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Abstract

The breakup of the Warsaw Pact, perhaps of the Scoviet Union
itself, has wrought such great changes upon the geopolitical
environment that all previous political and military strategies
have been called to question. Not the least of these is that most

useful, but now somewhat outmoded Maritime Strateqy of the 1980s.

y>~ Decreasing force levels in the United States Navy are being
driven by economic and domestic political forces with little
regard for strategic considerations. The resulting guandary is:
'Will the United States' naval components be able to execute the
Bush administration's National Security Strategy with the forces

that Congress is willing to fund?

This paper examines in detail the tools likely to be
available to the U.S. Navy by the year 2000, and the alterations
to;strategy that will be required if Soviet naval forces continue
to be modernized at current rates of production. It also deals
with the U.S. Navy's role and capabilities in advancing the United
States' interests, goals and objectives throughout the world.
Whereas the U.S. Navy has been the dominant naval power for nearly

50 years, there are naval forces building which may be strong

encugh to challenge American naval supremacy on a regional basis.

Finally, the paper concludes with comments on prospects for

naval arms control between the two superpowers.
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AMERICAN NAVAL STRATEGY AND FORCES

TO THE YEAR 2000

To be able to understand future plans for the U.S. Navy, one
must first examine the United States' current national security
strategy, and then attempt to determine the Navy's role within
that strategy. Secondly, one must look at the available

resources to execute the strategy offered.

I. The Bush Administration's National Security Strategy

In March 1990, the Bush administration produced its first
edition of the National Security Strategy of the United States.!
Because of the timing of its publication, this document took
account of the startling changes that had occurred in Eastern
Europe in 1989. It took advantage of the knowledge that the
Warsaw Pact, while still a political and military alliance on
paper, was no longer a cohesive compact - one which the Soviets
could rely upon in the event of war. No longer could one expect
that Poles, East Germans, Czechs, Hungarians, Romanians, or even
Bulgarians would fight and die for the greater good of the Soviet
empire. One might not even expect those nationalities to permit
unimpeded transit of their territories by Soviet forces.
Further, the political fractionalization of several of the non-
Russian Soviet republics had become a fact of life to be dealt

with. The single most important element which generated these




changes was admission by the Soviet authorities of the failure of
the Soviet economy to compete over the long term with the
economies of the more developed democracies of Western Europe,
the rim of the Pacific, and North America. As a consequence of
their inability to compete economically, they tacitly admitted
that they would be unable to compete both technologically and
militarily, while at the same time holding the Soviet Union
together. Thus, perestroika and glasnost were chosen as means to
regain in the long term a competitive posture vis-a-vis the

industrial democracies.

Against this kaleidoscopic backdrop, the Bush administration
wrote its geopolitical vision for the future. In mapping out The
National Security Strategy of the United States, the authors set
the agenda in a sequence and priority that was both logical and
informative: their political, economic, and then, defense
agenda. While still paying tribute to the Soviet Union as "the
only other military superpower," the National Security Strategy
decidedly established the U.S. economy as its priority item and
the sine qua non upon which defense capabilities could be
maintained and built. Whereas, in the 1980s, it was fair to say
that the U.S. military was given precedence over the health of
the economy, in the early 1990s, these priorities would very

definitely be reversed.

In the same document, the United States' goals and interests
were shrouded in idealism as well: namely, "a stable and secure
world, fostering political freedom, human rights, and democratic
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institutions.”" But there was also no guestion that "“The Global
Economy" and the U.S. position in that economy would be the
practical standard by which all other political and military

activities would be measured.

The Navy's Role in The National Security Strateqgy

Given these U.S. goals and interests, what clues did the

Bush administration give us as to its taskings for naval forces?

In various segments of the document, they told us:

° Regarding strategic nuclear deterrence: that "...
maintaining the global strategic balance [with the Soviet Union]
is inescapably an American concern; that the U.S. would seek to
"moderniz{e] our strategic deterrent"; that '"the D-5 missile in
Trident submarines will ... add a significant ability to attack

more hardened targets."

° Regarding Soviet Conventional Forces: that "we cannot

ignore continuing Soviet efforts to modernize qualitatively even

as they cut back quantitatively."

) Regarding U.S. interests in the Third World: that the
U.S. sees that "the more likely demands for the use of our
military forces may not invclve the Soviet Union and may be in
the Third World"; that "threats to our interests - including the
security of Israel and moderate Arab states as well as the free
flow of o0il - come from a variety of sources"; that "secure
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supplies of energy are essential to our prosperity and security
... [this] means we must continue to ensure reliable access to
competitively priced oil and a prompt, adequate response to any
major oil supply disruption"; that "we have long identified
specific interests independent of a Soviet factor ... these

interests will command even greater attention."

. Regarding forward defense: that "the forward presence

of significant American military forces ... serve[s] as a visible
reminder of our commitment to the common effort"; that "our
alliance with Japan remains a centerpiece of our security
policy"; that "the U.S. security commitment to the Republic of
Korea remains firm"; that "we will maintain a naval presence in
the eastern Mediterranean Sea, the Persian Gulf, and the ITndian
Ocean"; that "our forces ... must be able to respond quickly, and
appropriately, as the application of even small amounts of power

early in a crisis usually pays significant dividends."

° Regarding the unique functions of U.S. Forces: that
"as we and our allies adjust our military posture, each should
emphasize retaining those roles it is uniquely or better able to
fulfill. For the United States, these include ... [inter alia)
... strategic mobility, a worldwide presence, power projection
..."; that "as a country separated from many of its allies and
areas of interest by vast distances, we will ensure we have those

forces needed to control critical sea and air lines of

communication in crisis and war."




) Regarding Arms Control of Naval General Purpose Forces:

that "we have rejected [limitations on naval forces] for reasons
grounded in the fundamental realities of the free world's
strategic interests. The economies of the United States and its
major allies depend so vitally on trade and on the security of
the sea lines of communication, that we have always defined a
vital interest in freedom of the seas for all nations .... The
Soviet Union ... with interior lines of communication ... has no

such strategic stake."

® Regarding proliferation of sophisticated weaponry:

that "we are especially committed to working to curb the
proliferation of nuclear, chemical and other weapons of mass
destruction, the means to produce them, and associated long-
range delivery systems"; that "it is one of [President Bush's]
most important goals to see an effective, truly global ban of
chemical weapons -their production and possession, as well as

their use."

All of the above goes a long way toward defining the
missions that the Navy can expect to fulfill, at least in the
near term. The ultimate arbiter in such decisions is, of course,
the wherewithal to execute the assigned task, - the platforms,
the weapons and particularly the people. 1In this paper we will
not neglect the people, but we will temporarily assume that the
Congress will provide the appropriate level of funding for
personnel support to complement the platforms and weapons

provided.




One can certainly agree that the likelihood of general war
between the Warsaw Treaty Organization and NATO, as alliances,
has receded and may soon disappear altogether. The governments
taking power in most East European countries have opted for
independent courses for their nations to provide for their own
people; ultimately, there may be exceptions to that
generalization, but only time can answer such questions. With
eastern Europe in such turmoil and the Warsaw Pact faced with
possible extinction as a military alliance, a standard Soviet
air-land campaign becomes very unlikely; therefore, the
anticipated complementary Soviet Naval campaign loses
significance since, by almost any interpretation, the maritime
theaters of operations are for the Soviets merely adjuncts to the
land campaign. Yet the Soviet Navy is not coming down in
deployable force levels at the rate at which the United States is

dismantling its not-quite-600-ship Navy.

II. U.S. Navy Force levels

At the time of this writing, the U.S. armed services have

submitted their Program Objectives Memorandums (POM) for 1992-

1997 to the Secretary of Defense, complying with his instructions
to cut 2 percent a year in real terms - after inflation -
throughout the period. While there are many steps to be taken
between POM submission and enactment of a budget by Congress, the
Program Objectives Memorandum gives us the best guidepost in the

interim. The major elements of these budget cuts would be




distributed by the Navy's civilian and uniformed leadership as

follows:2: 3
° Reduce the 14 aircraft carrier battle groups to 12.
) Retire 5 SSBNs and 13 SSNs.
° Early decommissioning of 48 surface combatant ships, 7
amphibious ships, and 14 auxiliary ships.
° End the Trident SSBN program with a total of 18 OHIO-

class SSBNs.

The maior elements of the stipbuilding program in the same

timeframe ('92-'97) would include:

° Reducing SEAWOLF-class (SSN-21) construction to two per
year.
® Reducing ARLEIGH BURKE-class (DDG-51) construction to

four to five per year.

. Seeking funds for a new aircraft carrier in 1996.

The net loss in total ships (including, of course, all types
of submarines) would be 61 ships - from 549 at the beginning of

the period to 488 at the end of 1997.

In numbers of platforms, this represents an 11 percent cut
overall. But in terms of capabilities, we would have to break
out the major forces into their components in order to more fully
grasp the implications. For the carrier force, a cut of two
ships equates to a 14 percent reduction in striking power and air
defense capability. For the ballistic missile submarines, the

reductions represent little more than compliance with the




proposed Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty (SALT II). For the
attack submarines, unless many of the STURGEON - class were
retired early, there could be a net gain in the number of hulls
as the Navy takes delivery of 20 more 688s, and about five
SEAWOLFs requested between 1989 and 1992. In addition, each of
these new submarines joining the Fleet would be a vast
improvement over the older nocats being replaced. For the surface
combatants, 50 percent of the active battleships would be retired
-- once again; the greatest loss in that respect is the loss of
heavy shore bombardment capability for amphibious operations. 1In
the cruiser-destroyer force, the reduction in the number of hulls
is essentially proportional to the number of battle groups lost.
But the platforms joining the force - the BURKE-class AEGIS
destroyers - will represent a vast increase in capability over

those ships that they will be replacing.

The Composition and Availability of Battle Groups

In the period under consideration (1992-1997), the BURKE-
class destroyers will be joining a fleet that already includes:

12 to 18 of the same class previously authorized - each with 90

missiles enclosed in the Vertical Launch System (VLS); 27
TICONDEROGA-class AEGIS cruisers (most of which will have an
inventory of 122 vertically launched missiles); and 31 SPRUANCE-
Class destroyers (most of which will have 61 vertically launched
missiles). The TICONDEROGA and SPRUANCE classes carry SH-60B
helicopters with the LAMPs Mark III system; BURKE can refuel and
rearm the same helicopters. Ships of all three classes will have

8




both active hull-mounted sonars and passive towed array sonars
combined in the very capable SQQ-89 sonar system. 1In all, by
1997, about two thirds of the cruisers and destroyers still in
service will be VLS equipped, and two-thirds will have SH-60B
helicopters embarked. Most of the remainder will have been
provided with upgraded AAW and ASW systems. So for the cruiser-
destroyer force, the qualitative improvements represent much more

capable battle groups on station if not as many of them.?

In terms of deployable forces, the United States would still
be able to deploy simultaneocusly, to forward operating areas, up
to four of the twelve Carrier Battle Groups (CVBGs) - on a
continuous basis. To grossly oversimplify the scheduling cycle
of the other eight battle groups - both their surface combatants
and their carriers - four would normally be in various stages of
overhaul, upkeep and sea trials, and the last four would be in
various stages of at-sea training in preparation for another six-
month deployment. This rotational scheme is designed to provide
maintenance and modernization for the ships, but more importantly
to provide time in the home port for crews to be with their
families. The U.S. Navy calls this concept “PERS TEMPO" or
"personnel tempo.“s In the long run, the attention paid to
personnel (including their families) and to their training,
yields a more efficient and effective Navy. Among the four CVBGs
engaged in at-sea training, the two furthest advanced in
operational readiness could sometimes be designated as surge

assets in the event that emergencies arise overseas.




We should not overlook the two Battleship Battle Groups
(BBBGs) that would remain in commission through the period
covered by the most recent Program Objectives Memorandum (1992-
1997). While lacking in high-performance fixed wing aircraft,
the Battleship Battle Groups nevertheless possess formidable
capabilities for anti-surface, anti-air, and antisubmarine
warfare. In areas where the air threat is less intense, a BBBG
can establish a naval presence in lieu of a CVBG. But their most
functional combat contribution can be made as protection for

amphibious task groups and their assault forces.

Since 1975, the United States has been able to keep, on the
average, four CVBGs forward-deployed among the Western Pacific,
Mediterranean and Indian Ocean from a working inventory of 13 to
14 deployable carriers.® From the statements included in the
latest National Security Strategy, one can read the intention of
the current administration to maintain a similar posture. Among
the Mediterranean Sea, and the Western Pacific and Indian Oceans,
it would seem reasonable to anticipate a forward presence of
three CVBGs; a fourth might sortie to the Caribbean and North
Atlantic periodically or supplement the power of any of the other
three, as required. It should be recalled that any time a
carrier group has been sent into combat in the Mediterranean in
recent years, there has been at least one other in company - e.g.
Lebanon in 19837, Libya in 1981% and 1986.% 1In fact, whenever
the likelihood of sustained combat operations arises, it can

normally be anticipated that two or more CVBGs would be on
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station before the U.S. Navy would choose to initiate or respond
to hostilities even in the Third World. There are too many
potentially hostile countries on the littorals of the world's
oceans and major seas which, although not substantial naval
powers, nevertheless possess very capable tactical air forces
with antiship missiles. The United States Navy was painfully
reminded of that threat when USS STARK was hit by an Iraqi
missile in the Persian Gulf in 1987. One other fact that demands
the attention of the U.S. Navy is that, exclusive of the Warsaw
Pact, NATO and other U.S. allies in the Pacific, there are 24
other nations that collectively possess over 250 attack
submarines.?!? Among them are several adventuristic nations with
goals inconsistent with those of the U.S.; whenever U.S. naval
forces pursue interests inimical to such countries, they must do

so with a full ASW capability inherent in the task group.

If we were to ignore, for the moment, any threat from the
Soviet Union coincident to a single crisis in the Third World,
one would think that the 488 combatants and auxiliaries remaining
in the U.S. Navy's 1992-97 Program Objectives Memorandum would be
a sufficient force for the "forward presence" and initial crisis-
response modes of operation. For example, for a crisis in the
Persian Gulf, the Navy could quickly have a minimum of two CVBGs
on the scene and bring forward one or more additional Battle
Groups to reestablish a naval force-in-being on the recently
vacated stations. If the crisis situation or combat become

prolonged, the problem then becomes one of an eventual
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degradation of personnel and material readiness. In a two-
crisis scenario, with one crisis in the Mediterranean or Korea in
addition to one in the Persian Gulf, the U.S. Navy could muster
up to six CVBGs in less than a month by pulling out all the stops
and by sailing forward every group that was close to being ready
for a prolonged deployment. In addition, for at least six months
of the year, a BBBG should also be combat-ready in local (U.S.)
waters or already on extended deployment. This represents a
rather substantial capability. In some scenarios, it would also
be possible to quickly forward-deploy shore-based U.S. Air Force

tactical air assets.

Therefore, in response to Secretary Cheney's 2 percent per
year cut (after inflation), the U.S. Navy's force level proposals
would appear to be a tolerable reduction in force as far as the

strictly Third World presence and crisis scenarios are concerned.

The resource difficulties begin when Congress decides that
it wants to cut deeper into U.S. national defense assets in order
to shore up the economy or increase the allocations to domestic
programs. There are those in the United States who think that
Defense spending can be cut not just by 12 percent from the
Fiscal Year 1991 level, but by as much as 25 to 50 percent in
"real"™ - that is, inflation-adjusted dollars. Seldom mentioned
is that, by 1992, the Defense budget will have shrunk already by
more than 18 percent from the Reagan administration's 1985 budget

- the high water mark since the Korean War - if Congress cuts as
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forecast for 1991.'! wWhat is also not mentioned is that to make
cuts of 25 or 50 percent in the budget is to require much deeper
cuts in operations and operating forces since fixed overhead
costs will not drop as quickly in either relative or real terms.
The U.S. democratic system of "pork-barrel" politics will ensure
that efficiencies in infrastructure take precedence after

protecting jobs in congressional districts.

Nevertheless, one of those speaking out for further cuts,
beyond those being sought by Secretary of Defense Cheney, is a
former Secretary of Defense from the Nixon administration, James
R. Schlesinger. This thoughtful and well-respected gentleman was
recently quoted as having said: that with a carefully planned
reduction of 25 percent, [for the entire Defense Department,] "I
think we can continue to play the role of global superpower that
we're accustomed to." However, in the same interview,
Schlesinger cautioned: "I've witnessed two major cuts since
world War II and both times we've lived to regret it," referring
to the late 1940s and the 1970s after the Vietnam War. It is
also noted that Mr. Schlesinger did not advocate a straight

25 percent cut for all services across the board.!? 1In fact, Mr

Schlesinger favors holding the line on Carrier Battle Groups at
12. He was recently quoted in a New York Times article thus: "
‘If we had to deal with a crisis in the Persian Gulf' like an
Iranian threat to friendly Arab countries, he said, 'we'd

certainly want three or four carriers out there. Then we
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couldn't deal with fires that break out in the Grenadas of the

world.' nl3

The 25 and 50 percent cuts proposed actually have two
different timeframes for accomplishment. First, addressing the
25 percent cut attributed to one group of "experts," it would be
accomplished in five years - by 1995. These people project that
in that timeframe, the U.S. Navy could be down to 10-12 aircraft

carriers and, therefore, 10-12 cveGs. 4

Before the U.S. Navy would offer up two more CVBGs, (below
the level of twelve), it would most likely decommission the last
two battleships, USS MISSOURI and USS WISCONSIN. From 1990, such
force level cuts would drop the Navy from 18 battle groups
(including 4 BBBGs) to not more than 12 battle groups, with no
battleships remaining in commission. That's a rather precipitous
drop - 33 percent of deployable surface combatants. Yet it would
still permit forward-deployment of three to four groups at all
times. However, it would probably not reduce the budget
sufficiently for a 25 percent dollar reduction. One reason for
this is that carrier air wings, while providing more combat
services than battleships, also cost more to procure and
maintain. Therefore, it's possible that some in Congress would
seek to decommission an additional one or two carriers, with
associated air wings, combatant escorts (including submarines),
and combat logistics ships. For the sake of explanation, the

capabilities of the lower force level will be explored.
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Ten battle groups, with one-third of them in upkeep and
another third in training, leaves at best three CVBGs forward-
deployed with a maximum emergency surge capability of one or two
other fully ready groups - in the event of multiple crises. (To
maintain a Battle Group in the Indian Ocean, for only six months
of the year, presumes that one of the three forward-deployed
Battle Groups is homeported in Japan). To respond to a serious
threat, for example, in the Persian Gulf, would normally require
abandonment of another station in the Mediterranean or Western
Pacific or even both of them, since the transit time for a battle
group to the Arabian Sea from the continental US would normally

be about 25 days.

The final "budget drill" to consider is that of those who
would seek a 50 percent reduction in Defense over the ten year
period 1990 - 2000. Perhaps most vocal of this group is William
W. Kaufman, formerly in the service of the Defense Department as

a consultant but currently of Harvard University.

Kaufman's bottom line for general purpose naval forces (as
compared with nuclear "strategic" forces - SSBNs) would be

S

6 CVBGs.! Such a force could provide two CVBGs for overseas

deployments, but, proportionally, even less responsiveness to
crises as these two units would be spread across nearly the
entire globe. To present a viable force to counter-balance even
a second-rate antagonist - one with a weak navy but a fairly

capable air force - would take, at the minimum, both carrier
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groups, and perhaps, in an emergency lasting more than a month,
the entire U.S. Navy's deployable general purpose force of
surface combatants. Such would be a non-interventionist's dream,
both in the United States, where that political point of view
exists in abundance, and in the nation that happened to be
threatening U.S. national interests. Having the U.S. Navy so
neatly bound in one locale, the circumstance could provide

opportunities and lend encouragement to other adventurists.

Aside from embarked "tactical" nuclear weapons (not a
thought most U.S. non-interventionists would care to address)

such naval force levels would give new meaning to the term "paper

tiger."

Another factor weighing against the proposal to reduce
battle groups to a total of six is the available service life for
the ships that would be sent to mothballs or scrap. To reach the
Cheney goal of a 14 percent budget cut, the Navy proposes to cut
two carriers. But to cut force levels by an additional six
carriers by the year 2000 would mean early retirement of nine
carriers with an average life remaining of fourteen years each.1®
This would be an even less likely option for Congress - throwing

away a paid-up insurance policy.

Oon the other hand, if only the carriers now built or under

construction were maintained as planned until 2010, with no new
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procurement, the United States would still have eight deployable

carriers 1in that year.17

Attack Submarine Force levels

In these budget excursions, what are we likely to see for
the U.S. Navy's fleet of nuclear attack submarines? 1In 1990,
there are 91 active SSNs in the inventory, of the PERMIT (SSN-
594), STURGEON (SSN-637) and LOS ANGELES (SSN-688) classes.'®
Under the Navy's POM-92 response to Secretary Cheney, 13 attack
submarines would be retired in the period '92-'97. By 1997, that
could leave the Navy with 62 LOS ANGELES-class submarines, about
30 of the STURGEON-class, with probably five of the new SEAWOLF
(SSN-21) class in commission and an additional ten authorized
under a procurement profile of two SEAWOLF per year. The
resulting total of 97 nuclear attack submarines in commission by
1997 is quite unlikely however, since even in the best of times
the U.S. Navy has not reached its goal of 100 nuclear-powered
attack submarines in active service. One hundred SSNs was the
goal of the 600 ship Navy - at the level of 15 CVBGs and 4 BBBGs.
The lower Battle Group levels could reduce SSN requirements by up
to 14 submarines. Even the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations
for Submarine Warfare has admitted that SSN force levels could be
below 80 by the turn of the century.19 A likely scenario for
this total would include the retirement of all the STURGEON class
as they reach 25 years commissioned service; in the year 2000,

all of them could have been decommissioned. At that point the
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oldest of the LOS ANGELES class would be just approaching 25

years service life,

But what a superior submarine force that would be! The 62
LOS ANGELES submarines have been receiving a number of updates
over the years, since the first commissioning in 1976, in order
to increase their weapons lethality and improve quieting. Since
1988, new deliveries have been designated I-688s for "Improved"
versions; they possess more than double the performance of the
original class production. The Improved 688s are both faster and
quieter; they contain improved sensors and significantly

increased fire power.20

The SEAWOLF will be 30 times quieter than the original LOS
ANGELES. It will have double the fire power of the most advanced
operati nal Soviet submarine, and will have the highest tactical
speed of any submarine in the world.?! so even at the level of
apout 75 SSNs by the turn of the century, this force could
fulfill all commitments for presence, crises, and limited wars in
the Third World. (We'll leave discussion of the Soviet equation

until later.)

While this wholesale early decommissioning of attack
submarines would represent a nearly 25 percent cut from peak
force levels, it would not yield a similar reduction in terms of
budget. For the second and third ships of the SEAWOLF class the

price tag is $1.7 billion each; even when in serial production,
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the SEAWOLF will be considerably more expensive to procure than

its predecessors; the vastly improved capabilities do not come

cheaply.22

Yet in the dangerous world of the 1990s, it is difficult to
imagine the early disposal of STURGEONs, each with five years
useful service life remaining. And it would be folly for the
free world not to stay ahead of the Soviets in submarine warfare
and anti-submarine warfare. So unless the Soviets demonstrate a
substantial decrease in shipbuilding in its next five-year plan
(1991-1995), then it is not likely that the U.S. Navy would
reduce its SSN force to 75 in this century, nor relax its

commitment to SEAWOLF below the level of two per year.

Amphibious Ships

While the force levels of surface combatants and auxiliaries
generally follow the force levels of the centerpieces of Battle
Groups, i.e., multi-purpose aircraft carriers and battleships,

the amphibious force level has occasionally been decoupled from

23

the across-the~board increases and decreases. Even prior to

the events of 1989 in eastern Europe, achievement of the goal of
being able to lift simultaneously the assault echelons of both a
Marine Expeditionary Force and a Marine Expeditionary Brigade,

had slipped from the mid-1990s to the late 1990s.%¢
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At the current rate of construction for amphibious ships,
together with the FY-91 Navy budget submission for new
construction, the MEF plus MEB lift capability would stay on
track as a goal.25 But the early retirement of seven ships, as
proposed in POM 92-972% would ensure only about the same number
of amphibs in active service as there are now - 62. That's about
a dozen ships short of the goal of the 600-ship Navy. 1If this
force were to face a total cut of 25 percent of the 1990 force
level - about 16 ships - then there would be barely enough ships
in commission to lift the assault echelons of two Marine
Expeditionary Brigades - about 25,000 troops, their helicopters,
and equipment. 1In a dire emergency, that amphibious ship
inventory could, over time, muster a maximum of about 40 ships
(six others wculd be unavailable due to overhaul and other long
term maintenance requirements). However, for normal rotational
forward-deployment requirements, there would be no more than
eight to ten on station on a regular basis - enough for one
Marine Expeditionary Unit embarked in the Pacific and one in the
Mediterranean. Such units - with a reinforced Battalion Landing

Team - and a composite helicopter squadron - 2500 men in all -

would usually be sufficient to conduct non-combatant evacuation
operations (NEO), anti-terrorist operations and raids only. To
take and hold ground, the larger Brigade is the minimum-sized

force.

However, the Corps is also reported to be due for a

reduction of 38,000 Marines by 1997.%7 Even with such a
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reduction, the VMarine Corps would still have the ability to
generate two amphibious brigades and three other brigades to
deploy by strategic airlift to marry up with forward positioned
equipment in the now existing three Maritime Prepositioned
Squadrons, which total thirteen ships in the Pacific, Atlantic,
and Indian Oceans. While these Marine forces remain the most
responsive and capable expeditionary forces in the U.S.
inventory, in a large Third Worla contingency they would most
likely require eventual reinforcement »y Army units. But at the
outset, they provide the greatest firepower for the least
airlift, in large part because their combat equipment and
sustainability can be in theater aboard amphibious shipping or

MPs shipping.

U.S. Naval Reserve

An issue to be contested within the U.S. Navy and its Naval
Reserve, as well as with Congress, is the issue of how much money
can be saved by transferring ships to the Naval Reserve Force.

Of course, it's not simply an issue of dollars. As well, it's an

issue of mission and capability to perform that mission.

As of mid-1990, the Naval Reserve Force was assigned 30
frigates, 2 tank landing ships, 18 minesweepers, and 3 salvage

8 All are manned by an active duty cadre which is

ships.2
augmented by Naval Reservists for drills on weekends. 1In

addition, two Reserve Carrier Air Wings and 13 Reserve Mariti:
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Patrol Squadrons comprise most of the Naval Air Reserve units
which are assigned, for the most part, front-line aircraft. They
also have a cadre of active-duty personnel who are augmented by

"weekend warriors."

Since the inception of the Cold War, and coincident to the
Korean War, the ships of the Naval Reserve Force have had two
abiding characteristics: first, they were ship types that wonld
be in greater demand if a major war were to occur with the Warsaw
Pact, and secondly, they were not the most sophisticated ships of
the line. Although a challenge for most "full-time" sailors, the
older destroyers, frigates, and mine sweepers were not as
demanding to maintain and operate as a nuclear submarine or an
aircraft carrier. So the capabilities and equipment of the Naval
Reserve Force matched nicely with the greater needs of a
worldwide conventional war for ASW prosecution in the sea lines
of communication to Europe and the Pacific; they also coincided

with the need to clear continental U.S. ports of any mine threat.

In the rush to disarm before the Soviet Navy does so, some
in Congress and elsewhere would put more ships into the Naval
Reserve Force in order to save money. Some have suggested that
the Navy could save up to 40 percent of their operating costs if
more ships were taken from the Fleets and assigned to the Naval
Reserve Force; the former Secretary of the Navy John Lehman --
himself a long-time Naval Reservist -- is among those advancing

such proposals.29 The current uniformed Navy lez lership has
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replied that only 10 percent of the cost of operating and
maintaining a frigate would be saved by putting such ships into
the NRF if they are to be manned and operated at the Reserve's

30

current training pace at sea. Additionally, they say, for the

ships currently in the NRF, reservists have volunteered to fill

only 75 to 80 percent of the billets available.3!

So it is unlikely that the NRF will receive additional
ships. If one assumes that the Navy's current leadership is
correct, the decommissioning of cne frigate should save about as
much money as putting ten in the NRF. At any rate, the necessary

volunteers for reserve ships are in short supply already.

The other part of the Reserve problem is mainly political,
but overflows into daily operations and retention of regular Navy
personnel. It's a political issue in that, short of a declared
national emergency, it is not smart to stir up Congress and
segments of the American electorate by asking reservists to serve
in combat, rather than members of the costly, all-volunteer
reqular forces. A former Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Manpower and Reserve Affairs, Lawrence Korb, recently proposed a
solution to the Naval Reserve quandary: "... give the reserves
capabilities you would want only in a big war, and give the
active force the capability to handle anything short of a big

war, and keep the two missions separate."32
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For the U.S. Navy, this also makes sense. As the outgoing
Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Carlisle A. H. Trost remarked
in a recent interview: "The major driver is the need for
deployable units to meet our forward-deployed commitments, and
those units have to be supportable and capable of operating in
any contingency situation, with or without pre-mobilization of
reserve elements." Trost would "foresee that as the active
forces contract, there will be some probable contraction in the

size of the Naval Reserve Force. "33

If the political realities do not encourage the forward
deployment of reserve units, the bottom line is that the
uniformed Navy leaders want more active ships to reduce the
operational tempo for active deployers, rather than a 10 percent
savings in an operating Naval Reserve Force ship which cannot,
for practical or political reasons, be deployed overseas in any

but the most dire emergencies.

Although, in times of budgetary stress, the reqular Navy
contingent might like to cut Naval Reserve Force ships, the
Reserve and National Guard lobby is likely to win some
concessions from Congress. The same is true for the aviation
side of the house. Reserve squadrons are likely to stay at home
for all but the most extensive conflict. For the reserve carrier
air wings, their tactical aircraft also provide a ready pool of
assets for replacement of active squadrons' combat losses. Since

reserve maritime patrol squadrons are also retained for the "big
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war" contingency, it is likely that they too will eventually
suffer some budgetary-induced attrition, similar to that of the

active forces and naval reserve ships.

Given the Bush administration's goals and interests, it
would seem that the move to eliminate 25 percent or more of the
Navy's active ship inventory would be hard fought in the halls of
Congress. It is unlikely that radical Arab states can be
convinced of U.S. interests in providing support to moderate Arab
states and, more to the point, their oil assets, without the U.S.
being in the neighborhood on a long-term basis with the dominant
naval force. Neither can one be a stabilizing influence among
the regional powers of the western Pacific without a substantial
and continuous presence there; and one can certainly not persuade
the opposing forces in the Levant and the Maghreb to maintain
friendly relations with their neighbors and to renounce terrorism
absent a stabilizing influence in the Mediterranean, one capable
and willing to punish transgressions with force. One might be
lacking in leverage in any number of "hot spots" around the globe
were it not for a reqular and visible naval presence to express

in a concrete fashion U.S. national interests and intentions.

III. Allied Naval Capabilities in the Third World

One might think that there are a number of other nations,
both within NATO and in the Pacific who share the Bush
administration's "commitment to a free and open international
economic system ... to enhance world prosperity as well as to
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reduce political friction among nations ... to help preserve the
international equilibrium - globally and regionally - in support

n3d

of peace and security. Certainly, there are many nations

which would share in such goals.

But in the stampede of free nations rushing to cash in on
their "peace dividends," few are likely to individually possess
in their entire navies the conventional sea control and power
projection capabilities that the U.S. embodies in one Battle
Force - an assembly of two or more Battle Groups. For decades,
the NATO alliance has divided responsibilities for certain
capabilities among the allies most capable of responding to the
individual elements of the Soviet threat. For example, until
1987, the United States possessed only enough capability in mine
warfare to be able to clear U.S. ports in the event of a global
war with the Soviets - three active minesweepers with 18 in the
Naval Reserve Force. At the same time, the European allies
possessed over 200 mine warfare ships. At the other end of the
spectrum of conventional naval warfare, none of the allies
operate any aircraft carriers with the capabilities of the U.S.
carriers for multi-mission sea control and power projection in a
high threat environment. Of the fourteen non-U.S. carriers
operational in the world today (including the Soviets'), the most
capable embark fewer than half the aircraft that a U.S. carrier
would embark - with substantially less than 50 percent of the
capability of the U.S. ships. Both France and India have two new

carriers in construction or on the drawing boards; neither
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design, however, is anticipated to have embarked air wings that
will reach the 50 percent benchmark vis-a-vis the U.S. carrier
air wing. The same is true for the Soviets' four operational

35

KIEV-class carriers. The Soviets currently have the first of

two new multi-purpose conventionally powered 65,000 ton TBILISI-
class carriers performing sea trials in the Black Sea with their
first sea-going conventional take-off-and-landing (CTOL) fixed-
wing fighter and attack aircraft in operation. They also have a
new larger (75,000 ton) class of nuclear-powered, multi-purpose

aircraft carrier in construction.3®

So there is no other nation allied with, or friendly toward
the United States that can bring to an open-ocean or power
projection environment, a task group with adequate air assets
with which to challenge, for instance, a determined Iranian or
Iragi bid to control the Persian Gulf from air bases ashore.
With so few fixed-wing capable flight decks in any of the other
navies, when one of their two (or three) carriers are in

overhaul, the most fixed-wing aircraft that could currently be

brought to bear from the sea would be 40 - by a French carrier.
This is hardly enough to stand toe-to-toe with the Libyan Air
Force. Not that aircraft are the only platforms that can destroy
aircraft. The Royal Navy reminded us of that during the
Falklands-Malvinas conflict of 1982. Yet, while British
destroyers and frigates destroyed 13 Argentine aircraft, they

also suffered the loss of four escorts and sustained damage to
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nine others as a result of Argentine air attacks - 54 percent of

their escort force.?’

IV. The _Soviet Navy

After some rather realistic, perhaps even optimistic
projections of how small the Americans' navy could become over
the next seven to ten years, what is it that we see for the

Russians' navy?

In his foreword to Jane's Fighting Ships 1990-1991, Richard
Sharpe takes note of the fact that the list of the Soviets'
recent warship deletions (from 1987 through early 1990) "reads
more like a memorial for the weaponry of the 1940s and S50s than a
serious attempt to reduce capabilities."™ 1Included in that list
are the following (with their approximate dates of commissioning
in parentheses): 40 diesel submarines (1951-62); 6 nuclear
attack submarines (1960-67); 9 cruisers (1950-54); 47 destroyers
(1949-72); and 38 frigates (1952-60) - a total of 140 ships of
the size of frigates and larger. Sharpe follows with the
observation that "At least scrapping these venerable classes
is a step in the right direction but there are still another
17 nuclear submarines, more than 80 diesel-powered boats
{submarines)], three cruisers and 25 frigates to go before even

the 1950s vintage stock is finally exhausted."38
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Actually, Jane's nominations for retirement are
conservative. 1If one were to survey the submarines alone that
have somewhat obsolescent weapons systems, one could nearly
double the number that could be "paid off" as economic
adjustments in the spirit of perestroika - another 184 submarines
above the number already retired. But obsolescence of submarine
hulls and weapons systems will eventually take their toll and by

the year 2000 - most of those should be gone.39

As the United States Navy proposes to halt SSBN production;
to limit SSN construction to 2 per year; and to begin retiring
STURGEON-class submarines with service life remaining, what does
the Soviet submarine construction program look like? Six Soviet
submarine classes are currently in series production: VICTOR
III, AKULA, and SIERRA-class SSNs; the DELTA IV SSBN; the OSCAR

II SSGN; and the KILO SS (the latter mostly for export.)%®

In 1989, the Soviets launched nine submarines - as many as
they have launched in any year since 1982. And whereas in 1989
only about one-third of their total SSN inventory were of the
modern VICTOR III, AKULA and SIERRA classes, their ranks could
double by the end of the decade. Similarly, their SSGN force is
improving in quality with the OSCARs replacing ECHO IIs; the
OSCAR has a significant noise and speed advantage, and carries
three times the payload of the ECHO II; OSCAR's missiles are a

great improvement over its pr:eclecessor:'s.‘1
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By the end of the century, should the Soviets continue
building at the rate of seven attack submarines per year, (with
an average of three of those for annual export,) their force of
attack submarines would still be at least twice the size of the
U.S. Navy's SSN force (>150:75), and qualitatively it would be

vastly improved over the capabilities of its current force.

How would the surface combatant forces of the two nations
compare? To properly assess the Soviets' "blue-water" navy with
that of the U.S. Navy, we will limit our coverage to ships the
size of light frigates and larger. 1In 1990, the Soviets have 260
ships in this category - from nuclear-powered KIROV-class battle
cruisers and KIEV-class aircraft carriers to PETYA-class light
frigates (a total of 122 FFLs). The U.S. has 223 ships
(including Naval Reserve Force combatants) ranging from her 14
large deck multi-purpose aircraft carriers to the 46 lightly-
armed KNOX-class frigates. By the year 2000, the Soviets could
be down to about 210 "blue water" surface combatants (including
90 FFLs) if they only completed those ships already building or
authorized. On the other hand, if their current escort building
rate were to continue, they could have up to 245 major surface

combatants by the year 2000.42

The U.S. Navy could be down to about 160 surface combatants
with only the POM '92 cuts - about a 14 percent budget reduction,
not the deeper 25 or 50 percent cuts some people recommend. Ship

for ship, the U.S. combatants are generally superior in each
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warfare area. But there are some classes of Soviet cruisers
(KIROV and SLAVA) and escorts (UDALOY and SOVREMENNY) which are

at least very competitive.

To date, the Soviet construction programs show little
abatement. Only the KIROV class appears to have been terminated
at four hulls instead of the anticipated five. If their escort
construction programs continue as before, and if these major
ships are retained for 35 years, then the higher forecasts listed
above (245) will hold true. In their surface combatants as well,

Soviet quality will improve even as U.S. quality improves.

If the Soviets are going to reduce their shipbuilding
program, we should begin to see such moves in overhead
photography fairly soon; the five-year economic plan for 1991-

1995 should be very telling of their intentions.

V. The World's Two Largest Navies in Confrontation:

Case I: In the Third Worlad

Increasingly it has become more difficult to conjure up
scenarios wherein U.S. and Soviet vital interests would clash;
there has been more convergence of goals and objectives in the

last year than at any time in nearly a half century.

But for the sake of example, let us consider the possible
outlook if the United States were to assume a threatening posture
in the year 2000 against a Third World nation about to inte:icupt

31




by invasion, a large portion of the o0il supplies to Western
Europe, Japan, and the United States. Even if reduced to the
level of twelve Battle Groups, the United States could have a two
or three carrier Battle Force in the Arabian Sea within two to
three weeks. If the Soviets had regressed politically to the
point where they wished to support the aggressor ashore by
interposing their own naval Task Force, what might they arrive
with? In combination from the Northern and Pacific Fleets, they
could muster two OSCARs, two AKULAs, one SIERRA, and up to six
VICTOR IIIs in support of a surface force that might include an
array of three carriers. At the high end of the spectrum, this
might include one nuclear-powered UL' YANOVSK (approximately 75
aircraft embarked), one TBILISI (60 aircraft embarked), and one
KIEV (35 aircraft embarked); plus a KIROV nuclear-powered battle
cruiser; a SLAVA cruiser; four KARA and KRESTA cruisers; and up
to eleven guided missile destroy2rs and frigates. 1In terms of
percentage of ships of each class, such a force would use no more
than 25 percent of any class of ship with the exception of the
two large deck carriers; by the year 2000, UL' YANOVSK and
TBILISI could represent half of their projected classes of two

each.‘3

Normally a U.S. 3-carrier Battle Force would include up to
six SSNs and at least 18 other surface combatants, plus the

supporting Combat Logistic Force ships.
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Table I:

is.

capability of the Soviet Navy to oppose the U.S. Navy with a high
quality force in sufficient numbers.
should be within the capabilities of both navies.
interposition gambit by the USSR, these deployed forces could be
rather evenly matched at a single point in the world of the

Soviets' choosing.
be derived if the U.S. were to have but 6 or 9 Battle Groups in
the inventory,
slightly reduced by a marked decrease in new construction below

their levels of production in the 1980s - a decrease that we have

HYPOTHETICAL US/USSR OPPOSING BATTLE FORCES

IN A NON-EUROPEAN SCENARIC IN THE YEAR 2000

SOQVIET NAVY

OSCAR SSGN
AKULA SSN
SIERRA SSN
VICTOR III SNN

= = DN

S N s el )

SSN/SSGN

UL'YANOVSK CVN
TBILISI CV

KIEV CV

KIROV CGN

SLAVA CG
KARA/KRESTA II CG

SOVREMENNY /UDALOY DDG

KRIVAK III FF
BALCOM 8 FFG

up to 20 surface
combatants

If the scenario appears far-fetched politically, perhaps it

But the scenario is not that important.

not yet seen.

U.S. NAVY

2 SSN-21
4 SSN-688

instead of twelve. The Soviets'

6 SSN
3 CV/CVN
6 CG-47

6 DDG-51
6 DD-963

up to 21 surface
combatants

The converging task forces

Interesting permutations on this line-up can

What matters is the

As a strictly

force could be




If the American commander thought the threat of combat
between the U.S. and USSR were real, he would undoubtedly be
asking for more submarine and anti-submarine forces. If up to
25 percent of a submarine force of 75 SSNs were allocated to one
the~ter, he could get another dozen submarines, only one of which
would be an SSN-21. 1In other areas of naval warfare - anti-
surface and anti-air particularly - he might be confident of
superior forces and weapons, but would have to acknowledge a high

probability of receiving much more than a bloody nose.

The purpose of this hypothetical situation as used in this
paper is not to try to forecast Soviet intentions, but rather
Soviet capabilities should their naval construction program
continue apace, while the U.S. Navy suffers only a 14 percent

reduction in funding.

The issue in the year 2000 would not only be one of numbers
of available ships but the quality and capabilities of those
ships. American naval commanders are not now accustomed to being
confronted with Soviet task forces which combine the qualities of
OSCARs, AKULAs, SIERRAs, KIROVs, SLAVAs, SOVREMENNYs and UDALOYs
all at once, let alone adding three classes of aircraft carriers

on top of the others.
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The World's Two largest Navies in Confrcntation:

Case II: Global Conventional War in the Year 2000

Because the fears of escalation to nuclear wer are still
every bit as real as they were before 1989, it remains most
difficult to imagine what could possibly bring the Soviet Union
or NATO to commit to war. Nevertheless, since the primary
strategic objective of the United States and NATO is and long has
been the prevention of such a conflict, it may be useful to look
at the deterrent value of the U.S. Navy at force levels below the

current 549-ship navy.

In considering the lower force levels on both sides, »>ne
must first admit that the correlation-of-forces equations will
have changed substantially by the year 2000. We should look
first at the submarine balance since that will basically
determine what can and should be done with the remainder of the

U.S. Navy and, conceivably, with the NATO navies.

In the mid-1980s, the U.S. Maritime Strategy maintained that
an offensive, forward posture, taken prior to the outbreak of
hostilities with the Soviet Union, would generally contain the
Soviet fleet in defensive huddles to provide shelter for their
ballistic missile submarines, and also to protect the air and sea
approaches to the Soviet homeland. At that time, the Soviets had
62 SSBNs and about 11C nuclear powered attack boats -- 49 SSGNs

4

and 61 SSNs.% In other words, they had about one SSN for every
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SSBN. Many of the SSNs would have been used to "ride shotgun" or
otherwise protect the "boomers" (the SSBNs). At the same time,
the U.S. had 90 nuclear attack boats for both defensive and

offensive operations.‘5

By the year 2000, the Soviets should maintain between 20 to
30 SSBNs in order to comply with SALT and START treaty
limitations. At the same time, they could have approximately 100
SSNs and nearly 30 SSGNs. Two thirds of the SSNs should be the
quieter AKULAs, SIERRAs, and VICTOR IIIs; more than half the

SSGNs should be OSCARs.

By the year 2000, the U.S. could have as few as 75 SSNs

total -- 62 LOS ANGELES CLASS and about 13 SEAWOLF SSN-21s.

Even now it is generally acknowledged that in Europe,
mobilization for a Soviet ground and air offensive would give
NATO months, perhaps even years, of "I&W" - Indications and
Warning. With such a long period of warning, there would be no
good reason for the Soviets not to preposition their fleet

optimally - both with respect to location and timing.

To very conservatively estimate the available Soviet
submarine force, we would anticipate that up to 20 percent of
their SSGNs and SSNs would be unavailable due to material and
maintenance factor=. Still there would remain an operational

inventory of over 20 SSGNs and about 80 SSNs.
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The Soviets might employ up to 30 of their best SSNs (AKULAs
and SIERRAs) 1n "riding shotgun" or on barrier patrols for their
SSBNs. This still leaves a minimum of 50 operational SSNs and 20

or more SSGNs available for other tasks.

If the U.S. Navy's doctrine required each Battle Force to be
comprised of at least 3 CVBGs, then at the maximum, the U.S.
would have four Battle Forces worldwide which might be hunted by
20 SSGNs and at least 20 of the quieter SSNs (i.e. VICTOR-IIIs or
better) - ten hunters per Battle Force. The Soviets would still
have about 30 other noisier SSNs for support of their surface
combatants and for SLOC interdiction. In addition, a total of
over 30 operational diesel boats - KILOs and TANGOs - should be

available for the seas closer to the Soviet Union.

It is the strong downward revision in the number of Soviet
SSNs needed for SSBN bastion protection, and the increase of
nearly 40 SSNs in their total force that changes the nuclear
submarine force correlations for the year 2000. Of course a
decrease (from the mid-eighties) of 15 in the number of U.S. SSNs

also affects the equation.

The foregoing employment scheme may not come close to a
hypothetical Soviet Navy battle plan in the year 2000. But it
does amply demonstrate why the U.S. Navy's number one priority
is, and should remain, anti-submarine warfare. SEAWOLFs and
Improved-688s could be in very short supply. As Soviet ASW
defenses, including minefields, become even more formidable over

37




the next decade, the avowed objective of the U.S. Maritime
Strategy of the 80s, to pursue and destroy Soviet SSBNs, may no
longer make sense. It is also likely that a forward, offensive
U.S. surface fleet, prepared to "take the fight to the enemy",
might want to hold back somewhat until we have sorted out the ASW
problem. This is not to say that the surface fleet won't earn
its keep in the real world of crises, contingencies, and local or

regional wars.

What we do mean to say, however, is that in the very
unlikely event of worldwide conventional war with the Soviet
Union, circa 2000, a more cautious advance of U.S. surface
combatants to forward positions might be prudent. Our sub-
surface and land-based air ASW assets might be used to reduce the
Soviet submarine threat prior to attempting to conduct power

projection operations from carriers and other surface combatants.

This has implications for the early defense of such places
as Norway, Greece and Turkey, and even Japan. If naval surface-
and tactical-air-forces are not in a position to be able to help
in defeating an early Soviet air offensive, what effect would
that have on the establishment of air superiority by either side,
and ultimately upon the ground campaign? The answers to such
questions go far beyond the scope of this paper. But, assuming
the continuation of a vigorous Soviet submarine construction
program, the questions do establish some doubt as to the
contribution of NATO naval forces to the land campaign, at least
early on. It would seem that in the post-CFE environment, NATO
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nations should be loocking for more self-reliance in the many
facets of air defense. The feeling of comfort and security,
engendered by the American Navy in crises and contingencies, may

not be applicable if it ever came to the highly unlikely prospect

of global conventional war with the Soviets. If NATO failed in
its pre-war mobilization and reinforcement efforts, we could
expect the much larger and more available Soviet SSN force to
stalk the Allies' sea lines of communication in an aggressive

interdiction campaign.

VI. The Other Principal Navies of the World

The United States' primary interests and objectives for the
Third World are no different than they are for the world at-

large: "a stable and secure world fostering political freedom,

ndé

human rights, and democratic institutions. Certainly, within

those interests and objectives, the United States seeks no
quarrel with other nations. Fortunately, most of the major
navies of the world - other than the Soviet Navy - belong to
countries which have been, and are expected to continue to be,
friendly to the United States. Most of the larger and more
capable navies belong to the NATO allies - e.g. the United
Kingdom, France and Italy. In this paper, we will not spend a
lot of time speculating on the details of their futures. 1In
general, we should anticipate that Western European navies will
suffer some budgetary cutbacks as well. But each of the NATO

allies has individual national interests which require protection
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overseas - some because of their abiding investments in and self-
imposed responsibilities to former colonies; others because of
their interests in free trade, access to markets, and freedom of
the seas. Therefore, the NATO allies are not likely to take cuts
in naval forces that would be much different than those to be
imposed on the U.S. Navy. Some may not be threatened with major
alterations in their current lineup of major combatants. It may
be a case of restrictions and delays in force modernization or
previously planned expansions that are the near-term budgetary
victims. One thinks immediately of the planning for a new multi-
national NATO frigate, "NFR-90", which has been abandoned in the
last year. Nevertheless, Western Europe and the Mediterranean
should not change significantly with respect to their indigenous

navies.

What is of greater interest are those navies which have
emerged in recent years as regional powers outside of the NATO
arena. In the western hemisphere, there are no navies which have
the wherewithal to challenge the more stable international
situation which has settled onto the lands of Central America
since the Nicaraguan election and the Panamanian intervention.
What's more, Cuba, which heretofore has sustained one of the
largest navies in the hemisphere, is currently suffering from
worsening political relations with the Soviet Union and is not

likely to recover soon from her own economic problems.

In South America, most of the more formidable navies are in
recession due to the international debt problems of their
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nations. Predictably enough, the one nation moderately investing
in new equipment is Chile, where the greatest progress is being
made against inflation. But none of the South American navies
appear to be building to establish clear leadership or dominance

over the others."

There are certainly no recent challenging naval developments

in Africa - either in the North or in sub-Saharan Africa.

Outside of NATO and the Soviet Union then, the most
impressive navies are all in Asia: Japan, China, and India. We

will look at the potential for each in the coming decade.

Japan

Despite the sometimes stressful competition between Japan
and the United States in economic matters, the military-to-
military relations between the two nations continue on excellent
terms, especially between the U.S. Navy and the Japanese Maritime
Self-Defense Force. What is even more encouraging is the
congruence of long-term maritime interests in both nations.

Japan is certainly at least as interested as the United States in
free trade and freedom of the seas. Japan has become, over the
years, a more important and more capable counterweight to the
Soviet's Pacific Fleet. With fifteen diesel submarines, nearly
60 destroyers and frigates, over 50 P-3C maritime patrol aircraft

(a total of 100 approved for acquisition}j and new procurements of
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at least 25 SH-60 SEAHAWK helicopters, the JMSDF is now better
equipped to defend its merchant fleet according to its current
charter, i.e. within 1000 nautical miles of the home 1slands.
Japan is also acquiring the AEGIS weapon system for a new class
of eight destroyers which will be enlarged and improved versions
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of the U.S. Navy's BURKE class. Complemented by the F-15s and

E-2Cs of the land-based air force, the Japanese have nearly all
the tools of the most sophisticated navies, - all of which has
been acquired, at least nominally, within a total defense budget
restricted to one percent of Gross National Product. Among the
few most advanced weapon systems not in the Maritime Self-Deferse
Force' inventory are nuclear-powered submarines, and aircraft
carriers. 1It's not likely that nuclear-powered ships will be
acceptable objects for Japanese acquisition for a long while.
But there are some observers of the JMSDF who maintain that it's
not a question of "if", but only "when" Japan will build their
first aircraft carrier since World War II.%? Certainly such
"big~-ticket" items could be included within a defense budget
which is second only to the United States' among the democracies

of the world.

So despite its performance in the first half of the
twentieth century, Japan would appear to have joined the family
of nations and embraced the international rules and cooperative
efforts of the more developed democratic societies. The "1000
mile” mission to defend their SLOCs is one that was encouraged by

the United States. Unquestionably, that range could be extended
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almost overnight, particularly if Japan's oil supplies were
jeopardized and their national ecconomic life were threatened. 1In
the past, such threats have been dealt with primarily by the
United States Navy. If the U.S. Congress comprcmi<es with the
Bush administration, the division of responsibilities between the
two navies could remain the same, to the abiding sc:isfaction of
Japan's more nervous Asian neighbors. However, should the naval
balance of power in the Pacific begin to change to the
disadvantage of the Japanese, or should the United States abandon
its role in the Western Pacific and Indian Oceans, the JMSDF
would be in a position to move into that void in a period of less

than a decade.

China

China's Navy - The People's Liberation Army-Navy (PLA-N) -
has the trappings of a naval power, but not necessarily the
operational effectiveness of one. With two ballistic missile
submarines - (one nuclear-powered, the other diesel) - four SSNs,
and over 100 diesel attack boats the Chinese have an impressive
order of battle. But the diesels are mostly old Soviet WHISKEY
and ROMEO designs and roughly half of them are in non-operational
reserve status. The SSBN and SSN programs have been very slow in
developing and also have reliability problems. So we might
characterize this submarine force as placing China at the
threshold of becoming a major naval power ranking with France and
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the United Kingdom, but not yet there. And the political
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upheavals of 1989 have undoubtedly impeded progress in naval

programs.

Nevertheless, China also has over 50 frigates and guided
missile destroyers, a substantial amphibious capability, 28,000
marines (all garrisoned in southern China), and over 800 land-

S1 In

based maritime aircraft covering all naval mission areas.
addition to her long-standing problems with Taiwan, Vietnam,
India and the Soviet Union, China remains willing to assert
herself in maintaining her territorial claims in the South China
Sea, that is, to the Paracel and Spratly Islands. It is
apparently toward this end that China is now reported to be
interested in acquiring RO-RO vessels to convert into air capable
ships; the PRC is also reported to have been studying the
development of a 48,000 ton fixed-wing-capable aircraft carrier,
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but should opt for the less-costly RO-RO adaptation. In

summary, then, it appears that the Chinese have their naval hands
full in their own front yard without competing with the Soviet

Union, the United States or India.

India

The last major naval force in Asia is India's. But before
we deal with that program, we should briefly survey their rival's
in Pakistan. The core of the Pakistani Navy is its six French-
built diesel submarines and a destroyer/frigate inventory of

seventeen ships - six of which are World War II vintage.
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(Moreover, eight of their newer frigates were quickly acquir