own right. This is not to say that its definition has not been subject to debate, however. By itself, the term power projection is quite vague. In a manner of speaking, many naval missions could be termed as operations in which military power is 'projected' towards an enemy or objective. One might describe sending warships out onto the high seas to protect merchant vessels and sea lanes as a form of power projection. By this particular example’s logic, power projection becomes indistinct from other principles (in this instance, sea control) and thus conceptually meaningless. However, power projection can be a meaningful term if used in a particular sense. [190:  Alternately referred to as force projection, though for this thesis we will use the term power rather than force, since force can imply war and/or means of violent coercion. Power, on the other hand, is more fluid in terms of meaning and can refer to any number of capabilities.] 

To get a sense of what exactly the term power projection has been used to describe, one ought to peruse maritime strategic literature, where a clearer line of thought can be discerned. Earlier writers such as Corbett discussed the notion of expeditionary warfare and the role navies played in this. Namely, the function of maritime forces was to enable (and support) attacks on distant enemy territories[footnoteRef:191]. Bacon and McMurtrie refer to 'amphibious warfare'[footnoteRef:192]; something which more recent writers, such as Hammond, continue to imply is of vital importance to the essence of the traditional concept of power projection[footnoteRef:193]. Gorshkov discussed a similar concept: operations of 'fleet against shore', which involved navies assisting in missions directed against enemy territories through the landing of troops or the targeting of land objectives with various armaments[footnoteRef:194]. [191:  Ibid., p. 285.]  [192:  Bacon, R. and McMurtrie, F. E., Modern Naval Strategy, p. 119.]  [193:  Hammond, J. W., 'A Fleet out of Balance', Proceedings Magazine of the US Naval Institute Vol. 139/2/1,320, (February 2013), http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2013-02/fleet-out-balance.]  [194:  Gorshkov, S. G., The Sea Power of the State, p. 213 and p. 219.] 

This is power projection reduced to its most basic, traditional definition: some form of direct physical action taken against a territory. In this respect, the projection of forces across the sea and into distant lands could be interpreted as a wartime principle of maritime strategy. At the same time, it is also useful to note here that the ability to land forces on distant territories does depend on a degree of sea control - amphibious operations (one form of power projection) are, according to Bacon and McMurtrie, an advantage "conferred by the command of the sea"[footnoteRef:195]. This does indicate that the two concepts are closely linked, but we should not make the mistake of regarding them as indistinct from each other. Power projection is distinct from sea control in that it directly influences matters ashore, whereas sea control tends to influence affairs on land in a less direct manner. Furthermore, sea control by itself does not win wars (with the exception of wars fought by blockade, where economic strangulation might force a decision); power projection is required if victory is to be attained. One thus could be said to flow from the other. At the same time, one can also draw a connection between power projection and forward positioning, the latter often being desirable if the former is to work effectively[footnoteRef:196]. [195:  Bacon, R. and McMurtrie, F. E., Modern Naval Strategy, p. 119.]  [196:  The necessity of forward positions can depend on the situation in question. Power projection missions have been undertaken before without use of forward bases - consider the Allied Western Task Force during the Operation Torch amphibious landings in 1942 as an example. Here, a US amphibious force was carried all the way across the Atlantic from the US to Morocco. Despite both the lack of a forward base and some tactical errors upon reaching enemy shores, the Task Force did nevertheless manage to achieve success. See Gordon, J., 'Joint Power Projection: Operation Torch', Joint Force Quarterly (Spring 1994), 60-9, p. 64.] 

Indeed, one of the biggest examples of power projection in history illustrates these points. D-Day in 1944 depended on a degree of sea control in two theatres (the Atlantic and the English Channel) in order for vital troops and materiel to be moved from the US to forward operating bases in Britain and in turn to the battlefields on the Normandy beaches. The U-Boats presented a threat to the ability of the Allies to achieve this, making it necessary for American and British naval commanders to find ways to mitigate the dangers of German submarines[footnoteRef:197]. [197:  Parker, R. A. C., The Second World War: A Short History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), p. 96; Purdue, A. W., The Second World War (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1999), p. 135.] 

As mentioned previously, an examination of certain writings might lead one to assume that power projection is very much a wartime military role, and that it refers specifically to the projection of hard power (coercive means) against rival shores to achieve strategic ends. Yet, as with many maritime strategic principles, this too can be subject to debate. Balanced against hard power is Nye’s concept of soft power – the power to attract and co-opt actors and exert influence through non-coercive means[footnoteRef:198]. The question, of course, is whether naval power projection can encompass soft as well as hard power approaches, in peace as well as wartime. The conceptual ground here is shakier, as one particular naval 'soft' power activity, the goodwill port visit, is potentially problematic. The outstanding problem is the risk of a conceptual blurring with forward positioning. [198:  Nye, J. S., ‘The Decline of America’s Soft Power’, Foreign Affairs, last modified May/June 2004, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59888/joseph-s-nye-jr/the-decline-of-americas-soft-power.] 

If power projection simply involves any form of naval activity directed onto another actor's shore, then certain writings from the Cold War period raise the possibility (not necessarily intentionally) that power projection can be 'soft' as well as 'hard'. Booth, for example, refers to examples such as Soviet naval visits to Egyptian ports, intended (among other goals) to build influence with Egypt after the June War of 1967[footnoteRef:199]. Whilst Booth does not use the term 'power projection' in reference to these examples, from one angle it can be seen as a type of soft power projection since it involves the use of naval forces to affect events ashore. Unlike wartime instances, however, this form of power projection is not coercive; it is cooperative. Turner's writings also hint at the use of soft power projection in 1974, though not explicitly; when discussing the idea of 'naval presence', part of his definition encompassed the use of naval assets to 'encourage' actions on the part of one state that are in the interest of the naval force's own respective state[footnoteRef:200]. Again, specific terms such as 'soft power projection' are not used (where he uses the term power projection, Turner uses it in reference to hard, coercive power), but certain cooperative actions can certainly be regarded as a form of power projection if they involve naval assets directing power and influence ashore - via humanitarian assistance, goodwill port visits or joint amphibious exercises. [199:  Booth, K., Navies and Foreign Policy, pp. 27-8.]  [200:  Turner, S., 'Missions of the US Navy', p. 14.] 

If it is correct that power projection can include instances of naval activity where actions directed ashore are cooperative rather than coercive, then plenty of practical instances of soft, cooperative power projection can be seemingly identified when one examines the traditional and Cold War periods of maritime strategy. Taking the UK Royal Navy as an example, goodwill port visits were made by British vessels in 1947 and 1957 (to the Soviet Union, the US, India and Pakistan); British vessels assisted with the delivery of humanitarian aid to the Netherlands in 1953, Libya in 1959, Kenya in 1961 and Borneo in 1963; and finally, they conducted instances of friendly combined amphibious exercises with the US in Borneo, 1961[footnoteRef:201]. [201:  Benbow, T., British uses of Aircraft Carriers, pp. 14-24.] 

Yet balanced against the viability of a notion of 'soft' power projection, however, is the blurring with the principle of forward positioning. For example, the act of a goodwill port visit designed to reassure an ally or partner could be seen as either a form of power projection or forward positioning. The question is whether the act of putting into an actor's port as part of a diplomatic effort constitutes a form of action (of a cooperative nature) being taken on a foreign shore. Yet if this is undertaken at a great distance from one's homeland, then one could also be said to be forward positioned. From the late Cold War, as previously mentioned in Subsection 2.2.2, writers were beginning to show early signs of appreciating the link between forward positioning and diplomacy, but this risks a massive conceptual overlap with the notion of 'soft' power projection, which is also linked to naval diplomatic functions. A further question this raises is whether power projection should therefore have a 'soft' dimension at all, or whether it is better to stick to its traditional definition oriented around 'hard' power for the sake of conceptual clarity.
Indeed, this author prefers to see power projection defined in material terms (rather than through the 'hard' and 'soft' distinction) to avoid the risk of unnecessary overlap with forward positioning and its links to naval diplomacy. By this definition, certain activities that one might class under 'soft' power projection, such as humanitarian assistance, are valid forms of power projection as they seek a material impact ashore. Other forms of power projection, such as goodwill port visits and combined amphibious exercises, should be considered under the umbrella of forward positioning as their impact is often more diplomatic than material. However, this does still leave some outstanding points: 1) humanitarian assistance can still have non-material, diplomatic implications; and 2) the principle of forward positioning does have its own limitations, which will be covered in Chapter 3.
To summarise, then, power projection as a maritime strategic principle refers to the use of naval forces to directly influence and engage with circumstances ashore through coercive means. This can include landing ground troops or targeting inland objectives with long-range armaments during war or conflict scenarios. This does not make power projection a strictly wartime principle, though; military operations other than war might also involve power projection ashore, such as humanitarian assistance. The important point to note is that power projection specifically seeks a material impact on the shores of another actor's territory. This material impact can be cooperative or coercive. Power projection is being defined in this way to avoid an overlap with forward positioning - an overlap which, if not addressed, can lead to confusion over the distinction between the two principles.
Power projection is distinct from sea control in two ways. Firstly, sea control takes place in the maritime domain itself, and though capable of affecting affairs on land, it does so in a more indirect way. This is in contrast to power projection, where operations take place in those locations where the land and maritime theatres converge. Secondly, power projection tends to follow from a degree of sea control; the ability to access the wider maritime theatre enables the projection of power to foreign shores. In that respect, the relationship between the two principles is somewhat hierarchical.

[bookmark: _Toc490736792]2.2.5 Summarising the Principles

	Figure 3 illustrates an understanding of maritime strategy, its principles and a number of the tactical means by which those principles can be carried out (in both war and peacetime), before any consideration of visibility. Note that some of these tactical means can be used in pursuit of more than one principle. 



Figure 3: Maritime strategic principles and doctrinal/tactical forms.

	These are the five maritime strategic principles that this thesis regards as being the ‘established’ principles, as revealed by their common discussion throughout the various academic and naval literature from the traditional and Cold War phases of maritime strategy. Other writers have identified other principles which, for various reasons, are not considered here. Gretton in a case in point, identifying a series of principles which he considered distinct but which, on reflection, are arguably more operational considerations than strategic ones. Indeed, some of his points fall under the umbrellas of certain maritime strategic principles. Consider, for example, his wartime principle of providing adequate air defence for surface ships. It is true that, since the advent of air power in the early half of the twentieth century (and missiles later on), naval forces have had to equip themselves with sufficient defences against attack from the sky. However, anti-air defences alone will not enable a navy to establish sea control, project power ashore, maintain a forward presence, completely deny access or constitute an effective fleet-in-being. The provision of such defences is no doubt important from an operational viewpoint; however, one must bear in mind that Gretton’s work is very much focused on the British context as well (in fact, he quite clearly states that his principles are based upon the UK experience)[footnoteRef:202]. This perhaps could go some way to explaining why he identifies such specific principles as provision of adequate air defence; he is focusing on a very particular case rather than necessarily seeking to define a broad set of principles that can apply on a more universal level. [202:  Gretton, P., Maritime Strategy, p. 24.] 

The five principles established here are used because of their broadness and distinct character; each concept is meaningful but at the same time flexible, accounting for the diverse array of tactical options available to states pursuing maritime strategies. Together, they cover the essence of maritime strategy - that notion of directing all aspects of power at or from the sea in pursuit of national objectives, both in war and peacetime. Sea control and denial, forward presence, fleet-in-being and power projection; all of these are broad means to achieving the maritime strategic end.
This is in contrast to some of the principles of, for example, Gretton. A number of these principles (such as the previously mentioned principle of air defence provision, but also others such as his principle of destroying or paralysing enemy fleets and the principle of convoy) are too narrow. They focus on very particular activities that a maritime state may undertake; this may have sufficed for Gretton since his principal work, Maritime Strategy, focused specifically on Britain's navy and what it was capable of. For this thesis, however, the principles of maritime strategy need to be defined more broadly to take account of the wider range of maritime activities, since a very narrow focus may not be conducive to identifying trends in the way the principles are evolving at present.

[bookmark: _Toc490736793]2.3 Traditional Conceptions of the Principles, and Visibility

	The five key principles identified in Section 2.2 are ones that have been discussed right across the literature, but now the question is the extent to which these traditional principles take matters of visibility into account. In other words, based upon the visibility triad referred to in Chapter 1, the extent to which the traditional principles take information, perception and interpretation into account is what is being assessed. Here, the focus is specifically on those conceptions of the principles from the traditional period (up to 1945) and through the height of the Cold War period to approximately 1979. Chapter 3 will then follow on with an examination of the principles and visibility from the 1980s onward (the period marked by the end of the Cold War and distinct political, strategic and technological changes).
	What becomes apparent, when reading literature from the traditional and Cold War phases of maritime strategy, is that visibility is not discussed in great depth (if at all) in relation to many of the existing principles. The one principle where visibility of a form is referred to most of all is the fleet-in-being concept, but as will be shown this is just one aspect of visibility and is therefore still a potential limitation to how far visibility is incorporated into the fleet-in-being principle. This is not to say that hints of visibility’s underlying concept are not seen from time to time elsewhere. However, where they do appear, they are discussed in certain ways. In some instances, they are discussed without any explicit connection being made to other principles of maritime strategy. In other cases where they do appear to be tied with a particular principle, they are not greatly elaborated upon; certain aspects of visibility are discussed quite narrowly; or it is simply unclear whether the writer is suggesting that the visibility element is an intrinsic part of an existing principle or that it is something distinct and separate.
	Writing during the Second World War, Brodie touches upon various aspects of visibility but does not elaborate upon them. Of particular note is his clarification of the definition of the fleet-in-being principle, which he states is based around the notion of “threat value”[footnoteRef:203]. Traditionally, the idea of the fleet-in-being was that an inferior fleet could position itself in a manner that engenders a certain perception of a naval force – namely, a perception of threat. Perception was mentioned earlier in Section 1.1 as an element of the visibility triad. Beyond this clarification of the traditional conception of the fleet-in-being, however, Brodie says little else. [203:  Brodie, B., A Guide To Naval Strategy, p. 77.] 

	Later writers would also discuss the fleet-in-being and hint at the notion of perception. Gretton, for example, brings up the concept of ‘naval presence’ and its effect as a tool of discouragement[footnoteRef:204]. He does not elaborate much further upon what is meant by this, but with other writings in mind his meaning can be worked out. He is essentially referring back to that traditional conception of the fleet-in-being as a means of engendering a perception of danger. [204:  Gretton, P., Maritime Strategy, p. 100.] 

The fleet-in-being does take visibility into account, though only to a certain extent. As Corbett rightly noted long before Brodie and Gretton, the whole purpose of such an approach is to lead the mind of an enemy towards a certain interpretation of one’s naval position and/or situation, which in turn limits the strategic options that they perceive to be available to them[footnoteRef:205]. Thus, the fleet-in-being could be said to be a means of denying or contesting visibility in that it is a means of restricting an enemy’s perceived chances of and options for success. By extension, this implies that the belligerent carrying out the fleet-in-being approach is also controlling visibility by creating a certain interpretation of a situation in the enemy’s mind. [205:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 223.] 

In this respect, the traditional fleet-in-being concept could be said to be based very much around two of the three elements of the visibility triad – the levels of perception and interpretation. In Subsection 2.2.3, it was made clear that there was disagreement between a variety of writers over what a fleet-in-being was. However, in spite of this disagreement, there is one point around which the different writers' interpretations of the principle converge. In terms of visibility, this is its predominantly negative value; by traditional definitions, fleet-in-being only concerns the control/denial of perceptions and interpretations for a deterrent, preventative purpose. This means that fleet-in-being merely considers a very particular form of visibility control/denial. Furthermore, there is another important point to remember: fleet-in-being is about deterrence by an inferior force. Yet inferior navies are not the only navies to carry out deterrence; one need only consider that today, strong fleets with nuclear and conventional deterrents (such as the US Navy) have the capability to position themselves with a view to engendering threat perceptions. The outstanding question therefore becomes whether traditional conceptions of fleet-in-being can include strong (not just inferior) fleets; by the definitions of past writers, it seems not. This raises a possible need for a principle that can fill this gap (a visibility-oriented principle, perhaps).
Beyond Gretton, discussions of matters connected to visibility in relation to the principles of maritime strategy vary. Other principles of maritime strategy where discussion of visibility concerns do occasionally appear in the literature, but only in very limited forms, are sea control and sea denial (or sea control’s predecessor, command of the sea). When discussing blockade, for example (a tactical form that sea control and sea denial can take), writers have occasionally touched upon matters that fall under the umbrella of visibility, but there are still outstanding questions that remain.
Corbett, for example, discusses the old maxim of cruisers being “eyes of the fleet” – something that brings us to the information element of the visibility triad (namely, cruisers as a means of information acquisition). Yet he goes no further with this, instead discussing the alternative function of the cruiser as a commerce protector (which brings us to the principle of command of the sea or its successor, sea control)[footnoteRef:206]. The former is not explicitly tied to the latter; indeed, without an explicit connection being made, Corbett’s writings are open to the interpretation that he speaks of them as two separate functions. Thus it is difficult to tell whether he regards the command of the sea principle as something which includes the process of information gathering or whether the latter is a distinct, separate process. Later on, he talks of the duties of communications control and scouting in terms of a tension between them; namely, that vessels devoted to one lead to deficiencies in the other[footnoteRef:207]. ‘Scouting’ hints at the information gathering element of visibility once more, but Corbett discusses it in a way that could be taken to suggest it is something distinct from attaining command of the sea. [206:  Ibid., pp. 111-2.]  [207:  Ibid., p. 116.] 

Blockade, a specific form of sea control and sea denial, is also where previous writers have touched upon visibility matters to a limited extent. Blockade, according to Corbett, can act as a "blindfold" - that is to say, it discloses the movements of an enemy actor to the blockading party, but at the same time, by preventing the enemy from moving out of the blockaded port or maritime area to survey the operational environment, it can also help to keep the blockading party's own movements concealed[footnoteRef:208]. In this respect, blockade could be said to function as a means of visibility control and denial, implying that the existing principles of command of the sea and the denial of this command do take a form of visibility into account. However, what is important to note about this is that blockade is just one of a diverse array of forms that those principles can take, meaning that there is a limit to the extent to which Corbett places this visibility-oriented concern under the umbrellas of sea command and denial. [208:  Ibid., p. 120.] 

A noteworthy writer to consider at this point, however, is Turner. Whilst the extent to which an earlier writer such as Corbett placed visibility concerns under existing maritime strategic principles of sea command appears to be somewhat limited, part of Turner's refinement of the principle of sea command into sea control involved splitting the latter term into four forms. Of these, one in particular - open area operations - once more touches upon something related to visibility. The assumption here is that, in the event of enemy maritime forces successfully making their way into the open oceans, the first step in contesting their ability to move freely will be to utilise all surveillance systems at one's disposal to locate the enemy's whereabouts[footnoteRef:209]. On a superficial level, this appears to suggest that visibility is accounted for by the sea control principle. However, in reality this is actually debatable. For a start, this conception of open area operations merely focuses upon one aspect of the visibility triad - namely, information gathering. Turner does not say anything, however, about the other two elements of the triad. Furthermore, the importance of information gathering is not unique to sea control. In any maritime operation, whether it falls under sea control, sea denial, power projection, forward positioning or fleet-in-being, information is crucial - and always has been. Information gathering thus remains as something which transcends the boundaries of the different maritime strategic principles, and which can thus be seen as something distinct. [209:  Turner, S., 'Missions of the US Navy', p. 8.] 

	Thus, the extent to which the existing maritime strategic principles (as conceived by writers in the traditional and Cold War phases of maritime strategy) account for and/or incorporate visibility concerns and visibility-related matters appears to vary, and is not entirely clear. The information aspect of the visibility triad - gathering and/or denying it - is touched upon by Corbett when discussing matters of sea command, though whether he regards this as part of that principle or as something entirely separate can be disputed. The fleet-in-being principle, on the other hand, does take the other two aspects of the visibility triad (perception and interpretation) into account, though ultimately the extent of this remains limited; the traditional conception of fleet-in-being, after all, focuses on the way in which navies engender perceptions and interpretations for a negative purpose[footnoteRef:210]. [210:  That is to say, to deny certain strategic options to an enemy.] 

	Alternatively, some writers from the traditional and Cold War phases of maritime strategy have touched on visibility without explicitly connecting it to any traditional maritime strategic principle. Corbett, Roskill and Gorshkov, despite writing in 1911, 1965 and 1979 respectively (each well in excess of ten years from the others) do discuss something of great relevance when considering visibility. Changing contexts – political, strategic and technological – do affect the nature of military, and by extension naval operations. In reference to technology, Corbett mentions the advances in wireless telegraphy and the strategic options that this type of development enables. Platforms at the time were now able not only to communicate over long distances, but also to share information as well as interpretations of that information, based upon what only a small number of vessels might be able to see at a given time. Where he talks about this development, he discusses it alongside discussions of commerce protection and/or prevention as well as blockade[footnoteRef:211]. This is not to suggest, however, that his writings imply that sea control and denial therefore do take visibility into account. In fact, it could simply be that he merely uses commerce protection/prevention and blockade as examples to illustrate the strategic possibilities opened up by new technologies. [211:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, pp. 119-20, p. 203 and pp. 273-4.] 

	Corbett, of course, was focusing upon what we today might call networked operations between naval platforms. Whilst discussing the Second World War, however, Roskill hints at the idea of interoperability and the importance for the sea, land and air services to be able to work in conjunction with each other[footnoteRef:212]. Today, we might refer to interoperability with other, related terms – such as networked forces and/or operations. Yet Roskill only refers to the notion of interoperability in brief, and then moves on to discuss cases of blockade during the war and their effectiveness. [212:  Roskill, S. W., The Strategy of Sea Power, pp. 244-6.] 

Interoperability is an important concern when it comes to matters of visibility, as the ability of a joint and/or combined force to function effectively does depend on the ability not only to share information rapidly and efficiently, but also to develop shared perceptions and interpretations. Roskill, however, does not go into detail about this importance from this angle; nor does he explicitly connect this point of discussion to any maritime strategic principle. Blockade, which he does discuss after he raises the importance of interoperability, is a form of two maritime strategic principles: sea control and sea denial. Thus, one might take Roskill’s writings to be implying (consciously or otherwise) that these two principles do in fact take an aspect of visibility into account. However, the lack of discussion of the visibility concerns of interoperability and the absence of a connection between this and the matter of blockade does not favour this argument. Indeed, this lack of discussion connecting the two could instead be taken to suggest that matters of visibility are something fairly distinct or separate from the existing maritime strategic principles.
Similarly, Gorshkov does also discuss something akin to what we today might term networked operations, though he approaches it from a slightly different angle to Roskill. Whereas Roskill simply hinted at the importance of interoperability, Gorshkov looked at developments in radio-electronics after the Second World War. One of the central points he made was that such developments enabled an increase in the range at which naval forces could fight; at the same time, weapon ranges were also increasing, enabling striking power to be delivered at greater distances. This was occurring at the same time as an increasing scope of combat operations, which could be taking place in different theatres. The culmination of this, according to Gorshkov, is a situation different to that of yesteryear. Whereas at one time naval commanders could “observe the field of engagement in the main decisive direction in an operation, issue the necessary orders and thus directly influences its course”, this was less the case[footnoteRef:213]. In other words, the commander of Gorshkov’s day (and today as well) could find themselves operating a fleet over a wide field where naval forces were dispersed. In such a situation, a commander might therefore not have the ability to observe the field in its entirety, necessitating the need for decentralised command structures and/or the ability of constituent components within an operation to relay both the information that they see (but which the overall commander might not) and their interpretations of this information along the chain of command. This is very much a visibility concern, but the most important thing to note here is that Gorshkov does not explicitly connect this to any particular maritime strategic principle. As was the case with Corbett and Roskill’s arguments, one might therefore see this visibility concern as something unique – something that transcends the traditional principles. [213:  Gorshkov, S. G., The Sea Power of the State, pp. 209-10.] 

One final point, taken from Mahan, is worth discussing here. When concerned with offensive operations, Mahan states that "wireless cannot act before it has news, and to obtain news objects must be seen"[footnoteRef:214]. It is interesting for us to cross-reference this with Corbett's writings on the subject of wireless telegraphy, since the two writers were presenting their arguments in a similar political, strategic and technological context. Whereas Corbett's discussion of advances in this field could be taken to suggest that visibility, vastly aided by technology, can allow navies to perceive, identify and interpret new strategic options and is thus something that can perhaps be regarded as distinct from existing maritime strategic principles, Mahan takes a view that can be interpreted as being opposed to this. [214:  Mahan, A. T., 'Offensive Operations' in Mahan on Naval Warfare, ed. by Westcott, A., Dover edn, pp. 79-86 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1941; Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, Inc., 1999), p. 85.] 

Essentially, Mahan was suggesting that, as novel as wireless telegraphy might have seemed during his time, ultimately naval platforms still had to physically sight one another in order to be able to interpret and share information regarding the movements of themselves and those of an enemy. Visibility is being touched upon here, but it is important to note what Mahan is inferring. His argument assumes that the operation, whether defensive or offensive, comes first; the naval vessel is already at sea and is gathering information as it sails. Thus, this visibility concern is part of whatever strategic approach characterises the mission which the ship is undertaking - whether this approach be one of sea control, sea denial, power projection or any other existing maritime strategic principle. According to this inference, then, visibility is something which all the maritime strategic principles take into account, making it a mere tactical consideration.
To counter this, however, it should be borne in mind that if visibility concerns permeate all the existing maritime strategic principles, then perhaps they are not unique to any particular one. In that respect, they therefore represent something distinct and all-permeating. Given that writers other than Mahan have not made it entirely clear whether matters of visibility strictly fall under the existing maritime strategic principles in their entirety or whether they should be considered as something separate, then an uncertainty still remains. It is important to remember that the technological context has shifted greatly since Mahan's day. Wireless telegraphy is no longer the only means of channelling information and interpretations over long distances. With the advent of more advanced surveillance and communication systems throughout the twentieth century, a navy can now see over the horizon. Information technologies impact upon strategy and politics by enabling the faster dissemination of knowledge and narratives. More will be said about such developments in Chapter 3, though a brief mention of them here helps to explain why visibility might not have been discussed in great depth in the past - perhaps because, due to differing technological, strategic and political contexts, it mattered less.
To conclude, then, discussions of matters that fall under the umbrella of visibility in the literature from the traditional and Cold War phases of maritime strategy can be subject to questions. Namely, it is unclear whether earlier writers saw visibility-related matters as something that fell under the umbrellas of existing maritime strategic principles, or whether they were something distinct - related and connected to the existing principles, but unique enough to be considered as something separate. The one maritime strategic principle that does appear to take visibility into account in a very clear manner, fleet-in-being, does so only to a certain extent: it accounts for those fleets, deemed inferior to others, which seek to deter adversaries by engendering a perception of threat, but there is little else beyond this. Going back to the overarching objectives (to ascertain the extent to which the traditional principles account for visibility and whether this makes a principle of control/denial of visibility useful), if a judgement was to be made purely on what has been covered so far, a new principle dealing with visibility seems necessary to an extent.
Of course, what has been dealt with here are older conceptions of the maritime strategic principles, born out of contexts very different to today. An examination of the contemporary context, its roots and its developments and maritime strategic documentation from this era will give a clearer answer, and shall follow accordingly. Then, once this more detailed overview has been achieved, a principle centred around visibility can be more clearly defined, along with its standing in relation to the traditional principles of maritime strategy.













[bookmark: _Toc490736794]3. Contemporary Conceptions of the Maritime Strategic Principles, and Visibility

	With a set of general maritime strategic principles in mind and an overview of how earlier writers discussed visibility in light of these principles, we can now move on to the contemporary context in which maritime strategy both exists and is put into action. The key questions to be considered are: whether writers in the current period discuss visibility in a different manner to those in earlier eras and how it is linked to the evolution of political, strategic and technological contexts; and if so whether they connect these discussions explicitly to any particular maritime strategic principle. There are three particular maritime strategic principles which warrant discussion – sea control/sea denial and forward positioning. In Chapter 2, sea control and sea denial were defined according to the definitions set out in the traditional and Cold War phases. However, they will be examined once again as they have undergone a further evolution since the end of the Cold War (which will be charted in this chapter). Chapter 2 also mentioned that, in the later years of the Cold War, writers concerned with forward positioning began to show signs of appreciating the links between the principle and naval diplomatic functions. This is something which writers from the post-Cold War period through to the present day have tended to touch on more and in greater depth, hence why it will be discussed in more detail in this chapter.
	Thus, the value of this stage of the analysis is that it: 1) gives a more detailed overview of the evolution of certain maritime strategic principles; 2) shows how political, strategic and technological contexts link in to these evolutions; and 3) gives a better understanding of how certain maritime strategic principles can be understood in light of these contexts. Furthermore, this stage of the analysis is also useful as it reveals the contextual conditions underlying one of the central research objectives: namely, the conditions which have given rise to the question concerning the usefulness of a visibility-oriented principle of maritime strategy.
Before this discussion, however, it is helpful to have a comprehensive understanding of the political, strategic and technological context that is of most interest to this chapter - namely the period that begun with the so-called information revolution in military affairs (RMA), the roots of which can be traced back to the 1980s (perhaps even as early as the 1970s), and the fruits of which came to the fore during the 1990s and beyond. It is this RMA which set the foundations for today’s context, and which can thus be seen as its starting point. To understand this, it is necessary to understand what constitutes an RMA more broadly, and what characterised the information RMA specifically. Since the principles of maritime strategy are a major focus of this thesis, developing an understanding of how strategy relates to RMAs is most important.

[bookmark: _Toc490736795]3.1 Revolutions in Military Affairs and the Contemporary Context

For this chapter, knowledge of the period marked by the so-called ‘information RMA’ (from approximately the 1980s and through the 1990s) is of particular interest. Since the discussion here will focus on how the contemporary context has impacted upon the principles of maritime strategy and whether these principles now take visibility into greater account, it is important to have a comprehensive understanding of the RMA – a clear definition – since it is a context that had a major impact on the birth and the evolution of the current context beyond technological evolutions. Firstly, it is important to understand exactly what an ‘RMA’ is, as the term has been the subject of much discussion in the past; secondly, once an understanding of what constitutes an RMA has been achieved, it is possible to understand what constitutes the ‘information’ RMA specifically. Understanding this can give a deeper insight into how the political, strategic and technological contexts of the current era impact upon the principles of maritime strategy, particularly in relation to visibility.
The term 'RMA' is not without contestation; in fact, there has been much discussion over what exactly constitutes a 'revolution' in military practices and circumstances, with clear acknowledgement that defining one can be a difficult task[footnoteRef:215]. Often there is some form of ‘paradigm shift’ involved; a change in how military operations are perceived and conducted. This can have dramatic effects on key military actors, such as: certain ‘core’ military capabilities being either rendered obsolete or the complete opposite (more relevant than ever before); the creation of entirely new ‘core’ capabilities; or a combination of all of these[footnoteRef:216]. [215:  Fitzsimonds, J. R. and van Tol, J. M., ‘Revolutions in Military Affairs’, Joint Force Quarterly (Spring 2004), p. 25.]  [216:  Hundley, R. O., Past Revolutions Future Transformations: What can the history of revolutions in military affairs tell us about transforming the US military? RAND Report (Santa Monica, CA: RAND National Defense Research Institute, 1999), p. 9.] 

As a general rule, according to Fitzsimonds and van Tol, all RMAs bear at least three distinct characteristics: technological developments, innovations in operational doctrine to utilise those developments, and organisational change within military and bureaucratic systems for those developments and innovations to be accepted[footnoteRef:217]. Fitzsimonds and van Tol are not the only writers to identify these three characteristics; they appear to be the generally accepted characteristics of RMAs by military practitioners. Huston, for example, also lists technological advances, operational innovation and organisational adaptation as the three key features of any RMA[footnoteRef:218]. [217:  Fitzsimonds, J. R. and van Tol, J. M., 'Revolutions in Military Affairs', pp. 25-26.]  [218:  Huston, J., ‘The Revolution in Military Affairs and Operational Manoeuvre from the Sea’ (Dissertation, Naval War College, 1995), p. 1.] 

	These tend to be the products of an RMA, however, and writers considering causes have identified factors that are not necessarily confined to the military sphere, but which occur in roughly a similar time frame and collectively bring about change. For Mazarr, RMAs are not purely military phenomena; they are also accompanied by vast social and political changes that have a huge impact on defence and security planning[footnoteRef:219] (see figure 4).  [219:  Mazarr, M., The Revolution in Military Affairs: A Framework For Defense Planning, Report (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, 1994), p. 2.] 




Figure 4: Understanding the causes and results of an RMA.

	By way of an example of a historical RMA, Mazarr refers to the Napoleonic era in the early 1800s. Here, he makes the case that Napoleon’s spectacular military campaigns were born out of a change that can only be described as an RMA. In this instance, there were certainly vast political, social and technological changes that helped to usher in a new era of military technology, doctrine and organisational adaptation. The revolution in France in the late 1700s had brought about a drastic political change in regime; so too had there been a social change, with the rise of conscripted citizen armies; and finally, Napoleon’s campaigns coincided with developments in the means of warfighting: advancements in artillery, rifles and the beginnings of mechanisation[footnoteRef:220]. As a result, out of these three changes came the innovations in military technology, doctrine and organisation; the fielding of powerful new weapons, the devising of operational doctrine to take advantage of these weapons (combined-arms formations, for example) and the creation of a vast military machine to utilise these weapons and doctrines[footnoteRef:221]. [220:  Ibid., p. 2.]  [221:  Ibid.] 

The RMA most relevant to this thesis is that which is identified as beginning in the 1980s and which continued throughout the 1990s, coinciding with the context of globalisation and the end of the Cold War. 'Globalisation', much like RMA, is a term that has elicited debate, with various writers raising issues regarding when it began. As a general rule, the term is often used when referring to the phenomenon where economic and social relations across the world intensify thanks to the integration of markets, nations and technologies[footnoteRef:222]. Yet it may be helpful, when discussing globalisation here, to refer to the period of relevance to this thesis as one of 'contemporary globalisation'. Writers in previous eras have commented on developments in communications, transportation and international relations as though they too were witnessing some form of globalisation at the time in which they wrote. Tangredi, for example, showcases a quote that one could be excused for thinking is referring to globalisation today, but which was actually written by none other than Mahan in 1902: "this, with the vast increase in rapidity of communication, has multiplied and strengthened the bonds knitting the interests of nations to one another, till the whole now forms an articulated system, not only of prodigious size and activity, but of an excessive sensitiveness, unequalled in former ages"[footnoteRef:223]. Thus, the use of the term 'contemporary globalisation' rather than just 'globalisation' is helpful in this respect. [222:  Tangredi, S. J., Globalization and Maritime Power (Honolulu: University Press of the Pacific, 2002; repr. 2004), p. 1; Messner, D., 'World Society - Structures and Trends' in Global Trends & Global Governance, ed. by Kennedy P. et al, pp. 22-64 (London: Pluto Press, 2002), p. 29.]  [223:  Ibid, pp. 1-2.] 

Contemporary globalisation has been marked by an 'information economy'[footnoteRef:224], brought about by an increase in the availability, access to and use of information and communications technologies and networks across the world. This is perhaps one of the central elements of contemporary globalisation that differentiates it from any previous form of globalisation. Intensification of social and cultural links between the peoples of various nations has coincided with increased economic, political and military links, but it is these expanding social connections that arguably mark contemporary globalisation out and make it stand out from more general internationalisation[footnoteRef:225]. By internationalisation, we refer simply to increasing connections between states alone[footnoteRef:226] - contemporary globalisation differs in that we have also witnessed increasing connections between non-state actors and peoples. [224:  Till, G., Seapower, p. 1; Aronson, J. D., 'The communications and Internet revolution' in The Globalization of World Politics, ed. by Baylis J. and Smith, S., 2nd edn, pp. 540-58 (Oxford: Oxford University Press), p. 541.]  [225:  Hindmarsh, T., Does globalisation reduce or exacerbate the zero-sum game of international relations? Shedden Papers (Canberra: Centre for Defence and Strategic Studies, Australian Defence College, 2003), p. 2.]  [226:  Ibid.] 

It is out of the context of globalisation that we saw an RMA that is generally defined as one in sensing, information systems and precision strike capabilities, and which was first truly notable in the aftermath of the Gulf War in the early 1990s[footnoteRef:227]. The political context of the time was one of huge change. The Cold War had ended, and the Soviet Union had dissolved. The Gulf War had involved a US-led coalition of military forces from around the world, an international partnership made more effective by emergent information, communications and networking technologies. On a social level, seemingly contradictory evidence has been put forward that the growing social, economic and cultural connections between different peoples have impacted on conceptions of national identity[footnoteRef:228]. At the same time, the wider availability of information concerning war and military affairs has arguably led to an increase in negative attitudes towards involvement in conflict, thus contributing to a perceived decrease in the risk of interstate war[footnoteRef:229]. For a country like the US, such negative attitudes might also be a driving factor behind the development of military technologies (such as precision weapons, ISR systems, unmanned vehicles and so-called ‘smart’ bombs) designed to wage war in a manner where collateral damage and casualties can be kept to a minimum – what Der Derian famously referred to as hygienic, humanitarian ‘Virtuous War’[footnoteRef:230]. See Figure 5 below for a basic outline of this RMA. [227:  Fitzsimonds, J. R. and van Tol, J. M., 'Revolutions in Military Affairs', p. 25.]  [228:  For example, Ariely found that countries with higher levels of globalisation have populations less inclined to: 1) take pride in their country; 2) fight for their country; and 3) define national identity along ethnic lines. Conversely, however, Ariely’s study also suggested that globalisation does not necessarily reduce an individual’s identification with a particular national group or views of one country as being better than another. See Ariely, G., ‘Globalisation and the decline of national identity? An exploration across sixty-three countries’, Nations and Nationalism 18.3 (2012), 461-82, p. 476.]  [229:  Gartzke, E. and Li, Q., ‘Economic Globalization and Peace: How Economic Integration can Reduce the Incidence of International Conflict' in Globalization and Armed Conflict, ed. by Gleditsch, N. P. et al., pp. 123-40 (Boulder, CO: Rowman and Littlefield, 2003), p. 123.]  [230:  Der Derian, J., ‘The “Virtuous” War’, Canadian International Council, last modified 14 June 2012, http://opencanada.org/features/the-think-tank/comments/the-virtuous-war/.] 
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Figure 5: The information RMA.

Of course, events such as the Russian annexation of the Crimean region of Ukraine in 2014 may lead to a rethinking of whether interstate war is truly such a decreased risk. Events in the Asia-Pacific region too have raised the spectre of the possibility of a state-versus-state confrontation - most notably China's naval build-up, which has raised questions concerning Beijing's ulterior motives and ambitions[footnoteRef:231]. Whether there will be any such confrontation of this nature is greatly uncertain (though the risks are clear, and action is being taken to prepare for any contingencies[footnoteRef:232]), but the point to be made is that whilst the political context born out of the recent RMA shows signs of shifting once more, this does not necessarily constitute a new RMA. Indeed, whilst there may be some change at the political level and continuing evolution at the social and technological levels, there is as of yet no evidence of any significant, ground-breaking change or innovation at the latter two levels since the 1990s. In terms of military technology, operational doctrine and organisational adaptation, the situation today is an evolution of what we saw twenty to thirty years ago. Information technologies continue to advance, bringing with them an increased recognition of new perspectives of the battlespace and evolving operational concepts such as information superiority[footnoteRef:233]. Precision weapons and platforms have advanced too, with constant refinements of guidance systems and acquisition of unmanned platforms. [231:  Lim, Y., ‘The Driving Forces behind China's Naval Modernization’, Comparative Strategy 30 (2011), 105-120, p. 105.]  [232:  NATO, ‘Wales Summit Declaration’, last modified 29 September 2014, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_112964.htm.]  [233:  UK Ministry of Defence, Joint Doctrine Note 2/13: Information Superiority (Swindon: Development, Concepts and Doctrine Centre, 2013), pp. 1-2.] 

Furthermore, scholars tended to herald the RMA in sensing and information technologies at the onset of globalisation in the 1980s and 1990s because it seemed at the time that US military primacy could enable the West to dictate the nature of war[footnoteRef:234]. However, it is possible that there has been little discussion of it today since the West's adversaries have proved that, contrary to these assumptions, the West has little control over the nature of conflict. State rivals such as China and Iran have not conformed to Western definitions of war by attempting to field large, technologically advanced military forces capable of matching those of the West, but have instead opted to focus on capabilities for denying the militaries of the US and its allies access to key strategic zones (the acquisition of weapons such as submarines, fast attack craft, guided missiles and carrier-killing ballistic missiles presents a threat to any hypothetical Western naval operation seeking control in locales such as the Persian Gulf or the Taiwan Strait, for example)[footnoteRef:235]. Non-state actors – such as terrorist organisations – have also found ways to resist conventional high technology warfare, relying on indirect means of targeting their enemy populations and infrastructures. Cyber warfare is one example of an indirect means employed by terrorist groups and individuals in recent years[footnoteRef:236]. [234:  UK Ministry of Defence, Future Character of Conflict, (London: UK Ministry of Defence, 2010), p. 7.]  [235:  Ibid., p. 17.]  [236:  Samuel, H., ‘Isil hackers seize control of France’s TV5Monde network in ‘unprecedented’ attack’, The Telegraph, last modified 9 April 2015, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/france/11525016/Isil-hackers-seize-control-of-Frances-TV5Monde-network-in-unprecedented-attack.html; Herzog, S., ‘Revisiting the Estonian Cyber Attacks: Digital Threats and Multinational Responses’, Journal of Strategic Security 4.2 (Summer 2011), 49-60, p. 51.] 

For the sake of clarity, the RMA in information and sensing is generally defined as having occurred, for the most part, in the 1980s and 1990s but is not considered to be ongoing today, mainly for the reason expressed above. Considering that this thesis will be focused quite heavily upon the period covering this RMA to the present, understanding this will prevent any misconception that the information RMA is still ongoing. It was this evolution in context that set the foundation for the present world. Understanding this background is important as it: 1) gives us a greater insight into how it influenced the contemporary context, and 2) aids the understanding of how it impacted upon maritime strategic principles. In turn, this can help us develop a discussion around whether the principles, in their contemporary forms, take visibility into account to a different extent to the writers of yesteryear.
As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, the most important question here is what place strategy (and by extension maritime strategy and its principles) have in an RMA. The reality is that the relationship between strategy and RMAs is a reciprocal one. Maritime strategy (and strategy in general) can be modified by RMAs and in turn can have a theoretical impact on such revolutions.
With the decline and eventual collapse of the USSR, strategic roles that were important for Western navies were modified. Throughout the 1980s and into the very early 1990s, for example, the main focus for American and European naval planners (among other things) had been on the threat of a conventional war with the Soviets; in such a scenario, equal importance had been attached to controlling SLOCs, maintaining forward presence and being able to project power ashore[footnoteRef:237]. With the decline and eventual collapse of the USSR and the accompanying advances in technology, however, the maritime strategic priorities of the West changed. This change is reflected in naval strategic thought, with a greater emphasis on littoral and power projection activities[footnoteRef:238]. One could suggest that the circumstances of the RMA at the time effectively modified Western maritime strategic thought and priorities. With the demise of the traditional Soviet enemy and the deterioration of a Russian navy that once presented a challenge to US maritime dominance, the focus for American military planners came to be on smaller regional foes whose militaries were incapable of matching their forces numerically and/or technologically. At least in theory, the challenge of dealing with such enemies lay not in overcoming any powerful navy that could feasibly prevent US ships from moving freely. Instead, the challenge lay in overcoming the enemy’s coastal/littoral defences in support of force projection into their territory. Of course, this was very much a wartime priority. In peacetime, power projection also took on an increased importance, with roles for US naval forces in areas such as humanitarian assistance and nation-building[footnoteRef:239]. In short, effects of the information RMA can be identified in US maritime strategic thought in terms of the missions being assigned to naval forces. [237:  For evidence of this, refer to the US Maritime Strategy of 1984, the US Amphibious Warfare Strategy of 1985, the US Maritime Strategy: Global Maritime Elements for US National Strategy of 1985, the US Maritime Strategy of 1986, the US Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of the US National Strategy of 1988-89, and the US Maritime Strategy for the 1990s. All of these can found in: Hattendorf, J. B. and Swartz, P. M., US Naval Strategy in the 1980s: Selected Documents (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2008). For the European case, see Germond, B., 'Multinational Military Cooperation and its Challenges: The Case of European Naval Operations in the Wider Mediterranean Area', International Relations 22.173 (2008), 173-91, p.173; Germond, B., The Maritime Dimension of European Security, p. 7.]  [238:  Swartz, P. M. and Duggan, K., 'US Navy Capstone Strategies and Concepts (1991-2000): Strategy, Policy, Concept and Vision Documents', US Naval History and Heritage Command, last modified March 2012, http://www.history.navy.mil/library/online/capstone1991-2000.htm; Royal Navy, BR1806: British Maritime Doctrine, 3rd edn (London: The Stationery Office, 1995; 1999; 2004), p. 3.]  [239:  Humanitarian support first appeared in US naval strategic documentation in 1988, coinciding with the period of glasnost and perestroika under Gorbachev in the USSR and that country’s gradual decline. One might infer that this roughly marks the beginning of the decreased focus on the need for the US to maintain sea control and the start of a growing focus on power projection activities. See Hattendorf, J. B. and Swartz, P. M., US Naval Strategy in the 1980s, p. 287.] 

Similar modifications in the maritime strategic priorities of Western European states were also brought about by the information RMA. Britain’s Royal Navy, for example, undertook a shift from amphibious warfare to a more distinctly littoral form of power projection – sea-based force was now to be projected beyond the immediate shore, into the heart of an enemy territory. At the same time however, there were cuts in naval capabilities during the 1990s[footnoteRef:240]. Both of these could be seen as products of the changed strategic circumstances under the information RMA. No longer was there a vast conventional military threat (the Soviet Union) that necessitated maintenance of a large naval force; instead, threats now emanated from smaller state and non-state entities in distant territories[footnoteRef:241]. [240:  Black, J., ‘A Post-Imperial Power? Britain and the Royal Navy’, Orbis (Spring 2005), 353-65.]  [241:  Germond, B., 'Multinational Military Cooperation', pp. 177-9.] 

Maritime strategic needs (what a state sees as strategically important based upon national and international context, thus driving the missions assigned to its navy), alongside broader trends in military and security strategy, can in turn have an impact on the direction of subsequent RMAs. McNeil viewed maritime affairs in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as the drivers of an RMA in naval warfare[footnoteRef:242]. With strides in technological capabilities (such as steam power, dreadnought battleships, submarines, air power and wireless telegraphy) came challengers to British sea dominance - most notably Germany in the early twentieth century, which became engaged in a naval arms race with the UK that would ultimately culminate in the First World War. This strategic situation drove the two countries to compete with each other in developing powerful naval forces. Effectively, it helped to drive the RMA forward (this is not to suggest it was the sole factor, though). By the time of the First World War, the strategic situation had driven the use of the new technologies, and with their use came new doctrinal ideas and challenges to established ways of fighting. The Germans, of course, recognised the capabilities of the submarine as a commerce raider and adapted their tactics accordingly whilst the British clung to older notions of decisive battle between capital ships[footnoteRef:243]. In short, maritime strategic needs can play a part in influencing the onset of an RMA. [242:  McNeil, D., 'Technology, History and the Revolution in Military Affairs', Canadian Military Journal (Winter 2000-1), 7-18.]  [243:  Ibid., pp. 10-2.] 

Hoffman argued that there is a dawning, doctrinally-oriented RMA in complex irregular warfare, driven in part by the overarching evolution of strategic threats (from state actors with conventional military forces to more amorphous non-state entities making use of technology, hybrid capabilities and unconventional tactics). This strategic evolution is not unique to the maritime domain, by any means. Indeed, Hoffman seems to imply that it began on land with the 9/11 attacks[footnoteRef:244]. However, it is a trend that: A) has the potential to affect the sea as much as the land; and B) has been recognised by naval planners (consider the identification of non-state enemies in the US Navy’s A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower, for example[footnoteRef:245]). Of course, critics such as Hoffman point out that despite the identification of the evolution in strategic threats, the US Navy has been slow to translate the growing imperatives for a force capable of dealing with such risks into actual physical capabilities[footnoteRef:246]. Despite this, Hoffman does argue that naval forces will be the optimum forces with which the US will continue to be able to engage in world affairs, just as they were during the decades preceding the information RMA[footnoteRef:247]. The hint to take from his writings is that, as strategic priorities change so too will maritime strategic imperatives, which will play their part in influencing this projected future RMA. [244:  Hoffman, F. G., ‘Complex Irregular Warfare: The Next Revolution in Military Affairs’, Orbis 50.3 (Summer 2006), 395-411, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S003043870600041X.]  [245:  US Department of the Navy, 'Maritime Prepositioning Ships', pp. 6-7.]  [246:  Hoffman, F. G., 'Complex Irregular Warfare'.]  [247:  The Soviet Admiral Gorshkov recognised this and summed it up with the notion of Western dominance at sea enabling domination of the world. See Gorshkov, S. G., The Sea Power of the State, pp. 2-3.] 

Understanding the nature of RMAs in general, the information RMA in particular and the relationship between RMAs and strategy is thus useful as it provides a broad basis, covering the political, social and technological levels, from which to begin assessing today’s political, strategic and technological contexts. This knowledge can then be applied to the principles of maritime strategy, as discussed in current strategic documentation, to understand how these principles have evolved. By understanding how the principles have evolved in light of these contextual evolutions, the extent to which they take visibility into account can be determined. When combined with the findings of Section 2.3, this can then tell us the extent to which a new principle of maritime strategy, control and/or denial of visibility, is useful.
What follows now are several discussions, divided into a variety of subsections. Section 3.2 and its subsections will examine two significant evolutions in the way the maritime strategic principles of sea control/sea denial and forward positioning are understood by a variety of states in their naval, maritime and defence strategic documentation. By examining a range of maritime documentation (or general strategic documentation if certain states do not possess any dedicated maritime strategy), it is possible to identify which maritime strategic principles have undergone some form of evolution, how they are understood by states around the world at present, and the extent to which these contemporary understandings take the matter of visibility into account. Section 3.3 and its subsections will then complement this somewhat more theoretical discussion by looking at a few operational case studies. The aim of doing this will be to see whether evolving relationships between visibility and maritime strategic principles noted throughout Section 3.2 have manifested in practice, and whether this reality can add anything of significance to the discussion.

[bookmark: _Toc490736796]3.2 Conceptions of the Principles in Current Strategic Thought

	Maritime, naval and in some instances more general strategic documentation from a range of states have been considered here to find an answer to the overarching question of whether certain principles have evolved, and how far these evolutions take visibility into account. Whereas early writers of maritime strategy (such as Mahan) might be considered guilty of focusing heavily on the naval affairs and history of predominantly ‘Western’ states, the research underlying the arguments made here has sought to avoid this trap. This is not to suggest that strategic documentation from the Western states is not useful; indeed, the US is an example of one such state where a plethora of documentation (of a maritime focus in particular) can be found, much of which is highly useful as it displays not only modified understandings of traditional maritime strategic principles but also (to varying extents) reveals the underlying reasons for these modifications. However, by taking into account the strategic thought of states beyond the Western sphere, the aim is to give the arguments presented below a degree of applicability on a global level.
	Western states whose maritime and general strategic documentation have been considered here are: the US; the UK; France; Spain; Finland; the Netherlands; Australia; Canada; and New Zealand. Alongside these, eight non-Western states were also considered on the basis of being important global/regional powers/actors. These are: Russia; Turkey; India; Iran; the People’s Republic of China; the Republic of Korea; the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea; and Japan[footnoteRef:248]. This selection of Western and non-Western states was also chosen not just to give a degree of applicability across geopolitical boundaries. It was also chosen so that a broad range of perspectives from states with vastly different levels of naval and maritime power could be taken into account in order to achieve a degree of representativeness. By refining previous classifications, Germond defined a set of naval rankings to reflect the disparate levels of power possessed by navies across the world (see Figure 6). For instance, at one end of the scale we have the world’s principal naval power, the US – a navy with the capability to conduct sustained operations of any mission type across global oceanic distances. The states considered in the research here, however, fall into the categories between the sustained global force projection navy (rank 6) and the coastal defence and constabulary navies unable to participate in projection operations (rank 2). Navies of these ranks have been selected because they are of actual practical usage, unlike rank 1 navies, which tend to be purely symbolic. Thus, it is important to note that the selection of states here is representative of ranks 2-6; it is not representative of navies falling into lower ranks. However, even within the ranks considered there is still a high degree of variation in terms of maritime strategic thought and naval capability; by choosing a variety of state examples across these ranks, the findings of this chapter can still be applicable to a wide range of actors, both large and small, Western and non-Western. [248:  Important to note here is that two of the non-Western states listed here, Iran and North Korea, do not produce any publicly-available strategic documentation; however, plenty of research exists which suggests much about their maritime strategic thought.] 

	Rank
	Details
	Examples[footnoteRef:249] [249:  The examples listed below were categorised according to the following criteria: numbers and types of platforms; approximate range of platforms; geographical extent of the state (i.e. length of coastline and whether the navy can realistically protect this; whether the navy has participated in bi- or multilateral exercises/operations; and whether the navy has participated in bi- or multilateral exercises/operations as a leading partner.] 


	Rank 0
	Non-state actors possessing a degree of naval capability.
	1. Somali pirate groups

	Rank 1
	Symbolic navies incapable of fulfilling any mission type.
	1. Anguilla Marine Police

	Rank 2
	Navies that are able to:
1. Conduct police/constabulary operations in their territorial waters and (sometimes) their EEZs;
2. Contribute to coastal defence (mainly in conjunction with allies);
But unable to:
1. Participate in projection operations.
	1. Azerbaijani Navy
2. Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps Navy (Iran)
3. Korean People's Navy (North Korea)

	Rank 3
	Navies that are able to:
1. Conduct police/constabulary operations in their territorial waters and EEZs;
2. Perform coastal defence autonomously;
3. Participate in limited projection operations as part of a coalition.
	1. Finnish Navy
2. Hellenic Navy (Greece)
3. Islamic Republic of Iran Navy

	Rank 4
	Navies that are able to:
1. Conduct police/constabulary operations in their territorial waters and EEZs;
2. Perform coastal defence autonomously;
3. Conduct limited projection operations autonomously;
4. Participate in high intensity projection operations as part of a coalition.
	1. Indian Navy
2. Japan Maritime Self-Defence Force (JMSDF)
3. People's Liberation Army Navy (People's Republic of China)

	Rank 5
	Navies that are able to:
1. Conduct police/constabulary operations in their territorial waters and EEZs;
2. Perform coastal defence autonomously;
3. Conduct projection operations autonomously;
4. Participate in high intensity multinational projection operations, assuming the role of leading partner.
	1. Deutsche Marine (Germany)
2. French Navy
3. Republic of Korea Navy (South Korea)
4. Russian Navy
5. UK Royal Navy

	Rank 6
	Navies that are able to:
1. Perform any type of mission assigned to them;
2. Operate on a sustained basis anywhere across the globe;
3. Act unilaterally, without any assistance from the outside.
	1. US Navy



Figure 6: Germond’s navy classifications[footnoteRef:250]. [250:  Germond B., ‘Small navies in perspective: deconstructing the hierarchy of naval forces’ in Small Navies: Strategy and Policy for Small Navies in War and Peace, ed. By Mulqueen, M. et al, pp. 33-50 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2014). The examples listed for each ranking are merely selected navies from around the world. Note that these examples were not listed by Germond himself when he devised these rankings, but have been allocated by the author based upon a careful consideration of Germond’s criteria.] 


	With this methodological point clarified, the next step of the research was to consider the various, traditional maritime strategic principles outlined in Section 2.2. A key rationale for this was to attempt to ascertain whether current strategic documentation from around the world discussed these principles in significantly different ways to how they were discussed in the past.
	For this thesis, there are two principal developments in the conceptions of the maritime strategic principles today which are regarded as significant due to the fact they arguably take visibility into greater account than older conceptions. These will form the main focus of this chapter, and they are as follows: 1) an evolution of sea control and sea denial to battlespace control and area denial; and 2) modified understandings of forward positioning in relation to visibility. As will be shown, there is debate around these points; arguments can be made that the principles of maritime strategy as conceived today do take visibility into greater account, though opposing arguments can be put forward to show the limitations of these modified conceptions. Throughout the discussions of these two points, numerous references will be made to documentation from the range of states mentioned earlier, in order to show that the points are applicable across national and naval boundaries. Following this very conceptual discussion of the principles in maritime strategic documentation, space will also be devoted to ascertaining the extent to which modified understandings of the principles are seen in operational practice.

[bookmark: _Toc490736797]3.2.1 From Sea Control and Denial to Battlespace Control and Area Denial

	As already stated, sea control and sea denial appear to have undergone some form of evolution in the way they are conceived, which raises questions about how they relate to the notion of visibility. Bearing in mind Lautenschlager’s teachings that we should identify trends and patterns first, and then trace them back to their causes, this section will begin by looking at the wealth of US maritime strategic documentation before bringing in documentation from other states. We focus in particular on the US first because the changes in the way sea control and sea denial are understood are most thoroughly explained here; however, once the evolution has been shown, we will bring in examples of strategic documentation from outside the US in order to show that this development is by no means limited to the American experience. When considering the documentation, it is important to have an overview covering the last three to four decades. This coincides with the post-Cold War and the information RMA, though it is not strictly limited to it. Whilst the information RMA is the point at which an evolution in the understandings of sea control and sea denial takes place (as will be shown), it is also helpful for us to understand what came before this evolution. In other words, it is helpful to have an understanding of the bigger picture, so that there is a temporal as well as transnational comparison. Having this in mind will help develop a better understanding of the extent to which the principles, as understood in current maritime strategic literature, take visibility into account. Furthermore, in complementing US maritime strategic documentation with strategic documentation from other states, the contribution to the evolution of maritime strategic principles becomes one of a conceptual and contextual perspective rather than a perspective limited to one specific country.
	This section of the chapter shall be subdivided thus: 1) a consideration of US maritime strategic literature showing how sea control and sea denial have evolved; 2) a discussion of how the evolved forms feature in maritime and defence strategic documentation from outside the US; and 3) to what extent these evolved forms, in both US and non-US thought, account for visibility. Section 3.3 will then complement the findings of these sections with a discussion of operational cases and the mutually constitutive nature of the relationship between thought and practice. This will be carried out once the modified understandings of forward positioning and visibility in strategic documentation have also been considered.

[bookmark: _Toc490736798]3.2.2. Sea Control and Sea Denial in US Maritime Strategic Thought

To begin to understand how sea control and sea denial have evolved over time, and what this means in terms of visibility, an initial glance at the vast plethora of US Navy maritime strategic documentation since the 1970s is necessary. Doing so shows many differences in the number of times sea control and sea denial are discussed in these writings. The methodology used here is twofold: it is, to an extent, quantitative in that it looks at how often the concepts appear in the documents. However, it is not solely a quantitative approach; it is also qualitative in that the count has been taken manually, due to the fact that the concepts do occasionally appear under different names. To give an indication of this, Figure 7 (see below) lists a variety of key US Navy strategic documents[footnoteRef:251] published over the last three to four decades and the approximate number of times[footnoteRef:252] that the underlying concepts behind sea control and sea denial are either mentioned or discussed in them (furthermore, see Appendix A for additional figures giving a more detailed decade-by-decade overview): [251:  Most of the documents listed in Figure 6 can be found in the following literature: Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1970s: Selected Documents (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2007); Hattendorf, J. B. and Swartz, P., US Naval Strategy in the 1980s; Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1990s: Selected Documents (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 2006). These three documents contain works from the decades between 1970 and 2000. Other strategic documentation written in the 2000s and 2010s and not included in the above publications can be found online.]  [252:  It is important to note that these figures are a count of the number of times the concepts behind the terms sea control and sea denial are either mentioned or discussed - not just a tally of the number of times a certain term or phrase appears (indeed, if one was to do it this way, then the numbers above would be much different). Whilst terms like sea control may not always be explicitly used, the ideas underlying them can still be found if one reads the documents carefully. They are simply referred to with different choices of words. For example, the idea of exerting power at sea to secure a strategically significant area of the maritime domain might be referred to with various phrases such as sea control, control of the sea, control of local seas, sea command, command of the sea, protection of SLOCs, etc.] 




Figure 7: US Navy strategic documentation 1970-present; the overall trend.

The initial impression one might take from Figure 7 is that discussions of sea control and sea denial in US maritime strategic documentation have fluctuated over time, as if to suggest that at some points in history those two principles have been of greater or lesser importance.
However, a careful reading of these documents will actually show that such an assumption would be not be entirely accurate. Whilst there have been times in the recent history of the US Navy where principles of sea control and sea denial have fallen down the list of top priorities (this will be covered below), the numbers in Figure 7 do not actually represent an overall decline in the importance attached to maritime strategic principles such as sea control or sea denial. If anything, what they actually show is an evolution in the way such principles are discussed.
Sea control was always an important concept to the US Navy long before the onset of the information RMA. Going back to the middle of the Cold War in the 1960s and 1970s, sea control features as one of the top priorities for the US Navy in the country’s naval and maritime strategic documentation. Admiral Elmo Zumwalt’s Project SIXTY document, written in 1970, was primarily a plan of action for his four-year tenure as Chief of Naval Operations between 1970 and 1974; however, much of its contents touched upon maritime strategic principles that were of importance to securing American interests. Sea control was one of these principles, mentioned frequently throughout the document[footnoteRef:253]. The Soviet threat was the key driver for the significance attached to sea control; the navy of the USSR had undergone an expansion in technological capabilities (namely in its submarine force, where improvements had been made in geographical reach and reduction of acoustic signatures), which posed uncomfortable questions for American commanders on whether their own navy could guarantee control over the sea lanes[footnoteRef:254]. In the face of such a Soviet threat (which remained the highest threat to US interests defined by American strategic planners at the time) sea control (and combating a sea denial threat) continued to remain a top priority in US maritime strategic thought throughout the 1970s and the 1980s[footnoteRef:255]. Indeed, in some publications it is identified as the highest priority for US naval planners; for Turner, being able to control the sea and deny it to the enemy was a prerequisite for all other US maritime strategic goals (such as power projection)[footnoteRef:256]. For Holloway, sea control was the sine qua non – the most essential and indispensable – of all US navy missions[footnoteRef:257]. In essence, older US maritime strategic documents confirmed the established truth that in order to exercise command from the sea, first the command had to be gained; a fact that is recognised in academic works, such as those by Germond or Till[footnoteRef:258]. [253:  Zumwalt, E., ‘Project SIXTY’ in Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1970s, pp. 1-30.]  [254:  Ibid., pp. 5-8.]  [255:  Ibid.; Hattendorf, J. B. and Swartz, P., US Naval Strategy in the 1980s.]  [256:  Turner, S., 'Missions of the US Navy' in Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1970s, pp. 31-52.]  [257:  Holloway, J. L., 'Strategic Concepts for the US Navy', ibid., pp. 53-102.]  [258:  Germond, B., The Maritime Dimension of European Security: Seapower and European Union (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), p. 42; Till, G., Seapower, p. 153.] 

In 1991 the USSR collapsed and the Soviet threat vanished from the world stage. Suddenly, the US found itself in a situation where there was no rival great power with the capability to undertake significant sea denial activities in the open ocean. Thus, the US and its allies were placed in a position where they possessed superiority in the maritime domain. As such, there is a period where discussion of sea control and sea denial in American maritime strategic documentation temporarily dips and is replaced more by discussions of power and force projection, with a greater emphasis on conducting interventions and/or wars of a smaller scale. Whilst signs of a declining perception of the Soviets as the principal threat to American sea power can be discerned in strategic documentation in the late 1980s[footnoteRef:259], it was in The Way Ahead in 1991 that a shift from a focus on a state-based foe (and the threat of conventional and/or nuclear great power war) to numerous foes (a number of whom consist of non-state actors) can be more clearly identified[footnoteRef:260]. More significantly, however, was From the Sea: Preparing the Naval Service for the 21st Century in 1992. By this time, the Soviet Union had ceased to exist; From the Sea made a clear statement that: “with the demise of the Soviet Union, the free nations of the world claim preeminent control of the seas and ensure freedom of commercial maritime passage. As a result, our national maritime policies can afford to de-emphasize efforts in some naval warfare areas”[footnoteRef:261]. [259:  Watkins, J. D. et al, 'The Maritime Strategy, 1986' in Hattendorf, J. B. and Swartz, P., US Naval Strategy in the 1980s, pp. 203-58; Chief of Naval Operations Executive Panel, 'Looking Beyond the Maritime Strategy', ibid., pp. 260-8; Brown, R., 'The Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of the US National Strategy, 1988-1989', ibid., pp. 269-308; Chief of Naval Operations Executive Panel, 'Maritime Strategy for the 1990s', ibid., pp. 309-22.]  [260:  The Soviets remain a threat, but no longer occupy the same status as in previous documents. See Kelso, F. B. et al, ‘“The Way Ahead”’ in Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1990s, pp. 23-38.]  [261:  Smith, L. W. et al, ‘“… From the Sea: Preparing the Naval Service for the 21st Century”’, ibid., pp. 87-100.] 

	This was a clear indication of a shift away from sea control and protection against sea denial towards other maritime strategic objectives. Whilst the excerpt above does not explicitly state that sea control is the effort to be de-emphasised, we can work out that this is what the authors of From the Sea meant considering the context in which the document was written. The demise of the USSR also meant the demise of the only other navy in the world that possessed a global reach and the capabilities to engage in sea denial activities against US-led forces in distant oceans. In this new environment, the need to maintain sea control became less of a concern for US naval commanders in the sense that their ability to secure, maintain and exploit it was virtually unchallenged. Instead, power projection took on an increased importance. Thus, a changing strategic context enabled less of a focus on an approach consistent with one maritime strategic principle, and more of a focus on an approach consistent with another.
However, this period where sea control and sea denial did not seem to rank as highly on the list of priorities for the US Navy only lasted for a short time. As Figure 7 shows (see Appendix A also), from the late 1990s, throughout the 2000s and after 2010 discussions of the underlying concepts of sea control and sea denial began to rise and fall sharply, with some documents discussing them in greater depth than others. The lack of discussion of sea control and sea denial in some of these texts can be partly explained by the nature of their contents. Some strategic documentation was not written for the purpose of defining new maritime strategic objectives. The Maritime Security Cooperation Policy of 2013, for example, was written with the purpose of providing guidance on inter-service operations in line with the strategic guidance outlined in 2007’s A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower[footnoteRef:262]. The Naval Aviation Vision 2014-2025, to take another example, does not attempt to define any new maritime strategic objectives either; instead, it reviews current  technological platforms possessed by the US Navy, with occasional references to overarching strategic goals[footnoteRef:263]. [262:  US Department of the Navy, Maritime Security Cooperation Policy: An Integrated Navy-Marine Corps-Coast Guard Approach (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2013), http://www.marines.mil/Portals/59/Med%20Res%20Maritime%20Security%20Cooperation_An%20Integrated_USN-USMC-USCG_Approach%20w%20PCN.pdf.]  [263:  US Department of the Navy, Naval Aviation Vision 2014-2025 (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2014), http://www.navy.mil/strategic/Naval_Aviation_Vision.pdf.] 

In other texts, however, the underlying concepts behind sea control and sea denial feature greatly. However, this is where the aforementioned evolution in the way the concepts are discussed begins to take place – the evolution which is of interest here, as it is important to ask if it brings a greater consideration of visibility-related matters into the conceptions of sea control and sea denial.
In contrast to From the Sea, which had indicated a shift away from sea control, the Navy Strategic Planning Guidance with Long Range Planning Guidance of 2000 saw sea control return to its former status; it was explicitly identified as the “cardinal prerequisite” for forward access, movement and pre-positioning of maritime forces[footnoteRef:264]. After an apparent period in which the ability to control parts of the sea was considered something of a ‘given’, the principles of sea control and sea denial were returning to the forefront. [264:  Sestak, J. et al, ‘“Navy Strategic Planning Guidance with Long Range Planning Guidance”’ in Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1990s, pp. 177-266.] 

Yet there was more to this evolution than just a return to the fore of the discussion. The data in Appendix A shows a greater instance of the concepts behind sea control and sea denial featuring in some more recent strategic documentation (such as the Navy Strategic Planning Guidance with Long Range Planning Guidance, Air-Sea Battle or the Naval Operations Concept[footnoteRef:265]) whilst other documents appear to discuss them to a much lesser extent. However, what these numbers do not show is a more complex change in the way such concepts are discussed. Beginning with Anytime, Anywhere: A Navy for the 21st Century (published in 1997), the concepts of sea control and sea denial occasionally take on slightly different lexical forms[footnoteRef:266]. Instead of ‘sea’ control, sometimes the term ‘battlespace’ control (sometimes referred to in other sources by a similar term, battlespace dominance) appears; instead of ‘sea’ denial, instead the term ‘area’ denial is sometimes seen. [265:  US Department of Defense, Air-Sea Battle: Service Collaboration to Address Anti-Access and Area Denial Challenges (Washington DC: Department of Defense, 2013); US Department of the Navy, Naval Operations Concept 2010 (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2010).]  [266:  Harris, R. R. and Smith, E. A., ‘Anytime, Anywhere: A Navy for the 21st Century’ in Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1990s, pp. 171-6, p. 174.] 

The key question now is threefold: it is necessary to understand what these concepts mean, how they are distinguishable from the traditional principles of sea control and sea denial, and most importantly the extent to which they account for visibility (for instance, whether they were devised to specifically account for it).
Sea control and sea denial are by their very names somewhat specific in terms of the domain they concern[footnoteRef:267]. Battlespace control/dominance and area denial on the other hand can seem much more vague since they do not imply any particular domain. Instead they can be used to refer to any domain (or combination of domains) where conflict or military operations might take place. Traditional ideas of sea control and sea denial fall under these new terms. In other words, the concepts behind battlespace control and area denial take account of the fact that operations designed to control or deny a physical space can cross domains. Navies might therefore find that operations to ensure sea control can involve a multi-domain approach, such as assisting with power projection of forces ashore and/or providing cross-theatre air defence[footnoteRef:268]. In the contemporary context, space and cyberspace can also be added to this list. Undertaking multi-domain operations can require naval forces to work closely with other branches of a states’ armed forces, such as the army, air force and/or amphibious forces. In much the same way that Turner thus distinguished sea control from command of the sea by acknowledging the potential effects placed upon the latter by advances in the likes of submarine and aviation technologies, battlespace control can thus be distinguished from sea control by looking first and foremost at the technological level. Battlespace control is a concept born out of the current era; a time of expanding multi-domain military operations[footnoteRef:269], cyber, outer-space and information concerns and the potential effects that these have on naval strategic, operational and tactical planning. [267:  For the sake of clarity, theatre refers to a geographic locale, whilst domain refers to the different dimensions of that locale – such as land, sea, air, space and/or cyberspace.]  [268:  Parsons, R., 'Future Maritime Operations' in South Africa and Naval Power at the Millennium, ed. by Edmonds, M. and Mills, G., pp. 107-15 (Johannesburg: South African Institute for International Affairs, 2000), p. 109.]  [269:  ‘Expanding’ is being used here to denote an expansion in the number of domains that naval planners must consider, not an increase in operations.] 

There are political and strategic dimensions to the circumstances out of which battlespace control and area denial have emerged, not just a technological dimension. US concerns over the naval (and wider military) direction of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) are particularly important, as political developments within the latter (namely, the PRC’s economic growth and its associated military modernisation) bring about strategic concerns for the former. Such strategic concerns mainly centre on the ambiguity of the PRC’s naval intentions, as well as ongoing disputes over outstanding issues (such as the South China Sea islands disputes[footnoteRef:270]). Apart from possessing increasingly sophisticated conventional naval weapons and platforms across the maritime domain, aviation capabilities, land- and space-based weapons and intelligence platforms, the PRC has often been subject to numerous allegations concerning its capabilities in the cyberspace domain. [270:  Williams, E. et al, China and the Sea: Understanding China’s Contemporary Sea Power via the Historical Memory Approach, Papiers d’actualité/Current Affairs in Perspective No. 1 (Geneva: Fondation Pierre du Bois, 2016), http://www.fondation-pierredubois.ch/Papiers-d-actualite/china-and-the-sea-understanding-chinas-contemporary-sea-power-via-the-historical-memory-approach.html.] 

Accusations of cyber espionage have been levelled at hackers operating from the PRC on more than one occasion, by a number of states such as Germany, the US, the UK, New Zealand, Australia, the Philippines, India and Taiwan[footnoteRef:271]. The central fear on the part of the US Navy is that Chinese cyber espionage or attacks could compromise the ability of its forces to operate – both in peace or wartime – in the Asia-Pacific region, whether by exposing sensitive information on vessel movements or by implanting malicious software in critical infrastructure[footnoteRef:272]. In a wartime scenario, Chinese cyber penetration of US information and support networks could enable them to degrade American logistics and command and control efforts in a manner that will contest US Navy maritime access most effectively[footnoteRef:273]. In a peacetime scenario, cyber attacks on US government and military networks could be used to steal sensitive information, as occurred in July and August 2006[footnoteRef:274]. These are possibilities that illustrate the potential damage operations in the cyber domain could do. [271:  Krekel, B., 'Capability of the People's Republic of China to Conduct Cyber Warfare and Computer Network Exploitation', Report for the US-China Economic and Security Review Commission, (McLean, VA: Northrop Grumman Corporation Information Systems Sector, 2009), http://nsarchive.gwu.edu/NSAEBB/NSAEBB424/docs/Cyber-030.pdf, pp. 68-74.]  [272:  London, J. P., ‘Made in China’, Proceedings Magazine of the US Naval Institute Vol. 137/4/1,298 (April 2011), http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2011-04/made-china#footnotes.]  [273:  Krekel, B., 'Capability of the People's Republic of China to Conduct Cyber Warfare', p. 24.]  [274:  Ibid., pp. 71-4.] 

Cyber domain operations can often be concerned with the acquisition or denial of information, relating to one element of the visibility triad. On a superficial level, then, it might seem that the notions of battlespace control and area denial appear to take visibility into greater account in this regard. The reality, however, is that it is still somewhat complicated. Battlespace control and area denial do not solely focus on information concerns; nor does anything here suggest that they also deal with the other two elements of the visibility triad, perception and interpretation.

[bookmark: _Toc490736799]3.2.3 Battlespace Control and Area Denial Beyond US Thought

Moving beyond US strategic thought, however, one finds that the new terms of battlespace control/dominance and area denial are by no means unique to American documentation. The terms are just as applicable to the maritime strategic thought of other countries as well. The UK’s British Maritime Doctrine, for example, conceives of battlespace dominance in roughly the same way as American documentation does, and by extension one can infer that it views the evolution of the term as following a similar pattern. For the UK, battlespace dominance is an evolution of the way sea control is conceived, as the latter can very much be part of the former; it has arisen in response to the demands of newly emerging domains of operations (in this instance, the cyber/information environment); its emergence can therefore be seen as linked to the wider political and strategic trends in the development of cyber and information warfare, dominance and superiority and cyber security[footnoteRef:275]. [275:  Royal Navy, BR1806, p. 43.] 

To an extent, Australian maritime strategic thought follows the concepts set out in UK documentation. The definition of battlespace control/dominance outlined in the Australian Maritime Doctrine of 2000 and the more recent maritime doctrine of 2010, for example, is broadly similar to that found in BR1806 and in US maritime strategic writings. For the Australian strategist, battlespace control/dominance evolved due to a blurring of the boundaries between domains of operations, with space and the electromagnetic spectrum increasingly added to the mixture[footnoteRef:276]. Much like the US and UK cases, then, the Royal Australian Navy (RAN) has come to adopt a concept based upon technological and strategic changes – namely, advances in space and electromagnetic assets as well as a greater proliferation of such assets among the world’s sea powers. [276:  Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine, 1st edn (Canberra: Department of Defence, 2000), p. 43; Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine: RAN Doctrine 1, 2nd edn (Canberra: Department of Defence, 2010), p. 72.] 

	The Indian Navy also has made use of the battlespace dominance/control concept, and a reading of maritime strategic documentation from this state also shows a broadly similar definition to the aforementioned cases. In this instance, battlespace dominance/control has emerged to encompass not only traditional sea control, but also an environment of advancing and proliferating information technologies. Much like the US, UK and Australian examples, the Indian case suggests a blurring of the boundaries between different operating domains, which now includes the information sphere[footnoteRef:277]. [277:  Maritime Doctrines and Concepts Centre, Indian Maritime Doctrine: Indian Navy Strategic Publication 1.1 (New Delhi : Ministry of Defence of India, 2015), p. 78.] 

	The concepts of battlespace control/dominance and area denial continue to appear elsewhere. In the Canadian case, for example, the former is used in conjunction with the traditional idea of sea control; the underlying definition is very much based upon that contained in British maritime strategic documentation, with the underlying assumption of an ‘integrated’ operating environment where the sea is just one domain alongside other, newer ones (namely, the information domain)[footnoteRef:278]. [278:  Directorate of Maritime Strategy, Leadmark: The Navy’s Strategy for 2020 (Ottawa: Canadian Department of National Defence, 2001), p. 36; Directorate of Maritime Strategy, Securing Canada’s Ocean Frontiers: Charting the Course from Leadmark (Ottawa: Canadian Department of National Defence, 2005), p. 28.] 

To take two more examples, area denial features in the strategic documentation of South Korea and Japan. In the Japanese case the term appeared in the most recent Defense of Japan white paper of 2015, but has also featured in the document’s predecessors. However, in these instances the concept is very much connected with the naval modernisation of the PRC[footnoteRef:279]. The definition of area denial featured in Japanese defence strategic documentation is informed by the US definition of the term in light of the PRC’s naval modernisation; it encompasses the use of assets across a multitude of domains (not limited to the sea, but also including the space and air domains) to deny movements in a maritime area[footnoteRef:280]. In the South Korean case, the use of the area denial concept is similar; it is connected with the strategic and technological developments in PRC naval capability[footnoteRef:281]. The definitions given of the concept are otherwise vague, however, so must be cross-referenced with the US and Japanese cases to give a deeper understanding of what area denial means. [279:  Ministry of Defence of Japan, Defense of Japan 2015 (Tokyo: Ministry of Defence, 2015), http://www.mod.go.jp/e/publ/w_paper/2015.html; Ministry of Defence of Japan, Defense of Japan 2014 (Tokyo: Ministry of Defence, 2014), http://www.mod.go.jp/e/publ/w_paper/2014.html; Ministry of Defence of Japan, Defense of Japan 2013 (Tokyo: Ministry of Defence, 2013), http://www.mod.go.jp/e/publ/w_paper/2013.html; Ministry of Defence of Japan, Defense of Japan 2012 (Tokyo: Ministry of Defence, 2013), http://www.mod.go.jp/e/publ/w_paper/2012.html.]  [280:  Ministry of Defence of Japan, Defense of Japan 2013.]  [281:  Ministry of National Defense of the Republic of Korea, 2014 Defense White Paper (Seoul: Ministry of National Defence, 2014), p. 16; Ministry of National Defense of the Republic of Korea, 2012 Defense White Paper (Seoul: Ministry of National Defence, 2012), p. 17.] 

Interestingly, two of the world’s key non-Western state actors, Russia and the PRC, do not appear to use the new terms in their strategic writings. The Russian maritime doctrines, for example, seem to make no reference to concepts that could be regarded as an evolution of the old ideas of sea control and sea denial; indeed, even those older terms do not appear. Instead, publicly released Russian maritime strategic documentation does not focus solely on the navy; it also focuses in large part on marine economic, transportation and scientific development[footnoteRef:282]. Indeed, secondary sources go so far as to paint a picture of an incoherent Russian maritime strategy, showing no sign of evolution in the way it thinks about sea control/denial. Hernandez, for example, is critical of grandiose procurement aims that, in his eyes, would be more suited to traditional maritime strategic goals (such as power projection against a conventional foe) than the multi-dimensional threats Russia actually faces[footnoteRef:283]. [282:  Russian Federation, Maritime Doctrine of the Russian Federation 2020 (Moscow: Kremlin, 2001); President of Russia, ‘Russian Federation Marine Doctrine’, last modified 26 July 2015, http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/50060; MacCormac, S., ‘The New Russian Naval Doctrine’, Center for International Maritime Security, last modified 24 November 2015, http://cimsec.org/new-russian-naval-doctrine/18444.]  [283:  Hernandez, B., ‘Is Russia’s Maritime Strategy Adrift?’ Center for International Maritime Security, last modified 26 November 2015, http://cimsec.org/is-russias-maritime-strategy-adrift/18385; MacCormac, S., 'The New Russian Naval Doctrine'.] 

However, certainly in the Chinese case at least, one can argue that the underlying concepts behind battlespace dominance/control and area denial do appear – albeit in a vague manner, referred to with different terminology. The most recent Chinese defence white paper, published in 2015, discusses the older notion of “active defence” – a concept dating back to the earliest days of the PRC – and defines what this looks like in practice in today’s world[footnoteRef:284]. Reference is made to the “evolving form of war and [the] national security situation”, suggesting that the particular conception of active defence the document outlines has come about in response to developments in military art, defence and security[footnoteRef:285]. Such developments are summed up earlier in the document, when reference is made to “profound changes […] taking place in the international situation […] and international competition in the economic, scientific and technological, and military fields”[footnoteRef:286]. Though the document does not explicitly say what these broad developments entail, one could interpret “scientific and technological” developments as including continuing advancements in stealth and precision armaments as well as advancements in the cyber and information spheres, since these are areas of particular relevance in today’s globalised, post-information RMA world. Active defence is, in Chinese eyes, therefore about “winning informationized local wars, highlighting maritime military struggle and maritime PMS [preparation for military struggle]”, which involve “system-vs-system operations […] information dominance, precision strikes and joint operations”[footnoteRef:287]. All of these terms combine to imply something not entirely dissimilar to the underlying concepts behind battlespace dominance/control and area denial: integrated operations across multiple domains (including the newer domain of cyberspace and the information sphere), of which sea control operations in the maritime domain are just one part. [284:  “Active defence” is a set of strategic guidelines, which are defined as: 1) unity between strategic defence and tactical and operational offence; 2) adherence to principles of self-defence and “post-emptive” strike; and 3) adherence to a maxim that states the PRC will not attack others, but will surely counterattack if it is subject to aggression. See State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, ‘Strategic Guideline of Active Defense’ in China’s Military Strategy (Beijing: Ministry of National Defence, 2015), http://eng.mod.gov.cn/Database/WhitePapers/2015-05/26/content_4586711.htm.]  [285:  Ibid.]  [286:  State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, ‘National Security Situation’ in China’s Military Strategy (Beijing: Ministry of National Defence, 2015), http://eng.mod.gov.cn/Database/WhitePapers/2015-05/26/content_4586688.htm.]  [287:  Ibid.] 

It is important to note that whilst many states referred to in this discussion appear to have adopted the new terms of battlespace control and area denial, or alternatively to have shown signs of thinking in such terms, there are still some exceptions to the rule. To give an example, in the Finnish case, strategic documentation still appears to talk very much in terms of SLOC protection rather than of a fused, networked, multi-dimensional battlespace of which the maritime domain is just one layer[footnoteRef:288]. Where other domains of military operations and security needs are discussed (such as the emergent cyber arena), these tend to be separate of any discussion of the maritime domain. This seeming focus on a more traditional conception akin to sea control rather than the newer notion of battlespace control can be explained by two factors: 1) the fact that Finland, as a rank 3 navy (see Figure 6), possesses more limited capabilities; and 2) Finland’s current political and strategic context, which currently necessitates more of an immediate focus on its adjacent maritime areas (given the actions and interests of neighbouring countries such as Russia in those areas). Despite this, however, there remains every possibility that a country such as Finland might soon find itself having to think more in terms of battlespace than sea control, given that it seeks deeper and deeper cooperation with Nordic and European Union naval partners as well as undertaking limited out-of-area operations in the recent past (such as the deployment of a minelayer with the EU naval force off Somalia in 2010). A continuation of such trends would see Finnish naval commanders having to think more about networking and ISR (the information domain), both with partners and in long-distance operations (which might also necessitate further refinement of capabilities in other, related domains, such as air and space). [288:  Ministry of Defence of Finland, Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2012. Government Report (Helsinki: Prime Minister’s Office, 2012), p. 104; Ministry of Defence of Finland, Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2009. Government Report (Helsinki: Prime Minister’s Office, 2009), p. 111; Ministry of Defence of Finland, Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2004 (Helsinki: Prime Minister’s Office, 2004), p. 106.] 

Furthermore, even for states that do not appear to produce strategic documents (at least, not ones that are publicly available), secondary sources can be taken to indicate that their military officials and policymakers are thinking in terms of something akin to battlespace rather than sea control, or area rather than sea denial. Iran and North Korea are two key examples. In the Iranian case, naval/maritime-centric exercises have often involved more than maritime forces, with air and land capabilities participating; furthermore, what is particularly notable in Iranian exercises is the use of the information domain as a means of engendering perceptions and interpretations of the country’s overall military capability. In some instances this has even involved the deliberate spread of misinformation through state-controlled media to give an impression of strength, for purposes often connected to deterrence and influencing national and international audiences’ perceptions of Iranian naval and military power[footnoteRef:289]. [289:  Harmer, C., Iranian Naval and Maritime Strategy, Middle East Security Report 12 (Washington, DC: Institute for the Study of War, 2013), pp. 13-4; Haghshenass, F., Iran’s Asymmetric Naval Warfare, Policy Focus #87 (Washington DC: The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 2008), p. 22.] 

In the North Korean example, a similar picture can be taken. North Korean naval assets should not be seen in isolation from the country’s broader military capabilities. Such capabilities encompass a spectrum of platforms, weapons and systems more suited for asymmetric, multi-domain warfare – area (and not just sea) denial, in essence[footnoteRef:290]. This includes not just conventional capabilities in the land, sea and air domains, but also capabilities in the electromagnetic, information and cyber arenas[footnoteRef:291]. [290:  Kim, D., ‘The Republic of Korea’s Counter-Asymmetric Strategy: Lessons from ROKS Cheonan and Yeonpyeong Island’, US Naval War College Review 65.1 (Winter 2012), 55-74, p. 56.]  [291:  Ibid., p. 57.] 

Thus, by way of a summary, the concept of battlespace control does appear to have moved beyond the US, finding its way into the strategic thought of other Western and non-Western states. Whilst never always explicitly mentioned in the maritime strategic documentation of some of these states, in some instances the underlying ideas behind the concept can be seen - whether through different terminology or through secondary sources.

[bookmark: _Toc490736800]3.2.4 Battlespace Control, Area Denial and Visibility

In essence, the new concepts are definitely not limited to US maritime strategic documentation, though such documents tend to be where they are most clearly defined, due to the fact that the US (as the world’s largest naval power) has a tendency to lead the way in terms of maritime strategic thought. Whether the visibility triad is a matter that falls under the auspices of sea control, sea denial and their newer forms of battlespace control/dominance and area denial is something which maritime strategic literature from around the world is not entirely clear on, however. Starting with the US, Anytime, Anywhere: A Navy for the 21st Century, for example, implied it is: “[...] everything from an information warfare battle of surveillance systems, to precise strikes against critical surveillance nodes, to theater missile defense, to command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) and a cooperative engagement capability that includes a comprehensive defense of both the fleet and forces ashore.”[footnoteRef:292] [292:  Harris, R. R. and Smith, E. A., ‘Anytime, Anywhere'.] 

	In the citation above, several matters that relate to all three elements of the visibility triad feature: information warfare, surveillance and C4ISR. Surveillance, of course, is a means of acquiring information. Information warfare is where actors might not only fight to control or deny it, but also to do so in a manner that creates or prevents certain perceptions and interpretations[footnoteRef:293]. C4ISR covers a range of military necessities that all feed into the process of not just acquiring information, but also sharing, perceiving and interpreting it - processing it within the command and control (C2) loop. Anytime, Anywhere suggests that battlespace control takes account of these. Area denial might therefore be inferred to account for them too; since sea denial is in some ways the antithesis of sea control, then area denial, born out of the former, can be regarded as the antithesis of battlespace control. If battlespace control/dominance relies in large part on C4ISR's ability to control visibility, then area denial could be seen as the antithesis of this as an adversary might seek to deny visibility. By this logic, then, one might argue that there is no need for a distinct principle of maritime strategy based around visibility because battlespace control/dominance and area denial are partly concerned with operations in the information and cognitive domains. [293:  For an example, consider the Russian case in regards to the crisis in Ukraine. Russia has used a form of information warfare (referred to as reflexive control) as a means through which it can attempt to shape US and European attitudes towards the Ukrainian crisis in its favour. See Snegovaya, M., ‘Putin’s Information Warfare in Ukraine: Soviet Origins of Russia’s Hybrid Warfare’, Russia Report 1 (Washington DC: Institute for the Study of War, 2015), p. 7.] 

	One might take a similar conclusion reading Navy Strategic Planning Guidance with Long Range Planning Guidance. A concept that emerges here, battlespace awareness, is arguably considered as something that falls under the umbrellas of existing maritime strategic principles such as sea control or power projection (and by extension, battlespace control)[footnoteRef:294]. If battlespace control/dominance is defined as control exerted in an area across several domains of operations, then battlespace awareness is knowledge of this multi-domain space. It is broadly similar to the concept of maritime domain awareness. Maritime domain awareness, defined in the National Strategy for Maritime Security that would come later in 2005, is: “[…] the effective understanding of all activities, events, and trends within any relevant domain- air, land, sea, space, and cyberspace- that could threaten the safety, security, economy, or environment of the United States and its people"[footnoteRef:295]. It emphasises awareness and threat knowledge as "critical for securing the maritime domain and the key to preventing adverse events. Knowledge of an adversary's capabilities, intentions, methods, objectives, goals, ideology, and organizational structure, plus factors that influence his behaviour, are used to assess adversary strengths, vulnerabilities, and centers of gravity”[footnoteRef:296]. [294:  Sestak, J. et al, '"Navy Strategic Planning Guidance"', p. 230.]  [295:  White House, ‘The National Strategy for Maritime Security’, last modified 20 September 2005, http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/homeland/maritime-security.html.]  [296:  Ibid.] 

	Once again, the definition of this concept can be seen as touching upon all elements of the visibility triad, yet it is discussed in a manner that implies it is not something distinct, but something accounted for by principles such as sea (and battlespace) control.
	Two later documents, Navy Cyber Power 2020 and the revised form of A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower published in 2015, might also be interpreted in a manner that implies the existing maritime strategic principles, such as sea/battlespace control and sea/area denial, already take matters of visibility into account. In the case of the former, cyberspace operations, which are regarded as a “critical component” of information dominance[footnoteRef:297], are discussed as an ‘enhancer’ of traditional naval operations that fall under existing principles such as sea control or indeed power projection and forward positioning[footnoteRef:298]. Sea (and by extension, battlespace) control can be implied to take elements of the visibility triad into account. ISR and maritime domain awareness are described as “essential elements” of sea control, implying that all three elements of the visibility triad are a component of this existing maritime strategic principle[footnoteRef:299]. To sum up so far then, the picture from various US maritime strategic documentation appears to be one where sea control and denial, and by logical extension the newer conceptions of battlespace control and area denial, already seem to take visibility into account. [297:  Information dominance is another concept very much connected to the notion of visibility. Information dominance, comes up frequently in a lot of recent documentation. The Navy Strategy for Achieving Information Dominance 2013-2017, published in 2012, defines information dominance as “the operational advantage gained from fully integrating the Navy’s information functions, capabilities and resources to optimize decision making and maximize warfighting effects”. Three capabilities fall into this: assured command and control (C2), battlespace awareness and integrated fires. All three of these capabilities are highly connected to visibility. Assured C2 is all about the ability of commanders to perceive and interpret the field of action and acquire and communicate the necessary information to form these perceptions and interpretations; battlespace awareness, as well as including the acquisition of information about the operating environment, also includes understanding the intentions of other actors (which involves the process of interpreting their rhetoric and actions); and integrated fires centres around the use of networking and effective communications to facilitate greater options for naval commanders. See US Department of the Navy, Navy Strategy for Achieving Information Dominance 2013-2017 (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2012), pp. 3-7.]  [298:  US Department of the Navy, Navy Cyber Power 2020 (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2012), p. III.]  [299:  US Department of the Navy, A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower: Forward, Engaged, Ready (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2015), p. 22.] 

	Yet other maritime strategic documentation from the US can be interpreted in different ways, seemingly going against other writings. The very document just cited in order to define maritime domain awareness, the US’ National Strategy for Maritime Security of 2005, goes on to suggest that this visibility-related concept might actually represent something distinct from existing maritime strategic principles after all: “such knowledge is essential to supporting decision-making for planning, identifying requirements, prioritizing resource allocation, and implementing maritime security operations. Domain awareness enables the early identification of potential threats and enhances appropriate responses, including interdiction at an optimal distance with capable prevention forces.”[footnoteRef:300] [300:  White House, 'The National Strategy for Maritime Security'.] 

	In this regard, visibility-related concerns such as maritime domain awareness can also be regarded not as a strict part of sea/battlespace control and/or sea/area denial[footnoteRef:301], but rather as something distinct. The way in which maritime domain awareness is described can be interpreted in a manner that suggests this. ‘Knowledge’, the product of the visibility triad, ‘supports’ decision-making; it can be implied to be a prerequisite to ‘implementing’ operations as well as something that takes place during them. Domain awareness here is said to ‘enhance’ responses (responses which can include approaches that fall under existing maritime strategic principles like sea/battlespace control and sea/area denial). In this regard, one might therefore be tempted to regard such visibility concerns as distinct from sea/battlespace control and sea/area denial from a conceptual perspective. [301:  These principles are implied through use of the term ‘interdiction’, which could mean either the exercise of control through interception of moving actors, or interception as a means of denying an actor’s movement (contestation rather than control).] 

	The underlying idea of maritime domain awareness is not new in itself, of course; navies and mariners have always strived to use knowledge to offset the risks posed by the sea and the actors upon it[footnoteRef:302]. In previous eras, the idea of attaining and sustaining a detailed, knowledgeable picture of the field of operations simply went under different terms, such as naval intelligence. However, what is new about maritime domain awareness, which differentiates it from naval intelligence in bygone eras, is the political and technological context in which it exists. [302:  Nimmich, J. L. and Goward, D. A., ‘Maritime Domain Awareness: The Key to Maritime Security’, International Law Studies 83 (2007), 57-65, p.  63.] 

Naval (and more generally speaking, military) intelligence in the years preceding Corbett or Mahan was very much a human activity that often had to be carried out by ships and sailors themselves due to the limitations of sensors and communication technologies at the time[footnoteRef:303] (thus suggesting that visibility control was something that had to be carried out alongside or as part of other operations, such as sea control or power projection missions). In the contemporary context, however, a culmination of technologies enables naval platforms to have an advance knowledge of the maritime domain before they commence operations. The development of radar and sonar sensors and radio communications in the early twentieth century were first steps towards this; the gradual development of computerised means of information processing throughout the Cold War constitutes another; and in today’s post-information RMA world, networked communications, space-based sensor and communication platforms and unmanned vehicles with surveillance capabilities all comprise a multitude of more recent steps. [303:  Wheeler, D. L., 'A Guide to the History of Intelligence 1800-1918',  Journal of US Intelligence Studies 19.1 (Winter/Spring 2012), 47-50, p. 47.] 

However, there is more that differentiates maritime domain awareness from naval intelligence than just today’s technological context. A political context of globalisation and interdependence is also important; with transnational security issues (such as piracy off the Horn of Africa, illegal migration in the Mediterranean or maritime drug trafficking from South America) often requiring multinational responses, maritime domain awareness is not just about one state gathering intelligence for its own national security needs. It is also about the sharing of information between institutions and partners at both the national and international levels[footnoteRef:304]. Part of the aim of this multinational information sharing is to reinforce perceptions of trust and return, encouraging cooperation on maritime security goals between partners[footnoteRef:305]. This is not specifically undertaken for the purpose of any one strategic principle, but instead to act as a driver for enabling an effective operation of any kind (in line with any strategic principle). Given these political and technological developments, maritime domain awareness can thus be regarded as something separate from existing maritime strategic principles – meaning that visibility stands distinct from sea/battlespace control and sea/area denial. [304:  US Department of the Navy, Navy Maritime Domain Awareness Concept (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2007), p. 6.]  [305:  Ibid, p. 2.] 

	Additional US maritime strategic documentation can also lead us towards this conclusion. What is important to note about information dominance when discussed in the Navy Strategy for Achieving Information Dominance is that none of its core capabilities are explicitly linked to sea/battlespace control, sea/area denial or indeed any particular maritime strategic principle. Furthermore, the document begins with the statement that: “information is becoming increasingly central to all aspects of maritime warfighting and is core to the Navy’s strategic, operational and tactical missions of sea control, power projection, deterrence and forward presence”[footnoteRef:306]. [306:  US Department of the Navy, Navy Strategy for Achieving Information Dominance, p. 3.] 

	This is significant because it implies that information dominance, though defined as an ‘operational’ advantage, is of equally strategic importance as well – elevating it to the same level as the existing principles of maritime strategy. Furthermore, the document implies that the importance of information and information dominance permeates all of the existing principles; it is at their core. Whilst on the one hand this could be taken to mean that visibility is at the heart of every existing maritime strategic principle, on the other hand it could also be taken to suggest that visibility transcends the boundaries of each principle; it is not unique to sea control and denial and their newer forms. It is driving each and every principle in equal measure. As a common driver, therefore, it can be regarded as something distinct in its own right.
	Indeed, reading further documentation, one might come to regard visibility as a facilitator of existing principles of maritime strategy, not just something that enhances or supports them. The Naval Operations Concept of 2010 is one such example. In reference to sea (and perhaps by extension, battlespace) control, matters relating to information dominance (such as interoperability and space superiority, falling under the C2 umbrella, and resilient communication and ISR systems for battlespace awareness) is regarded as much as a prerequisite as it is a supporting factor[footnoteRef:307]. [307:  US Department of the Navy, Naval Operations Concept 2010 (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2010), pp. 56-7.] 

Furthermore, the revised 2015 version of A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower, despite implying at one point that visibility-related concerns such as ISR and maritime domain awareness fall under the umbrella of sea/battlespace control and sea/area denial, also discusses something else of interest here. The mantra of ‘all domain access’ appears; when the document elaborates on what this is, however, we see a fusion of concepts previously seen in our definition of information dominance (battlespace awareness, assured C2 and integrated fires) combined with two additions: cyberspace operations and electromagnetic manoeuvre warfare[footnoteRef:308]. All domain access therefore appears to be a blend of distinctly visibility-related matters, some of which are already part of other, existing concepts. The questions to ask now are what end this fusion is supposed to serve, and whether all domain access is something that can be considered part of the existing principles of maritime strategy or as something distinct. [308:  US Department of the Navy, A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower: Forward, Engaged, Ready, pp. 19-21.] 

All domain access appears to centre around the idea of maintaining a situation where US naval forces will be able to firstly project force into “contested areas”, and secondly maintain the freedom to operate effectively. The document’s use of the phrase “project military force” might lead the reader to the assumption that all domain access is not strictly part of the process of attaining and maintaining sea/battlespace control, and that it is instead something accounted for by the principle of power projection. However, even this can be questioned. All domain access is described as something “employed in coordination” with sea (and battlespace) control and power projection capabilities[footnoteRef:309]. What this implies is a relationship where all domain access, with its visibility-centred concerns, is something that can be regarded as separate from sea/battlespace control (and power projection as well). Rather than being part of these existing principles, it is something that complements them. Given that all domain access seems to be very much concerned with visibility, from this perspective visibility can therefore be argued to be something that the existing principles do not account for enough. [309:  Ibid.] 

Not only is US maritime strategic documentation in seeming contradiction at certain times; so too is documentation from other states. The British Maritime Doctrine, for example, implies that battlespace control/dominance does take visibility into account; by defining it as taking the information domain into account, one could argue that the document is implicitly suggesting that the three elements of the visibility triad are thus also accounted for. If battlespace dominance/control also consists of information dominance/superiority, then it also means that the concept includes the control of visibility[footnoteRef:310]. [310:  Royal Navy, BR1806, p. 43.] 

Similarly, the Indian Maritime Doctrine can also be taken to imply that battlespace dominance/control and the traditional principle of sea control it emerged from takes visibility matters into account. Given that the definition of battlespace dominance/control encompasses superiority in the information environment, one can therefore connect all three elements of the visibility triad to the concept[footnoteRef:311]. Thus, here as well one might question whether it is necessary to have a distinct principle of visibility when it appears to already be accounted for. [311:  Maritime Doctrines and Concepts Centre, Indian Maritime Doctrine, p. 78.] 

Certain Australian documents also support the argument that visibility is accounted for by battlespace dominance/control. The Australian Maritime Doctrine of 2010 is one such example; in reference to sea control, the document states that it is increasingly including "consideration of knowledge, space-based and other external assets that provide fused information to the commander at sea”[footnoteRef:312]. The document then goes on to discuss how the concept of battlespace dominance/control arises out of this, suggesting the two already account for visibility matters - certainly in regards to the information element of the visibility triad, at least. [312:  Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine: RAN Doctrine 1, p. 72.] 

Though perhaps not entirely clear, a reading of the Canadian document Securing Canada’s Ocean Frontiers: Charting the Course from Leadmark also suggests that the evolving form of sea control might already take visibility into account. If the ‘battlespace’ that navies seek dominance/control over is overlaid by an information network[footnoteRef:313], as the document outlines, then battlespace dominance/control as a concept must encompass the need for the control and effective use of this network. Such a network, of course, provides information as well enabling perception and interpretation. [313:  Directorate of Maritime Strategy, Securing Canada's Ocean Frontiers, p. 28.] 

Yet, as is the case with US maritime strategic documentation, there are instances which challenge the view that sea control and denial and their newer conceptions account for visibility. The third edition of the UK's British Maritime Doctrine might imply that it does, yet later documentation does not always follow an identical definition. The Maritime Information Warfare Concept of Operations (CONOPS) of 2013 - published almost ten years after BR1806 - discusses visibility in a manner that suggests it is entirely separate from existing maritime strategic principles and concepts: "the information battle is no longer necessarily subordinate to the application of force"[footnoteRef:314]. The implication here is that the acquisition of information, and the process of perception and interpretation, can be regarded as something distinct from the physical processes entailed by existing maritime strategic principles, including sea/battlespace control and sea/area denial. [314:  Sandy, D. et al, Maritime Information Warfare Concept of Operations (CONOPS) (Fareham: Royal Navy, 2013), p. 1.] 

Indian maritime strategic documentation is also particularly relevant here, as on various occasions it suggests - contrary to the idea that sea/battlespace control accounts for visibility - that visibility-related matters can be regarded as distinct and separate. Freedom to use the Seas, for example, not only makes a clear distinction between sea control and information dominance; it also goes so far as to order them into a hierarchy with the latter above the former[footnoteRef:315]. By this logic then, visibility - and the control or denial of it - is a driver of the maritime strategic principles and not simply something that is subordinate to or part of them. Similarly, in reference to the concept of maritime domain awareness (another visibility matter), Ensuring Secure Seas: Indian Maritime Security Strategy features a similar discussion. Here, maritime domain awareness is discussed in a manner that implies it precedes sea control and sea denial[footnoteRef:316]. Later on, however, the document explicitly divides the former from the latter two and describes it as the driver of other maritime strategic principles[footnoteRef:317]. Even the Indian Maritime Doctrine, previously mentioned as a document that connects sea/battlespace control with visibility, expresses the seemingly contradictory view that they are actually separate when it discusses the notion of "trade warfare". Such warfare is discussed as a form of sea control/denial, but the document then identifies maritime domain awareness as a prerequisite to this, which can be taken to suggest that the control of visibility comes before the sea control/denial measure and is thus distinct[footnoteRef:318]. Furthermore, the Indian Maritime Doctrine goes on to suggest that maritime domain awareness, in fact, precedes all principles of maritime strategy[footnoteRef:319]. [315:  Indian Navy, Freedom to use the Seas: India’s Maritime Military Strategy (New Delhi: Integrated Headquarters, Ministry of Defence of India, 2007), pp. 108-10.]  [316:  Indian Navy, Ensuring Secure Seas: Indian Maritime Security Strategy (New Delhi: Integrated Headquarters, Ministry of Defence of India, 2015), pp. 72-3.]  [317:  Ibid., p. 165.]  [318:  Maritime Doctrines and Concepts Centre, Indian Maritime Doctrine, p. 84.]  [319:  Ibid., p. 149.] 

In a similar vein to certain Indian maritime strategic documents, certain Australian documents follow a similar pattern. The Australian Maritime Doctrine of 2000 also establishes a hierarchy, this time of stages in a naval operation, where visibility matters come before any stage resembling the approaches defined by existing maritime strategic principles[footnoteRef:320]. The doctrine of 2010, which we previously mentioned as a document supporting the perspective that sea/battlespace dominance already accounts for visibility, also happens to discuss this hierarchy. Here, it could be interpreted that visibility is as much a prerequisite as it is a component of those principles: “comprehensive intelligence and surveillance are fundamental to the generation of the degree of battlespace awareness that will be necessary to seize and maintain the initiative and achieve battlespace dominance”[footnoteRef:321]. This is later complemented with the declaration that “effective maritime operations depend on information management, a clear operational picture and a continual awareness of the commander’s intent. Superior C2 is the enabler that satisfies these demands by providing the means and procedures to pass and act on information more quickly than the adversary. It is a unifying concept that brings an accurate picture of the battlespace, timely and detailed mission objectives and the clearest view of the targets”[footnoteRef:322]. [320:  Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine, p. 118.]  [321:  Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine: RAN Doctrine 1, pp. 99-100.]  [322:  Ibid., p. 133.] 

By way of a final example, the Dutch maritime strategic document Fundamentals of Maritime Operations: Netherlands Maritime Military Doctrine, also makes a clear distinction between visibility and sea control. The sea and information domains are discussed in a manner where they are separated from each other; sea control and information superiority are considered as 'equivalents' rather than being two inextricably-linked concepts. Thus, in the eyes of Dutch maritime strategists, they can be considered distinct enough to be treated as two separate concepts[footnoteRef:323]. This is not necessarily a rejection of the idea of battlespace control and the extent to which it arguably accounts for visibility; but it does suggest that visibility can stand out on its own. [323:  Royal Netherlands Navy, Fundamentals of Maritime Operations: Netherlands Maritime Military Doctrine (Amsterdam: Ministry of Defence, 2014), pp. 298-9.] 

To summarise, a mixed picture emerges when considering how maritime strategic documentation from the sampled countries discusses visibility in relation specifically to sea control and sea denial. To an extent, it could be argued that the newer evolutions of the two principles, battlespace control and area denial, were devised with a greater emphasis on certain matters of visibility – such as a strategic and technological context featuring advancements in fields such as information and cyber technologies, with all the political ramifications arising from these. Indeed, certain documentation suggests that battlespace control at least certainly does take visibility-related concepts, such as information warfare and maritime domain awareness, into account.
Yet other documents paint a slightly different picture. Whilst some writings have suggested that visibility is accounted for by battlespace control and area denial, others can be taken to suggest that concepts which centre around visibility are distinct; separate from these existing principles. Information dominance, for example, arguably transcends the boundaries of sea/battlespace control and indeed all of the traditional principles of maritime strategy. Whilst on the one hand there is the perspective that this means all the principles take visibility into account to some extent (and, by extension, meaning there might be no need for a separate principle of visibility control and/or denial), on the other hand one might also argue that, as numerous other documents have suggested, visibility acts as a prerequisite to existing maritime strategic principles as well as a component of them. Thus, the two seemingly contradictory positions can be somewhat reconciled; visibility drives the decision to adopt an approach in line with the existing principles, but those existing principles can also be a means of controlling visibility.
Thinking in terms of visibility more generally, one might therefore be equally tempted to take the view that, given this two-way relationship, visibility is distinct enough to be regarded as separate from the existing maritime strategic principles. However, this does not mean that there is no overlap between them; indeed, as is the case with many of the existing principles of maritime strategy (c.f. Chapter 2, Subsections 2.2.1-2.2.4), there is often a degree of overlap - whether between sea control and sea denial, sea control and power projection, or forward positioning, fleet-in-being and power projection. Of course, here the focus has been on the evolution of the sea control and sea denial. As mentioned earlier, another key principle to look at here is forward positioning, which is a particularly important principle to US maritime strategists.
[bookmark: _Toc490736801]3.2.5 Forward Positioning and Visibility – Distinct or Inextricable?

	For maritime powers with interests that stretch across the world, forward positioning has always occupied a prominent place in maritime strategic thought. This is not unique to the present and/or the period of the information RMA, though following the latter there are still some points of interest that require discussion – namely in reference to visibility, and whether forward positioning (as it is conceived by strategists from around the world today) takes visibility-related matters into account. Now, a key question to consider is whether visibility is to be regarded as something distinct or inextricable from the principle of forward positioning.
	Once again, what emerges is something of a mixed picture. Many documents from a variety of countries seem to regard forward positioning as a principle that definitely accounts for visibility, but there are other instances where certain visibility-related matters are actually being discussed in a manner that suggests they are distinct and separate.
	The next two subsections here will present the cases for and against visibility as something accounted for by forward positioning, citing examples of how the principle is conceived in strategic documentation from numerous states. A third subsection will then reconcile the two positions, explaining the relationship between forward positioning and visibility.

[bookmark: _Toc490736802]3.2.5.1 Visibility as a Product of Forward Positioning

	To take American strategic thought as a starting point, older US maritime strategic writings from before the end of the Cold War imply that forward positioning accounts for the perception-interpretation elements of the visibility triad, in a limited sense at least. Strategic Concepts for the US Navy, published in 1978, exemplifies this. The forward deployment of US Navy vessels is described as “a commitment which reassures our allies and deters the potential aggressor”[footnoteRef:324]. The two terms to note are ‘reassure’ and ‘deter’; whilst the latter might be connected more with the notion of the fleet-in-being (which, as we already ascertained in Chapter 2, accounts for a very particular form of visibility), both of them are ultimately concerned with engendering perceptions and producing certain interpretations of the US Navy’s actions. In the case of reassurance, it is about creating images of commitment; in the case of deterrence, it is about creating images of threat[footnoteRef:325]. [324:  Holloway, J. L., 'Strategic Concepts for the US Navy', p. 63.]  [325:  Booth, K., Navies and Foreign Policy, pp. 36-7.] 

	Subsequent documentation continued with this notion. Sea Plan 2000, for instance, refers to forward positioning as a means of reassuring allies and deterring foes, whilst also iterating the value of the principle in terms of the “calculated ambiguity” it can produce[footnoteRef:326]. Once again, the document is touching on two particular elements of the visibility triad, perception and interpretation, without actually using those terms. [326:  Graham Claytor, W. et al, ‘SEA PLAN 2000’ in Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1970s, pp. 103-24.] 

The Maritime Strategy, 1984 takes a similar line, connecting visibility to forward positioning in a somewhat implicit manner: “… forward presence is a physical demonstration of our will; encouraging allies and friends; deterring and reducing the influence of enemies; influencing neutrals”[footnoteRef:327]. Whilst Strategic Concepts for the US Navy might have connected forward positioning to visibility in a way that implied the former is a means of controlling the latter purely for the purpose of creating perceptions/interpretations of commitment and/or threat, The Maritime Strategy, 1984 adds additional visibility goals: encouragement of allies (not just reassurance or commitment) and the influence of neutrals. ‘Influence’ is not greatly elaborated upon, and as a somewhat vague term, it could mean any number of things ranging from engendering perceptions of friendliness through to engendering perceptions of threat. In this respect, forward positioning is a means of controlling visibility for any number of possible perception-interpretation outcomes. [327:  Swartz, P., ‘The Maritime Strategy, 1984’ in Hattendorf, J. B. and Swartz, P. M., US Naval Strategy in the 1980s, pp. 45-104.] 

Other documents also touch upon forward positioning and discuss it in the same way as Strategic Concepts for the US Navy and The Maritime Strategy, 1984 did[footnoteRef:328]. The conclusion one might take, then, is that forward positioning clearly and undeniably accounts for visibility, as it is heavily focused on the perception-interpretation aspect of the triad. [328:  These documents include: The Amphibious Warfare Strategy, 1985; The Maritime Strategy: Global Maritime Elements for US National Strategy, 1985; The Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of the US National Strategy, 1988-1989; Maritime Strategy for the 1990s (1990); The Way Ahead (1991); The Navy Policy Book (1992); … From the Sea: Preparing the Naval Service for the 21st Century (1992); Naval Warfare: Naval Doctrinal Publication 1 (1994); A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower (2007); Naval Operations Concept (2010); and A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower: Forward, Engaged, Ready (2015).] 

The view of forward positioning outlined in the aforementioned US documents, where it can be a means of controlling visibility, is by no means unique to American thought. This conception has also appeared in British maritime strategic documentation. The Joint Doctrine Publication 0-10: British Maritime Doctrine of 2011 is one such example; here, forward positioning is regarded as an approach that can be used to send a “clear message” to reassure allies and/or deter foes[footnoteRef:329]. This implies that forward positioning is therefore very much concerned with the perception-interpretation elements of the visibility triad, acting as a means of influencing the behaviour of state actors not necessarily through physical coercion but also through implied threats of coercion or implied promises of solidarity. [329:  Development, Concepts and Doctrine Centre, Joint Doctrine Publication 0-10: British Maritime Doctrine (Shrivenham: Development, Concepts and Doctrine Centre, 2011), p. 2-26.] 

Furthermore, at the same time that forward positioning is regarded as a means of influencing perceptions and interpretations, British strategic thought also reiterates its value as a means of maintaining situational awareness. The Royal Navy Today, Tomorrow and Towards 2025 exemplifies this[footnoteRef:330]. In this respect, forward positioning is also a means of fulfilling the knowledge aspect of the visibility triad. Thus, it covers all three elements and can be regarded as a principal means by which visibility is controlled. [330:  Royal Navy, 'The Royal Navy Today, Tomorrow and Towards 2025', accessed 17 November 2016, http://www.royalnavy.mod.uk/About-the-Royal-Navy/~/media/Files/Navy-PDFs/About-the-Royal-Navy/Future%20Navy%20Vision.pdf, p. 3.] 

This conception of forward positioning, which comprehensively covers all three elements of the visibility triad, is discernible across a multitude of further documentation from a range of other states. Documentation from the Netherlands, for example, views forward positioning in much the same way as the US and UK cases; namely, it is a means of engendering perceptions and interpretations of naval actions and intentions, whether for the purpose of reassurance or deterrence[footnoteRef:331]. [331:  Royal Netherlands Navy, Fundamentals of Maritime Operations, p. 41.] 

The Australian Maritime Doctrine of 2010, the Canadian Navy’s Leadmark: The Navy’s Strategy for 2020 (published 2001) as well as their 2005 strategic publication Securing Canada’s Ocean Frontiers, and the Indian Navy’s Freedom to use the Seas, Ensuring Secure Seas and the Indian Maritime Doctrine (the latter two published in 2015) are all further examples where forward positioning (sometimes referred to as forward presence or forward security) is more explicitly implied to account for visibility[footnoteRef:332]. Given that many of these conceptions often explicitly tie the notion of deterrence (of influencing an adversary’s behaviour by engendering a perception/interpretation of threat) to forward positioning, implying that the former is a product of the latter, then one might also be tempted to mention those examples of documentation where deterrence is discussed as a concept that revolves around controlling visibility in a certain manner. Two examples here include the earlier Australian Maritime Doctrine of 2000, or the much more recent Turkish Naval Forces Strategy of 2016[footnoteRef:333]. Such documents affirm the relationship between deterrence and the notion of visibility; if deterrence is a means of controlling visibility in a certain way, then forward positioning is to an extent logically also concerned with visibility control since it is a means of carrying out deterrent and coercive activities. [332:  Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine: RAN Doctrine 1, p. 194; Directorate of Maritime Strategy, Leadmark, p. GL17; Directorate of Maritime Strategy, Securing Canada's Ocean Frontiers, p. 22; Indian Navy, Ensuring Secure Seas, p. 169; Indian Navy, Freedom to use the Seas, p. 81; Maritime Doctrines and Concepts Centre, Indian Maritime Doctrine, p. 21.]  [333:  Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine, p. 65; Turkish Naval Forces, Turkish Naval Forces Strategy, 1st edn (Istanbul: Turkish Naval Forces, 2016), p. 47.] 

Of course, it should be stressed that the utility of forward positioning as a means of reassuring allies, deterring foes and gathering information on the operating environment is not something new. Many past writers have shown awareness of this, realising that forward positioning can serve more purposes than just providing distant bases or positions from which a navy can extend its range of operations[footnoteRef:334]. However, as Subsection 3.2.5.2 shows, more recent strategic documentation from the information RMA period and beyond actually adopts an approach that does not seem to match this traditional view of forward positioning. [334:  Germond, B., The Maritime Dimension of European Security, p. 29; Booth, K., Navies and Foreign Policy, pp. 41-2.] 


[bookmark: _Toc490736803]3.2.5.2 Visibility as a Concept Distinct from Forward Positioning

As was the case in reference to sea/battlespace control and sea/area denial, this conception of forward positioning in relation to visibility is not harmonious across every last example of maritime and defence strategic documentation from around the world of today. In some cases, visibility-related matters are discussed in a manner that implies they are distinct from forward positioning rather than inextricably connected.
Going back to The Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of the US National Strategy, 1988-1989 as an example, the relationship between forward positioning and visibility outlined in Subsection 3.2.5.1 has been implied to be hierarchical (see Figure 8):

 (
Forward Positioning
Visibility
)


Figure 8: Forward positioning as a means of controlling visibility.

	However, some of the wording in this document shows a degree of inconsistency. In one section, a different relationship can be implied. Even before the end of the Cold War, US maritime strategists were anticipating a contextual evolution leading to a political, strategic and technological environment marked by vast reams of information. One particular challenge, according to The Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of the US National Strategy, 1988-1989, would concern the interpretation of this information; different individuals in different parts of a dispersed, networked force might offer different interpretations, leading to a need to harmonise perspectives across the overall network. Forward positioning, according to the document, is one possible solution for this visibility challenge[footnoteRef:335]. [335:  Brown, R., 'The Maritime Strategy', pp. 289-90.] 

	This is unclear because it could be taken to suggest two possibilities. Firstly, one might assume that it is not particularly significant as it reaffirms the relationship shown in Figure 8; namely, that forward positioning is a means of controlling visibility and thus dealing with any visibility-related challenge that naval forces in the contemporary world find themselves facing. The implication here is that the principle of forward positioning accounts for visibility, thus making any new visibility-oriented principle unnecessary.
	However, a second, alternate possibility arises. The visibility challenge mentioned in The Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of the US National Strategy, 1988-1989, could be seen as something that presupposes forward positioning. From this perspective, the relationship shown in Figure 8 is reversed (see Figure 9):
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Figure 9: Visibility challenges as a driver of forward positioning.

In this respect, visibility becomes something separate from forward positioning. The information-interpretation challenge comes before any decision to undertake a certain  maritime strategic approach, including a decision to position forward. From this perspective, it can therefore be seen as something that forward positioning seeks to solve, rather than the other way around.
The US Navy Strategic Planning Guidance with Long Range Planning Guidance is also a noteworthy example to discuss here. In its preface, “forward presence” and “knowledge superiority” are identified as the “two means” upon which the US Navy will be structured for operations in the information age[footnoteRef:336]. The choice of wording could be taken to suggest that these two principles have been conceptually separated from each other, implying that the latter (which is very much a visibility-oriented concept) is distinct from the former. Indeed, two key matters that are definitely connected to the notion of visibility (shared knowledge of the battlespace and the ability to communicate an operational picture that enables different platforms to synchronise their actions) are explicitly identified as issues that will decide whether a naval force is able to “remain forward”[footnoteRef:337]. Furthermore, “knowledge superiority will enable naval forces to act as effective instruments for shaping the international environment”[footnoteRef:338]. Given that a maritime force such as the US Navy aims to pursue national political and strategic interests that stretch right across the globe, forward positioning is one approach to “shaping the international environment”; but the quotation above suggests that knowledge superiority (being able to control visibility, in essence) is an enabler of such approaches. Thus, the hierarchy given in Figure 9 is implied. [336:  Sestak, J., et al, '"Navy Strategic Planning Guidance"', p. 178.]  [337:  Ibid., p. 200.]  [338:  Ibid., p. 201.] 

The National Strategy for Maritime Security could also be interpreted in a manner that lends a degree of credence to Figure 9’s hierarchy. In reference to the visibility-centred concept of domain awareness, which was discussed earlier in reference to battlespace control and area denial, the document’s explanation of the value of domain awareness does not explicitly identify any particular approach falling within the remit of a particular existing principle of maritime strategy. By way of a reminder, it states that domain awareness “enables the early identification of potential threats and enhances appropriate responses, including interdiction at an optimal distance with capable prevention forces”[footnoteRef:339]. Wording such as “optimal distance” and “prevention forces” can imply forward positioned naval forces, since the underlying idea of forward positioning is to send forces into distant theatres, one aim of which can be to ‘prevent’ security situations from getting out of hand by deterring certain actors. The suggestion here, then, is that controlling visibility through domain awareness is not necessarily a product of forward positioning, but something that can enable or enhance the latter’s utility. [339:  White House, 'The National Strategy for Maritime Security', p. 16.] 

In more recent years, US naval strategic documentation focusing on the information and cyber domains has tended to reiterate the hierarchy implied by documents such as The Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of the US National Strategy, Navy Strategic Planning Guidance or the National Strategy for Maritime Security. The Navy Strategy for Achieving Information Dominance 2013-2017, for example, notes that: “information is becoming increasingly central to all aspects of maritime warfighting and is core to the Navy’s strategic, operational and tactical missions of sea control, power projection, deterrence and forward presence.”[footnoteRef:340] [340:  US Navy Information Dominance Corps, Navy Strategy for Achieving Information Dominance 2013-2017 (Washington DC: Department of the Navy, 2013), p. 3.] 

	Building upon this, the Navy Cyber Power 2020 strategy specifically examines cyber operations, which it views as a “critical component” of the wider concept of information dominance (and thus a visibility-related matter)[footnoteRef:341]. In this document, this particular visibility concern is regarded as something that both enhances and enables mission types falling under the broad remits of the various existing maritime strategic principles, forward positioning included: “in today’s highly networked world, effective cyberspace operations are an essential component of our ability to execute each capability of maritime power: forward presence, deterrence, sea control, power projection, maritime security, and HA/DR.”[footnoteRef:342] [341:  US Department of the Navy, Navy Cyber Power, p. I.]  [342:  Ibid., p. 1.] 

	Taken together, the implication from both the Navy Strategy for Achieving Information Dominance and Navy Cyber Power 2020 is that the hierarchy established in Figure 9 is once more correct; namely, that visibility matters must come first if forward positioning is to be effective.
	Most of the documentation that seemingly outlines a hierarchy where visibility comes before forward positioning comes from the US, but certain documentation from outside the American case can also be taken to imply the validity of this hierarchy. In its definition of maritime domain awareness, for example, India’s Ensuring Secure Seas is of particular significance. The concept is regarded as the “key enabler” lying at the “core of all constituent strategies” for maritime security[footnoteRef:343]. It thus transcends the boundaries of the principles of maritime strategy – forward positioning included – and drives them all. Australia’s Future Maritime Operating Concept – 2025: Maritime Force Projection and Control is a second example that can be used to back up the hierarchy established in Figure 9. Its discussion of knowledge, command and control as a maritime capability enabler (referred to as the KC2 MCE) is not explicitly connected to any existing maritime strategic principle in a way that suggests visibility is already accounted for; furthermore, KC2 is explicitly described as something that, when orchestrated correctly, allows the effective delivery of maritime combat power. According to the document, effective KC2 is essential to the smooth functioning of other maritime capability enablers, such as manoeuvre and even “sustained presence” (which can include forward positioning)[footnoteRef:344]. Thus, the implication is once more that knowledge and the ability to disseminate it effectively through a networked maritime force (to control visibility, in short) come before the adoption of any mission in line with an existing maritime strategic principle (forward positioning included). [343:  Indian Navy, Ensuring Secure Seas, p. 165.]  [344:  Australian Defence Force, Future Maritime Operating Concept – 2025: Maritime Force Projection and Control (Canberra: Australian Defence Force 2009), pp. 15-20.] 

	What is thus apparent is that there are two possible ways of conceptualising the relationship between forward positioning and visibility, as outlined in Figures 8 and 9, which appear to be at odds with one another at a superficial level. However, as Subsection 3.2.5.3 will show, these two positions can be reconciled, and upon doing so a different relationship between the two concepts becomes clearer.

[bookmark: _Toc490736804]3.2.5.3 Establishing the Relationship Between Visibility and Forward Positioning

So far, two possible relationships between forward positioning and visibility have been suggested. Forward positioning arguably accounts for visibility to the extent that it can be one means of acquiring information and influencing perceptions and interpretation in different scenarios; but at the same time, this does not mean that visibility necessarily becomes something indistinct and inseparable from it. On the other hand, by being a driver of the adoption of approaches within the remit of existing maritime strategic principles, visibility can also be said to come before forward positioning. It thus becomes necessary to reconcile the two positions. A better relationship between forward positioning and visibility, therefore, can be seen in Figure 10:
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Figure 10: The distinction between visibility and forward positioning, and their relationship.

	Examples of US maritime strategic documentation, coinciding roughly with the period of the information RMA, can be seen to imply the relationship given in Figure 10. The key example to note here is Navy Strategic Guidance with Long Range Planning Guidance; forward positioning is discussed alongside another concept, knowledge superiority. The first, significant thing to note from the way the document discusses these concepts is the fact that they are defined as the “two means upon which [the US] will structure [its] Navy for the Information Age”[footnoteRef:345]. At different points in the document, the two are regarded as complementary – but not necessarily as inextricably linked to one another. [345:  Sestak, J. et al, '"Navy Strategic Planning Guidance"', p. 178.] 

	‘Knowledge superiority’ is very much a visibility concern; an examination of how the document defines it can be taken to infer the three elements of the visibility triad:

“Knowledge Superiority is the ability to achieve a real-time, shared understanding of the battlespace at all levels through a network which provides the rapid accumulation of all information that is needed—and the dissemination of that information to the commander as the knowledge needed—to make a timely and informed decision inside any potential adversary’s sensor and engagement timeline. In peacetime, this provides the assured knowledge to be an appropriate instrument for shaping events in the region. During a crisis, this knowledge superiority ensures a confident and timely response by in-theater forces."[footnoteRef:346] [346:  Ibid., p. 200.] 


	‘Understanding’ is essentially interpretation; knowledge superiority also encompasses the ‘accumulation of all information’ needed. Perception can be inferred as well, depending upon how naval forces acquire the information, as it is the bridge between the raw information on the one hand and how it is interpreted on the other. Forward positioning might be implied by use of the term ‘in-theatre forces’, but knowledge superiority is not described as something that forward positioning is designed to solve; instead, it is discussed in a manner that implies visibility concerns can come before any action by forward positioned forces. Thus, the suggestion is that in some instances the former can predicate the latter, and can therefore be regarded as distinct.
	However, Navy Strategic Guidance with Long Range Planning Guidance does not contradict the relationship between visibility and forward positioning seen in Figure 10, as based upon The Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of US National Strategy, 1988-1989. In fact, the former reinforces the view held in the latter. Whilst its discussion of knowledge superiority certainly seems to imply that it is definitely distinct enough to be treated as a separate concept to forward positioning, it does acknowledge that there are links between the two:

“Forward presence and knowledge superiority are, in fact, like two sides of the same coin. By routinely operating forward, naval forces gain knowledge of the environment where they will be called to act during crisis or conflict. This superior knowledge and the resultant ability to operate inside an adversary’s decision and engagement timeline will then contribute, in large measure, to the ability of naval forces to remain forward.”[footnoteRef:347] [347:  Ibid., p. 201.] 


	The analogy of the coin sums up the general point well; it emphasises that forward positioning and knowledge superiority (and, by extension, visibility more broadly) are undeniably linked, but by describing them as ‘two sides’ of the coin, it reminds us that they still remain distinct from one another and that we should not confuse the two. Forward positioning can be as much a solution to visibility challenges as it can be something that seeks to attain control of visibility.
	Whilst documents such as The Maritime Strategy: The Maritime Component of US National Strategy and Navy Strategic Planning Guidance are now ten to twenty years old, the relationship between forward positioning and visibility that is conceived within them has begun to appear elsewhere. India’s Ensuring Secure Seas, for example, can be seen to unite the two relationships given in Figures 8 and 9 in its discussion of the idea of ‘strategic communication’. Strategic communication can be regarded as a visibility challenge or matter in that it aims to inform perceptions and interpretations of actors in a geographical and/or geopolitical area of strategic interest, in order to attain strategic ends (such ends might include deterrence of adversaries, reassurance of allies or measures designed to build confidence)[footnoteRef:348]. For Ensuring Secure Seas, ‘presence’ – which can include positioning naval forces forward in areas of interest – is a means of addressing this visibility challenge. Superficially, this might imply a relationship more akin to that of Figure 9 than Figure 10. A deeper consideration of what it means, however, reveals that this is not quite the case; the adoption of a forward positioned approach is not only something driven by the overarching visibility concern, but also something that then has an impact on the strategic and/or operational picture (see Figure 11): [348:  Indian Navy, Ensuring Secure Seas, p. 57.] 
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Figure 11: Forward positioning and visibility – the relationship as suggested by Ensuring Secure Seas.

	A further example of non-US strategic thought where this vision of the relationship between forward positioning and visibility is arguably implied can be found in the 2010 Australian Maritime Doctrine. In its definitions of presence and forward presence, the document essentially reiterates the points outlined in Subsection 3.2.5.1; that forward positioning and presence are strategic choices to place naval forces in certain, possibly distant locations in order to demonstrate intent, reassure allies and deter foes, among other functions[footnoteRef:349]. However, what should always be remembered is that navies do not simply engage in forward positioning and presence purely for its own sake; such approaches are often driven by a strategic imperative or need. The decision to undertake an approach that involves positioning forward in order to reassure or deter is often the result of a process by which commanders and policymakers identify a strategic picture of sufficient detail to enable them to devise solutions and/or options to further enhance that picture. In short, there must be first some form of understanding – however limited – of where strategic interests and threats lie before effective decisions can be made regarding forward positioning. [349:  Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine: RAN Doctrine 1, pp. 194-203.] 

	To summarise, the relationship between forward positioning and visibility (as established by Subsections 3.2.5.1 and 3.2.5.2) is, on deeper examination, an interlinked relationship. On the one hand, the traditional principle of forward positioning can be a means of controlling visibility. The likes of deterrence, reassurance and confidence building are all perception/interpretation influencing methods that a forward positioned navy might seek to pursue. Forward positioned naval forces act in a manner that is either greatly visible or of restricted visibility, depending upon what is required; in doing so, they regulate what information allies and rivals are able to accumulate, which ultimately affects how they perceive the actor’s naval capabilities, interests and intentions and in turn how they interpret a situation.
	However, it is always important to bear in mind that decisions to position forward for the sake of deterring or reassuring other actors are never made in a strategic vacuum. Figures 10 and 11 illustrate this; the decision to control and/or contest visibility through forward deterrence, presence and reassurance is often made in response to a pre-existing strategic imperative or picture. What this implies is that there must be some form of visibility challenge or imperative before any decision to position forward; positioning forward can then solve this imperative or enhance the picture in order to generate further strategic options/outcomes. This relationship will come in useful in Chapter 4, when a visibility-oriented principle is placed into a hierarchy with the traditional principles.

[bookmark: _Toc490736805]3.3 Manifestations of the Principles in Operational Practice

	Discussing how the existing principles of maritime strategy are conceived in strategic documentation from around today’s world, how they have evolved from earlier eras and whether there has been any change in the extent to which they account for visibility shows how they are envisaged in theory, but this is only one side of the metaphorical coin. Having looked at these conceptions in more recent strategic thought, a deeper, fuller picture could be established by complementing our findings so far with an examination of whether these conceptions are put into practice in actual naval operations. The key question to ask is whether there is any similarity or difference between thought and practice, and whether they can be mutually constitutive: we have seen how visibility relates to the existing maritime strategic principles and their current conceptions in the realm of strategic thought, but it is important to understand whether this has translated into concrete reality.
	From here, the next few subsections will each look at a different case study of naval operations from around the world. In each of these case studies, the focus will be on seeing how sea control and forward positioning have manifested in reality. This will involve ascertaining the extent to which the operations fit into the mould of traditional sea control and forward positioning as conceived in earlier eras, or their newer conceptions. These cases have been selected as they give an indication of the extent to which evolving conceptions of these principles of maritime strategy and visibility have manifested in actual naval practice.

[bookmark: _Toc490736806]3.3.1 Case Study: the Russian Navy in the Mediterranean

The activities of the Russian Navy represent an interesting case to look at; as made clear earlier, Russian maritime strategic documentation seems to be few and far between, and where instances can be found, they make few (if any) clear references to specific principles of maritime strategy or their more recent conceptual forms. Yet, in the realm of actual naval operations, one can argue that certain actions do (to an extent) represent concepts such as battlespace control/dominance being put into practice.
In particular, the Russian Navy’s activities in the Mediterranean theatre are noteworthy. Firstly, this is because they suggest that Russian naval strategists are thinking in terms of battlespace control rather than purely sea control; furthermore, as will be shown here, the Russian case offers a possible way of reconciling the seeming contradictions in the relationship between battlespace control/dominance and visibility seen during the discussion of maritime strategic documentation. Secondly, in regards to forward positioning, Russian decisions to position forward in the region raise an important point regarding the relationship established in Figure 10 (in this instance, as will be shown there is a seeming contradiction of this relationship in operational practice). Understanding this enables a clearer picture of whether visibility in operational practice is something accounted for by existing principles of maritime strategy, and to what extent.
	By way of background, since the nineteenth century Russia has had strategic interests in the Mediterranean region. For its Black Sea Fleet, this maritime region allows access to the wider Atlantic beyond the Strait of Gibraltar to the far west and the Indian Ocean to the southeast via the Suez Canal. On top of this, Russia possesses economic ties with states around the Mediterranean littoral, as well as possessing access rights to the Syrian port of Tartus – a location of particular importance to Russian policymakers at present given the country’s involvement in the Syrian civil conflict[footnoteRef:350]. [350:  Fedyszyn, T. R., ‘The Russian Navy ‘Rebalances’ to the Mediterranean’, Proceedings Magazine of the US Naval Institute Vol. 139/12/1,330 (December 2013), http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2013-12/russian-navy-rebalances-mediterranean.] 

	Since 2013, the Russian naval presence in the Mediterranean has steadily increased - predating the controversy over the country’s involvement in Crimea or the intervention in the Syrian conflict - beginning with naval manoeuvres and the decision to strengthen Russian naval power and presence in the region[footnoteRef:351]. An observer looking at these developments might think this is merely a case of forward positioning for the purpose of signalling Russian power and interests (of influencing visibility, in a manner of speaking). Indeed, this is certainly true, and it will be discussed in more depth in due course. However, there is more that needs to be said concerning the idea of battlespace rather than purely sea control. [351:  Ibid.] 

What is interesting to note first and foremost is the range of capabilities that Russia is fielding in the region, of which naval assets are one component. Given that the emergence of the concepts of battlespace control/dominance (and by extension the connected idea of area and not just sea denial) was influenced by technological factors relating to the closer interlinking of different domains of warfare (namely, the addition of the space, information and cyberspace domains to the existing land-air-maritime matrix), it is important that we avoid viewing Russian naval deployments to the Mediterranean region in isolation, as though they exist in some kind of vacuum. In reality, Russia’s naval efforts in the region exist alongside other efforts in different operational domains and theatres, and can be understood as being part of a strategy that thinks in terms of a multi-domain, interconnected battlespace rather than in terms of separate domains.
There is already awareness of the fielding of land and air forces in the Mediterranean region, particularly in Syria following Moscow’s decision to intervene to safeguard the al-Assad regime[footnoteRef:352]. However, with the intervention in Syria, capabilities in other operational domains have arguably come closer to the fore. The activities conducted by the Russian Navy in support of operations in Syria can be seen in the context of what Admiral Mark Ferguson, commander-in-chief of NATO’s Allied Joint Force command, referred to as a Russian ‘Arc of Steel’, part of which encompasses the Mediterranean region[footnoteRef:353]. This ‘arc’ is not limited to capabilities in the air, land and sea domains; it also features the inclusion of capabilities in the space, information and cyber realms[footnoteRef:354]. Specifically in regards to the information and cyber domain, Russian military activities in Syria have been closely accompanied by an information campaign designed to control visibility, mainly for the purpose of satisfying the domestic audience by engendering images of a limited, temporary intervention with a low cost in Russian military lives, and of resurgent Russian geopolitical power in the Middle East[footnoteRef:355]. [352:  Ibid.; Sutyagin, I., ‘Detailing Russian Forces in Syria’, RUSI Defence Systems (November 2015), https://rusi.org/publication/rusi-defence-systems/detailing-russian-forces-syria; McDermott, R., ‘Russia Initiates ‘Out-Of-Area’ Operation In Syria’, Eurasia Daily Monitor 12.180 (October 2015), http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews%5btt_news%5d=44458&no_cache=1#.V1k1bmf2aUl; McDermott, R., ‘Russia’s Operation in Syria: Concealing Mission Creep’, Eurasia Daily Monitor 12.204 (November 2014), http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews%5btt_news%5d=44580&no_cache=1#.V1k2Cmf2aUl.]  [353:  Blank, S., ‘The Meaning of Russia’s Naval Deployments’; Foggo, J. and Fritz, A., ‘The Fourth Battle of the Atlantic’, Proceedings Magazine of the US Naval Institute Vol. 142/6/1,360 (June 2016), http://www.usni.org/node/87164.]  [354:  Ibid.; Garamone, J., ‘NATO Leader Says Russia Building ‘Arc of Steel’ in Europe’, US Department of Defense News, last modified 6 October 2015, http://www.defense.gov/News-Article-View/Article/622080/nato-leader-says-russia-building-arc-of-steel-in-europe.]  [355:  McDermott, R., ‘Russia’s Operation in Syria’; Felgenhauer, P., ‘Al-Assad Leaves Moscow, Assured of the Kremlin’s Unequivocal Support’, Eurasia Daily Monitor 12.191 (October 2015), http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews%5btt_news%5d=44513&no_cache=1#.V1k_b2f2aUl.] 

Thus, to ascertain whether Russian commanders are thinking in terms akin to battlespace control rather than purely sea control, it is necessary to avoid looking at naval activities in isolation and see them as part of a wider, joint effort with other elements of national power. However, the key question now is what this means in terms of visibility. Namely, it is necessary to ask what the relationship between this concrete example of Russian battlespace control and the challenge of visibility is.
Russian naval operations in the eastern Mediterranean and their connection to the Syrian battlespace can help to clarify the uncertain relationship between battlespace control/dominance and visibility outlined in Subsection 3.2.4. On the one hand, maritime strategic documentation sometimes implied that the former already accounted for the latter; yet on other occasions this was seemingly contradicted or challenged.
The Russian case, however, suggests a two-way relationship. On the one hand, the Russian battlespace strategy has arguably been a means of controlling visibility – for example, through its intensive information campaign regarding naval and wider military operations in Syria. In this respect, battlespace control/dominance can be viewed as something that already accounts for visibility. Yet at the same time, there is something important to note about the Russian case. Concerning the information campaign, it is important for Russia to maintain an image of its Syrian intervention that is acceptable to its public. Doubts do exist over how long the Russian state can keep the population content with the military campaign, since for many Russian people Syria was a land perceived (before operations commenced, at least) to be distant and not a threat (prior to the intervention no terrorist attack or incident on Russian soil had ever been directed from individuals operating in Syria)[footnoteRef:356]. Thus, for the Russian government and military to both attain and sustain public support, there is a large dependence on maintaining an image of the Syrian intervention as a distant mission, of limited size and duration, with little pain involved – therefore making it tolerable in the eyes of the citizenry[footnoteRef:357]. [356:  Borshchevskaya, A., ‘Russia’s Syria Propaganda’, The Washington Institute, last modified 11 November 2015, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/view/russias-syria-propaganda.]  [357:  Ibid.] 

What this suggests is that, to an extent, Russia’s ability to enter and control the battlespace in the first place relies upon a degree of control over visibility, in order to ensure the mission can proceed smoothly. In this instance, 'visibility' refers not just to information and intelligence (which are undoubtedly important aspects of the Russian military operation in Syria), but also the use of information to generate a particular image or perception conducive to the conduct of operations. What emerges is thus a relationship where the drive for battlespace control/dominance can be used to control visibility, but the control of visibility might then become a key ingredient in preserving the ability to control the battlespace (see Figure 12).
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Figure 12: Reciprocal relationship between battlespace control and visibility control.

	Thus, the relationship between battlespace control and visibility control, as illustrated by a concrete example, is of a similar nature to that between forward positioning and visibility hinted at in maritime strategic documentation in the sense that the relationship is not simply one-way. Thus, it can be argued that - certainly in this instance at least - the concept of battlespace control/dominance seems to have been put into practice, and that this practice enables us to regard visibility as something that is both accounted for by battlespace control as well as somewhat distinct in that it can be a reciprocal driving force.
	If the concept of battlespace control has been seen in practice in the Russian example, then the relationship between forward positioning and visibility should also be considered. In this instance, what must be ascertained is whether the forward presence of Russian naval forces in the Syrian conflict zone and the wider Mediterranean fits the type of conceptual relationships outlined in Figures 10 and 11. This particular case is interesting as it does somewhat challenge those relationships.
	To observers in the West, the presence of Russian naval assets in the eastern Mediterranean serves two distinct purposes. Firstly, the provision of a signals intelligence capability (alongside other capabilities such as air defence) to physically prevent any establishment of a no-fly zone over northern Syrian airspace; and secondly, the deterrence of any Western intention to interfere in the Russian military’s Syrian mission[footnoteRef:358]. These are undoubtedly two products of forward positioning. Firstly, by supporting the ability to gather the information Russian forces required for the smooth operation of strikes against militant groups in Syria, forward positioning could be said to ‘account’ for the need to control visibility. Secondly, forward positioning enables a credible Russian naval deterrent posture in the eastern Mediterranean – forward positioning is thus a means of engendering perceptions and interpretations in operational practice. What this appears to confirm is not the relationship given in Figures 10 and 11, but that given earlier in Figure 8. [358:  Sutyagin, I., ‘Detailing Russian Forces in Syria’.] 

	What is much less clear is whether the reciprocal element of the relationship in Figure 10 is also present – namely, whether one element (in this instance, visibility control) influences the other (forward positioning) in a similar manner to the relationship established above, in which the latter drives the former. Little evidence was found to suggest that, in this case, it was the desire and/or need for visibility control that drove the forward positioning of Russian naval assets and not the other way around. Thus, there seems to be a discrepancy between actual naval practice (at least in the Russian case) and the conception of the relationship between visibility and forward positioning as outlined in Figures 10 and 11, based upon various maritime strategic documentation taken from around the world.
	To summarise the findings of this operational case, what has emerged is a mixed picture. In some respects, the Russian case has complemented earlier findings from this chapter (for example, it has enabled us to ascertain how the seeming contradictions in maritime strategic documentation regarding the relationship between battlespace control/dominance and visibility can be reconciled). However, in other respects this particular case study has revealed inconsistencies – namely concerning the relationship between forward positioning and visibility outlined in Figure 10. In reference to this latter point, it will be necessary and important to test this finding against other case studies to see whether it is corroborated, or whether the Russian case is some form of exception to the rule.

[bookmark: _Toc490736807]3.3.2 Case Study: Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom

	In Subsection 3.3.1, a relationship between battlespace control and visibility in operational practice was outlined in Figure 12. Given that the section focused on just one concrete example (namely Russian naval and military activities in the Mediterranean, particularly concerning the Syrian conflict), it would be of great interest and importance to see whether this relationship can be seen in practice in other naval operations outside of the Russian case. Doing so will serve to test the findings of Subsection 3.3.1 and see whether they can be corroborated by other cases.
	Of the various naval and military operations across today's world, two of the largest examples are Operations Enduring Freedom (the official name for the US-led, so-called Global War on Terror) and Iraqi Freedom (the invasion of Iraq in 2003). These cases have been selected as they are two recent examples of operations where naval forces played a role; furthermore, they have also been selected because they involved naval forces from a number of states (as such, the findings of this section are applicable across national boundaries rather than simply being the experiences of any particular state, giving them a greater degree of validity).
	What these operations reveal appears to differ slightly from the Russian case with regards to visibility. Concerning the relationship between battlespace control and visibility, the former seems to account for the latter, but there is little to suggest reciprocity in this case. In regards to the relationship between forward positioning and visibility, there is a difference with Subsection 3.3.1; a suggestion that in some cases visibility can be an enabler of forward positioning, but not in others. Both of these relationships will be discussed in turn.
	The initial stages of these two operations are very much an illustration of the concept of battlespace dominance in action. US carrier groups and naval platforms from a number of additional states acted as part of a joint force covering more than just the maritime domain of operations. In the early stages of Operation Enduring Freedom, for example, naval aviation and land attack missile platforms played a key role in the bombardment of targets within Afghanistan[footnoteRef:359]. Yet there was more than just a fusion of the traditional land, sea and air domains. As the operation progressed, the information domain came more and more to the fore; especially as the coalition partners began to identify interoperability problems, a number of which (though not all) were the result of inconsistencies in technological hardware. Such problems diminished with improvements in the adoption of a common communications system and the increasing ability of US commanders to relay sensitive information to their coalition partners[footnoteRef:360]. Activities in the space domain (a domain also of importance to the concept of a ‘battlespace’) also played their part in Operation Enduring Freedom[footnoteRef:361]. [359:  Schneller, R. J., ‘Operation Enduring Freedom: Coalition warfare from the sea and on the sea’, in Naval Coalition Warfare: From the Napoleonic War to Operation Iraqi Freedom, ed. by Elleman, B. A. and Paine, S. C. M., pp. 193-207 (Abingdon: Routledge, 2008), p. 196.]  [360:  Ibid., pp. 203-4; Boardman, J. L. and Shuey, D. W., ‘Combined Enterprise Regional Information Exchange System (Centrixs); Supporting Coalition Warfare World-Wide’, USCENTCOM, last modified April 2004, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/ccrp/centrixs.pdf.]  [361:  RAND Corporation, The New Face of Naval Strike Warfare, RAND National Defense Research Institute Research Brief (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2005), p. 2.] 

	Similarly, in the early stages of Operation Iraqi Freedom in 2003, naval forces from the US and the UK were part of a multi-domain mission that involved the use of naval aviation and land attack missiles, launched from carriers, surface ships and submarines, to hit targets in Iraq from the air[footnoteRef:362]. The information domain (as well as the space domain) once more was of particular importance, linking all of the physical domains together in a communications network. This is not to say that information and intelligence processing and dissemination did not encounter problems in this case. Indeed, in a similar vein to Operation Enduring Freedom, there were sometimes issues surrounding inconsistencies in the information and communication systems used by different elements of the coalition – whilst some were able to integrate with few problems, others faced challenges with interoperability, speed of operations and other matters[footnoteRef:363]. [362:  Bradford, J. C., ‘Iraqi Freedom, Operation, Coalition Naval Forces’, in US Conflicts in the 21st Century: Afghanistan War, Iraq War, and the War on Terror, ed. by Tucker, S. C. (Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, 2015), pp. 423-4.]  [363:  Bradley, C. M., ‘Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance in Support of Operation Iraqi Freedom : Challenges for Rapid Maneuvers and Joint C4ISR Integration and Interoperability’ (Dissertation, Naval War College, 2004).] 

	The importance of linking the non-physical information domain to the traditional physical domains of land, sea and air was not something limited to the early stages of these operations, of course. Maintaining control of this battlespace has been of great importance right throughout the duration of these missions. For an example, consider the impacts of information domain activities in the early stages of Operation Enduring Freedom; in this instance, such activities continued to have an impact on the way in which the US Navy handled and processed information and knowledge in later years of the mission[footnoteRef:364]. [364:  Garstka, J. et al, Network Centric Operations (NCO) Case Study: Task Force 50 During Operation Enduring Freedom (Washington DC: US Department of Defense, 2006), pp. 16-9.] 

	Regardless of the issues faced during both of these operations, however, what was often witnessed in practice was a validation of the concept of a ‘battlespace’. As part of a joint and coalition effort, navies involved in these operations were not purely focused on ‘sea’ control or ‘sea’ denial. Their operations were not limited to merely controlling the maritime domain; they assisted with activities in the air, on land and in the information spheres.
	It is important to note how visibility relates to these practical examples of battlespace control/dominance, as in this instance there is no convincing demonstration of a reciprocity between the two. The gradual improvements in the means of controlling visibility witnessed as the operations progressed imply that the imperative of battlespace control incorporates the imperative of visibility control – suggesting that the latter is merely a component of the former, serving to smoothen and maintain it.
	Knowledge and information is a product pursued at all stages of an operation, not just in the midst of the process, but in this case it is difficult to argue that visibility control ‘drove’ battlespace control. Indeed, reading accounts of information domain activities prior to the commencement of Operation Enduring Freedom, one takes the impression that the role of visibility controlling measures as an enabler of battlespace control is contentious in this particular case (though they did, undoubtedly, help to ‘smoothen’ actions)[footnoteRef:365]. [365:  Ibid., p. 2 and p. 18.] 

	Thus, what this case of operational practice may suggest is that visibility and battlespace control do not always have a reciprocal relationship. In this instance, battlespace control included information domain activities designed to control visibility, though whether these visibility controlling measures can then be regarded as an ‘enabler’ of battlespace control or as actions designed to merely ‘smoothen’ it is open to dispute.
	In reference to forward positioning, however, there appears to be some confirmation – to an extent – of the idea of a reciprocal relationship. Little evidence was found to suggest that visibility concerns in Operation Enduring Freedom drove the coalition’s movements to position naval forces forward in the first place, but this does not necessarily mean that visibility control did not play some role in maintaining the ability of coalition forces to operate forward.
	Forward positioned naval forces were able to contribute in large part to the attainment and control of visibility during Operation Enduring Freedom, mainly by acting as a base from which aerial surveillance operations could be conducted. Given the nature of the Afghan theatre, air superiority was deemed to be important; not only for defending coalition forces against Taliban air attack, but for enabling a high degree of extensive surveillance of the difficult terrain that ground forces would have to operate in[footnoteRef:366]. [366:  Lexington Institute Naval Strike Forum, Killing Al Qaeda: The Navy's Role (Arlington, VA: Lexington Institute, 2002), p. 6.] 

	Thus, in a manner of speaking, forward positioning in this operational case appears to account for visibility, as part of the purpose in moving naval forces forward to the North Arabian Sea was to enable aerial reconnaissance and surveillance sorties (among other things). Coalition commanders knew that they were facing a 'fleeting' enemy; Taliban positions may have been more easily identifiable, but Al Qaeda assets were less easy to locate[footnoteRef:367]. The intelligence dimension of Operation Enduring Freedom cannot therefore be understated; air superiority would not just give coalition forces a free hand to target the enemy, but it was also imperative if the coalition was to accumulate the information required to enable this targeting in the first place. Coalition forces thus made use of dedicated intelligence aircraft as well as strike aircraft equipped with their own capabilities for gathering intelligence; the networking of all these airborne platforms, many launched from ships operating in the North Arabian Sea, enabled swift analysis, interpretation and dissemination of this information, which could be time-critical[footnoteRef:368]. [367:  Ibid.]  [368:  Ibid., pp. 10-1.] 

	What this case suggests, then, is that during Operation Enduring Freedom forward positioning was intended (in part) to control visibility through information gathering and analysis - but the control of visibility in turn allowed coalition forces to continue operating forward. Thus, there is a reciprocal relationship, perhaps not quite to the extent or in the same vein as that outlined in Figure 10 - but a relationship nevertheless where one aspect of the visibility triad, information, is at once both something that forward positioning seeks to achieve as well as something that more clearly enables its continued usage.
	The picture in Operation Iraqi Freedom is not quite as clear-cut. Forward positioning of naval forces did help with the control of visibility, though perhaps not quite to the same extent as was the case in Operation Enduring Freedom. The forward positioning of naval forces was not motivated solely by a need to control visibility, but by being positioned forward coalition navies were able to assist with maintaining a clear operational picture by contributing aviation assets that could carry out surveillance of the theatre[footnoteRef:369]. Whether this control of visibility then had a reciprocal contribution in terms of enabling naval forces to remain positioned forward is less clear. Given the differences between the campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq, however, the reason for this may be that controlling visibility was less a concern for naval forces involved in Operation Iraqi Freedom than it was in Operation Enduring Freedom. In the latter, naval forces were operating against foes who were not always visible, in a difficult physical environment where air and ground forces faced access issues[footnoteRef:370]. Thus, navies had a larger role to play in ensuring air superiority to allow surveillance of the battlespace. In contrast, there were comparatively fewer access difficulties for air and ground forces in Iraq; Kuwait, for example, allowed the build-up of coalition forces within its territory in preparation for the invasion of Iraq, reducing the reliance on the likes of carrier-based surveillance aviation to a limited extent[footnoteRef:371]. [369:  Bradford, J. C., ‘Iraqi Freedom, Operation, Coalition Naval Forces’, p. 423; Gouré, D., Operation: Iraqi Freedom: Lesson One: The Importance of Aerospace Supremacy, Lexington Institute Issue Brief (Arlington, VA: Lexington Institute, 2003).]  [370:  Lexington Institute Naval Strike Forum, Killing Al Qaeda; RAND Corporation, The New Face of Naval Strike Warfare.]  [371:  Tucker, S. C., 'Iraqi Freedom, Operation, Ground Campaign (March 20-May 1, 2003) in US Conflicts in the 21st Century: Afghanistan War, Iraq War, and the War on Terror, ed. by Tucker, S. C. (Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, 2015), p. 424.] 

	What the Operation Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom cases thus show is that there can be a definite reciprocal relationship between forward positioning and visibility in operational practice, though this is not always the case in every instance of a military operation. In the former, forward positioning was an enabler of visibility control. On the surface, this might seem to suggest that the latter is accounted for by the former and is therefore not distinct. However, bearing in mind the thought laid out in various maritime strategic documents covered earlier, visibility control can in turn allow naval forces to remain positioned forward, or at the least ensure that naval assets in forward locations can function most effectively. Thus, visibility can still be seen as something of an enabler or driver of forward positioning.
	Whilst the Operation Iraqi Freedom example may not seem to back up the reciprocal relationship between forward positioning and visibility to quite the same degree, this is not necessarily a contradiction of such a relationship. Indeed, the possible counterargument is that in this instance, visibility control was less of a priority for forward positioned coalition naval forces given that forward positioned air and ground forces possessed better access to the Iraqi battlespace than was the case with Afghanistan during Operation Enduring Freedom.
	In summary, two key points emerged from this case: 1) that the relationship between battlespace control and visibility is never always reciprocal in the sense that they both reinforce each other; and 2) that a similar argument can be made in regards to the relationship between forward positioning and visibility. This case study has not outright denied that such relationships cannot be reciprocal at times; merely that it is never always true.
[bookmark: _Toc490736808]3.3.3 Case Study: Counter-Piracy Operations at the Horn of Africa

	In the last two case studies, we have considered the role of naval forces, battlespace control/dominance, forward positioning and visibility in operational practice in reference to areas where there have been conflicts. What is necessary and desirable next is to consider a case from outside of conflict zones – a case taken from peacetime constabulary and/or diplomatic operations.
	International counter-piracy operations in the Horn of Africa region fit this requirement well. Counter-piracy is very much a constabulary mission, and in this particular case it has involved contributions from a wide variety of states across the world; not just Western navies.
	On the face of it, the multinational anti-piracy effort off the Horn of Africa may not seem like an illustration of the battlespace concept in action. To the casual observer, it might actually appear to be a clear-cut case of traditional sea control, with naval forces from across the world simply patrolling a strategically vital SLOC in order to protect it from the threat of piracy emanating from Somalia. Two major naval coalitions are active in the region: Combined Task Force 151 (CTF-151), consisting of over 20 states led by the US; and the EU Naval Force (NAVFOR) Somalia. Up until December 2016, NATO also fielded a naval counter-piracy force under Operation Ocean Shield. Alongside these three established coalitions, individual states such as Russia, the PRC, India and Japan have also fielded naval assets and sought to coordinate their activities with multinational operations[footnoteRef:372]. [372:  Ploch, L. et al, Piracy off the Horn of Africa, pp. 25-7; Vego, M., 'Counter-Piracy: An Operational Perspective', Tidskrift i Sjovasendet 3 (2009), 169-80, pp. 172-4; NATO, 'Counter-piracy operations (Archived)', last modified 19 December 2016, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_48815.htm; Gebhard, C. and Smith, S. J., 'The two faces of EU-NATO cooperation: Counter-piracy operations off the Somali coast', Cooperation and Conflict 50.1 (2015), 107-27, p. 108.] 

	However, to assume that the counter-piracy missions off the Horn of Africa are purely limited to the maritime domain would be mistaken. In reality, the counter-piracy effort crosses the boundaries of operational domains in certain ways, making it necessary for us to regard naval missions in the region as an exercise of 'battlespace' rather than purely 'sea' control. The information domain is particularly significant in this regard, as the control of visibility has been of high importance to the effective functioning of counter-piracy operations.
	The EU NAVFOR, for example, makes use of a geospatial information-sharing platform that connects deployed ships with distant HQs (such as Northwood, UK); furthermore, through the establishment of the Maritime Security Centre - Horn of Africa (MSC-HOA) and its information network, EU naval forces can also track the routes of merchant shipping as well as incidences of pirate activity; thirdly, the Shared Awareness and De-confliction mechanism (SHADE), which helps to coordinate action between the different naval forces, has made effective use of network tools to enable rapid sharing and dissemination of information between ships of different states[footnoteRef:373]. [373:  Royal United Services Institute, 'Sharing a Common Picture on Piracy', RUSI Defence Systems (2012), 72-4, p. 73; Daniels, C. L., Somali Piracy and Terrorism in the Horn of Africa (Lanham, MD: The Scarecrow Press, 2012), p. 80; Houben M., 'Operational Coordination of Naval Operations and Capacity Building' in Fighting Piracy off the Coast of Somalia: Lessons Learned from the Contact Group, ed. by Tardy, T., pp. 28-34 (Paris: EU Institute for Security Studies, 2014), pp. 28-9; Ploch, L. et al, Piracy off the Horn of Africa, p. 27; European Union Committee, Combating Somali Piracy: the EU's Naval Operation Atalanta, 12th Report of Session 2009-10, UK House of Lords Paper 103 (London: House of Lords, 2010), p. 21.] 

	Such mechanisms help to ensure the smooth functioning of maritime forces operating in the region, and in one respect the need for control over the battlespace can be said to account for visibility in this regard. However, this alone is only half the picture. In reality, the need to share information and to build up a clear, sufficient picture of the operational space is, in a manner of speaking, the enabler of successful counter-piracy missions in the region. In reference to the EU NAVFOR example, the importance of this control of visibility has certainly been realised; information dissemination tools are recognised not only as something that assists effective operational practice, but as something that can drive it[footnoteRef:374]. What must be borne in mind is that naval forces off the Horn of Africa are having to police a vast maritime region encompassing the Gulf of Aden and parts of the wider Indian Ocean; their presence cannot be felt everywhere at once. In such a situation, control in the information domain becomes vital, as it provides a clear understanding of where naval assets need to be positioned in order to ensure effective deterrence and interdiction of pirate activities. Figure 13 illustrates this relationship: [374:  Royal United Services Institute, ‘Sharing a Common Picture’, 73.] 
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Figure 13: Relationship between visibility and battlespace control off the Horn of Africa.

	Thus, in relation to visibility, the need to control visibility becomes an essential driver of effective battlespace control (note that in this instance the 'battle' aspect of 'battlespace' merely means the operating environment - not a 'battle' as a writer such as Mahan envisaged it). It is worth noting that measures such as the establishment of the SHADE mechanism and its online systems or the MSC-HOA were undertaken very early on in the deployments of national and multinational naval operations (2008 and February 2009 respectively[footnoteRef:375]), underscoring their importance to the attainment of battlespace control; they were integral to the effective utilisation of naval assets. By this logic, visibility can be seen as something that is both highly connected to battlespace control/dominance, but also distinct from it - perhaps in a similar way to how a traditional maritime strategic principle such as power projection is highly linked to another, sea control, whilst remaining an important, clearly discernible concept in its own right. [375:  Oceans Beyond Piracy, 'Shared Awareness and Deconfliction (SHADE)', accessed 13 June 2016, http://oceansbeyondpiracy.org/matrix/shared-awareness-and-deconfliction-shade; Boon, K. E. et al, Piracy and International Maritime Security: Developments Through 2011 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), p. 274.] 

	This shows that in the Horn of Africa case battlespace dominance/control are seen in operational practice; furthermore, the case also allows us to see a distinction between this concept and the challenge of visibility control. Visibility control is more than just a component of battlespace control; it can be a driving force of it, and as such is arguably deserving of great attention.
	In reference to forward positioning, the counter-piracy case suggests an affirmation of the reciprocal relationship between visibility and the former given in Figure 10. The reasoning here is as follows: surveys of the effectiveness of naval forces positioned forward in the Horn of Africa maritime theatre have concluded that they are the most effective deterrent against pirate activities[footnoteRef:376]. Deterrence is very much a visibility challenge; it relies upon the engendering of a certain perception regarding an actor's capabilities. In the case of counter-piracy, deterrence is based on the use of conventional naval weapons and platforms. However, given the sheer size of the geographical area where international naval forces are having to operate, for deterrence to work most effectively naval presence has to be tailored to where it is needed. Simply positioning forces forward in the region alone is no guarantee that pirate actors will be deterred from engaging in criminal activities, if the deterring force is not close enough to the specific areas where the pirates are suspected to be operating. [376:  Oceans Beyond Piracy, 'Somali Piracy in the Western Indian Ocean Region', last modified 2016, http://oceansbeyondpiracy.org/reports/sop2015/east-africa.] 

	This is where the value of information domain activities connected to networked mechanisms such as SHADE and the MSC-HOA are significant. By maintaining a shared operational picture of where merchant and pirate actors are reported to be operating, and by coordinating activities so that no naval asset is wasted, forward operating naval forces can position themselves far more effectively than they otherwise could[footnoteRef:377]. [377:  Oceans Beyond Piracy, ‘Shared Awareness’.] 

	Thus, control of visibility enables effective forward positioning since information networks allow multinational naval forces off the Horn of Africa to tailor their presence according to where the threats they seek to deter lie (see Figure 14 below). The results of naval presence and networking have been seen in the decrease in pirate attacks since 2011, with far fewer attacks recorded in 2015[footnoteRef:378]. Forward positioned naval counter-piracy operations and their effective information sharing and coordination systems are one of several key factors attributed to the decline in pirate attacks[footnoteRef:379]. [378:  EU NAVFOR Somalia, 'Key Facts and Figures', last modified 2016, http://eunavfor.eu/key-facts-and-figures/; Oceans Beyond Piracy, ‘Somali Piracy’.]  [379:  Other factors also attributed include use of private security personnel on merchant shipping and capacity-building efforts within Somalia. See Pigeon, M., 'United Nations Security Council Passes New Resolution on Somali Piracy', Oceans Beyond Piracy, last modified 2013, http://oceansbeyondpiracy.org/publications/featured-story-united-nations-security-council-passes-new-resolution-somali-piracy; United Nations Security Council, ‘Resolution 2125’, last modified 18 November 2013, http://oceansbeyondpiracy.org/sites/default/files/attachments/N1356844.pdf.] 


[image: ]
Figure 14: Relationship between visibility control and forward positioning off the Horn of Africa.

	Furthermore, forward positioning of naval forces has also been used by some states as a means of fulfilling other strategic, visibility-related tasks. For some non-Western navies, engaging in counter-piracy efforts has been a means of improving perceptions of prestige and capability. Reading the PRC's 2015 white paper on national defence, for example, one can find numerous implications that China’s armed forces – including its navy – are to be used not only for physical operations, but also for the engendering of perceptions of Chinese international status. Part of the goal for the armed forces is to be able to “create a favourable strategic posture”, a statement loaded with implications in terms of the perception-interpretation elements of the visibility triad[footnoteRef:380]. Considering that the PRC’s long-term national strategic goals include independent development, the building of a prosperous society, the discouragement of foreign interference and the “rejuvenation” of the Chinese nation following a “century of humiliation” at the hands of foreign powers[footnoteRef:381], then part of the PRC’s aim is to create a state with an image of strength and power. [380:  State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, ‘Missions and Strategic Tasks of China’s Armed Forces’ in China’s Military Strategy (Beijing: Ministry of National Defence, 2015).]  [381:  State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, ‘The Path of China’s Peaceful Development: What It Is About’ in China’s Peaceful Development (Beijing: State Council Information Office, 2011, http://www.gov.cn/english/official/2011-09/06/content_1941354_2.htm; State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, ‘China’s Foreign Policies for Pursuing Peaceful Development’ in China’s Peaceful Development (Beijing: State Council Information Office, 2011), http://www.gov.cn/english/official/2011-09/06/content_1941354_4.htm; State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, ‘Preface’ in China’s Military Strategy (Beijing: Ministry of National Defence, 2015), http://eng.mod.gov.cn/Database/WhitePapers/2015-05/26/content_4586686.htm.] 

	Chinese military forces, including the PLAN, play their part in achieving this aim. As the PLAN has modernised its capabilities, it has begun to undertake missions further afield from the Chinese homeland – including counter-piracy off the Horn of Africa. In this particular instance, such operations are not only a case of the PRC seeking to protect the essential sea commerce that it relies upon to feed its domestic economic growth, but also as a means of leveraging strategic influence in the wider Indian Ocean region and increasing its prestige[footnoteRef:382]. Given that the region is of strategic significance to the PRC due to it being a major transit route for maritime commerce, and bearing in mind the PRC’s determination not to suffer from undue foreign interference, then the PLAN plays an important role at the Horn of Africa. It engenders the perception of Chinese protective capabilities, warding off potential regional rivals (such as India) whom the PRC might wish to keep away from certain waters[footnoteRef:383]. In this respect, then, forward positioning can be said to be a means of controlling visibility, whilst at the same time being driven by a visibility requirement – very much a reciprocal relationship (see Figure 15). [382:  Willett, L., 'Pirates and Power Politics: Naval Presence and Grand Strategy in the Horn of Africa', RUSI Journal 156.6 (2012), 20-25, p. 24; Murphy, M. N., Somalia: The New Barbary? Piracy and Islam in the Horn of Africa (London: C. Hurst & Co. (Publishers) Ltd, 2011), p. 130.]  [383:  Willett, L., 'Pirates and Power Politics', p. 24.] 
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Figure 15: PLAN forward positioning and visibility control at the Horn of Africa.

	In conclusion, the case of international counter-piracy operations in the Horn of Africa maritime theatre appears to affirm two things: firstly, the validity of the relationship established earlier in Figure 12, and secondly, the validity of the relationship given in Figure 10. In these instances, visibility, and the control of visibility, occupies a unique position in relation to concepts of battlespace control and forward positioning. It is unique in the sense that it can be both a product of these approaches as well as something that drives them, further affirming the reciprocal relationship between them. This case, then, appears to corroborate the Russian case in terms of the relationship between battlespace control and visibility in operational practice. It also goes further than merely corroborating the relationship between forward positioning and visibility outlined in reference to Operation Enduring Freedom; whereas Subsection 3.3.2 yielded a mixed picture about this relationship, the picture from the Horn of Africa case has been clearer.
[bookmark: _Toc490736809]3.4 Mutually Constitutive Practice and Thought - Key Developments in Summary

	What the analysis has so far revealed are developments in maritime strategic thought, which have, to varying extents, been operationalised in practice. In some practical instances, there does not seem to be an affirmation of developments outlined in thought. This does not mean, however, that in reality thought and practice cannot be mutually constitutive. Operational experiences have arguably had as much of an impact on strategic thought as well as the other way around.
What should always be remembered is that strategic thought is driven in large part by the study of history, both distant and more recent. Whether one is reading Corbett or Mahan’s justification of historical study’s value or the discussion of the value of theory and its historical basis by writers such as Till, this is a fact that has remained fairly constant over time[footnoteRef:384]. [384:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p 2; Mahan, A. T., ‘The Value of Historical Study’ in Mahan on Naval Warfare, ed. by Westcott, A., Dover edn, pp. 3-7 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1941; Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, Inc., 1999), p. 4; Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 6; Till, G., Seapower, pp. 39-40.] 

Looking over certain, more recent strategic documentation from around the world, the kind of developments in the maritime strategic principles revealed by operational practice have certainly come to be written about by subsequent strategic thinkers. In Naval Warfare: Naval Doctrine Publication 1, for example, US strategists make frequent references to historical examples of maritime operations to show how operational experiences have influenced the adoption of certain concepts[footnoteRef:385]. In this particular instance, most of the operational cases referred to predate the information RMA despite the document being published in 1994, during the period of the RMA. [385:  Zalaskus, R. et al, ‘Naval Warfare: Naval Doctrine Publication 1’ in Hattendorf, J. B., US Naval Strategy in the 1990s, pp. 101-47.] 

However, subsequent American documents would certainly come to at least implicitly acknowledge the impacts of more recent operational experiences on strategic thought. Navy Strategic Planning Guidance is one example that illustrates this. An acknowledgement of the “emerging trends that make it imperative for our Navy to focus on the littorals and the land beyond” clearly suggests that strategists were looking back on the US Navy’s operational experiences and identifying a pattern that involved a focus on the littoral environment[footnoteRef:386]. Given that this particular document was published in 2000, its writers had plenty of cases to consider: there had been a range of past operations where naval forces undertook multidimensional actions in littoral environments. The 1991 Gulf War was one example, where networked, forward positioned naval forces, assisted by space and surveillance capabilities, undertook force projection with air and strike assets against targets on land. The role of similarly networked, forward positioned naval forces in the Yugoslav Wars of the mid and late 1990s was also an example of a multidimensional operational experience. Given that Navy Strategic Planning Guidance discusses the notion of the multidimensional battlespace as the hallmark of future operations, it is clear that this concept was born out of the trend identified by the document’s writers. [386:  Sestak, J. et al, ‘“Navy Strategic Planning Guidance”’, p. 181.] 

To take a far more recent, up-to-date example, consider the latest, 2015 release of A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower. In its introduction, this document is quite clear that its ideas and recommendations have been driven by changing security and fiscal realities since 2007. In reference to security realities, the document lists matters such as the continued fielding of anti-access and area denial capabilities, threats to maritime commerce (in particular energy shipments) and the evolution and expansion of terrorist and criminal networks[footnoteRef:387]. Looking over the 2007-2015 timeframe, it is not difficult to identify the sort of operational experiences that drive the thought underlying the document. US Navy vessels on station in the Indo-Pacific region have faced the increasing challenge of an assertive PRC, which has been seeking to deny access through territorial claims at the political level and development of area denial capabilities at the military-technological level. The US Navy has also been involved in the struggle against Islamist militants in Syria, and in counter-piracy at the Horn of Africa. In 2011, US Navy ships in the Strait of Hormuz had to maintain presence following Iranian area denial threats. In this example, it once again clear to see how operational experience has influenced strategic thought. [387:  US Department of the Navy, A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower: Forward, Engaged, Ready, p. 1.] 

For a few examples from outside the US experience, consider India’s Freedom to use the Seas (which contains a very detailed discussion of past Indian Navy operational experiences as well as the operational environment it currently operates in, thus displaying how practice can very much drive thought), Australia’s Future Maritime Operating Concept – 2025 (which features an examination of the security environment, which, though it does not explicitly identify any particular operational experience, can still have lines drawn between it and particular cases[footnoteRef:388]), or the UK’s Royal Navy: A Global Force 2011/12 vision[footnoteRef:389]. [388:  For instance, the document identifies the potential for non-state actors to use failed, failing or rogue states as bases for operations against Western interests. Examples of such non-state actors can include Islamist militants in Middle Eastern states such as Iraq and Syria – both of which Australian military forces (including naval) have intervened in as part of an international coalition over the last decade or so.]  [389:  Indian Navy, Freedom to use the Seas; Australian Defence Force, Future Maritime Operating Concept; Royal Navy, Royal Navy: A Global Force 2011/12 (London: Newsdesk Communications Ltd, 2012).] 

The key point to take from this mutually constitutive reality is that, over time, there has been a form of reinforcing cycle. Strategic thought and operational experience have each revealed the evolution of existing maritime strategic principles, and in doing so had an effect upon the other. What this is contributing to is a gradual shift in the way certain maritime strategic principles are understood.
	Since approximately the onset of the information RMA period, two key developments in the principles of maritime strategy can be discerned, which have been explained throughout this chapter. With sea control and denial evolving into battlespace control and area denial, there has been a growing acknowledgement of a blurring and/or increasing fusion of the different domains of military operations, part of which includes a greater emphasis on the information domain. At the same time, the way in which strategists think of forward positioning has evolved over time, adding flesh to the principle’s conceptual bones (to use such an analogy). Whereas writers such as Mahan once wrote of the colony principle in purely physical terms (for example, forward positioning as a means of extending a navy’s operational range by providing long-distance refuelling and maintenance capabilities[footnoteRef:390]), over time strategists have increasingly come to realise that forward positioning serves other, non-physical purposes as well (namely, information acquisition and influencing perceptions). [390:  Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 28.] 

	In reference to visibility, both of these evolved conceptions of traditional maritime strategic principles can sometimes (depending on the circumstances) display a reciprocal relationship. Visibility control and/or requirements can be a driver of such principles, whilst also being something that those principles can seek to attain/fulfil.
	What this means is that there is, undeniably, a degree of overlap between visibility control/denial and the existing, traditional principles of maritime strategy. More will be said on this in Chapter 4, but the immediate question arising from this is what added value a separate principle concerned with visibility might bring to maritime strategic thought. The added value is twofold. Firstly, having a principle specifically based around the notion of visibility can show recognition of the fact that the matter is (and always has been) of strategic importance (a reality which various strategic documents from around the world have acknowledged[footnoteRef:391]). Secondly, having a principle of visibility control and denial can make up for something of a deficiency in the writings of previous scholars, who lived in very different political, strategic and technological contexts to the present and who thus did not examine visibility-related matters in any great depth (as shown in Section 2.3). Chapter 4 will use the findings from Chapter 3 to assess the extent to which this new principle is intellectually viable, and whether it can account for current realities and practice. [391:  Sandy, D. et al, Maritime Information Warfare Concept of Operations, p. 1; Indian Navy, Ensuring Secure Seas, p. 165; Maritime Doctrines and Concepts Centre, Indian Maritime Doctrine, p. 149; Prime Minister of the Republic of France, National Strategy for the Security of Maritime Areas (Paris: French Government, 2015), p. 4; Royal Netherlands Navy, Fundamentals of Maritime Operations, pp. 76-8.] 


















[bookmark: _Toc490736810]4. Control and Denial of Visibility

Up to this point, a mixed picture of the relationship between visibility and the traditional principles of maritime strategy has been discerned. As shown through Chapters 2 and 3, this relationship is one where visibility can be something that the traditional principles might seek to attain, as well as something distinct (on occasions, something that might even drive approaches in line with the traditional principles). This relationship is particularly evident in the 21st century given the evolved forms of traditional principles, such as battlespace control/dominance and modified conceptions of forward positioning.
Since visibility can thus be regarded as both something distinct in its own right but also quite intricately related to the traditional principles of maritime strategy (as well as the fact it can be regarded as something of strategic importance), the aim of this chapter will therefore be to address two further important points. Namely, if this thesis is to ascertain the extent to which a principle of control/denial of visibility would be useful, then it is essential to know: 1) how control/denial of visibility is defined in light of what has been discussed so far; 2) where it stands in relation to the other principles; and 3) in what ways it constitutes a useful addition to the traditional principles.
To outline the definition, position and usefulness of a new principle, several stages must be covered. Section 4.1 will act as a brief reminder of the following: 1) the limitations of the existing overlap between visibility and certain traditional principles, and 2) a reminder of the significant degree of overlap between the traditional principles themselves. Then, in Section 4.2, a more concrete definition of control and denial of visibility will be established. Following on from this, in Section 4.3 there will be an examination of the tendency for previous writers to ‘order’ the traditional principles into a ‘hierarchy’ of sorts. Section 4.4 shall place a visibility-oriented principle within this hierarchy. Section 4.5 will then discuss the usefulness of a principle centred around visibility (looking especially at three principal audiences, and how the principle would be of use to them: the academic, the policymaker/naval strategist, and the naval officer at the operational level).


[bookmark: _Toc490736811]4.1 Addressing the Overlap Between Visibility and the Existing Principles of Maritime Strategy

	As Chapters 2 and 3 have shown, there are some instances where the traditional principles do appear to take visibility into account – though only in certain ways or to certain extents. In Chapter 2, fleet-in-being and its relationship with visibility was discussed. Fleet-in-being, as previously shown, can concern itself with the perception and interpretation elements of the visibility triad. In essence, it is about the engendering of certain perceptions of threat in the mind of a rival, deterring them from particular courses of action. However, traditionally this was all fleet-in-being meant; as such, it can be said to only take a particular form of visibility into account.
	Similarly, traditional conceptions of sea control, sea denial and power projection may also take visibility into account, but only to limited degrees. In controlling the sea and denying it to a particular adversary and/or projecting power into a certain littoral, one has the ability to limit that adversary’s capability to survey the environment in question (in theory, at least – this was truer in the past, whereas in the present it is less certain given technological capabilities in areas such as air and space-based surveillance and networked information and communications). However, this reality is particularly linked to the information aspect of the visibility triad. There is little to say regarding perception and/or interpretation.
	As understandings of particular principles have evolved, visibility has come more and more to the fore, but it is important to note that it is still not the sole and/or central purpose these principles seek to fulfil. Battlespace control/dominance and area denial, for example, may be based around the notion of an integrated battlespace in which naval forces must consider domains such as the information, cyber and space environments alongside the traditional domains of sea, air and possibly also land – but it is important to remember that the principle is, first and foremost, very much concerned with asserting control in the physical domain. Information, perception and interpretation concerns can include more than just complementing physical actions designed to assert control in or deny control over a particular physical environment; they can also focus on asserting or denying control in the cognitive domain as a primary aim. Controlling space and cyber domains, for example, confers a distinct advantage in the cognitive domain as it facilitates knowledge, which can be used to modify perceptions and interpretations.
	Modified conceptions of forward positioning undeniably take greater account of the visibility triad. Forward positioned navies have not only been used as information gatherers; their presence has also been useful as a tool for influencing perceptions and interpretations (for example, as a deterrent or for reassuring allies). In spite of this, however, there are still limitations to the manner in which forward positioning accounts for visibility. What should be remembered is that the act of positioning forward does not always seek a visibility-related outcome. A forward positioned approach might be adopted, for example, merely to extend a navy’s operational range. Ultimately, the principle’s primary focus centres around positioning navies close to areas of strategic interest; the intended outcome or rationale for doing so can vary depending upon the circumstances. Having a visibility impact is not at the core of forward positioning – it is simply something that forward positioning can produce in certain situations.
	Thus, as Chapters 2 and 3 have revealed, there is a limited degree of overlap between visibility and the traditional principles. Naturally, it might therefore be tempting to question whether a principle centred around visibility is actually necessary. However, in response to such a hypothetical charge, it is important to remember that such overlap is hardly unique to the relationship between visibility and the other principles of maritime strategy. All the principles, in fact, have a degree of overlap with each other. The discussions throughout Chapters 2 and 3 have touched upon this, and a bounty of examples from distant and recent history can be seen to illustrate this point.
	Sea control and sea denial (or battlespace control and area denial, if we are focusing upon their more recent forms), are, as established already, interconnected. The former can, by extension, imply the latter. Consider the example of counter-piracy off the Horn of Africa, discussed in Subsection 3.3.3, as an illustration of this interconnected relationship. In asserting a degree of control over the maritime environment adjacent to Somalia, naval deployments from around the world (both individually and working as part of or in conjunction with international coalitions) have been able to gradually deny pirates operating out of the country access to the wider maritime environment[footnoteRef:392]. [392:  This is reflected in the gradual decline of pirate activities during the period in which naval forces from around the globe were present in the Horn of Africa region. See Oceans Beyond Piracy, ‘Somalia-based Timeline of Pirate Attacks’, last modified 2008, http://oceansbeyondpiracy.org/attack-timeline/somalia; United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) and Oceans Beyond Piracy, Somali Prison Survey Report: Piracy Motivations & Deterrents (Broomfield, CO: Oceans Beyond Piracy, 2015), p. 3.] 

	In Chapter 2, it was also made clear that forward positioning and fleet-in-being overlap with principles such as sea control/denial and power projection, as well as with each other. Submarine forces armed with nuclear and/or conventional long-range strike capabilities regularly operate forward, and in doing so serve as a form of ‘fleet-in-being’ carrying a strategic deterrent; a fleet-in-being can also be used to contest/ deny sea control and power projection in certain maritime theatres; and the forward positioning of a navy greatly facilitates its ability to assert sea control or project power into distant locales. Ultimately, this overlap between principles is a reflection of the flexibility and versatility of naval forces[footnoteRef:393]. [393:  Germond, B., The Maritime Dimension of European Security, pp. 36-7.] 

	An example of these overlaps in action can be seen in the Korean case, where a variety of navies fulfil different roles. The North Korean fleet, for instance, is very much oriented towards sea/area denial, with a focus on brown-water assets designed to contest the access of South Korean naval forces and their US allies. In peacetime its role is thus to constitute a deterrent, signalling that in the event of an outbreak of conflict it could constitute a fleet-in-being capable of challenging local enemy sea control and potentially disrupt power projection operations. US naval forces stationed in Japan, on the other hand, serve as a form of forward positioned deterrent. By being forward positioned, they serve as a visible, more credible threat, thus helping to deter potential adversaries such as North Korea (perhaps even the PRC) by engendering a perception of credible defensive capability. At the same time, their presence in Japan reduces the distance it would take for them to reach the Korean peninsula in the event of a crisis, greatly facilitating their ability to assert local sea control and/or project power onto North Korean territory[footnoteRef:394]. From this example, the overlap between different principles of maritime strategy is thus apparent. [394:  Mizokami, K., ‘Two Koreas, Three Navies’, US Naval Institute News, last modified 8 May 2014, https://news.usni.org/2014/05/08/two-koreas-three-navies; Gause, K. E., North Korea’s Provocation and Escalation Calculus: Dealing with the Kim Jong-un Regime, Occasional Paper (Arlington, VA: Center for Naval Analyses, 2015), p. 48.] 

	Thus, in response to any charge that the overlap between visibility and the existing principles makes a visibility-oriented principle unnecessary, one ought to be reminded that all the principles of maritime strategy overlap. If a visibility principle is therefore to be denied on these grounds, then it raises the question of what this means for all the other principles. By this logic, it would surely be necessary for the whole set of principles to be revisited. Yet there is little need for this, as they sufficiently cover the broad range of naval activities and their strategic rationales (as outlined in Chapter 2).

[bookmark: _Toc490736812]4.2 Defining Control and Denial of Visibility

	In Chapter 1, 'visibility' was conceived in terms of a triad consisting of information, perception and interpretation. Information consists of the raw data that human beings know or think they know; perception refers to the manner in which that data is or has been observed; and interpretation refers to the way in which that data is processed in order to generate meaning.
	However, with this and an idea of the varying extents to which the traditional principles of maritime strategy accounted for visibility in mind, visibility itself can be more clearly defined. When considering the concept, it is useful to think in terms of a 'coin' analogy. The visibility 'coin' has two distinct sides: the technical and the cognitive. The technical side concerns the information aspect of the triad; the cognitive often concerns the perception-interpretation elements.
	What makes visibility distinct from the traditional principles is this union of the technical and the cognitive. The traditional principles of sea (later battlespace) control and sea/area denial account, to a certain extent, for technical matters such as information and information dominance. They do not account as much, however, for the cognitive side of the coin. Fleet-in-being and forward positioning both account for the cognitive to varying extents, often being used as approaches towards naval diplomacy. They do not account as greatly, however, for technical matters. Visibility is thus distinct because it acknowledges the link between the technical and cognitive sides of the coin, as suggested by the triad outlined in Chapter 1.
	Thus, in practice, the strategic principle of visibility control and/or denial takes such operational forms as information dominance; knowledge superiority; deterrence; and naval reassurance. Furthermore, it acts as a conceptual strategic umbrella for those operations where the technical and cognitive sides of visibility are seen in unity. Control/denial of visibility has both a physical and a non-physical dimension to it. Physical assets, such as ships and information networks, are directed towards its attainment. Ultimately, however, its effects are felt in the non-physical, cognitive domain - through the attainment of information dominance and the reinforcement of perceptions of trust, strength, reassurance, partnership or deterrence. The Horn of Africa case examined in Chapter 3 illustrates this; part of the challenge for naval counter-piracy missions is to coordinate and position their forces where threats are likely to arise. The use of physical information hardware to maintain an information network where pirate attacks and merchant transits are logged enables the 'tailored' use of physical naval forces where they are required/most likely to be required, ensuring their effectiveness against the pirate threat. In turn this acts as a powerful cognitive deterrent (see Subsection 3.3.3), as well as helping to facilitate local sea control and forward positioning.
	However, the teachings of Corbett must be borne in mind here. Sea control (and its predecessor, command of the sea) serves as a key analogy when understanding the fluid nature of visibility. As Corbett's writings made clear, command of the sea is never absolute. No navy can ever truly be said to be in 'full' control of the world's waterways. Instead, 'control' exists to varying degrees in different locations at different points in time. Furthermore, command of the sea does not simply pass from one actor to another should the former lose it. Instead, it can be the case that the sea is 'un-commanded'.
	The sea control analogy is a reminder that visibility control is equally as fluid. In today's globalised, interconnected world, in which exists a multitude of human actors with access to the means of disseminating data, narratives and interpretations, it is unlikely that a single naval actor could truly ever be in 'full' control of visibility. In a similar vein to Corbett's notion of command of the sea, control of visibility is highly contested and only exists to varying degrees according to needs and circumstances. Nor does control of visibility automatically pass from one actor to another when the former loses that control. At the Horn of Africa, international naval missions may have had a great degree of success in controlling visibility and deterring pirate attacks, but this does not mean their control of visibility is absolute. Pirate attacks do still occasionally happen in spite of multinational naval information networking, as occurred in October 2016, when a pirate attack occurred on the chemical tanker CPO Korea 330 nautical miles offshore[footnoteRef:395]. This points to a limitation on the extent of visibility control in this case. [395:  EU NAVFOR Somalia, 'European Union's Counter-Piracy Operation Atalanta Extended by Two Years to Help Ensure Pirate Attacks on Seafarers off Coast of Somalia Remain Suppressed', last modified 28 November 2016, http://eunavfor.eu/european-unions-counter-piracy-operation-atalanta-extended-by-two-years-to-help-ensure-pirate-attacks-on-seafarers-off-coast-of-somalia-remain-suppressed/.] 

	So, to summarise what has been said so far, to 'control' visibility is to be able to influence it in a positive manner conducive to one's interest(s) – whether this be at the national level, as in the case of territorial waters defence, or at the international level (as in the case of multinational security operations. To 'deny' visibility is to be able to influence it in a negative manner also favourable to one's national and/or security interests.
	By way of a word of warning, like any maritime strategic principle control/denial of visibility should never be considered as an end in itself. It is a means to an end, in the same vein as sea/battlespace control/denial, power projection, fleet-in-being and forward positioning. Controlling or denying visibility does not in itself bring about a decisive end to a conflict, international dispute or diplomatic exercise. However, what it can do is to aid an actor in advancing towards their desired end goal(s). Exerting a degree of control of visibility can bring strategic options to the metaphorical table; denying visibility helps to limit a rival or adversary's own strategic options.
	The need for this principle is greater than ever before given the advancements in information and communication technologies witnessed in the contemporary world, where data and interpretations can be spread and perceived with rapidity. In such a world, controlling visibility can have a significant impact on an actor’s behaviour. The Chinese case illustrates this; according to Cheng, the PRC has recognised that contemporary information technologies have “altered the relationship between people and conflict” in a manner that allows visibility control to have an impact on the behaviour of potential adversaries, such as the US[footnoteRef:396]. Due to advancements in information, communication and media technologies, the PRC has a set of instruments at its disposal with which it can influence the situational picture in certain ways. This can include fomenting doubts in neutral/adversary authorities and populations about their own actions; reinforcing and/or undermining certain domestic/foreign attitudes towards confrontation and conflict; and/or deterring foes by sapping their political will to choose confrontational options. All of these impacts can be used as means towards a strategic end – in this case, the defence of the PRC’s homeland and the long-term discouragement of foreign military aggression as a response to the PRC’s own actions. What the Chinese case shows is that visibility control has a strategic utility made all the more relevant by contemporary technologies and the ramifications they have for strategy. [396:  Cheng, D., ‘The US Needs an Integrated Approach to Counter China’s Anti-Access/Area Denial Strategy’, The Heritage Foundation, last modified 9 July 2014, http://www.heritage.org/defense/report/the-us-needs-integrated-approach-counter-chinas-anti-accessarea-denial-strategy.] 


[bookmark: _Toc490736813]4.3 Tendencies Towards Ordering

	In the past and the present, there has been a tendency to put the principles of maritime strategy into a hierarchical order. ‘Hierarchy’, as a term, can mean more than one thing in relation to maritime strategy and its principles. On the one hand, it can refer to a sequential order, in which one principle is envisaged as coming before another, and so forth. However, in certain strategic and academic documentation, one can also find hierarchies of ‘missions’. By way of an example, Missions of the US Navy thinks more in terms of a hierarchy of missions than a sequential hierarchy of principles. In this instance, four specific mission types – strategic deterrence, sea control, naval presence and power projection – are considered as the four essential missions for the US Navy[footnoteRef:397]. To reiterate what was covered in Chapter 2, the difference between a principle and a mission centres around the ‘conceptual’ versus the ‘concrete’. Principles are more conceptual whilst ‘missions’ are used in a more practical sense; as Turner states in Missions of the US Navy, thinking in terms of ‘missions’ is useful for naval practitioners at the operational and tactical levels, as it helps to maintain focus on objectives[footnoteRef:398]. Thus, ‘missions’ can be described as concretised expressions of the conceptual principles of maritime strategy. These concretised missions are formulated with reference to a navy’s particular political and strategic context[footnoteRef:399]. In contrast, principles are broader, more scholarly and doctrinal in nature. [397:  Turner, S., ‘Missions of the US Navy’, p. 32.]  [398:  Ibid., p. 33.]  [399:  Namely, what sort of operational tasks are deemed to be of importance in order to fulfil overarching strategic objectives.] 

The sequential ordering of principles is the main focus of this section. Writings which think in terms of hierarchies of missions are useful, though should be treated cautiously. In Chapter 3, their usefulness centred around the fact that they could reveal how understandings of the principles were evolving, including in relation to visibility. Here, however, it is important to remember a crucial point. Namely, one should be careful not to assume that a particular hierarchy of missions will automatically be reflected by an identical hierarchy of principles. As already stated, missions are context-dependent; they reflect very particular operational tasks and needs and can change in line with circumstances. Principles, on the other hand, are seen as 'timeless' and less context-dependent. Their guiding lessons tend not to shift, remaining applicable even as circumstances change.
To help illustrate the point, there have been operational examples where power projection can in fact be a means of helping to attain local sea control. This is despite the fact that the maritime strategic principle of sea control is often placed above power projection. This does not mean that the hierarchy of principles has altered; it merely means that in some cases, power projection can be more important at the operational/mission level. The Battle of Al Faw in 2003 is a relevant example. As part of the wider incursion into Iraq, coalition forces aimed to seize the key port of Umm Qasr so that humanitarian supplies could be delivered to the local populace; however, for such a goal to be attained, control of the local waterway was required. Thus, as a strategic principle, sea control was high in the sequential hierarchy. At an operational level, however, such a requirement was complicated by the presence of Iraqi naval mines and minelaying capabilities. Any mine countermeasure activities undertaken by coalition forces would also be at risk from Iraqi land and coastal forces using Umm Qasr as their base of operations. Thus, to help attain localised sea control, it was also necessary for a combined US, British, Australian and Polish amphibious force to be landed ashore at the same time that mine countermeasure operations began[footnoteRef:400]. What this example shows is the difference between hierarchies of principles and missions. Whilst sea control may take precedence in the hierarchy of strategic principles, at the level of operational practice, different missions can take precedence (in this particular case, power projection missions such as amphibious operations). This does not challenge sea control’s place in the hierarchy of principles, however, because ultimately the hierarchy of missions was devised with a view to securing sea control at the strategic level. If anything, it reinforces the notion that there can be a reciprocal relationship between sea control and power projection in spite of the hierarchy. [400:  Directorate General Corporate Communication, Operations in Iraq: Lessons for the Future (London: UK Ministry of Defence, 2003).] 

With this point in mind, this section shall show that, in terms of a hierarchy of principles, sea control has tended to be placed on a high level in spite of various changes and differences between various hierarchies of missions. Section 4.4 can then build upon this when it seeks to place visibility within the hierarchy.
	To begin with, a glance back over historical works of maritime strategy reveals that many older writers had a tendency to put the principles of maritime strategy into a sequential hierarchy. Corbett’s work, for example, can be interpreted as one that attempts to put certain principles into some form of order. Principles of Maritime Strategy discusses matters in a way that certainly implies an order. Operations against the shore (a form of power projection) are dependent on operations at sea; the attack and/or defence of trade (sea control/denial) governs attacks against shore[footnoteRef:401]. Subsequent writers considering Corbett’s work, such as Grove, would touch upon this hierarchy[footnoteRef:402]. [401:  Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 285.]  [402:  Grove, E., The Future of Sea Power, p. 12.] 

Colomb took a similar line, suggesting that for successful operations to be conducted against the shore, command of the sea had to be achieved first[footnoteRef:403]. Brodie, Bacon and McMurtrie and Gretton all took a similar view. Brodie hints at a relationship of this kind in A Guide To Naval Strategy, whilst discussing the case of Japanese land-sea operations during the Second World War, then (later on) the case of preparations for D-Day[footnoteRef:404]. When discussing amphibious warfare (a form of power projection), Bacon and McMurtrie describe it as an “advantage” that is “conferred” on an actor by the attainment of command of the sea[footnoteRef:405]. In stating that it is something conferred once a particular state of control has been achieved (namely, one actor exerting a degree of control over a section of the maritime domain), Bacon and McMurtrie effectively imply an order in which sea control comes first, and power projection second. Gretton too gives this implication in Maritime Strategy[footnoteRef:406]. Such a viewpoint persists today in the writings of contemporary scholars, such as Till and Germond, with command of the sea giving nothing in itself unless exerted (see Figure 16)[footnoteRef:407]. [403:  Colomb, P. H., Naval Warfare, Its Ruling Principles and Practice Historically Treated (London: W. H. Allen, 1891), p. 203.]  [404:  Brodie, B., A Guide To Naval Strategy, pp. 158-69.]  [405:  Bacon, R. and McMurtrie, F. E., Modern Naval Strategy, p. 119.]  [406:  Gretton, P., Maritime Strategy, p. 21.]  [407:  Till, G., Seapower, p. 184; Germond, B., The Maritime Dimension of European Security, p. 42.] 




Figure 16: Command of the sea as a prerequisite to power projection.

Baer implied that Mahan considered command of the sea as the main task of a naval force at the strategic level. All other strategic-level tasks (ranging from presence to influence to intervention) were thus ancillary. Without explicitly using any contemporary terms for the maritime strategic principles, Baer arguably gives rise to the inference that a hierarchy of principles can be discerned in Mahan’s writings. In this hierarchy, sea control is at the top of the metaphorical list, with missions falling under the conceptual umbrellas of the other principles – forward presence, amphibious operations and fleet-in-being – below (see Figure 17)[footnoteRef:408]. [408:  Baer, G., ‘Alfred Thayer Mahan and the Utility of US Naval Forces Today’, in The Changing Face of Maritime Power, ed. by Dorman, A. et al, pp. 14-8 (Basingstoke: Macmillan Press Ltd, 1999), p. 14.] 
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Figure 17: Mahan’s hierarchy, as inferred by Baer.

When considering Soviet thinkers, discerning a clear hierarchy of principles can be a little more complex given that the Soviet strategic outlook was traditionally continental in nature rather than maritime, and navies were thus somewhat subsidiary to land forces[footnoteRef:409]. A careful examination reveals that the Soviets did appreciate the importance of sea control as a principle above all others. The reason this is difficult to discern is because it is only lightly touched upon. Given their continental experiences, Soviet naval thinkers focused heavily upon how maritime assets supported land assets, which could lead to the erroneous conclusion that they prioritised the principle of power projection first and sea control second. [409:  Ranft, B. and Till, G., The Sea in Soviet Strategy, 2nd edn (Basingstoke: The Macmillan Press Ltd, 1983; 1989), pp. 65-9.] 

The Soviet experiences of actual naval operations tended to affirm their overall view that the role of naval forces was ancillary to warfare on land[footnoteRef:410]. The experiences of the Second World War are a particularly relevant example that strengthened this outlook. During this conflict, the Soviet Navy was involved in many tasks that were designed to directly support land forces, such as amphibious operations, defence of coastal flanks and defence of key cities. This is not to say that there were no occasions where the Soviet Navy was involved in independent operations, such as interdiction of enemy SLOCs or defence of own/allied sea lanes. The essential point is that Soviet thinkers looking back on these experiences concluded that naval operations were ancillary to those ashore, as conflicts were won on land, not at sea[footnoteRef:411]. Thus, the Soviet outlook was very much a reflection of the country's geographical position. As a vast continental power with extensive land borders and many key resources situated within its own territories, strategists and policymakers within the USSR arguably often felt little imperative to develop a navy that went beyond a supportive role to the army. [410:  Ibid., p. 70.]  [411:  Herrick, R. W., Soviet Naval Strategy: Fifty Years of Theory and Practice (Annapolis, MD: United States Naval Institute, 1968), p. 47; Ranft, B. and Till, G., The Sea in Soviet Strategy, p. 70.] 

Gorshkov outlined a more fleshed-out role for his country's fleet, reflecting this outlook to an extent but also recognising that, as a principle, sea control is a prerequisite to power projection. He outlines two broad forms of mission which the navy can be engaged in - fleet against fleet (an approach connected to the broader principle of sea control, though he does not use this particular term), and fleet against shore (fitting with the power projection principle, though again this particular term is not used). For Gorshkov, strategy and war planning assumed that a major conflict would be global in scale, with the belligerents seeking to obtain decisive objectives. Since the attainment of a decisive outcome in a war came by attacking the enemy's lands, Gorshkov’s writings certainly conform to the Soviet continental outlook[footnoteRef:412]. However, he does show signs of flexibility. Gorshkov does recognise that in some instances, fleet against fleet operations might be necessary to create the conditions needed for operations against the shore. He is thus not necessarily suggesting that a Soviet hierarchy of principles would place sea control at a lower level than power projection. Instead, he acknowledges that the former comes before the latter. The reason that Soviet thought tended to focus upon support of operations ashore more than operations at sea was due to Russia’s continental position and experiences of conflict, where the army played the most vital role against enemies who predominantly threatened the USSR on land rather than at sea. [412:  Gorshkov, S. G., The Sea Power of the State, p. 214.] 

In terms of contemporary thought, the ‘ordering’ of principles remains evident. Sea control generally still occupies a high place in this order, despite a greater appreciation of the fluidity of prioritised missions. Daniel, writing in Globalization and Maritime Power in 2002, goes beyond merely suggesting a sequential hierarchy of principles in the past where sea control was an enabler of land-sea, power projection operations. He also discusses a contemporary sequential hierarchy, where sea control is once more high on the metaphorical list. Interestingly, an inference can be taken from his writings that forward positioning/presence comes at a lower point in this hierarchy[footnoteRef:413]. [413:  This lower 'ranking' for forward presence is due to Daniel's view of the concept as something that has not been verified by much in the way of conclusive evidence. His writings argue that forward presence's effects have not been adequately studied. Thus, whether it is always successful in terms of deterrent posture is debatable, and the extent to which it affects the behaviour of adversaries and/or allies is also open to contention. See Daniel, D. C. F., 'The Future of American Naval Power: Propositions and Recommendations', in Globalization and Maritime Power, ed. by Tangredi, S. J., pp. 503-16 (Honolulu: University Press of the Pacific, 2002; repr. 2004), pp. 505-10.] 

Nincic, at a superficial level, might be interpreted as implying that certain US strategic documents during the 1990s elevated power projection above sea control, which arguably decreased in importance[footnoteRef:414]. However, Nincic is arguably speaking in terms of missions rather than principles. This is because sea control was unlikely to be challenged in the post-Cold War environment. The focus of actors such as the US Navy turned towards regional, littoral security issues and theatres, where threats were likely to be diverse, dispersed and requiring a coordinated, integrated response between naval, land and air forces[footnoteRef:415]. Thus, sea control arguably becomes 'less' important as a mission since it is more of a 'given'. This does not mean that sea control was any less important as a strategic principle, however. Sea control was still important to the US Navy’s capability to both transit the oceans to areas of strategic interest and defend its passage to those areas. At the level of the operational mission, it was less important considering the absence of any credible, transoceanic threat to American freedom of navigation. Instead, sea denial threats would be found in narrower waterways closer to shore, where navies would be more greatly exposed to threats from land, from land-based air assets and asymmetric foes – in short, locations where sea control might require reinforcing power projection operations integrating land, sea and air forces. Thus, Nincic is not necessarily denying sea control’s place at the summit of the hierarchy of principles; she is merely pointing out that, in the post-Cold War context there was an increased role for power projection missions. [414:  Nincic, D. J., 'Sea Lane Security and US Maritime Trade: Chokepoints as Scarce Resources', in Globalization and Maritime Power, ed. by Tangredi, S. J., pp. 143-70 (Honolulu: University Press of the Pacific, 2002; repr. 2004), p. 157.]  [415:  Ibid.] 

The key document Nincic referred to was From the Sea. An examination of this particular document yields the following interpretation: that, in spite of evolving understandings of sea control, it remains high in the hierarchy of strategic principles. Battlespace control/dominance, as an evolution of the principle of sea control, might imply an elevated place for power projection. Battlespace dominance, from a naval perspective, is about maintaining access over the maritime environment[footnoteRef:416]. However, the concept: A) places a greater emphasis on the increasingly joint nature of forces in different domains of operation, and B) emphasises the blurring of the boundaries between these domains. Thus, placing battlespace dominance/control at a high level may suggest that the ability to project power ashore in support of maritime control operations is also of heightened importance. However, the question must be asked whether this means a ‘heightened importance’ as a principle, or as a mission. What must be borne in mind is that battlespace control/dominance may not necessarily always involve power projection ashore. Thus, the ‘heightened importance’ of power projection might only exist at the level of missions, and not so much at the level of principles. A sequential hierarchy of principles remains, in which operations against the land remain somewhat dependent upon the assurances of sea control. [416:  Smith, L. W., et al, ‘“… From the Sea”’, p. 95.] 

Further writings tend to reinforce the notion that sea control remains at the top of the hierarchy of principles despite different mission priorities. The Netherlands’ Fundamentals of Maritime Operations, for instance, infers that sea control can be seen as a prerequisite to other principles of maritime strategy. The document identifies it as an important factor determining the ability of a navy to execute maritime missions (which, though no example of such a ‘maritime mission’ is mentioned, can be inferred to include the likes of power projection or forward positioning). This is in spite of the fact the document also implicitly acknowledges the reciprocal nature of the maritime strategic principles, in this instance showing that power projection can be a means of attaining/reinforcing sea control as well as something that sea control permits[footnoteRef:417]. Again, the suggestion is that in terms of principles, there is a hierarchy that has remained fairly constant over time (with sea control at the top); in terms of missions, on the other hand, the hierarchy is much more flexible. [417:  Royal Netherlands Navy, Fundamentals of Maritime Operations.] 

Similarly, the most recent Australian Maritime Doctrine of 2010 takes a similar approach. In this case, sea control is seen as a principle that lays the foundations for operations ashore, as well as enabling maritime forces to “shape, influence and control events as necessary”[footnoteRef:418]. However, it is important to note that the document does take into account the evolving form of sea control in the present – battlespace control/dominance. As the document rightly points out, sea control can now be seen as the maritime component of a newer concept that better appreciates the increasingly blurred and/or integrated nature of the different domains of operations[footnoteRef:419]. Battlespace control/dominance implies more of an understanding that operations in the different domains can be mutually reinforcing rather than strictly hierarchical – an implicit acknowledgement that the hierarchy of missions can change, whilst the hierarchy of principles arguably does not. [418:  Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Centre, Australian Maritime Doctrine: RAN Doctrine 1, p. 73.]  [419:  Ibid., p. 72.] 

In the academic sphere, Till is a prime example of a writer who has appreciated the more reciprocal elements of the principles of maritime strategy. Till recognised that, as a general rule, power projection is enabled by sea control. This reinforces the notion of a hierarchy in which the latter of these two principles comes before the former[footnoteRef:420]. However, at the level of the operational mission, he also recognised the potential for sea control to take on something of a unique form in littoral environments[footnoteRef:421]. This "special variant" of sea control (to use Till's own words) is focused upon dealing with antagonists engaging in sea denial measures in littoral areas, which implies the possibility of a need for power projection as a means of reinforcing sea control. Thus Till acknowledges an ‘order’ at the level of the principles, but at the operational level his thought also suggests that mission priorities can be fluid according to different circumstances (see Figure 18, which illustrates this with the examples of sea control and power projection). [420:  Till, G., Seapower, p. 191.]  [421:  Ibid., p. 156.] 




Figure 18: relationship between missions and principles[footnoteRef:422]. [422:  Here, the principles are seen above all else in their established order (i.e. sea control as a prerequisite to power projection). Underneath, each principle can then be understood as a 'mission' consisting of different possible objectives. However, as the arrow between the lower boxes shows, there is no strict one-way relationship here; the power projection mission can be used to reinforce the sea control mission and vice versa.] 


In short, then, despite some discrepancies between the hierarchy of principles and hierarchies of missions, sea control (or battlespace control/dominance, if we were to use this evolved form) remains paramount in the ordering of principles. Given how closely connected it is to sea/battlespace control, sea/area denial can logically be placed at a similar level (since control also implies the ability to deny, whilst the act of denial can, in theory, contest the ability of a rival navy to pursue sea control, power projection or forward positioning). Power projection is generally seen to come next, as it is something enabled by sea control (even though, at the operational level, power projection can be a means of attaining/reinforcing sea control). Forward positioning, as something that can also facilitate power projection but which requires a degree of sea control to be attained, occupies a similar position to power projection in the principles’ hierarchy. Fleet-in-being can arguably be placed at a similar level too, given that it can: A) contest power projection by adversaries; B) depend, to an extent, on the ability to position forward (submarines armed with nuclear deterrents constitute a fleet-in-being of sorts, and must often maintain a position close to the actor they seek to deter); and C) vary in its form and capability, depending on the navy in question[footnoteRef:423]. See Figure 19 for an outline of this hierarchy of principles: [423:  What is meant by this is that only certain navies might be able to pursue particular forms of a fleet-in-being. For example, there are few navies in the world that can use nuclear-armed submarines positioned forward as a fleet-in-being. However, there are many navies in the world that possess a range of conventional capabilities able to be used as a fleet-in-being in the more traditional sense.] 
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Figure 19: Hierarchy of traditional principles.

[bookmark: _Toc490736814]4.4 Control and Denial of Visibility within the Hierarchy

	Before going on to assess the usefulness and limitations of control/denial of visibility, it is important to consider where it would fit into the relationship portrayed in Figure 19 were it to be accepted as a valid principle. To ascertain this, it is necessary to reflect on the findings of Chapters 2 and 3, as these can give an idea of where control/denial of visibility features in the hierarchy of the principles of maritime strategy.
	Chapter 2 showed that the five traditional principles given in Figure 19, in accordance with their older definitions/understandings, only took visibility into account in certain ways and to certain extents. Sea control was a means of providing information on the field of operation - though this did depend, to an extent, on proximity to the environment of interest and the actors within. Sea denial, as sea control's closely related principle, could contest this. Then, of the remaining principles, only fleet-in-being was traditionally understood in a way that encompassed visibility - to a degree. In this instance, fleet-in-being concerned itself with the engendering of a particular perception of a navy's ability to deter or disrupt aggressive actions. With the dawning of the Cold War, this arguably now includes more than just the ability of an inferior fleet to dissuade a potential invader from entering its home waters; it also touches upon forward positioned fleets and/or platforms carrying destructive conventional and/or nuclear deterrents.
	Chapter 3 showed how the underlying concepts behind sea control, sea denial and forward positioning have been modified in light of contemporary political, strategic and technological contexts. Here, reciprocal relationships between visibility and the principles of battlespace control/dominance, area denial and forward positioning were established. On the one hand, battlespace control, as an evolution of the principle of sea control, focuses on the multidimensional nature of contemporary operations. Part of this can include the information domain - controlling it and using it to shape and influence the cognitive environment (the specific operational term for this being information dominance). Area denial, as the multidimensional evolution of sea denial, implies the contestation of this. Similarly, current strategic documentation from around the world also showed an understanding that forward positioning could be a means of controlling visibility - not just by facilitating information acquisition, but also by using presence as a means of engendering perceptions and interpretations of a navy's power and intentions (whether cooperative or coercive).
	However, Chapter 3 also showed that visibility is not always simply something that the other principles of maritime strategy might strive to control or deny; it can also be a driver of those other principles. This was seen both in theory (through the examination of documentation) and, to a much more limited extent, in practice (through the examination of operational case studies). It is important to bear that limitation in mind.
	With these findings, one can begin to consider where control/denial of visibility would fit into a modified version of Figure 19. Such a modified version needs to acknowledge that control/denial of visibility is not something that always stands above all other principles; after all, as the operational case studies examined in Chapter 3 showed, it sometimes plays a reinforcing role rather than acting as a prerequisite. By this logic, it should be placed on a similar level to forward positioning, power projection and fleet-in-being; sea/battlespace control remains paramount in the hierarchy of principles given that it acts as a facilitator. However, in a similar manner to Figure 19's multi-headed arrows, it is important that a representation of the hierarchy featuring control/denial of visibility does acknowledge the reciprocal impacts it can have on the other principles. With these points in mind, Figure 20 shows this hierarchy:

 (
Forward Positioning
Control/Denial of Visibility
Fleet-in-Being
Sea/Area Denial
Battlespace
/Sea Control
Power Projection
)

Figure 20: Hierarchy of principles with control/denial of visibility included.

	The ordering of Figure 20 accounts for the continuing importance of sea/battlespace control (and by extension, its related principle of sea/area denial), based upon its role as a prerequisite to other principles (most notably power projection, but also forward positioning and, to an extent shown in Chapter 3, control/denial of visibility). Control/denial of visibility is then placed on the lower rung, along with the other three principles. However, what Figure 20 does also seek to show, through its use of multi-headed arrows, is that this hierarchy is not a strictly one-way relationship. Similarly to Figure 19, it is designed to acknowledge the reciprocal impacts that control/denial of visibility can have on the other principles, namely as an occasional driver depending on circumstances. The left-to-right ordering is designed to acknowledge the following: 1) that control/denial of visibility can in itself be a driver for other principles on its same level; 2) that forward positioning can sometimes be required to facilitate power projection; 3) and that fleet-in-being is a very particular principle, oriented around the actions of an inferior fleet in wartime, and is solely negative in nature (hence its position at the very end of the order).
	Thus, to summarise, what has been shown in the last two Sections are: 1) the general consensus on a hierarchy of principles, which can be drawn from multiple writings in spite of discrepancies in the hierarchy of missions; and 2) the location of a hypothetical principle of control/denial of visibility within this hierarchy of principles. Thus, with an idea of where it stands in this hierarchy (based upon the findings of Chapters 2 and 3), it is now important to ask another question of the new principle: namely, how it is useful, and to whom.

[bookmark: _Toc490736815]4.5 Control/Denial of Visibility – Assessing Usefulness

	There are three principal audiences to whom any discussion of maritime strategy is relevant: 1) to academics and scholars studying the subject; 2) to naval practitioners, whose roles and operations represent the concrete manifestation of the maritime strategic principles discussed by scholars; and 3) to policymakers/naval practitioners involved in the formulation of strategy, whose decisions affect the objectives, direction, scope, limits and constraints of operations carried out by naval officers and/or the material assets at their disposal. To ascertain the extent to which a principle of control/denial of visibility will be useful, it is necessary to think of these audiences and whether it will be useful to them.
	What will be shown here is that a principle centred around visibility is useful as follows: 1) for academic audiences as a conceptual tool bridging the technical and the cognitive; 2) for policymakers and naval strategists as a means of encapsulating a range of cognitive approaches towards fulfilling strategic objectives; and 3) for naval officers as a means of uniting the operational realities of missions such as information dominance with larger, strategic diplomatic and cognitive objectives.
	This section shall be divided into three further subsections, each discussing the usefulness of the control/denial of visibility principle to one of the particular audiences. Subsection 4.5.1 will analyse the value in having such a principle, and its usefulness for the academic sphere. Subsection 4.5.2 will focus upon the policymaking/strategic audience, and subsection 4.5.3 upon the naval audience at the operational level.
[bookmark: _Toc490736816]4.5.1 Benefits of the Principle - for an Academic Audience

	In Chapter 3, the notions of there being non-physical domains of operations and non-physical effects of naval presence was mentioned. The immediate added value of having a principle of control/denial of visibility is, as stated above, to encapsulate this non-physical dimension of naval operations. To refer back to the visibility triad, this dimension is about more than just the acquisition (or denial) of information. It also concerns itself with how that information is perceived and interpreted by human actors, and how those human actors might seek to control, influence or deny it to others[footnoteRef:424]. [424:  This is not limited to the maritime domain, but ultimately maritime strategy is not just about the use of the sea in isolation – it is about how the sea is used in pursuit of national goals, for, to paraphrase Corbett, humankind lives upon the land, not upon the sea.] 

	From a scholarly, conceptual perspective, history is awash with examples of naval power being used to achieve non-physical effects. Torrington's fleet-in-being in 1690 is an early and widely discussed case in works of naval strategy, where an English naval fleet, by its physical presence, has at times been accredited (whether rightly or wrongly) with creating a distinctly non-physical effect: a perception of threat in the minds of the French enemy, deterring from any attempt at a physical invasion of England[footnoteRef:425]. [425:  Hattendorf, J. B., ‘The Idea of a “Fleet in Being”’, pp. 43-4; Till, G., Seapower, pp. 173-4.] 

	Hattendorf also points out numerous examples of naval operations which, depending upon the historian interpreting them, have at various times been argued to have produced non-physical effects. Such examples include a contested case from the Spanish-American War of 1898, where Colomb and Mahan had engaged in a debate over whether a Spanish fleet-in-being had deterred an American attack on Santiago de Cuba - Colomb had taken the position that it had, suggesting an instance of a physical naval presence producing a distinct, non-physical effect similar to the Torrington case[footnoteRef:426]. [426:  Hattendorf, J. B., ‘The Idea of a “Fleet in Being”’, p. 45.] 

	One of the more significant fleet-in-being examples Hattendorf provides comes from the American Revolutionary War years. In this particular instance, Britain found itself in a strategic situation where it was threatened by France and Spain. In 1779, with a combined Franco-Spanish fleet bound for the English Channel and many thousands of troops amassing in France for an amphibious attack on English soil, the inferior British Channel Fleet could not confront the enemy directly for fear of annihilation. However, through a combination of factors, the Franco-Spanish fleet was eventually frustrated. Among these was the overall aim adopted by the Channel Fleet, reflected in the writings of one Captain Richard Kempenfelt, captain of the fleet under Admiral Hardy. Kempenfelt made it clear that the aim of the Channel Fleet was to only attempt actions against the enemy when circumstances were favourable, or, if circumstances were not favourable, to "hover" close by in order to convey the perception that any action would come at great cost[footnoteRef:427]. In essence, part of the Channel Fleet's aim was therefore to use physical assets to potentially create a non-physical effect; namely, the deterrence of the Franco-Spanish invasion fleet by engendering perceptions of threat and cost. [427:  Ibid., pp. 49-50.] 

	Hattendorf's examples, of course, are of the fleet-in-being principle. They are examples of naval forces being used to create non-physical, 'coercive' effects - ones that utilise a display of force to modify an adversary's behaviour in a negative way (denying actions rather than encouraging them). Naval power can, however, also be used to encourage non-physical effects that are not coercive in nature. Port visits and exercises in cooperative naval diplomacy fall under such a category. The case of US port visits to Georgia is one example; the presence of vessels such as the USS Vella Gulf, Mount Whitney and Laboon was intended, among other aims, to demonstrate American commitment to partners and security in the Black Sea region[footnoteRef:428]. Part of the US Navy’s objective during such visits, in summary, is to have a non-physical effect on regional actors’ perceptions of American commitment alongside other, operational goals such as increased interoperability. [428:  US Naval Forces Europe-Africa/US 6th Fleet, ‘Mount Whitney Departs Batumi, Georgia’, last modified 18 October 2014, http://www.c6f.navy.mil/news/mount-whitney-departs-batumi-georgia; US Naval Forces Europe-Africa/US 6th Fleet, ‘USS Laboon Arrives in Georgia’, last modified 28 June 2015, http://www.c6f.navy.mil/news/uss-laboon-arrives-georgia.] 

	By way of another set of examples, operations conducted by the PLAN have often been intended, among various goals, to enhance perceptions of the PRC and its commitment to peace, stability and partnership in the minds of regional actors. The HARMONIOUS MISSION cases, which have seen the hospital ship Peace Ark make medical and humanitarian visits to ports across the globe, are exercises in projecting images of soft power and commitments to peace as much as they are humanitarian missions[footnoteRef:429]. Also relevant, however, are the operations of the Zheng He training ship, which in 2012 circumnavigated the globe in a display of PLAN capability. Zheng He has also made port visits to locations such as Pearl Harbour (in 2015) for dialogue with actors such as the US Navy. Such operations are designed with both non-physical and physical effects in mind. Zheng He’s circumnavigation of the globe in 2012 was a means of demonstrating China’s advances in maritime capability, and influencing the perceptions other actors had of this capability. It is noteworthy that the PLAN chose Zheng He for this role, given that the vessel is named after Admiral Zheng He, a Ming dynasty figure known for his expeditionary voyages in the 15th century. Zheng He's historical voyages were grand exercises in diplomacy, designed to be a statement of Chinese maritime power capable of deterring foes and impressing foreigners with a sense of awe[footnoteRef:430]. In a similar vein, contemporary port visits such as the Pearl Harbour visit have been exercises in diplomacy; except in these cases, they are opportunities for American and Chinese officers to focus upon building perceptions of trust and confidence[footnoteRef:431]. [429:  d’Hooghe, I., China’s Public Diplomacy (Leiden: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2015), p. 144.]  [430:  Williams, E. et al, China and the Sea.]  [431:  Dexter, L., ‘Chinese People’s Liberation Army Navy Ship Visits Pearl Harbour’, US Department of the Navy, last modified 14 October 2015, http://www.navy.mil/submit/display.asp?story_id=91501.] 

	These examples show that navies can be used to produce non-physical, cognitive effects as much as they can physical ones. Yet, as Chapters 2 and 3 have shown, there is no single principle specifically devised with these non-physical effects in mind. Fleet-in-being, going by the definition set out in Chapter 2, is arguably the closest any traditional principle comes to encompassing the non-physical effects of naval power/presence. Even then, however, fleet-in-being alone cannot suffice for one key reason. Firstly, its definition used widely in this thesis focuses upon a particular non-physical effect: the creation of a perception in the mind of one actor regarding the capabilities of another, with the ultimate end of frustrating some action by the former against the latter.
	Furthermore, there is no principle that specifically encompasses cognitive, cooperative effects of naval power/presence. These particular effects might be classed under the umbrella of ‘naval diplomacy’, but diplomacy is not a principle of maritime strategy; it is a general function of navies, alongside the military and constabulary roles. Various traditional principles of maritime strategy might arguably account for cognitive, cooperative effects of naval operations to very limited extents. Port visits intended to demonstrate commitment to allies and partners, such as the aforementioned cases of US Navy visits to Georgia, constitute a form of soft power projection as well as an instance of naval forces positioning forward. The conceptual problem with this, however, is that neither power projection nor forward positioning were conceived solely with cognitive effects in mind – indeed, it is debatable whether the underlying ideas were originally devised by traditional thinkers with cognitive effects in mind at all. Looking at the roots of the concept of power projection, for example, traditional writers say little to nothing about cognitive effects; instead, the concept’s primary focus was on the notion of projecting force ashore, into the heartlands of an adversary[footnoteRef:432]. Similarly, the roots that underlie the principle of forward positioning were laid by writers focusing on physical rather than cognitive effects[footnoteRef:433]. Finally, principles such as power projection and forward positioning, when used in reference to the cognitive effects of naval power, suffer from the same problem that afflicts fleet-in-being: when they are used in this way, they tend to refer to rather specific types of cognitive effect. [432:  For examples, see: Corbett, J. S., Principles of Maritime Strategy, p. 185; Colomb, P. H., Naval Warfare, pp. 203-4.]  [433:  For an example, see: Mahan, A. T., The Influence of Sea Power, p. 28.] 

	From a conceptual, scholarly perspective, then, a principle of control/denial of visibility is therefore useful as it makes up for the shortcomings of traditional principles. It is useful as a means of categorising the broad spectrum of cognisant effects of naval power, unlike the traditional principles, which only account for such effects in limited and/or specific ways.

[bookmark: _Toc490736817]4.5.2 Benefits of the Principle - for Policymakers and Strategists

	From the perspective of policymakers and naval officers involved in the formulation of strategy, control/denial of visibility is also useful as a strategic principle. For these audiences, it can encapsulate a range of approaches towards fulfilling strategic objectives, and it can help to provide further strategic options.
	In Chapter 3, Figure 6 gave a series of navy rankings devised by Germond, for the purpose of classifying navies according to the type of missions they could fulfil and at what geographical range they could operate. Control/denial of visibility can be useful for navies in most of these ranks as it encompasses information dominance through to naval diplomacy missions - all of which can be used in pursuit of strategic objectives, but which are not always sufficiently covered by the traditional principles of maritime strategy.
	Many navies, both large and small, seek to engage in diplomacy for strategic, cognitive purposes regardless of their geographical reach or the limitations imposed upon them by their chosen functions. This diplomacy can often go beyond simply seeking a coercive, fleet-in-being-style deterrent effect. For example, the US Navy is a key instrument of US foreign policy. On the one hand, the US Navy can project force over great distances for the purpose of producing a coercive cognitive effect, in line with an approach akin to a combination of forward positioning and fleet-in-being. US naval platforms stationed in the Strait of Hormuz, for instance, are intended to reinforce a perception that American policymakers will not tolerate any attempt to impede freedom of navigation through this vital oil transit route[footnoteRef:434]. Yet at the same time, the US engages in other activities designed to produce cognitive effects of a positive, cooperative nature. Goodwill visits to allies and partners in regions such as the Black Sea provide reassurance of US commitment to stability and security[footnoteRef:435]. [434:  Blachford, K., ‘The Continuing Relevance of Aircraft Carriers for the US Navy’, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs (August 2013), http://journal.georgetown.edu/the-continuing-relevance-of-aircraft-carriers-for-the-u-s-navy-by-kevin-blachford/.]  [435:  US Naval Forces Europe-Africa/US 6th Fleet, ‘USS Porter Arrives in Constanta, Romania’, last modified 10 June 2016, http://www.c6f.navy.mil/news/uss-porter-arrives-constanta-romania.] 

	The UK Royal Navy has undertaken many missions that have involved engendering a wide array of cognitive effects over varying distances. Such missions have involved deterrence, on the one hand – such as the stationing of a patrol vessel in the south Atlantic in order to deter aggression towards the Falkland Islands by a foreign state (Argentina). Yet, on the other hand, missions have also involved cooperative, reassuring gestures. The forward positioning of a Royal Navy vessel in the south Atlantic is as much a gesture of solidarity with the Falkland Islanders as it is a deterrent[footnoteRef:436]. [436:  Defence Committee, Deterrence in the twenty-first century, Eleventh Report of Session 2013-14 Volume II (London: House of Commons, 2014), p. Ev w2; Royal Navy, ‘Falkland Islands Patrol Vessel’, accessed 19 September 2016, http://www.royalnavy.mod.uk/news-and-latest-activity/operations/south-atlantic/falkland-islands-patrol-vessel.] 

	France too has seen its navy undertake missions that have produced cognitive effects going beyond negative, coercive outcomes. By way of an example, the French Navy has been involved in cooperative operations with the US Navy in the Indian Ocean region. This has produced a variety of physical and non-physical effects; on the physical side of the scale, cooperation has helped to smoothen interoperability. On the non-physical side of the scale, cooperation between French and American naval forces reinforces the perception of a shared commitment to security in the region, and is thus an exercise in naval diplomacy[footnoteRef:437]. [437:  US Department of the Navy, ‘NAVCENT Commander Welcomes Charles de Gaulle to 5th Fleet’, last modified 19 December 2015, http://www.navy.mil/submit/display.asp?story_id=92513.] 

	The PRC’s HARMONIOUS MISSION operations have already been mentioned, but by way of reiteration, they illustrate the fact that Beijing is capable of directing PLAN forces to achieve long-range, non-physical impacts alongside physical effects (influencing perceptions of Chinese power and intentions as well as delivering humanitarian and medical assistance).
	Similarly, the Indian Navy does not just attempt to engender negative cognitive effects through perceptions of its deterrent and/or conventional defensive capability. It has also undertaken long-range operations of a more cooperative nature, such as goodwill visits designed to reassure allies and strengthen perceptions of partnership with various states; some of the impacts of these have clearly been cognitive as well as physical[footnoteRef:438]. The Republic of Korea Navy too has involved itself in the production of cognisant effects through the likes of humanitarian operations and goodwill visits, as has the JMSDF[footnoteRef:439]. The IRIN is a further example, not only using its naval assets as a means of conveying a coercive or deterrent strategic message, but also using it to produce more cooperative perceptions as well, such as overtures towards its Syrian allies[footnoteRef:440]. [438:  Indian Navy, 'Indian Warships visit Port Kelang, Malaysia', accessed 19 September 2016, http://indiannavy.nic.in/content/indian-warships-visit-port-kelang-malaysia; Indian Navy, 'Indian Warships visit Dubai (UAE)', accessed 19 September 2016, http://indiannavy.nic.in/content/indian-warships-visit-dubaiuae; Indian Navy, 'INS Sahyadri visits Sagmi Bay, Japan', accessed 19 September 2016, http://indiannavy.nic.in/content/ins-sahyadri-visits-sagmi-bay-japan; Indian Navy, 'Indian Naval Ships on visit to Singapore', accessed 19 September 2016, http://www.indiannavy.nic.in/content/indian-naval-ships-visit-singapore; Indian Navy, 'Indian Warship visits Singapore', accessed 19 September 2016, http://www.indiannavy.nic.in/content/indian-warship-visits-singapore.]  [439:  Pryce, P., ‘The Republic of Korea Navy: Blue-Water Bound?’ Center for International Maritime Security, last modified 28 January 2016, http://cimsec.org/the-republic-of-korea-navy-blue-water-bound/21490; EU NAVFOR Somalia, ‘EU Naval Force and South Korea Navy Ships Meet at Sea in Gulf of Aden’, last modified 22 December 2014, http://eunavfor.eu/eu-naval-force-and-south-korea-navy-ships-meet-at-sea-in-the-gulf-of-aden/; EU NAVFOR Somalia, ‘Operation Atalanta Counter-Piracy Force Commander Welcomed Aboard Japanese Warship’, last modified 6 September 2016, http://eunavfor.eu/operation-atalanta-counter-piracy-force-commander-welcomed-aboard-japanese-warship/.]  [440:  Himes, J., Iran's Two Navies: A Maturing Maritime Strategy (Washington DC: Institute for the Study of War, 2011), pp. 18-9.] 

	Even at the lower end of Germond's navy rankings, smaller fleets will seek to engage in diplomatic operations to achieve cognitive, strategic outcomes. For example, the Azerbaijani Navy, which was classed as a rank 2 navy in Figure 6, may not have the capacity to position its forces far from the homeland (notably since the Caspian Sea is an inner sea) but it has nevertheless engaged - to a limited extent - in cooperative ventures alongside the US and Turkish navies. These ventures are as much about non-physical effects - the reinforcement of perceptions of trust and confidence - as they are about achieving physical outcomes. Thus, the Azerbaijani Navy has, in the past, sought to achieve non-physical effects that go beyond conventional, fleet-in-being-style deterrence[footnoteRef:441]. [441:  Chufrin, G. I., The Security of the Caspian Sea Region (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), p. 93] 

	Yet there is more to the principle of control/denial of visibility than the cognitive, naval diplomatic face of the metaphorical coin. The technical side, expressed through approaches such as information dominance and knowledge superiority, is also important - and what makes a principle of control/denial of visibility particularly useful for policymakers and strategists is the way in which the technical and the cognitive are linked. Information dominance can enable a degree of visibility control, which in turn can affect cognitive outcomes and further strategic options. The Horn of Africa case illustrates this well; information dominance through networking of information makes counter-piracy operations more effective, deterring pirates and increasing trust and confidence between navies. Furthermore, sharing of information on pirate and merchant shipping movements enables more flexibility when it comes to local sea control and forward positioning.
	Thus, a principle of control/denial of visibility is useful to policymakers and naval strategists as it acknowledges the strategic impact that information and cognition can have. Visibility transcends the boundaries of other principles of maritime strategy, and the act of controlling and/or denying it can give high-level decision makers greater flexibility when it comes to assessing further strategic options. By encompassing both the technical and the cognitive, it can aid policymakers and strategists in understanding the strategic effects that technical approaches (such as information dominance) and cognitive approaches (such as naval diplomacy and/or deterrence) can have - especially when the two are bridged.

[bookmark: _Toc490736818]4.5.3 Benefits of the Principle - for Operational Officers

	For naval officers at the operational level, a principle of control/denial of visibility can be useful for linking cognitive outcomes to operational concepts and realities.
	It is important to note that principles of maritime strategy have often been broken down into more specific operational concepts for the broad mass of naval audiences. To ‘control’ or ‘deny’ visibility is merely a means of categorising a strategically significant array of operational measures, in the same way that other principles of maritime strategy are means for categorising a variety of operational measures for different strategic ends. Using sea control and power projection as analogies, this point can be understood in more detail.
	Terms such as sea control and power projection do appear in naval/maritime strategic documentation and conceptual guidance[footnoteRef:442]; as strategic principles they are ways of capturing the essence of actions and significant patterns of behaviour in the past, with a view to informing present naval policy and outlooks. However, naval/maritime strategic documentation often does not just seek to outline broad strategic missions of importance to a navy in a particular context; they often also seek to translate these into operational requirements. This is due to the fact that, to be useful at an operational level, maritime strategic principles must be ‘broken down’ into smaller, doctrinal concepts and goals depending on the most pressing needs faced by a particular navy. [442:  For examples, consider the plethora of documentation covered in Chapter 3, ranging from Western to non-Western sources.] 

	By way of an example, Turner’s Missions of the US Navy acts as a helpful case. Sea control and power projection are identified as two of the US Navy’s priorities, but Turner goes further and breaks these down, explaining the forms they take in operational practice and how this should affect the US Navy's resource allocation, mission and platform utility priorities. Sea control, according to Turner, takes four operational forms - sortie control, chokepoint control, open area operations and local defence[footnoteRef:443]. In breaking sea control down into these forms, he spells out what it looks like in practice for the US Navy in the Cold War context of the 1970s - a context where the US is primarily rivalled by the USSR, and where technological advances in submarine and air assets can both be used to assert as well as contest the ability to command the sea[footnoteRef:444]. He takes a similar approach with power projection, breaking it down into the more concretised operational concepts of amphibious assault projection, naval bombardment and tactical air projection[footnoteRef:445]. Part of Turner's rationale for doing this is to remind serving naval officers to keep clear objectives in mind during the missions they undertake[footnoteRef:446]. [443:  Turner, S., ‘Missions of the US Navy’, p. 33.]  [444:  Ibid., pp. 39-41.]  [445:  Ibid., pp. 42-6.]  [446:  Ibid., p. 33.] 

	This tendency to break down the principles of maritime strategy into more concrete operational concepts is by no means limited to the American experience. The British Maritime Doctrine also does this. In reference to sea control, for example, a number of terms are outlined which essentially capture the different forms that the principle can take in practice. These are as follows: interdiction operations, in which naval forces seek to intercept those of an enemy; blockade, in which a naval force prevents access to/departure from a particular geographical space; containment operations, in which a naval force uses its presence to pose a threat and thus keep an enemy's attention in a specific area; barrier operations, in which a naval force makes use of natural geographic or oceanographic features to concentrate and attack an enemy (Turner's notion of chokepoint control is certainly similar to this); and freedom of navigation operations, a peacetime form of operation in which a naval force might transit a strait or waterway claimed by another state, in order to display that it does not recognise that claim (and perhaps also to convey an implicit gesture of deterrence)[footnoteRef:447]. [447:  Two of these operations, incidentally, can certainly be seen as forms of visibility control as well as sea control. Containment operations can very much be connected to a fleet-in-being approach, with the engendering of a perception of threat; similarly, so too can freedom of navigation operations, which can be used to convey a perception of threat or even reassurance to allies who feel that a state's claim to a certain maritime area is against their own interests. See Royal Navy, BR1806, pp. 71-2.] 

	In the Dutch Fundamentals of Maritime Operations, sea control and power projection are similarly broken down from strategic to operational concepts. In the case of sea control, whilst the principle itself does come up often by name, the document does not discuss it in solely broad terms. It goes further and defines what sea control actually looks like in practice, identifying a series of four key missions that the navy must have the capability to fulfil. These are defined as anti-submarine warfare, anti-surface warfare, anti-air warfare and naval mine warfare[footnoteRef:448]. In a similar manner, power projection too is not simply discussed in broad terms, but is also broken down into four key missions: amphibious operations, maritime strike operations, maritime special operations and riverine operations[footnoteRef:449]. [448:  Royal Netherlands Navy, Fundamentals of Maritime Operations, pp. 318-28.]  [449:  Ibid., pp. 329-37.] 

	India’s Freedom to use the Seas also takes strategic principles such as sea control and power projection and translates them into operational missions. Sea control, for instance, breaks down into SLOC protection and blockade; power projection breaks down into such forms as amphibious operations, naval presence missions, evacuation of nationals and humanitarian disaster relief[footnoteRef:450]. [450:  Indian Navy, Freedom to use the Seas, p. 72.] 

	The essential point to take from the sea control and power projection analogies is that there is a deeper reason for why maritime strategic principles are often broken down into operational concepts. The rationale for doing so is that it helps naval officers at the operational level to link overarching strategic missions with operational realities; to help show this audience how certain actions at the operational level connect to broader strategic objectives.
	Control/denial of visibility, like other principles, can be broken down into smaller, more concretised concepts. Indeed, Chapter 3 did reveal that this has occurred, to an extent. For example, concepts such as maritime domain awareness, information dominance and knowledge superiority, which featured in a number of the strategic documents covered, can all be understood as operational concepts that fall under the umbrella of control/denial of visibility.
	The usefulness of a principle of control/denial of visibility to an operational naval audience, therefore, lies in its ability to link operational realities/experiences to broader strategic objectives. The principle gives a strategic meaning to concepts such as information dominance, maritime domain awareness and knowledge superiority, linking them to higher strategic outcomes and functions such as naval diplomacy and its cognitive effects. Thus, it reminds naval officers at the operational level that controlling/denying visibility is not just a technological enabler or imperative designed to streamline naval activities; it is a means to a strategic end, in much the same way that sea control and power projection are strategic (not just operational) imperatives.

[bookmark: _Toc490736819]4.6 Key Points in Summary

	What Chapter 4 has shown is that control/denial of visibility is useful in several regards. Part of the rationale for having such a principle, as established by Chapters 2 and 3, was because existing principles of maritime strategy only accounted for visibility to certain extents. Furthermore, most of the traditional principles (with the exception of fleet-in-being) were first and foremost concerned with physical/material impacts.
Sea, and later battlespace control arguably only really accounted for the information aspect of the visibility triad – and even then this was not their primary focus. Controlling maritime areas, in fact, remains their primary focus. Even battlespace control, which in contemporary times takes the information domain into account to a greater extent, merely focuses on a very particular aspect of the visibility triad - the information element. Little is said about how this links with the perception-interpretation sides of the triad.
Power projection and forward positioning, whilst sometimes used in efforts to control visibility, are broad principles that are also primarily concerned with the physical/material. In power projection’s case, this encompassed the use of navies to deliver physical effects; in the case of forward positioning, it encompassed the physical positioning of naval forces in distant areas in order to facilitate further sea control and/or power projection. Both of these approaches could be used as a means of influencing visibility, but visibility is never always their primary rationale. Having a principle of control/denial of visibility could thus fill something of a gap, since its primary focus is upon the non-physical and the cognitive.
Fleet-in-being was the only principle where, arguably, visibility was a primary focus – however, even then, the principle was limited by how it was defined. Fleet-in-being concerns itself with engendering a perception of threat, for purposes of deterrence. This, of course, is just one narrow form that visibility control can take in practice.
Chapter 4 has built upon these arguments by looking at a new principle of control/denial of visibility and its relationship with the traditional principles, and by asking to whom this new principle would be useful. First and foremost, it defined the nature and scope of the new principle, which enabled an assessment of the principle's usefulness.
	In ascertaining the relationship between control/denial of visibility and the traditional principles, it was necessary to examine two points. Firstly, it was necessary to be reminded of the overlapping nature of the principles. This reiterates the reciprocal nature of the principles, and is important to bear in mind when attempting to represent the relationship between them. Secondly, it was necessary to consider how previous scholars undertook a process of ‘ordering’ the principles of maritime strategy into a form of sequential hierarchy (whilst, at the same time, being careful not to conflate ‘principles’ with ‘missions’). Doing so provided an understanding of how the relationship between the principles is traditionally understood, and acted as a useful point of reference from which to fit control/denial of visibility into the hierarchy.
	With an idea of what control/denial of visibility is and where it sits in relation to the traditional principles, the question of its usefulness was then tackled further – this time from the angle of audiences. This discussion considered three audiences (the academic, the policymaker/naval strategist and the operational naval officer) to whom the principle would be useful, and explained in what way it was of use to these audiences.
	For an academic audience, control/denial of visibility is useful as a conceptual tool, given that it can be a broad category for all those naval activities which, in seeking cognitive goals, do not fall cleanly under the umbrella of any other maritime strategic principle.
	For policymakers and naval officers involved in the formulation of strategy, it is also useful as a means of categorising a variety of options available to them (especially options where the technical and cognitive sides of visibility are seen in unison); the control of visibility in particular can then help in terms of providing strategic flexibility. The Horn of Africa case illustrated that the unity of the technical and the cognitive could provide greater flexibility in the pursuit of other maritime strategic principles (in this particular case, sea control and forward positioning).
	For naval officers at the operational level, the usefulness of control/denial of visibility centres around the ability to link operational realities/experiences with higher strategic objectives. By linking the technical (operational concerns such as information dominance) with cognitive strategic outcomes (such as naval diplomatic outcomes), operational officers have a tool with which to understand that visibility is more than just a technological imperative/enabler born out of a contemporary context marked by advances in information/communication technologies. Instead, the principle is intended to help them understand that visibility can have a strategic impact.
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	By way of a summary, what this thesis has sought to examine are the rationales for having a principle of control/denial of visibility. This has been achieved through several stages: 1) identifying the traditional principles of maritime strategy; 2) examining the traditional principles of maritime strategy in relation visibility, and how far they accounted for it; 3) examining how the principles of maritime strategy, having evolved in response to changing political, strategic and technological conditions over time, are understood in the 21st century; and 4) how far these contemporary understandings account for visibility. To complement these foundations, a definition of control/denial of visibility was formed and the question of where a principle of control/denial of visibility might fit into the existing order of principles were also examined. What has been produced in this thesis, over the course of every section, is a case for a principle of control/denial of visibility. Such a principle, to give a short answer, is useful to an extent.
	In Chapter 2, five traditional principles of maritime strategy were identified, based upon a literature review of various documents and writings published during the 'traditional' and 'Cold War' phases of maritime strategy. These five were sea control; sea control's related principle, sea denial; power projection; forward positioning; and fleet-in-being. These were identified as the traditional principles because they were fairly consistent across many of the writings examined (in the sense that most documents, academic and naval, discussed them). The five concepts were identifiable as principles of maritime strategy because of their strategic nature, which earlier writers picked up on; they are more than just operational missions, as they can have a strategic effect on the outcome of a conflict, international dispute or multinational operation.
	Sea control, or its predecessor command of the sea, was a broad category for all those operational activities that a navy might undertake as part of a process of exerting control over a maritime zone. Sea control is, by nature, strategic. Being in control of a maritime theatre places an actor in a position where they can influence events on land, whether by “checking” the “national life” of an enemy (through economic impacts on trade, to paraphrase Corbett) or through power projection. Thus, this control can have a strategic effect in a conflict or political situation. If sea control is strategic in nature, then by extension so too is its close relative, sea denial. If a maritime zone cannot be controlled, then it can be contested with a view to influencing the strategic outcome of a war or foreign policy dispute.
	Power projection, defined in this thesis as the application of hard and/or soft maritime power upon or against the land, can consist of a range of measures: from amphibious warfare at one end of the scale to diplomatic port visits at the other. This principle too can be strategic by nature, seeking to capitalise on the freedom of manoeuvre offered by sea control in order to produce long-term effects on land.
	Forward positioning, in which naval forces station platforms and assets in locations further from the homeland and closer to areas of strategic interest, is also strategic by nature. The positioning of forces in forward locations is often useful not only for striking an enemy in wartime, but also for maintaining a state’s presence and influence in peacetime.
	Finally, fleet-in-being was defined here as the use of a naval force to engender a perception of threat in order to deter other actors from certain courses of action (such as physical invasion of a particular territory). Fleet-in-being can be strategic since it has the potential to affect the outcome of a conflict or dispute.
	Not only did Chapter 2 define these principles, however; it also began to examine the extent to which these traditional conceptions accounted for the visibility triad. What was found was that, in the traditional and Cold War phases of maritime strategy, the traditional principles of maritime strategy seemed to say little about visibility. Where visibility-related matters appeared (mainly concerning acquisition of information), they tended only to concern one particular element of the visibility triad. Nor was it always clear whether traditional and Cold War authors were considering visibility matters such as information acquisition to be one constituent component of an existing principle, or whether they were something distinct and separate. Corbett, for example, in his discussion of the cruiser as an 'eye' of the fleet, does not specifically state whether this is something that falls under the auspices of the principle of command of the sea (later sea control) or a distinct role[footnoteRef:451]. [451:  Corbett, J. S., op. cit., p. 111.] 

	The only principle where visibility seemed to be taken into account to a greater extent was the fleet-in-being. This concerned itself with the perception-interpretation aspects of the visibility triad; however, as Chapter 2 showed, the one point to remember about fleet-in-being's definition is that it is negative. It seeks to control visibility for a particular end: the deterrence or dissuasion of an actor from adopting a particular course of action. What this leaves is a gap; namely, if fleet-in-being accounts for the perception-interpretation aspects of visibility control/denial in a negative sense, then a question rising from this is whether any traditional principle accounts for it in a positive sense (to encourage rather than to dissuade).
	If a judgement on the usefulness of a principle of visibility was to be made solely on the basis of how the traditional principles of maritime strategy were understood in the traditional and Cold War phases, then one might certainly reach the conclusion that there is definitely room for one. This is due to the fact that only the fleet-in-being principle seems to be quite clearly connected to visibility, but only in a negative sense and to very particular aspects of the visibility triad.
	Looking purely at these older definitions of the principles of maritime strategy and the extent to which they accounted for visibility was not sufficient on its own, however. Political, strategic and technological contexts have changed since the Cold War, and so too have understandings of the principles in light of these developments. Chapter 3 sought to examine how these understandings had evolved, and whether visibility was accounted for in different ways or to different extents. There were two principal developments regarded as significant: 1) an evolution of sea control and sea denial to battlespace control and area denial; and 2) modified understandings of forward positioning.
	Battlespace control and area denial are terms that began to emerge in maritime strategic documentation from the 1990s onward. They reflected a post-Cold War, post-information RMA context of littoral operations, anti-access challenges, a greater interlinking of domains of operations and growing capabilities in the information and cyber domains. Battlespace control saw sea control as part of something broader; the maritime domain was becoming increasingly interlinked with other domains, and as such it might have to encompass more than just the application of naval power at sea. Area denial is to battlespace control what sea denial is to sea control; a closely linked principle which also accounts for the greater interlinking of the different domains of operations.
	As for forward positioning, which had traditionally been understood in more material terms (as a means of extending a navy’s operational range, and thus the power of the state), in the contemporary context there has been a greater emphasis on the non-material impacts of forward positioning. It has more so been the case today that forward positioning is also understood to be a means of influencing perceptions and interpretations of a navy’s power and intentions, as well as something that extends said navy’s geographical reach.
	In terms of the manner and/or extent to which they account for visibility, battlespace control, area denial and modified understandings of forward positioning differ to the traditional conceptions of the maritime strategic principles. Sea control and sea denial were first and foremost about affecting where an actor and/or adversary could go at sea; any visibility-related impact, such as information gathering, was rather secondary. However, in the contemporary context, battlespace control and area denial account for information acquisition/denial to a greater extent. This is due to the fact that these principles, born out of a context where there was a greater interlinking between different domains of operations (not only the maritime, but also including the likes of space, cyberspace and the information environments), imply a blurring of the boundaries between domains. These principles thus place more focus upon information acquisition/denial, just one part of the visibility triad. In reference to forward positioning, Chapter 3 revealed that the principle has been increasingly understood in terms of its non-material, cognitive (visibility) impacts as well as its material uses.
	Chapter 3, when looking at these principles from a conceptual point of view, raised the possibility that the relationship between battlespace control/area denial, forward positioning and visibility was not a strict arrangement where the former three accounted for the latter. It also raised the possibility that the relationship could actually be reciprocal; that visibility could actually be a driver of battlespace control/area denial and/or forward positioning, distinct enough to be regarded as something separate in its own right. Indeed, some of the strategic documentation covered in the chapter took this view, whilst others did not[footnoteRef:452]. [452:  For examples of documents that see the relationship in a reciprocal light, consider 'Navy Strategic Planning Guidance' (US example), the Indian Navy's Ensuring Secure Seas, the Dutch Fundamentals of Maritime Operations or the Royal Australian Navy's 2010 Australian Maritime Doctrine. For the contrary examples, consider 'Strategic Concepts for the US Navy' or the Canadian Navy's 'Securing Canada's Ocean Frontiers'.] 

	However, the study of maritime strategy often relies upon the examination of history, both recent and distant, and no assessment of principles such as battlespace control/area denial and forward positioning could focus purely on them from a conceptual standpoint. It was also necessary to examine whether the theoretical relationships established between those principles and visibility had actually translated into operational practice. Here, a mixed picture emerged with the examination of three case studies: the activities of the Russian Navy in the Mediterranean theatre; naval actions during Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom; and naval counter-piracy missions off the Horn of Africa. What these cases revealed was that the relationship between visibility and the principles could be reciprocal in nature. In the Horn of Africa case, visibility was distinct from principles such as forward positioning or battlespace  control, but in the other cases visibility was something that existing principles sought (in part) to account for.
	Reflecting upon these findings, it is apparent that the evolved forms of sea control/denial and forward positioning do take visibility into much greater account than their earlier forms did (as seen in Chapter 2). Battlespace control and area denial are more clearly linked to visibility (in particular information acquisition) than sea control/denial were, and over time understandings of forward positioning have acknowledged that it is not only a principle with material effects (extension of operational range and ability to project power, for instance), but also can have non-material uses more connected to visibility and the cognitive (naval diplomacy, long-range deterrence and naval reassurance are examples). With this in mind, the initial inclination might be to begin to question the need for a principle centred around visibility.
	However, even the newer evolutions of sea control/denial and forward positioning still have their limitations. Battlespace control/area denial, though taking visibility into greater account, still predominantly focus on the information aspect of the triad. Forward positioning, meanwhile, implies the use of naval forces far beyond home shores; this raises the question of whether it can therefore be used to account for the visibility impacts of naval presence missions that do not take place far from home. Arguably, it does not. One might be tempted to suggest that fleet-in-being could fill this gap, as it does not seem to be bound by implications of certain geographical distances. However, bearing in mind what was covered in Chapter 2, fleet-in-being has its own limitations, and a small gap nevertheless still remains in reference to naval presence missions in close/adjacent waters, which seek a positive rather than negative effect.
	Furthermore, visibility is not the primary concern of the forward positioning principle; its primary concern is the act of positioning naval forces at great distance from the homeland, for whatever purpose necessary.
	To use an analogy to illustrate this point, sea control and power projection should not be entirely conflated. Even today with the advent of battlespace control, where the boundaries between sea control and power projection can feel blurred, the two principles remain distinct. Sea control brings nothing in and of itself unless the command it confers is then exerted. Power projection is one means by which sea control is 'exerted', but this does not automatically mean that power projection is 'accounted' for by sea control and is therefore not a principle in its own right. Sea control in itself simply seeks a degree of command which allows an exertion of power, and this exertion never always takes the form of power projection ashore; it can enable exertion of power to protect shipping, to blockade ports or to deny the movements of an actor's maritime commerce. In essence, power projection is not the 'end goal' of sea control in all instances. It is thus not 'accounted for' by sea control; it is a distinct principle enabled by a degree of command at sea.
	Similarly, forward positioning does not bring anything in and of itself unless the advantage it confers is then exerted. Its goal is simply to put one actor in an advantageous position, much like sea control. How the actor then exerts the power conferred by that advantage can differ. Thus, in a similar vein to power projection, control of visibility is not something forward positioning 'accounts' for; it is something that forward positioning can enable.
	With this in mind, control/denial of visibility remains distinct. There is therefore still a rationale for having a principle of control/denial of visibility.
	Finally, after ascertaining that the existing principles of maritime strategy, as they were defined in the past and as they are defined in the present, only account for visibility in certain ways or to certain extents, Chapter 4 focused upon a new principle of control/denial of visibility. It examined the principle from a different angle to Chapters 2 and 3; whereas those chapters had examined the extent to which there was a gap in the existing principles that needed to be filled, Chapter 4 focused upon what would fill that gap.
	Among the first things it did, Chapter 4 defined what a principle of control/denial of visibility actually is. The visibility triad mentioned in Chapter 1 formed a basis to understand what visibility itself was; building upon this, a principle of control/denial of visibility is distinct in that it links technical matters (such as information dominance and knowledge superiority) with cognitive matters (such as naval diplomacy and deterrence). This linking is what makes control/denial of visibility distinct as a principle; no other principle does this to any great extent. To seek control of visibility (or to deny it) therefore means to influence information, perceptions and interpretations for a strategic end.
	What Chapter 4 then went on to show was how such a new principle would fit alongside the others and what value it could bring to certain audiences.
	In terms of its relationship to the other principles, control/denial of visibility exists in a hierarchical relationship where sea/battlespace control (and sea/area denial) remain at the top in spite of changes in political, strategic and technological contexts. The decision to place it in this way, with sea/battlespace control above, was based upon the findings of Chapter 3, where conceptual visions of the relationship between the two never always translated into operational reality (as the case studies showed). However, it is important to note that there is a degree of reciprocity within this relationship; whilst sea/battlespace control might have been placed above control/denial of visibility (as well as the principles of power projection, forward positioning and fleet-in-being), this does not mean that control/denial of visibility cannot have impacts upon sea/battlespace control.
	The biggest question of all is what a principle centred around visibility can ultimately account for in reality. Firstly, a principle of control/denial of visibility is able to cover the range of activities undertaken by maritime forces which do not fall cleanly under the umbrellas of the other principles. For example, visibility control/denial measures of a cooperative nature (which therefore do not fit the fleet-in-being mould), undertaken not in distant forward positions but close to the homeland, can seem difficult to categorise under any particular principle. Taking the Azerbaijani case mentioned in Subsection 4.4.2 as an example, it is questionable whether forward positioning and/or fleet-in-being suffice as means of understanding cooperation in home waters between Azerbaijani, Turkish and US naval forces. From the Azerbaijani perspective, cooperative naval exercises in the Caspian Sea are not about fleet-in-being-style deterrence, nor can they be described as being 'forward positioned'; they are simply about cooperation with the US, part of which encompasses the building of perceptions of trust, for national policy ends[footnoteRef:453]. [453:  Chufrin, G. I., The Security of the Caspian Sea Region, p. 93; Kucera, J., 'The Great Caspian Arms Race', Foreign Policy, last modified 22 June 2012, http://foreignpolicy.com/2012/06/22/the-great-caspian-arms-race/.] 

	Yet a principle of visibility can account for more than just those activities which do not fall cleanly under the traditional principles of maritime strategy. By linking the technical and the cognitive, the principle can also aid with a better understanding of those cases where visibility plays a strategic role alongside traditional principles, whilst remaining distinct from them. The Horn of Africa case first explored in Subsection 3.3.3 is the key illustration of this point. In this particular instance, there is a clear link between the technical (information networking) and the cognitive (deterrence of pirates) - both these sides of the visibility coin are seen in this case, and the former has an impact upon the latter as well as facilitating better sea control and forward positioning. Visibility does thus have a strategic impact, but in the absence of a principle of control/denial of visibility, the other principles of maritime strategy might struggle to account for this as visibility can be regarded as being distinct. Sea control and forward positioning are, in this instance, 'enabled' by visibility control; not the other way around.
	Furthermore, a principle of control/denial of visibility can also account for the increasingly multidimensional nature of naval operations in the contemporary era. Advances in information, sensing and communication technologies have bound the different domains of operations - land, sea, air, outer space and cyberspace - more tightly together. Part of this reality is reflected in the emergence of battlespace control as a successor to sea control, though this purely focuses upon the information aspect of the visibility triad (controlling the information flow for the purpose of securing a clear operational picture). A visibility-oriented principle, however, can unite the technical and the cognitive in a way that better appreciates the deeper interlinking of the domains of operations.
	The Chinese case is a suitable illustration of this point. For Chinese strategists, operations in the different domains are not to be seen as separate, but as a combined effort towards securing (among other things) visibility-related goals (such as the formation of a 'favourable strategic posture', mentioned previously in Subsection 3.3.3). Under a unified command organisation, these different operations - naval operations included - are all intended to be mutually supporting. Beijing aims for a strategic posture that displays its strength, a posture which deters foreign rivals and influences third party opinions of the PRC. In this respect, part of the aim is thus to inform perceptions and interpretations among foreign audiences (a cognitive aim); the control of information (the technical aim) feeds into this, and the different branches of China's armed forces (PLAN included) all play roles in this strategic goal[footnoteRef:454]. Yet traditional principles, such as forward positioning and fleet-in-being, do not sufficiently explain this strategic approach. Fleet-in-being can only account for those aspects of the approach which seek to deter potential adversaries; nor does the overall strategy demand the entirety of the PLAN to be forward positioned at all times. It is true that PLAN assets deployed in distant waters play a role in Beijing's visibility control strategy, but so too do assets positioned in home waters. Therefore, a principle of control/denial of visibility - which unites the technical and the cognitive and appreciates the important interlinking of different domains - can better explain this strategic approach than the traditional principles. [454:  Cheng, D., 'The US Needs an Integrated Approach'.] 

	Thus, a principle of control/denial of visibility is useful in the following ways. Firstly, it is useful as a conceptual tool for academic audiences. By uniting the technical and the cognitive and better appreciating the increasingly interlinked nature of the different domains of operation, a principle of control/denial of visibility can help academics to understand the underlying strategic rationale behind certain operations in the contemporary world (such as the Azerbaijani case, or the Chinese visibility control strategy and where the PLAN fits into it). This is all the more important when consideration is given to the fact that the traditional principles have their limitations when it comes to matters of visibility.
	Secondly, a visibility principle is useful for policy/strategic audiences, as it helps to categorise a range of approaches connected to the visibility triad and can help bring further strategic options to decision-making. What the principle can do in practice is to help decision makers understand visibility's strategic imperative, and what it can offer them in terms of strategic approaches and/or solutions.
	Thirdly, for naval audiences at the operational level, a principle of control/denial of visibility can aid in understanding the strategic impact that visibility has. This can help to avoid the misconception that visibility is merely some kind of 'enabler' or technological imperative; it effectively can help to bridge the gap between strategic thought and operational practice.
	The usefulness of the new principle is born out of the contemporary context. The three sides of the visibility triad have always been important in naval affairs throughout history, but it is today's world that makes it necessary to consider the need for a visibility-oriented principle. In a world of advancing information and communication technologies and greater economic and social interconnections, it is not just raw data itself that can be disseminated at speed and in volume; it is also narrative, interpretation and deceit.
	Asking questions about visibility can bring great value to the field of maritime strategy. In particular, what this thesis has brought to the subject is: 1) an assessment of traditional maritime strategic principles, examining and clarifying their relevance in today's world; 2) an examination of how understandings of some of these principles have evolved in relation to changing political, strategic and technological contexts; 3) the identification of a gap in the traditional principles, namely in reference to how far they account for visibility; and 4) an attempt to fill this gap by proposing a new principle of control/denial of visibility. The visibility angle in particular has given this thesis a great degree of originality, as stated in Section 1.3.
	At the very least, an assessment of the traditional maritime strategic principles is always useful. For all the changes in world politics, one thing that has remained constant throughout human history is the importance of the maritime domain as a theatre of human activity - for fishing, for the extraction of resources and for the transit of the world's commerce. Until this fundamental reality changes, the study of maritime strategy will always be important. Its tenets and principles are generally accepted as 'timeless', as universally applicable across different political, strategic and technological contexts - but this does not mean they do not need to be subject to examination from time to time in order to ensure that they remain valid. This thesis has reaffirmed their general validity, of course, but it has also exposed a gap in terms of what they account for. In doing so, it has contributed to the literature by examining what has been written before, and identifying the strengths and weaknesses in the concepts these earlier writings articulated.
	Furthermore, this thesis has charted how some of these principles have evolved over time, proving that contemporary conceptions of certain principles - namely, sea control and forward positioning - can be understood in different ways to how they were in the past. A historical overview of this kind is useful as it reveals things about the nature of the contemporary world and what maritime strategy looks like in this context. The evolution of sea control to battlespace control reveals a world where naval strategists see a greater interlinking between the domains of operations; it reveals a world of technological advance, particularly in the information and cyber spheres. Modified understandings of forward positioning, which take into account the fact that a forward positioned navy can sometimes be used to pursue cognitive outcomes, reveals a world where there is a growing appreciation of visibility and its strategic importance.
	Yet this thesis did not just confine itself to examining the traditional maritime strategic principles and how they have evolved. It also identified a gap in these principles; namely, the extent to which they accounted for visibility. Not only was this an added value in itself; the thesis went on to address how that gap should be filled, and in doing so a new principle, control/denial of visibility, was proposed. The value of such a principle lies in the fact that it links the technical and cognitive matters of visibility - from information dominance to naval diplomatic, cognitive outcomes - and appreciates the strategic importance these can have in certain operations and cases. By proposing such a principle, this thesis has contributed to the literature on maritime strategy by complementing the traditional principles with a new one; a new principle born out of the contemporary context, which can better explain certain naval activities in a world where the information, cyberspace, outer space and cognitive domains are becoming increasingly fused to, and important for, operations in the domains of land, sea and air.
	Thus, by way of a concise conclusion, there is a rationale for having a new principle of control/denial of visibility, and it is a useful principle in light of both the contemporary world and the limitations of the traditional principles.
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Decade-by-decade overview of how often the underlying concepts behind sea control and sea denial appear in US maritime strategic documentation.



US Navy strategic documentation 1970-79 and approximate number of references to sea control/sea denial.

1970-79 notes:
· The figure given for Missions of the US Navy does not include specific instances of Turner’s four sub-types of sea control being mentioned; it only includes instances of the overall concepts of sea control and sea denial.



US Navy strategic documentation 1980-89 and approximate number of references to sea control/sea denial.

1980-89 notes:
· The rather low figure for Looking Beyond the Maritime Strategy can perhaps be explained through two reasons. Firstly, this document was relatively short compared to its predecessors and successors. Secondly, it was less of an outline of US maritime strategic objectives and more of a public statement given to reaffirm the Maritime Strategy of 1986 in light of misperceptions that the navy’s sole purpose was to deal with the Soviet threat. See Chief of Naval Operations Executive Panel (a), ‘Looking beyond the Maritime Strategy’ in Hattendorf, J. B. and Swartz, P., op. cit., pp. 259-68, p. 259.



US Navy strategic documentation 1990-99 and approximate number of references to sea control/sea denial.



US Navy strategic documentation 2000-09 and approximate number of references to sea control/sea denial.



US Navy strategic documentation 2010-present and approximate number of references to sea control/sea denial.

2010-present notes:
· The low numbers for those strategic documents discussing concepts and matters such as cyber power and information dominance can typically be explained by the focus of those documents. Such matters are occasionally separated from sea control/sea denial concerns and discussed on their own.
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close enough to the specific areas where the pirates are suspected to be operating.

This is where the value of information domain activities connected to networked
mechanisms such as SHADE and the MSC-HOA are significant. By maintaining a shared
operational picture of where merchant and pirate actors are reported to be operating, and by
coordinating activities so that no naval asset is wasted, forward operating naval forces can
position themselves far more effectively than they otherwise could*’s

Thus, control of visibility enables cffective forward positioning since information
networks allow multinational naval forces off the Hom of Aftica to tailor their presence
according to where the threats they seck to deter lie (see Figure 14 below). The results of
naval presence and networking have been seen in the decrease in pirate attacks since 2011
with far fewer attacks recorded in 2015*77. Forward positioned naval counter-piracy
operations hnd their effective information sharing and coordination systems are one of several
key factors atributed to the decline in pirate attacks"®

Visibility control
MSC-HOA networking

SHADE networking and coordination Enables tailoring of naval presence to

where it is most needed

Forward positioning

‘Naval forces able to take up better
‘positioning to prevent pirate attacks on
More effective deterrence ‘merchant shipping

ibility control and forward positioning off the Hom of
Afica

Figure 14: Relationship between v

Furthermore, forward positioning of naval forces has also been used by some states as
2 means of fulfilling other strategic, visibility-related tasks. For some non-Westem navies,
engaging in counter-piracy efforts has been a means of improving perceptions of prestige and
capability. Reading the most recent PRC white paper on national defence, for example, one
can find numerous implications that China’s armed forces ~ including its navy — are to be
used not only for physical operations, but also for the engendering of perceptions of Chinese
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