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In late 1994, ships fromten NATO (North Atlantic Treaty

Organi zation) nations joined vessels from Russi a, Lithuania,

Pol and and Sweden in COOPERATI VE VENTURE 94, the first
Partnership for Peace (PfP) naval exercise which was hel d near

t he Norwegi an port of Stavanger. Activities included "joint
manoeuvring, refuelling froma NATO tanker ship at sea, formng
comuni cati ons networks with other ships and groups of flights of
naval helicopters."! The late Adnmiral Richard G Col bert, USN
(United States Navy) woul d have been pl eased.

As John Hattendorf has noted, Richard Col bert was a rarity
anongst American naval officers. In a profession, and a service,
whi ch seened synonynous with the projection of national power
abroad, he was the chanpion of nultilateralism El no Zummalt has
called him"M. International Navy," the unofficial president of
the global "fraternity of the blue uniform™"™ A great believer in
mul til ateral naval education, he created the Naval Conmand Course
(NCC) for senior foreign officers at the US Naval War Coll ege
(USNWC) in 1955. As president of the college from 1969-71, he
began a course for m d-ranked foreign officers and i naugurated
the Sea Power Synposiuns for foreign flag officers. Most
inportantly, Colbert strove to put his multilateral vision into
action. During his two tours on the staff of the Suprene Allied
Commander, Atlantic (SACLANT) in the m d-1960s and early-1970s,
Col bert was one of the noving forces behind greater allied
maritime cooperation. He was especially active in the
establishment of the Standing Naval Force Atlantic
(STANAVFORLANT) in 1968. In his |last post, as Commander -i n- Chi ef
Al lied Forces, South (CINCSOQUTH) he was credited with | ending
"credibility to the NATO strategy of flexible response.” He
fostered "an enthusiastic spirit of solidarity" anongst the five
allied nations of the region.? Central to his approach was t hat
mul til ateral naval cooperation had to be approached fromthe
stand point of partnership, rather than inposed by Washi ngton.

Ironically, although Col bert saw his nultilateralism as
directed primarily against Soviet sea power, it was the end of
the Cold War that ushered in an unprecedented era of naval
cooperation as a growi ng nunber of nations (including forner
adversaries and non-aligned) becane interested in collaboration
with the USN and anongst thenselves. A nultilateral force
supported | and operations in the Gulf War. The old NATO maritinme
alliance has been given newlife wth its actions in support of
United Nations (UN) peacekeepi ng operations in Yugoslavia, mnmaking
use of the STANAVFORLANT and the Standi ng Naval Force
Medi t erranean (STANAVFORMED). New allied strategic concepts, such
as the Conbi ned and Joint Task Forces (CJTF), enhance the scope



of naval operations. Most remarkable, the Alliance's PfP program
has expanded cooperation at sea to enconpass dozens of other
countries in Europe including former Warsaw Pact nati ons.
However, it is also inportant to renenber that Col bert was
not al ways successful in pronoting his ideas for greater
multilateralism H's plans for the Multil ateral Nucl ear Force
(M.F), an Inter-Anmerican Mlitary Force, the Free Wrld Frigate
Program m x-manning of allied ships, and a conbi ned marine
anphi bi ous force for the STANAVFORLANT, never canme to fruition
By the early 1970s, many governnents were suspicious of US
schenmes for greater cooperation at sea, especially those in the
Third World. Oder allies were not always anxious to assune the
burdens of partnership, and Washington itself was wary of new
joint undertakings. There were limts to what the “fraternity
could do.”
The reason was that in Col bert's day, as now, navies
remai ned first and forenost instrunments of national policy,
especially for the USN - now the “unipolar navy.” For Col bert, it
was always clear that nultilateralismat sea was only attractive
because it served US interests. Miltilateral naval cooperation
is an instrunment used by a coalition of nations who deemit in
their national self-interests to make use of sea power. The sane
al so applies to other contributors to coalition efforts at sea,
i ncluding small and nedi um power navies. Therefore, the tactical,
strategi c and above all political effectiveness of nmultilateral
naval cooperation will always be dependent upon the cohesiveness
of the coalition that stands behind, and especially upon, the
wll of the major contributing naval powers.
Another limtation upon the effectiveness of maritine
mul tilateralismhas been its potential inpact ashore. The
ul ti mate purpose of enploying sea power is to influence the
mlitary and political situation on |and. The success of
col | aboration at sea cannot be neasured solely by the ease with
whi ch nul ti nati onal forces operate together or performtheir
strictly maritinme roles. A nultilateral naval enbargo which
succeeds in halting seaborne arns shipnents, but can be
circunvented by land and air transportation, falls short of its
goal. A conbined flotilla sent to support peacekeeping forces
ashore where those forces are unable to keep or reestablish the
peace, cannot be considered an effective use of sea power,
however nuch the different national navies may operate together.
The purpose of this study is to exam ne NATO nul ti nati ona
maritime cooperation in the post-Cold War era and assess its
effectiveness in supporting the new objectives of the Atlantic
alliance. The study begins with a discussion of sea power in the
post-Cold War era with particular reference to NATO. This is
foll owed by a brief overview of the state of the Russian Navy. It
then turns to a review of the ways in which the Alliance has
tried to adjust its maritinme organi zation and posture in order to
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accommodat e the changed international strategic environnent. The
next section | ooks specifically at the role of the Alliance's
maritime forces in peace support m ssions, particularly in the
former Yugoslavia. This is followed by a discussion of the
approach of the USN to maritinme nultilateralismbefore turning to
maritime inplications of creating a distinctively European
multinational maritinme structure. Finally, the paper |ooks across
the Atlantic to Canada and the role that its navy has and can
play within the larger allied maritine franmework.

The study argues that maritinme forces constitute an
essential conponent of NATO s collective mlitary force posture
and structure. Indeed, in many ways the allied naval forces are
uniquely suited to support the current objectives of the
Al liance. Above all, the NATO alliance seeks to pronote
conprehensi ve security in Europe. Wiereas in the Cold War the
allied maritinme forces had to be able to project power ashore for
t he purposes of deterrence and defence, their objective nowis to
project stability ashore. At the sane tine, just as in the Cold
War, there are limts as to what nultilateral sea power can
acconpl i sh ashore.

1. Sea Power and NATO in the Post Cold War Era

The end of the Cold War has occasioned a simlar chall enge
to the nmeaning and role of sea power as that which took place at
the end of the Second Wrld War. At that tine, the advent of
at om ¢ weapons appeared to make navi es obsol ete and superfl uous
in any future war against the Soviet Union. "How could enough
tinme be allowed for sea power to take its affect, where war was
characterized by strategi c bonbing wth nucl ear weapons?” asked
| eadi ng naval theorist Bernard Brodie. Nations, their |and, and
air forces, as well as their econom es would “di sappear in the
first blows of the nuclear war.”® Not only did atom c weapons
appear to underm ne the need for sea power, but Anmerican sea
power seened so absolute that Admral Chester Nimtz worried that
it would be taken for granted.?’

The Cold War atom c era did not see the eclipse of sea power,
but quite the opposite. By the early 1950s the USN had devel oped
a carrier-based nuclear strike capability. The |ast years of that
decade saw the advent of the nucl ear-powered ballistic mssile
submarine (SSBN) which with its submarine-launched ballistic
m ssile (SLBM becane the capital ship of the new age. It was
upon this third and secure |l eg of the nuclear triad that the
credibility of deterrence rested. The devel opnent first of
nucl ear - power attack submarines (SSNs) and | ater of sea-|aunched
cruise mssiles (SLCMs) nmade it evident that nucl ear propul sion
and especially the depl oynent of nuclear weapons at sea had



endowed navies, particularly the USN, with a power and strategic
significance unmatched even when the Britannia rul ed the waves.

Had strategic nuclear deterrence been the sole, or even
dom nant, role of sea power in the Cold War, then the USN and
ot her western navies would never have attained the size and
sophi stication that they did. But navies continued to be
concerned with traditional roles, protection of the sea | anes of
comruni cati on(SLOC), the projection of force ashore, gun-boat
di pl omacy, and naval presence. Even in the absence of a
conparabl e rival Soviet high seas fleet, sea power maintained a
rel evance in the gl obal bal ance of power. |ndeed, Sanuel P.
Huntington argued in 1954 that the USN s nonopoly of the seas
and Soviet |land power in Eurasia had resulted in a new kind of
navy -- a “transoceanic” one. The USN s role was not to prepare
for a Mahani an fleet-on-fleet struggle for the high seas but to
apply power on the “narrow | ands and the narrow seas which |ike
bet ween” the “great oceans on the one hand and the equally
i mense spaces of the Eurasian heartland on the other.”?

This was especially the case for the NATO alliance. Fromits
earliest days the Alliance focused on securing the seas
i mredi ately adj acent to Europe. Mreover, while it was the case
as Huntington argued that the USN and its allies dom nated the
hi gh seas, in the “narrow seas” around Western Europe the Sovi et
Uni on could, even in these early years, deploy sea denial forces
(principally submarines) that would have nmade the i nmedi ate
projection of force ashore difficult. In later years when, due to
t he energence of a nore powerful and high seas capabl e Sovi et
fleet along with a consi derabl e | and-based naval aviation
capability, NATO grew increasingly apprehensive about its
ability to protect the transatlantic SLOC upon which the strategy
of flexible response rested, sea power had been an essenti al
conponent of collective defence.®

In what turned out to be the |ast years of the Cold War,
NATO t ook specific and deliberate steps to address what was
viewed as a growing maritine threat. In 1981, the Defence
Pl anning Conm ttee (DPC) adopted a “Concept of Maritine
Operations” (CONMAROPS) which stressed the inportance of
cont ai ni ng Warsaw Pact forces through forward operations, of
defence in depth, and of gaining and maintaining the initiative
at sea. Although differing in sone respects from CONVAROPS and
t he cause of considerable controversy, the USN s nuch heral ded,
and nmuch maligned, Maritinme Strategy of the 1980s al so drew
attention to the need to provide a nore effective counter to
growi ng Sovi et naval capability.

But it was never the various formulations of nmaritine
strategi es which defined the role and significance of sea power
in NATO during the Cold War. Nor was it, fundanentally, only the
naval bal ance of power which determ ned the need for maritinme
forces. Allied naval plans and the forces acquired to inplenent

4



themwere sinply reflections of the overall goal of NATO which
was to provide for collective defence and deterrence ashore in
Western Europe. The Col d War had wrought many changes in
international strategic relations, but it did not change the true
essence of sea power, which remained the ability to secure, deny,
and utilize the oceans for the projection and sustai nment of
mlitary power ashore in peace and war. The ultinmate objectives
of naval forces, even in the nuclear age, have been ashore
because it is there that organized political communities exist.
As Colin Gray has observed, “The sea, like the air and like
space, has strategic neaning only in relation to where the human
race lives, the land.”’” Accordingly, the measure of the

ef fectiveness and significance of naval forces rests in their
ability to influence the situation ashore. Wether it was the
USN s SSBNs and carriers reinforcing extended nucl ear deterrence
or the conbi ned NATO fl eets support for conventional deterrence
t hrough the mai ntenance of a flexible response capability, the
ultimate objectives of allied sea power were ashore. It was this
reality which, despite the consternation over the future of sea
power at the dawn of the Cold War, made the NATO navi es maj or
contributors to the final victory in that “long tw light
struggle.”

It is also this consideration that has nade allied sea power
relevant to the post-Cold War era. The USN articulated its post-
Cold War strategy in Fromthe Sea in 1992. It is an aptly naned
docunment for it constituted a shift in focus fromthe sea of the
1980s Maritine Strategy to the land, where the real objectives of
sea power have al ways been. Conmand of the sea is neaningl ess
unless it can allow for the projection of force fromthe sea to
the land. "Derived from' the Bush adm nistration’ s National
Security Strategy which enphasi zes peacetine presence and
engagenent, pronotion of stability, thwarting of aggression
mobility and flexibility in nmeeting regional, rather than gl obal
threats to American interests, the USN s strategic direction was
descri bed as:

...a fundanmental shift away from open-ocean warfighting on
the sea towards joint operations conducted fromthe sea. The
Navy and Marine Corps will now respond to crises and can
provide the initial "enabling" capability for joint
operations in conflict--as well as continued participation
in any sustained effort. W wll be part of a "sea-air-I|and"
teamtrained to respond imediately to the Unified
Commanders as they execute national policy.?

Wth the comng into office of the Cinton adm nistration
new gui dance was provided for the role of mlitary forces, one
which reflected the new roles and m ssions, especially in the



areas of peacekeeping that the US military had undertaken.® G ven
the shift in enphasis towards the “new dangers” posed by
“aggression by regional powers,” it was necessary to again review
naval strategy. In Novenber 1994, the USN published
Forward...Fromthe Sea. The docunent notes that whil e naval
forces “are designed to fight and wn wars, our nost recent
experiences...underscore the prem se that the nost inportant role
of the naval forces in situations short of war is to be engaged
in forward areas, with the objectives of preventing conflicts and
controlling crises. As the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO put
it, the "cornerstones"” of American sea power will be forward
presence, power projection, strategic deterrence, sea control and
maritime supremacy, and strategic lift. Naval forces are "going
to conE_fron1the sea. They are going to work near |and and over

| and”.

For Jan Brener, the USN s approach to the role of sea power
in the post-Cold War era, marks the “end of naval strategy.” In
maki ng this argunent he draws a distinction between naval
strategy, which is concerned with securing comand of the sea and
“maritime strategy” of which naval strategy is a subset and which
is concerned with the relationship between navies and arm es.
Naval strategy is at an end the extent that the USN s focus is no
| onger on planning for war at sea but rather on support of joint
operations on |and. Gone is the “Mhanian vision of naval power
as the struggle for command of the sea by batttlefleet” -- vision
which was integral to the Maritinme Strategy of the 1980s. The
then rising Soviet fleet is gone. Because the USN need no | onger
“l ook over its shoulder for the next blue water challenge,” it
can concentrate on “operations other than war at sea.” |Indeed,
it can concentrate on operations other than war, on littoral
operations to contain crises.

Yet, as argued above and as Brener acknow edges, in 1954
Hunti ngton had al ready pointed out the inportance of the Eurasian
littoral as the true objective of American and NATO naval power.
In the post-Cold War era the orientation of sea power away from
the sea to the | and has becone even nore pronounced. To be sure,
allied naval forces continue to prepare for Article 5 operations
in defence of NATO territory. To this extent, as the statenent on
British maritime doctrine nmakes clear, the principles of NATO
maritime operations remain consistent with CONMAROPS. That is;
“seizing the initiative, containnent, defence in depth and
presence.”'® The Al liance cannot fully discount the possibility
that it may in the future face a challenge for command of the
sea. However, the thrust of the allied mlitary posture has been
to support the overall objective of enhancing stability and
expandi ng cooperation in and to Eastern Europe in addition to
peace support operations out of area. It is not so nmuch that
allied naval forces need to project power ashore as to project



political and mlitary stability.

For NATO naritine forces this has nmeant that the
preoccupation with the Norwegi an sea, open ocean anti-submari ne
warfare (ASW, and Sovi et Nucl ear-powered Ballistic Mssile
Submari ne bastions have given way to hei ghtened concerns about
the situation in the Mediterranean basin.* This shift has cone

about because it is here -- in the Balkans, in the southern
republics of the former USSR, in the Mddle East and potentially
along the north African coast -- that instability mght threaten

allied interests, particularly those of Turkey and G eece. "The
Medi t erranean today represents perhaps the nost inportant conduit
linking East with West - the Adriatic with the Black Sea and the
Arabian @Qulf; and North and South - joining Europe with
Africa."?*

[11. I'n the Wake of the Red Navy: Sea Power in the East

For NATO the Red Navy was its Mahanian rival for comrand of
the seas. Today the Russian Navy renmains the only fleet capable
of challenging the Alliance’s maritime overwhel m ng dom nance but
it has suffered froma lack of funds resulting in reduced
construction, |ower operational readiness and | engthy delays in
naval pay. Particularly hard hit have been the surface forces
where no new shi ps have been |aid down since 1991.'° The
submari ne forces, have, however continued to be replaced with
newer nore capabl e nodel s.

From t he Russi an perspective, a strong navy is needed for
three central tasks, strategic deterrence, coastal defence, and
forward presence.'” The inportance of the strategic deterrence
role will increase even though the nunber of Russian SSBNs is
expected to decline fromabout 30 to 10. Wth the reductions in
strategi c nuclear forces mandated by the Strategic Arns Reduction
Treaties (START), the percentage of Russian warheads on SSBNs
will go from?29 percent in 1996 to 55 percent in the year 2003.
The Russi ans have begun construction on a new SSBN, BCOREY (Arctic
W nd) which is expected to carry a new SLBM *® Admiral d eg
Yerofev, the Northern Fl eet Commander, has |isted the m ssions of
Russi a’s general purpose naval forces as; “to support the conbat
endurance of the SSBN,” by protecting individual submarines and
their protected bastions, “repulsing strikes” against Russia by
finding and destroying eneny submarines, aircraft carriers and
| and-attack cruise mssile platforns before they can | aunch
attacks, and “anti-assault” defence, being able to secure | ocal
superiority at sea and “destroy enemny anphibi ous forces.”?

In March 1996, the Northern Fleet conducted, REDUT 96 the
“l argest naval exercise since the dissolution of the Soviet
Union” in the waters off Norway. The exercise involved 13



submarines, 16 surface ships, including the aircraft carrier
Kuzentsov and nore than 40 aircraft. Lasting three days, it
sinmul ated attacking a hostile naval task force noving wthin
range of Russia. According to the USN S Ofice of Naval
Intelligence, the exercise “confirmed that the basic Russian
maritime defence strategy” of “deploying nmultiple |ayers of
conbat ants begi nning at distances out to maxi mum forei gn naval
strike range of the honeland . . . remains little change fromthe
Soviet era.” Moreover, given the vulnerability of the Russian
surface forces, the exercise also highlighted the inportance
attached to SSNs whose firepower and covertness allow themto
“effectively challenge task forces outside cruise mssile and
carrier aviation strike range of the Russian honeland.” In
addi tion, the Russian Navy has continued to patrol off of USN
SSBN facilities on the Anerican east and west coasts. ?°

Russi an concern about the security of the seas off its own
coasts has been heightened by recent maritine trends in these
areas. Many of its former Warsaw Pact allies and forner Republics
have shown increased interest in maritime cooperation with NATO
t hrough the PfP program Ukraine and Russia have reached
agreenent over basing rights in the Crinea and “the partitioning
of the Black Sea Fleet has in theory been set in notion.” Under
the accord, Wkraine wll get about 18 percent “of the vessels
still listed in the conbined fleet, to add to those al ready
operating under Ukrainian command and control.”? As noted bel ow,
ot her Bl ack Sea countries, such as Bulgaria and Romani a have
conducted joint exercises with NATO and in the Baltic Sea, PfP
and other nultilateral exercises have taken place along with
pl anni ng to enhance maritime cooperation.

Efforts are, however, also being nade to expand maritine
multilateralismand enhance cooperation at sea. There have been
some ‘in the spirit of PP exercises with the Russian Navy.?
For exanple, REDUT ‘96 was preceded by joint exercises conducted
in the Mediterranean between the U. S. Sixth Fleet and a Russi an
flotilla centred on the carrier Kuznetsov.?® G ven Myscow s
concern about NATO expansi on, such naval exercises can help the
confidence building effort and enhance the ultimte NATO goal of
projecting stability ashore.

V. Maritinme Forces and the Changing Alliance

I f flexible response described NATO s strategi c concept
during much of the Cold War, it mght al so describe how the
Al l i ance has responded overall to the end of the Cold War. To the
surprise of many, it has proven itself to be remarkably adaptable
to the changing nature of the international strategic



environnent. In terns of organization and strategy, NATO has

t aken steps which recognize the inportance of sea power in
securing allied objectives ashore. By 1994, NATO had reduced from
three to two Maj or NATO Commands by el i m nating Comrander -i n-
Chi ef Channel Conmmand, |eaving only Allied Command Europe and

Al lied Command Atlantic. In addition, a new Major Subordi nate
Command, under the Supreme Allied Comrander, Europe (SACEUR)

Al'li ed Forces Northwest Europe, (AFNORWEST) covering the UK and
Norway has been created with a naval conmponent. Still to be
sorted out are specific naval responsibilities between this new
command, SACLANT, and the Commander Allied Forces, Baltic
Approaches, which will now shift to Allied Forces Central Europe.
Under SACEUR t he position of CI NCSOUTH, held by an American,
Wil be retained as will the subordi nate position of Comrander
Naval Forces, South (COWAVSQUTH) held by an Italian admral.
Sout hern Command has al ways been predom nately naval, dom nated
by the USN wth its powerful Sixth fleet which continues to be
forwardly deployed in the region.

Currently under consideration is a further major
reorgani zation of the allied conmand structure. One option is to
create two ‘Strategic Commands’ (SCs), Atlantic and Europe,
roughly equal to the current Atlantic Command (ACLANT) and Allied
Command, Europe (ACE). Under the Atlantic SC woul d be Regi onal
Commands (RCs)-- an RC East at Nort hwood, West at Norfol k and
Sout heast at Lisbon. There would al so be separate commands for
Strike Fleet Atlantic and Submarine Comrand, Atlantic. The
Eur opean SC woul d be divi ded between two RCs north and south at
Brunssum and Naples, wthin which would be Conponent Commands,
Naval (CC Nav) at Northwood, UK and Napl es.?® The overal|l goal of
the reorganization is to allow NATO to maintain a conmand
structure anenable to the day-to-day coordi nati on of nava
activities, especially surveillance, joint exercises and, if
necessary, conbined action in the event of a crisis.

The Alliance's newmlitary strategy places enphasis upon
smal ler, flexible nultilateral forces as well as nobilization.
Reaction forces, conprising less than ten percent of the total,
are designed for imedi ate or rapid response "to energing
mlitary risks." Included here is the new Al lied Conmand Europe
multilateral Rapid Reaction Corps. These will be suppl enented by
standi ng Mai n Def ence Forces, and nobilized Augnentation Forces
or reinforcing units from Europe and North Anerica.?®

"Joi nt ness" has beconme the watch-word for the US, and thus
for NATO The enphasis on the overseas deploynment of "joint"
| and, sea and air forces was evident in Cctober 1993 when
Atl anti c Command, headquartered in Norfolk Virginia, was renaned
United States Atlantic Command (USACOM and becane the joint
headquarters for nost forces in the continental United States
(CONUS). In shifting "froma predom nately naval headquarters to
a nore bal anced conbat ant conmand headquarters,” USACOM i s
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designed to "facilitate the identification, training, preparation
and rapid response of designated CONUS-based forces currently
under the Arny's Forces Command, the Navy's Atlantic Fleet the
Air Forces's Air Conmbat Command (ACC), and the Marine Corps
Marine Forces Atlantic."?” Supplenenting the rapid capability of
the regular forces will be the reserves, whose use becones nore
feasi ble when initial deploynents, as in the case of the Gulf War
and Bosni a, extend over a period of several nonths. Indicative
of the refocusing of the conmand was the appoi ntnment in Cctober
1994 of US Marine CGeneral John J. Sheehan as Commander -i n- Chi ef,
USACOM ( CI NCUSACOM). Thus, for the first time SACLANT was not a
naval officer.

At SACLANT headquarters, planning has been underway for
several years to nake sea power, based upon Miltinational
Maritime Forces (MNMF), part of the new NATO. The "concept of an
overarching non-threat specific maritinme force structure has been
adj usted to support the new NATO strategy."” Miltilateral Standing
Naval Forces (SNF), "together with individual nationa
depl oynents,” will provide presence and surveillance and w ||
constitute the Alliance's maritine inmediate reaction forces in
the event of a crisis.? Should the situation be prol onged and
conflict becone a possibility, the SNF woul d be joined by On-Call
forces organized into a NATO Task G oup (NTG. Wth the addition
of nore units fromthe naval conponent of the allied Main Defence
Forces, the NTG woul d be expanded into a NATO Task Force (NTF) or
with nore units a NATO Expanded Task Force (NETF). It is
estimated that the SNF would be available in as little as two
days while the NTG NTF and NETF woul d take fromfive to 30 days
to assenble. In the event of a prolonged conflict, the Alliance
woul d draw upon maritinme units fromits conbi ned augnentation
forces.

The PfP and CJTF concepts, both of which were urged upon the
Al'liance by Washington at the January 1994 Summ t, al so represent
dramati c change. Under the forner, Russia and Eastern European
countries were offered a kind of associated status which wl|
permt consultation and coordination on security issues. Included
here are joint exercises including at sea. For exanple in the
North, the NATO nations -- particularly Denmark and Germany al ong
with the fornmer Soviet Baltic republics, Sweden, Finland and
Pol and -- have conducted a nunber of exercises including
COOPERATI VE BANNERS. There is increased cooperation in the Baltic
Sea, where the BALTIC EYE exercise tested conbi ned search and
rescue procedures and coll aboration in m ne counter neasures
capabilities has increased.? Naval forces have al so played a
major role in PfP exercises in the South. For exanple, in July
1996 exerci se COOPERATI VE PARTNER 96 was held in the Black Sea
i nvol ving naval units fromseveral allied nations as well as
forces from Romania, Bulgaria and Ukrai ne. *

The CITF concept calls for the reorgani zati on of NATO forces
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into "conbined joint task forces" which will allow different
national contingents to serve under nobile commands "for specific
operations," such as peacekeeping, or be used by the Wstern

Eur opean Union (VWEU). In the spirit of "jointness" which now
pervades Anerican defence thinking and organi zation, the CITFs
could be conposed of nultilateral |and, sea, and air forces. They
could (and have in exercises)involve forces from Eastern European
countries under the PfP 3 At the same tinme, the task forces
woul d allow the Europeans to "organi ze i ndependently and, in
sone situations, take action within NATO but w thout involvenent"
of Anerican (or Canadian) forces. %

For the allied maritine forces, the new NATO strategi es and
organi zati onal concepts do not represent as dramatic and profound
a change as they do for the land and air forces. At sea, the
Al liance has had few standing forces and has always relied upon
nmobi | i zed capabilities in the event of crisis or war. The NATO
maritime conponent also has a long tradition of nmultilateralism
wi th individual ships and aircraft fromthe allied navies
operating closely together. In addition, the "Fraternity of the
Bl ue Uni forni has al ways transcended national and even allied
di vi sions, such that navies fromvery diverse countries often
find it easier to cone together on an ad hoc basis for specific
pur poses and tasks. This will nmake it easier to inplenent the PfP
and CJTF concepts with regard to units from fornmer Warsaw Pact
navi es.

Even before NATO formally adopted its new i deas, the post-
Cold era had al ready wi tnessed the enploynent of the MNMF
concept. In the Mediterranean, the on-call force was transfornmed
into the Standi ng Naval Forces Mditerranean under the Conmmand of
COWAVSQUTH. Significantly, sonme of the first ships to sail wth
t he new standing force came not only fromallies in the
Medi t erranean region, but both Netherlands and Gernmany sent
units. In the fall of 1992, the STANAVFORLANT entered the
Mediterranean to tenporarily relieve the STANAVFORMED in the
Adriatic where it was nonitoring sanctions inposed by the UN
agai nst Serbia and Mont enegro. The STANAVFORLANT | ater took part
i n NATO operation "Display Determ nation 1992" and nade port
visits to the Black Sea.*.

As Eric Grove has pointed out, the | ong-standi ng NATO
cooperative procedures can now be extended to other navies. The
uncl assified publication, EXTAC 768, Maritinme Manoeuvring and
Tactical Procedures, "provides naval manoeuvring and signalling
instructions for units of different navies that have not
hi storically operated together and do not have any prior
agreenent on procedures.® Sonme technical documents on Standard
Agreenments on Operating Procedures (STANEX) are al so bei ng nade
avai l abl e.*® Under the |eadership of General Sheehan, Atlantic
Command has adopted a set of "goals," which stress "joint
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operations,"” inproved comruni cations, cooperation with ACE, PfP
countries, "other international and security organizations," and
"col | aboration and di al ogue with countries outside the
alliance. "3

In March 1998, the Alliance will hold its | argest post-Cold
War exercise to date. STRONG RESOLVE will stretch fromthe North
Atlantic to the Mediterranean. It will be an exercise which in
many ways will reflect both the changing nature of the Alliance
and the continued i nportance of maritinme forces. Indicative of
the w der geographic scope of the NATO STRONG RESOLVE w | |
simul ate both in area and out-of-area operations, both
traditional Article 5 tasks and support of UN Chapter VII
activities. Aspects of the exercise will be restricted to NATO
allies while other parts will involve ten PfP countries. Above
all, it will denonstrate the new enphasis on jointness, for this
will be a ‘Bl-MNC (Mjor NATO Conmand, SACEUR and SACLANT)
exercise involving | and sea and air forces. The “aim of the
exercise is to:?

...Exercise NATO s ability to cope with nmultiple,

si mul taneous crises in separate geographic regions
drawi ng on the resources of both MNCS, and in
consideration of the full spectrum of NATO m ssi ons.
PfP nations may be invited to participate as
appropriate in accordance with guidelines in effect.

The “overarching objectives” of the exercise will include:
. to deploy NATO |l and, sea and air forces in a tinely manner
fromtheir peacetine |ocations to a crisis area;
. to provide training for the maxi num nunber of NATO
formati ons, commands and authorities across MC boundari es;
. to further develop and validate the CITF concept;
. to exercise the strategic, operational and tactical |evels

of command of NATO forces operating with the NATO mlitary
command structure;

. to practice the roles and interactions between supporting
and supported conmanders;

. to enploy the BlI-MC operational planning system as
supported by the exercise planning guide; and

. to pronote PfP interoperability.

The Northern conponent of the exercise will take place in
the northwest region and be within the context of Article 5 of
the North Atlantic Treat. Here the Alliance will “exercise
warfighting, providing a visible denonstration of NATO s ability
to conduct conbat operations at a high level. A scenario has been
devel opment wherein there has been recent conflict between a NATO
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menber and anot her country but the non-NATO country continues to
threaten the ally. It has requested the depl oynent of NATO forces
to deter aggression. The UN Security Council has adopted a
resolution calling for an enbargo on the threatening country and
requested NATO to enforce the enbargo. The offending country has
responded harassi ng the NATO nenber and allied forces.

The sout hern conponent of STRONG RESOLVE wi Il test NATO
abilities to accept a UN request, under Chapter VIl of the UN
Charter, to undertake peace support operations in an area
geographically displaced fromNATO territory. It wll take place
in the Iberian (including the Iberlant area) and wll “exercise
out of area peace support operations (PSO” focusing on “two
di stinct operations at opposite ends of the range of PSO for
exanple a full peace enforcenent task and non conbat ant
evacuation.” Here the scenario is that a large country out of
area has descended into civil war with rebels conbatting the
governnent and with sone of the arned forces joining the rebels.
Cities are being bonbed and “governnment control has coll apsed in
certain parts” of the country. The UN has called for a ceasefire
which is being |argely observed by both sides. The mandate to
NATO fromthe UNis to separate the warring factions and enforce
a no-fly zone over the country.

For the northern conponent a range of surface, air, and
subsurface naval forces are expected from Bel gi um Canada,
Denmar k, Gernmany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, the UK and the
US Part of the exercise will involve maintaining SLOC agai nst
submarine and air threats. American, British, and Dutch marines
will be enployed as will elenments of NATGs | nmedi ate Rapid
Reaction Force (Land).

In the South, the Commander, Striking Fleet Atlantic wll
assenble a CITF to inplenent the mandate whi ch NATO has assuned
at the request of the UN Security Council. CINCSOUTH wi Il serve
as supporting conmand. Here too, a wi de variety of naval forces
will be involved, including two to three carriers. Naval forces
are expected from France, Cermany, G eece, Portugal, Spain,
Turkey, the UK (which will be supplying one of the carriers) and
US G ound forces will cone fromthe sea as well as airlift. This
part of STRONG RESOLVE 98 will include Participation fromPfP
countries will include units fromAustria, Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Pol and, Romania, and Sl ovakia.*®

In addition to conducting exercises in which naval forces
constitute key conponents, the Alliance s Defence Research G oup
has sponsored a long-termscientific study, Inplications of New
Technol ogi es for NATO s Maritinme Operations in 2015. The ai m of
this study is to assist the major NATO conmanders by assessi ng
the “inpact of emerging technol ogies on future operations
conducted by NATO Multinational Maritinme Forces...” It seeks to
identify “maritinme capability shortfalls” and provide direction

13



for “future NATO and national research and devel opnent efforts,
payi ng special attention to affordability.”>®

Still another dinension of maritinme nultilateralismis in the
area of Theatre Mssile Defence (TMD). The proliferation of
ballistic mssile technol ogi es and Wapons of Mass Destruction
(WD) to radical reginmes could “pose a long-termthreat for
Eur opean countries bordering on the Mediterranean.” As M| an Vego
has pointed out, even shorter range and | ess sophisticated
m ssil es such as SCUDs coul d be used, especially against NATO
forwardly depl oyed forces undertaki ng peace support or other
oper ations. *°

A nunber of European governnents have drawn attention to the
WWD and mssile threat. In its 1994 Wite Paper on Defence, the
French governnent noted the need to provide for the protection of
French territory “and for that of French forces depl oyed abroad.
Thi s chal | enge noreover concerns nost European countries of the
Atlantic Alliance.” The British governnent has al so drawn
attention to its country’s vulnerability to | onger-range m ssiles
in the future. Several of the allied nations are cooperating on
TMD projects. NATO and the WEU have been | ooking to TMD with
efforts have being made by the latter to arrive at a unified
position on TMD. A report issued in 1993, NATO Ballistic Mssile
Def ence in the Post-Cold War Era, “recommended that NATO enhance
exi sting capabilities such as the Patriot, and determ ne options
to meet long-termthreats, including the continental defence of
Europe.”.* The recent US-Russian agreenent on the Anti-Ballistic
Mssile Treaty, which allows for deploynent of TMD systens,
shoul d enhance these efforts.

For the | ast several years the US has been pronoting a NATO
w de approach to TWMD, sponsoring several allied workshops. The
USN has pointed to the capabilities of its AEA S ships including
the SM2 Block | VA mssile, the Lightweight Exo-Atnospheric
Projectil e(LEAP), and Cooperative Engagenent Capability (CEC) as
a means of providing mssile defence in Europe. These TMD systens
can be deployed on its Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean. In the
Southern region there is a TMD Wrking G oup which neets on a
“regul ar basis” to discuss “TMD Policy and Concept of Operations
Docunments.” TMD is “regularly” included in Southern Command
exercises and the USS LASALLE, the Sixth Fleet’s flagship, has a
“TMD Cell which can act as a fusion centre, command, and control
centre for TMD operations.”*

Wi | e acknowl edging a potential threat to Europe from sone
of the countries of the Mediterranean region, the Alliance has
al so taken steps to inprove the strategi c environnent.
COWMNAVSQUTH has hel d conferences for Maritinme Commanders in the
Medi t erranean involving PfP countries. There are also plans to
expand these neetings to include other countries in the region
such as Egypt, Tunisia, |srael, Mrocco, and Jordan.*
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V. NATO Maritime Forces and Peace Support M ssions

The inclusion in STRONG RESOLVE 98 of a peace support
conponent is indicative of the high priority which the A liance
now attaches to this role. Over the |ast several years, Alied
forces, including naval forces, have been heavily involved in
peacekeeping. This is because the nature of peacekeeping has
changed dramatically in the post-Cold War era.

UN peacekeeping is normally taken to nmean those operations
aut hori zed by the Security Council under Chapter VI of the UN
Charter which deals with "Pacific Settlenents of D sputes.” The
term "peacekeepi ng" was neant to apply to both unarnmed observers
or larger lightly armed forces dispatched to nonitor an agreed
upon settlement or arm stice. Such deploynents are to have the
consent of the parties to a dispute. There is no expectation that
t he peacekeepers wll enforce the peace by arns and the force is
not authorized to engage in conbat except in self-defence. These
are what may be referred to as "traditional" or "classic"
peacekeepi ng m ssi ons.

In theory, these operations are distinguished fromthose
that the Security Council nmay authorize under Chapter VII of the
Charter -- "Action wth Respect to Threats to the Peace, Breaches
of the Peace, and Acts of Aggression.” Article 42 authorizes
mlitary neasures to "maintain or restore international peace and
security."” This peace restoration or peace enforcenent, is -- as
witnessed in Desert Storm-- war; coalition war by another nane.

In practice, the last few years has seen operations which
fall between Chapters VI and VII. These so-call ed six-and-half
m ssi ons have the UN depl oyi ng "peacekeepi ng" forces where there
is little or no consent and often no peace to keep. Here the
troops find thensel ves having to assune enforcenment duties in
order to carry out humanitarian m ssions. Sonetinmes this has
meant cal ling upon the support of forces not under UN comrand
where nore vigorous mlitary actions are required, in some cases
such as UNPRCOFOR, to protect the peacekeepers thensel ves.

Another trend is where a coalition of states acts at the
request of the Security Council, but not as a UN force, to nore
or less inpose a peace, acconpanied or followed by a classic UN
peacekeepi ng operation. This was tried in Somalia and seens to
have worked in Haiti. Most recently, the Security Counci
requested that Italy lead a mssion to Al bania. It could be
argued that these operations are nore properly, and nore
famliarly, called arnmed intervention followed by mlitary
occupation. For, however justified on international |egal or
humani tari an grounds, the inposition of the will of a group of
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countries onto another state or faction within that state is
foreign arnmed intervention; and that using mlitary forces to
secure a political settlenent and naintain internal order is
simlar to occupation, especially in the way the troops are
enpl oyed and the duties expected of them-- as in now evident in
Bosni a. ** For the purposes of this study, peacekeeping will be
taken to enconpass all operations in support of UN or other

i nternational organizations, resolutions authorizing the use of
mul tinational forces in whatever capacity, and to secure or

mai ntain a ceasefire to a inter-sate or internal conflict. To
this extent the term ‘peace support operations’ is equally
appl i cabl e.

The changi ng nature of peacekeepi ng has provi ded an expanded
role for multinational maritime forces in general UN
operations.® Such forces were involved in Canbodia, Haiti and
were present in Somalia. Naval forces have certain advant ages
t hat have been them suitable for peace support operations. In a
nunber of cases, peacekeeping efforts have been acconpani ed by
UN- aut hori zed enbargos. Moreover, with their nmobility and
flexibility they can nove close to areas where ethnic and civil
conflicts are taking place, usually w thout being chall enged at
sea. One characteristic of current operations is that
peacekeeping forces are dispatched to areas where a | ack of
governnment control, and even a | ack of a governnent, preclude a
| ocal consensus on admtting the peacekeeping force. In sone
i nstances, where (at least initially) support facilities are not
present ashore and maritinme forces can provide this. “Mnoeuvre
fromthe sea to control coastal waters, the coast itself, and the
ai rspace above is likely to be increasingly significant as red
carpet entry on | and becones a rarity.” As the m ssion
progresses, naval forces can “hover offshore for |ong periods,”
provi di ng continui ng support and reserves in case of
emer genci es. *°

Wil e forces fromvarious NATO navies participated in UN
peacekeeping, it was in the forner Yugoslavia that the Alliance
began to enploy its collective sea power under the NATO banner
| n operations SHARP GUARD, DENY FLI GHT, DELI BERATE FORCE and t hen
as conponents of the Inplenentation Force (IFOR) and the
Stabilization Force (SFOR), allied nmaritinme forces were enpl oyed
to support the UN and then inplenent a peace settlenent.

SHARP GUARD' was one of the largest, and certainly the
| ongest, NATO maritinme operation. In the sumrer of 1992, NATO
forces under operation MARI TI ME MONI TOR and WEU forces, under
operation SHARP VI A LANCE, acting separately but closely, began
nmonitoring conpliance in the Adriatic Sea with resolutions of the
UN Security Council inposing an enbargo agai nst the fornmer
Yugosl avia. In Novenber 1992 the two operations, renamed MARI Tl ME
GUARD and SHARP FENCE, were “anplified in scope to include the
enforcement of relevant UN resol utions which included the
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conponent of boardi ng and search operations. Follow ng a joint
deci sion by the NATO and WEU councils in June 1993, the two
operations were joined into operation SHARP GUARD with a single
command and control arrangenent “under the authority of the
councils of both organizations.” The force was to “prevent al
unaut hori zed shipping fromentering the territorial waters of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Mntenegro) and al
arms fromentering the former Yugoslavia.”

Combi ned Task Force (CTF) 440 was formed wi th NATO forces
mai nly fromthe STANAVFORMED and STANAVFORLANT al ong with the WEU
Contingency Maritime Force. Overall operational control of SHARP
GUARD was del egated to the Italian Admral who was Commander
Al'li ed Naval Forces South under CI NCSOUTH. A WEU staff was
attached to his headquarters. Sone 14 NATO nations contri buted
assets to SHARP GUARD. The surface force usually consisted of
about 10 Destroyers and Frigates froma variety of NATO countries
i ncludi ng France and Spain, 50 percent of which were at sea at
all times. It was supported by allied |ong-range maritime patrol
aircraft, and the NATO Airborne Early Warning (AWAC) force.
Allied fighter aircraft were deployed to defend the ships from
attack. A nultilateral forward |ogistic site was enpl oyed to
support the operation. From 22 Novenber 1992 to 18 June 1996,
74,192 ships were chall enged, 5,951 were boarded and i nspected,
and 1,480 were diverted and inspected in port. After the UN
Security Council strengthened the enbargo agai nst Serbia and
Monet enego in April 1993, “no ship was able to break the enbargo”
and six ships were caught while attenpting to do so.“®

From NATO s perspective, SHARP GUARD constituted a nunber of
“firsts” which argue well for the future of nultinational naval
cooperation. These included: the use of the STANAVFORLANT and
STANAVFORMED as | mredi ate Reaction Forces in a crisis; placing
t he STANAVFORLANT under SACEUR, the willingness of France to
pl ace its forces under SACEUR;, WEU NATO conbi ned operations, NATO
acting in support of the UN, and nuch val uabl e trai ni ng
experience. Mre inportantly, this use of sea power was viewed as
contributing to the eventual success of the diplomatic efforts to
end the conflict in Yugoslavia.

Apart from SHARP GUARD, allied naval forces in the Southern
Regi on al so participated in other aspects of NATO s support for
the UN Protection Forces in Yugoslavia (UNPROFOR). In particular,
French and Anerican carrier based aircraft were enployed in
oper ati ons DENY FLI GHT and DELI BERATE FORCE. The forner, which
began in April 1993, was tasked with enforcing the no-fly zone in
Bosni a- Her zegovi na, providing close air support protection for UN
troops and certain UN-decl ared safe areas. DELI BERATE FORCE
whi ch began in Septenber 1995, involved an intensive application
of airpower principally against Bosnian Serb targets al so
i ncl uded the | aunchi ng of Tommahawk Lant Attack M ssiles (T-LAM)
agai nst Bosnian Serb air defence assets fromthe USS Normandy. *°
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DELI BERATE FORCE, conbined with the Croatian victories on
the ground gave weight to the dinton admnnistration’s efforts
and eventual ly brought the Serbs to the table and paved the way
for the Dayton Accords. However, it was al ways cl ear that any
major allied effort, whether for UN peacekeeping or peace
enforcenent, would have to be primarily a | and operati on backed
up by sea and air forces. This was evident in | FOR operations and
the foll owon SFOR where the maritime conponent, though
inmportant, is small relative to the ground and air forces.>°

Supporting | FOR were ships from several nations, forned into
task forces and which were available or could have been call ed
upon. O her naval forces in the Mediterranean were al so
avai l abl e. Wen | FOR began the naval forces continued to enforce
the UN enbargo until it was finally lifted. There were two
maritime commanders. COVAVSQUTH, had operational command of nava
units which were tasked with keeping the Adriatic SLOC open for
the reinforcenents and resupply of IFOR forces ashore. In
addi tion, the Conmander Allied Striking Forces Southern Europe,

( COMSTRI KEFORSQUTH), who is al so Commander of the USN s Sixth
Fl eet, was ready with power projection forces which renmained
avail abl e to support IFOR “as needed, particularly in the event
of non-conpliance” with the peace agreenent. These incl uded
carrier-based aviation and anphi bi ous forces. >

For SFOR s naval conponent there are ships and aircraft from
several nations forned into a Task Force, again under the
operational conmand of COWNAVSOUTH. The force is normally
conposed of three frigates and seven m nesweepers from G eece,
Italy, and Turkey, as well as the STANAVFORMED. As with | FOR
SFOR cag al so count on COVMSTRI KEFORSOUTH for air and anphi bi ous
forces.

Throughout the Alliance, naval exercises have included
training for peace support operations. This is particularly the
case with regard to PfP countries. One exanple is the COOPERATI VE
PARTNER series, which saw the | argest NATO naval forces ever
assenbled in the Black Sea. It involved Romani a, Bulgaria and
Ukraine, as well as units from France, G eece, the Netherl ands,
Spain, Turkey and the United States. In one of the exercises the
scenario involved internal troubles that required the rescue of
allied citizens in a secure evacuation where the evacuati on was
bei ng bl ocked by another country.®® Although not formally a NATO
operation, ALBA, the UN authorized, Italian-led mssion to
Al bania, involves allied and PfP forces undertaking activities,
including maritinme tasks, simlar to those practised in recent
exercises in the region.>

Canada’ s recent MARCOT (Maritinme Coordi nated Operations
Trai ning) series of exercises is based upon scenarios witten by
t he Pearson Peacekeeping Training Centre and sinulates a UN
peacekeeping mssion to an area of donestic unrest where both
peacekeepi ng and humani tari an assi stance is needed. It involves
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the |l anding of forces fromthe sea and the need to provide
coastal patrols. Several allied countries, including the United
States, have participated with support fromthe NATO AWAC
force.® Another Canadian contribution to nultilateral maritine
support of peacekeeping m ssions has been the training of
officers froma variety of countries at the Pearson Centre.

In calling upon the Alliance, the UN has had at its di sposal
multinational maritinme forces |ong accustoned to operating
together. This is preferable to an ad hoc coalition. For NATO
peace support operations are viewed in a joint context, that is
they will involve land, air, as well as naval forces. It is for
this reason that the CITF concept is especially applicable to
this task. And this is howit nust be because, overwhel m ngly,
the kinds of ethnic and national instabilities against which NATO
has shown an interest and where force m ght be needed, "are
sinply not maritime venues."®® Sea power al one cannot secure or
mai ntai n the peace. This is especially true where the conflicts
are over specific territories and where conbatants may not depend
heavily on sea-borne supply. Wat it can do, and what it has done
in Yugoslavia, is sinply to nmake use of the sea for the purposes
of projecting force ashore in order to achieve United Nations
objectives. In the final analysis forces nust go ashore to secure
and mai ntain the peace. Unless NATO is prepared to bring force to
bear "fromthe sea,"” the inpact of naval -only peace operations
may be limted.

This was the case regarding Operati on SHARP GUARD. As noted
above, this operation is regarded by the Alliance as nodel for
future allied naval collaboration in peace support operations. It
di d have an inpact on econonmic conditions in parts of the fornmer
Yugosl avia. At the sane tine, it is not evident that the enbargo
had any serious inpact on the level of fighting, especially given
the Croatian offensive during the sumrer of 1995 and the failure
of NATO and the UN to provide protection to a nunber of "safe
havens” until nore forceful neasures were adopted. Both | FOR and
SFOR were primarily | and operations.

VI. The USN and the NATO Maritinme Alli ance.

The enhancenent of NATO s nmaritine nultilateralismis due in
no small part to the fact that the USN has continued to be a
“transoceani ¢’ navy postured to support Anerican gl obal
interests. More inportant is the fact that the nation whose Navy
now rul es the waves |i ke no other before has been prepared to
enpl oy that vast sea power in further collaborative efforts. To
the extent that the |eadership of post-Cold War USN fosters
maritime multilateralismin order to pronbte Anerican interests
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and val ues, they are very nuch the heirs of Richard Col bert.
At the sane time, the USN s approach to cooperation at sea is
al so reflective of the nore narrow sphere of American vita
interests, inposed by foreign and donestic considerations.

The mlitary capability to act, especially in a nmultilateral
capacity, remains and has been denonstrated repeatedly since the
end of the Cold War fromthe Gulf War to a series of
interventions in various peace support operations. The Cinton
admnistration is still holding to the ideas in the 1993 Bottom
Up Review, which held that the US had to be prepared to fight and
W n two major regional wars sinultaneously. The two conti ngencies
cited nost often are conflicts in the Persian Gulf against Iran
or Iragq and one agai nst North Korea.

Wth the withdrawal of |arge nunbers of American forces from
overseas bases, all branches of the US mlitary have been shifted
from"forward to defence" to "forward presence" and power
projection, the ability to dispatch forces, and if necessary
intervene mlitarily, with forces based in the US. This includes
the US Navy, with its new naval strategy focus having shifted
fromthe high seas to bringing force to bear ashore "fromthe
sea." Even the US Air Force now clains that it is especially well
suited to sustain a "gl obal presence,” not only with forces that
can be quickly deployed, but with the "virtual advantage obtai ned
with space forces and information-based capabilities.">’

Since the bulk of the fighting falls upon the US Arny, it
has reoriented itself away fromthe Central European battle field
to intervention scenarios. It even succeeded in overcom ng US
Mari ne objections and obtai ned Congressi onal approval for the
depl oynent of an arny heavy brigade afloat with nore than 4, 200
tracked and wheel ed vehicles, able to carry out "sustained |and
conbat"” beyond the | anding area. The dom nant thene in US
mlitary strategy is jointness.?®®

Thi s approach to sea power lends itself to maritine
multilateralism as the USNwll be primarily focused on bringing
power to bear on the littoral where the US will usually be
intervening in regional disputes on behalf of states,
governnments, or peoples ashore and in circunstances where
cooperation with regional or other outside actors may be
desirable. This is fully consistent with the national mlitary
strategy which notes that “Qur arnmed forces will nost often fight
in concert with regional allies and friends as coalitions can
deci sively increase conbat power and lead to a nore rapid and
favourabl e outcone to the conflict.”>

But it should be understood that for the US maritine
multilateralismis a policy option, not a practical necessity. As
Hirschfeld notes: "For now, there is virtually no m ssion that
the US Navy could not performby itself."® One of the key
advant ages whi ch sea power affords the United States is the
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capacity to act unilaterally; "...the sea is the best avenue for
US strategic nobility; and Naval Forces are not subject to the
political whins of foreign governnents."® Despite this ability
to conduct naval operations unilaterally, the US has chosen to
enpl oy its unchall enged sea power in coalition and cooperative
efforts when it has been in the US interest to do so. This has
made a good deal of maritinme nultilateralismpossible in the
post - Col d war era.

It has been considered to be particularly in the Anerican
interest to sustain and expand NATO s | ong-standing tradition of
mul til ateral naval cooperation as well as the maritinme aspects of
Pf P program This was evident in the 24th annual US-invitational
maritime exercise, BALTOPS 96 which invol ved forces from 14
countries under the operational conmand of the Conmander-i n-

Chi ef, US Naval Forces, Europe. The Commander of the USN s
Carrier Goup Two was the officer conducting the exercise and the
officer in tactical command. As with the forthcom ng STRONG
RESCLVE 98, this exercise had a NATO only conponent and one that
i ncluded PfP countries such as Sweden, Pol and, Finland and

Li t huani a. The NATO phase was neant to test “the participants
operating in a nultithreat littoral environnent and eval uate
their tactical flexibility.” In the PfP phase a range of
potential activities were exercised, including mne counter-
measures and the use of ship-borne helicopters. Particul ar
enphasis was al so placed on inproving the ability of USN, other
NATO and PfP ships to operate together, particularly in the area
of conmuni cati ons. °3

This is not to argue that all maritime nultilateralismis
dependent upon the participation of the USN. Snall, regional
navi es can devel op patterns of coll aboration. Indeed, one of the
goals of the USN s pronotion of nultilateral exercises is to
enhance the ability of countries to work together on their own as
a neans of pronoting regional stability. As noted above, in the
Bl ack and Baltic seas, other NATO countries and PfP partners have
been conducting joint exercises wthout USN participation.
Simlar efforts are being made to foster closer cooperation in
Sout heast Asia, where the KADUKU Il exercise in March 1995
brought together units from Australia, New Zeal and, | ndonesi a,

Si ngapore, and Thailand. To the extent that regional navies of
countries friendly to the US devel op cl oser working
relationships, it will, if the need arises, make them better
suited to join in larger coalition efforts with the USN.®® The
degree to which the effectiveness of joint naval operations
requires American support wll vary with the nature of the
undertaki ng. For exanple, traditional peacekeeping, where a
framewor k of consensus and consent exists and where no hostile
action is expected, may be carried out entirely by the |ess
sophisticated and nore lightly arnmed maritinme forces of smaller
power s.
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As Janmes Tritten argues, the USN should use its position as
the "inspirational |eader of the navies of the world with the
devel opment of nultinational doctrine"” to inprove ties with
smal | er and nedi um si ze navies. Smaller navies can be especially
useful in the nonitoring of enbargoes. In this regard, the |ong-
standing rel ationship between the USN and the United States Coast
Guard (USCG, which has experience in the tasks perfornmed by
smal | er navies, should be used "to formthe basis of how the US
Navy m ght approach medi um si ze power-navies from ot her nations”
and assist in the fornulation of nmultilateral naval doctrine®.
| ndeed, in BALTOPS 96, the USCG assigned a ship for the first
tinme. The “high endurance Cutter Gallatin denonstrated coast al
patrol capabilities, sanction enforcenment by visit-board-search-
and-sei zure procedures, environmental disaster response and
cont ai nment of environmental hazards.”®®

As the level of hostility increases, and the maritine
m ssions |ikew se escalate fromnonitoring to threatening action
t owar ds peace enforcenent and intervention, then, as Eric Gove
notes, "the roles of maritine forces...are identical to the
normal conbatant roles of navies as outlined in...Fromthe Sea.®®
For these coalition actions, and i ndeed even for nore restrained
applications of sea power, participation by the USN seens
essential. Only the United States can bring to bear the extended
surface and sub-surfaces forces, carrier based air power and
anphi bi ous capabilities that m ght be necessary to secure the
seas and project power ashore. Further, only the USN can cal
upon the vast Command, Control, Comrunications, Conputer,
Intelligence and Information C412 networks that have becone the
"foundation of stone" of nodern naval warfare at the strategic,
operational, and tactical level. "Any mgjor international
enforcement effort will probably have to rely" on US (412 assets,
"even if nost of the participating forces fly other flags."®

At the sane tinme, other allied navies, in particular those
of the NATO countries, can nake a contribution to a coalition
enforcement effort. Indeed, as evident in the Gulf War and nore
recently in the Adriatic, the ability of the USN to take
advantage of maritinme multilateralismis enhanced by the fact
that naval forces frommany countries can "fit together" in
conbined task forces with "relatively little difficultly." Mbst
nodern navi es include ASW anti-surface warfare (ASuW and anti -
air capabilities. The US and its allies "now have the benefit of
gl obal intelligence and data distribution systemthat can
transmt a detailed intelligence picture to a work station in the
operations room of warshi ps depl oyed anywhere in the world."

In the tradition of Admral Colbert, the US has gone to
great lengths to foster an unprecedented capability for other
nations' navies to operate with the USN. In a certain sense it is
not so nuch that the international community relies upon the USN
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to sustain maritine nultilateralism but rather that maritine
multilateralismis often the result of the deliberate policy of
the United States to use its sea power in coalition settings in
order to further its own interests. The distinction is inportant
because what is offered so enthusiastically in sone

ci rcunst ances, making col |l aboration at sea work so well, can be
withheld in others, thereby making it inpossible.

The United States obtains several advantages frommaritine
mul tilateralism some of which are inherent in the very nature of
sea power with its intrinsic flexibility. First, in day-to-day
peacetine conditions, it allows the US to maintain and cultivate
security relations with the grow ng nunber of nations who are now
interested, for political and technical reasons, in exercising
with the USN. Not only does such cooperation provide
"opportunities to influence the future devel opnent of other
navies," but it affords a nmeans to sustain contact w thout the
political conplications associated with land and air
col | aboration. Mdreover, with the wi thdrawal of Anerican forces
fromaround the world, a w de-ranging program of bilateral and
mul til ateral naval exercises allows for a certain "continuity of
forward presence"” that could be useful in the event of regional
crisis. It also mght "foster the relationships that nmake it
easier both to request assistance ashore and to grant such
assi st ance. "8

A second advantage of maritinme nultilateralismis evident in

i nstances where Washi ngton wi shes to be involved in a particular
cooperative effort, yet at the sane tine wishes to maintain a
certain distance and i ndependence of action. This was the case
regardi ng the NATO WEU operati on SHARP GUARD. The USN
participated in this activity although Washington's policies with
regard to the conflict and the efforts of the UN Protection Force
di verged fromthose of the UN and its NATO allies contributing
ground forces to the operation.

Third, when the US decides to take a nore active role by
intervening with significant forces, then maritine
multilateralism in addition to providing useful assets, also
enhances the legitinmacy of the operation abroad and at hone.
Wthin the international community, naval contributions are often
the easiest way to nmultilateralize what woul d ot herwi se be an
Anmerican only, or American, British, and French, or NATO only
operation. It is notewrthy that of the 36 nations participating
in the Gulf War coalition, nine states contributed only naval
vessels and aircraft, while only seven depl oyed ground forces
"actual |y engaged in conmbat."® Simlarly, several states were
persuaded to participate in the Haitian enbargo.

This maritinme multilateralism which enhances the
"appearance of broad support,” also serves a donestic
legitimating function nmaking it easier for the President to
secure Congressional and public support. In the present
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international security environnment where vital interests are
often not at stake in regional crises, the Anerican people and
the Congress are wary of foreign intervention. Thus, "acting
alone will be increasingly difficult."’® Domestic support is
easier to secure when the adm nistration can show that other
nations are al so contributing.

Each of these advantages has allowed maritinme
multilateralismto serve USinterests in the post-Cold War era
and this has especially been the case in the NATO context, in
particular when it conmes to peace support operations. In recent
years Anmerican support for UN commanded m ssions has waned,
particularly after the experience in Sonalia. However,

Washi ngt on has been willing to have NATO undertake peace support
m ssions. Indeed, it has pronoted greater participation of PfP
countries in these activities.

At the sane tinme, because the main notivating considerations
are political, there may be limts in the future to the
desirability and applicability of maritime nmultilateralism even
in the NATO cont ext.

Wil e frequent joint naval exercises allow Washington to
mai ntain security links with a variety of old and new alli es,
they do not bind Washington to firmsecurity commtnents in a way
that forward based |and and air forces once did. To this extent,

t he expansi on of naval contacts can be viewed as consistent with
the contraction, rather than expansion, of Anmerican vital
interests. More nations may wi sh to obtain the benefits of closer
contact with the USN, but w thout a global threat the inperative
on the Anerican side to make those benefits avail abl e has

di m ni shed.

I n addition, although American involvenent in maritinme
mul til ateralismhas been evident in many coalition efforts in the
post-Cold War era, including in support of UN peacekeeping, its
i npact has been limted by the nature of conflicts in which it
has been enpl oyed. Unless Washington is actually prepared to cone
“fromthe sea,” that is to send in ground forces, USN support for
maritime nultilateralismmy be not be enough to achieve
i nternational objectives.

Mor eover, the case of SHARP GUARD hi ghlights how USN
participation in even the nost advanced nmaritine nultilateralism
is circunscribed by US interests that may diverge fromthose of
ot her contributing counties. In late 1994 the Cinton
adm ni stration, acting in response to Congressional pressure,
ended the participation of the USN in certain parts of the arns
enbar go agai nst the Bosni an governnent. Thus, while Anerican
Admral W Leighton Smth Jr., acting in his NATO capacity as
CI NCSQUTH, continued to "oversee the enbargo” he was not able to
direct Anerican ships to enforce the ban. Further, if he received
American intelligence about weapons shipnments he was not able to
act upon that information." ™ Wiile these restrictions did not
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seriously hanper the allied effort, they did highlight the
political divisions behind those efforts.

There was al so anot her di nmension to the SHARP GUARD
experience. Wile the conbined NATO VWEU fl eets were enforcing the
arns enbargo, the dinton adm nistration knew about |ranian arns
shi pnments of weapons to the Bosnia governnment forces and deci ded
to do nothing about. At the sanme tine it was fighting
Congressional efforts to lift the enbargo.’® These weapons, which
were eventually used to | aunch the offensives in the sumrer of
1995, paved the way for the Dayton Accords but in the process
ended UNPROFOR s activities. The point is not whether the Cinton
admnistration acted in bad faith, it clearly had reasons both to
sustain allied cooperation and covertly armthe Muslinms. This
approach turned out to be essential in achieving the battlefield
conditions which allowed Washington to broker a settlenent. This
sinply showed that nmultilateral naval cooperation, being
essentially a political undertaking, can be mani pul ated to serve
the interests of the larger coalition partner.

Finally, the Bosnia experience points to the doubl e-edged
nature of maritine nultilateralismas a political legitimtizing
tool for the United States. Naval cooperation can enhance the
acceptability of USintervention in the eyes of the international
community. This "appearance" of broad support is inportant if the
admnistration is to secure the backing of the American peopl e,
and especially of Congress. However, to be fully legitimate in
the donestic context, nmultilateralismnust also nean the
acceptance by contributing nations of US command in the field (or
at sea) and policy objectives at the negotiating table. This why
President dinton was prepared to offer only limted support to
UNPROFOR, and even adopt policies that undercut the UN, yet al
but staked the future of his admnistration on the success of
| FOR

It is not that Arerican interests are necessarily at odds
with those of contributing counties - all may w sh victory over
an aggressor, or a settlenent to a regional dispute, or the
provision of humanitarian relief. It is really a question of
whi ch nations' approach to achieving these ends will prevail. In
other words, it is Washington's view of how the shared political
obj ectives are to be achieved which often determ nes the
ef fectiveness of any maritinme nultilateralismin which the USN
takes part or even if it takes places at all.

Dependence upon Anerican naval power, conbined with anxiety
that Anerica m ght choose to use that power unilaterally, or not
at all when US vital interests and val ues are not chall enged,
| eads allies old and new to accept US conditions as the price for
maritime nultilateralismin the post-Cold War era. Yet, given the

alternatives and w de-spread benefits that have and can accrue
froma US Navy actively engaged abroad, this new transoceanic
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bargai n seens just as necessary as the one which won the Cold
Nar .

VII. NATO Maritime Miultilateralism the WEU and the European
Def ence ldentity

Despite the acknow edged i nportance of continued Anerican
support for NATOs maritine nultilateralism the shift in allied
naval concerns fromthe need to secure command of the seas for
deterrence and defence to the pronotion of stability in Europe,
has highlighted the maritime aspects of the European Security and
Defence ldentity (ESDI) and the WEU. In 1992, M chael Pocal yko
argued that “the European pillar nmay be energing as the maritine
fulcrumof the Alliance.”” The deploynment of a WEU flotilla to
the Persian Gulf during DESERT SHI ELD/ STORM and the participation
in SHARP GUARD, were viewed as first steps towards a nore
formalized and distinctive European contribution to maritine
security in Europe. As evident in steps being taken in the Baltic
and Bl ack Sea regions, and in operation ALBA in Al bania, NATO and
WEU nenbers along with PfP navies have al so been noving toward
cooperative arrangenents outside the NATO mlitary structures.

In May 1995 the WEU created a “provisional” naval task
force, European Maritinme Force( EUROVARFOR) “to be enpl oyed
primarily in the Mediterranean. Naval units from France, Italy,
Portugal, and Spain were to be part of this force with the United
Ki ngdom expressing “sone interest.” As with the conbi ned arny
corps, European Force (EUROFOR)is to be tasked to conduct
“humani t ari an assi stance, search and rescue, peacekeepi ng and
crisis management including peacemaking.”’ It is to be enpl oyed
under either WEU or NATO conmmand: As described by Vego,

EUROMARFOR wi | | be a non-permanent, nultinational,
maritime task force capable of acting on its own or
together wth EUROFOR. Its conposition and organi zation
wi |l depend on the m ssion to be acconplished. A

typi cal conposition mght be an aircraft carrier with
four to six escorts, a landing force, and a supply
shi p. Command of EUROVARFOR will rotate anbng seni or
officers on the scene.”™

It still remains unclear what the eventual mlitary
organi zation for the ESDI and its relationship the European
Community’s Comron Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the WEU
will be. An inportant aspect of these devel opnents is the success
of the CJTF concept. A recent study done at the NATO Staff
Col | ege noted, under CIJTF the Alliance’s “collective assets”
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could be made available to operations |led by the WEU. This
“offers the advantage of maintaining a single nmultipurpose system
and gives concrete formto the notion of separable but not

separate forces.” In this way the ESDI “will find its natural
pl ace at the heart of the Alliance” and avoid “the creation of a
second mlitary structure.” In future operations, the EU woul d

“issue mandates to the WEU which, in turn, would execute themin
col | aboration with NATO ” “® Decisions taken at NATO M nisteria
meeti ngs over the | ast several years have directed the mlitary
staffs to refine the CITF concept, with particul ar enphasis on
the WEU and the ESDI. At the 12 June 1997 neeting of Defence
Mnisters, it was recomended that “as soon as practicable in a
future exercise a CJTF should be led by WEU calling on Alliance
assets and capabilities and enpl oyi ng European conmand
arrangenents.”’’

Maritinme forces are an essential conponent of the CITF
concept given their inherent flexibility and nobility. In fact
they are uniquely suited to support the policy given that they
are the nost “separable” of the Alliance’ s collective mlitary
assets. The CITF to be forned as part of exercise STRONG RESOLVE
98, will be conmmanded by the Commander of the Striking Fleet
Atl antic and the headquarters for CJTFs wll likely be afloat if
they are commtted to out of area peace support operations.

Apart from major CITF depl oynents under the WEU, there is an
argunment that can be nade for greater maritinme nultilateralism
anongst the European Allies on a continuing, day-to-day basis to
meet non-mlitary or low threat situations. As Johan Hol st
poi nted out several years ago:

In relation to limted contingencies in territorial

wat ers and excl usive econom ¢ zones, European navies
may have conparative advantages in terns of proximty
and political profile. Such contingencies could involve
protection of fisheries and off-shore installations.’

While maritine forces appear particularly well suited as
part of a nore structured and formalized ESDI /WEU conponent of
Eur opean security, a case can al so be nmade that the unique
characteristics of naval forces nmake such efforts unnecessary and
somewhat unrealistic. Since the end of the Cold War there has
been a marked enhancenent of maritime nultilateralisminvol ving
t he NATO countries along with PfP partners and others. These have
been ad hoc arrangenents where “those nations able and willing to
make mlitary contributions to a particular operation” have “cone
toget her” under national or Allied | eadership “using the conmon
procedures and command i nfrastructure devel oped over decades by
NATO.”"® In the Gulf War, the United States supplied the
| eadership -- while in SHARP GUARD, | FOR and SFOR, it was NATO s
Sout hern Command. The addition of another command arrangenent, or
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the “non-permanent” EUROVARFOR, woul d not seemto appreciably
augnent the ease with which the allied navies have been able to
devel op and carry out cooperative ventures at sea when nati onal
governnments wi sh to do so. This is particularly the case since as
the statenment on British maritinme doctrine stresses, “NATO
remai ns the enduring bedrock of any security architecture in

Eur ope. " &

Moreover, WEU initiatives mght well conplicate NATO s and
the USN's efforts to expand maritine contacts and col | aborati on
with the PfP partners. The objective of these efforts to enhance
the ability of the PfP nations to operate together and with NATO
as a whole. Inthis regard Richard Sharpe has pointed out that
the 1995 WEU proposal to forma permanent Baltic naval force
included the three Baltic States, but not Sweden or Finland. It
was a proposal which al so upset Mbscow. 3 Another form
structure could add an elenment of rigidity to the benefits that
can be obtained frommaritime nultilateralismwhich relies upon a
| arge nmeasure of flexibility. This is not to argue that specific
| ocal collaboration should be di scouraged, but rather that such
[imted arrangenents can be accommodated within the overal
maritime multilateralismthat has, and continues to, devel op
anongst all the NATO and PfP countries.

For the United States, the ESDI/WEU and CJTF proposal s have
sone attraction since it could foster a nore equitable, in
Washi ngton’ s view, burden sharing for European security and peace
support operations out of area. At the sane tine, froma maritine
perspective, it is difficult to imagi ne any maj or undert aking
related to European security or where NATO played a major role,
that did not include significant USN forces and therefore
Anerican | eadership. As has been nade clear in recent years with
regard to UN efforts, the US Congress does not regard Anerican
mlitary assets as “separable” fromthe authority of the
Presi dent as Conmander-in-Chief. For operations undertaken as
part of NATO, this does not present a problem since SACEUR
SACLANT, and CI NCSOUTH are US officers. However, for m ssions
that coul d be undertaken by the WEU whi ch would rely upon
significant NATO maritine assets, issues surrounding Arerican
support renmai n unresol ved.
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VI11.Canada and NATO Maritime Multilateralism

If the future of NATO maritinme nultil aterali sm depends upon
the USN, it can be argued that to a |large degree the future of
t he Canadi an Navy’'s place in the Alliance may well depend upon
the continued rel evance of NATO maritine nultilateralism |ndeed,
in light of recent trends in Canadi an defence policy, continued
participation in the maritinme dinmension of the Aliance could
wel | beconme Otawa’ s strongest |link to European security.

Thr oughout the Cold War, Canadi an national security policy
rested upon four broad roles: support for NATO collaboration
with the USin the defence of North Anmerica, especially through
the North Anerican Aerospace Defence Comrand (NORAD); nati onal
tasks such as sovereignty protection; and peacekeeping. Wile in
t he past Canadi an governnents have often stressed the
peacekeepi ng and national sovereignty roles, the posture and
weapons procurenent decisions of the Canadi an forces have been
primarily driven by NATO and NORAD

During the Cold War, Canada’s place in the A liance had
al ways been sonewhat unique, “unlike the European countries it was
not directly threatened; unlike the United States, it could not
be decisive in the comon defence.”® In formal terms, North
America was part of NATO territory. There is a Canada-US Regi ona
Pl anni ng Group (CUSRPG which reports to the Mlitary Commttee.
But inreality, North American defence was a strictly bilatera
matter. It was managed through the Canada- US Per manent Joi nt
Board on Defence (PJBD), the MIlitary Cooperation Commttee
(McC), and above all NORAD. The Alliance’s Atlantic Command was
the only MNC headquartered in North America and although its
wartime roles and mssions were primarily directed toward Europe,
its peacetinme functions were neshed with those of the USN in the
Western Atlantic and therefore formed the basis for bilateral
Canada-US maritine cooperation. This focused on the need to
mai ntai n surveill ance agai nst Sovi et submari nes.

O tawa acknow edged the need to neet the Soviet threat
collectively, and therefore the priority attached to NATO and
NCRAD. These organi zations al so af forded Canada an opportunity to
participate in global strategic affairs in a manner that its
relative mlitary power and non-European status m ght not
ot herwi se have all owed. Though useful and of high calibre, there
was always a | arge degree of synbolismattached to Canada’s
mlitary contributions to collective defence. The end of the Cold
War presented Otawa with a profound challenge in formul ating a
new defence policy since even indirectly, it appeared that Canada
faced no inmmedi ate threat and | ess val ue seened to be attached to
the political symbolismof mlitary contributions. Stability in
Eur ope renai ned a concern and Canada wanted to remain
diplomatically active. Nevertheless, the new relationship with
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Eur ope was now of a different nature than it had been in the
past .

A January 1995 governnent statenent by Otawa enphasized
that "direct threats to Canada's territory are di m nished" and
that future challenges to Canadi an security are increasingly
likely to be of a nonmlitary nature, that is: economc,
envi ronment al and denogr aphic.® Drastic cuts have been nade to
t he Canadi an forces. By the end of the decade the regular force
will drop to 60, 000.

Wth the end of the Soviet threat, direct aerospace and
maritime threat to North America has declined. This has not,
however, neant a dismantling of strictly bilateral Canada-US
defence efforts. The need to provide continual surveillance and
warning of mssiles and aircraft remains. Thus, while scaling
back on the scope of its operations, the two countries renewed
t he NORAD agreenent in 1996. D scussions are al so underway on the
possibility of NORAD playing a greater role in future TVD
devel opnent s. &

As to the maritime defence of North America while the
submarine threat has di m ni shed, Russian Akul a-cl ass submari nes
have been detected patrolling in North Anerican waters. In My
and June of 1995 they conducted exercises near Kings Bay Ceorgia,
t he East Coast SSBN base for the USN. According to the USN Ofice
of Naval Intelligence, this “was the first deploynent by a
Russi an submarine near the US East Coast since 1987.” Later in
1995, an Akul a was operating near the Bangor, Washi ngton SSBN
base where “Russian SSNs have not been seen in recent years.”®
For over 40 years Canada has been a participant with the United
States in the Integrated Undersea Surveillance System (I USS)
whi ch had several facilities including at the USN base in
Argentia, Newfoundl and. Wen the US cl osed the Argentia base
because of budget cuts, Canada decided it would build a new
facility to process and display information fromthe IUSS. In My
1995, Trinity, the Canadi an Forces Integrated Undersea
Surveill ance System Centre was opened in Halifax. Commanded by a
Canadi an officer wwth a staff of about 140, 30 of whom are
menbers of the USN, Trinity is “a unit of Canadian Maritinme
Forces, Atlantic but falls under the control of the US Navy’'s
commander, undersea surveillance,” at Norfol k.

Wth regard to Canada's role in NATO, the Cold War was
scarcely over when the Canadi an gover nnent announced in 1991 that
the country's two mlitary bases in Europe, both |ocated in
CGermany, woul d be closed and that the Canadian mlitary presence
in Europe would be reduced to a token force of 1,100 -- to be
stationed at a British or US base. A year later, Otawa abandoned
even this political synbolism Canada's two fighter squadrons and
arnoured brigade group woul d be brought hone.

Nevert hel ess, the 1994 Defence Wite Paper states that
Canada will maintain "nulti-purpose, conbat capable armed forces
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able to neet the challenges to Canada's security both at hone and
abroad."® It will continue to supply naval forces to the
alliance, crews for the NATO Airborne Warning and Contro
aircraft and individual personnel for various allied staff
positions. Further, it will retain in Canada air and ground
forces which could be sent to Europe as part of NATGs | mmedi ate
Reaction Forces. Despite overall force reductions, sone 3,000
personnel will be added to the land forces. In the event of a
maj or overseas contingency, Qtawa would be prepared to send
| and, sea, and air forces sinultaneously and "this could
concei vably involve in the order of 10,000 military personnel."8®

However, this reconfiguration entails an even greater
reduction in Canada’s comm tnent to European defence in the event
of a major crisis than many realized. The White Paper does not
earmark these potential expeditionary forces for NATO al one.
Rather it states that they will be available for contributions to
international security in general "within a UN framework, through
NATO, or in coalitions of |ike-mnded countries.” As the Wite
Paper acknowl edges, a major crisis in Europe mght find the very
har d- pressed and under manned Canadi an | and forces depl oyed
el sewhere requiring difficult and protracted redepl oyments. ®°

At the sane tinme, it can be argued that in the post-Cold War
era Otawa has done nore than its share in responding to Europe’s
current security needs. A long-time contributor to UN
peacekeepi ng m ssions, and still preferring that the UN be the
maj or sponsoring agency for such m ssions, NATO s involvenent in
peace support m ssions has nonet hel ess provi ded Canada with the
opportunity to nmesh its commtnent to peacekeeping with its
desire to remain actively engaged in NATO s efforts to pronote
stability in Europe. Canada had the third | argest contingent in
UNPROFOR, mmai ntai ned ships in SHARP GUARD and has participated in
both I FOR and SFOR. Moreover, it has been an active participant
in allied exercises and with its own MARCOT series which have
involved allied forces.

As the recently rel eased docunent, Adjusting Course: A Naval
Strategy for Canada® makes clear, one of the prine tasks of the
Navy will be to secure Canadi an sovereignty and maritinme
resources. At tines this has put OQtawa at odds with its NATO
allies. In 1994-95, a dispute arose between Spain and Canada over
codfish and fishing quotas off the east coast. At one point, the
Navy dispatched a frigate and a destroyer to back-up the Canadi an
Coast Guard in challenging a Spanish trawl er which was itself
escorted by two small Spani sh patrol boats. Open conflict was
avoided and with British support within the EU, Canada was able
to negotiate a settlenent.

One of the factors that appears to have contributed to the
eventual peaceful resolution of the fishing dispute with Spain
was the famliarity of the Canadi an and Spani sh navies with each
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other as a result of working together in NATO Wile stressing
its role in defendi ng Canadi an sovereignty, even against allies,
t he new naval strategy also nmakes it clear that the Canadi an Navy
must be prepared for nultilateral activity abroad in response to
regi onal contingencies and “in support of the Western community
in the face of a major regional threat or war.”% As with the
Arny, the Canadi an Navy has seen wi de service in support of UN
and NATO peace supporting operations since the end of the Cold
War, with deploynents to the Adriatic and Haiti. In addition,
consistent with the overall thrust in Canadian foreign policy to
expand ties in the Asia-Pacific and Latin Anerican regions, the
Canadi an Navy has nade nore frequent visits to these regions.

Wil e not escaping the budget cuts of the recent years, the
Canadi an Navy has energed the nost unscathed of the three
services and its relatively well prepared to fulfill national and
international roles. It has 16 surface warships, including 12
state-of-the-art new City Cass frigates and is acquiring 12
maritime coastal patrol vessels (MCVD). One of the three support
shi ps, which had been scheduled to be paid off in 1996, will be
retained. Also retained will be the existing force of 18 maritine
| ong-range patrol aircraft. Shortly after its election in 1993,
the Liberal governnment fulfilled a canpaign pronmi se to cancel the
programto acquire 50 new helicopters to replace the existing
fleet, including those carried on the destroyers and frigates.
The governnent is still |ooking for new helicopters. The Navy is
al so pressing the governnent to buy Uphol der submarines fromthe
United Kingdomto replace the three 1960s vi ntage OQberons. One of
t he argunents advanced is that they will enhance Canada’ s ability
to protect its off-shore resources agai nst chall enges fromthe
United States and Spain.® In addition, the Navy has been
| ooking at acquiring a nmultirole support vessel, one capabl e of
transporting troops and equi pnent, making Canada | ess reliant on
allied sealift in peace support operations.

As the Alliance continues to nove toward greater reliance
upon flexible and depl oyabl e forces, including for peace support
m ssi ons out of area, the Canadian Navy may well constitute the
country’s nost inportant military contribution to NATO To be
sure, the small ground forces will be avail able and the existing
fleet of CF-18 fighters are quickly depl oyabl e and have al so
participated in allied exercises including in the Mediterranean.
But al t hough of nmedium stature, the Canadi an Navy has a truly
gl obal depl oynent capability. Myreover, it is a Navy which has
been traditionally geared toward NATO maritime rmultilateral i sm
both as a national policy and in terns of anticipated operations.
One coment ator has described it as “a European navy far from
hone. "% The changes in the post-Cold War international strategic
envi ronment have not fundanentally altered this orientation and
seemto have reinforced it. For exanple, Canadian naval forces
have been nore active in the Mediterranean on behalf of NATO in
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the post-Cold War era than before. For all the increased
participation by the Canadi an Navy in exercises and port visits
in the Latin American and Asi a-Pacific regions, Otawa has no

bi ndi ng security commtnents in these areas the way it still has
to European security.

Finally, with the wi thdrawal of Canadian ground and air
units from Europe and the expected changes to the NATO mlitary
command structure, Atlantic Command will beconme the only NATO MNC
(or Strategic Command) in which Canada has a pernmanent physi cal
presence. In the past, Otawa has resisted the concept of a North
American pillar, fearing that it mght create a transatlantic
rift within the Alliance and as a consequence | eave Canada
isolated in North America as an indistinguishable part of that
pillar. However Washi ngton has not shown any desire to retreat
into a fortress North Anerica, taking Canada with it by default.
Nor is there any indication that the US is seeking to expand
ACLANT' s role to absorb the CUSRPG the MCC, the PJBD or NORAD
into sone conprehensive North Anmerican command.

Atl antic Command has changed from one that was predom nately
naval to one that is nore joint, consistent with the revisions to
United States Atlantic Command and the overall NATO strategic
concept and one whose focus is not North American defence. The
joint character of the command can be viewed as an advant age for
Canada since it is fromNorfol k that any dispatch of Canadi an
forces for NATO whether to Europe or el sewhere is likely to be
coordi nated. Further, any such deploynent will involve a
significant Canadi an naval contri buti on.

It is the case, sone have argued, that the |ack of Canadi an
lift and anphi bi ous capability will hanper Canada’ s participation
in operations in which the US does not participate.® But present
fiscal realities will make even the acquisition of nuch-needed
hel i copters uncertain, |let alone submarines. This is apart from
t he demands of the Arny for heavier equipnent to operate in the
new peacekeepi ng environnment of the 1990s. Moreover, the current
posture of the Navy allows it to performits national and North
American tasks with the sane forces it will use for NATO and
peace support roles. Additional sealift and anphi bi ous
capabilities cannot as easily fulfill multiple roles however much
such a capacity woul d be of benefit.

On a day-to-day basis, Atlantic Command will remain
primarily concerned with the Atlantic OCcean region, a region that
i ncl udes vast Canadi an ocean spaces and the Atlantic approaches
to North Anerica. It is and will continue to be the NATO command
that literally touches Canadi an shores. As the focal point for
much of NATO s maritinme multinationalism it is therefore also a
| ogi cal focal point for Canada’s contribution to NATO
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| X. Concl usi on

As we approach the 21st century, the heirs of Richard
Col bert have achieved a | evel of sophistication and inportance in
mul til ateral naval cooperation that not even he could have
dreanmed of. The core of this maritinme nultinationalismcontinues
to be the North Atlantic Treaty Organi zation. Al of this has
added a neasure of strategic and political stability in an
ot herwi se uncertain and unstable post-Cold War era in Europe. In
maki ng use of the seas in this way, the conmbi ned NATO navi es have
continued to fulfill the fundanental purpose of sea power which
has al ways been to support mlitary and political objectives
ashore. Gven the reduction in allied standing air and | and
forces and the w der geographic scope of NATO s security
concerns, it can be argued that the Alliance’s collective sea
power has assuned relatively greater inportance in the overal
mlitary posture.

In order to foster stability in Europe, NATO has sought at
once to maintain its fundanental collective defence posture while
using its mlitary assets to solidify newlinks with PfP
countries. Maritinme forces have been active in this regard. The
past few years have wi tnessed nunerous nmultil ateral exercises and
arrangenments to pronote cooperation that allow allied and ot her
navies to work together within specific regions and nore broadly
in out of area m ssions. Progress has been nmade in inproving
inter-operability which in certain respects is nore easily
achieved at sea than on land. As Roger Palin has observed, froma
practical point of view nmultinational maritinme operations are
"not generally problematic."

I n various peace support operations, the A liance has been
able to make available to the UN the benefits of its |ong-
standing ability to operate together at sea. It has been the case
t hat contenporary peacekeepi ng has remai ned fundanentally a
matter for land forces. Nevertheless, the allied navies have
pl ayed a role in supporting the exercise of power ashore. To the
extent that future NATO peace support m ssions may necessitate
maki ng use of the sea, especially as envisioned under the CJITF
concept, then the nature and scope of current exercises such as
STRONG RESOLVE 98 woul d seemto enhance NATO s role in this
activity.

An essential conponent of NATO s new maritinme
mul til ateralismhas been the approach of the USN. Through a range
of bilateral and nmultilateral initiatives the USN has renmai ned
commtted to collective security and defence at sea. Wth the
wi t hdrawal of |arge nunbers of US troops from Europe, the
i nvol venent of the USN in maritinme nultilateralismin European
waters, including the Baltic and the Bl ack Sea, has served to
reinforce transatlantic ties.



Efforts, particularly within Europe, to pronote arrangenents
at sea which conpl enent those of NATO and the USN shoul d not
di m ni sh the benefits of maritinme nultilateralism Wrking
together wwth PfP nations, there is a local role for greater
col |l aboration in dealing with a range of m ssions. However, it
remai ns to be seen whet her neasures taken within the WEU to
create a European Defence and Security ldentity, including a
naval conponent, can appreciably enhance what is already taking
place. It will be inportant to not constrain the inherent
flexibility of naval forces with politically appealing, but
operationally awkward, new naval nultilateralism The existing
structure should also reinforce Canadian ties to NATO G ven that
multilateral maritinme forces remain essential conponents of the
new NATO, enhancing the relative inportance of Atlantic Comrand,
a solid basis exists for the continued invol venrent of Canada in
Eur opean security affairs.

If the pattern of NATO multilateral maritinme cooperation has
reveal ed the potential of sea power to enhance stability in
Europe, it has al so shown sonmething of its limtations.
Ironically, these limts also have to do with the inherent
flexibility of sea power. Naval cooperation is |ess problematic
inits inplenentation but does not carry with it the sanme
political significance as collaboration on land. It is much
easier to arrange for nultilateral maritinme exercises than to
overcone fundanental political disagreenents about the future of
the Alliance and the best neans to secure stability in Europe.
The EUROVARFOR “or a WEU-l ed CJTF can be successful in the
absence of a common foreign and security policy on the part of
t he” European Union.® The PfP countries who are now anxious to
establish links with the NATO navi es have their own, sonetines
conflicting, security and foreign policy agendas that are not
automatically reconciled by a grow ng nenbership in the
"fraternity of the blue uniform?”

The limtations of maritime nultilateralismare nost evident
in NATO s response to regional conflicts and its role in peace
support operations. This was clearly the case in the forner
Yugosl avia. Here, despite being able to command the sea and the
ease with which nultilateral naval forces operated together
maritime forces had a mnimal inpact in managing the crisis and
m nim zing the scale of death and destruction. Mritine forces
can be essential in noving forces to the scene of unrest and in
projecting those forces ashore but ultimately it will be the | and
forces who secure and maintain the peace. The danger is that it
may be easier to find countries willing to participate in the
maritime conponents of peace support operations than in noving
fromthe sea to the shore. The CITF concept may only work if it
is both conmbined and joint, that is if participating nations are
prepared to commt their air and | and forces and not just hover
of f shore.
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Yet these limtations are nothing new to an understandi ng of
sea power, especially in the NATO context. Their recognition only
reinforces the need to nesh initiatives taken with regard to
maritime nultilateralismwith the vast array of other mlitary
and political efforts underway to create a new security
architecture in Europe. The strategic and political stability
t hat NATO seeks to establish in Europe will not be found at sea.
But the collaboration and confi dence now being fostered at sea by
the allied navies is the nost inportant use that could be nmade of
the sea as the Alliance prepares to mark its first half century.
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