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Preface

The free nations of the Pacific Basin hz{ve begun to assume in
the global system a strategic importance commensurate with their
economic role. The United States, Japan, the Republic of Korea, and
the Republic of China will face new challenges in the advent of the
“Pacific Age.” Perhaps the most important challenge will be that of
maintaining the free and secure use of Sea Lanes of Communication
(SLOC). These ocean routes connect the Pacific Basin nations with
their worldwide allies, ‘customers, and suppliers. The free nations of
the area have begun to realize that their stewardship of the SLOC
has global implications.

SLOC security, long a concern for naval strategists-and infor-
med statesmen, has become a major issue not only because of the rise
of Asian economic activity, but also because of the increased threats
to the region. There exist several possibilities for conflict: North
and South Korea, Communist China and the Republic of China,
and an aggressive Vietnamese regime in Indochina. In each case a
strategic strait or passageway is at stake. A recent and most distur-
bing development has been the expansion of the Soviet fleet and
its activities in the region. A feasible solution to SLOC security
remains unformulated.

To attempt to fill this dangerous void, The Conference on Sea
Lane Security in the Pacific Basin, the first of its kind, was held on
September 23-25 in San Francisco. The conference, which was
sponsored by the Institute for €ontemporary Studies (San Francisco,
USA) and the SLOC Study Group of the USA, was attended by
senior naval personnel, scholars, and diplomats from the United
States, Japan, Republic of Korea, and the Republic of China. The
participants, many of whom are members of SLOC Study Groups in
their respective nations, presented papers and engaged in discussions
which brought to light many facts and insights gained through years
of experience in varied fields.

I would like to take this o;;portunity to thank a number of

veople who made this conference possible. Ambassadors U. Alexis
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Johnson and Leonard Unger, co-chairman of the SLOC Study
Group of the USA, made all the arrangements with the Institute for
Contemporary Studies, which shouldered the responsibilities of
sponsoring - the conference. Dr. Glenn Dumke, president of the
institute, Mr. A. Lawrence Chickering, its executive director, and Ms.
Ellen L.C. Brown, its coordinator for administration and public
affairs, all rendered their indispensable services to the conference.
The Honorable Shih Kanemaru, chairman of the Japanese SLOC
Study Group, and the Honorable Kwan-shik Min, chairman of
the Korean SLOC Study Group, organized their delegations for
participation in this conference. Among those who have helped
me in organizing and administering the work of the Chinese SLOC
Study Group, Admiral Tun-hwa Ko was the most active. It is no
exaggeration to say that without the support and efforts of the
people mentioned above this conference could never have taken
place.

This publication contains the proceedings of the conference.
The editorial work was entrusted to the Asia and World Institute of
the Republic of China. Its director/editor Dr. Yu-ming Shaw and
its editorial members—Dr. Owen Lippert and messrs. Wan-chih
Tai and Charles Hintermeister—were involved in the actual editing
of the publication. As a member of the Standing Committee of the
SLOC Study Group of the Republic of China and president of the
Asia and World Institute, I am extremely delighted to see this pub-
lication finally appear. I sincérely hope it will break further ground
in the study and planning of the advancement of sea lane security
in the great Pacific Basin which extends from the United States
across to northeast and southeast Asia and down to Australia,

Han Lih-wu

Taipei, Taiwan

September, 1983 Republic of China
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Opening Speech

Han Lih-wu

The Asia and World Institute (formerly called Forum) has
attempted to promote understanding and cooperation among North-
east Asian countries through the sponsorship of symposia since
its inception eight years ago. In 1979, a symposium on the security
of the Western Pacific was held in Taipei at which scholars and
experts from the United States, Japan, the Republic of Korea,
and the Republic of China were present.

It was at this conference that the importance of sea lanes of
communications (SLOC) was singled out and stressed as a desirable
subject of study. In his paper, entitled “The Security of Northeast
Asia in the 1980s,” Admiral Kenichi Kitamura, former Commander
of the Japanese Marine Self Defense Agency and who is present
today made the following statement: *It goes without saying that
the defense of extremely long SLOCs cannot ‘be accomplished with-
out the mutual cooperation of the countries concerned. How to
defend SLOCs in the Western Pacific must be a serious concern
common to Northeast Asian, nations. It should be noted- in this
regard that the U.S. Navy has virtually no capacity to cooperate with
us in this area.”

At the conclusion of the conference, I thanked the Admiral
for singling out so clearly such an important issue, and I humbly
declared it would be taken up by the Asia and World Institute for
both international study and, hopefully, cooperation.

It happened that after a few months, in January 1980, a four-
nation parliamentary conference on Asian and Western Pacific secur-
ity was held in Washington. Several meetings had been held previous-
ly among parliamentary delegations of the three Northeast Asian



nations, but this was the first time that an American parliamentary
group was present.

It may be of interest if 1 cite some of the pertinent points
made by the different delegations.

Representative Melvin Price opened his speech with the follow-
ing words: “You have chosen a momentous time for your con-
ference here in Washington. Events are rapidly moving the family of
nations toward a decisive point in world history.” Then he con-
tinued: “The first and most fundamental change this brings about
is a realignment of the security burdens in North and East Asia
between America and its allies. By this I do not mean that America
should do less, but rather that your countries should be prepared
to do more. America will continue to honor its commitments —
legal and moral — to those who have stood with us so faithfully,
but .that guarantee must be supplemented by redoubled effort in
your own countries.”

Representative Asao Mihara of Japan, while emphasizing that
maintenance of close ties with the U.S. is indispensable for the
security of Northeast Asia, also stressed that the three Northeast
nations “are strategically interdependent and destined to be part-
ners.” He continued: “Each country’s security is directly related to
the others’; they share a common destiny and hence my colleagues
and I in the Diet have long stressed the importance of closer relations
in dealing with mutual concerns.... More important, Japan must
endeavor through diplomatic means to create a positive situation on
the Korean Peninsula and in the Taiwan Straits and, at the same
time, promote better understanding among our three countries.”
He further said: “It should be stressed that, while the PRC is of
obviously great importance in the global context, Taiwan inde-
pendent from extemal control is of even greater importance in a
regional context.”

The Honorable Shin Kanemaru, who is here with us, was also
present at the Washington conference where he acted as chairman.

The leader of the Korean Parliamentary Delegation, the Honor-
able Lee Byung Heui, pointed out that “Among the four countries
represented here, I am happy to note that their mutual relations

have been characterized by friendly cooperation. We have been
able to maintain an avenue of dialogue between our nations. How-
ever, I feel it necessary to point out that the mechanism for dialogue
and cooperation has been, by and large, of a bilateral nature. The
problems we face today are common to all of us. They defy an
easy solution, and it is mandatory that we devise a new mechanism
for cooperation.”

In my concluding remarks on behalf of the ROC delegation,
I stated: ‘“‘Cooperation is a word easy to utter but not so easy to
implement. However, we recently struck on a common topic, and
that is the maintenance and protection of the sea lanes of com-
munication in the Western Pacific, which are essential to trade and to
the transportation of goods, men and materials for us all. Not even
the Communists could reasonably raise objections to this basic
necessity, vital to all nations. In pursuance of this central theme,
I proposed the formation, in each of our nations, of a small study
group called SLOCSG, that is, Sea Lanes of Communications Study
Group. I am citing this as an example of what we can do if we pool
our thoughts together for the worthy object of preserving the secur-

ity of Asia and the Pacific, which should be part of an overall secur-

ity strategy.”

The second four-nation security conference was to be hosted by
the Republic of Korea, but because of the political situation there in
1981 and now with the American mid-term election, it is post-
poned. I understand the Hon. Nae-hink Jung, who attended the
Washington conference and whi,o is presently Speaker of the Korean
Assembly, is expecting the conference to be held in Seoul in 1983.

It will be useful to have the conference rotated among the four
nations in order to provide at least a semi-official mechanism for
mutual understanding and for the possible correlation of measures on
the vital question of security in the Western Pacific.

Our SLOCSG, Sea Lanes of Communication Study Group,
in my humble view, is conducive to producing practical results. It
may even be associated informally with the four-nation security con-
ference as a contributing agency.

The fact that the very first session of both the four-nation




security conference and the SLOCSG should have its venue in the
United States shows that the participation of the latter is indispen-
sable in any consideration of Asian and pacific security. There is
general acceptance that the U.S. is a Pacific power, and the leading
power at that. The U.S. has paramount interests in Asia; the defense
of the Pacific is just as important to the U.S. as the defense of the
Atlantic.

Seeing the threat of international Communism to Asia, it was
John Foster Dulles, the former American Secretary of State who
launched the eight-nation defense alliance called SEATO, the first of
its kind in Asia.

The Asians themselves did make an attempt to establish an
Asian identity and consciousness shortly after World War II. Jaw-
aharlal Nehru sponsored the Asian Relations Conference in New
Delhi in 1947, and among those present were Sukarno of Indonesia,
Romulo of the Philippines and Phya Anuma Rajadhon of Thailand.
The conference lasted six weeks and during our many private talks
as well as public expressions, our common aspirations converged on
future cooperation among Asian peoples for the building of our
nations along democratic lines. :

I had the honor of being elected secretary general in charge
of preparation for the second conference, which failed to materialize.
Mainland China changed color in 1949 and the future of Asia was
cast in doubt.

SEATO, however limited in effectiveness it may have been dur-
ing its existence, did inspire indigenous efforts for regional group-
ing and cooperation. There was ASA, the Association of Southeast
Asia which included Thailand, Malaysia and the Philippines, then
MAPHILINDO, with the addition of Indonesia, and finally ASEAN,"
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, with the addition of
Singapore. ASEAN is now a viable regional organization with great
potential for success in economic, political and even military cb-
operation. Facing the threat of international Communism, ASEAN
recognizes the importance and desirability of Arherican military
presence and protection.

The rise and growth of ASEAN has given impetus to other

nations with regional interests or geophysical links to seek mutual
cooperation, such as the nations in South Asia and the Eastern
Pacific Islands. But the conditions for such associations do not seem
to be ripe yet.

.On the other hand, there are the developed and newly develop-
ing nations of the Pacific Basin, whose economic growth as well as
social and political development are attracting world attention.
Futurologists rate these nations fairly high in their potentialities.
Americans, Japanese, and Australians, whose nations are outstanding
ones in this category, have called for the establishment of a Pacific
Basic Community. The latest advocate of this is the President of the
Republic of Korea who, in early August, suggested a “Pacific summit
conference” where the “heads of the Pacific coast states can meet
regularly to discuss- matters of mutual concern and consult on
measures for their cooperation.” President Chun Doo-Hwan aims
for the creation of a “Pacific Era” in which peace and prosperity
will be obtained through the establishment of a *“common Pacific
community.”

It has been at least twelve years since the Japanese broached
the idea of a Pacific conference other similar and suggestions to other
interested nations and private research institutions. They were all
useful and helpful. It may, however, take some time before any
concrete steps arg taken by governments. Even then private organiza-
tions like ours can still be useful, especially as a SLOCSG is more
specifically oriented, and therefore conductive to achieving results.

Viewing the whole Asjan and Pacific area or any part of it,
there are few who would not agree that the Northeast Asia/Pacific
region is of primary importance.

Japap, like England, is an island country. An economic super-
power, Japan is the principal eastern ally of the U.S. and the corner-
stone of the latter’s Asia policy. Japan’s defense forces and capabil-
ities are being gradually and substantially strengthened, although it
is still largely dependent upon the U.S. for her defense. Nevertheless,
Japan is expected to assume a continuously increasing role in the
defense of its own territory and beyond, especially in the waters
around its homeland.
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U.S. Secretary of the Navy John Lehman, visiting Japan in
August this year, warned that the growth of the Soviet fleet from a
guardian of the coasts to an ocean-going powerhouse reflects Mos-
cow’s “tremendous new national policy for a bluewater, interdiction
naval force.” He welcomed Japan’s pledge, announced in Washing-
ton last year by Prime Minister Zenko Suzuki, to build its military
str.ength so it can defend waters around the country out to 1,000
miles. Shortly afterwards, Thomas Reed, President Reagan’s sp;cial
assistant for national security, said in an interview in Washington that
“My goal is to get them to help defend the Persjan Gulf.” Nothing
that Japan had already agreed to defend sea lanes 1,000 miles out
Reed said the U.S. administration wished this could be extended tc;
the Indian Ocean as far as the Persian Gulf.

I believe that Japan, in view of its actual needs, aspirations and
sense of international status, will accelerate its military budget and
play a more military active role in the years ahead. If I may be allow
ed to make a personal reminiscence, I remember that in 1974 after
the elder statesman Kishi spoke to a group of ROC scholars who
were.: in Tokyo participating in a conference on mainland China
affz.ms, he made the bold prediction that J apan would in the 1980s
rev‘lse its constitution, or even write a new one, shedding the present
strictures on militarization. Mr. Kishi told me that he was going to
ca.m%)aign for rewriting the constitution. ‘I could see the movement
gaining official consideration. I, for one, would not be alarmed by
Japan becoming a greater military power. :

The Republic of Korea is at the forefront of Northeast Asian
defense. The strategic Korean peninsula, in unfriendly hands, would
Pomt like a dagger at the heart of Japan. The immediate and press-
ing danger to the ROK is the militancy and aggressiveness of North
Korea which is only 20 short miles away from Seoul and has a
stronger and better equipped army of close to one million. Hence
the necessity and importance of ' American military presence in the

"ROK. In a strengthened ROK with a bustling economy and rapid
development, South Koreans see themselves as a buffer zone among
the United States, the Soviet Union, Communist China and Japan
In this capacity, it is rendering a great service to Asia and the Pacific:

Pacific.

China has historically been a maritime nation. The Shang
Dynasty that flourished in the region of Anyang from 1500-1207
B.C. was founded by Shang Tang which literally means “sea trade”
or “maritime enterprise.” Historical evidence shows that the Shang
were a seafaring people similar to the ancient Phoenicians and Athen-
ians. The capital of Anyang was located at the confluence of the
north-western and southwestern Pacific areas. The oceanism of the
subsequent times was furthered by the increase in Chinese ocean-
going ships. The famous Italian, Marco Polo, witnessed and re-
counted the vigor of China’s maritime enterprises. The series of
naval expeditions led by Cheng Ho from 1405 to 1433 are well
known.

The emergence since 1949 of the modern integral oceanism of
the Republic of China on Taiwan is manifested in the transformation
of our country into a completely ocean-oriented nation. It has been
said by an ocean enthusiast that we are now a country of the ocean,
by the ocean, and for the ocean.

The strategic importance of Taiwan was best described by U.S.
General Douglas MacArthur, who, after visiting President Chiang Kai-
shek in the summer of 1950, described the island as an “unsinkable
aircraft carrier.”” MacArthur said the loss of Taiwan “might well
force our Western frontiers back to the coasts of California, Oregon
and Washington.”

I must point out, however, that modern weapon systems may
have changed somewhat traditional strategic views and there are
people who hold that Taiwan’s importance to the U.S. is not as
vital as before. But to say that “‘Our defense posture in the Western
Pacific is based on relationships with Japan, South Korea, the Philip-
pines and other countries. It doesnot depend in any way on Taiwan.”
as John Holdridge, Assistant Secretary for East Asia and the Pacific,
said in January, 1982, is an extreme statement.

To say the least, Taiwan is crucial to the defense of Japan
and the Philippines. It links the Pacific and Indian oceans. It streng-
thens the defense of both Northeast and Southeast Asia. It provides
unsinkable runways, shelter for ships and various logistical facilities
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as well as sizable and strong combat-ready forces. It has excel%ent
ports for naval operations, including thoze for training, recreation,
drydocking, repairs and refueling.

The Republic of China exercises control not only over the
main island of Taiwan and Penghu, but also over a number of other
islands such as the the Kinmen, Matzu, Yung-yin Wu-chiu, Paratas
and Spratly groups. All these islands are situated nearby the com-
monly adopted sea trade routes of powered vessels carrying cargoes,
passengers and mails between trading ports of developed and de-
veloping countries to and from the Pacific and Indian oceans. In
other words, any commercial ship plying the shortest trade routes
from the Indian Ocean to the Pacific, or vice versa, must pass by
either side of Taiwan, or some of the islands under its control.

The safety of the long sea lanes is indeed vital to all of us. The
three Northeast Asian nations in the Western Pacific do not have the
required naval strength to protect their sea lanes of communications.
They have been relying, and have continued to rely, on the U.S.
Seventh Fleet’s support in making the SLOCs safe, yet the Seventh
Fleet’s strength is shrinking relative to the strength of the Soviet
Pacific fleet. Even though in the future the naval warfare capabilities
of the Seventh Fleet may be augmented by newer ships with better
weapons systems, numbers. do count for everything in warfare.
Further, the U.S. fleet does not want to be pinned down at one
location. It has to maintain its freedomm of movement from one
ocean to another. Hence the necessity of cooperation with other
friendly navies. And, after all, the Northeast Asian nations have
the responsibility of sharing in the burden of their own defense.
have the responsibility of sharing in the burden of-their own defense.

On December 20, 1979, in the first session of the 96th U.S.
Congressional meeting, a resolution was passed calling upon the
U.S. administration to consult other friendly nations in order to
devise a Sealane Security System whose purpose would be to insure
safe, secure and free passage through international sea lanes to
East and Southeast Asia.

We are undertaking the above task from an unofficial position
as indeed all free men of peace should contribute to this practical
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and meaningful cause.

We have four SLOC study groups. The SLOGSG-ROC is
sponsored by the Asia and World Institute in conjunction with the
Society for Strategic Studies, ROC. The SLOCSG-USA has been
taking a leading part in liaison work with the Japanese and Korean
groups and 1 must express my deep appreciation to Ambassador U.
Alex Johnson and Gen. Stilwell for bringing our project to its present
stage.

1 submit for your thoughts that we should study each country’s
port facilities and actual operations, naval control of shipping organ-
ization, communication and information networks of commercial
shipping, each country’s civil and defense shipping directionf the
possible threat from the USSR (either in collusion with the Chinese
Communists or with the latter neutral), and scheduled exchange of
research and, possibily, visits. We should perhaps discuss and arrive
at a consensus on common doctrines for SLOC security.

Annual conferences might be held on a rotational basis. If 1
may share with you what I have in mind for the future, 1 believ'e that
in the not distant future study groups will be established in the
ASEAN countries, and, eventually, even in the australasian nations.

Before embarking on the next steps, however, our four study
groups must broduce credible results to justify any expansion.
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Opening Speech

Ambassador U. Alex Johnson

First, I am sure that you and your delegations would want to
join me in expressing our thanks to the Institute for Contemporary
Studies for its invitation to hold this meeting here in San Francisco
and for its generous hospitality. Especially, we want to thank
President Dumke, Lawrence Chickering, the Executive Director, and
Ellen Brown for the excellent arrangements. All of us who have had
experience with preparing for such international meetings know that
these things just do not happen automatically, but take much hard
and detailed work.

We also know the role that Dr. Han Lih-wu has played in bring-

ing about this gathering and we extend our thanks to him. As a-

member of the American delegation I also want to express my parti-
cular appreciation to Mr. Shin Kanemaru and his Japanese colleagues
and to Mr. Min Kwan-Shik and his Korean colleagues for their being’
willing to undertake the long joumney to this country during a
particularly busy time for them.

We are here because we share a common interest in keeping
open the sea lines of communication, which I might note also em-
brace the air lines of communication over the seas. This is not any
narrow nationalistic interest, but a broad interest shared by all
those who believe that their own welfare and that of the rest of
mankind is to be found in the Jullest possible exchange of people and
goods. To this end, we have entered into a wide range of economic
and financial arrangements that are without precedent in history
However, these arrangements would have little meaning if it were no£
for the explosion of trade in the last few dec

ades in very large
measure facilitated by the new efficien
‘ : Cy of ocean transportati
and its availability to all, e e

Thus the importance of the i
: continued
access of sea lines of communication.

Trade involves not only exports but also imports,

As a result
modern trade has led not to dependence, but rather to

interdepen-
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dence. No nation is wholly self-sufficient, and none is wholly depen-
dent on seaborne commerce.

International interdependence has grown enormously in recent
years. As far as raw materials are concerned, the efficiency of the
big bulk ocean carrier has meant that countries with few or costly
raw materials often have an advantage over a country with more
resources because it can buy raw materials at the lowest price and
transport them around the world. Japan, correspondingly, has con-
tainerized and specialized ships that permit fast delivery, low packing
costs and minimum damage to cargoes of manufactured products.

The result has been that world exports have risen more than
seven fold in the last twenty years. As far as the United States is
concerned about one-fifth of our industrial production and one-third
of all our agricultural production are now exported. However, inter-
dependence goes far beyond economics, the national security policies
of the United States are rooted in common political and military
interests with others.

During the course of this meeting we will be examining the
vulnerabilities of each of us to interruption of or interference with
the sea lines of communication. This, of course, varies with each
country. In doing so, to keep the matter in perspective, I suggest
that in large and resilient modern economies, trade-offs or substitu-
tions are often possible, even though at a higher cost. Still when
imports are large, there is often the presumption of vulnerability.

In the case of the United States because both our imports and
exports are dominated by manufactured goods, we do not dependent
on seaborne trade for food. As far as energy is concerned, the Uni-
ted States is a large net exporter of coal, and we have been successful
in reducing our dependence on imported oil from the Persian Gulf

from a peak of almost four million barrels a day, or twenty percent
of consumption in 1977, to one million barrels a day, or about seven
percent of consumption in the first quarter of this year. Thus, our
own vulnerabilities are much less than those of some other countries.
However, this does not mean that we are not concerned about the
vulnerabilities of others. :

In 1980, the total value of exports from all market economy

—11—




countries of the world was about 1,200 billion dollars, and from
managed economy countries about sixty billion dollars, or only five
percent of that of the market economy countries. A reasonable
estimate of the proportion of total trade carried by ships is two-thirds
so that in 1980 probably 800 billion dollars of market economy
trade moved by ship as compared with forty billion dollars of man-
aged economy trade. While these figures are very rough, they éerve
to illustrate the overwhelming importance of sea lanes to the larger
part of the trading world as compared with their lesser importance to
managed economy countries. This is not without its effect on the
policies of individual countries; though, the Soviet Union is heavily
dependent on long and vulnerable sea lanes for movement of much
of its domestic traffic between its European and Pacific ports.

While our subject is the sea lanes of the Pacific Basin, in a very
real sense they cannot be separated from sea lanes elsewhere in the
world. When it comes to security of the sea lanes it is truly one
world, just as it is with most other security problems. Mid Eastern
oil for East Asia passes through the Indian Ocean and the narrow
water passages in Southeast Asia. Correspondingly, manufactured
gods shipped between Europe and East Asia largely pass through the
same area.

As far as its relative importance to the United States is concer-
ned, our total trade with our twelve most important East Asian
trading partners is now greater than our trade whith all of Western
Europe. Particularly notable is the rapid increase in our trade with
the ASEAN countries. Given the high growth rates and expanding
populations of East Asia, U.S. trade with that region should continue
its rapid growth. This will have a significant impact on our relations
with the countries of the area, and on the relative importance of
Western Europe in our national policies.

What will happen to sea use in the future? A comprehenswe
study undertaken a few years ago by the Atlantic Council chaired
by Paul Nitze and Leonard Sullivan pointed up that there are four
main influences upon ocean activities: world economic conditions,
technological developments, international laws -of the sea, and
domestic policies.
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It is, of course, obvious that world economic conditions affect
the use of the sea lanes. However, it is an interesting fact that the
physical volume of shlppmg rises and falls faster than world eco-
nomic activity.

With regard to technological innovation, I have already men-
tioned the dramatic effects of the big bulk cargo carrier, both tanker
and dry cargo, and the innovations in containers and roll-on, roll-off
loading which bring the economy of quick turn-arounds.

I hope that during the course of these meetings we can have
some discussion on the law of the sea. We certainly will hear some
views on the decision of the United States not to sign the comprehen-
sive convention that had been negotiated over a period of years. I
am sure you know that that decision did not arise over any issue
involving the sea lanes, but rather on the issue of exploiting the
mineral resources in the deep sea beds.

With respect to domestic policies which threaten the sea lanes,
they can arise from a wide variety of circumstances, both domestic
and international. Because of domestic disorder or civil strife, a
country may seek to deny access to straits or archipelago waters.
While its objective may not be foreign shipping passing in transit,
the effects may, nevertheless, be very severe for third parties.

A country may seek selectively to close what it claims as
internal waters to the passage of ships of a particular flag. We have
seen some examples of this in recent years in the Mid East.  How-
ever, the perpetrator is usually in danger of retaliation elsewhere.

There is, of course, the pgssibility of a supply source refusing to
sell to one or more consumers. In recent years there have also been
examples of this in the Mid East, but this is not strictly speaking
a sea lanes problem because the material never gets to sea. The same
is true of port closures. :

The most drastic of all measures is the blockade including war
at sea against another’s ships. A blockade always has been and is still
considered an act of war and must be considered in that context
rather than a simple sea lanes problem.

These then are some of the questions and issues with which we
will be dealing. While they are not new subjects, I am sure that with
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the experience and knowledge embodied in this -group we will be
able to add to the body of knowledge on this very important subject.

Discussant of Opening Speeches: Shigeto Nagano

Shigeto Nagano: The two distinguished speakers have both
made thoughtful presentations on the strategic background of the
sea lanes security problem, and I have no specific criticisms of
their respective standpoints. I will, rather, interpret the problem
from the viewpoint of Japan.

Both speakers rightly stessed the importance of sea lane protec-
tion. It is critically important for Japan to maintain control of its
territorial seas and to be assured of the security of the sea lanes con-
necting her to the western world. Not only is local sea lane security
crucial to the livelihood of Japan and its capacity to sustain war, it is
also essential to the unity of the free nations of the world.

The Honorable Mr. Johnson touched on the question of bloc-
kades, so I will now comment on this. In the event of a crisis, the
Soviet Union’s Far East armed forces, especially their naval and air
branches, would attempt to threaten the sea lanes in the Pacific and
Indian Oceans to neutralize the the United States’ naval task forces,

Japan and the ROK could control their off-shore waters and
the three major choke points in our area, the Soya, Tsugara and
Tsushima Straits, and thus hinder Soviet military operations in the
Sea of Japan and in the continental Far East. Japan, working with
the Republic of Korea, could prevent the expansion of Soviet mili-
tary power in the Pacific. To do so it is essential that J apan make
even greater efforts to increase its defensive capability.

Dr. Han has mentioned that Taiwan is crucial to the defense of
Japan, particularly the defense of the Western Pacific sea lanes.
Therefore, it is important for Japan and Taiwan to study together
the problem of common defense. Also, Dr. Han has pointed out the
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need for some kind of security alliance among nations in the Pacific
Basin. ' .

All of the Korean representatives who have spoken in previous
sessions of this kind have expressed the need for bilateral dialogue
and cooperation with America in order to improve security in the
region. Japan has already set up a SLOC study group with the U.S.
in the interest of establishing a regional “soft alliance.”

-
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The Strategic Background: Two Views

Sea Lanes Security Problems in the Pacific Basin

Shin Kanemary

The Honorable. Johnson, General Stilwell and distinguished guests -

and gentlemen:

‘ It is of great significance that politicians, scholars and profes-
sionals from the United States and three nations in Northeast Asia
are meeting together here to discuss the security problems of the sea
lanes in the Pacific basin at a time when the international situation is
becoming increasingly serious.

Our three Northeast Asian nations, Japan, Korea, and the
Republic of China, import all their oil and most their important
ra:nw materials. Our security and economic survivz;l depends upon
Adugct and indirect cooperation and support by the United States in
maintaining the secuirty of the sea lanes. The United States, of
course, has a global commitment to the security of the free nations.

Each nation’s national interests and secuirty problems vary
considerably. Sea lanes, however, must be a common interest for all

gf us. ’Anq @f there is any common threat to the sea lanes, it is the
oviet’s military threat comprised of its naval power and of its

political and psychological pressure. We should first recognize that
we have common interests and face a common threat.

The security of the sea lanes is generally taken as a military
problem. But it is not feasible for any one nation to.defend the sea
lz_mes, S0 mutual cooperation among the nations concerned is essen-
tial. In this sense, the security of the sea lanes is also a political
problem.

. The establishment of a collective defense system for the secu-
rity of the sea lanes in the Pacific basin, however, seems unlikely to
fense effort by each nation should be made so as to contribute to

the security of all sea lanes in this area, and thus to bring about
substantial mutual cooperation.

In this respect, I would like to refer briefly to the significance
of the planned Japanese defense effort. Japan will take primary
responsibility for the defense of its homeland as well as for the
defense of the sea lanes within the so-called 1,000-mile zone south
of its Islands. Japan will steadily build up its defense capabilities
in order to accomplish this task.

If a conventional war between the East and the West should
break out, a blockade of the Soya, Tsugaru and Tsushima Straits
would doubtless be very effective in maintaining the security of the
sea lanes in the Pacific. In order to accomplish an effective blockade
of these straits, however, it would be essential for Japan to prevent
Soviet forces from acquiring air superiority around Japan or the
adjacent seas. This means that the defense of the Japanese home-

land, itself, involves the defense of the sea lanes in the Pacific basin.
A second point is that the Japanese sea lanes defense effort

within the 1,000-mile zone south of Japan and in the three straits,
coupled with possible anti-submarine operations conducted by Uni-
ted States naval forces based in the Mariana Islands and in the Philip-
pines, would substantially contribute to the security of sea lanes of
all free nations in the Northwest Pacific and in the South China Sea
area.

It is believed that the Soviet threat to our sea lanes may be
greatest in the northwestern corner of the Western Pacific. The area
is close to the Soviet’s home bases and all ships bound for Northeast
Asian nations pass through it. Consequently, most of the security
problems for the sea lanes in_the Pacific basin could probably be
solved by the above-mentioned operations of the Japanese and

United States forces.
Our success in preserving the security of these sea lanes would

rely on our success in denying Soviet naval forces the free use of this
area. In other words, the Soviets would be unable to bring their
full military force to bear upon any free nation south of the Japa-
nese islands. The Vietnamese would then be unable to contemplate
agressive operations against its neighbors because its logistic support
line from Soviet home bases would be cut.

This implies that the Japanese defense effort would contribute
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not only to"che security of the sea lanes of free nations as a whole
but also. substantially to the security of the free nations in East Asia,
It is needless to say, however, that such efforts are not enough.
tf’ solve all the security problems of the sea lanes. Mutual coopera-
thl‘l‘ among nations concerned is indispensable. While a formal col-
lective defense system aimed at the defense of land territories is
polifically difficult, substantial informal cooperation for the defense
of the sea lanes may be easier both politically and technically The
defense of the sea lanes is primarily a problem on the high sea.ls and
does not necessarily need actual joint operations owing to'the sﬁecial
characteristics of naval -operations, -
- Finally, we have now many complicated and difficult problems
in the political and economic fields. These problems should be sol-
.VEd’ of course, as quickly as possible. Our cooperative efforts in cop-
Ing with our common threat in order to defend our common inter-
ests would contribute to the solution of problems in other fields. I
do hope this conference brings about fruitful results. Thank yc'>u.
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A Korean Perspective on Sea Lanes
Security in the Pacific

Min Kwan-Shik

As “the last frontier” of our planet or as “the common heri-
tage of mankind,” the oceans, forming over seventy percent of the
earth’s surface, have been increasingly coveted by individual coun-
tries and transnational corporations to enhance their wealth, power
and prestige. Let me cite Dr. Henry Kissinger, a former American
Secretary of State, who, in’ speaking of our oceans, said that while
their promise might be greater than that of the untapped lands of
the past century, so too is their potential for conflict.

As one of the crossroads of the world’s major shipping routes,
the Pacific Basini is no exception. Even on a short swing through
Asia, one can sense a tremendous regional and international ten-
sion arising from conflicting interests in the use of this area. In the
absence of effective international sanctions to keep the sea free and
open, the intensity of tension is likely to depend on two main
interrelated factors: the activities of major powers, and the ability of
Southeast and Northeast Asian countries to institute and implement
constructive policies on ocean usage and dispute settlement by peace-
ful means. w v

Using this as a starting point, I would like to discuss on-going
maritime security problems and their impact on the security of our
respective countries.

There is no denying that sea-lane or maritime security is greatly
affected by the naval strength of the superpowers. The United States
Navy enjoyed an unqualified mastery in the Pacif during at least the
first two decades after World War II. However, it seems to me that
such dominance no longer exists because of the persistent efforts of
the Soviets in recent years to strengthen their naval capability. Re-
portedly, the Soviet Union has surpassed the U.S. in its construction

-
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of submarines by a ratio of four to one, and of warships by two to
one. In the meantime, the U.S. has been reducing the size of her
fleets during the last fifteen years. Now the Soviet Union is known
to possess 155 submarines carrying guided missiles with nuclear war
heads while the U.S. has sixty-eight submarines carrying nuclear
weapons.

in particular, we should not overlook the emerging power of

the Soviet Navy in the West Pacific. As you all know, the Soviets
have doubled their naval forces deployed in the Far East during the
past fifteen years. Currently they deploy 785 warships totalling
1.52 million tons in the Far East, while the U.S. Seventh Fleet is
composed of fifty-five warships amounting to only 0.6 million tons.

With this recent upset of the balance of naval power, the Soviet
Union has gained substantial in influence in the Pacific and the
provides Vietnam with 900 million U.S. dollars in aid every year in
return for the use of two Vietnamese ports, namely, Da Nang and
Cam Ranh. In Northeast Asia, Najin of North Korea has also been
used as a commercial base, Moroeover, about 200 Soviet warships
pass through the Korean Strait every year, demonstrating the growing
activity of the Soviet Navy in the Far East.

One can easily perceive that the next target of Soviet expansion-
ism might be control of the Strait of Malacca, which is critical to the
economic existence of Northeast and Sourtheast Asian countries.
If the Soviets could gain a hold over the Strait of Malacca, it would
certainly create a tremendous threat to the economic and political
stability of Asian countries by intimidating the users of the sea lanes
which link Northeast Asia to Africa, Europe and the Middle East,
Any possible pressure by the Soviet Navy on oil transport from the
Middle East to East Asia would jeopardize the economies of Japan,
Korea and the Republic of China. Destabilizing this sea lane would
also give rise to all kinds of difficulties in Southeast Asian coun-
tries, particularly the export of raw materials such as tin, rubber,
palm oil and other commodities bound mainly for industrialized
countries,

With the increasing importance of sea lanes in the West Pacific,

the Reagan» administration has made a timely change of defense
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strategy as it affects global maritime activity b)_' modify‘ing the so-
called “Swing Strategy’ of April 1980. According to this strategy,
the U.S. naval forces deployed in the West Pa(.flflc, pamely thet
Sevetﬁ Fleet, would swing to the Atlantic automatically in the even

of a total war. However, the new defe'nselstrategy called “thefrl:Ier;
agan Doctrine of 2.5 Strategy” re-established -the defense zone "
the Persian Gulf to the west coast of the Um.ted Statt.as as the utnhle
defense zone. The new strategy places a hlghef pnontyt 011 e
protection of the oil transport route. The core of ’Fhe 2.5 S'g egye
is known to establish a defense priority for thr'ee major areas: uro;z3
and the West Pacific assigned as one, th;: i\glddle East also as one,
i i reas as one-half.
e Lﬁiﬁﬁzeﬁ: izizo:ﬁi;ato the sea lanes security problems of
the Far East. Although more emphasis is given to the deferTse gﬂ
the West Pacific by the U.S., it is also true that Nortﬁe?st Asiais s
quite vulnerable and unstable within the complex existing balance of
power. The status quo of the region depends, on the one hand, upon
the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, the U.S.-Korea Defense' Treat_y. and
on recent developments in the possibility of . U.S.-Chma‘l military
cooperation. On the other hand, the Soviet Union and Chmaall;?ep a
strong military alliance with North Korea, th9ugh the 1anze
between the two socialist major powers has been v1r1.:ually a.brog.ate .
Besides, the Republic of China and Mainland China mamta;ln zgll
antagonistic posture toward each other, as .do South .and. (ﬁu
Korea, giving rise to continuous and formidable tension in this
regloI';:hus, it is obvious that any disturbance to t.h_e current ‘fra.gile
balance of power will substantially change the stability of the reglf)n.
In particular, the Korean peninsula has attracte'd close attentmrl:
because of its highly volatile situation. The potential Fhreat c?f Nox.'t
Korea making an incursion into the South has _been 1flcreasmg with
the risk of the North falling into step with Sov1'et-engmeered expan-
sionism. Of course, the number of submarines in north Korea alone
is not ﬁegligible compared to those in South Korea.
Nevertheless, in the case of a'possible venture by North Kolrei
against the south, several difficulties face the U.S. Seventh Flee
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in taking a rapid deterrent action or launching an immediate retalia-
tion. First, the domestic situation within the U.S. is likely to delay
an immediate military response. Second, the reinforcement of
defense for the oil-producing countries in the Middle East is also
possible, leaving Northeast Asia vulnerable to armed attack. Third,
the U.S. has a geographical disadvantage in gaining access to the
Koréan peninsula compared to the Soviet Union. [t is reported
that it takes the U.S. about three weeks to put an armed division into
Korea by utilizing all landing-ship vehicles or military and civilian
aircraft. In the case of an emergency, if the U.S: Navy fails to bloc-
kade the base of the Soviet Pacific Fleet and its three possible exits
to the Pacific, namely, the Korea Strait, the Tsugaru Strait and the
Soya Strait, J apan and the Republic of China will also confront a
mounting threat to their national security.

Thus, the threats to the sea lanes naturally are not restricted
to local waters even in case of a local war.- Although the security
of sea lanes in the West Pacific may be ultimately dependent upon
U.S. support, each country should also make its own self-defense
effort. If we are to preserve peace and the security of sea lanes, I
believe that we can only do so by seeking mutual cooperation
for collective security and by sharing the burden of military expen-
diture in the region.

I would be remiss to close my talk without mentioning one
more significant recent development relating to our common en-
deavor. The Third United Nations Law of the Sea Conference has
adopted the Law of the Sea Convention, a comprehensive ocean
constitution which covers all aspects on the use of the sea and its
resources. The carefully worded provisions on the passage of foreign
shipping craft in territorial seas and international straits are an indica-
tion that we are, in fact, engaged in a matter of global concern. A
concern that should have sooner been shared by more of us. And
finally I sincerely hope that this meeting will be a step forward in
making “the sea unite what land divides.”
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Sea Lanes of Communication in East Asia

William M. Carpenter

1. Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to define the sea lanes of com-
munication (SLOC) problem including its scope and importance,
to discuss briefly the threat to the security of the SLOC, and to
consider how the future safety and function of the SLOC can be
assured. Excluded from this paper is the SLOC problem in nuclear
war between major powers. Limited war, or crises of high intensity
will be the focus here.

1. Sea Lanes of Communication (SLOC):
Definition and Importance

Ever since man first ventured out upon the open sea, he has
become increasingly dependent upon the sea, for his food, for
transport, and for waging war. These three basic functions of mF)ve-
ment upon the sea will likely continue to be the principal functions
dependent upon the sea lanes of communication. Yet, we must add
a fourth: mining the bottom of the sea for the treasure trove of
valuable minerals. .

Our concern in this papéf is with the dependency upon the sea
which has been taking shape since the beginnings of the industrial
revolution in the 19th century, with the consequent growth of .an
interdependent world economy. No industrial nation can survive
and no developing nation can continue to grow without the méter-
ials it imports and exports by sea. Even the minority of nations
which are landlocked depend upon access to the sea through the
territories of their coastal neighbors.

Annual world trade exceeds'U.S.2,000 billion dollars in value
and continues to grow. Some of this commerce travels by land, and
a tiny fraction goes by air, but the great bulk of ii goes by sea and

—23_



will continue to do so. But the sea extracts a price. During the 1970s
over 300 merchant ships were lost annually in groundings, collisions,
founderings, and burnings. This seems a high number, but is actually
a small fraction of the more than twenty-four thousand merchant
ships (of 1,000 gross tons or larger) afloat today. One fourth of
these are oil tankers, a third of a billion deadweight tons (half the
world shipping tonnage).

New technology has made possible ever larger and more effi-
cient ships, expecially the very large crude carriers (VLCCs). These
huge hulls are more cost effective, but at the same time the loss of
one of them is a greater disaster. The shipbuilding boom of the
1960s and early 1970s got ahead of the demand which caused some
painful readjustments by shipbuilders. Nevertheless, as the proper
balance is struck between supply and demand, without a doubt the
world’s merchant fleet will continue to become more modern and
efficient. The shipbuilding world is an extremely competitive one,
and Asian shipbuilders are in the forefront of this competition. This

is probably ony natural for a region where dependence upon the sea _

is so important for survival and growth. _

Besides the vital energy supplies, critical materials for industry
travel mainly by sea. The United States, for example, is almost
totally dependent on imports for its supply of chromite, cobalt,
nanganese, natural rubber and tin. Asian nations face a similar
problem. Stockpiles of materials are maintained for emergency
use if supplies should be -cut off, but the overseas dependence
remains as a long term problem, thus SLOCs will continue to be
essential.

Even the Soviet Union is dependent on imports. ‘A recent study
by the U.S. Census Bureau says that new information and analysis
show that Soviet imports amount to about twenty percent of nation-
al income, a figure significantly greater than the three to five percent
estimate generally accepted by many Western scholars in the past.!
The study says that fifteen to twenty percent of all machinery and

L. Washington Post, 13 July 1982, p. Al
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equipment pﬂt into use in the Soviet Union each year 1s import.ed.
For the chemical industry, the figure may be as high as t."lfty
percent. Further, the Soviets have imported an average of thirty-
seven million tons of grain annually over the last three years, most of
which must come by sea. Of course, since approximately half of all
Soviet imports come from communist countries, some of_the r.nee'u?s
of transport is by land, but nevertheless transport by sea is ? signifi-
cant factor, and threats to Soviet sea lines of communication have
to be given serious consideration in the Kremlin. '

Although the SLOC problem is global, we are focuss1.ng he.re o-n
the sea lanes of communication in Asia. The Asian-Pacific region is
the area showing the greatest promise for dynamic economic growt.h
in the international scene today. Wit' the appearance of economic
power there will be an accompanying growth of political power.

Japan’s remarkable economic recovery from defeat in' war to be the

world’s second-ranking economic power is well known. In spite of a
reluctance to accept a major political-strategic role, Japan’s stature
in the international system is inevitably increasing. Less well k1.10wn
to much of the world, which continues to focus on Europe, is the
economic dynamism of those East Asian nations WhiC.h are alrefldy
challenging Japan’s economic position; the Republic of China,
South Korea, and the small but important economic centers of
Hong Kong and Singapore. U.S. trade with East Asia has.already
exceeded that with Western Europe, and this balance is hlsely to
continue to grow in Asia’s favor. The growth, especially in imports,
is in fact already a major ecopomic (and political) problem for the
United States. ‘

These new and growing Asian economies, and the economies of
their other Asian neighbors, who hope to follow a similar path, are
vitally dependent upon the security of the SLOC. Taiwan’s two.-way
foreign trade; for example, approximately equals its gross national
product, eloquent witness to the ROC’s dependence upon the seas
for survival.

The concept of a “Pacific Community” has been under cfon-
sideration for a number of years. If it ever becomes an organization-
al reality, it is clear that security of the SLOCs in the Western Pacific
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grclgstnilea,‘i\/lalays1a, Singapore_, Thailand and the Phﬂippines). A
pecent Ii)us(t)rv:?rds the': formartl'on of a Pacific Community was the
Kosean President Chun Doo Hean i e gy 251 With Sout
sibility of a summit meeting arnongntlhe 1}/ d982 to‘ oo o
tries along the rim of the Pacific. Presider‘:;1 éh?lismte o C?‘m'
ngs X;‘;erce;t?flm‘regional cooperation since his svt?rjgbetehrnofgl?iﬁle_
o Vl'Sitedplj :s in the summe_:r of 1981. Prime Minister Fraser
Sy e ro};an where he discussed with Prime Minister Zenko
e the E pech for greater economic cooperation-among the

ast Asia and the Western Pacific. That the sea lanes

Adi "I;Ihe seas are equally important for security reasons. In the East
facto,r a;l:xt;S of great—power interests, maritime power is a major
ecting the security of those 1
‘ ' nations. But not
o . ] only t
Safz—cso]ilggumst {1at10ns are conscious of the need for openy a:g
Toveloney st.: tMamland China, struggling to emerge from its under-
status, also depends upon the sea. Currently, the PRC is

€xpanding its merchant marine in g major atte

world trade. mpt to compete in

It too is aware of the danger to its SLOCs, mainly

posed by the growin naval ili
Poeed. g naval and overall military power of the Soviet

-_
2. Washington Post, 13 July 1982, p. Al
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It is apparent from a look at the map of the Western Pacific and
Indian Ocean that the sea lanes are vulnerable, first because of their
proximity to the Asian land mass, but even more importantly be-
cause they pass through narrow ‘choke points.”” Maritime traffic
from Japan and Korea to the south transits either the Taiwan Strait
or the Bashi Channel between Taiwan and the Philippines. Ships
sailing from the east coast of Korea or the west coast of Japan must
first traverse the Strait of Tsushima. Ships of many nations sailing
from the Northern Pacific Ocean to the Indian Ocean or Persian
Gulf must either pass through the narrow Strait of Malacca or one
of the Indonesian passages: Sunda Strait between Sumatra and
Java or Lombok Strait between Bali and Rindjam. At every one of
these choke.points there is a triple danger: attack from submarines
at the entrance or exit from the strait, attack by aircraft while the
ship is in the passage and unable to maneuver, and attack by guns or
homing missiles launched from shore or from small ships close in-
shore.

Arms sales to Third World nations in recent years have provided
them with modern missiles and the craft from which to launch them.
For example, Indonesia acquired between 1979 and 1981 eight
fast attack craft equipped with Exocet surface-to-surface missiles.>
While we would not expect an attack by Indonesia on free world
shipping under any circumstance we can now foresee, we should
consider what could happen in some future scenario we cannot now
predict. -

Choke points are unavoidable to world shipping and they have
for centuries been regarded,as vital. No country better understood’
their importance than England. At the height of the British Em-
pire, most of the key narrow passages were held by the British, e.g.,
Singapore, Hong Kong, Aden, Suez, Gibraltar, and South Africa.
Most of these passages are now in other hands, and the safety of pas-

i

3. LCDR James A. Hazlett, “Strait Shooting,” U.S. Naval Institute

Proceedings, June 1982, p. 72.
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H1. The Nature of the Threat to the SLOC

The whole problem of t
beep clouded by overuse of im

ship may be sunk if the mj .to t.h © blocking of a land route—and the

ing if the mining . 08 s In secret, or deterred from proceed-
: ‘ IS announced. But what is j

note in the difference between the land and se 2 Is important to

ter between the country in
while a ship sunk at sea is of
e the sea.

.which %'t is located and some adversary
Immediate concern to all nations who u;
Hugo Grotius, the [7th century

has had many qualifications added to it in the ensuing years—as, for
example, in the current Law of the Sea negotiations—but neverthe-
less it endures as a broad concept generally embraced by all nations,
and hence any attack upon a ship making its way across man’s com-
mon highway is at once a cause for alarm by all who send ships to
sea. :

In the many limited wars around the world since World War 1I,
thousands of bridges, tunnels and railroads, have been damaged or
destroyed, but almost no instances can be found of the cutting of
sea lines, i.e., by ship sinkings. The opportunity was frequently
there to do so. For example, in the Korean War, U.S. Navy
combat ships, troop transports and supply ships plied the waters off
Korea for many months and on almost any day a submarine could
have sunk one or more of them, but it did not happen. The situation
was similar off the Vietnam coast in the 1960s.

Regarding this point, it is important to pause here and note

what may be an important exception to this post-World War II
sanctuary rule of behavior. In the recent Falkland Islands war be-
tween Britain and Argentina two potentially significant events
occurred. First, the British broke the barrier on ship sinkings by
torpedoing the Argentine cruiser General Belgrano, and the Argen-
tines retaliated by sinking several British ships. Second, the ships
were sunk by employing modern precision guided munitions (tor-
pedoes and missiles), which when properly or fortuitously used give
the attacker something approaching a one shot-one hit advantage.
The sinking of the General Belgrano seems to have deterred the
Argentine Navy from further engagement. But, the British did not
have the option of withdrawing the in ships, so they had to persist
with the forces available to them and to suffer losses.

The tactical lessons from the Falklands War are not yet agreed
upon, but some early conclusions:have been suggested which will
probably be included in the final analysis. The British lacked at least
three important elements of defense against sea-skimming missiles
of the Exocet type: first, an airborne early warning radar to extend
the range of detection of approaching aircraft; second, sufficient
numbers and type of aircraft with the capability to intercept and
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have been greate
r damage to their shj
' ps as th
tage of duds in the Argentine bomb attacks eresultof
- .What these events '
limited wars cannot yet

enemy, or by i ; an attack by its ally’ssmino
Y its major power protector? Many smallerrnl;ct)ivc‘),er
ns

’

4. The Economist, 3 July 1982 p. 70
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the North Koreans in January 1968, and the Mayaguez incident in
the South China Sea in 1975. The Pueblo incident could have been
and perhaps should have been—an act sufficient for the declaration
of war, but it was allowed to pass. It apparently did not set any
major precedent for the future, although without doubt the incident
eroded the credibility of U.S. deterrence.

The concept of deterrence brings us back to the original discus-
sion of the pattern of SLOC behavior since World War II. It is
intended here to raise the question of what will either induce or
deter attacks by these major military powers or by lesser adversar-
ies. In the pre-deterrence period of World War II and earlier, the sea
lines were assumed to be a major target in any conflict. In the deter-
rence era, the sea lines have been strangely immune. Is there a con-
nection, and if there is, can we learn how to protect the SLOC in

the future?

1V. The Role of Deterrence

There are measures that can be to minimize the losses along
SLOCs in the event of conflict, but the best protection for ships
plying the seas is to deter the initial attack on an SLOC. A pertinent
comment on the deterence of limited war was made some years ago
by the then speaker of the National Assembly in Korea at the time
when President Carter was planning to remove the U.S. ground forces

from Korea:

The new argument we Hear today is that compensatory arms
to Korea constitute a new deterrence to war. Let us not
have any illusions about what this means in reality. What it
says is that we ought to fight it out if war breaks out. 1t does
not say war will be prevented. Of course we shall fight if war is
forced upon us. We will win, too. But the price of victory will
be far greater than any price imaginable inr the 1950s. We
appreciate the consideration and the words of the U.S. govern-
ment. 1 wish its efforts were more effectively dedicated to the
prevention of war. We appreciate the instruments of defensive
war, but I am fervently for stopping it before it starts.>
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The deterrent that Speaker Paik referred to was the presence of the
U.S. Second Division near the demilitarized zone. This location
warned Kim Il Sung that any attack on South Korea meant war with
the United States. Unless the United States is perceived as strong
and willing enough to retaliate if its own or an ally’s ship is attacked
at sea, their enemies will not be inhibited.

Deterrence of SLOC attack can be of two kinds: general and
specific. As to the general, unless the United States, which has a
major responsibility for the preservation of security and stability in
East Asia, is able to restore its former deterrent posture and credibil-
ity the danger to SLOCs is correspondingly going to be increased.
A significant part of the restoration of the U.S. deterrent posture
would be to implement the new martime strategy now under con-
sideration. Second, as to specifics, the free nations of East Asia and
the United States must together plan a coordinated defense of the
SLOCs. Admiral Kenichi Kitamura, who wrote a thoughful paper on
the sea lines problem last year, came to these same conclusions:
that the superpower military balance must be restored, and that the
nations whose sea lines are threatened must all share in their defense.

Each of these concepts will reinforce the other, increasing the
overall deterrent. Knowledge by the enemy of the determination of
free nations to act jointly, and the carrying out of specific planning
and exercise actions by the threatened nations will be factors that
will have to be taken into account by the potential aggressor as he
contemplates an attack.

' Yet, the problem is not so simple. Ship come in diverse sizes,
kinds and nationalities. There are very many places where attacks
can occur. Adding to this complex problem is the threat of lesser
nations, many of which now bossess seagoing craft or aircraft capable
of sinking ships. The advent of the fast attack boat with its guided
missiles and homing torpedoes and of aircraft with accurate missiles
and rockets increase the threat. These nations may act as proxies of

_
5. Paik Too-chin, in The Korea Herald, 1 March 1978, p.S.
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the Soviet Union or on their own initi:‘tive.l 'l;l;ietriec allste;sr ::Jilsttshe '11*)}(1)8
i eapons by non-national p .
:)erzgili; ngofhzh;ﬁ:c: V\?orld n};.val threat was alnacllyzedtrllait i's:r :)Jysa
slavian naval officer, who conclude a .S,
lf\(I):\III}l'?: rz(sl;izlse should be to create a cqunterforce made up;;f s:}acl)li
corvettes, hydrofoil missile boats ;md mmle1 ?hi?ctleévn;fla;ii“ks méy
ent in the narrow seas where suc d atta !
giilll?'?;m It does not yet appear that the U.S. Navy 1sAg1;;1:leg l:agrl;
priority to the problem of warfare in the narrow seas. ol dr}; ars
ago the Navy had planned to build a force of some };everely
missile boats of the Pegasus class, but the program was_ erely
curtailed because of cost considerations. Noretheless, sor'rllieta}mg.) e
ment is planned in mine countermeasure (MCM) capabld 1e§ mwar-
form of new MCM ships and helicopters, and in in provemmlzl? v
fare. While the Navy recognizes that the sTnall navy. t.t.ea 1Is‘n e
and complex, its solution involves a balancing of priorities a g
‘ r national security.
- th’i‘lclleerrz ailslcfni)zher threat to the SLOC.that shoulFl bg noted,t t}tle
imposition of a blockade. It is not s.tnctly speaking ;Lgl(r:ez; z
a line of communication at sea, but 1t.does cut the o -Orl;ot
particular country. According to international law, a bloc1 ade ;; not
legal unless it is effective, which would n.lean ’chat1 only ad ™ fJeC_
power, such as the USSR or the PRC, could impose a lega Saér;{ eftee
tive blockade. This raises the question of whether th§ U ) rat °
PRC wduld sink a ship of a third nation to p.revent its .ca ! § :
port of a blockade nation presumably involved in a local hm:) e (:von.
As in all other aspects of the SLOC problem, deterrence ase.: 0
U.S. naval-maritime capabilities and th.e will.tf) employb’clherlr:a(lise b::
most effective way to discourage the imposition of a bloc
the USSR, the PRC or any other adversary.

l .
6. Milan Vego, “The Potential Influence of Third World Navies on Ocean
Shipping,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, May 1981, pp. 95-113.
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V. Conclusion

Problems “with the security of the sea lines*of communication
are formidable and possessed of unique characteristics. There are
the twin dangers of frustration arising out of the magnitude and
complexity of the problem may conclude that there is no affordable
solution or one may assume an unwise complacency based on the
tacit “‘sanctuary” status that the SLOCs have enjoyed in the era of
limited wars. We must avoid falling victim to either of these percep-
tions. :

Deterrence is clearly the best solution if it can be made credible.
Once attacks begin on ships in the SLOCs, complete protection can
not be managed. Escort of certain high priority convoys over certain
vital routes may be feasible, but there will not be enough escort
forces for all. As between convoy escort and area search as anti-
submarine warfare (ASW) tactics, the experience of World War II
showed that area search was the least efficient. This generalization
may not be true of the future as the capabilities of weapons expand
and the techniques of air, surface and subsurface coordination
improve, However, the numbers equation, i.e., the large number of
enemy submarines and the vastness of the oceans compared to the
limited numbers of ASW forces, leaves us with a formidable problem.
One interesting concept for the protection of merchant ships is
the Arapaho project, which envisions container ships carrying their
own ASW helicopters.

Nevertheless, much can be done. The United States must con-
tinue its drive to restore the military balance with the Soviet Union,
including the implementation of a naval-maritime strategy capability
must be provided to project battle-ready naval forces into Soviet
waters through the development of new and better ASW capabilities.
In the latter, close coordination between the U.S. Navy and U.S.
Air Force will be necessary. As a part of the deterrent message
the Soviets and other adversaries must be made clearly aware of the
concurrent vulnerability of their own SLOCs.

There must be an effort by the free nations of East Asia to
join forces in preparing to cope with the threat to the SLOCs. There
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should be joint consultation 0;1 force c;apa:;ltl:;zs aﬁ?szznnzgh?;iﬁs
tions in order that the forces be complem . o
be mutually understood such as the specific .
31;::111(35 intention promise to protect the sea lanes ogt t:))1 1,?;)(; 2rlr‘1’1elezsl
from its shores. While it might in t'heory be-desuat ZH o
NATO-type military alliance upon which t'o build rlrllu ueceygsary or
tive contingency plans, this is probably neither rea. y nrative v nor
politically feasible in the near future. Instead, the impe

be to act within the existing framework.

Discussion of Carpenter’s speech
first discussant: Dr. Dalchoong Kim, ROK

I would first like to-<express my agreement with I;’Ir. (Slaorfir:)tr::lr

i f the threat to sea lane -
on his assessment of the nature o , . oS o o

icati i i ief that deterrence is essentia
munication, and with his belie ° ot
i i ill simply add to what Mr. Carpe .
tinued security. I will simp . .
. The countries of the Pacific Basin have spec:a_al reason§ to pte
concerned about emerging maritime situation m the. region its
threats and its opportunities. 1 believe there are five salient reasons
for this concern. _ _

First, the non-communist nations of the Pacific _Basm ‘dt:,ipend
very heaviiy upon the seas for tfade and commerce. T.hls depen ence-
is growing. The economic importance of the sea is further com
pounded by the great dependency of the region on sea resources,
especially fish and offshore oil. . . -

’ Second, against this background of growing eCO(Ii'lOIDIC de‘pf:tls
: i rig
1 concept of ownership and access
dence on the seas, a new lega : s
has arisen. Irrespective of the progress made in the Law oi t:ﬁshed
Conference, the countries of thp region }%ave alr'eady esta she
eminent rule as the basis for their extending national sovereignty

over adjacent seas. In some cases these claims have paralleled the



standard twelve nautical mile limit for territorial seas, and the 200
nautical- mile limit for an exclusive economic zone. Some nations,
notably North Korea, have declared fifty mile military zones which
exclude all foreign vessels. In virtually every instance, there remains
serious unresolved disputes over sovereignty and access rights. In
crowded areas such as the South China Sea, legal disputes are directly
related to national claims over the exploitation of offshore resources.

Third, for more than five years, the Soviet Union has been
increasing and intensifying its maritime presence throughout East
Asia. This growth of Soviet power can be demonstrated by its
more assertive display for political purposes and by its increasing
use of local logistic support facilities, especially in Vietnam.

Fourth, parallel to the Soviet build-up, there has been wide-
spread concern over the future presence of the United States Seventh
Fleet, long perceived as the symbol and substance of America’s
commitment to the security of non-communist countries in the
region. This concern reflects wider political and strategic worries
over the continued strength and viability of the United States as the
leader of the Western alliance.

Fifth, there is no consensus among non-communist countries in
the Pacific Basin as to future security strategies.

Given this background, I would like to point out three major
problems. First, increased maritime economic competition among
the countries isn the region coupled with unresolved boundary dis-
putes has, as Mr. Carpenter noted, led to increased investment in
maritime military forces. The growth of local navies in the Pacific
Basin affects both the regional military balance and the role of
external powers. Although at present only mainland China and
Japan are capable of deploying full-fledged blue water navies; the
smallen nations with their new wealth can purchase only enough of
the new weaponry to float effective local fleets.

In the event of an intra-regional conflict, the sea could become
a major arena for military engagement. Local naval powers could
interfere with each other’s commerce thus leading to all out naval
battles. Furthermore, the ability of local powers to challenge the
United States, and even Soviet Fleets is likely to grow. While this
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may have little military impact on either of the super.powers’ cal?-
abilities, it could impose important political constraints on their
access in times of crisis.

The second problem is that the growth of Soviet naval power,
while real enough in terms of military potential against the lc.)cfal
states, has to be seen primarily as a political problem. On the politic-
al level, the growth of Soviet maritime power poses a serious poten-
tial threat. The Soviet presence-in Vietnam signals the non-commu'n'-
ist countries in the region that the USSR will provide cfor.nplete .m111-
tary support for its friends and allies. The Soviet Navy 1s.1ncreas1ngly
able to provide heavy logistic support for its bases.ln far away
regions, including Southeast Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and even
Latin America. N

In short, the Soviet capacity to project decisive military power
into regional conflict situations relies heavily on sea power. Tt}e
political and psychological consequences have already appeared in
many places around the world. The Soviet position contrjclsts sharply
with the lack of assertiveness and frequent indecision d;splaye;d by
the United States. Thus far, using former American facilities at
Cam Rahn Bay in Vietnam, the Soviet Union has demonstra.ted to
local states in that region that the balance of power has indeed
shifted in recent years. 3

Uncertainty and confusion over the role of Americar% military
power in the Pacific Basin Region will get worse. In part this reﬂects
uncertainty within the United States as to what its new global role
should be, but it also reflects the confusion and indifference of
the local powers, most of all J af)an and Korea. ‘

The future security of Japan, Korea and the Republic of China
depends for at least the next ten years on secure access to Middl.e
East oil. It logically follows that Japan, Korea and the Republic
of China should be very concerned over whether the western powers
have contingency plans for denying the Soviet Union the ability to
control the Persian Gulf. Yet rumors of the new United Stat.es
Fifth Fleet being deployed in the Indian Ocean were not well receni-
ed in Tokyo and Seoul out of a fear that some of the new fleet’s
ships would come from the already-diminished Seventh Fleet. To




this extent, American preoccupation with the military balance in
Europe'and in the Persian Gulf was seen as in competition with the
strategic interests of Japan, South Korea and the Republic of China.

One logical solution would be for Japan, South Korea, the
Republic of China and various minor states in the region to play a
more equal role in the defense of the West Pacific. These countries
have very successfully- adopted in the past decade a global economic
perspective. 1 believe it is time for them to develop a more global
security perspective.

Second Disscussant:
Admiral Ko, ROC

Mr. Carpenter in his paper has made three good points. First,
he told us exactly what are sea lanes of communication. Second,
he made clear the relationship between SLOCs and security. He
pointed out many strategic passages, or ‘‘choke points,” and how
they can be attacked. Third he described ways to protect the
SLOCs.

Mr. Carpenter pointed out that many people incorrectly believe
the cutting of a sea lane of communication is similar to the cutting
off of a road or railroad. In 1958 we had a crisis in the Taiwan
Strait which shows the. truth of Mr. Carpenter’s position. The
Chinese Communists suddenly began a very heavy artillery bombard-
ment of the Quemoy (Kinmen) Islands, firing as many as a half a
million sheils per week. One of their objectives was to cut off the
sea lanes of communication between the Quemoy Islands and Tai-
wan. Before this incident both sides of the Taiwan Strait had not
understood just how difficult this was to accomplish.

As Mr. Carpenter told us, a fixed land target such as a road
is easy target for anyone who can bring artillery to within the correct
range. The target does not move and projectiles leave holes and cra-
ters. But a heavy artillery bombardment against targets at sea makes
only splashs. One could keep on firing indefinitely, but the sea
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lanes would remain intact. During the crisis some of our ships were
hit, but the majority made it to the beach and supplied the garrison

troops there. The Chinese Communists finally stopped firing largely

because it was costing them too much, Civilian casualties in the
Quemoy Islands amounted to only five cows and three chickens.
This is good demonstration of the difference between land roads and
sea lanes. Had the supply lines to the Quemoy Islands been land -
roads, there would have been no way to supply the troops there.

Third Disscussant:
Admiral Kitamura, Japan

I basically agree with Mr. Carpenter, but, because of differences
in the international positions of the United States and Japan, there
are certain issues on which we differ.

Mr. Carpenter focused on SLOC problems in a limited war or in
a crisis of high intensity. This is natural from the viewpoint of the
United States which has a global commitment to the security of its
friends and allies. Japan, however, has no such commitment and as
long as Japan maintains a stable security system, no country would
seriously contemplate invading it, regardless of a NATO or Middle
Eastern crisis. If however, a large-scale conflict should arise between
East and West, penhaps centering around oil-producing areas of the
Middle East, it would at once affect the security of Japan. And if
the conflict escalated to a general war, Japan, and other northeast
Asian nations would inevitably be involved in it.

Mr. Carpenter spoke of a possible proliferation of the threats
to SLOCs by ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations)
nations, but he added that such threats could not be forseen under
the present circumstances. I do not expect it either. Without
mutual friendly and cooperative relationships with other countries,
the ASEAN nations cannot defend themselves.

Dr. Han suggested that ASEAN nations be included in future
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SLOC study programs. I fully agree. But through conversations with
politicians and scholars from ASEAN countries, I gathered that some
of them have little interest in SLOC problems, particularly the threat
of the Soviet Union. During my meetings with them I emphasized
the necessity of U:S. naval presence in Southeast Asian waters in
order to neutralize Soviet political influence in the area. Many of
them strongly requested that Japan export military equipment to
them, though it is Japan’s policy not to export weapons to any
nation. Nevertheless, 1 believe it is essential that Japan cooperate

My second point concerns the SLOC sanctuary rule during a
local, limited war. During the Korean and Vietnam Wars, the sanctu-
ary rule was honored because the United Nations and the United
States held an overwhelming naval superiority and because the
opposite side had no capability for attacking SLOCs, because their
opponents were observing international law and custom.

I agree with Mr. Carpenter’s analysis of the Falklands War. It
must be noted that as a result of the advent of sea-skimming missles,
developing nations can easily obtain the capability to launch an
effective attack against a modern warship, even against one belonging
to a superpower. If we take adequate counter-measures, however,
we need not be unduly worried about such missiles. An effective
missle attack requires not only the missle itself, but also adequate
and unified systems for detection, identification, targeting and fire
control at a distant range. These capabilities are beyond the capacity
of weaker nations.

Finally, I agree with Mr. Carpenter’s view that the best solution
to the SLOC security problem is to establish and to maintain
a unified system of deterence. This system should include not only
nuclear weapons, but also local defense structures.
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Proliferation of Threats to Sea Lanes
in the Pacific Basin

Kenichi Kitamura

Forward

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the threat during the
mid-1980s to the sea lanes of communication (SLOC) and the coun-
termeasures taken to offset that threat. Although the main theme
of this conference is “Sea Lanes Security Problems in the Pacific
Basin,” let us include in our discussion the entire area extending
from Northeast Asia to the Middle East, because Japan, the Republic
of Korea (ROK) and the Republic of China (ROC) depend heavily
on Middle Eastern oil, and the SLOC security problem in the Pacific
Basin is inseparable from the Middle East situation.

The following reflects only my personal opinion, not the views
taken by the government of Self-Defense- Agency of Japan.

Main Scenarios

The main scenarios under which SLOC security problems are to

be discussed are as follows: o
I. A North Korean inyasion of South Korea, resulting in a

local limited war, o
II. A local armed conflict coupled with Soviet expansionism

in the Middle East,
III. A major military intervention in the Middle East, and its
escalation into a general conventional war, and .
IV. Soviet political and psychological maneuvers in East Asia.

North Korean Invasion of South Korea, a Local Limited War

This scenario is a case of a local limited war begun when North
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Korea invades the Republic of Korea (ROK) mdependently of the
Middle East situation.

One of the most senous lessons that North Korea must have
learned during the last Korean war is that the control of the sea
around Korean Peninsula and the interdication of SLOCs leading to
the ROK is essential. It is true that then there existed “sanctuary”’
for the SLOCs of United Nations forces. This was because the UN
forces held an overwhelming naval superiority and North Korea had
no capabilities to attack its oponent’s SLOCs.

But North Korea now has sixteen submarines and it may be
difficult for the United States Navy to provide the ROK with such
extensive support as was given during the last war because the U.S.
may have to prepare for an unexpected emergency in the Middle
East which could happen in relation to a Korean war.

North Korea may secretly ‘mine South Korean coastal waters
and attack vessels bound for the ROK within a declared exclusive
zone. Even sporadic mining will be effective psychologically because
of uncertainty about the position and number of active mines.
North Korean-allied superpowers may also support a North Korean
effort to interdict the ROK’s SLOCs by using their own submarines
which are difficult to identify.

The submarines of North Korea a\nd its allies may refrain from
attacking Japanese vessels so as to avoid J apanese intervention.
Japanese vessels may likewise be careful }wt to approach an exclusive
zone declared by North Korea. Under such circumstances, the

Japanese defense attitude may be malleable, depending upon the
situation.

On the other hand, it may also be possible that North Korea
would attack a few Japanese vessels for the purpose of imposing
psychological pressure upon the Japanese people and preventing
Japan from providing U.S. forces with bases. But such a North
Korean action would justify a Japanese decision to execute its right
of self-defense. And if Japan did so, the threat to the ROK’s SLOCs
could be considerably reduced because of J apan’s geographical posi-
tion and its anti-air and anti-submarine defense capabilities.
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A Local Armed Conflict Coupled with Soviet Expansionism in the
Middle East

This scenario includes two closely related sets of circumstances.
One is a local armed conflict among-native nations in the Middle
Soviet, in which no superpower intervenes, and the other concerns
Soviet political, and potentially military, expansionism in the area.

A Local Armed Conflict

The advent of such precision weapons as anti-air and anti-ship
guided missiles and homing torpedoes, as well as fast boats and air-
craft equipped with those weapons, has made it easier for even small

nations to sink a vessel passing through narrow coastal waters.

Small nations can also easily with mines blockade harbors and
passages. This fact may on may not point to the proliferation of the
threat to SLOCs from Third World nations.

If a local armed conflict involving oil-producing nations in the
Middle East should take place, oil-loading facilities might be destroy-
ed by missiles or aircraft, and harbors and approached to them might
be blockaded by mining. Thus oil-loading might natmaﬂy be
stopped and tankers might be reluctant to approach.

Even such an armed conflict-might not invite military interven-
tion by major powers as long as the reduction in oil exports remained
tolerable. However, if a transit through the Hormuz Strait and/or
the Persian Gulf should be interdicted, military intervention by
major powers might be unavoidable. This possibility may.deter
potential belligerents and thus SLOC sanctuary could be maintained.
Such deterence would be more effective if the major naval powers
agreed to keep open the Persian Gulf with naval forces if necessary.

Soviet Expansionism

Soviet expansion of its political influence among the nations
in the Middle East through military aid could seriously affect the
security of the West if the Soviets 'gained some control over the oil-
producing nations as well as strategic positions over looking vital
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SLOCs. If major oil-producing nations should come under Soviet
control, industrial nations depending on oil from the Middle East
would also eventually be affected by Soviet political influence. It
would doubly benefit the Soviets, because some Soviet SLOCs also
run through the same area.

There is a possibility that Soviet expansionism may swallow up
major oil-producing nations in the Middle East one by one, carefully
avoiding United States military intervention. This would drive the
West into waging war in order to prevent further Soviet expansion.

Superpowers: - Military Intervention in the Middle East and lts Es-
calation, a General Conventional War

This scenario has two parts; one is a superpower’s military
intervention in the Middle East and the other is a general global
conventional war following a direct military collision between the
two superpowers in the Middle East. ’

A General Conventional War: the Threat to SLOCs in Northeast
Asia and the Northwest Pacific

In the case of superpower intervention in the Middle East, a
direct military collision between both powers might be avoided
through designating two spheres of influence along certain geograph-
ic lines. If however a direct military collision between them should
happen, escalation into a general war might be unavoidable. The war
might be fought primarily with conventional forces and last consider-
ably. Let us, however, discuss the threat to SLOCSs in the Pacific
basin in such a general conventional war, dividing the region into two
sub-regions; 1) around Japan and the Northwest Pacific and 2)
around Taiwan and the Southeast Asian waters.

Under this situation, it should be assumed that many of the

U.S. attack carriers of the Pacific Fleet may be diverted to the Indian
Ocean, while the main body of the Soviet Pacific Fleet may remain
in the Sea of Japan, with a considerable number of its submarines -
being deployed in the Northwest Pacific.
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The Northwest Pacific

Submarines

The threat to the SLOCS imposed by submarines in the North-
west Pacific will diminish because of 1) anti-submarine operations
conducted by Japanese P3C’s and surface units and by American
units based on the Mariana Islands and in the Philippines; 2) and
the blockade of the three straits. A war games excercise has shown
that the threat posed by Soviet submarines based in the Asian theatre
could be remarkably reduced in first two or three months of a war.
It gives us bright prospects for the security of SLOCs in this sub-
region because it is near the enemy’s home bases. Also me.rchant
ships bound for northeast Asian nations pass through this area
thereby making for a dense geographical distribution of enemy sub-
marines. :

Whether “area search” by P3C will be so effective as to render
unnecessary the use of merchant ships has yet to be examined in
tactical exercises. Whether the crew of a merchant ship will willingly
agree to leave port without any rescue'arrangements is also another
question. Safeguard measures for merchant ships are, therefore,
necessary Japan will have difficulties particularly for vessels beyond
the 1,000 nautical mile zone.

Backfire Bombers

The threat imposed by Backfire bombers is a more difficult
one to counteract. As long as anti-aircraft defense systems on the
Japanese mainland and Okinawa are in effect, it would be difficult
for Backfire bombers to fly across the Pacific. But they could freely
penetrate this area from the east across Ogasawara Island should no
Jépanese countermeasures be taken. If an anti-air early warning
system were established on Ogasawara Island, information on aircraft
approaching from the east could be delivered to surface units oper-
ating in this area. Furthermore, if intercepters were deployed on
Iwo Jima, penetration from the east would be restricted.

Although anti-air defense for a surface unit can be achieved
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with anti-air missiles and on-board close-in weapons systems, the
defense of merchant ships from air attacks is impossible.

The anti-air and anti-submarine defense of merchant ships is a
serious problem. My idea is that a light cruiser carrying anti-sub-
marine helicopters and anti-air V/STOLs, escorted by several de-
stroyers, and coupled with P3C patrols and a land-based early war-
ning system support merchant ships kept within a 100 mile radius.
This concept is called “mobile area search’ rather than “convoy es-
cort”. Any merchant ship within the circle will be provided with an
anti-air and anti-submarine umbrella, as well as rescue service if
necessary .

The Blockade of the Soya, Tsugaru and Tsushima Straits

The security of the SLOCs in the Pacific basin in a crisis would
depend upon blocking the Soya, Tsugaru and Tsushima Straits to
Soviet submarine traffic. The Soviets may naturally contemplate
neutralizing the Japanese defense effort with a counter-attack
upon the straits. In order to maintain the blockade, therefore, it
would be essential for Japan to retain air superiority and control of
the sea. This may prove difficult if the U.S. forces in the Pacific
including attack carriers are sent to the Indian Ocean to deal with
a possible Middle East crisis. Japan’s Self-Defense F orce may have to
combine with the remaining U.S. forces in and around Japan.

In relation to the blockade of the Tsushima Strait, the possibil-
ity of a North Korean invasion of South Korea should be mentioned.
From the Soviet’s viewpoint, such a move would prevent the United
States from concentrating its forces in the Middle East. The Soviets
may even consider acquiring control of the Tsushima Strait to sup-
port the North Korean land operation.

SLOC Interdiction: A Soviet Priority

‘It is thgn insisted that the Soviets do not put a high priority on
tpe interdiction of SLOCs in the West. That is a mistaken assump-
tion. Although the Soviets presumably put strong emphasis on the
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destruction of mobile U.S. striking forces including attack carriers
at the beginning of a war, they will very possibly interdict SLOCs at
the next stage. Even at the beginning stage, conventional attack
submarines may attack SLOCs.

A General Conventional War: The Threat to SLOCs around Taiwan
and in Southeast Asian Waters

There are many choke points in this sub-region: they are the
Taiwan Strait, the Bashi Channel and the Malacca, Sunda and Lom-
bok Straits. Both Soviet and Western sea traffic pass through them
from the Sea of Japan to the Indian Ocean: the SLOCs of both the
West and the USSR penetrate this sub-region from the nrotheast to
the southwest corners. This area is, strategically essential not only
from a viewpoint of the security of SLOCs, but also as a source of
oil and important materials.

Among ASEAN nations, the Philippines has signed a defense
treaty with the United States, and Malaysia and Singapore have
made a defense arrangement with Britain, Australia and New Zea-
land. In this respect, we may expect that the other ASEAN nations
will maintain, at least, a friendly neutrality in the case of a general
war,

The existence of Vietnamese naval and air forces and the
Soviet’s use of Vietnamese naval and air bases constitute a potential
threat to SLOCs in the South China Sea. But, Vietnamese missile
boats and aircraft seem to pose little threat to our merchant ships
who do not approach the coast. There would not be a substantial
threat from the Soviet armed forces based in Vietnam during a
general war because they might easily be contained Vietnamese
naval and air bases might also be neutralized. Supply lines of oil,
weapons, ammunition and other military ‘materials from Soviet
home bases could be easily interdicted.

Additionally, if ASEAN nations and the PRC cooperate, or at
least remain neutral towards each other, and if the West effectively
executes anti-submarine operations both in the Northwest Pacific
and the Indian Ocean, the threat to SLOCs in the Indian Ocean
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would be remarkably reduced in the first two or three months of a
war.

Soviet Political and Psychological Moves in East Asia

So far, the threat to SLOCs in a local armed conflict, a local
limited war and a general conventional war has been discussed. The
Soviet Union, however, seems more likely to try to expand its polit-
ical influence by political and psychological means, carefully avoid-
ing United States’ military intervention. For this purpose, the So-
viets utilize their navy as one of their most effective political tools.
From a viewpoint of sea lanes security, it should be noted here
that the Soviet Union has expanded its political influence over areas
well situated to effectively control the SLOCs, in other words to
control the choke points. In this respect, the most important Soviet
targets in East Asia may be Japan, followed by Southeast Asian
nations.

Conclusion and Proposal

1. Conclusion

(1) The advent of weapon systems capable of easily sinking
vessels expands the threat to SLOCs by weaker nations. It should be
noted, in particular, that the Soviet Union is expanding its political
influence through military aid to small nations wellsituated for the
control of choke points, as well as to the Middle East nations.

(2) Some developing countries do not necessarily observe inter-
national law and custom. When they have precision weapons in
hand, they may, for a special political purpose, venture a sudden
attack upon a vessel or an aircraft passing through their coastal areas.

(3) In a local armed conflict among seaboard developing coun-
tries, harbors and appraoches may be easily attacked of blockaded.
Even in this case, however, international straits and sea lanes on the
high seas will presumably be kept open in order to avoid intervention
by major powers. In this sense, “sanctuary” of the SLOCs will be
maintained there.
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(4) If a North Korean invasion of South Korea should take
place independently of events in the Middle East situation, the
security of South Korean SLOC might be not less serious a concermn.

(5) The increase in the number of submarines in the Soviet
Pacific Fleet and the deployment of Backfire bombers in Far East
with their improved air-to-surface missiles has considerably increased
the threat to SLOC:s in the Pacific basin in the event of a general war.

(6) It should also be noted that the Soviet Union puts an em-
phasis on weakening Japan and separating it from the United States
and other Asian nations, as well as on expanding its political influ-
ence over East Asian nations by combination of ideological pro-
paganda, military demonstration and others.

2. Proposal

(1) If a general war should break out and an actual attack on
SLOCS take place, damage and injury effected thereby would be
tremendous. The best_and wisest policy is to prevent local armed
convlicts or wars within the theater extending from Northeast Asia
to the Middle East.

To achieve this, it will be necessary for the United States to
maintain nuclear parity with the Soviet Union and to build up its
rapid deployment forces. Its allies must assume the primary respon-
sibility for their local defense. Each coastal nation should take a
primary responsibility for its coastal defense including anti-air and
anti-mine countermeasures. Potential naval powers should cooperate
with each other to maintain SLOC security on the high seas. The
Japanese defense effort within so-called 1,000 nautical mile zone
south of Japan would be significant in this connection.

(2) Japan and the United States should jointly study how to
defend the ocean SLOCs. A joint study on the defense of the
Tsushima Strait is also necessary. If it is difficult for Japan to join
it for political reasons, the United States may be able to coordinate
a defense effort by all the nations concerned through Japan-U.S.
and U.S.-ROK joint study efforts. -

Concerning the security of SLOCs in the Pacific, the Republic
of China should also participate in a joint study. Because Japan now
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has no official diplomatic relations with the ROC, it may be practical
to conduct our investigations on a private level and refer our findings
to policy makers in each government. ' :

(3) Although the importange of sea lane security is generally
well understood, there is a brodd divergence in opinion about how
to defend them. Theré are two extreme views currently prevailing:
One holds that SLOC defense would be impossible, and the other,
more optimistic view, is that a general war will not take place.
These extreme views indicate the need for further study of the SLOC
problem, the results of which may be implemented by military
planners and public policy makers.

Discussion of Kitamura’s speech
First Discussant.
Dr. Dalchoong Kim, ROK

While the largest maritime threat is posed by increasing Soviet
power, the most immediate source for regional turmoil lies in the
tense, heavily-armed stand-off along the Korean de-militarized zone.

The North Korean threat lies in its capability to achieve either
a partial or complete victory over South Korea before the needed
assistance-arrived. Renewed confrontation is a constant possibility.
It cannot be assumed that the PRC or the Soviet Union would be
controlling such a conflict. All powers in the region would be come
involved in a renewed Korean clash. I also see the possibility of a
major power confrontation arising out of the situation in Vietnam
and Kampuchea, though this seems less likely.

Concerning the threat to SLOC security in the region, particul-
arly the possibility of military conflict in the Taiwan Strait, I have a
slightly different view from that of Admiral Kitamura, Considering
the PRC’ present capabilities and strategies, it is not likely to
launch a sucessful attack upon the ROC. But circumstances could
change. For instance, once Peking’s “peace offensive’’ toward the
Republic of China has failed; once the ROC is no longer able to
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obtain sufficient defensive U.S. military hardware, once the threat to
the PRC from Moscow has diminished, and once Peking’s military
has become stronger through modernization programs, then the
Chinese Communist leaders ar¢ likely to adopt more militant policies
toward the ROC.

There are a whole range of military options Peking’s leaders
could take: a nuclear attack, an invasion of the island, a large-scale
bombardment or seizure of the Quemoy (Kinmen) Islands, or a naval
and air blockade. Given the possible changes in mentioned above, we
must not exclude the possibility of a strategic blockade of the
island. I quite agree with Admiral Kitamura that in this region there
is a fairly small chance of a general war developing. The greatest
danger to the sea lanes arises from local military conflicts.

Second Discussant:
Rear Admiral Chaung, ROC

As a supplement to Admiral Kitamura’s paper, 1 would like to
add that Soviet air force and naval activity has increased remarkably
in the Western Pacific recently. It constitutes an even greater than
before security threat to Japan, the ROC, South Korea and other
Asian countries. 1 am sure that this increased threat is of great
concern to all of us here. It is beyond doubt that the ROC currently
controls the Taiwan Strait and the Bashi Channel, the main naviga-
tion routes through which Soviet forces move in and out of the
Pacific and Indian Oceans. According to our information, Soviet
TU 95 reconnaisance aircraft conducted more than one hundred
sorties over the air space between Vladivostok and Thailand from
March of 1979 to July of 1982. From March of 1980 to the present,
Soviet transport planes are known to have flown over 300 sorties in
the West Pacific and Indochina.

During ‘this same period Soviet merchant and container ships
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made more than 2,500 trips through waters off Taiwan. All of these

Soviet movements have been closely monitored by the ROC.

On June 27, 1982, the Soviet Fleet sailed southward through
the Taiwan Strait. The Chinese Communists had no particular
reaction, and seemed to attach no importance to the Soviet naval
activities off their coast.

These revelations deserve our attention. First, before the U.S.-
ROC Mutual Defense Treaty was abrogated, Soviet ships and aircraft
had never conducted such activities in the Taiwan Strait. Second
‘tf}e Chinese Communists have never reacted to Soviet military aétiv—’
ities in this area.

Three years ago when the United States played a more domi-
nant.role in the Pacific, Soviet ground, naval and air forces were not
.a serious threat. Today, however, the Soviet Union has the capabil-
1ty to launch at will either conventional or nuclear attacks on more
than one area simultaneously. Their recent military activities in the

area ha‘v'e reconnoitered Communist Chinese, American, and Japa-
2:;22 r‘r,r:tlil:,ir:_/ capabilities and gauged these allies’ response to such

1,3<=jcause these activities are designed to enchance the Soviet’s
capablht_y to strike against the U.S. carrier task force deployed in
the. area, they threaten the secure use of the sea lanes by western
natlons., while politically and psychologically influencing neighboring
countr-les. The Soviet Union is sparing no effort to consolidate it
offensive capability in preparation for war. ”

Third Discussant:
Dr. Edward Luttwak, US.A.

Shi :ir;-lthe Fhalklan.ds War we saw the third appearance of an anti-
o alglc ed missle. The second time was in September of 1943
¢ sérmans used a Fritz X missle to sink an Italian battleship.
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The second time was in 1967 when a Styx missle was used to sink
an Israeli destroyer. In 1982 the Agentinians used an Exocet missle
to sink the Sheffield, a British warship.

Please note that when the Italian battleship was sunk in the
Mediterranean Sea, it was widely assumed that large ships could no
longer be deployed in that area because the Germans could sink them
with a single missle. Within three months, however, the Fritz X
missle had been completely neutralized. The Fritz X was simple
radio-controlled guided missle. It was found that this simple cheap
weapons could ‘be neutralized with an equally cheap counter-mea-
sure. Ships with space, crews and energy can usually install the cor-
rect equipment to neutralize whatever weapon threatens them.

In 1967, a Soviet-made Styx missle sank an Israeli vessel, the
Flath. During the next Arab-Israeli war in 1973 over fifty Styx
missles were launched at Israeli ships, but not a single vessel was
sunk. Even though the Israeli vessels were quite small, they were
equipped with the necessary counter-measures.

It is impossible to neutralize a gun in the same way as a missle.
Nobdy has ever successfully neutralized a gun, but they have done so
to missles. There is a basic rule of strategy that cannot be broken;
for every cheap weapon there exists or there can be developed a
cheap counter-measure. Many countries around the world are now
rushing to buy the Exocet missle, but, by the time they deploy
them, the missles will be ineffective against any serious navy.

The opritish, as is their tradition, entered this war shockingly
unprepared. Last Janyary, 1 was sent to Egland by an American
commercial company to per;;uade the British Navy- to buy a very
simple counter-measure package which was specifically designed to
counteract certain anti-ship missles such as the Exocet. The British
recieved us very warmly, but said that by 1986 or 1987 they will
have developed a superior counter-measure package. When they
actually began losing ships in the Falklands, they did not even have

the kind of counter-measures that were available in 1943.

Another case of their shocking unpreparedness was the sinking
of the General Belgrano. One reason the British sank the Belgrano,
instead of the two modern destroyers which escorted it, was that
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they did not trust the accuracy of their own twenty-five year-old
torpedoes. . .

The British, nevertheless, have taught us an important lesson.
Political scientists have invented the phrase “limited war” which has
had a very corruptirig influence. Every war is limited; even Hitler
refrained from doing certain things. There is no such thing as un-
limited war; it is only theoretical. Clauswitz himself, wrote about
absolute war as a theoretical event never achieved. The concept to

limited war has lulled us into thinking that the proper way to fight a -

war is half-heartedly. The British did not have modern torpedoes
because they had been focussing on anti-submarine torpedoes. But
once they were in the Falklands War, they did not fight it as a limit-
ed war in the corrupt sense of the phrase. They fought with ferocity.
They were willing to suffer casualties; they were willing to take big
risks; and they were willing to be very tough on the enemy. There
was no limitation in that.

The Argentinians complained that the very sending “of the
Gm@a regiment was itself an atrocity. Argentinian newspapérs
carried stories about how the Gurkhas would come at night and cut
peoples’ throats. This was part of the British strategy. The British
vyefe willing to send the SAS commandos to sit at the end of Argen-
tinian airfields to observe — this was the only early-warning system
they had. The commandos if discovered were under orders to kill
anybody or highjack any aircraft to escape.” They were to disperse
but not surrender. If they were captured, there were to deny the);
were British. There was nothing limited about ‘the way the British
fought this war in terms of the risks they took and their willingness
to be tough.

Another lesson-which poses certain questions to me-is that
these countermeasure packages work, all serious navies must have
tbem. But the size of the countermeasure package depends on the
size of the target. I therefore ask myself, what is the explanation
for the peculiar passion of both the ROC and the ROK navies to buy
our.old World War II destroyers? Instead of these bulks peacefully
ending as raz'or blades, they are sold to avid buyers. Is this perhaps
a bureaucratic phemonenon in which smaller navies try to imitate
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the big power navies? 1 know how more difficult it is to protect
these old destroyers than ships four hundred to nine hundred tons in
size. .

I would like now to comment some of Admiral Ko’s points.
In land warfare there are many gray situations, but one can generally
tell when there is peace and when there is war. There is an absolute
difference. The threat to SLOCs is more finely measured through
insurance rates. There is no independent group who can with total
accuracy predict the threat of war in a given area, but the people
who set insurance rates for ships give us very precise measurements.

Admiral Ko pointed out that the execution of distant blockades
requires very elaborate preparations. During the Second World War,
the British had to set up a world-wide organization to maintain its
distant blockades. The primary instrument eventually used was a
safe conduct pass issued through the British consulates. Admiral Ko
has pointed out how difficult this would be for the PRC.

If the PRC finds it too difficult to intercept and to examine
thousands of ships, it might just sink one then let the rise in insur-
ance rates pose a veritable blockade.

There is a fashion now in America to say that there is no threat
to the SLOCs or that the entire SLOC concept was invented by
admirals to get more money for the navy, or that the Soviet Union is
not interested in attacking SLOCs or that the whole notion of SLOCs
is theoretical. These are interesting views given that a SLOC has
already been cut not in the middle, but at the source, the Spratly
Island SLOC. Also if Iraq makes operational two or three subma-
rines, there would perhaps be wider disturbances in the Persian Gulf
SLOC. A

One lesson of the Falklands War is that a submarine sinking a
single ship makes a great deal of noise. The SLOC issue is very much
alive. Yet if one reads through thousands of pages of Soviet naval
writings, one would rarely find references to a threat to SLOCs. The
reason for this, some say, is that there is no threat to SLOCs. But

Admiral Kitamura has pointed out that the reason is that SLOC
disruption is taken for granted by the Soviets. They are planning to
attack all manner of vessels. To attack a merchant ship is so easy
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that it requires no special mention. _ .
In relation to the USSR’s strategic needs, its navy is too large,

though in the last couple of years its growth has slowed. It is still
growing, but at a sharply decreasing rate.

This has taken place in conjunction with a debate within the
Soviet Union about naval science. Admiral Gorschkov was - dis-
ciplined two years ago when he stated his belief that there was such a
thing as naval science. He was told that there was no naval science,
only military science. This was the Russian way of telling Gorschkov
that he was not independent and that his plans were going beyond
their strategic needs. The people who told him that there was no
naval science argued that navies alone are insufficient.

I am very interested by the Soviet’s reaction to the Israeli
bombardment of the Palestinian Liberation Organization in Beirut.
The PLO were getting shelled by small Israeli gunboats, equipped
with little seventy-six millimeter guns. Meanwhile, the large Soviet
fleet was only about one hundred and fifty miles away. The Soviets
did nothing to implement their promise to Arafat that the PLO
would be protected. It is interesting to recall that when Arafat
was in Moscow in 1979, Admiral Gorschkov said to him “Remember
the Soviet fleet is always behind you.” And indeed that is where
they were—far behind.

The strategic importance of the Pacific has become-a common-
place among Americans in recent years, yet our strategy tends to
pull the other way. The reason for this is that Japan, a central
country in the region, is itself in a state of dysfunction. Japan’s
disequilibrium and lack of seriousness over the defense issue has
put usin a state of doubt.

Too much of the debate in Japan is conducted in symbolic
terms. A case in point is the question of the 1,000 defense mile
zone. If Japan takes responsibility for the 1,000 mile zZone, we
should all applaud; it would be a great step foward, especially if
ammunition and missles are actually bought. The 1,000 mile zone,
howeyer, is purely symbolic for the concept implies that somebody
could stand 1,001 miles away and start sinking ships. If the U.S.
Navy was present, then it would be logical for Japan to take care of
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the first 1,000 miles, and the U.S. would take care fo th_e 1,001st
mile, the 1,002nd mile, and so on. But we are not 1,001 miles away,
miles away. .

" arle)rs.,(;-(l)fn Li-wu has asked me to come up with some practical
suggestions. One possibility might be .to try t.o fqnn a p;ess:rriei
group or a lobby comprised of East As1an' shipping hnes' an mamd
time associations. This pressure group ‘mlght tell Washington and
other governments that while they admire and respejct t:he varlane
political schemes, something has to be c%onf: to .mamtam seaiﬁme
security. It is in the interest of such shipping ].mes antcll marill e
associations to lobby for improved S'L.OC.secgmty. They vtvtheir
receptive when they learn their participation is needed, no

money.
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Urgency and Potency of Protecting
SLOC in North-East Asia;
A Prescriptive Analysis

Sang-Woo Rhee

Introduction

. Historically the ocean has served nations. as a reliable buffer
against foreign invaders as well as a vital link to remotely allies
The' English Channel saved the British from Napoleon’s and Hitler’s.
armies in the nineteenth and twentieth century respectively 4and
the Korea Strait stopped the allied forces of the Mongols an:i the
Koreans from invading Japan in the thirteenth century. On the
other hand, the sea link across the vast Atlantic made it possible to
f'orm the U.S.-European alliances during the two world wars. The
situation is not much changed in the nuclear era. The ocean still
serves its dual role.

3 Which role the sea will play is determined by the nation which
utilizes it. The sea itself is a neutral entity. It is the will, technology
power and preparedness of nations that make the sea serve their’
purposes. With a carefully worked out strategy and a well prepared
naval capability a nation can turn the sea into an effective defense

barrier against foreign intruders and a useful attack route. On the -

othe.r hand for the ill-prepared nation, the sea opens the doors to
outside invaders.

* Prepared for presentation at the confere “
! . nce on “Sea Lane Securit
Problems in the Pacific Basin,” held September 23 to 25,1982 in San Francisco%
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In Northeast Asia there are six nations (de facto sovereign
states, all of whic;h have access to the ocean. The sea therefore plays
a critical role in their economies as well as in their security. Japan is
totally dependent on the SLOCs (Sea Lanes of Communications) and
ALOCs (Air Lanes of Communications). The Republic of China
(ROCQ) is in the same situation. The Republic of Korea (ROK) is
geographically linked with the Asian continent, but effectively it
has become an island since its land connection to the continent
is completely denied by North Korea. The situation for the ROK is
therefore the same as for Japan and the ROC. North Korea, the
Peopl’s Republic of China (PRC), and the Soviet Union are con-
tinental nations, but all of them have access to the sea. They, how-
ever do not depend on the sea routes as heavily as the other three.

Out of the fifteen possible dyadic linkages among the six na-
tions only three are by land. These are the dyads between the Soviet
Union-PRC, the Soviet Union-North Korea, and the .PRC-North
Korea. At present the border between the Soviet Union and the
PRC is virtually closed due to their on going conflict. Only the land
routes which link North Korea to the PRC and the Soviet Union are
open. :

The United States is about 10,000 km from the center of the
North-East Asian region, but it is regarded as one of the regional
states because there is no intervening nation in between. So far as
the U.S. keeps the sea routes across the Pacific under her control,
she can remain an Asian power. v

At present regional peace is maintained by complex alliance
systems among the nations. "There are at the moment four formal
alliance systems and two pseudo-alliance systems in effect. The U.S.
maintains formal mutual security treaties with Japan and the ROK!

1. The Mutual Defense Treaty between The Republic of Korea and
The United States of America was signed in 1953, and the Japan-U.S. treaty was
signed in 1960. .
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North Korea retains formal alliance relations with the PRC and the
Soviet Union.? Beside these, the United States is developing a kind
of limited defense partnership with the PRC against the Soviet
Union, while keeping her unofficial pledge to protect the ROC.

Of the six nations, three are prone to war. Korean is the most
war-prone, and the ROC/PRC are still in half-war situation. The Sino-
Soviet relationship also reveals high te'nsion. These local hostilities
are kept from developing into active war by precarious local power
balances. " In the Korean peninsula, the loose balance between the
U.S.-ROK alliance and North Korea’s separate defense treaties
with the PRC and the Soviet Union provide mutual deterrents.
U.S. relations with two Chinas serve to keep the inter-China
hostility to its current non-violent state. '

It is also the U.S. links with the PRC that keeps the Sino-
Soviet conflict in its current dormant state. We can say then that the
U.S. commitment to defend its allies is the backbone of the regional
peace. For the past thirty years since the end of the Korean War, the
United States has quite successfully performed her role as the peace
keeper.

Unfortunately the Pax Americana in Northeast Asia has been
shaken. As mentioned earlier, the U.S. can maintain a strong pres-
ence in North-East Asia only while she can secure the sea lanes
that link the U.S. to the region. The steady and rapid growth of the
Soviet navy in the region for the past decade, however, seriously
challeges monopolistic control of the SLOCs by the U.S. The U.S.
defense commitment to her allies in the region has begun to lose
credibility. When the dominant position of the U.S. in the region
falters, then the whole regional peace system will erode.

The East Asian nations acute interest in the security of the sea
lanes is a natural consequence of rapidly deteriorating American
sea control capabilities. Until a decade ago, East Asjan nations had

2. In 1961, just after the military took over the Seoul Government, North
Korea hurriedly signed mutual defense treaties with the PRC and the Soviet
Union. '
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taken the U.S. presence for granted. Furtlvlermore, they Ead ne\l'zr
worried about their economic and strategic outlets‘ tot : wc:)rrr.
Now the situation has changed. They ha}ve begun senouslyd ow lrldy
about the vulnerability of their vital links to the outs.l e w: S

Needless to say, the core of concern among Ea§t A51an1 na 1or;
is how to keep SLOCs free from challengfzs by hostile flava pi)wi ,
and how to sustain long-term SLOC security. I vxfould like totc Zni ay
the issues pertaining to the threat to SLOCs in Northeatls t; a{
and present my personal view on how to work out a system
would provide us with more secure sea lanes for the future.

The Core of the lssues

In regard to Northeast Asian SLOCs (NEAS-LOC)., lilatlci)rr;s'
of the region are primarily concerned ab01.1t two co.re 1s'sues. eet:fmeg
the flow of merchant vessels free from mterrupt%or‘l in peallce : ar,
and securing safe sea lanes to obtain necessary lOngt}C S}lpp y ot.w
materials and reinforcement units from outs'lde allies in war bl1me:.
Let us briefly examine the importance of the issues and the problems

involved.
Uninterrupted Sea Routes In Pace Time

‘For the three island nations—Japan, the. ROC and t.he RQK;
maintaining uninterrupted sea routes is a vital issue -for their survival.
All of the three nations depend upon imported 911 for the energy_
necessary to run their industrief and to suppo'rt their energy-conts:}z)xzs
ing life styles. The export-oriented econom1es. of the three nz i
cannot be sustained when cut off from foreign markets and raw

i IS. '
mate?:;:ﬁ?pflcl)i example, imported 235,110 thous.and mqtnc.tonas
of oil in 1981, which comprised 99.7% of its total qﬂ consumption.
More importantly 78.2% of it came from the Mlddle.Ea.st :c(;(c))(s)s.
12,000 km-long sea lanes, and 18.1% from Southeast Asia via 4,

1

3. Hirasato Asonuma, Si-ren-no anzen (Security of the Sea Lanes), 1982.
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km long sea routes. Japan as a whole imported 567,350 thousand
tons of goods and exported 77,350 tons in 1981, and ninteen
pencent world’s total commodities which were transported over the
sea either originated from or were headed to Japan.* In this situa-
tion Japan simply cannot survive asaa viable nation even for a few
months if she is cut off from the outside.’

The dependence of the ROK on sea transportation is not very
different from the Japanese case. The ROK'’s imported cargo total
in 1980 was 71,353 thousand tons and the exported total of the
same year was 22,682 thousand tons. Of the combined total, 99.8%
was waterborne.® In the same year, the ROK exported commodities
worth 17,505 million U.S. dollars which comprised about thirty
percent of her total GNP of 57,650 million dollars. The dollar value
of imported commodities that year was 22,292 million about thirty-
nine percent of the total GNP.” The Korean economy, therefore,
is doomed to collapse if its sea routes are sealed. The ROC’s depen-
dence on sea transportation is almost the same as the ROK’s

Safe SLOCs To Maintain Alliance Sytem

The complicated multi-tiered U.S. alliance systems are the
backbone of the regional peace of Northeast Asia. The effectiveness
of these alliance arrangements depends upon the U.S. capability
for prompt military intervention in the region. If the U.S. is denied
the ability to reinforce her military power in the region in a war, it

4. Yomiuri Shimbun, August 12, 1982,

5. The anticipated damage Japan would suffer if its oil supply is cut off
is vividly illustrated in a work of fiction, Yudan (Cut- Off of 0il), written by
Sakaiya Taichi in 1979. In this scenario, many thousands of people lose their
lives and the GNP drops by sixty-five percent over a span of about 200
days.

6. These statistics were produced by the Office of Maritime and Port
Administration, Republic of Korea in 1981.

7. Korea International Economic Institute, International Economic
Report, 1981, pp. 506-509.
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would not be able to cope. In peace, the U.S. maintains only two
division-equivalent forces (DEF) in the region, includingione combat
division in Korea. With these symbolic forces, the United States
cannot exert effective militéry influence in the most heavily armed
region in the world.

Logistical supply is more crucial. In modern wars, the con-
sumption rate of war materials such as ammunition, fuel, and equip-
ment is astonishingly high, and without a constant supply of those
materials, no nation can sustain a fighting capability. Furthermore,
due to the astronomical cost and limited size of the war industries,
no nation other than the two super powers can supply needed log-
istics in a full-scale war. Non-communist nations in the region which
face a potential threat from the Soviet Union and her proxies, there-
fore, would inevitably rely on the U.S. for supply in a war situation.

Despite that the U.S. maintains enormous airlift capabilities,?
sea transportation still plays a major role. To move an armored

division, for example, an approximately 30,000-ton transport capa- .

bility is needed. To supply ammunition needed for an infantry

8. In 1976, the total ‘“30-day airlift capability” was 180,000 tons (an
average of 6,000 tons per day) including the -CRAF (Civil Reserve Air Fleet)
capacity. See John M. Collins, Imbalance of Power, San Rafael: Presidio Press,
1978, pp. 194-202. In the past five years, the airlift capability has not improved
much. The followings are the U.S. Air Fleet’s 1981 wartime airlift strength,
reported by Department of Defense in the F'Y 1983 Report. ln parentheses are
the 1976 figures. ' '

C-5 70 ( 70)
C-141 234 (234)
C-130 218 (234)
*reserved C-130 294
CRAF cargo 109 (135)
passenger 215( 94)

For sea lift, the U.S. maintains the following dry cargo vessels:
Military Sealift Command 24 ( 27)

Ready Reserve Force 27
NDREF ships 167 (139)
Merchant Marine 270 (268)

—63—




*

L AT R

division for one day, at least a several thousand-ton lifting capacity
should be maintained. The demand, thus, cannot be met by airlift.
It is obvious that without relying on sea lift, no major ground battle
can be fought effectively. Security of the approximately 11,000
km-long sea lane across the Northern Pacific that links the west coast
of the continental United States to Asia is therefore essential to
make U.S. defense commitments to her Asian allies credible.

Various Measures to Protect SLOCs

How then can we keep a vital SLOC secured in peace and war
time alike? Three basic measured should be considered.

Defense

The first and the most reliable measure is to protect merchant
and naval fleets all along the SLOC with effective air and naval
forces. Until the time of the Second World War, one of the primary
missions of the navy was to protect the merchant fleet in war, and it
was a general practice that naval ships escort a convoy of merchant
vessels through hostile seas. Usually a squadron of frigates and de-
stroyer-escorts sailed with the merchant fleet all along the sea lane
from port to port.

Up to the 1970s, the Northeast Asian SLOC (NEASLOC) had
been immune to hostile interdiction because there had been no navy
strong enough to challenge the predominant U.S. Seventh Fleet.
Now the situation has changed. Over the past fifteen years, the
United States has actually reduced her naval strength, while the
Soviets have steadily improved their naval fighting capabilities. The
Soviet navy has now become second to none in the world. Table-1
gives a rough picture of the changing balance of naval strength of
the U.S. and the Soviet Union between 1969-1982.

Especially after the Soviets gained sea-based air support capabil-
ity with their newly deployed aircraft carrier Minsk 'in 1980°, and

9. The first helicopter carrier the Moskva (17,000 ton) was completed in
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acquired new naval bases in Vietnam (in Cam Rahn Bay and Danang)
and in the Indian Ocean (Socotra and Nacala-a-Velha), the range of
their naval operations markedly expanded to cover the whole West

Table 1. Naval Combatant Force Levgl: 1969-82. The U.S. and The Soviet

Union
1969 A 1979 1982
US/USSR - US/USSR US/USSR
irora i ' 13/ 4
Aircraft Carrier 22/ 0 13/ 2
Surface combatant 279/ 220 178/ 269 198/ 274
Submarines 156/ 354 123/ 357 96/ 377
Patrol (PGM) 9/ 148 3/ 120 6/ 145
Amphibious 153/ 103 63/ 91 65/ 66
Mine warfare 74/ 165 3/ 165 3/ 395
Auxiliary 231/ 680 79/ 760 113/ 755
Total
Active Fleet 926/1670 462/1764 514/2016

* Source: Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Department of the Navy,
The U.S.A., Understanding Soviet Naval Developments, 4th edition, 1981, p. 72,
and Caspar W. Weinberger, FY 1983 Report of Secretary of Defense, 1982,
Appendix, “Soviet Military Power,” p. 40.

Pacific and the Indian Ocean. And the recent deployment of Back-
fire long-range bombers (Tu-22M/-26) in the maritime province of
East Siberia added the new dimension of air threat to SLOCs in the
whole West Pacific. The normal effective operation radius of ‘[hej ‘
Siberia-based TU-26 covers the area down to Guam and the Bashi
Channel north of the Philippines (about 6,000 km). When the planes
are refueled in the air, the range extends to the Hawaiian islands and
even to New Zealand. Figure 1 shows the expanding scope of
Soviet naval operations in the West Pacific.

1967, and the first fixed-wing carrier, the Kiev 37,000 ton) becarnf: opera.tional
in 1976. The second Kiev-class carrier, the Minsk (built in 1978) is now in the
Soviet Pacific Ocean Fleet.
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The old idea of bottling up the Soviet Pacific Fleet in the Sea
of Japan (The East Sea) and the Sea of Okhotsk also has become
obsolete. Until ten years ago, the Soviet Pacific Fleet operated
only from Vladivostok and the ships were to be easily stopped
at several choke points, such as the Korea Strait, the Tsushima
Strait, the Tsugaru and the Soya channels. Also the Fleet could
not get any effective reinforcement from other fleets in the western
hemisphere. Also, it did not have air cover in the Pacific. As pointed
out above, the Soviet Pacific Fleet now uses several ports outside of
the choke points such as Petropavolovsk in, Kamchatka, and Cam
Rahn. The Soviet Union recently opened a new sea route across the
Arctic Ocean. She can now adopt her own version of a “swing str-
ategy” between the Pacific, the Indian, and the Atlantic Oceans.
Figure 2 shows the locations of the choke points and the new naval
bases outside of the old ‘“‘enlcosure.” ‘

Increased Soviet naval activities in the Indian Ocean draw a
significant portion of the U.S. Seventh Fleet’s operational capabili-
ties out of the West Pacific. Now two carrier task forces are tied up
in the Indian Ocean, and this means that in the West Pacific only two
carrier task forces are available for SLOC defense. Two back-up
carrier task forces are in the East Pacific under the Third Fleet.

The introduction of new weapon systems such as long range
PGMs (Precision Guided Munitions), attack submarines, and intel-
ligence satellites has made SLOCs more vulnerable. Merchant fleets
are now easily detected, and can be attacked from a distant location.
The traditional convoy-escort system can no longer ensure safe
passage through the SLOCs. ¥

A few years ago, Admiral Sergei Georgiyevich Gorschkov
proudly declared *hat SLOC interdiction had been newly added
to the existing missions of the Soviet Navy, and his word is now
developing into a serious threat.!® The task of defending NEASLOC

10. Admiral Gorshkov has recently said; ““...the disruption of the ocean
lines of communication, the special arteries feeding the military and economic
potentials of enemy countries, has continued to be one of the most important of

— 67—




.

5 4

AAATELD vogryy s

T ——— W T ——— . L

Korsakov

Soveskaja Gaval

J

Vladivostok

°
0
22

=
Q
=
f4]
=4
w
14
b=y
B
-~

Socotra Malacca

—68—

Petropavlovs

e

e -

against the growing Soviet naval power is now beyond the control
of the U.S. Seventh Fleet.

Deterrence

When the sea lanes crossing a vast ocean cannot be effectively

' protected, an alternative measure should be considered. Deterrence

is a positive alternative to the direct defense of the naval and mer-
chant fleets in the lanes.

Deterrence in protecting vital sea lanes is quite simple. It
consists of the declaration of a firm intention to, and preparation
for, a specified retaliation againstaan enemy attack. This is a
preventive measure, discouraging the enemy not to take hostile
action.

Deterrence to be effective, must meet three elementary condi-
tions. First of all, sufficient military capability to retaliate has to be
retained. The capability should be sufficient to inflict far greater
damage than the adversary is able to. Deterrence works psycho-
logically.

The capability to inflict damages on the enemy is different
from defending the SLOCs. For example, in retaliation for ships
sunk by the enemy, one could choose to bomb enemy ports. Super-
ior air attack capabilities can be made to compensate for weaker
naval power.

A second element of effective deterrence is to show our deter-
mination to retaliate. If our declared intention is not convincing,
the adversary may gamble. We cannot prevent such an adventure in
advance. Credibility of retaliation is vital. We should not allow our
enemys to misjudge us.

Thirdly, we have to clearly state our plan of action to the
enemy. We should inform the enemy of what kind of actions in
response to an attack, so that the enemy would have a clear idea of
the outcome of its intended actions.

v

the Navy’s missions.” See Understanding Soviet Naval Developments, op. cit.,
p.7 and pp. 10-11.

—69—



.

TILD sy s e |

Eathe

Can and will the United States protect Northeast Asian sealanes
through deterence? It is very doubtful. Firstly, the U.S. does not
have the appropriate means by which to retaliate. Without a com-
mitment to total nuclear war, U.S. has not the military capacity to
respond effectively to a Soviet attack on the sea lanes. The ideal
formula for deterring a Soviet attack on these vital sea lanes would
be to threaten to destroy major naval bases and naval fleet itself.

Yet the U.S. at present does not have sufficient conventional
military power to detroy the well-protected naval facilities of the
Soviet bases such as Vladivostok. Neither has she sufficient naval
units to chase scattered Soviet vessels across the vast ocean. Table 2
shows the number of recorded shipdays of the U.S. and Soviet navies
in the Pacific and Indian Oceans since 1965. From this table, we can
see that in the Pacific the U.S. has only two-to-one superiority
over the Soviets in shipdays, which is not enough to inflict sufficient
punishment on the Soviet.

We can consider retaliating against a Soviet attack on our
merchant convoys by in turn attacking Soviet convoys. The prob-
lem, however, is that the Soviet reliance on her sea lanes is far less
than our reliance on.ours. SLOCs are vital for the nations linked by
the ocean alliance led by the U.S., while the Soviets and their allies
can survive with interrupted SLOCs. Unbalanced reliance on SLOCs
discourages quid pro quo retaliation.

Denial

Another alternative way for us to live with threatened SLOGs is
to prepare for their interruption, and to increase our denial capa-
bilities to cope with enemy interdiction. This is a passive measure.
If we increase the number of our merchant ships, diversify our sea
lanes, and improve the structure of the ships so that they can absorb
greater damage, then the Soviets, cannot simply cut off the whole
SLOC systen. They may sink many of our vessels, but they cannot
wipe out all of them.

As of 1981, Japan had 4,226 merchant vessels (greater than
300 gt:"a total of 38,830 thousand gt). scattered over oceans and
ports of the world. Because one-third of them are technically
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Table 2. Ship Days of The U.S. and The USSR Navies. In The Pacific and

Indian Ocean
uU.s. USS.R.
total Pacific Indian total Pa;iofz)c lndiag
109,500 54,200 1,100 6,300 1,

iggg 117,500 62,400 1,100 35,000 5,800 . 4,;83
1972 70,600 47,300 1,100 48,800 5,900 8, o
1974 61300 34,800 2,600 53,100 7400 10,500
1976 46,100 19,700 1,400 44 500 5,200 7.3
1979 41280 17,150 3,520 47,050 8,400 7,600

* Source: Office of the Chief of Naval Operation, Department of Navy, US.A.,
Understanding Soviet Naval Developments, 4th edition, 1981, p. 16.

registered as third nation flag ships, it would not be easy for z?n
adversary navy to sort out Japanese ships and destroy them. 'Statls-
tically speaking, even though we cannot guard all of our ships, we
can at least survive the enemy attacks on our merchant fleet. The
more ships we have, the more attacks we can absorb. Ta‘t?le 3 shows
the sizes of merchant fleets of the Northeast Asian natlor?s. The
combined merchant fleet of Japan, the ROK, and the ROC includes
a total of 4,956 ocean going ships, numbers which are great enough
to withstand Soviet attacks for at least a couple of months.

Diminishing the effect of enemy attacks on SLOCs by increas-
ing damage absorbing capacity is definitely not a desirable r{le'flsure,
but it will be useful in discouraging an enemy attempt to dlstl_lrb
our SLOCs. This kind of resistance strategy, and its underlying
concept, is similar to that of the “people’s war.” o

Pertaining to the denial strategy, storing vital materials in peace
time should also be considered. If we can survive with stored supply
for a few months, it is obvious that we can thereby diminish the
effects of the SLOC disruption. .

The three D measures — defense, deterrence, and denial—we
have considered have are to be utilized in combination. For ex-
ample, on the one hand we can diversify sea lanes: 'and sc.atter
randomly the merchant fleet to reduce our vulnerability. Simul-
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taneously, we can deploy complicated mine networks along the key

sea routes and intensify air protection over the most vulnerable
segments of the vital SLOCs.

Table 3. The Sizes of Merchant Fleet: The North-East Asian Nations

As of the end of 1981

_d

number x 103 gt x 103 dwt % (dwt)

Japan . 4,226 38,830 64,835 9.8
ROK 562 4,626 7,834 ‘1.2
ROC 168 1,740 2,742 04
US.A. 1,063 16,693 25984 - 39
USSR 2,973 17,629 23,722 3.6
PRC 825 6,919 10,561 1.6
N. Korea insignificant

* Based on Bremen Shipping Statistics, quoted from Haeun Tongkye Yoram
(Handpook of Shipping Statistics) published by Korean Information Center
for Shipping and Port, 1982, pp. 6-7.

Considering all of these possible countermeasures, to what
extent shall we be able to protect our SLOCs? This is hard to pre-
dict, since there are too many factors that affect the NEASLOC.
First of all, it depends upon the speed of the Soviet naval build-up in
the future. If the Soviets increase their naval power rapidly, the
NEASLOC will be threatened seriously. Second, the level of naval
strength the United States retains in this area will also affect it. If
the U.S. sticks to its present Europe-centered policy, the NEASLOC
protection system will not be improved. And third, of course,
the degree of cooperation among the concerned nations in
the area will also be an important element. If the concerned nations
share the burden~ of NEASLOC defense currently borne by the U.S.
alone, they can definitely enhance the security of SLOCs in the
West Pacific. -
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Alliance for Free SLOCs

The NEASLOC is now exposed to a serious threat by the Soviet
navy, and it has become obvious that the threat level has already
exceeded capacity -of the U.S. Navy to manage. This means that it
is time for us to think of a cooperative security plan among the
concerned nations. .

As of the end of 1981, the Soviet Pacific Ocean Fleet com-
manded a formidable armada of 1,580,000 tons of naval ships,
while the U.S. Seventh Fleet deployed 650,000 tons of naval ships in
the Pacific Ocean. The present imbalance between the deployed
naval power of the two super powers is so great that, despite of bel-
ated determination of the United States to strengthen her navy,
the Soviets will outnumber the U.S. in terms of the number and
tonnage of naval ships deployed in the area for at least the next
ten years. In this situation, the only quick measure that can close
the power gap is to augment the strength of the U.S. Seventh Fleet
with the navies of Japan, the ROK and the ROC. Japanese maritime
self-defense forces maintains 207,000 tons of modern ships (sixty-
four major combatants) while the ROK and ROC navies operate
82,000 tons (twenty combatants) and 180,000 tons (thirty-five
combatants) respectively. If we combine the tonnages of the four
navies in the area, we would have 1,119,000 tons.

Fighting units in the North Korean navy (67,000 tons) mainly
consist of small coastal gunboats (except for nineteen diesel-power-
ed submarines), and its SLOC interdiction capability is limited only
to the coast of the Korean peninsula. But, the navy of the PRC
(561,000 tons) could play an important role in the interdiction of
SLOCs. If the United States can retain friendly relations with her,
we may assume that, at least, it will not threaten the SLOCs linking
the U.S. to its allies. Table 4 shows the sizes of the Northeast
Asian navies in terms of numbers of the major combatants and the

aggregate tonnage of the ships.

From these simple statistics:we may. conclude that if we work
out an international cooperative system among the U.S., Japan, the
ROK, and the ROC, we can rarshal a minimum of SLOC defense
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Table 4. Major Combatants of the NEA Navies
As of 1981

US* JAP ‘ROK ROC Comb. USR PRC NK.

Submarine/N 26 0 0 0 26 55 2 0
Subamrine/D 9 14 0 2 25 45 103 19
Carrier 6 0] 0 0 6 1 0 0
Cruiser 14 0 0 0 14 9 0 0
Destroyer 39 34 10 22 105 .28 15 0
Frigates 33 16 10 11 70 - 38 26 4
Total 127 64 20 35 246 176 146 23
Total

tonnage 65.0 20.7 82 180 1119 158 56.1 6.7
x 104 ton

* Ships deployed in the Pacific only.

Source: Military Balance 1981-1982, The Organizaton of The Joint Chiefs of
Staff, U.S., United States Military Posture For FY 1983, and Defense of Japan,
1981 (Japanese edition),

force of 246 major combatants against the 176 ships of the Soviet
Pacific Fleet, (1,119,000 tons versus 1,580,000 tons). Figure 3
illustrates the relative size of the navies of the North-East Asian
nations. .

Now let us think of ways to share the burdens of SLOC defense
among the four navies.

Division of SLOC Defense Zones

One simple way to share this task is to divide defense zones
among the four. For the past few years, the U.S. and Japan
have talked of dividing SLOC defense zones between them. In
September 1982, both agreed to start “‘joint research” on the plan.1

Though the details are not available, it seems that Japan will take
over primary responsibility td defend SLOCs within 1,000 nautical
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miles of her land territory which includes the sea lanes between
Japan and Guam, Japan and north of the Philippines, and the triang-
ular sea surrounded by these two lines and the twentieth parallel,
In this plan, the U.S. is to defend the Southeast Asian and Indian
Ocean SLOCs. . v

Earlier this year, the U.S. Government urged Japan to streng-
then her F-15 squadrons, add 125 more patrol planes (including
P3Cs), acquire seventy more frigates, and twenty-four more sub-
marines. The U.S. recomended that Japan increase her defense
expenditures by fifteen percent per year for the next five years to
finance the additional cost of the new responsibility. 12

The U.S.-JTapan agreement for bilateral division of the SLOC
defense zones will enhance security of the NEASLOC for the Amer-
ican allies, but it will also arouse suspicion and fears among the
Asian neighbors, since all of them have had the bitter experience of
having been victimized by a militarily strong Japan. To avoid
suspicion and political tension among the U.S.%s friends in Asia, the
plan should be expanded into a multilateral burden sharing system.
For example, the U.S. and Japan could help strengthen the navies of
the ROK and ROC so that they are able to take responsibility for
SLOC defense in the area surrounding their own territories, A
balanced increase of navyal power among J apan’s Asian neighbors will
diminish unnecessary mutual suspicion,

Functional Division of SLOC Defense

An alternative way to enhance the security of the NEASLOC
by joint effort is to share the burden functionally. To defend
common SLOCs among the concerned nations, we can establish
a joint Northeast Asian SLOC Defense Allied Forces (NEASLOC/
DAF) in which each member nation can dispatch special units to a
joint force. For instance, one nation may provide air cover, while
another will provide submarine escort. And all the member nations

11. The Dong-A Iibo, editorial from September 4, 1982.
12. The Chosun Ilbo, February 25, 1982.

would open their naval and air bases for the joint 'task forces.. . )
There would be many difficulties in operating .sgch a joint tas
force, but it is a good way to reduce mutual suspicion among the

concerned nations.

Declaration of Free SLOC

It is of paramount necessity to keep the? NEASLQC open to t};:
nations in the region. Complicated political mterrelatlon? among e
regional states urge us to consider a legal arrangement orf an (f)r;:) "
NEASLOC system, i.e., a system to keep the NEASLOC reeA ‘
dominance by any one nation. In other words, the Northeast Asian

1d be declared free sea lanes.
e Li‘;ii:g;‘; to the Draft Convention on The Law of The I;Si‘ea
(Section 3, Articles 17-32), all ships, merchant vessels and wa'rs pi
are entitled to have the right of innocent passage throug.h 'ternt;)naf
waters. We should suggest the designation of seve.ral specified se 31 o
free sea lanes within territorial seas and on the high seas. The rules

for innocent passage should apply to whole stretches of. tﬁe ?r:ias;
In other words, we could jointly declare that on the spema y te gs-
nated sea lanes, military actions which may threaten 1nno;en pa
sage should be prohibited. To enfofrce the rules, we would reserve
i EASLOC/DAF forces. B
e n’%’}}lltist(;dl;sg tohfefljee SLOC ﬁlrrangement will not Yiolate the spirit
of the freedom of the high seas as designated by .Artlcles 87,_8.8, an(}
89 of the Draft Convention. It does conflicts with 'the prov131.ons' o
Article 95 since such an arrangement would partially restrict im-

munity of warships on the 'iligh seas.!®> Considering, however, the’

vital needs for free SLOCS for the nations in Northeast Asia, we
have to overrule some of the universal rules and to work out an

exceptional arrangement like this.

t

13. Article 95: “Warships on the high seas have complete immunity from
the jurisdiction of any State other than the flag State.”
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Summary and Conclusion

The main points of my argument can be summarized as follows:

First, the Northeast Asian nations, especially Japan, the ROK
and the ROC see keeping the SLOCs to outside friends secure is vital
to their survival,

Second, as the United States loses dominant control of North-
east - Asian seas, the vital sea lanes are falling under a potential
threat by the steadily growing Soviet navy. :

Third, despite renewed efforts by the U.S. to strengthen her
naval capability, the security of Northeast Asian sea lanes can not be
guaranteed by the U.S. alone. There are clear limits to the U.S.
capability to employ the necessary defense, deterrence, and denial
measures to secure the sea lanes,"and, therefore, we have to think of
sharing the burden among the concerned nations.

Fourth, bilateral division of SLOC defense zones between the

‘U.S. and Japan will produce a new dimension of conflict among

neighboring Asian nations because unilateral Japanese naval rearma-
ment will arouse suspicion and fear. Multinational cooperation
based on functional division of duties is a better alternative.
native.

Fifth, a free SLOC system protected by sufficient force
should be considered as a long-term solution to the NEASLOC
problem.

Preventing wars is far better than winning them, and therefore,
preparing for the anticipated disasters in advance is far more desir-
able than waiting for them to happen. The SLOC issue contains
many conflict-provoking elements which may lead us to war. For all
of us, friends and foes alike, a wise solution of the SLOC issue will
be beneficial.

We are worried about the use of force by our potential adver-
sary against our sea lanes, and are talking about how to avoid a
collision of forces. But we have to recognize the historical fact that
peace can be obtained only when the peace seeker has stronger
power than the potential peace breaker. If we realy wish to main-
tain peace, then we have to consider seriously ways of making
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ourselves stronger. And let us remember that the sea has th)
distinct roles for us: it divides friends when tl}ey are weak, but it
serves as a convenient link among scattered allies when they com-
mand it. Let us recover our control over the sea and keep an effec-

tive alliance relationship among us.

Discussion of Dr. Sang-Woo Rhee’s Speech
“Urgency and Potency of Protecting §locs in East Asia:
A Prescriptive Analysis”

First discussant: Admiral B.M. Strean, U.S.A.

There are three basic measures to consider: defense,' Qetener}ce
and denial. The last of which is alternate routing and at.tntlon which
is extremely expensive when shipping critical war matenals..

In the past, much shipping was lost before an effective defens.e

was developed. As to naval ‘air forces to protect SLOCs, ther.e; is
a tendency to count all naval forces as available for SLOC protection.
There are generally two kinds of combat naval forces, not all of
which can be effectively and efficiently used for the purpose we are
COHSI%‘:;“ fi.st attack forces, which include our large aircraft carriers,
the major part of our forces, would not and could _not bf: used to
directly protect the SLOCs. These forces operz‘ite in the fo’rv&'rard
areas or even-behind every lines. They launch h.1t-and—run missions
against enemy bases, aircraft and warships. In this way, these forces
provide deterrence, or indirect protection for the SLOCs.

Dr. Rhee correctly analyses the effectiveness of thes‘e attack
forces or deterrent forces as being dependent upon the will to us‘e
them and the belief on the part of the enemy that we will use them if
necessary. Destroyers, puitrol, and escort™aircraft, are the only forces

available to directly protect the SLOCs.
There are preparatory actions to enhance the safety of convoy
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shipping; Dr. Rhee took notice of several of them. In World War II,
much shipping was lost because of the incompetence of merchant
marine skippers who could not or would not keep in formation
Or even near other ships. The qualifications of merchant ship offi-
cers are a safety factor. The speed of shipping is an important
factor also. Since World War II, we have been buidling twenty knot
ships. There should not be any eight to ten knot ships participating
in a convoy. This was costly in World War II, but that was all we
had.

Critical war materials are so important that every country
should have a minimum stockpile capable of lasting the first several
months of a war. Then is the time when it is most difficult and
dangerous for shipping. :

In the event of a need for protection of SLOCs, it is conceiv-
able that the defense, deterrence, and denial, or attrition measures
would be used simultaneously in an attempt to keep the sea lanes
open. Many ships were lost during World War 1I in the Atlantic
until we gained experience on how to protect shipping. Even then,
the losses were great.

As for interdiction of shipping or routes, the Navy has always
been most conscious of choke points and has repeatedly tested
these points to make sure unfriendly forces were not restricting their
international use. The U.S. Navy ten years ago, while a planning
round-the-world trip by U.S. Navy ships, started to receive unfriend-
ly noises from Indonesia. Our Chief of Naval Operations held that if
the ships did not pass through the Malacca Straits, the trip was not
worth the effort. The new and larger territorial water limits of
the new Law of the Sea makes choke points more important because
there are now less high seas areas. This is important to all countries
because it tends to restrict navigation.

The U.S. has for years insisted upon the three-mile limit for
territorial waters, but went along with the twelve mile limit as
desired by other coastal countries. While the navigational aspects
of the Law of the Sea Treaty could be accepted, other aspects con-
cerning the mineral development of the sea beds could not. Even
those who believed the U.S. should have signed the Law of the Sea
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Treaty agreed the Treaty was mired in complexity and was fatally
flawed. They believe the U.S. could have signed then .held furth'er
negotiations to rid the Treaty of unacceptable regulatlons,' r.es'tr.lc—
tions and dangerous precedents which would make for prohibitive
i he miner. -
oS Iari1 ie2§; (;;e paper made available on this subject t?y Korea, I
have the impression that the navigational and marine life aspects
were more important to the national interests of Korea than seabed
development. . g '
Protection of the SLOCs will require cooperation and unself1s,h
contributions by all allied nations in the Pacific area. Dr. Rhee’s
paper emphasizes the need for action.

Second discussant:
Admiral 1to, Japan

Dr. Rhee stated in his paper that the traditional idea of block-
ing the Soviet Pacific Fleet in the Sea of Japan and the Sea of
Okhotsk has become obsolete. 1 believe, however, that both. at
present and in the near future, the blockade of the Soy.a,.Tsushlma
and Tsugaru Straits is, and will be, essential to mﬂntmg SLOC
security in the western Pacific area. The following points need
remembering. -

Soviet vessels from the Petropavolovsk base can enter Ehe Pacific
without passing through the above-mentioned choke poix}ts., That
base, however, is an isolated island for which providing logistic sup-
port is difficult. It cannot be supplied by railroad or truck,.but only
by ships originating in Vladivostok and other eastern Soviet ports.
Because much shipping to Petropavolovsk must pass through the Soya
or Tsushima Straits, a blockade of these choke points would prove
effective in weakening the Soviet’s war-sustaining capability. Such
a blockade would contribute significantly to the security of SLOCs
in the western Pacific. Howeve‘r, the neutralization of coastal Soviet
bases such as Vladivostok would be difficult, so the need for s
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strait blockade remains.

Another reason for a strait blockade is that Soviet use of
the Northern Sea routes, through which they could bypass the choke
points, is impossible during the winter. A vessel can, however, pass
through the Soya Strait in the winter with the aid of an icebreaker as
I have seen many times particularly just before the beginning of winter.

Dr, Rhee mentioned that if we increase the number of our
merchant ships, diversify our sea lanes, and improve the ability of
our ships to sustain war damage, we can prevent the Soviets from
cutting off our shipping. The Soviets may be able to inflict serious
damage, but we would still have enough ships and open sea lanes to
supply ourselves. This approach to the SLOC defense problem has
both positive and negative aspects. One unavoidable problem would
be the psychological pressure on merchant crews. Should some of
our merchant ships actually be sunk, crews might refuse to leave
port without a military escort. If it proved impossible to provide
such an escort, our shipping could be severely hampered or even
come to a complete halt. In such a case, our efforts to ensure a
minimum level of shipping activity through the expansion of our
fleet would come to naught.

Finally, we must consider the cost of the proposal. The ship-
ping companies of the Free World are not likely to agree to such a
policy without substantial government financial support.

Dr. Rhee rightly pointed out that the division of SLOC defense
zones along national lines would produce a new dimension of con-
flict among Asian nations. He has accordingly suggested that division
of duties by function is a more feasable alternative. Needless to say,
multinational cooperation in such a program would be essential.

From a military point of view, however, it would be either
difficult or impossible to establish such a combined force in the
region. Although this concept has long been discussed by navies in
the area, the plan is impossible to realize for political reasons. I
believe, however, that if Japan and the United States jointly conduc-
ted various anti-submarine warfare operations in the western Pacific
region, the threat to the SLOCs would be substantially reduced.

I wish to point our that Japan’s Self-Defense Agency is in many
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respects quite a different organization than the old Imperial jArmy
and Navy. [ believe that if in the future Japan becomes s_hgh'fly
stronger militarily, it will not lead to a situation which would inspire

fear in our Asian neighbors.

Third Discussant:
Dr. Yu-ming Shaw, ROC

I'm very impressed by Dr. Rhee’s emphasis on deterrence as
a way to prevent communist aggression in the SLOCs. Sufficient
preventive measures coupled with a demonstrated willingness to
retaliate can surely maintain the security of the SLOCs. As he said,
we must give potential aggressors a very clear message that if they
attack a certain place, they are certain to suffer a counterattack.
I believe that a Korean scholar makes these suggestions because of
the tragic experience of the Korean people in 1950. This calls to
mind the ludicrous proposal of the Carter administration, at least at
one time, to withdraw U.S. troops from South Korea. This would
surely lead to a second Korean War for it would send the wrong
signals to the North Korea.

The United States must seriously consider the danger of sending
wrong signals to Communist countries before making any major
moves or decisions. I therefére endorse Dr. Rhee’s proposal that we
make certain that Communist nations clearly understand the adverse

consequenses of aggressive action.
Dr. Rhee’s suggestion that the ROC, the ROK, Japan and the

U.S. increase their military resiliency by increasing the number of
ships in their combined merchant fleets is an interesting one. The
tactic, however, of allowing twc thirds or even three-quarters of our
merchant ships to be damaged or destroyed by Communist powers is,
of course, very costly. :

The United States has fought three major wars in Asia over the
last forty years. If the U.S. had given Japan the correct signals in
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1938 or 1939, the attack on Pearl Harbor might well have been
prevented. Before the Japanese moved their troops into Indochina in
1941, they were uncertain about the relative strength of America’s
commitments to China and of Britain’s to Asia.

I think that U.S. decisions in the late 1940s regarding the
Chinese Civil War led to the downfall of Chiang Kai-shek’s govern-
ment. I’m not suggesting that had the U.S. given more support to
Chiang’s government that Nationalist China would have been saved,
but only that U.S. decisions and policies at that time did not help the
situation. It is also fairly certain that if the U.S. had sent the correct
signals to the North Koreans from 1948 to 1950, the Korean War
could have been avoided.

The third and most recent war the U.S, fought in Asia was the
Vietnam War. Over the last forty years, in spite of a “Europe first”
policy, the U.S. wars in Asia have it cost more lives and have lasted
longer than anyyin Europe. The psychological impact on America of
the Vietnam War has been very serious and, perhaps, still lingers to-
day. As Professors Gregor and Luttwak clearly pointed out, if a war
were to break out in Asia, we are not certain that the United States
would defend Asia, irrespective of all the various statements, prom-
ises and treaties. As further evidence of the U.S”s Europe-oriented
policies, the U.S. currently has station in Europe hundreds of thou-
sands of soldiers, yet questions the wisdom of keeping troops in
South Korea.

Unless the United States drastically alters its one-sided, Europe-
centered policy and it adopts an balanced policy toward both Asia
and Europe, then our efforts here today to devise ways to maintain
SLOC security in the Indian and Pacific Oceans are meaningless and
futile. We can offer impressive arguments, publish books, organize
pressure groups and try to educate congressmen in Washington, but
unless the United States, its government and its ‘people develop a
genuine awareness that the U.S. is both an Atlantic and a Pacific
nation, and, that America’s future is anchored in the Pacific region,
then our discussions here will produce no meaningful results.

As an historian, I tend to be pessimistic. Nevertheless, I would
like to re-emphasize Professor Gregor’s statement that unless we
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help U.S. Congressmen to develop a real awareness qf the situation,
the importance of the Pacific area to the future will not be fully
understood. '

With regard to .the suggestion that a Northeast Asian SLOC
Joint defense force be set up, I cannot comment on the technical
military aspects of this proposal. I do want to point out, however,
that two of the four powers to be involved in this force—Japan
and the United States—do not have diplomatic relations with the
Repub]ic; of China, and that such an arrangement would certainly
be objected to by the PRC. _ .

It understandable that the United States and Japan de-recogniz-
ed the Republic of China. Yet if we are really serious about a co-
operative security plan participated in by Taiwan, then it will be
necessary to help Taiwan regain its international status. I’'m not
talking about diplomatic recognition because that is over with, but
unless Taiwan can achieve an international status that enables it to
enter into agreements or treaties with other nations in a SLOC
defense force, it cannot participate. The PRC’s relentless pressure
on the United States and Japan would prevent ROC participation in
a serious joint defense effort in the absence of some elevation of the

ROC’s international position. - o .
Some friends of mine are talking about establishing a Asian-

Pacific economic community, though we all know the difficulties
involved in that. Japan would have to take the lead in such an organ-
ization. But, unless we can first iron out our economic differences,
then the idea of a joint defense effort is not realistic. .

Dr. Rhee reminded us that when discussing the SLOC problem
we must bear in mind the potential for disruption by the PRC navy.
At the moment, of course, there is no reason for the PRC to disrupt
the sea lanes, though the very existence of the ROC may in future
trigger hostilities in the area. The PRC would not take military
action to irritate Japan or the United States, but would to destroy
the ROC. .

Yesterday Admiral Ko gave a very good argument for the fujcﬂ-
ity of a PRC effort to blockade Taiwan and its sea lanes. Iagree yv1th
Admiral Ko that a blocade, or any kind of hostile act in th¢ Taiwan
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Ezrs?ﬂti,ﬁzss r;ot 1iomg to damage Tajwan seriously. However, such
PR e ould cause psychological damage. If, for example, the
e s 1c()ine or .two RQC sh.ipf, the psychological impact on
‘ c?q be major. It is essential to maintain the overall secur-
1t'y of Taiwan because any hostilities in the Taiwan Strait wil
disrupt the local sea lanes. roit il surely
I’m not trying to present a case for the U.S. to sell mor
weapOfls to the ROC but it is crucial for America t'o maintai ;
;Ig(r;tlv; tf:fforts in the region for the safety of the SLOCs m’l?f?e;
S detense needs :
powers e 1 here?hould be a concern for each of the
' Lastly, I suggest that we establish a committee with re resent
tives from each of country involved to work on futuré messur nta_
promote SI.JOC security. If we hope to convince political leadeerss 'o
f)ur respective nations of the importance of the SLOC problem itl'n
Important that we produce studies that are truly serious scho,larlls
anq thoughful, Only in this way that can we influence U’S forei .
policy such that it becomes balanced between Europe -ax;d Aesliiln

four
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The Soviet Pacific Fleet

Tun-hwa Ko

The information contained in this paper is not based on the
official sources of any organization. Most data comes from books,
newspapers, magazines, and even from television. The facts herein
are not necessarily accurate because we are talking about a specific
fleet whose ships and aircraft, like those of other navies, are mobile
and rotating. The data serves only to give a general picture of the
Soviet Pacific Fleet.

As to the purposes of certain unique designs in their ship
construction, and as to the missions of the Soviet Pacific Fleet, there
are presented here only some plausible guesses based on the assump-
tion that our -adversaries have roughly similar goals and tend to
choose similar means. The designation of various types of ships is a
bit confusing, not only due to the difference in languages. The sys-
tem of categories of fighting ships is far from universal, and is
confusing even among the English-speaking navies. A British “frig-
ate” is not a frigate in the U.S. Navy. The Soviets seem to categorize
their ships by function first, and then by size. They have both ASW
ships: large anti-submarine warfare ships known as (BPK) and small
ASW ships. For the sake of convenience, traditional Western designa-
tions are used whenever possible in this paper. . :

»

Organization of the Soviet Armed Forces

Before we give a brief description of the organization of the
Soviet Pacific Fleet, it might be proper to discuss first the Soviet
Command Structure.

Soviet Supreme High Command

Immediate control of Soviet land, sea and air forces is exercis-
ed by the Minister of Defense. Within the Soviet government, the
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Minister of Defense is a member of the Council of Ministers. He is
appointed by and technically answerable to the Supreme Soviet,
though in practice he is responsible to the Control Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) and its Politburo
Marshal of the Soviet Union Ustinov, the current Minister of Defense,
is a member of the Politburo. On top is the General Secretary
Brezhnev, who, with his key colleagues, have been at the center of
power for decades.

At the apex of the Soviet wartime strategic command structure
is the State Defense Committee or GKO. Soviet Supreme High
Command (VGK) is under the guidance of the GKO.

Underneath the Minister of Defense are the Commanders-in

Chief of each of the five services, namely the Ground Forces, Naval '

Forces, Air Forces, Strategic Rocket Forces and the Air Defense.
The framework of Soviet Command Structure is intended to

accommodate centralized strategic planning with decentralized battle
management,

Organization of the Soviet Ndvy

The Commander-in-Chief of the Soviet Navy is Adm. S.G.
Gorshkov, who has held the office since 1956. He is also the Deputy
Minister of Defense and holds the rank of Admiral of the Fleet S.U.
The Naval Forces afloat are divided into Pacific Fleet, and the
Caspian Flotilla. The Northern Fleet, the Black Sea Fleet, the Baltic
Sea Fleet. '

The Pacific Fleet has 720 ships of various types plus 420
aircraft. Next to the Northem Fleet, it is the largest Soviet fleet.
The Northern Fleet is the largest and in'many respects the most
important fleet. It has most of the navy’s strategic missiles, nuclear-
propelled submarines, a large number of ocean-going surface warships
and a strong naval air arm.

The headquarters for the Northern Fleet is in Murmansk. H. Q.
for the Baltic Fleet is in Kaliningrad, and the Black Sea Fleet is
based in Sevastopol. The Black Sea Naval Air Force is large and

includes a number of Badgers and other attack aircraft which, flying
from bases in the Crimea and the Balkans, carry out missions in the
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eastern Mediterranean. Black Sea Fleet air.craft. also fly o‘{er Aéghan-
istan and Iran and support naval operations in the Indian ceand.
Forward bases in Libya, Syria, Iraq, South Yemen (Ader.l) arflt
Somolia are sometimes used by Black Sea Fle(.at naval au'cra. .
Headquarters for the Pacific Fleet is in Vladlvostok,. the prin-
ciple Soviet port on the Pacific and the southeastern terminal of ’.c?e
Trans-Siberian railroad. Among the other. naval pc.>rts on the_ Pacific
is Petropavlovsk on the frigid Kamchatka P'emnsu‘l‘a thl-l has
special significance with respect to naval operations. . Petro” is the
main base for Pacific Fleet submarines, and can gain access from
/there to the open ocean without passing through the three Japanese

Straits where such acsess to ships from Validivostok cquld be bloc- -

ked. . . .
The naval forces in the Pacific are organized into two major

sections: The northern group, or the Seventh Fleet, and the sogthern
group, or the Fifth Fleet. The northern group is based mainly at
Petrovalovsk, while tI“le southern group at Vladivostok off the Sea of
Japan.

Current Order of Battle of the Soviet Pacific Fleet

The approximate figures for the current order of battle of the
Pacific Fleet is as follows:

Pacific Percentage of
Type _ Fleet the Soviet Navy
Submarines . °
Ballistic Missile (Nuclear) 25 49%
Ballistic Missile (Diesel) ¥ 9
Guided Missile (Nuclear) 14 30%
Guided Missile (Diesel) 8
Torpedo Attack (Nuclear) 11 30%
Torpedo Attack (Diesel) 46

Subtotal 113
VTOL A/C Carrier

Guided Missile Cruiser 6 gg?
Gun Cruisers : 3 o (;
Guided Missile Destroyers 10 o
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Gun Destroyers ‘ .16 30%

Escort Ships 27 25%
Minor Guided Missile Combatants 48 35%
Patrol Craft - 144 30%
Amphibious Ships 20 . 25%
Mine Warfare Craft 70
Auxiliaries 112

The Pacific Fleet is increasing in importance, Right after the WWII,
its number of ships were as follows:

The Soviet Pacific Fleet in 194546

Cruisers 2
Destroyers 11
Submarines 17

Over the years, the increase has been tremendous. The closing
of the Suez Canal during the 1967 Middle East War led to the Pacific
Fleet assuming full responsibility for deploying ships into Indian
Ocean. The re-opening of the canal in 1975 has not significantly.
altered that situation, possibly because, in the event of renewed
hostilities, the waterway would be vulnerable to Israeli attack.
Another factor determining the tasks of the Pacific Fleet is Soviet
competition with Red China for influence in North Korea, Vietnam
and even Japan. The Soviets must now perceive something impor-
tant at stake in the Pacific Basin. It has not been given such status
since the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905. -

The Soviet Pacific Fleet has to look after a coastline of 6,075

nautical miles, as compared to the 1,150 nautical-mile U.S. Pacific
coastline.

Ships and Aircraft of the Soviet Pacific F leet

Submarines

Typhoon, SSNB (Possible deployment in time)

—90—

i et

" Delta III Class, SSNB

Yankee Class, SSNB
Hotel 111, II Class, SSNB
Golf I, II, III Class, SSNB
Echo II, Class SSNG
Victor Class SSN

Alfa Class SSN
November Class SSN
Tango Class SS

A/C Carrier
Minsk ASW Carrier
Surface Combatants

Guided Missile Cruiser CAG

Sverdlor Gun Cruisers CG

Udaloy DDG

Major Soviet vessels spotted around Japan

Air Craft

Backfire _

Badger, TU-16 long range attach and reconnaissance A/C
Bear TU-20, ASW

Hormone, Hellicopter

Personnel and Training

In the Soviet Pacific Fleet there are about 130,000 sailors and of- °
ficers, which is about one-quarter of total Soviet naval pe:ssmnel-.
60,000 persons are serving on board vessels, while 12,000 are in t‘he
Soviet Naval Air Forces. .

It had been said before that the Russians were land animals.
This is not true, but has been widely believed due to the fact that
Russia has historically been landlocked.

The Soviet Union today has as good a seafaring people as any
maritime nation, if not better. The Soviet Navy today has ap.prox1-
mately 450,000 uniformed personnel and almost 200,000 in the
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Naval Infantry (Marine Corps). All male Soviet citizens are subject
to a Universal Military Training (U.M.T.) program. Recruits are call-
ed up at the age of 18, but as the number of men ready for service is
greater than the number needed, there are deferements for higher
education, family economic reasons, and occupations that are
important to the state. The basic service requirement is two years
plus a period in the reserves, but naval personnel have to serve three
years.

In the USSR there are various pre-service para-military activities
for young school boys and girls to make them better prepared to
enter the services. These are conducted by the Komsomol (Com-
munist Youth League) and DOSSAF (Voluntary Society for Co-
operation with the Army, Navy and Air F orces). .

After being called up by the Navy, recruits usually go through
six months of basis training, and then go to sea for two and a half
years. A portion of them after serving the first term may be retain-
ed and further trained as “michman”, which is the equivalent of
warrant officer. These sailors have distinctive uniforms, use a separ-
ate mess and get higher pay. This rank was founded in 1972 because
a better-trained “backbone” of specialized workers was needed. So-
viet naval officers are well educated and trained. Many of them
begin their naval careers as early as seven years old in one of the four
Nahimov secondary schools. The boys there receive academic,
political, and military training until they reach the age of seventeen,
and then join graduates of other secondary schools and enlisted
men at one of eleven naval academies ~refered to as “high naval
schools”. :

For the Pacific Fleet, there is S.0. Makarov Pacific Ocean High
Naval School in Vladivostok, which provides a five-year course of
instruction. Their graduates are normally commissioned as junior
lieutenants. The officer corps of the Soviet Pacific Fleet are as pro-
fessional, dedicated, and physically fit as those of other maritime
nations. In many aspects, they are very well educated.

Missions

I.  Strategic Nuclear Strike:

92

II.

II1.

This mission entails the use or threatened use of SLBMs
against targets in the Pacific region and land targets in the U.S.A.
Delta Class SSNB Submarines patrol USSR home waters and
can still reach targets on the U.S. West coast. In time, Typhoon
Class SSBN submarines will be deployed within the Pacific
Fleet. To carry out a strike on the U.S., some SSBN will have
to be deployed in the open Pacific, while the rest may initially
stay in home waters for safety, and at a suitable moment break
through the choke points. )
Anti-submarine Warfare: A

The Soviet Union must have perceived that the greatest
threat from U.S. naval forces comes from U.S. submarines,
especially after the U.S. Trident Class became operational.
Soviet Pacific Fleet exercises have markedly increased the
emphasis on open-ocean anti-submarine warfare, approximately
thirty major surface combatants are designated as ASW ships.
Of its fifty-seven attack submarines, at least half could be suit-
able for long-distance ASW. In the Pacific, the Soviet Fleet will
have to counter the U.S. submarines at a long distance; Polaris
Class submarines are capable of launching an attack from 2500
nautical miles away and the Trident from 4000 nautical miles
away. U.S. SSNB do not have to approach closer than 1500
nautical miles from Soviet Far Eastern home land. The Soviet
ASW forces naturally have to be supplemented by naval aviation
and LRAF. For detection, be it of surface ships or submarines,
satellites are being used.
Anti-Carrier warfare Missions:

The constant presence of U.S. aircraft carriers in the Pacific
is a source of much concern to the Soviets. Carrier strike
forces are the main element of U.S. surface naval power in the
Pacific. Without the support of aircraft carriers, U.S. surface
ships would be highly vulnerable to destruction. Most Soviet
ships are armed with anti-ship cruise missiles. They keep con-
stant watch on U.S. carriers, and would try to strike at them at
the outset of a war. The ACW Operations would be augumen-

ted by air attacks. Backfire bombers are also armed with long

.
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distance air-to-surface cruise missiles which can to launched
before reaching to the radar range of the carrier strike forces.

Submarines with long-distance cruise missiles can also be em-
ployed in ACW missions.

Sea Control

War, in a sense, can be said to be a matter of logistics. The
shooting part is only the outcome of what has already been
decided by other factors, of which logistics carries the most
weight.

A nation needs a supply of resources; an army needs sup-
plies to sustain combat. Sea lanes are still the most important
means of transportation. To be able to use the sea, and to
deny the use of it to the enemy, are still fundamental in war-
fare. Therefore, the sea control concept remains meaningful in
naval operations.

The Soviet Pacific Fleet has its main submarine base in
Petropavlosk on the Kamchatka Peninsula where there is no
land route connection to the western USSR. The protection of
the sea lanes has special importance for the Soviet Union in
Siberia. Sea control is also important to support Soviet sub-
marine operations, to counter enemy amphibious operations
and to create a favorable operational environment in order to
increase the probability of success for a certain campaign.
Interdiction of SLOC ’

The next war may not necessarily be a very quick one.
There still exists a variety of ways to wage war. Interdiction
of enemy SLOCs remains an integral part of the Soviet Navy’s
overriding goal to undermine its enemy’s potential for waging
war, and to destroy its economic strength.

The naval forces assigned to other missions can also be
employed for interdicting enemy SLOCs.

Amphibious Warfare Missions

The Soviet Pacific Fleet has only about twenty amphibious
ships. Their mission can be reinforced by air-borne troops, air
cushion ships, helicopters and a huge number of merchant
ships. A quick assault, such as against Hokkaido, or other

—94—

Lt e e te o
e R e ]

a gty

rgﬁ&.;auqJ.i;-,w e R BB D

choke points in the Japanese Straits, might be needed to secure -

passages for its own fleet to reach the open Pacfific. U.S.
amphibious operations as during the Korean Campaign can not
be forgotten by the USSR, not to mention the huge Anglo-
American amphibious operations that brought the surrenders
of both Germany and Japan.
VII. Peace time Instrument of Foreign Policy

This is a mission that the Soviet Pacific Fleet has been
performing in recent years. The Soviet Union has learned from
the former major maritime powers how to gain influence over
smaller nations, win, maintain, or actively support friends,
and deter or reverse actions detrimental to Soviet interests.

Deployment

Even though the Pacific Fleet has a great number of ships and
aircraft, only about ten percent of its major combatants are normally
deployed in “‘outside’ areas in the Northwestern Pacific Ocean.
Before 1968, its activities were very limited, and the fleet con-
fined itself to home waters until its first fleet visit to the Indian
ocean when, eight littoral Indian ocean countries were visited in
a period of four months. In that year a total of 1,200 ship-days was
recorded in the Indian ocean, and 800 ships-days in the Pacific. It
has gradually increased to a record of 5,800 ship-days in the Pacific,
and 6,200 in the Indian Ocean. On a typical day in 1976, one might
find there were only two major Soviet combatants in the Pacific,

and about seven in the Indian Ocean. The reasons for them to send

more ships to the Indian ocean than to the Pacific may be to prevent
Red Chinese influence in that area, and also because of the impor-
tance of the oil in the Persian Gulf. Critical strategic resources from
the southern part of Africa and the mineral and oil riches in Indones-
ia have brought the Soviets’ attention.

Ships of a fleet do not maintain a rigid command structure.
They can be rotated for the sake of letting their crews get more
experience in different maritime environments. Even in the U.S,
Navy, a destroyer in the Atlantic Fleet, for example, may get its
post-overhaul training and shake-down in the Northfort area, then

—95_



»

==

.

PR wrarsx L
elis CelA AR gk L

ERN

sail to the Mediterranean Sea to join the U.S. Sixth Fleet there.
Within its schedule of employment, it may be ordered to pass
through the Suez Canal and the Red Sea to enter the Indian ocean.
During the Vietnam war, she may havegone to the South China Sea
for duty, and after that sail to Hongkong for leave, On the way to
Japan, she may be assigned to patrol duties. This destroyer may
end up in the West Coast of America before the end of its employ-
ment cycle, which might be something like 21 months.

Soviet ships do not have the same employment schedule, but
they do redeploy ships among the fleets. This might be due to the
fact that there are more ships built in Europe than in the Far East.
Warships from the Pacific Fleet sailing to the Indian ocean may be
met by Northern Fleet and Baltic Sea Fleet ships. From 1968 to
1975, redeployment among fleets become a recurrent feature of
Soviet naval activities. During this period twenty-one ships and four
submarines sailed around the Cape of Good Hope and then on to the
Pacific. Only five surface ships and two submarines returned to their
original command. During the Korean War in 1950, the Soviet
Pacific Fleet showed little response, even though they had a massive
number of submarines in Vladivostok. But in 1968 afpter the North
Korean seizure of the Pueblo, a task force of sixteen Soviet ships
interposed between the North Korean coast and the U.S. task force.
In 1969, there was a large force operating in the Sea of Japan. In
April 1970, as a part of world-wide Soviet fleet operations, there
were exercises of twenty surface ships and twelve submarines plus
air defense exercises in the Pacific.

In 1970, during Okean I, one Soviet task force was operating
east of the Philippines. Near Vladivostok there was an amphibious
exercise. In 1971, a task force of seven ships, one CCG, two DD,
two SS, one SSN and one AG, was operating east of Hawaii for five
days. A few months later during the Indo-Pakistani War, the Soviet
Navy approached the theater of conflict. When the U.S. navy mined
North Vietnam’s Haiphong harbor in 1972, the Soviets reacted by
stationing naval ships nearby. In April 1974, when the USS Mid-
way sailed into the Sea of Japan, four Soviet task forces showed
up 250 miles east of Shanghai, in the north Pacific, 300 miles east of

S

Japan, and near the Tsushima Strait .to carry out exercises and the
inter(ilcnl();/;f :SL (s)c)isneisst flfeji’rsginvaded Vietnam, a Soviet naval
task fgrce pla;ced itself between the Vietnames? coast’ and thz;,‘l Re;(d
Chinese Fleet. The purpose was to protect Vlejtnam s landh.ba.m ,
and to prevent the Red Chinese from launching ar'l ampkl1 l1)ous
landing behind the front. If Chinese had done that, it V\fOlill Vie; z
copy of General McArthur’s landing on the Korean coast; the
namese troops would have been trapped.

CONCLUSION

For brevity’s sake, the previous sections give on'ly a brief ac-
count of the Soviet Pacific Fleet. It did not describe the be%se‘s,
repair and building facilities, commum'catio.ns,. and a.ll other l_cilg1st1c
support. It did not mention the Soviet flShlr}g ships, survei che
ships, and most importantly, the merchant mar.mes. The Navy does
not exist alone, but rather must cooperate with tht-B ot}%er f.orce§.
It needs support from and communiqations with the interior, in this
Case’:ill]jee;'l: 'is no longer unindustrialized. Siber.ia account§ for less
than 11 percent of the Soviet Union’s pop_ulatlon, afld right now
only 10 percent of her economic output, but it has received a quartc.ar
of all capital investment in the USSR in recent year's. The economic
potential of the region is immense, since it contains three-quarter;
of the Soviet Union’s miner%}, fuel, and energy resourcgs, over h.alf o 1
her hydroelectric resources, about half of her commercml and t@ber
reserves and one-fifth of her cultivable land. During the ‘rema.mder
of this century, Siberia will become an increasingly 1mportan,t
strategic and economic asset, and this is likely to shift Moscow’s
attention toward East Asia.
There are five military districts in this area, namely the Far
East, Transbaikal, Mongolia, Siberia, and Central Asia, with a centra.I-
ized military command, which, was set up not too lo.ng ago. This
kind 'of unified yet independent command is something the USSR
learned. from the lessons of painful wars, and also from her geograp-
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hical characteristics; that is, she may have to fight a two-front war

In the event of a general armed conflict, the Soviet Pacific Flee£
would certainly present a challenge to the use of the seas. As to how
j[o meet this challenge, it is up to the countries who have participated
in this meeting to study this problem collectively. May we carry on

our study projects, and may we some day forge a consensus of
opinion.
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A Korean Perspective on the Law of the
Sea a Private View

Pvong-Choon Hahm

1.  Geopolitical and Resource Factors

As a peninsula, Korea is surrounded on three sides by the sea.
It is also encircled by three major powers of the world: Japan,
China and the Soviet Union. With China and the Soviet Union, it
shares land borders, the island chain of Japan surrounds it to the east
and the south. All three of these neighbors-have regarded the Korean
peninsula as of vital strategic value to each of them. Consequently,
they have strenuously endeavored to secure predominance on the
peninsula to maximize their respective strategic influence throughout
the region. At the minimum, they have felt constrained to strive to
prevent the other two from gaining superiority in the peninsula.
The critical strategic importance of the peninsula as perceived by the
three big powers may bé summarized as follows.

Japan has viewed the Korean peninsula in the hands of China
or Russia as a dagger pointed at the heart of Japan. Both China and
Russia have regarded the peninsula under the control of Japan as a
bridge over which Japanese expansionism has exploded on the con-
tinent. China’s (especially, Manchuria’s) security would" be gravely
jeopardized if Russia gained predominance in the peninsula. On the
other hand, Russia’s influence, if not its expansionism, would be
seriously undermined if China acquired paramountcy in the penin-
sula. The Korea Strait is the critical bottleneck through which
Soviet Siberian-based forces have to pass in order to reach the

* The views expressed in this paper are exclusively the writer’s own and
in no way reflect those of the Government of the Republic of Korea.
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East China Sea. China’s hegemony over the Korean peninsula would
be strategically intolerable to Russia.,

Korea has had to search for some means to break out of its
encirclement in order to establish friendly relations with distant
countries and to restrain its neighbor’s destructive behavior, such as
using the. peninsula as their battlefield. Korea’s principal means of
reaching outward has lain with the sea. Its political independence
and territorial integrity have been closely bound up with its capacity
to keep its sea lines of communication open,

Korea’s past has inevitably affected its perception of contem-
porary events and its calculation of security interests. The fact that
Korea was avictim of a most brutal form of “gunboat imperialism’
has built a certain predisposition into its perspective towards the
appearance of foreign warships near its shores. One gunboat, dis-
playing its deadly firepower, could bring down a Korean ruler a
century ago. Passage of a foreign warship through its territorial sea
or through the nearby straits, consequently, poses a very serious
security problem to Korea.

Moreover, as there is only an armistice, not a full peace settle-
ment between the Republic of Korea and North Korea, a state of
war still exists technically. As North Korea’s military provocations
continue through the unlawful seizure of the Republic’s fishing boats,
the quasi-state of war adds a critical dimension to the security
aspects of the Law of the Sea.

The Korean peninsula is very poorly endowed with natural
resources. Only a little over one-fifth of its land is arable thus severe-
ly restricting its agricultural capacity. The Republic of Korea’s
land area is approximately ninety-eight thousand square kilometers,
whereas the maritime area falling under its national jurisdiction on
the basis of delimitation by median-ine-equidistance formula is
about 317 thousand square kilometers. The maritime space, every
part of which can be put to a productive use, is about sixteen times
larger than the arable land area. With a fairly large population, the
effective management, conservation, and exploitation of living and
non-living resources in the off shore areas are of critical importance.
The ROK must expand its distant-water fishing, its shipping and
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hipbuilding industries and it must carefully prepare with othe;
Se\frly-industrializing Third World countries to exploit ‘deep sealt))ed
Ir;ineral resources in the sites reserved by the International Seabe
Authority.

1I. Boundary Delimitation

The Republic of Korea has adopted thf: median—.lme a:(cll‘ :quL:;
distance formula to delimit territorial seas with opposnecor j oo
countries as provided for in Article 1§ of the D.raf.t t_onve:f thé
Fortunately, it faces few problems w1tl} the dehrrgta ion of e
territorial sea. it is in regard to the exclusive economic zoxf1e atentia-1
continental shelf that the Republic of Korea f?ce?s ar'eas of poaritime
disputes with neighbors. Any protl))le?m o}f ;i;h;rluz)t:;r;ncle n:lntil ne

i ith North Korea is being he
gs:rnaflazloelsut\i‘(’;ihto the problem of the interrelations between the two
is obtained. .
pms:z If(oorre’:c:}illelzsdoelimitation question with the People’s .Repubdlic oz
China, the Republic of Korea government has' ep'(pressed its rezi OZZZ -
to engage in mutual consultations and negotiations onfseverfzil S,ed ”
sions beginning on 16 March 197;3. fj‘tl;le I;IE)CK haiv sif[)h :er}gr:;d od b0
itively to this proposal of the . W ot
;?:si?odnpoofm(;lelin}:itation of the continental shelf with Lap:lan, a; ]:(1)1111'5
exploration and exploitation agreement has been'woi'r ; I;)(L)IK o
cerning the shelf area to the south (?f the Repub-hc. eServe and
Japan are justly proud of'lthis achievement which mai S
model for international cooperation throughout the wor.l . .
But on the question of delimitation of the ex.cluswe ecogomui
zone, the ROK has not yet proceeded. Mear.lwhﬂe Japan will nzl
stake, out its exclusive economic zone in relatlon_to the RO{K utr;]jls
the latter proclaims its own. The area of ‘potentlal Conf]l(f ?ea s
respect is the sovereignty dispute over the island of quto md 2ot
Japan. In view of the past record of r‘nutual consultation an :uau
able negotiation between the two nelgh'bors, however, a mtut Z_
beneficial solution could be worked out in su.ch a} way.as not to a
fect the legal status of the island’s existing territorial claims.
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It appears that the only possible compromise concerning the
formulae of boundary delimitation at the Third United Nations
Conference on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS III) is to put on equal
footing both the “median or equidistance line” and the “equitable
principles.”” The effort of either side to expunge references to the
opposing formula form the Draft Convention only delays adoption
of the final Convention.

As for the “‘compulsory conciliation”’ procedure and the “‘provi-
sional arrangements” provided for in the Draft Convention, the ROK
wanted stronger obligations imposed upon all the states to consult
and to negotiate even in the absence of formal recognition between
the parties. The reason why is that two of the ROK’s big-power
neighbors, the PRC and the USSR, have obstinately refused to
negotiate “maritime boundary delimitations. A consequence of
this big-power obstructionism is hinderance of ROK exercise of
its national jurisdiction in these maritime zones. Development
and utilization of its resources in these zones have been severely
hampered. Tension and hostility in the region have increased,

jeopardizing peace in an area of the world which contains a quarter
of humanity.

111. Straits

Korea borders on two straits: the Korea (the Western Channel)
and the Cheju. The former is formed between the Korean peninsula
and Tsushima Island of Japan. The latter is formed between the
peninsula and Cheju Island, a province of the ROK. Both straits have
a width of less than twenty-four miles. The ROK has recognized the

1. The relevant wordings of Paragraph 1 of Articles 74 (tle exclusive
economic zone) and 83 (the continentat shelf) are as follows.

The delimitation of ... shall be effected by agreement in conformity with
international law. Such an agreement shall be in accordance with equitable
principles, employing the median or equi-distance line, where appropriate,
and taking account of all circumstances prevailing in the area concerned.
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Korea Strait to be an international strait while refusing the similar
status to the Cheju Strait on the ground that a high seas rogte or .a
route through an exclusive economic zone of similz.lr convemgnce is
available to international shipping on the seaward s1d_e of the island.
The Cheju Strait is, therefore, a territorial sea (an inland sea) and
subject to the provisions of the Territorial Sea Law (31 December
1977) and its Enforcement Decrees. ‘

In the case of the Korea Strait, the ROK government 1.1a5
claimed? three miles of the territorial sea. This measgre., by creatm.g
a high seas route has exempted the ROK f.rom subr'nlttmg to transit
passage through the Korea Strait as provided for in Part III of the
Draft Convention.3 In view of the quasi-war status between Fhe
ROK and North Korea, transit passage of a North Korean, Soviet,
or PRC warship cannot be allowed given the security threat.

Inasmuch as both the USSR and the PRC, military allies of
North Korea, refuse to recognize ROK’s sovereignty the transit
passage of their warships through the Korea Strait is an intolerable
threat to the sovereignty of the ROK under Article 39 of the Draft
Convention.* As a result, once the ROK extends its territorial sea
in the Korea Strait to the median or equidistance line with Japan,

2. The three-mile exception to the general rule of twelve miles of the te{-
ritorial sea is provided for in the two presidential decrees, Nos. 8994, 29 April
1978, and 9162, 20 September 1978. .

3. Article 36 provides: ¥ S

This Part does not apply to a strait used for international navigation if a
high seas route or a route through an exclusive economic zone of shn}la_r conven-
ience with respect to navigational and hydrographical characteristics exists
through the strait.

4. Article 39 provides: '

1. Ships and aircraft, while exercising the right of transit passage,

shall: ‘

(b) Refrain from any threat or use of force against the soverelgnty,
territorial integrity or political independence of States bordering strmts,.or in
any other manner:in: violation of the principles of international law embodied in

the Charter of the United Nations;
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the terms of Article 39,

o thio;z; 111;\;?1 anlgleair power has b'een expanding at a rapid pace
throudh oo Kor;,,a o w_twarshlps flying the PRC flag have passed
cod b the o rait. C’onseqlfent'ly, whatever impact is produ-
govc‘ernment s application of Artile 39 would mostly
fall upon the warships and military aircraft of the Soviet Uni
It should also be pointed out that it is not the strait state (in t‘;i;
.case, the ROK) that refuses to recognize the sovereignty and political
independence of the transit stat the USSR. All that the stri't tlca
deri}ands is a bare minimum of internatio nition
of its §overeignty and political independence by the transit state
T_he pain of being victimized by a neighbor’s devastating “gunbo t
dlp!omacy” is still vivid in the Korean memory. What the ROEII(
dem.res as a strait state is not to impede peaceful transit through the
s'tralt,. but to promote peace and international amity and coopera-
tion in the region by forestalling any threat to its sovereignty.

IV. Territorial Sea E

. As has been mentioned earlier a territorial sea of twelve miles in
width has been declared by the ROK. The United States, as a global
na.va¥ ‘power and the ROK’s most important ally, has’ expressed
.mlsglvmgs concerning the ROK decision to require prior notification
11_1 tl}e case of innocent passage of foreign warships through its ter-
nt(?nal sea. But here again its national history and contempor
reglonal. power realities combined thus compelling the ROK rt)o ::1}(,
the United States to “agree to disagree” on this important issue

In.ﬁltration of North Korean armed guerrillas into the ROK
across its long shoreline continues unabated. North Korean patro]
boats frequently violate the ROK waters to seize unlawfulll; the
latter.’s. fishing boats. Under the tense quasi-war circumstances now
prevailing on ‘the Korean peninsula, the passage of USSR and PRC
whatever their warships claims to “innocent passage’’ under the;
f:‘urrent provisions of the Draft Convention, would gravely jeopardize

the peace, good order and security”S of the ROK. It is out of
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nal civility: the recognition -

genuine concern for regional peace that the ROK has decided to
require prior notification, it is as an effective means to prevent
dangerous miscalculation and escalation of tension and hostility.

Some delegations at UNCLOS III have argued for prior author-
ization for passage of a foreign warship through the territorial sea.
The ROK deemed such a position to be somewhat overly restrictive
for the reason that the requirement of prior authorization might
in practice become a source of tension and conflict rather than being
an effective way to alleviate them. But, the ROK considers an
intrusion of military force into the territory of another country an
extremely serious matter under any circumstances. The require-
ment of prior notification appeared to strike a reasonable and just
balance and compromise between the interests of coastal states
(especially small and poor former colonies) and the interests of large
naval powers.

At the UNCLOS III sessions, the major naval powers of the
world have taken the position that the innocent passage regime had
been a part of the “‘package deal,” no part of which is amenable to
further discussion for fear of undoing the whole package deal, the
fragile product of an arduous and long process of negotiation at the
preceding sessions of the conference. The opposing voices have
denied the existence of such a package deal, pointing out that the
issue on which a package deal had been worked out was on transit
passage through international straits.

Another favorite argument of the naval powers has been that
Articles 18 through 23 carefully circumscribe the right of innocent
passage and therefore the rights of coastal states are fully'protected
without the additional safeguard of prior notification. But a warship
which disdains even a minimum of international courtesy and con-
cern for peace, that is argue notification of its proposed passage
through the territorial sea of another country, is not likely to respect

5. For example, Paragraph 1 of Article 19 provides:

Péssage is innocent so long as it is not prejudicial to the peace, good
order or security of the coastal state. Such passage shall take place in confor-
mity with this Convention and with other rules of international law.
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whatever constraints the Convention provisions might impose upon
it. One could scarcely imagine a simpler, easier and more effective
measure to demonstrate a warship’s bona fide commitment to

the security of a coastal state than the prior notification of its in-
tended passage.

emergency, an accidental failure to notify
lead to unwarranted hostilities.

intentional failure is a Very remo
monstrate cavalier chauvinism an

the coastal nation could
But, as a practical matter, an un-
te possiblity, and would only de-
d habitual contempt for the coastal
state’s sovereignty on the part of a warship. Concerning emergencies,
it is precisely in a crisis that prior notification performs an essential
function of preventing dangerous miscalculation and defusing ten-
sion. Although the ROK requires three-day (excluding officia]
holidays) ‘interval between notification and passage,® in a demonst-
rable emergency, surely, what is crucial is prior notification itself, not
how far in advance it s communicated. Whatever is reasonable and
feasible under a given set of circumstances should suffice.

In this connection, it is rather curious that a naval power such
as the Soviet Union, whose domestic legislation clearly requires
“‘prior authorization,”” has staunchly supported the adamant refusal
of the North Atlantic naval powers even to discuss the prior notifica-
tion issue at the conference. It will be interesting to witness an
abrupt change in the Soviet position on this issue sometime in the

furture, just as it did an about-face, simultaneously with the United
States, on the question'of the

200-mile exclusive economic zone a
few years ago.

V. Shipping and Shipbuilding

The international trade volume of U.S. forty billion dollars, the
import of approximately seventy-two million metric tons a year, and

_—

6. Article 4 of the Presidential Decree No. 9162 (20 September 1978).
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the export of about twenty-three million metric tons.a y.ear of me;;fu-
factured goods indicate the vital importance of shipping as ? .e-
line for the country. The ROK is the nineteenth-larges‘F shlpp.mg
nation in the world and the fourth largest in Asia. Its shipbuilding

* industry is expanding rapidly. As of 1978, the ROK ranked globally

as the tenth largest in shipbuilding capacity, the el%'}g}}i 11;1 gcr:g:i
tonnage built, the ninth in order backlog, and the fi

ived. : '
cuner’;‘ﬁz :g)?(‘:s interest as a developing shipping natiion is .some.wlilat
in conflict with its interest as a new and rapi.dly growing shlpbulldmlg_
power. Inclusion of‘ strict provisions ‘de31gf1ed. to comba;l vcelsls:,lei
source pollution in the Convention wogld .mfl‘lct severe hards eg
upon its still young shipping industry, which is still largely. compotsof '
of aging vessels and equipment. If these old vessels aIe.dnven out
commission by the Convention, this would effec.tlvely destroy
Korea’s shipping industry in view of its shortage of capital.

A European delegation at the conference has taken an exteme
position by arguing for the power of each‘ state or group of states_ to
promulgate regulations concerning the design, cqnstr}lctloq, man(rlujtlg
and equipment standards for the vessels entejrmg 1.ts ports an ﬁ
deny access to its ports to those vessels which fail to meet suc
standards. It is obvious that such a drastic measure. would place an
intolerable strain and impediment upon international trade and
corﬁmerce. Moreover, it would all but effectively suppres.s the devel-
opment' of shipping industries among Third “"orld countries, promo-
ting a monopoly on world shipping by industrlgl p(?wers. . .

On the other hand, if dbsolescence of ships is .enforced by t .e
Convention, Korea’s shipbuilding industry may derive some benefit
from an increased demand for new ships. But the order books of
Korean shipyards are already bulging with a b?c.klog. of orders,
especially for new container-ships and offsl}ore drilling rlgs‘. The:e-
fore, it is highly problematic that the adoption of over‘ly siirlct pol 1}-
tion control measures in the Convention would benefit Korea’s

ipbuilding industry.
Smpb}ll“ﬁzuslegctlnrity ori’, long sea lines of communicatif)n isa matter. of
upmost concern for the ROK, because its survival as a nation
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depends upon it.
naval capabilities,

own long sea lanes by itself. Th
tional cooperative

out the world. The ROC also realiz
to the sea, navigation is still th
ROK is fully committed to th
throughout the world,

es that of all the interests related
€ most valuable and primary. The
e freedom of commercial shipping

V1. Fishing and Conservation

The efficient management and rational conservation of living
resources of the sea is a matter of critical importance to our nation
which is the ninth largest fishing nation of the world. During the
first half of the 1970s, the annual rate of growth in fishing was
posted at six percent. But the combination of the first oil crisis and
the extension of the exclusive economic zone by the Soviet Union
and the United States dealt a staggering blow to the distant-water
fishing of the ROK. Although it is still the third largest distant-water
fishing nation of the world, it is yet to recover. Having been exclud-
ed from the nearer fishing grounds off the Kamchatka peninsula,
Korean fishing boats are being forced to travel longer distances to
reach the American zone, causing them to expend more fuel. In the
fact of ever rising energy costs, the future hope for Korea’s distant-
water fishing lies in technological innovations in the area of energy
efficiency.

Another difficulty confronting Korea’s distant-water fishing is
“creeping national Jurisdiction” in the name of conservation of fishery
resources. The ROK considers any further attempt to expand
coastal states’ jurisdiction beyond two hundred miles with regard,
for example, to the so-called “‘straddling”’ stocks of fish as an unac-
ceptable extension of the exclusive economic zone. The present
formulation of Paragraph 2 of Article 63 embodies a reasonable
balance between the interests of the coastal states and the fishing
states and, therefore, should not be altered to expand the coastal
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The ROK, however, has no illusions about its own
either at present or in the future, to safeguard its
ere is a definite need for a multina-

arrangement with those countries which share
a4 common interest in maintaining the safety of sea lanes through-

» surisdiction any further. i . _
StateSTfll::n;OK has concluded a number of bilateral fishery agree

ments in order a to fish in the exchﬁi\(e ?c;)n;)nrglcof}(l);esf;fs o}:l;:
i censin
counes t :2 ljzmr:tlllzitg(iizitg;i. 1Joint ventures ar.1d tejchni.cal
;lslsril}s::n;u have also been tried with succesg. Fisher}f immigration
has been agreed upon with some South America 001‘1ntr1es. .
In regard to near-shore fishing, a.quaculturej is assuming inre
importance as the primary and essential fa?cto,r in thehconszgrenCe
and utilization of living resources in the nat.10n s sea. T e prt ;
of the Korean people for marine vegetation in their die gr:a i,:
enhances the economic potential of aquaculture. The success of cu

Korea. s the proteit reeuirement essontial for normel infant bran
Korea. As the protein requiremen T o
is i singly realized by Korean familics, the productiv
ir:rﬁt;er;se;?iffl rafig)/nal utilization of the living resources of the sea
have become a policy imperative for the ROK. . _
Therefore, the ROK is clearly in favor of marine sc1en}:1 1;:
research, provided that the information gathered by the resvte:'rtcis e
fully shared by all the nations of the world. Aquaculture, i }1 s
be successful, must base itself upon full anfi accurate resea;c ; XHi
Consequently, the ROK attaches a great 1mportapce on Zrdition
(Marine Scientific Research) of the Draft Convention. In a ; %
the ROK wishes to see Part XIV (Development and Trans t;,r ctJ
Marine Technology) implemented in such a way as to facilitate

international exchange of aquaculture technology.
'Y

V1. Dispute Settlement Mechanism

Being a small country surrounded by powerful and sometm.les
hostile neighbors, the ROK would have preferre.d a m(?re effective
mechanism for third-party settlement of international disputes than
the one found in the current formulations of Part)‘/ XV o.f the' Draft
Convention. The ROK is aware, however, of th‘e ideological inflex-
ibility among certain delegations concerning third-party settlement
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of international disputes which the
tion of their national sovereignty. It serves no useful purpose here to
engage in polemics on the various theories and doctrines concerning
the interrelationg between national sovereignty and treaties as in-
ternational legislation. Suffice to say, the current formulations of
Party XV may very well be the best possible compromise under the
present configuration of international power dynamics.

The obligation to settle disputes by peaceful means (Article
279) and “to exchange views regarding settlement of the dispute
through negotiations in 80od faith or other peaceful means”’ (Article
281) would have acquired meore substance and efficacy if the articles
had clearly provided that the. parties involved may not avoid this
obligation by using the excuses of a lack of diplomatic relations or an
absence of recognition. The ROK has beern confronted time and
again with the refusal of two of its big-power neighbors to negotiate
(on the ground that they do not recognize its sovereignty) coupled
with threats of dire consequences if every one of their most high-
handed demands are not met. This type of big-power chauvinism is

not only inimical to international peace but also renders the elabo-
rate Part XV provisions practically useless.

Y see as an unacceptable deroga-

VIIL. Regional and International Cooperation

The Draft Convention encourages international cooperation on
a regional basis wherever possible. The ROK has strongly supported
.this trend because its geography alone makes regional cooperation
imperative for the country. The area in which regional cooperation
is both indispensable and urgent is protection of the marine environ-
ment. Measures designed to protect the marine environment can be
effective only on a regional basis. Both the Yellow Sea and the Sea
of Japan which enclose the ROK are themselves semi-enclosed seas.

Although the Sea of Japan is much more fully enclosed 95%)
by land, such hydrographic features as its depth and the relatively
rapid circulation of ijts S€a water permits it to be somewhat less
susceptible to irreparable or permanent pollution damage than the
Yellow Sea which is only seventy-five percent enclosed. The latter is
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in the
a relatively shallow sea with a large amount of l;ncihefflfu:;;sglseas
i i it its descriptive name. Both o :
water which has given 1 : e e
i hich support the wor
are encircled by land masses w : oo
i i d industry, and the secon
centration of population an : | hea
zgzcentration of shipping. Offshore exploration and et)}(lplona’nc.)tr:1 (ci)::
i i ing ir tiis area. Given the magni
oil and gas are rapidly increasing i 1s a aemude
i i and its importance as a s
of fishery catches in these seas ; - e e o

i opulation, combined w:

protein for the enormous p . would oo
j tastrope, for instance, .
of the seas, a major tanker ca [
environmental disaster with long-lasting conse(l]uences fc;irotlhefoerniﬁz
. . a

i Iming need for regional cooper
region. The overwhe . ‘ ( :
purpose of preventing, reducing and controlling pollution of th
marine environment is quite clear. . -

Unfortunately, two of the ROK’s big-power nelghbors havejbslo
far refused to open channels of communication to discuss pofsm z

i in, the ROK would have preferre
areas of cooperation. Here again, ild b :
a more emphatic provision in the Draft Convention ‘ml favotr. of :e

i i i ho do not have diplomatic rela-
onal cooperation among parties w 1at
%ilons. The physical survival of literally hundreds of millions of
hufnan beings is involved. As the same seas lap the shores of s_eve: .
i t of the Law of the Sea (especial-
different coastal states, every aspec . -
ly protection of the marine environment) demands regional coopera
tion. . . .

Another field of international cooperation in which th;( IROI((i
has a serious interest is deep seabed mining. U"nder Part ‘tartl)e
Annex III (particularly Articles 8 and 9), dejvelgp.mg s.ta'tes a;e;. c->ties
given opportunities for “effective participation 1n n‘m.ung ac 1\t11‘
in “reserved sites.” As one of the newly industrializing (foun TS,
the ROK looks forward to organizing joint ventures. w1th.(;1t ‘ir
developing countries to exploit such sites. In keepmg' mtl 1:_
industrial development, its consumption demand f‘or' rr}mc‘arz; Zst
ources is bound to increase rapidly. The ROK deems it in its inter
to see the development of deep seabed resources take place as
soon as possible.

T

IX. Concluding Observations
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In the magnitude and diversity of interests involved, UNCLOS
I has no historic parallel. Even the founding of the United Nations
itself in 1945 did not have its number of delegations and its sheer
complexity of subject matter on which a global solution is being
sought. As has often been pointed out, the establishment of the
United Nations did not include detailed formulations of new inter-
national legal concepts and principles or reformulations of doctrines
and definitions of traditional international law. Nor did it take into
account the vast expansion in the variety of national jurisdictions:
territorial, administrative, economic and environmental. Many of
the ideas, concepts and principles now being embodied into the
Draft Convention did not even exist in 1945, A '

The sea, the subject matter of the Conference, is infinitely
complex. Much about it remains unknown or only imperfectly
understood. The laws affecting the use of its surface are in rapid
flux and are dauntingly intricate. The effective conservation and
rational management of living resources in the water itself require
creative solutions if all mankind is to benefit. The seabeds require
a separate legal system quite distinct from that which regulates

. the exploration and exploitation of the subsoil resources.

Abjectly dependent though he is on his earthly environment,
man is above all a polluter of his environment. Since nearly most of
the pollution he generates on land eventually washes into the sea, his
marine environment is being assaulted from both the land and the
sea. By dumping wastes from vessels and offshore installations and
by exterminating various species of marine organisms, man is rapidly
destroying his marine environment. To protect and preserve this
fragile environment requires both intelligence and good neighbor-
liness. Nations and governments must cooperate with one another,
irrespective of ideological or political differences. Otherwise, the
alternative is too dreadful to contemplate.

If the conference succeeds, it will be a monument to human
intelligence and reason. If it fails, world peace would be that much

less secure. The ROK has fully participated in the conference. It

remains committed to the speedy and successful conclusion of the
conference in the form of the Convention of the Law of the Sea.
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Korean Ocean Transportation and Sea
Lanes of Communication

Dalchoong Kim

Korea has two special reasons to be concerned about the emer-
ging international maritime environment in the Pacific and Indian
Oceans. First, Korea depends heavily upon the seas for trade and
commerce, a dependency which grows daily. Second, Korea \fv'ould
depend critically upon maritime transportation for moving military
supplies in case of war.

Viewed on a global scale, the basic method for moving vast
quantities of raw materials and manufactured goods is by water.
Water-borne transport is the most efficient and economical means of
moving materials. Other transport systems, rail, truck, aircraft, and
pipeline, support, augment, and complement shipment by sea. As a
result, the worldwide transport system is one based primarily on
shipboard carriage.

Ocean transportation plays an important role in the develop-
ment of our nation’s economy. For Korea which has limited land
and raw materials and which has to depend on an export-oriented

trade policy, the vital importance of shipping has never been doub-

ted. As a result of a series of economic development plans during the

past two decades, the Kogean economy has achieved remarkable,

growth. The growth in the trade sector has been especially impres-
sive. Commodity exports increased from fifty-five million U.S.
dollars in 1962 to seventeen billion in 1980, an annual increase of
about forty percent. Imports also expanded markedly during this
same period, rising from $390 million to twenty-two billion. The
Korean Government plans to export fifty-five billion worth of com-

" modities by 1985. Such a growth both in exports and imports has

brought about a new challenge in the development of a shipping
industry.

Korea is completely surrounded by sea except at its northern

—-113—



Com el cwnd REEINER T -

border which is blocked by the armistice line. As a result, South
Korea is an insular country. It is, therefore, impossible for Korea

to enjoy world trade without an effective merchant marine fleet and

safe sea lanes of communication.
Tonnage

The total tonnage as of March 1981 of the Korean merchant
fleet amounted to 5,175 thousand gross tons (GT), which shows a
startling increase over tonnage in 1961, when the figure was only 113
thousand GT. This latest tonnage figure represents a remarkable
growth of 4,500 percent in just twenty years. Table 1 tracks the
yearly expansion of tonnage in the oceangoing fleet over the last
five years according to vessel type. It shows an almost two-fold
fleet expansion since 1976. Table 2 depicts the Korean ocean-
going merchant fleet expansion plan as projected by the government:
six million GT by the end of 1981, twelve million GT by 1986, and
twenty-one million GT by 1991. That is a more than threefold
increase of tonnage during this decade of the 1980°s.

Figures for 1980 indicate that there are forty-four countries
which had more than one million GT of oceangoing vessels in 1980.
According to Lloyd’s Register of Shipping Statistical Tables 1980,
the Korean fleet stands nineteenth in terms of tonnage, and com-
prises one percent of the world’s gross tonnage in oceangoing vessels.
As listed by Bremen Shipping Statistics, Korea stands twentieth and
possesses one percent of world gross tonnage. Korea, excluding flag
of convenience nations such as Liberia, Panama, and Singapore,
stands sixteenth in the world, and fourth in Asia after Japan, the
People’s Republic of China, and India. Including the tonnage of hire
purchase bareboat charter, which is one hundred percent under
national control, the Korean fleet comprises 1.2 percent of total
world tonnage. '

Ports

The Korean peninsula, with its three sides surrounded by water
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has a total of 12,788 kilometers of coastline dotted with about
1,800 ports of various size. Table 3 shows the major ports of Korea

- with their facilities and capacity. Of these ports twenty-two, includ-

ing Pusan and Inchon, are open to international traffic. They were
constructed by and are being operated directly by the Korea Mari-
time and Port Administration. Those ports open to international
traffic are designated as First Class Ports. A second group of twenty-
two ports has been designated as Second Class Ports. These Second
Class Ports were originally constructed by the Korea Maritime and
Port Administration, but the management and operation of the
ports have been entrusted to local provincial governors.

The total dry cargo handling capacity of Korean ports in 1980
was eighty-two million tons, twice as much as the 1977 figure of
forty-one million tons. By 1991 the cargo handling capacity should
be 224 million tons, which would provide sufficient support for the
$100 billion export goal projected for the early 1990s.

The port of Pusan is well qualified to be a first-rate internation-
al commercial port both in terms of its size and the variety of cargo
being ‘handled there. The port was first opened to international
trade in 1876 and since then has served as the main gateway to
Korea. At the present time, one fourth of Korea’s marine transport
cargo is handled at this port. Moreover, the port of Pusan handles
sixty percent of total export cargo and ninety percent of all con-
tainer cargo in Korea.

Table 4 represents vessel entrance and clearance. In recent
years the oceangoing ships that have called at Korean pérts have ,
gradually become larger. The fact that 19,000 vessels carrying 62
million GT entered and left Korean ports in 1976 in contrast to
19,000 vessels carrying 104 million GT in 1980 clearly evidences
that the number of vessels has not increased while the tonnage has
escalated by 59.6 percent.

Cargo

1

The cargo volume carried by both Korean and foreign ships
has increased steadily year by year. Table 5 shows total cargo
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volume in and out of Korea carried by waterborne transport and
airborne transport and the respective percentages carried by each.
Merchandise and raw materials imported and exported by Korea
move primarily by waterborne transportation. Airborne cargo con-
tinues to represent only a minor fraction —0.2 "percent— of total
import-export tonnage. In 1981 the total volume of Korea’s water-
borne export and import cargo was estimated to be 110.9 million
tons, an increase of eighteen percent since 1980.

Table 6 shows incoming cargo volume according to point of
origin. Of a total of seventy-one million tons, twenty-seven million
tons (37.7 percent) of .cargo originated from Southeast Asia, and
twenty-two million tons (30.9 percent) of cargo originated mostly
from the Middle East and other regions. Table 7 shows outgoing
cargo volume according to destination; 36.8 percent, 28.4 percent,
and 2.17 percent of total cargo volume in 1980 went to Japan,
Southeast Asia, and the Middle East respectively.

Table 8 shows Korean national flag vessels’ share of ocean
cartage. It reveals that the level of the home-vessel share of ship-
ment in 1980 for incoming cargo (50.3 percent) was slightly higher
than that for outgoing cargo (46.3 percent). The shipment ratio
average for Korean national flag vessels reached 49.3 percent in 1980
and was expected to peak at 50.0 percent in 1981 and level off. In
the case of tankers, however, sixty percent of the total crude oil
was carried by Korean national flag tankers in 1980, or 15.9 million
tons out a total of 26.5 million tons.

Shipping Companies

The Korean shipping industry is a private industry. As of
December 1980, sixty-six shipping companies were engaged in
international trade.
Freight

Merchant ships are important earners of dollars in the inter-

national transportation market. In addition to earning foreign ex-
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change, they contribute to the balance-of-payment situation by
keeping foreign exchange at home. Freight reYenue was recorded
at $306 million in 1975. Total freight revenue in 1980 was $§1,895
million, which was more than four percent of the GNP and over
ten percent of the total amount of exports in that year. Waterbome
freight transport was projected to earn $2,140 million in 19§1 , it
is hoped that figure will reach $five billion in 1986 and $ten billion

in 1991.
Manpower

Table 9 shows officer and crew totals for the Korean shipping

- industry. As of February 1981, more than twenty-one thousand

Korean officers and crew members were assigned to 1,016 foreign
vessels of thirty-three countries. These officers and seamen o.n board
foreign vessels brought home earnings of over $166 million in 1980.

Liner Services

Table 10 shows the liner trade routes of the Korean shipping
industry. The Korean fleet now provides service on six liner trade
routes. They are (1) the Japan route, (2) the Southeast Asia route,
(3) the United States route, (4) the Europe route, (5) the Middle
East route, and (6) the Australian route. B

As of the end of February 1981, 129 vessels, 920,559 GT,
were operational for liner service. Among them, sixty-seven pe;cenvt
of the vessels and sixty-two i;ercent of the tonnage were general
cargo ships, while only fourteen vessels and twenty-nine percent of .
the tonnage were container ships.

At present, the container liner services are not fully developed
because of the lack of experience and capital. The Korean shipping
industry in 1981 planned to put four more container ships into
service. It planned also that more than twenty-eight full container
ships will be operational on major. liner routes by 1986. Table 11
and 12 show five liner routes for container services. One more
container liner service route to the Middle East was added in July
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1981.

40
40
53
53
49
49

3
3
3
3
3
3

1,030
404
1,434
1,164
393
1,557
1,204
489
1,693

32
41
33
42
31
40

85
12
97
67
14
81
27
11
38

20
10
30
21
11
32
22
29

229
254
242

88 (1,101
107 {1,330
97 (1,243
116 {1,497
108 (1,432
123 (1,674

19
19
15

164
156
115
299
199

90
289

38
38
76
44
29
73
46
21
67

186

- 23
209

- 317
23
340
348
20
368

41
43
47
49
48
50

534
199
733
580
217
797
780
284
1,064

174
29
172
30
202
190
34

3,140
1,023
4,163 |203
3,609
1,016
4,625
4,039
1,136
5,175 224

396
107
503
417
100
517
448

88
536

charter

charter
Total

National
Falg
Bareboat
charter
Total
National
Flag
Bareboat
Total
National
Flag
Bareboat

1978
1979
1980

Table 13 and 14 show Korea’s sea lanes of communication for i 2 5 3 %
importing vital materials, such as crude petroleum, iron ore, potash; '? E § g .
and coal. Table 15 and 16 show the record of crude oil imports on ré -5 § 2 ° Z " "
import trade routes. 2 g § 3 ,g =] | glalalelg
Korean began to import crude oil through major oil suppliers ;1. = {.% E < = &) S § § " 5
for the first time in 1964. The total volume imported that year was : j g 528 8| 5 |
about six million barrels. In 1980 Korea imported about 180 million " z i‘:’u § ALNEICIRE R
barrels, an increase of 3,000 percent since 1964, which represents } ;’:—g«é HFE o |olalaiel|=
annual increases of twenty-five percent. The value of 1mported 3 0 i Ml Tl
crude oil comprised only three percent of the total value of all %{' E s
imported products in 1964, but in 1980 it comprised about twenty-' 3 E 5|z |® |2R]= |78
seven percent. The major crude oil suppliers to Korea are Saudi I o e 12 | &ls|g|s|a
Arabia, Kuwait, and Iran. These three countries supply 96.3 percent | g = S I I e
of the total volume of oil imports. Korea began to diversify crude oil é 2 S8 | a8 S|[S]|=
purchases in 1979 by importing ten thousand barrels per day from ° § i
Indonesia. Since 1981, Korea has imported five thousand barrels ; .%o &8 18228z
per day from Ecuador and Venezuela each. Malaysia has been sup- . $ 3 ° 0 el Rt
plying five thousand barrels per day since May 1981. § E Sl |2l |z
There is every indication that Korea will i increase its involvment 3 Al Ul
in commercial maritime activities in the future. Korea, therefore, g HEERREEINME
depends on its sea lanes of communication for economic survival and 3 g - -
national security. Should Korea become isolated from its trading . s ' § 2|8 | 7|58 ["|%
partners and allies, and should' its stockpile of raw materials become - — '
depleted, the consequences could indeed be severe. % 8 S 3 § ";’ E g §
To preserve Korea’s distinctive cultural heritage as an indepen- = ;
dent nation in time of peace or war, it is evident that two critical i z° § 5 5 § @ §
priorities must be met. First, Korea must be assured supplies of raw | 0 | mlel 9 |n|s
materials, manufactured goods, and military equipment adequate to . = S § § E § :8 E
its economic needs and national defense requirements. Inasmuch E
as the trading partners and the military allies who furnish such vital 3 2|8 X 518 E
supplies are globally dispersed, supplies must come to Korea by way .
of the sea. The sea is without rival as a medium for the efficacious - AR EE R EREE
movement of large quantities of cargo. Consequently, from the - l-: j“; gép §% g ééﬂgg g
primary need for imported supplies arises the priority that sea lanes el Ll
must at all times be kept open and safe for commerce, especially -. 5 § §
—118~—
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in time of war. Keeping its sea lanes open is of vital interest to Korey

asa developmg nation.

Table 2. Korean Oceangoing Merchant Fleet Expansion Plan

Tonnage in Thousands

Year
G/T & No. of C. 1980(A) | 1981 | 1986 1991(B) | B/A
Total G/T 5,175 6,025|11,569| 20,645 4.0
No. of Full Container 14 18 28 32 2.3

Source: Korea Maritime and Port Administration

Table 4. Vessel Entrance and Clearances

Tonnage in Millions

Vessel in Thousands

76 6 Total Hl Total
Ocean-going
17 77
78 36
79 03
80 104 - ‘
50_60 70 80 90 100 110 130 130 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 |

Source: Korea Maritime and Port Administration

Table 5. Commercial Cargo Totals

Tonnage in Thousands

Airborne 105 0.2 124 1 0.2

Year 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
Means Cago | % |Cargo | % | Cargo | % | Cargo | % Cargo | %|
Total 55,862 100 (68,436 |100 78,024 | 100 | 90,987/100

Waterborne | 55,757 | 98.8(68,312 | 99.8 77,882 | 99.8( 90,820| 99.8

94,035

142 0.2 167| 0.2

Source: Korea Maritime and Port Administration
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Table 3. MAJOR PORTS OF KOREA WITH FACILITIES AND CAPACITY

Ogpo

Busan
Jinhae
Jangseungpo

Mugho
Bugpyeong
Chungmu

Sogcho

Samcheonpo

<\
i
\
QLR

'e
R
-]
ando Yeosu

~
A9
>

Janghang
Gunsan

Mogpo

Samil

Jeju
Seogw'ipo
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. § gislalglal=lglalglelals Table 6. Incoming Cargo Totals
g 2 [2|a|% | zle|]|s|a|=|a in Thousand
%D =4 Qla|™ SOl I O N R Y °§* i o Tonnage in Thousands
E c — Year Total | Japan | Southeast | North | Europe | Middle East
e Asia America & Others
[e]
o0 Fa 3
> . 11,269 5,897 |10,597 7,297
5—%% § § ch § slelsiglzlels |z 1976 Cargo | 41,446 6,386. 9
§§§ FlIel2 2SIz 2®I5(S % 100 15.4 27.2 14.2 25.6 17.6
'~ — N -
2 c ® Cargo | 51,498 | 8,196 | 15,019 8,114 243 19,926
g ololalalolo . % 100 159 29.2 15.8 05 381
[ ‘O_\‘ Q= (= S |0 |ln N
S §§~E S(8(5 818|828 |8|]|5 o |_SE 61,843 | 10378 | 18559 | 9,803 326 22,777
* 5 2= — NS AN 1
4 g ©a MR i el I B DN RR - % 100 16.8 30.0 15.9 0.5 36.8
L —
i 2 197 Cargo | 72,992 | 9,744 | 21,801 | 14,538 531 26,378
wos =
1 § g“g’or‘ 33| Il alo|ln % 100 13.3 29.7 19.9 0.7 36.4
‘w-,. ., o g || e | e < )
" o =27 g3z w9 T8 g Cargo | 71,353 | 7,646 | 26931 | 14,165 564 22,047
= - 1980 % 100 10.7 377 19.9 0.8 30.9
s | 5 B335 5|3]|5(3]7]%|8|2
= = | - oo . N
:2 | Source: Korea Maritime and Port Administration
Qi N
) Table 7. Outgoing Cargo Totals
2 & olo o =
g g g % 8. § S § s|g § § -ls 3 Tonnage in Thousands
= 2|l ogle vl sls|gax
n;: ;‘é § PR3 E “|Bla 5 23S T Area Total Japan Southeast North | Europe | Middle Eas
-% R - I Il Bl B ol (oA e 5 = E Year Asia America & Others
| i P =
| = S 1076 Cargo | 14,311 6,601 3,630 1,580 823 1,677
o 2 5 7
. 9 22 |28|8lolol8l818|8]18(8]e S ié % 100 461 25.4 11.0 5.8 117
E 58 1221882222 2]28 w E " Cargo | 16,814 7,121 3,674 1,458 437 |, 4,124
o | 5 - win|glv|l-lo|rialo|R|g D < 7 7 -
wlEE x|zl z| it
AR B S5 5|5 % = f‘i % 100 424 21.9 8.7 2.6 24.5
b - E 1978 Cargo | 16,309 | 6,497 3,985 1,540 471 3,810
5 2 slslalglelelzlelglslals g % 100 39.8 244 9.4 2.9 234
& <le lale| e e S 2z E 1975 Cargo | 17,828 7,623 5,007 1,597 630 2,971
(o]
> § % 100 42.8 28.0 9.0 3.5 16.7
g . g S 1980 Cargo | 22,682 8,330 6,438 1,662 1,324 4,928
A9 ..
lsl818l .lzls gl 2 2 3 % 100 36.8 28.4 7.3 5.8 21.7
g & '
512|215\ 21812222828 |8 2
Slals|o|2|=|=|B|&|lalg|0|H 3
Source: Korea Maritime and Port Administration
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Table 8. Korean National Flag Vessel’s Share of Cargo Tonnage
M/T in Thousands

\ 1976 1977 | 1978 | 1979 1980

Total Cargo 0939 68,312 | 77,882 | 90,820 94,035
Tota | onnae Camedoon | o500 o 35472 | 43050 46,390
Korean Flag Ships
Share (%) 387 424 455 474 493
Total Cargo 10,858 16,814 m 17,828 22,682
Export | Lonnage Carriedon |, 0 4410 | 5942 | 8137 10,507
3 Korean Flag Ships
Share (%)
Total Cargo 40,081 51498 | 61,684 | 72,992 71353
Import | ornege Camisdon |y T 530 | 34913 35,883
P Korean Flag Ships

38.2 47.8 47.9 47,8 50.3

Share (5) ‘1

Source: Korea Maritime and Port Administration

Table 9. Officers and Crew Personnel

As of February 28, 1981

Crew
58,099
11,748

31,612

Source: Korea Maritime and Port Administration
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Table 10. Liner Trade Routes of the Korean Shipping Industry

As of April 30, 1981
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Source: Korea Maritime and Port Administration
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Executive Summary

The delegations from the four countries represented at the

Conference on Security in the Pacific Basin Sea Lanes agree to the -

following general conclusions:

1. The security of the Sea Lanes of the Pacific Basin since the
mid-1970s has become a matter of increasing concern to the in-
dividual nations of the Basin area. Their high dependency on the
import of energy and raw materials, especially strategic ones, is
the principal basis for their concern.  There, however, remains
differences in how each nation perceives the importance of these
issues to its national security.

2. The recent growth of the Soviet military in the Far East
provides the greatest potential threat to the SLOCs, particularly in
case of war. ‘

3. The proliferation or sophisticated weapons and the ease
of their acquisition by nations and by non-national groups (e.g.,
terrorists) constitute a major peacetime threat.

4. The potential for conflict resulting from the policies of
Vietnam and North Korea is recognized by the conferees as a region-
al problem that could escalate and endanger not only the region’s
SLOCs but international peace.

5. In case of armed aggression by the People’s Republic of China
against the Republic of China the security of the sea lanes in the
Basin would be significantly affected. _

6. Knowledge about the growing importance of the SLOCs to
the Pacific Basin countries’ national economy and security is insuffi-
cient, among their leaders in government and industry and among
their people. Therefore, there is a need for an educational campaign
in each country. ‘

7. There is a need for the U.S. to restore the overall strategic
balance between the U.S. and the. USSR.

8. There is a need to develop cooperation between the nations
of the Pacific Basin to deal with non-nuclear threats to the SLOCs.

9. The establishment of a multilateral collective defense system

—-132—

for the security of the sea lanes is not believed to be feasible in j[he
near future, irrespective of its desirability. Multilateral cooper?t{on
can best be enhanced by dealing with these issues within existing
bilateral relationships. . .
10. The participating organizations agree to appoint a steering
committee to develop plans to continue the progress made at the
conference through such practical actions as annual con.ferénces,
cooperative research, and publications with the overall‘c?bjectl‘ve of
influencing the national policy of the nations of th_e Pa01f1c. Basin. It
is expected that the next conference will be held in 1983 in Tokyo.

I
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