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Preface

The American Studies Program of the Institute for
Security and International Studies (ASP/ISIS) at Chulalongkorn
University seeks to broaden knowledge of the United States
among Thai audiences. As part of our program, we sponsor
Working Papers on American government and society, especially
as they interact with South East Asia.

We are especially happy to support this paper, The
Preponderance of Geography by Evan Laksmana of CSIS
Jakarta. Mr. Laksmana examines the increasingly central role
played by the military in the development and management of
U.S. foreign policy. Specifically, he examines the role of the
U.S. Pacific Command (PACOM)) which covers fully half of the

globe from the U.S. west coast (o the castern coast of Africa. Mr.

Laksmana finds that PACOM’s orchestration of activities over
this vast area gives it a commanding voice in defining America’s
“grand strategy” for Asia.

This paper details the leading influence of the U.S. Navy
within PACOM, which has traditionally been commanded by an
Admiral. Ever since the pioneering scholarship of Admiral
Alfred Mahan a century ago, U.S. naval strategy has centered on
geography. Mr. Laksmana demonstrates how this geographical
focus has been transferred, though PACOM, to U.S. policy

Admiral. Ever since the pioneering scholarship of Admiral
Alfred Mahan a century ago, U.S. naval strategy has centered on
geography. Mr. Laksmana demonstrates how this geographical
focus has been transferred, though PACOM, to U.S. policy
toward Asia.

In part, the growing military influence in U.S. policy is
also due to a question of resources. The military has personnel
and budgetary resources which far outstrip that of other U.S.
government agencies. This has put the U.S. military in the lead

for such initiatives as relief efforts for the 2004 Asian Tsunami
as well as for U.S. assistance to the Philippines in meeting
insurgencies in its troubled southern provinces.

The preponderance of the military in policy has important
and sometimes troubling consequences. It has notably attracted
the attention of the U.S. Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, who
is pressing for a lesser Defense role in favor of other agencies,
particularly the Department of State. We are grateful to Mr.
Laksmana for highlighting these developments and their
influence on U.S. foreign policy in Asia.

Robert Fitts
Director, ISIS/ASP
November 26, 2009



Introduction: The Preponderance of
Geography Revisiting
American Grand Strategy in Asia

What  drives the grand strategy of  great
powers? Answering this question is crucial not just for the
respective countries which such grand strategies are meant to
serve, but since foreign policy is an inherent component of any
grand strategy,’ the impact of those grand strategies will also
likely be felt by the targeted countries. Furthermore,
understanding the grand strategies of great powers also allows us
to discern insights into broader regional and international
relations that unfold alongside.

- The case of American grand strategy is particularly
relevant here. Not just because of its impact in shaping the
regional environment in the Asia Pacific region, but also because
of its often contradictory puzzles. In a broad sense, even the
nature of U.S. regional engagement is paradoxical. Following the
end of the Cold War, the so-called “age of primacy,” American
military power and its “command of the global commons” have
made it the strongest power in world, and yet, the U.S.

! While T look at grand strategy broadly—as the way a country employs the
Hiduc 1Lt uie >suvugost ‘puwer e Wonl, auu yoL, e ulo.

' While I look at grand strategy broadly—as the way a country employs the
various tools it possesses to achieve its overall goals—I also adopt the
perspective that grand strategy involves the prioritization of foreign policy
goals. In other words, whenever foreign policy officials are faced with the
task of reconciling foreign policy goals with limited resources, under the
prospect of potential armed conflict, they are engaging in grand strategy. See
Colin Dueck, Reluctant Crusaders: Power, Culture, and Change in American
Grand Strategy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006), p. 1.



increasingly turns to regional friends to play a larger role.” In
another example, though the U.S. is often seen as the driver of
democratization, American-backed authoritarian regimes are also
prevalent—from the House of Saud in the Middle East to “soft
authoritarian” rulers like Singapore, or military-backed regimes
like Indonesia under Suharto. To simply say that ‘national
interest’ explains these paradoxes in grand strategy is
insufficient. For one thing, the concept itself is often so vague
and broad that it offers little by way of explanatory and
predictive value. For another, the concept often fails to
adequately explain the continuity and change of grand strategic
choices.

In this paper, I offer a plausibility probe of how
geography—specifically, geo-strategy or the geographical
considerations of military policy and strategy—continues to
shape U.S. grand strategy in Asia. [ also argue that such
geographical preponderance 1s mainly caused by the
institutionalization of geography in American grand strategy
making, and the increasing role of military officers, specifically
Regional Combatant Commanders (previously known as regional
CINCs), in foreign policy making and execution. These
arguments will then be applied to revisit American grand
strategy in Asia. Morcover, given the region’s geostrategic
maritime character, the role of the U.S. Navy through the U.S.
Pacific Command (PACOM) is especially crucial as a means to
STt WAL i e BB II¥a "0 fev it R AR migFartd
strategy in Asia. Morcover, given the region’s geostrategic
maritime character, the role of the U.S. Navy through the U.S.
Pacific Command (PACOM) is especially crucial as a means to
sustain American grand strategy geared to prevent the rise of
regional hegemons while sustaining current operations across the
spectrum of threats.

? See Michael J. Green, “The United States in East Asia in the Unipolar Era,”
Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 24, No. 4 (2001): pp. 21-46.

We will also look at how PACOM’s military presence is
complimented by Theatre Security Cooperation programs,
especially joint training exercises, educational initiatives, and
other security assistance. These arguments lead to the conclusion
that continuity, not change, has been, and perhaps always will be,
the essential contour of American grand strategy and that
peography plays a large role in this regard. This means that
despite the rhetoric of “change” following President Obama’s
ascension to the White House, there will be plenty of
“continuity” in the current and future American grand strategy in
Asia.

By way of outline, the following sections will first
describe the overall context of U.S. grand strategy and identify
some of its key features that could help us explain where it has
been and where it is heading. Second, we will look at the
institutionalization of geography in American grand strategy
making as well as the militarization of U.S. foreign policy to
explain the preponderance of geography in American grand
strategy. Third, we will describe the nature and character of
Asia’s geostrategic maritime theatre and the consequent
challenges facing U.S. grand strategy in the region. Fourth, we
will look at the role of U.S. Navy and PACOM in supporting
American grand strategy in Asia. Finally, we will draw some
conclusions and highlight some possible implications for the
t%‘&?&}gb&hfaﬁiﬁg"’u.o. grdng SuUalegy 11 e [CRI0N. [ OUFLI, WE
will look at the role of U.S. Navy and PACOM in supporting
American grand strategy in Asia. Finally, we will draw some
conclusions and highlight some possible implications for the
region in the future.



AMERICAN GRAND STRATEGY:
CONTINUITY OVER CHANGE

The study of American grand strategy has become
something of a cottage industry.” Some disagree whether there
is an overarching “grand strategy”, or whether leaders simply
“make it as they go along.” Others disagree about the sources,
goals, tools, and even effectiveness of any grand strategy. This
perhaps signifies both the unique preponderance of military and
economic power the U.S. enjoys as well as the realization among
the rest of the world of its enormous impact. Nevertheless,
understanding the overall means and ends of American grand
strategy remains a worthwhile exercise. More importantly,
American grand strategy in specific geographic regions is less
systematically examined, and when it is, the focus has often been
on the great power relations within the region or the various
regional security and stability aspects. Very few have thoroughly
examined the role geography plays in American grand strategy—
except several historical case studies.

3 See for example Colin Dueck, “New Perspectives on American Grand
Strategy: A Review Essay,” International Security, Vol. 28, No. 4 (2004): pp.
197-216; Barry R. Posen and Andrew L. Ross, “Competing Visions for U.S.
Grand Strategy,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 3 (1997): pp. 5-53;
Charles A. Kupchan, The End of the American Eva: U.S. Foreign Policy and
* See for example Colin Dueck, “New Perspectives on American Grand
Strategy: A Review Essay,” International Security, Vol. 28, No. 4 (2004): pp.
197-216; Barry R. Posen and Andrew L. Ross, “Competing Visions for U.S.
Grand Strategy,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 3 (1997): pp. 5-53;
Charles A. Kupchan, The End of the American Eva: U.S. Foreign Policy and
the Geopolitics of the Twenty-first Century (New York: Knopf, 2002); Joseph
S. Nye, Ir. The Paradox of American Power: Why the World's Only
Superpower Can’t Go It Alone (London: Oxford University Press, 2002);
Dennis C. Jett, Why American Foreign Policy Fails: Unsafe at Home and
Despised Abroad (London: Palgrave, 2008); Amy Bartholomew, ed. Empire’s
Law: The American Imperial Project and the ‘War to Remake the World’
(London: Pluto Press, 2006).

Before we begin, consider B.H. Liddel Hart’s conception
(hat sees grand strategy as the “higher level” of wartime strategy
where policymakers coordinate all of the resources at their
disposal toward the political ends of any given war®. T will limit
(he conception of ‘grand strategy’ in this paper by arguing that
aside from the basic nature of any strategy—a calculated
relationship of ends and means—grand strategy only exists when
there is the possibility of the use of force internationally.® This
means that military instruments are central to grand strategy—
though not exclusively so. Other instruments, like foreign aid or
diplomatic activity, are seen in this paper as supporting tools
meant to serve the overall pursuit of national goals in the face of
potential armed conflict with potential opponents.

Despite the vast literature on grand strategy, one could
discern a pattern of confusion, if not blame and criticism, when
addressing the post-September 11 American grand strategy.
Some argued that this is due to George W. Bush’s policy that
made U.S. grand strategy highly unilateral, pre-emptive, and
founded on liberal ideologies.® This led observers to expect
President Obama to radically transform and restore American
grand strategy to its rightful place—if not as a force for good,
then at least as a force for renewal in a chaotic global order.
Upon closer look however, one would realize that there is more
continuity than change in American grand strategy from the end

tnen atr least as a Iorce IOr reneéwal m a cnaolic gioval oraer.
Upon closer look however, one would realize that there is more
continuity than change in American grand strategy from the end

* See B. H. Liddell Hart, Strategy (New York: Praeger, 1954), p. 31.
> This follows from Dueck, Reluctant Crusaders, p. 10-11

% For a discussion on Bush’s foreign policy, see John Lewis Gaddis, “A
Strategy for Transformation,” Foreign Policy, No. 133 (2002): pp. 50-57; Ivo
H. Daalder and James M. Lindsay, America Unbound: The Bush Revolution in
Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2003).



of World War II until today. In fact, even the supposedly
“revolutionary” foreign policy of George W. Bush that aimed to
sustain a democratic peace and disseminate America's core
values, actually resonated with the most traditional themes in
U.S. history—nor is unilateralism new as well.’

One could argue that such continuity is caused by the
limited capability of newly-appointed American presidents to
radically transform the grand strategy of its predecessors. Indeed,
in reality presidents are often more like a “parallel-parker-in-
chief” in that he is only able to make changes around the margins
due to a number of existing commitments.® In addition, the fact
the American people have always favored a foreign policy that
put America’s interests first has impelled U.S. policymakers to
practice realpolitik as much as other states.” Therefore, pending
a major catastrophe, continuity, rather than change, would be the
“name of the game” in American grand strategy. The question
then is what kind of continuity we should expect.

" They echo the Puritan rhetoric of a city upon a hill, rekindle Thomas
Jefferson's vision of an empire of liberty, and were integral to Woodrow
Wilson's international liberalism. Unilateralism meanwhile originated from
America's inception as a republic and the Founding Fathers’ distaste for
entangling alliances. See Mclvyn P. Leffler, “Bush's Foreign Policy,” Foreign
Policy, No. 144 (2004): pp. 22-23.

Jetterson's vision of an empire ot liberty, and were integral to Woodrow
Wilson's international liberalism. Unilateralism meanwhile originated from
America's inception as a rcpublic and the Founding Fathers’ distaste for
entangling alliances. Sec Mclvyn P. Leftler, “Bush's Foreign Policy,” Foreign
Policy, No. 144 (2004): pp. 22-23.

¥ One scholar further identifies three structural determinants of grand strategy:
the international distribution of power, American bureaucracy, and public
opinion. See Sarah Kreps, “American Grand Strategy after Iraq,” Orbis, Vol.
53, No. 4 (2009): pp. 629-245.

? Colin S. Gray, “Foreign Policy-There Is No Choice,” Foreign Policy, No. 24
(1976): pp. 114-127.

In this regard, despite the long gestation period in
America’s “quest” for a grand strategy, its global outlook largely
took shape in the 1940s with the realization that the U.S. was
fncing lethal threats and that a policy of isolationism is no longer
sullicient—as World War 11 testified. ' From that war,
Presidents Roosevelt and Truman wholeheartedly drew the
cardinal lesson that America must assume the essential balancing
role relative to other major powers.!' They further concluded
(hat potential adversaries must never again be allowed to control
the resources of Eurasia as those adversaries could exploit
lturasia’s economic resources and project their power across the
Atlantic, threatening the U.S.'? This is why the U.S. persistently
apposed the expansion of the leading candidates for Eurasian
hegemony.

This effort to prevent the rise of a Eurasian hegemon,
coupled with a world trading system hospitable to the
unrestricted movement of goods and capital, essentially became

' On the history of American grand strategy and its rise to primacy, see for

example Fareed Zakaria, From Wealth to Power: The Unusual Origins of
America's World Role (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1999);
Michael H. Hunt, The American Ascendancy: How the United States Gained
and Wielded Global Dominance (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 2007).

"' For more details on both presidents’ assessment, see Wilson D. Miscamble,
“Ropseyelt. _and the Devel nt of Ppst Grand Strateov ”
Mig E‘EYP}}. ILTIH??%eagmer?cag‘fsgggqa%%c& ow the United grtgtzvaained
und Wielded Global Dominance (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 2007).

"' For more details on both presidents’ assessment, see Wilson D. Miscamble,
“Roosevelt, Truman, and the Development of Postwar Grand Strategy,”
Orbis, Vol. 53, No. 4 (2009): pp. 553.

12 See Stephen van Evera, “American Foreign Policy for a New Era,” in How
to Make America Safe: New Policies for National Security, ed. Stephen van
Evera (Cambridge: The Tobin Project, 2006), p. 88; Melvyn P. Leffler, 4
Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman Administration, and
the Cold War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992), pp. 21-23.



the two pillar of postwar American grand strategy.'® This mainly
explains the seemingly “coherent” American grand strategy
during the Cold War, although the details can certainly be
disputed. To put it crudely, under the framework of containment
and deterrence, the U.S. tried to roll back parts of the Soviet
Empire—with various tools—and sought to block further Soviet
expansion, both to avoid a nuclear war and to promote economic
prosperity at home and in the West."*

In contrast, the seemingly incoherent image of post-Cold
War American grand strategy seems to stem from the absence of
a single, overarching, and unambiguous threat. This had the
effect of relegating global concerns to a low priority for most
Americans; thus making it harder for any administration to gain
support for a coherent foreign policy, or for allocation of
substantial resources for that purpose.'” Even after September
11, some argue that the basic confusion in U.S. grand strategy
lingers. In fact, as Stephen Biddle argues, grand strategy post-9-
11 combined “ambitious public statements with vague particulars
as to the scope of the threat and the end state to be sought” and
creates “important but unresolved tensions in American

3 See Melvyn P. Leffler, “American Grand Strategy from World War to Cold
War, 1940 — 1950,” in From War to Peace. Altered Strategic Landscapes in
the Twentieth Century, ed. Paul Kennedy and William I. Hitchcock (New

Wavian: Vala TTnivrarcitcr Deaca INNANN c £0 &0

1 See Melvyn P. Leffler, “American Grand Strategy from World War to Cold
War, 1940 — 1950.,” in From War to Peace: Altered Strategic Landscapes in
the Twentieth Century, ed. Paul Kennedy and William 1. Hitchcock (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2000), pp. 58-59.

" For more details, see John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: 4
Critical Appraisal of American National Security Policy during the Cold War
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2005).

' See Robert J. Lieber, The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21
Century (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), p. 25.

strategy™. ' Others simply argue that the key grand strategic
question facing the U.S. today is whether a grand strategy of
primacy would last."”

These confusions highlight the changing public
discussions of U.S. interests, but miss the fact that the strategic
inferests themselves remain unaltered. For example, “homeland
security” and the safety and well-being of the American people
luve always been the vital national interests, even before 9/11/. '8
I{ seems therefore that priorities may have changed with 9/11.
But 9/11 did not create fundamentally new threats nor did it
¢liminate old ones (see Table 1.). Terrorism was a threat to the
1.5, before 9/11, and great power rivalries remain afterwards.

' Qiephen Biddle, American Grand Strategy After 9/11: An Assessment
(Carlisle, PA: U.S. Army War College, 2005), p. 1

' Gee Christopher Layne, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited: The Coming End
ol the United States’ Uninolar Moment.”” International Securitv. Vol 31. No

' Siephen Biddle, American Grand Strategy After 9/11: An Assessment
(Carlisle, PA: U.S. Army War College, 2005), p. 1

' See Christopher Layne, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited: The Coming End
of the United States’ Unipolar Moment,” International Security, Vol. 31, No.
2(2006): p. 7.

" For a comparison of U.S. interest pre and post-September 11, see for
example, Biddle, dmerican Grand Strategy After 9/11; and Jeffrey V.
Gardner, Evolving United States Grand Strategy: How Administrations Have
Approached the National Security Strategy Report (Unpublished Master’s
Thesis, U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, 2004).



Table 1. A Comparison of Threats to America Based on Dol Docuunents

1996 National Security Strategy,
1997 Quadrennial Defense Review: 2002 National Security Strategy:
. Rague states +  Terrorism
Ethnic conflict, state failure Rogue States
. Praliferatian Regional crises
Peer emergence
. Terrorism
Transnational crime

2061 Quadrennial Defense Review: 2005 Natlonal Defense Strategy:

Proliferation * lIrregular
. Regional powers {esp. Asia) Catastrophic
. State failure *  Disruptive
«  Terrorism *  Traditional

Transnational crime

Adapred from: Stephen Biddie tanerican Grand Steregy, 2005

To explain these continuities, some scholars chose to
typologize U.S. grand strategy, or devise schools of thought that
supposedly shape the strategy.'’ The problem with this approach
is that, not only it could lead some to think of them exclusively
(“either-or”), but it also misses the deeper contours of U.S. grand
strategy. Not to mention the fact that, as said earlier, there are
structural constraints imposed upon the president, making him
often unable to radically transform existing grand strategies. That
said, this paper argues that two main features characterize
American grand strategy from World War II until today.

Abxrhedirgraiis Sraey ) 1Onr ' vWor ke wa T Unar t6idy -

19 For the types, see Harvey M. Sapolsky, Eugene Gholz, and Caitlin
Talmadge, US Defense Politics: The Origins of Security Policy (London:
Routledge, 2009), p. 19-20; Barry R. Posen and Andrew L. Ross, “Competing
Visions for U.S. Grand Strategy,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 3
(1997): pp. 5-53. For the four schools of thought in U.S. grand strategy, see
Walter Russell Mead, “American Grand Strategy in a World at Risk,” Orbis,
Vo. 49, No. 4 (2005): p. 593-594.

First, the overall goal of any U.S. grand strategy, while
global in its outlook, has always been regionally-focused—that
in, to prevent the rise of regional hegemons that could threaten
avernll ULS. interests. In other words, U.S. strategy seeks to
establish  and  sustain its  “‘extra-regional hegemony”. 20
Spuecilically, the rationale is to maintain a U.S. monopoly in the
Waentern Hemisphere, while ensuring the balances of power in
the ¢hiel theaters of the world to prevent any other power from
tnking over. This explains why post-Cold War administrations
erilled a regional defense strategy that focused on “regional
ghallenges and oppor‘ful:lities.”21 Specifically, the goal of the
stratepy was to deter and fight regional wars, ensuring that no
hastile power was able to dominate or control a region critical to
115, interests—especially Europe, East Asia, the Middle East-
Persinn  Gulf, and Latin America. Under Clinton, while
peacekeeping and humanitarian intervention entered the lexicon,
the regional focus of U.S. power projection remained.”

This also explains the unaltered overall U.S. global
military posture despite the Soviets’ demise. This posture divides
the world into key geographic regions and assign an overall

" See Layne, The Peace of Illusions, p. 3.

"' Cited from Donald C. F. Daniel and Andrew L. Ross, “U.S. Strategic
Planning and the Pivotal States,” in The Pivotal States: 4 New Framework for
11,8, Policy in the Developing World, ed. Robert Chase, Emily Hill, and Paul
l\'vm_lydy\ngw York: W.W., Norton, 1999), p. 387.

DEC LAYNG, LHe fedce Of LHUSLors, p. J.
"' Cited from Donald C. F. Daniel and Andrew L. Ross, “U.S. Strategic
IPlanning and the Pivotal States,” in The Pivotal States: A New Framework for
1.8, Policy in the Developing World, ed. Robert Chase, Emily Hill, and Paul
Ivennedy (New York: W.W, Norton, 1999), p. 387.

" In the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review, the U.S. defense strategy had
already highlighted the unstable southern strategic arc that stretches from the
Middle [ast to the Asian littoral. See Richard L. Kugler, “Naval Overseas
Presence in the New U.S. Defense Strategy,” in Globalization and Maritime
Power, ¢d. Sam J. Tangredi (Washington, DC: National Defense University
Press, 2002), p. 281.



regional commander (previously dubbed CINCs) to oversee all
U.S. forces from every service in that region. As we shall see
later, this also explains the preponderance of geography in
American grand strategy. Suffice it to say that in such a
regionally-focused orientation, the strategy of “forward
deployment” that locates forces away from the homeland and
closer to its regions of interest makes perfect sense. Furthermore,
as certain geographic locales are cr1t1ca1 especially those along
oil-tanker sea-lanes or chokepomts , it is little wonder that
today, “forward presence” remains an indispensable component
of U.S. grand strategy.

This relates to the second unchanged feature of U.S.
grand strategy' the military power that “commands the global
commons” of alr sea, and space domains and underpins any U.S.
grand strategy.”® Today, the U.S. spends almost as much on
defense as the rest of the world combined, allies and enemies
included, and invests six times more in defense research and
development activities.”> Moreover, despite the gung-ho talk of
high-tech cyber warfare, the majority of military power is still
projected through land and sea—making force projection that
hinges naval and air primacy a critical part of any grand strategy.
This is why the U.S. Navy is roughly ten times larger than the

23 1 : z ¢ i

Robert E. Harkavy, “Thinking About Basing,” Naval War College Review,
Vol. 58, No. 3 (2005): p. 18.
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> Robert E. Harkavy, “Thinking About Basing,” Naval War College Review,
Vol. 58, No. 3 (2005): p. 18.

* For more detail, see Barry R. Posen, “Command of the Commons: The
Military Foundation of U.S. Hegemony,” International Security, Vol. 28, No.
1 (2003): pp. 5-46.

*> See “The Hobbled Hegemon,” The Economist, 28 June 2007. Obtained
from <http://www.economist
.com/opinion/displaystory.cfm?story id=9401945>

next one and why even after Soviets’ demise, the Navy’s
overseas presence remained largely intact. 26 This allows the
Navy o carry out a plethora of new missions: guarding against
regional conflicts, participating in smaller-scale contingencies,
und performing defense diplomacy for “environment shaping. "2

To sum up, geographical considerations of force
piajection into critical regions has formed the basic contours of
Amencan prand strategy since World War II. We have also
autablished that American military power remains among the
mosl reliable national means to secure American global interests.
['hese arguments highlight the preponderance of geography in
overnll American grand strategy. Our preceding analysis also
suggests  that unlike those who advocated the “death of
peopraphy™ following Cold War’s demise”®, the core of U.S.

" IKupler, *Naval Overseas Presence,” p. 288.

" T'ar i diseussion on the U.S. Navy’s new post-Cold War and post-
Seplember 11 world, see Lynn D. Pullen, “Security in the Pacific Rim:
livalving U.S. Strategies, Doctrines, and Forces for Maritime Cooperation and
Fuganal Collective Action,” in The Evolving Maritime Balance of Power in

i Asio-Pacific: Maritime Doctrines and Nuclear Weapons at Sea, ed.
[awrence W, Prabahakar, Joshua H. Ho, and Sam Bateman (Singapore:
[nutitute of Defence and Strategic Studies, 2006), pp. 133-163; Peter
Dombrowski, ed. Naval Power in the 21°" Century: A Naval War College
Keview Reader (Newport: Naval War College Press, 2005); Frank Hoffman,
From Preponderance to Partnership: American Maritime Power in the 21*
Cenmry (Washington, DC: Center for New American Security, 2008);
Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies, 2006), pp. 133-163; Peter
Dombrowski, ed. Naval Power in the 21°" Century: A Naval War College
Keview Reader (Newport: Naval War College Press, 2005); Frank Hoffman,
From Preponderance to Partnership: American Maritime Power in the 21%
Century (Washington, DC: Center for New American Security, 2008);
ilward L. Olsen, “U.S. Naval Strategy Toward Northeast Asia: Past, Present,
and Futures,” Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Vol. 12, No. 2 (2000): pp.
[85-191,

" See for example, Stephen Van Evera, “Farewell to Geopolitics,” in To Lead
the World: American Strategy after the Bush Doctrine, ed. Melvyn P. Leffler

and Jetfrey W, Legro (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), pp. 11-35.

This line of argument also follows from earlier “death convictions” of



grand strategy is still concerned with strategic geography, which
includes “factors of size and location and factors relating to
militarily important terrain, maritime choke points, and areas of
critical resources.” ¥ F urthermore, while the study of
geopolitics—how geography drives international relations—may
have lost some of its significance, the importance of geography
to strategy and military operations—geostrategy—has not,°

geography from advocates of economic globalization and technological
revolution. See Richard O’Brien, Global Financial Integration: The End of
Geography (New York: Royal Institute of International Affairs and the
Council on Foreign Relations, 1992).

*’ See Robert Harkavy, “Strategic Geography and the Greater Middle East,”
Naval War College Review, Vol. 54, No. 4 (200 1): p. 44.

* This distinction is from Bernard Loo, “Geography and Strategic Stability,”
Council on Foreign Relations, 1992).

* See Robert Harkavy, “Strategic Geography and the Greater Middle East,”
Naval War College Review, Vol. 54, No. 4 (2001): p. 44.

** This distinction is from Bernard Loo, “Geography and Strategic Stability,”
Journal of Strategic Studlies, Vo. 26, No. 1 (2003): p. 156. In fact, geography
helps—and in some cases, almost wholly determines—whether a given polity
will find itself relatively free trom threat or surrounded by potential
adversaries. See Williamson Murray and Mark Grimsley, “Introduction; On
Strategy,” in The Making of Strategy: Rulers, States, and War, ed. Williamson
Murray, MacGregor Knox, and Alvin Bernstein (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1994), pp. 1-2.

EXPLAINING THE PREPONDERANCE
OF GEOGRAPHY

[he preponderance of geography in post-Cold War
Amiorican prand strategy can be explained by two major factors.
I'igat, ul a broader level, there is an institutionalization of
goapriphy in the American governmental structure, which was
lnrgely a historical legacy of America’s rise as a global power
ahtor the World War II. Second, at a narrower level, the
mcieasing role of military officers—themselves a product of an
educnlion system that values geography and its role in all levels
al nulitary operations—in foreign policy making and execution
nllows peostrategy to be imparted into overall U.S. grand

slrntepy

1HE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF GEOGRAPHY

I'ar from being irrelevant, geography was profoundly
mjportant to  the methodical construction of an American
tertitorinlity of power. In fact, the discipline of geography
“dominated the sciences in America” through “the first six or
seven decades of the nineteenth century.””' Though difficult to
lully substantiate, this suggests that a broadly defined study of
puopraphy (e.g. geology, geophysics, and agricultural science)
wiis fhe science of spatial expansion in America’s founding
yeurs, Irom Thomas Jefferson’s own intensely geographical
phpenlam. o, the, militarism _of 1898, the discipline of
puopraphy (c.g. geology, geophysics, and agricultural science)
wis the science of spatial expansion in America’s founding
yenrs, I'rom Thomas Jefferson’s own intensely geographical
expansionism to the militarism of 1898, the discipline of

YU Siee Nathan Reingold, Science in Nineteenth-Century America: A
Diascumeniary History (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1964), p. 60.



geography has been and partly was “the American science par
excellence.”

Subsequently, at the dawn of the twentieth century—a
formative period of the “American Century”’—geography was
further institutionalized. This continued in mid-century under
President Roosevelt through his wartime administration and
post-war planning. In fact, the president himself was a councilor
of the American Geographical Society prior to his presidency
and was the ex—assistant secretary of the navy. In fact, before
World War II, the State Department and the Rockefeller
Foundation joined with the Council on Foreign Relations to
prepare an elaborate study of postwar planning, which gradually
crystallized a precise geographical vision of what postwar
American globalism would look like.® Tt is not surprising
therefore that America’s version of a new world order after
World War Il was an intensely geographical affair.

This geographical vision survived Roosevelt’s death,
mainly due to the crucial role of military officers in shaping the
Cold War architecture—many of whom felt strongly about the
dangers of American global disengagement during the previous
decade which had left the country’s national defense in dire
condition.” Consequently, America emerged from World War II

32 See Neil Smith, American Empire: Roosevelt’s Geographer and the
Cedudr ~ (oba ratie 1 Cleac- VOl y’ > dauvifar Gelense 1 aire

condition.* Consequently, America emerged from World War I

32 See Neil Smith, American Empire: Roosevelt’s Geographer and the
Prelude to Globalization (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
2003), p. 10.

3 Smith, American Empire, p. 20.

3 See George C. Herring, From Colony to Superpower: U.S. Foreign
Relations since 1776 (London: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 581;
Miscamble, “Roosevelt Truman,” p. 564.

4y o global power and a new suitable command structure was
needed s was born the geographically-based Unified
Cominand Plan (UCP). This further institutionalized geography
within 1.8 Cold War grand strategy.

i'urthermore, such geographical foundation was well
tweelved by a ready pool of academics—many of whom were
annlyats of conventional warfare®’, and would naturally value the
nportance of geography and terrain in an ovel_‘all grand strategy.
[y the early 1950s, it was said that their theories were present In
the map rooms, prison camps, and battlefields of Korea,
Vietnam, and other Third World trouble spots. Gradually, by ‘the
{9808, there were forceful reassertions of geographlcal
conmclousness  in various  institutions. Congress 1n 1987
autlilishied an annual “Geography Awareness Week”, and two
vonin Tater, ex-secretary of defense Caspar Weinberger appealed
i Harvard University to initiate a widespread reintroduc.tlon.of
peagraphy moits schools.*® Scholars from other ﬁelds of317nqu1ry
s began (o speak more about geography’s crucial role. More
iipurtantly, there were also immense governmental resources
devastidd 1o peographical intelligence.

Y Wew i tubin, The Making of the Cold War Enemy: Culture ar'fzd Pc?litics
s ihe Milliiiy Infellectual Complex (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Prone 20Uy p s

Y e Bt labin, The Making of the Cold War Enemy.: Culture afzd quitics
i the Militsy lniellectual Complex (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Prons, S0ty p 8

e Sindthy, American Empire, p. 7.

Yoae Bt eminiple Paul Krugman, Development, Geography, and Economic
Theory (Cambiidge, MA: MIT Press, 1995); Eugene D..Genovese and

I cannrd Haehhotp, eds., Geographic Perspectives in History (Oxford:

(i kwall 19859); Hdward Soja, Postmodern Geographies: The Reassertion of
s i Uit Social Theory (London:Verso, 1989).



In the 1980s, the Defense Ma ing Age
empl_oyed a reported nine thousand peoplep,pfalrg outsgtrg)cginga 1;)111];
c1v111an_ counterpart, and was the major single employer of
graduating geography majors.*® In other departments, we could
also see the growing institutionalization of geogra;;hy in the
elabo.rate bureaucracy. The State Department and the Central
Inte’lllgence Agency, the Department of Defense and the
National Security Administration al] maintained well-staffed
geographical sections or their equivalent. Additionally, the
National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) v;/hich
absorbed the Defense Mapping Agency in the earI;/ 1990s
represents a kind of central geographical nerve system for U S’
global strategy. These offices now fall under the Natioﬁai
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA), a DoD combat support
agency that develops imagery and map-based intelligence
solutions for U.S. national defense, homeland security and safet
of navigation.* "

THE MILITARIZATION OF FOREIGN POLICY

. On a narrower, operational sense, the militarization of
American fgrelgn policy has led to the preponderance of
geogrgphy in US. grand strategy due to the military’s
organizational culture that factors in geographical concerns at all
levels of military operations. Therefore, if military officers play a
larger role in foreign policy and grand strategy making, then it is
reasonable to expect the impartation of geostrategy to [’J.S. grand
Yrgtanyational culture that tactors in geographical concerns at all
levels of mﬂitary operations. Therefore, if military officers play a
larger role in foreign policy and grand strategy making, then it is

reasonable to expect the impartation of geostrategy to U.S. grand
strategy as well.

8 See Smith, American Empire, p. 3.

39 ; ; .
See their official website www.nga.mil (last accessed on May 20, 2009)

Coongrvphy and American Way of Battle

Sinve the key basic strategic goal of U.S. forces remains
ter eimnre the ability to project power to various regions of the
wotlid i unimipeded, understanding how U.S. military would go
aboit doing that depends to a large extent on the kind of
el ntion and (raining that officers receive—which often forms a
mihinry ‘s organizational culture. “ In this regard, historian
Wuwgall 1. Weigley has argued for the existence of a distinctive
“Amwerivan way of war” defined by certain tactics, including
oveiwhelming force and a preference for technology over
manpower, " Although many have disputed this,” one cannot
gittirely  dismiss the observation that with new military
tevhiolopical breakthroughs, how U.S. forces are deployed today
alten hinges on precision firepower and Special Forces, making
Witiles & precise affair and narrowly focused.” This also relates
i 1he simbeddedness of air power in the military’s organization
guiliure that relics on the promise of attacking the enemy’s
Seaniter ol gravity” to paralyze the foe with little cost.*

"I ¢l 1o use military organizational culture rather than ‘strategic culture’
tlik e many have done). For an excellent discussion on military culture, see
I heabieth Kaer, Inagining War: French and British Military Doctrine between

e Wiy (Prineeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997), Ch. 2.

el U Weigley, The American Way of War (Bloomington: University of
Inshinn Piess, 1973).

Y Bee Toi exinple, Brian M. Linn, “The American Way of War Revisited,”
the Wy (frneeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997), Ch. 2.

Yl U Weigley, The American Way of War (Bloomington: University of
Dieliang Fiens, 1973).

Y Wee i expmple, Brian M. Linn, “The American Way of War Revisited,”
Aol of Milirary History Vol. 66, No. 2 (2002): pp. 501-30.

e Max Boot, “The New American Way of War,” Foreign Affairs, Vol.
W N A (2003) pp, 27-40.
"' slisgisgion on the promises of U.S. air power and how it is embedded

i iy et vulture, see Tami Davis Biddle, Rhetoric and Reality in Air
Waitire: e Evolution of British and American Ideas about Strategic
Hismibing, 1V -~ 1945 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2002);



In such an organizational culture, officers thinking abou
the directions of military policies and grand strategy would
understandably be thinking about the best way to project U.S.
military power to ensure overwhelming force *, and if no
possible, at least to allow Special Forces or high-tech weaponr
to be used. All these considerations necessitates that officers
consider all aspects of military geography (terrain, weather, lines
of communications, response time, logistics, or political factors)
to successfully plan for regional contingencies.

This appreciation of geography in military planning
among American officers is also further influenced by their
education, especially the thinking and writings of Prussian
general Carl von Clausewitz. He believed that since the
prosecution of any war involves a range of activities (from
intelligence gathering to logistical considerations), geography
forms a crucial part in all.** Some argued that this influence

Benjamin S. Lambeth, 4ir Power Against Terror: America’s Conduct of
Operation Enduring Freedom (Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 2005);
Daniel R. Lake, “The Limits of Coercive Airpower: NATO’s “Victory” in
Kosovo Revisited.” International Security, Vol. 34, No. 1 (2009): pp. 83-112.

* This focus on overwhelming force could also be argued to be influenced by
America’s risk-averse in war planning—partly historical (especially defeats
like Vietnam) and partly political (especially the nature of American public

opinion and the role of congress). For a discussion on these considerations,
can CThrictnnhar (Galnt Patar Eaavar and Tacan Roiflar Dondms #lan Ll

*> This focus on overwhelming force could also be argued to be influenced by
America’s risk-averse in war planning—-partly historical (especially defeats
like Vietnam) and partly political (especially the nature of American public
opinion and the role of congress). For a discussion on these considerations,
see Christopher Gelpi, Peter Feaver, and Jason Reifler, Paying the Human
Cost of War: American Public Opinion and Casualties in Military Conflicts
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009).

6 See for example, Patrick Edmund O’Sullivan and Jesse W. Miller, The

Geography of Warfare (Londow: Croom Helm, 1983); John M. Collins,
Military Geography for Professionals and the Public (Washington, DC:
National Defense University Press, 1998).

lngets among officers and has been further impart'ed throughout
e national security and foreign policy gstabhshment since

Wasrld War 11, and has further shape strate%lc thinking from the
Vit War to the current conflict in Irag.

Cuierily and American Foreign Policy N

[ theory, most U.S. foreign policy .de'cmons are t.he
suntilt ol an interagency deliberation process within the executive
apencion, especially between the Departments of Sta‘Fe and
{delunue - that are then moderated by the president or his gtaff
sl which draws upon information gathered-by the various
ppenicies that make up the intelligence community. The pmn_acvle
al decision-making in this regard 1s often tbe key figures yv.lthm
ihe Mational Security Council (NSC).48 This was the trad1tlopa1
el slmplest picture of American grand strategy and foreign
prslioy mnkang during most of the Cold War. Ir} the past decade
lwevar, we have seen the rise of regional f:ombatgnt
cudrinaders (formerly dubbed CINCs), retired and active, which

ystls ghpie and execute U.S. grand strategy.

Ihese commanders originate from the Unified Command
sireture established following World War II and was sparked by

S e Cliintopher Basstord, Clausewitz in English: The Reception of .

st i Bitiain and America 1815 — 1945 (Oxford: Qxford University
Piewn, 14943, i 1524170, See also William B. Pickett, “Eisenhower as a
vttt ol & st * Military Review. Vol. 65 (1985): pp. 21-27; Stuart

S e Clibntopher asstord, Clausewitz in English: The Reception of .

¢ s tis (i diviain and America 1815 1945 (Qxford: Qxford University
Do 1893, i 1524176, See also William B. Pickett, “Eisenhower as a
St of Clbusewite,” Military Review, Vol. 65 (1985): pp- 21T27; Stuart

I ivn. & gt sl America: Strategic Thought gnd Practzceﬁom
it to B (London: Routledge, 2007). Clausewitz’s On War is a
fgutiad toading material o U.S. military schools.

W 5ee tar exnniple, Anna Kasten Nelson, ed. The Policy Makers: Shaping
Imerican Laveign Folicy from 1947 to the Present (Lanham, MD: Rowman
il Landeneld, S0 )



the Navy’s dissatisfaction with a divided command in the Pacific
Theatre. The navy then proposed establishing a single comman
in the Pacific theater—excluding Japan, Korea, and China
whose commander would have a joint staff and would exercis
“unity of command” over all U.S. forces in the theater. *
Eventually, a new command structure emphasizing “jointness”
a single commander responsible for all Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps—within a specific geographic area formed the
core of the Unified Command Plan (UCP).*

The combatant commands are organized in one of two
ways: by geography or by function. Geographic combatan
commands are assigned a specific geographic area o
responsibility (AOR) and are responsible for all operations
within their designated areas. Geographic combatant commands
are also assigned additional missions, including providin
military assessments of the security assistance programs within
the commander’s assigned security assistance area; ensuring the
coordination of regional security assistance matters under
command responsibility; to command, supervise, and support the
security assistance organizations; and to carry out advisory,
planning, and implementing responsibilities relating to
security.”*

* See United States Joint History Office, The History of the Unified
Command Plan 1946—1993, (Washington: Joint History Office, 1995), p. 1 1.

30 Tha LIIP wac firet imnlamantad kv Trmiman in 1044 and hae hasn nndatad

*? See United States Joint History Office, The History of the Unified
Command Plan 19461993, (Washington: Joint History Office, 1995), p. 11.

> The UCP was first implemented by Truman in 1946 and has been updated
at least 20 times, most recently by George W. Bush in 2002. For associated
defense reforms, see D. Robert Worley, Shaping U.S. Military Forces:
Revolution or Relevance in u Post-Cold War World (Westport, CT: Praeger
Security International, 2006), pp. 31-50.

*! For a complete description of the regional commanders’ duty, see for
example, Ibid. pp. 234-245.

luftinlly, the regional commanders were unable to directly affect
il leiigency process that spawns most of the US grand
stintegie decisions. However, passage of Goldwater—Nxcholg Act
ul (986 chinnged the equation.”” The Act allows the regional
Cuminniders to have their budget requests submitted directly via
tie Clinitman of the Joint ChiefS, instead of through one of the
Seiviven ' This empowers the combatant commanders and
slliws them to aggressively set the agenda. Furthermore,
comibatant commanders can bring these requests directly to
{ pngiess when they annually testify before key congressional
saintees,

(ombine these changes with the ensuing budgetary
{iuiuiais a5 o result of the Republican-controlled Congresses of
il [990% (who were friendlier to the military than to State
Hepuitinent officials) together with technological advancements
sisling regional commanders to participate in every step of the
plicy process, and the regional commanders’s st?lture and
iilueiee 1 foreign  policy making and execution grew
spnifivantly. ' After all, the military has a need for overseas
Gl e comipatible foreign militaries, and for reliable military
phttners. Witl a direct line to the Secretary of Defense and the

© P i iscimsinn on the Goldwater-Nichols Act and its impact to U.S.
iabiainl gy, see James R. Locher II1, Victory on the Potomac: The
Lt s Niohals Aci Unifies the Pentagon (College Station: Texas A&M
Erndvperdiy Proks, 2000

S o diseiission on the Goldwater-Nichols Act and its impact to U.S.
gl sty see James R. Locher LI, Victory on the Potomac: The
Clibwatter Nichols Act Unifies the Pentagon (College Station: Texas A&M
gty Pros, 2o02)

S e ik 8 Bteveron, ed, America’s Viceroys: The Military and U.S. '
Fureign Moty (handon: Palgrave, 2004); Joseph W. Prueher, “Warfighting
CUINE N L i Now e Joint Forces Quarterly, No. 13 (1996): pp. 48-52.

U fisiplian 1 Fetiweis, “Militarizing Diplomacy: Warrior-Diplomats and
i Dol Ealicy facess,” in dmerica’s Viceroys: The Military and U.S.
Poretan Balivy, od Deiek S, Reveron (London: Palgrave, 2004), p. 55.



President, regional commanders are more politically an
financially empowered to pursue these goals. After all, they ar
forward deployed, have more flexibility than D.C.-base
institutions, and have robust travel budgets to frequent countries
throughout each commander’s Area of Responsibility (AOR).”
These benefits allow regional commanders to understand hi
region better than anyone else.

More importantly, they also have something that no othel
officials have: military-to-military contacts through which the
can influence and reward friendly governments with weapon;
transfers, military education aid, and combined trainin
activities. Aside from the security assistance aid which i
grouped under the State Department’s Foreign Operation
appropriation, such as the International Military and Educatior
and Training (IMET) and Foreign Military Sales (FMF), regiona!
commanders also have Combatant Commander Initiative Fund (
DoD appropriated fund which comes directly from the Chairmat
of the Joint Staff) they can draw on for special trainin
humanitarian and civic assistance, incremental costs of thir
country participation in combined exercises, and operations tha
are unforeseen contingency requirements.’® While Congressiona
oversight over these assistance programs is stringent, thes
operations under U.S. Code Title 10 (DoD functions) are mor:
ambiguous to civilian scrutiny. This includes for example th

oversignt OVer tnese assistance programs 1S stringent, thesé
operations under U.S. Code Title 10 (DoD functions) are mor
ambiguous to civilian scrutiny. This includes for example th

%% Derek S. Reveron and Michelle D. Gavin, “America’s Viceroys,” in
America’s Viceroys: The Military and U.S. Foreign Policy, ed. Derck S.
Reveron (London: Palgrave, 2004), p. 3.

* Qe Department of Defense Directive AD-A274 446, 6 October 1993; and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction CJCSI 7401.01A, 10 Janua
1999.

| Yol € ambined Exchange Training (JCET) that are authorized

el appropriated through military accounts.'57 In total, in 2006,
segluinl caommanders controlled $30 billion worth of these

wols. "

American domestic politics also contributed to the
growing role and significance of regional commanders: Thp
suiventional wisdom indicates that while defensg spendmg 1S
aidetstood to be a matter of national security, fore}gn assistance
apeiding simply sound less “urgent” to domespc voters. By
M0, Conpress had not passed a major forelgq agswtagce
aiihieation bill since 1985, while defense authgrlzatlon bills
Wwie felinbly taken up annually and passed. Thls gllows .the
willibary and DoD to have relatively strong position 11 seeking
aithonitios and resources from Congress, espgmally since they
Wiy linve an elaborate infrastructure to cultivate relationships
s Lol Hill This explains the generally good relationship
Bt i iegional commanders and Congress, and as a result the539/
Ijss I alile to have an impact on the budgetary process.
fodewd,  ilie  overall budget for cach of the combatant
MWMN‘I incrensed by at least 35 percent between 1990 and

o

(——telpmm— .
® I L i s revaled that many JCET exercises were bemg pursued in
LU it st hind banned from receiving military assistance
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» 0 L i tevaled that many JCET exercises were bemg pursued in
00 it angross hiad banned from receiving military assistance

Wyerben by e Sigte Depariment.
S il G, " Anerica’s Viceroys,” p. 6

"‘M"M‘mwumg Diplomacy,” p. 53.

L : § Hhe Misvion. America’s Military in the Twenty-First Century
[ W Nortah 2003), p. 71



The ‘war on terror’ after September 11 gave furth
impetus to the growing role of regional commanders. In Maregl
2003, the Bush administration requested that Congres
appropriate $74.8 billion in emergency supplemental funds t
help finance military operations and to help finance the ongoin
campaign against terrorism. Part of the request included a $150
million fund to be available to the Secretary of Defense t
support “indigenous forces” outside any existing congression
restrictions—while rejecting the overall proposal, Congress di
provide half of the $50 million request to provids
counterterrorism assistance to regular foreign forces, ®!

To sum up, the critical role played by regional combatan
commanders (themselves a product of a geographicall
conscious military education system) and their securi
assistance tools in U.S. foreign policy forms the continuation 0
implementation, if you will, of the institutionalization of
geography started since World War II. Furthermore, th
confluence of these two variables, over time, seems to hav
imparted and embeded geography and its significance fo
military operations within the overall outlook of American grang
strategy.

%' Reveron and Gavin, “America’s Viceroys,” p- 9.

AMERICAN GRAND STRATEGY IN
MARITIME ASIA: THE ROLE OF THE
NAVY AND PACIFIC COMMAND

I'wu considerations determine America’s grand strategy
i Asiae (1) the overall maritime nature of Asia’s geostrgtegw
thiitie, and (2) the ability of U.S. military forces to be projected
thites it theatre. Central to these two goals is the commgnd of
e s This m turn depends on the command of the sea lines of
comnmunication (SLOCs) which also determines the flow of
peamaiiile goods and sources of energy. In fact, although each era
e s own geostrategy, these two variables, often fe?t.ure
guaiiinently i any grand strategy.® This i.s where _the critical
iile ol the U.S. Navy is indispensable in American grand

Malepy m Asia.

ANAS MARITIME THEATRE AND U.S. STRATEGY '

In the post-Cold War world, America’s focus shlfted. to
t piienl Asia, Southwest Asia, East Asia, and the Pacific R'xm.
Wiile one can argue this is due to the increasingly critical
spitlisince of oil in the Persian Gulf and Mlddle East, the
Wuelenr dimension of the India-Pakistan COHﬂlCt? the rise Qf
L Wi wodd the shift of world trade to Asia, Ame_rlcag strategic
WHSIUAL TRinains to prevent a worsening security situation Whel'e
# tplinal hegemon could rise and Qeny it economic, political,
MBIy st o muabis fegardaiusthow well, haw, fast. and
I, and the shift of world trade to Asia, American strategic
WAL feinains to prevent a worsening security situation Where
 teplinil hegemon could rise and deny it economic, political,
Wl indlitny access.® In this regard, just how well, how fast, and

@ ) i .
.wb 1 titypiel, Great Powers and Geopolitical Change (Baltimore, MD:

i Il Hepkins University Press, 2006), p. 26.

S0 s . Sempa, Geopolitics: From the Cold War to the 21° Centu'ry
{000 Binwick, NJ: Transaction, 2004), p. 4; Zalmay Khalilzad, The United



how credible American military forces can be projected into As
is of utmost importance, which in turn, given its maritime terrait
hinges on American naval forces to ensure command of the sea.

!m‘:(;w())} hive highlighted the complexities and uncertainties
ol “paminnd of the sea” based on a forward-deployed p0%1t1op
de ek mvolved questions of access to, ar.xd overhead tlans'lt
| ﬂlhlt fit, b variety of nations.®® Bilateral al.llances and sFrateglc
”M}m{’vhl]m with traditional and new key allies therefore remains

In fact, despite the changing political dynamic, the Asial ’ ;
2] e Togglonl foundation of American engagement 1n Asia today.

littoral remains a fluid geostrategic zone well suited to maritin
force operations. For the U.S, the principal danger is that Chin
will pose a maritime threat to regional countries and furthg
disrupt U.S. access to the vital sea lines of communicatioj
stretching from the Malacca Straits along the great Asial
crescent to Taiwan and Japan.® The 9/11 attacks did na
radically alter this strategic interest, nor did it transform th
prevailing strategic equation in the region. It may hai
complicated the equation by adding new dimensions lik§§
maritime security and terrorism, but not transform it altogether.®
After all, more than 80 percent of global trade still moves by sea
and any power projection scenarios in the region require acces
to the seas.

Among America’s formal bilateral military ties, thg most
Ipertant ae with Japan and South Korea. The .5 maintains
tmrlmt‘y hses and tens of thousands of’troops in .both c_ount.l.’les.
Tagetlier with deployments elsewhere in the region, this brings
Wi 1tnl st Asian figure to some 84,000 (though it dropped to
13,000 by 1007).%" The American role alsp.extenfis far beyong
il prssence of troops, and incorporates p_ol_lt_lcal, dnplomatlc,‘ an
poonmie elements. This presence was initially founded a.s the
Sl i spoke” system forged during the C_Old, War where the
L0 iy loopted ot the center and connected with 122 allies, but the
Al tisielves are not connected to each other.

Thenigh the system as it was conceived no longer applies

This calls for an American grand strategy that broaden :
p it fodiy, Chitnn's rise challenges Washington and has forced the

its focus beyond northeast Asia in projecting stability along th
Asian littoral and pursues enhanced collaboration with pivota
countries like Australia, the Philippines, and Indonesia, in orde
to ensure unimpeded sea lines of communication in the region
However, recent U.S. experiences in Afghanistan (2001) and

 Paghusy, “Ulidnking About Basing,” p. 13.

U s i Ateiican military presence in Asia and in these two
St see Mighinel O°Hanlon, Unfinished Busingss.‘ US OVIe.rseas .
Aititary Presericed in the 21" Century, The Future of the U.S. Military Series
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countries like Australia, the Philippines, and Indonesia, in ord
to ensure unimpeded sea lines of communication in the regio
However, recent U.S. experiences in Afghanistan (2001) and

S s v CHiakiang About Basing,” p. 13.

" Wiy Ateniean military presence in Asia and in these two
wm;l‘::f:& Mizlinel O Hanlon, Unfinished Busin?ss: US Ov.effeasS‘ b
MU Bt (i thie 21 Century, The Future of the U.S. Military Series
lil!in \le i L enter for New American Security, 2008), pp. 23-27.
Wmli Lalei W iiitally sparked by the threatening crises anq war in the
mm—mm I st War, Dien Bien Phu—and the lack of contribution from
Al S dl s il mingor powers to the region’s overall defense and

Lyt ' |
" whida, /nc j : A Comparative Analysis
| ) [ beuya Nishida, Incomplete Alliances : .
al m:mw'.“pﬂv System in the Asia Pacific (Ph.D Dissertation, Harvard

ldvprnly, 2000)

States and Asia: Toward a New U.S. Strategy and Force Posture (Santa
Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 2001), p. 43.

5 Kugler, “Naval Overseas Presence,” p. 290.

% See Sheldon W. Simon, “Theater Security Cooperation in the U.S. Pacific
Comumand: An Assessment and Projection,” NBR Analysis, Vol. 14, No. 2
(2003): p. 5



Winteple direction of key pOWCI‘S.”’/}“.ThIS also glllo(vivsf sorrz’e to.
wigie that (here is a strateg};4 of “island chain defense 01.
St lement” against China. All these strategies however
Cannol e digentangled from the role of the U.S. Navy.

U.S. to revive, modify, and strengthen a similar web of bilater
military alliances (while making new ones), and revamp i
forward-deployed military forces.” By 1994, the US milita
spent around 44 billion dollars, around 18 percent of its enti
budget, to sustain its military presence in the Pacific.”’ Todal
the U.S. has concluded and signed the highest number of defen
treaties with regional countries in Asia.”" At the same time, asig
from normalizing Japan’s defense effort and facilitating India
rise, the U.S. is also encouraging the rise of Indonesia a
Vietnam and further engages ASEAN to limit and constructive
channel China’s regional ambitions.”* This is what the Do
Security Operation Guidance calls the policy of “influencing t

WL ROLE OF THE NAVY : ‘
Dting the Cold War, the Navy provided assured acc.efss
i bey irptopic regions while helping safeguard qgamst surprise
Aiieds G Central Europe and the North At}aqtlc, and against
Sl Ioren and Japan. Since then, the key missions of the Navy
Iy bgei 1o maintain control of the seas, swiftly defeat enemy
wititine thieats, protect the passage Qf large ground and air
el eeients (o crisis zones, and project power ashore. w{ljerse
AprpapEinte " This is why desplte.the variable changesdm .h.
e liiee slnilegy pronouncements in the past five decades, t'e
s dnrward naval presence—in its core asset's qnd main
it Liae been marked by considerable continuity, €ven
il the Mavy as a whole has mutgted a great deal.. If amythmgci
S e g centrality of the Middle East, Persmp Gulf, an
Cantnl Asln, the Navy's growing presence in Asia becomes

fh
g et loal

=

% Washington has reconfigured its troop deployments in Japan and South
Korea, tightened its alliance with Australia, declared Thailand and the Philip
pines to be major non-NATO allies, and signed a wide-ranging cooperation
with Singapore. The Pentagon has also deployed attack submarines, cruise-
missile destroyers, long-range bombers, and fighter aircraft stationed in
Guam. For more details on U.S changing military posture in Asia, sec Ryan
Henry, “Transforming the U.S. Global Defense Posture,” in Reposturing the
Force: U.S. Overseas Presence in the Twenty-First Century, ed. Carnes Lor
(Newport, R1: Naval War College Press, 2006), pp. 45-46
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, onti i logistics lines of
Furthermore, ongoing military operations in Afghanistg for fute contingencies, and protect log

and Iraq are increasingly straining American resourcé
economically, politically, and militarily. The support of ke
regional allies and partners, helping to ‘“share the burdet
therefore has also been increasingly paramount—if for no othi
reason than the fact any military effort requires access to foreig
territorial waters and airspace. This is why Naval forwat
presence is vital to U.S. grand strategy as it is linked to acces
and basing, which in turn determines America’s capability {
deter the outbreak of war, position forces to respond rapidly @
crises, shape the future sccurity environment, and to demonstraf
resolve in foreign policy objectives.

TR L] e
SO e, '

lin Auin, one of the recent crucial policies is the Regional
Mutithine Security Initiative (RMSI) that forms a part tbe new
LIl Cpe kg strategy—and is part of a larger trqnsfounaU%n
ol LIS Taiword proscnce.79 [n essence, .the RMSI will alloyv the
L0 wl varlous stages to engage r_egloqal and other alhehs. 1r;
Altteent Tashions. This again is gontln}latlon of the geodgra? t1(:21
prepundeninee and regional reorientation of US gran st;la eﬁgé
Wt puikt-Cold War world. Thel RMSI may 1esu!t in t ?t' 7
llt-m.hll‘nu papacities and capabilities in the form of .coopella.lvlc
Loty lneations (CSL) onshore which f:oulcsimproylde mu tElp e
n\w-nw'u lur pecess for contingency operations. This stgfnl)sl r(;‘m.
i wory that land bases may not so readily be available 01f
[ i et projection operations, and therefore a g_frreater usiecz)o
Lol platlorms for operations ashore is a possible scenario.

The post-September 11 world does not invalidate tk
geostrategic logic. It merely induces the U.S. Navy to ada
faster, better, and to create changes needed to make forwai
presence more flexible, less vulnerable and more deployable 1
order to respond to a plethora of security threats. Therefore, ne
defense and naval strategies outlined in various Quadrennid
Defense Reviews after Septcmber 11 still envision a majd
regional theatre war to be won overwhelmingly, while providi
sufficient power to conduct a stalwart defense in one other maja
regional theater war, and handle other forms of “hybrid” warfas
or low-level conflicts—the difference being in the allocatel
forces.”” Bottom line, the key goal of naval forward presend
remains to enable forward deterrence and readiness, suppot

L0 bl i Liegory L. Grady, A Post- "‘Leahy Cona”itions”'Th{,ljalsrel\}?fsglrzty
| g iiveld Pl for Indonesia (}Unpubllshed Master’s Thesis, U.S. INé

W b, 2067), p. 3. |

S0 bt M Stryken, “The US Regiona.al’f\(lafitirrl.g .Sccurxt.y ey
b aind LI wand Strategy in Southeast Asia,” in Maritime Se'cm ity in
Lolthatt Al vl Kwa Chong Guan and John K. Skogan (London:
oiledpe. 00Ty, | i, |
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The end goal here is to allow the Navy, operating from the We
Coast, Hawaii, or Japan, and through access agreements wit
Singapore and other Southeast Asian countries, to assure i
freedom of the seas.®” This is the Navy’s overall mission in t
region.

PACOM'S REGIONAL ENGAGEMENTS

The ‘tip of the sword’ of the U.S. Navy in supportin,
American grand strategy in Asia is the Pacific Command whos
general objectives are to ensure military readiness, assure friend
and allies, dissuade military competition, deter threats, an
defeat an adversary should these measures fail. This broa
mandate explains why from his headquarters in Hawaii, th
Pacific commander enjoys a macro view of the entire Pacifii
Rim and beyond as his area of responsibility (AOR) extende
from the west coast of the United States to the Far East, from th
Aleutians to Antarctica, then into the Indian Ocean to the easte
coast of Africa. Ashore, the commander’s responsibiliti
extended to the western border of India. This immense an
diverse area composes over 50 percent of the earth’s surface an
gave the Pacific commander the largest unified command in th
U.S. military structure.

The U.S. has security alliances with five countries in th
region: Thailand, Japan, South Korea, Australia, and th
Philippines. Key global flashpoints are also located here: Koreal
peninsula, Taiwan Strait. and Kashmir, along with critic

The U.S. has security alliances with five countries in th
region: Thailand, Japan, South Korea, Australia, and th
Philippines. Key global flashpoints are also located here: Kore
peninsula, Taiwan Strait, and Kashmir, along with critic
maritime chokepoints, the Malacca Strait being the mo

%2 James J. Przystup, The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Nationa
Interests and Strategic Imperatives, Strategic Forum No. 239 (April 2009): p.
73

wipiient [y, although the US is scaling down traditional
wiwlisie bses, the US still needs access to onshore military
Iuilites sl 10 prevent anti-access strategies by states in the
pgion. Caiseguently, the U.S. still maintains a large military
{essie uiider PACOM. The 7th Fleet typically includes a
Latiiei bsttle group (CVBG) and an Amphibious Ready Group
(AWEE in addition, the Marine Expeditionary Forces on
b iwn ncludes about two-thirds of a division and fighter
Wi Uinigue to the 7th Fleet is the fact that a number of ships,
iy i CVBG and ARG, are continuously home-ported in
e g ' In Southwest Asia, the 5th Fleet normally
soiibianids 0 CVBG and an ARG and can draw upon marine
piepasitinned equipment on Diego Garcia. These forces in all
Wiee (heatery, ol course, can be reinforced by the large
Ailaniie 2" 1leet stationed on the east coast of the United States,
e et ¥ Fleet stationed on the west coast and Hawaii, and
i b LIS Bised Marine divisions.*

Aulide Trom these forces, one of the most powerful tools
Ji (e pessession of the PACOM is their well-funded Theatre
Mo‘llﬂl}‘ L anperation activities that have been at the forefront of
Wile tanplng and growing US efforts to build and strengthen
welin ul military relationships throughout the region. Though
hm-lnp i oy history in U.S. grand strategy during the Cold
Wil e Secietary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld revamped

v g o ]s:mH II‘IMlUl'y in U.S. grand strategy during the Cold
Wi Bamier Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld revamped

SRR TNl Ovistens Presence,” p. 287.

S0 e eliisile ol LS military posture and plans in Asia, see Stanley B.
Wb il © b len 1 Movonis, The Armed Forces of the USA in the Asia
S B 8oy Allen & Unwin, 1999), Chapters 3 and 4.

U s e 19608, the LS, built global basing structures on the basis of
St en WL deslagieally Triendly client states, underpinned by protection



the concept of security cooperation—often dubbed “peacetimi
engagements”—in 2003 when he introduced the DoD Securit
Cooperation Guidance as part of the Joint Strategic Plannin
System (JSPS) to unify and focus DoD security cooperatio
efforts.® This was intended to link bilateral and multilaters
defense activities with security cooperation objectives
identifying and connecting them to U.S. security interests.

Security cooperation is also now codified in U.S. join
doctrine.*” Most regional commanders now see TSCs as integra
parts of the entire campaign continuum. At its lowest end, TS¢
starts with simple military contacts and humanitarian assistance
This can include low level professional visits to high leve
commander’s meetings. It also includes basic low impa¢
humanitarian assistance to complex humanitarian emergenc!
crisis-response. In the median level of cooperation, TSC includé
everything from education and training of a foreign nation?
military, to major combat ship visits, to minor foreign militan
sales. At the most advanced level of cooperation, TSC include
combined exercises, major foreign military equipment sales a
financing, and the development of military interoperability.®

and provision of security but also by extensive security assistance. See
Harkavy, “Thinking About Basing,” p. 16.

% See Gregory . Dyekman, Security Cooperation: A Key to the Challenges off

tho 27150 Countinm (Carlicla DA T Q Avmss War Callacs YNN8Y mn 19

and provision of security but also by extensive security assistance. See
Harkavy, “Thinking About Basing,” p. 16.

% See Gregory 1. Dyekman, Security Cooperation: A Key to the Challenges d
the 2I°" Century (Carlisle, PA: U.S. Army War College, 2005), pp. 1-2.

%7 See U.S. loint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Operations, Joint Publication 3-0
(Washington, DC: U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2000).

8 Dyekman, Security Cooperation, p. 2.; Darren B. Guenther, Time for a New
Theater Security Cooperation Plan for Indonesia (Unpublished Master’s
Thesis, U.S. Naval War College, 2005), p. 2.

Il IMET program for example has allowed regional
Seninders o train about 8,000 foreign military officers frpm
1% Goniios o year. Complimenting IMET is the Foreign
Wil Sales (FMF) and Foreign Military Financing (FMF)
(it tht supply grants and loans to finance American
memt il military equipment. The State Department oversees
(e poginm, but con}batant commanders manage the program on
u ooyt diy basis.” After 9/11, these §ecur1ty asglstance aids
Mg, with FMF appropriations increasing drgmatlcally to $ 6
il i 2003, mainly due to relaxed legal strictures regarding
Wil diunslers, increased counter-terrorism efforts, . and to
J il psistance to states involved in ousting the Taliban and

Al aads ™

iy 2002, PACOM was involved in well over 1,000
Wl disvrete events with other countries’ armed forces,
j Bt vonferences and educational pres;ntations through

Iy wlevel sepresentational visits by the Pacific Commander,
B i aesistance  projects,  as well as b9111ateral apd
sl il miliary exercises, to name only a few.” The Asia-
Pl Canier lor Security Studies also provides a venue for
aonylor bty ofhicers and defense executives to exchange

- ——

SN i e, “America’s Viceroys,” p. 4

-

S el Shastn, “Anteriea’s Viceroys,” p. 4

S Pk & i il Tarel Ghani, “The Changing Complexion of Security
Wl S Assimiie i ihe Twenty-First Century,” in Security by Other
Ao Forein dsivunies, Global Poverty, and American Leadership, ed.
el Bt W s tingetan, DG Brookings Institution and Center for
Bl il Ditssstissal Stdies, 2007), p. 198.

SR e Sepiiidiy Casperation in the U.S. Pacific Command,” p. 6.



security perspectives during conferences, one-week senio
executive courses, and 12-week executive courses.”

CONCLUSIONS

Ot analysis thus far has shown us how American grand

; vunliniies to be shaped by geographic considerations of
Wl sperations. Specifically, geographical con§iderations of
e pljeetion into critical regions formed the basp contours of
Aetionn grind strategy since World War II until today. We
I ulie ween how, the core of U.S. grand strategy is still
LUl with strategic geography, which ir}gluQes factors of
Wee il loeation and factors relating to m111t.a.r11y important
Wil ianitime choke points, and areas of crmcal_ resources.
Ihese consdderations were also present m Arpencan graqd
Sigy i Asia, which is essentially maritime in geostrategic
S The tole of the U.S. Navy and PACOM has also
Jin un that military instruments, both in terms of hardwaye
Wil sultwiie (18Cs), have sustained American grand strategy in

e o,

Ihewe arguments do not offer a deﬁr}itive test. of

yhy i the sole determining variable that drives American

M‘ yiimlepy. Though clearly one could argue that other
Viiallen were at play (e.g. trade, economic stability, or even
Luliial wulues like democracy) in forming the overall mosaic of
ARt g sirategy, this paper offers one plausibility probe,
I gty slinpes grand strategy, which has selfiom been
le\mﬂy paplored-— despite its seemingly 0bv1ou§ ro!e.
Luliinl il like democracy) i formig te 6vetal hosai 61
yuaiid strategy, this paper offers one plausibility probe,
ity sliapes grand strategy, which has seldom been

| IIPHTW paplored—despite its seemingly obv10u§ ro.le.
PR, v s crucial importance therefore, and in splte
bt Vi growlh of globalization and the IT revolutlop,
!I}ﬂﬂﬂl Y mdments and case studies on how geographic
onmlmzlmu shinpe prand  strategy should 'be next on the
W'Wﬂﬂ. whether in the field of international relations, or

These TSCs while officially geared to increase defens
cooperation, augment the capabilities of foreign militaries, an
instill democratic values, actually increase U.S. influence an
access to other countries’ strongest political force—along will
their bases, intelligence, and resources. In fact, in an Asia
environment, building military ties through education program§
on-site training, exercises and other means enhances Ul
influence in generally quiet but effective ways.”> TSCs alsl
ensure the access for U.S. forces and supplies, an ongoin
concern for PACOM as maintaining command of the sea, a
mentioned earlier, is crucial to safeguard American gran
strategy in the region. Thus, forward deployments and hos
country bases constitute the best guarantee that the US ca
respond rapidly to a military crisis. Joint exercises enhanc
interoperability between host countries and American forces an
facilitate responses to regional military challenges.”® This is wh
in Asia maritime collaboration has long been a key aspect @
U.S. collective defense and coalition-building endeavors. |

92 Bir. - Toaess o8 750 Wi - LT O TR R T e _— . T

92 See Dennis C. Blair and John T. Hanley Jr., “From Wheels to Webs:
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%3 Robert Sutter, “The Obama Administration and US Policy in Asia,”
Contemporary Southeast dsia, Vol. 31, No. 2 (2009): p. 195.
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