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				2019 Air Warfare Symposium

				Combat Air Forces Commanders Panel

				Gen Charles Q. Brown, Jr.

				There’s a few things I’ve been thinking about since I’ve taken command—and I have been in command about six months now—in terms of operating concepts, logistics, and authorities. It really goes across the full spectrum from competition—the full spectrum of competition, from cooperation and con-flict—it’s over the past couple years PACAF has really worked at how to rethink about the Pacific. I owe a debt of gratitude to my good friend Shags [Gen Terrence J. O’Shaughnessy], who actually, just before he gave up command, signed out the PACAF strategy and left it for me to execute.
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				This senior-leader perspective is extracted from comments by Gen Charles Q. Brown, commander, Pacific Air Forces; air component commander, US Indo-Pacific Command; and executive director, Pacific Air Combat Operations Staff, at the Air Force Association’s Combat Air Forces Commanders panel at the 2019 Air Warfare Symposium (Orlando, Florida, 28 February 2019), https://www.youtube .com/watch?time_continue=2293&v=sKRGzMPOTY4. The other panelists were Gen James M. Holmes, commander, Air Combat Command; and Gen Tod D. Wolters, commander, US Air Forces in Europe, US Air Forces Africa, and Allied Air Command. Retired Air Force lieutenant general David Deptula served as the panel moderator.
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				And, so part of that is how do we actually look at that, and he did a really good job of building it upon the National Defense Strategy. And, so we are looking at great-power competition. As a matter of fact, I was just in Micronesia, went to Pala, where there’s obviously a little bit of competition there with China. And, it was, you know, you can see it firsthand. It’s not just what we do in uniform, but it’s what we do throughout the whole of government to do that. What I also believe, as we look at that, is we need commanders that really articulate intent, very clearly—looking long term. We need to trust our subordinate commanders, and we to trust our Airmen to be able to do their job and that we need our Airmen to be able to take the initiative and to contest the environment. 

				Within our strategy, just like the National Defense Strategy, we look at strengthening our allies and partners. Matter of fact, I just got in from Melbourne last night. Not Melbourne, Florida, but Melbourne, Australia, where I had a chance to go to Avalon and meet up with about 12 different air chiefs from the Pacific region as well as the UK. 

				We want to continue to look to how we enhance lethality in our interoperabil-ity in the look at new operational concepts. And in that new international opera-tional concept, it’s really looking at how we do agile combat employment, but, well, I could talk more about details but the thing I am really concerned about with agile combat employment is having agile combat logistics to support the employment aspect of it; so, I think that’s important. 

				I think also tied to that is how we provide authorities, and I really look at conditions-based authorities, where I’ve got to be able to articulate my intent, give mission-type orders, and allow our Airmen to be able to do their job and just re-port back to me what they’re doing. And, they’ve got to be able to take the initia-tive; they’ve got to be able to take some measured risks, because I really believe our comms will be contested, and so the way I look at it is almost like ADAs. I just gotta keep transmitting, and then people will pick up on pieces and parts. They will execute what they need to, and they just need to report back and let me know what they did. That’s the way we’ve got to be thinking about it in the future. So, I’ve got to be able to delegate down the lowest-capable and competent level to do the job, and I’ve got to depend on my squadron commanders, group and wing commanders to do that. Thank you.

				Lt Gen David Deptula (panel moderator): We have a whole spectrum of excel-lent questions here that . . . let me jump right into. General Brown, first for you. You mentioned controlling forces across a theater through ACE [agile combat employment] and delegating authorities. From a theater joint force air compo-
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				nent commander perspective, how do you see multi-domain command and con-trol evolving in light of great-power competition?

				General Brown: That’s a pretty hefty question there. Thanks! There’s a couple things I think about when we think about multi-domain command and control, and I think often, as Airmen, talk about air, space, and cyber—but I care about all the domains, because I am also the area air defense wing command, which means I’m also doing ballistic missile defense. So, I care about the land domain and care about the maritime domain, because they help provide some of the firepower I need in order to defend our bases. And so, when I look at the multi-domain C2, it’s not only what I do inside of the air component, it’s what I do with my sister components to pull all that together. It’s also the expanse of the AOR [area of responsibility], which is why I think commander’s intent . . . and continue to transmit them. And having traveled through the Pacific, it takes you about a day to get anywhere, and I’ve got to be able to work across multiple time zones, par-ticularly if we’re going to go against China. And so, from that aspect, I’m really looking at how we not only work internal to the Air Force but how we work with our partners as well. And so, how do I actually ensure that they are able . . . up on the same net, and I’m pushing ones and zeroes and communicating with them if they’re gonna go to conflict with us. So, that’s another aspect that we’ve got to think through as well.

				General Deptula: Okay, here’s one, General Brown, that’s kind of in your court. War is all about logistics. Do we have the fuel and munitions, correct ones that pilots have on, stocks available in PACOM theater to fight regional, high-inten-sity conflict with the variety of actors that that might be required?

				General Brown: No. I wish it was that simple, and this is the aspect, I think, when we look at our Air Force—and really all of our joint partners—it’s having the flexibility to be able to do the kind of dynamic force employment that the Na-tional Defense Strategy talks about. So, there’s things I need that you’d be able to use; at the same time, there’s stuff that Magoo [Gen Tod. D. Wolters, commander US Air Forces in Europe and Air Forces Africa] needs over in Europe. So, we’ve got to be able to flex that. I think the key part for me is, unlike Europe, I don’t have roads and railroads that connect everything, and so, and, it takes time to get places. And so, that’s why I think some of the forward positioning that we do in prepositioning it is important across the board. We have access to some of it. I think we are sitting in a better spot, but really, one of my goals here is to have a better understanding across the region of where our capacity is and where we can 
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				contract for different things, which is why I think our exercise program and how we do things and have really air-fuel surveys and the like—that’s gonna help me to understand where the fuel is available. What we have, what we don’t have, and then how I create a command signal to ensure, you know, I can get it there early enough to be able to fight if we need to. 

				General Deptula: As we achieve the objective of fielding faster, we see weapons systems such as the KC-46 tanker in the hands of the war fighter sooner but with some operational problems. Although it already offers massive enhancements over legacy systems, how do we balance having weapons systems in the field that are less than perfect on day one compared to traditional acquisition decisions with our need for war-ready machines?

				General Brown: (following a dramatic pause by the panelists) I’ll jump on part of that, because I need tankers too. We can’t let perfect be the enemy of good enough. And, well, if we go to conflict with a near-peer competitor or a peer competitor, there’s gonna be a risk involved. And so, that’s an aspect that, you know, in the conflicts we’ve been fighting over the past 17–18 years, it’s been risky but not as risky as it will be in the future. And so, I think, we’ve got to push some of that capability out, let it get in the hands of our operators, and they’ll tell us what some of the real challenges are beyond the test community. And, I think that’s an im-portant aspect of this—we can collaborate not only with what the test may be but with the industry partners to get us a solution a little bit faster.

				General Deptula: Okay, there’s a lot of talk about mission-type order. What ex-amples are out there of us practicing mission-type orders, and what are some of the obstacles preventing us from doing more of that?

				General Brown: So, we in PACAF or in INDOPACOM, we just had an exercise called Pacific Century, and one of the things I tasked my staff to do is actually write out some conditions-based orders or authorities where I would approve, preapprove, some of the authorities and then, once the conditions got hit, then they actually went to execute. They didn’t have to come back and ask me. And so, that’s an example and it’s really, in some aspects, it’s our integrating missile de-fense pieces. I think we’ve got to do better than that. I think we’ve got to be able to get down to a lower level to allow squadron, groups, and wing commanders . . . and trust them to do their job. That’s why we put them in charge, and so, it’s really: How do I actually allow them to go do what they need to do? And, I’ll just you know, a quick story, when I worked at CFAC, I had a Brit that worked for me that 
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				talked about, he mentioned kind of these mission-type orders and told folks per-ceived until apprehended, and I kind of believe that. I want to give Airmen the opportunity to go do what they need to do. And, just tell me what you’re doing, and I will stop it before you get too far. You’ve got to be thinking that way. It’s really a mind-set change more than just the example. And, we’ve got to trust our folks to do their job and allow them to do it.

				General Deptula: How are cyber-mission defense teams being utilized within your MAJCOMs [major commands]?

				General Brown: . . . really, for all of our major commands, using the cyber-mission defense teams, really it allows us to really monitor our networks, understand how they operate, and then protect our networks and give us feedback. And, I am working with Bob Skinner for 24th Air Force—he’s working through some things for me right now. I just sat down with him here about a week ago. I think the other aspect I look at is how do we design, because I know we’re gonna be con-tested, and so one of the things I’ve forced my staff to do is, when we do these authorized service interruptions, I talk to them about, okay, now you can’t shut me down for 12 hours. You’ve got to tell me how we’re gonna actually keep folks con-nected; otherwise, we’re not shutting down for 12 hours. So, we’ve rescheduled a few, because they haven’t figured that part out, and so, this is how we work with our cyber-mission defense teams to kind of figure out how do we actually mitigate when we actually do get attacked, because we will get attacked. And then, how do we kind of recover. So, that’s kind of . . . I’m trying to kind of challenge ourselves to look at, just from a defense how do we actually, you know, have this resilient, self-going network we talk about on it just on a day-to-day operational training environment in peacetime. 
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				Australia-Japan-ASEAN 

				Strengthening the Core of the Indo-Pacific

				Philip Green

				Philip Green OAM, first assistant secretary, US and Indo-Pacific Strategy Division, de-livered this keynote speech at the Perth USAsia Centre’s Japan Symposium 2019

				Distinguished guests, I am very pleased to be here today to offer an Aus-tralian perspective on the Indo-Pacific and ASEAN’s central role in it. I am particularly pleased to be doing this with the Perth USAsia Centre. In a few short years, the Perth USAsia Centre has established itself as one of the most important forums for discussion of regional issues in Australia.

				It is natural given the significance of this state, its people, its natural endow-ments, and its proximity to our region, that Perth should have a centre of this prominence. But the considerable success of the Centre has not come about by natural evolution alone. It has taken vision, good planning and hard work. There are many in this room who have contributed to that, but I am sure that you will

				Philip Green OAM, First Assistant Secretary, US and Indo-Pacific Strategy Division, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, “Australia-Japan-ASEAN: Strengthening the Core of the Indo-Pacific” (speech, Perth USAsia Centre, 22 March 2019).
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				not mind if I acknowledge the very substantial efforts of Professor Flake and his staff in that achievement.

				The Changing International Environment

				Many of the Australians in this audience will know Professor Allan Gyngell. A former diplomat and high ranking public servant, Allan is now amongst the fore-most thinkers in this country on regional affairs.

				Allan likes to remind us that each generation of Australian foreign policy prac-titioners is inclined to think that their era is uniquely complex and challenging. In saying that, Allan puts our contemporary anxieties rightly into context. But Allan often goes on to say that, in imagining that our times are uniquely challenging, the contemporary generation of foreign policy practitioners may well be right. Allan has written that we are currently dealing (and I quote) “with a future more uncertain than any we have known since the Second World War.”

				The perspective from government is certainly that we are living through a pe-riod of profound change, and that that change brings with it substantial challenge, as well as opportunity.

				The Foreign Policy White Paper

				The Government’s 2017 Foreign Policy White Paper outlined many of the drivers of change we face: deepening globalisation; fast paced technological change; demographic shifts; and climate change.

				In our region—the Indo-Pacific—the White Paper focused closely on the changes to our strategic environment—changes that have real consequence for Australia and, if not well managed, will give rise to new levels of strategic rivalry between the major powers. The White Paper gave particular prominence to the roles of the United States and China.

				While the United States remains the region’s most powerful country, its domi-nance is being challenged.

				China’s fast economic growth, which has seen its share of world GDP increase from two percent in 1980 to nearly 19 per cent today, is already translating into significant power and influence across the region. China is the largest trading part-ner for most of the region’s economies—including Australia—and a significant investor. It has the largest navy and air force of any Asian state, and the largest coast guard in the world. Its aid donations to the region are considerable.

				At the same time, the US retains a significant lead in military and soft power. While, by some measures, the size of the Chinese economy has already overtaken the United States, the US will continue to be far wealthier than China in GDP 
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				per capita terms. It is the world leader in technology and innovation, and it is home to the world’s deepest financial markets.

				So the key strategic dynamic that we expect to influence our region for the foreseeable future is the presence of two major powers, each with substantial in-terests and heft.

				We judge that the United States’ security and economic equities in the Indo-Pacific will ensure it remains deeply engaged in the region.

				The US and China are of course not the only powers in our region. Japan has substantial economic reach across the region, and is developing new capabilities. India is growing fast, and will be a larger fraction of Indo-Pacific strategic realities as time goes on. Other emerging powers, like Indonesia, are also growing in stra-tegic weight and are likely to play larger roles in shaping the future of the region.

				So, while the US and China are the key players, they are not the only ones of consequence.

				Opportunities and Challenges

				The changes we are witnessing will provide many opportunities, as well as chal-lenges, for Australia. Forecasts suggest that our region could be home to a middle class of around 3.5 billion people by 2030 and four of the world’s top five largest economies. Economic growth and development across the Indo-Pacific, coupled with the complementary character of the Australian economy to many of those in the region, will continue to benefit this country. Demand for our minerals and energy, as well as services and premium agricultural products, is likely to grow, particularly as Asia’s mega-cities expand.

				But there are also risks. In 2017, the White Paper noted that the postwar inter-national order—and the principles embedded in it—were under unprecedented pressure. Those principles—including open markets, adherence to international law and norms, universal rights and freedoms, and the need to work collectively on global challenges—are important for Australia’s interests and values. Since 2017, the threats to those principles have become even clearer:

				Strategic competition in our region has further increased, with its at-tendant effects on stability;

				We have seen further erosion of respect for international law and in-stitutions, with some major powers showing an increasing willingness to exercise power coercively;

				Growing protectionist sentiment is threatening the free flow of goods and capital;
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				And increasing distrust is undermining our ability to collectively re-solve problems.

				A continuation of these trends under a “business-as-usual” scenario would lead to a region that is less favourable to our interests.

				Our Vision for the Indo-Pacific

				But while Australians need to be clear-eyed about the risks, we should not feel unable to influence the way our region develops. A key judgement of the White Paper is that, rather than shrink from the challenge, Australian diplomacy—indeed all arms of the Australian Government’s international efforts—should be applied more actively to help shape the sort of region that we want. To support a balance in the Indo-Pacific that is favourable to our interests and to promote a region that is secure, open, inclusive, prosperous and resilient.

				A region where disputes are resolved peacefully in accordance with interna-tional law and without the threat or use of force or coercion. Where open markets facilitate flows of goods, services, capital and ideas. Where rights of freedom of navigation and overflight are upheld, and the rights of small states are respected. Where international law, rules and norms are applied. And where ASEAN and the ASEAN-centred regional architecture, maintains its central role and helps set the rules and norms for behaviour in the region.

				Working with Partners

				The White Paper sets out a framework within which Australia can make a deeper contribution to those objectives. It draws on Australia’s many national strengths, and a history of active regional engagement over many decades – but focuses in particular on how our engagements with others in the region can con-tribute to shaping the sort of Indo-Pacific that we want.

				First, our alliance with the United States is central to our strategy. We will continue to broaden and deepen our alliance cooperation and support the stron-gest possible security and economic engagement by the United States in this re-gion. We are conscious of course that the United States has many preoccupations. But its National Security Strategy, and its new and important commitments under the BUILD Act and the Asia Reassurance Initiative Act are signs of the US deepening its commitment to the Indo-Pacific. So too was last year’s AusMin consultations, which focused on our region with a new level of intensity.

				Second, we will also work to strengthen our Comprehensive Strategic Partner-ship with China. This objective flows from our extensive bilateral interests. It also reflects the reality that China’s influence on the regional and global issues of con-
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				sequence to our security and prosperity will continue to grow. We welcome China’s rise and the benefits that brings to the region. At the same time, we will continue to encourage China to exercise its increasing influence in ways that enhance sta-bility, reinforce international law and respect the interests of smaller states and their right to pursue these interests peacefully.

				Third, we are also boosting our engagement with the major democracies of the Indo-Pacific—Japan, India, the ROK and Indonesia. We are working with these key regional states both bilaterally and through a range of other mechanisms that bring us together to promote our shared vision for the region. These include small groups—so-called “minilaterals”—that allow us to work flexibly with different configurations of states across a range of issues. These minilateral groups include the Trilateral Strategic Dialogue and the Quad. They also include new groupings, notably our trilateral engagement with India and Indonesia, and our trilateral meetings with Japan and India. India forms a larger fraction of our calculations, as its economy and strategic reach grow, and its influence is increasingly felt be-yond the Indian Ocean.

				Allow me to take a moment to focus on our strengthening bilateral engage-ment with Japan, our “Special Strategic Partner.” Our close cooperation with Ja-pan reflects our shared values, our mutual interests across the span of the Indo-Pacific, and the close alignment of our regional priorities. We are increasing our strategic engagement in infrastructure, security, intelligence and trade. The poten-tial impact of our partnership was demonstrated powerfully in our work to secure the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership.

				As I have sketched out, since 2017, the Government has been embarked on an effort to help shape the future of our region—in increasingly testing times. An effort in which our relations with the United States and China, and our partner-ships with the major democracies of the region play key parts in our strategy.

				For most of the rest of my remarks I want to focus on our relations with Southeast Asia and the ASEAN-centred architecture—a vital part of our framework and the focus of your conference. But before doing so, I want to touch briefly on our engagement with the South West Pacific, a region of unique Australian interest and where the Government has recently stepped up substan-tially its engagement.

				As Foreign Minister Marise Payne has said: “Stepping up in the Pacific is not an option for Australian Foreign Policy – it is an imperative.” In November, Prime Minister Morrison announced a new package of initiatives for the Pacific, includ-ing: new support for Pacific infrastructure development and labour mobility; en-hanced security partnerships; and stronger people-to-people links. These new 

			

		

	
		
			
				Green

			

		

		
			
				Journal of Indo-Pacific Affairs  SUMMER 2019 13

			

		

		
			
				initiatives will take our deep and enduring partnerships with our Pacific family to a new level.

				The Significance of Southeast Asia

				Ladies and gentlemen, Southeast Asia’s proximity to Australia and location at the junction of the Indian and Pacific Oceans means its stability, security and prosperity directly affect our own. Southeast Asia frames Australia’s northern ap-proaches and our key trade routes flow through it. Southeast Asia has become one of Australia’s most important economic partners. Our trade with the grouping surpasses our trade with the United States or Korea. Further, while our trade with ASEAN is smaller than with China, the number of Australian businesses export-ing to ASEAN is almost double those exporting to China.

				Australia has been significantly advantaged by the relative peace and stability that this region has enjoyed over past decades. We are conscious that that peace and stability—in a region that could easily have been difficult and divided—owes much to the statecraft of Southeast Asian leaders. It also owes much to the foun-dational principles of ASEAN. The ASEAN Charter and the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation have helped establish norms and the expected standards of be-havior of the region. ASEAN warrants our engagement also because of its role in regional architecture. 

				Through its key role in the East Asia Summit and other regional forums, ASEAN’s role is truly central. ASEAN hosts each of these forums, sets their agendas, chairs the meetings, and settles statements. These facts about the sig-nificance of ASEAN to Australia reflect long term realities. But in the strategic context I have set out above, Southeast Asia and ASEAN become even more important in Australia’s strategic calculus. ASEAN lies at the nexus of the Indo-Pacific, geographically, diplomatically and strategically. And the ASEAN-centred architecture takes on a greater salience as we seek to shape a region that adheres to law, rule and norm. Moreover, given the strategic risks that the region faces, all of us—the states of Southeast Asia included—will need to make a greater effort to ensure the stability and prosperity of our region is preserved.

				Working with ASEAN

				The Foreign Policy White Paper commits Australia to further strengthen our cooperation with the states of Southeast Asia, and to boost our strategic partner-ship with ASEAN.

				Four months after the White Paper was released, the Government made a major down payment on that effort. The ASEAN-Australia Special Summit—
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				held in Sydney in March last year—marked a new era in the strategic partnership between ASEAN and Australia. It was the first time that Australia had invited all the leaders of Southeast Asian states to a summit in Australia.

				The Sydney Declaration comprehensively set out ASEAN and Australia’s fu-ture partnership and our shared commitment to work towards a more secure and prosperous region. Fifteen new initiatives were announced at the summit which expand our cooperation in areas as diverse as security, education, infrastructure, digital connectivity, smart cities, and women, peace and security. ASEAN and Australia also committed to enhancing our cooperation on maritime security, transnational crime and defence. We will cooperate, for example, on a new ten-year A$80 million counter-trafficking program that will support the region’s ef-forts to stamp our trafficking in persons.

				The Special Summit’s momentum was sustained at a further leaders’ meeting in Singapore in November. At that meeting, Prime Minister Morrison announced three new initiatives:

				A Southeast Asia Economic and Governance Initiative—which will help the region unlock the next phase of economic growth, focusing on support for infrastructure project selection and preparation.

				A new phase of the Greater Mekong Water Resources Program—to support more equitable, transparent and effective water resource management in this vital waterway.

				And a further maritime cooperation package—deepening engagement with regional civil maritime organisations, on maritime domain awareness, un-regulated and unreported fishing and support for a rules-based maritime order.

				These initiatives have set our relations with the states of Southeast Asia col-lectively on a new, stronger trajectory. They have been complemented by a range of bilateral initiatives:

				The Government struck a Comprehensive Strategic Partnership with Indonesia in August last year and signed the Comprehensive Eco-nomic Partnership Agreement with Indonesia just this month.

				Our relationship with Vietnam was upgraded to a Strategic Partner-ship in March last year.

				Since 2015, we have had a Strategic Partnership with Malaysia; and as the then High Commissioner to Singapore, I was pleased to see that re-lationship upgraded to a Comprehensive Strategic Partnership in 2016.
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				Each of these upgrades has its own set of initiatives, designed to strengthen our partnerships and our abilities to focus on the key challenges that the region faces. In sum, this represents a substantial new rate of effort with the nations of South-east Asia.

				The East Asia Summit

				Australia has long supported ASEAN and its centrality in regional architec-ture. But at a moment when the rules component of the regional order is under pressure, the ASEAN-centred architecture takes on new and greater significance. That is why Australia has reaffirmed its commitment to strengthening the ASEAN-led forums and in particular the East Asia Summit (EAS).

				The EAS is the region’s only leader-level forum at which all key regional play-ers—including the United States, China, Japan, India and South Korea – meet to consider our shared political and security challenges. Australia aims to strengthen the strategic focus of the EAS, and to encourage a substantive exchange by leaders on the most pressing issues facing our region. And while that is a long run effort, it is making progress.

				In 2018, leaders discussed issues of real significance, including Indo-Pacific concepts, the DPRK, the situation in Rakhine State, the South China Sea, cyber-security and the threat of terrorism. These discussions and the collective decisions made by EAS leaders help to set expectations of state behaviour and reinforce the rules-based components of the regional order.

				Together with other ASEAN forums—the ADMM+ and the ARF—the development of the EAS encourages discussion of the key strategic issues we face and promotes habits of cooperation.

				Conclusion

				Our Indo-Pacific region is undergoing unprecedented change. If current trends persist, the region is set to become more competitive, more contested and less stable. Under those circumstances, it would become harder for us to take advan-tage of the opportunities offered by our region’s increasing prosperity.

				This set of challenges requires a high level of realism. But it would be wrong for that realism to shade into fatalism. In fact, the current environment puts a higher premium on all states in the region, in their own way, doing more to secure a stable and prosperous future. That is what, through the Foreign Policy White Paper, the Australian Government has committed to do. We are conscious that 
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				Australia is only one part of the picture, and we can only succeed in combination with others.

				At this conference, you are focusing on the role ASEAN and the states of Southeast Asia can play. While much will depend on the role of the great powers, the countries of ASEAN are an important part of the drama.

				Through their statecraft over the history of ASEAN, the leaders of Southeast Asia have shown how stability and prosperity can be shaped. And through the ASEAN-led architecture, they hold many of the levers that can help sustain a region that operates in accordance with laws, norms and rules.

				We are also fortunate to have partners in the region—like Japan—that are committed to working towards a region that is open, inclusive and prosperous. Together we can work to shape an Indo-Pacific that serves our collective interests.

				Thank you.
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				Implementing the Philippine Defense Reform Program in Partnership with US Department of Defense Support of Philippine Defense Institutions*

				Severino Vicente T. DavidAaron C. Taliaferro

				Begun in 2004, the Philippine Defense Reform (PDR) Program affected the entire Philippine defense establishment. Its goal was to create more-capable armed forces. To do that, the PDR required the support of senior leaders at all levels of the Department of National Defense (DND) and the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP)—as well as a substantial commitment of people.

				This article explains why, from a Philippine perspective, senior leaders within the Philippines defense sector felt reform was needed and how it was imple-mented. It also describes how the United States Department of Defense (DOD) partnered with the Republic of the Philippines to implement PDR with a par-ticular focus on defense-force planning and budgeting.

				Based on observations gleaned from interviews with Philippine officials and the firsthand accounts of the authors, who were involved in the PDR effort from 2004 to 2012, the article highlights several lessons that can be derived from the Philippine experience. Specifically, defense reforms: (1) should never lose sight of improving combat effectiveness; (2) should amplify the self-identity of the orga-nization; (3) have systemic effect on nearly all armed-forces activities; (4) are a concern not only of the armed forces but also civilian policy makers; (5) could be part of wider efforts to improve not only the armed forces but also the whole de-fense and national security apparatus; and, (6) should be owned by defense and military leaders at all levels of the organization

				
					* This article is derived from a study by the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA), IDA Paper NS P-8589, Defense Governance and Management Implementing the Philippine Defense Reform Program through the Defense System of Management, October 2017.
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				Introduction

				In September 1991, the 1947 Military Bases Agreement1 between the United States and the Philippines expired, and US military bases in the Philippines2 closed.3 Consequently, revenue drawn from annual rentals of approximately $200 million was no longer available to the AFP. This led to structural deficits in the Philippine defense budget and growing capability gaps. In 1995 the Philippine Congress authorized the AFP to convert some military bases to alternative civil-ian use to generate funds for capability upgrades and military modernization.4 Unfortunately, due to an economic recession fueled by the Asian financial crisis of 1997, none of the money authorized for the defense sector was provided through budget appropriation acts. Consequently, the capability of the AFP further dete-riorated.

				In March 2000, after nine consecutive years of AFP deterioration, Pres. Joseph Estrada opted to wage war in Mindanao against Muslim separatist groups. The increased operating tempo exposed significant gaps in AFP capability. Further-more, the limited resources for the operating units were centrally managed at the General Headquarters AFP and major services headquarters where corruption was further weakening a force already hollowed out by declining appropriations.

				During the same period, civilian leadership never provided the military with prioritized security-policy strategic guidance. The absence led to assorted efforts to address current and emerging security challenges that were difficult to sustain, as priorities were never agreed upon. As a result, internal security threats grew while the capability of the armed forces declined.

				The counterinsurgency struggle gave birth to a comprehensive defense reform program. This article examines why and how the Philippine’s DND partnered with the US government (USG) to institute reforms to improve its systems of defense management. Further, the article provides an assessment of what was ef-fective in terms of the USG’s participation and highlights lessons learned that could be applied to similar situations in the future.

				Framing and Implementing Defense Reform

				In October 1999, Philippine Secretary of National Defense (SND) Orlando Mercado requested assistance from US Secretary of Defense William Cohen to upgrade Philippine defense capability.5 Cohen and Mercado agreed to a four-year joint US-Philippine assessment of the capability of the AFP to perform its es-sential missions. Completed in September 2003, the Joint Defense Assessment (JDA) had 10 primary recommendations to address 272 deficiencies.6 Many of the findings rated the capability of the AFP to execute its critical missions as poor 
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				[(-) Partial Mission Capable]. The negative condition of Philippine military capa-bility was largely attributed to systemic institutional deficiencies.

				The following month presidents Gloria Macapagal Arroyo and George W. Bush endorsed the findings of the JDA and issued a joint statement committing to an effort to implement its recommendations.7 The PDR Program was estab-lished, and shortly after, Plans of Action and Milestones (POA&M) were created that served as sail plans for implementing the JDA’s 10 key recommendations.

				Not surprisingly, efforts to implement the PDR were met with both active and passive resistance. Those with the power to affect change had vested interests in maintaining the status quo, while those who favored change saw it as a futile ef-fort without leadership support. To achieve reform, the Philippine government had to maintain a balance between forcing change and maintaining critical po-litical support from senior military officers.8

				Anticipating resistance, President Arroyo created the Office of the Undersecre-tary of Internal Control on 23 September 2003.9 Its mandate was to institutional-ize reforms in the DND.10 Subsequent to the president’s actions, SND Avelino Cruz created the PDR Board, which defined workflow and decision-making processes and responsibilities of the DND and the AFP.

				Initially, the PDR was funded by the Philippine and US governments.11 The Philippines deposited $28.5 million to a US Treasury account, while the United States contributed $61 million for the same purpose.12 From 2007 to 2010, the Congress of the Philippines appropriated an additional 765 million Philippine pisos (PHP) for the PDR. Finally, in 2014, there was another 519 million PHP appropriated.

				The PDR spanned through President Arroyo’s term and to the end of Pres. Benigno S. Aquino’s term in June 2016.13 The program’s key areas of reform were:

				Implementation of a policy-driven, multiyear defense planning system;

				Improve operational and training capacity;

				Improve logistics capacity;

				Develop effective personnel management systems;

				Plan, program, and execute a multiyear capability upgrade program for  the AFP;

				Optimize the defense budget and improve management controls;

				Create a professional acquisition workforce and establish a centrally  managed defense acquisition system;

				Increase the capability of the AFP to conduct civil-military operations;  and,

				Develop accurate baseline data on critical AFP functional areas.14
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				PDR served as the overall framework to redesign management systems and improve the quality of AFP personnel. The program followed a three-phased implementation plan. Projects in each phase were to build upon the success of the preceding phase. This approach is depicted in figure 1.15 The rest of the article focuses on USG assistance to items 1 and 5–7 above.

				Figure 1. Building block approach to PDR implementation

				USG’s Role in PDR

				In addition to funding, another aspect of US support was the employment of subject matter experts (SME) to provide technical expertise and advice on specific programs. Initially, the USG deployed military reservists, who acted as SMEs on a rotational basis. Later on, SMEs from Anteon Corporation contracted to work with DND to address the various areas of concern replaced the reservists. Addi-tionally, a team from Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) worked closely with the DND on a consistent, episodic basis. The IDA team was primarily responsible for assisting the DND to establish an integrated system of management and for progress of PDR Priority Programs 1, and 5–7. USG support to the PDR contin-ued until the departure of the last SMEs in 2012.

				The rest of this section will focus on USG support to the following components of the PDR program.

				A. Multi-Year Capability Planning System (MYCaPS)

				B. Major Defense Equipment Acquisition Study

				C. Full Cycle of Contemporary Defense System of Management (DSOM)

				a. Defense Strategic Planning System (DSPS)

				b. Defense Capability Assessment and Planning System (DCAPS)
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				c. Defense Acquisition System (DAS)

				d. Defense Resource Management System (DRMS)

				D. Implementing and Institutionalizing (DSOM)

				The DOD refers to support for these components as defense insti-tution building activities.16

				Multi-Year Capability Planning System (MYCaPS)

				Prior to 2003, the AFP’s annual program and budget submissions were devel-oped by the deputy chief of staff for comptrollership on behalf of the chief of staff of the AFP (CSAFP). The program and budget were centrally managed at Gen-eral Headquarters AFP and major service headquarters. These organizations were the major budget account holders of the AFP.

				During budget execution, a certain percentage of the annual appropriations were withheld at headquarters levels to form contingency funds. These centrally managed funds were released at the discretion of military service commanders to support other requirements not foreseen nor specifically included in the regular program budget.

				SND Cruz decided to end this practice and issued a directive to institute MY-CaPS in August 2004.17 MYCaPS was supposed to be the DND’s overarching system to link defense policy and strategy to force planning, budget planning, and budget execution for the development and maintenance of defense capabilities. Another aim of MYCaPS was to reduce centrally managed funds held at head-quarters level.

				SMEs from IDA worked with the DND Proper staff to develop the MYCaPS resource management subsystem.18 This was a medium-term resource-planning process supported by a computer analytical model that related force structure to costs.19 The MYCaPS process flow and its program structure are depicted in fig-ures 2 and 3, respectively.
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				Figure 2. MYCaPS process flow

				Figure 3. MYCaPS program structure

				The resource-management framework provided for centralized defense policy and resource planning and allocation. It included resource managers and budget account holders to facilitate resource planning and decision making as shown in table 1. Having the same person serve as resource manager and budget account holder for both the program and the budget account aligned responsibility, au-
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				thority, and accountability during programming, budgeting, and spend-plan de-velopment as well as during program-performance and budget-execution reviews.

				Table 1. MYCaPS major programs and resource managers

				
					Major Programs and Budget Accounts

				

				
					Resource Managers and Budget Account Holders

				

				
					1. Land Forces

					2. Air Forces

					3. Naval Forces

					4. Joint C2, Support & Training

					5. Central Administration

				

				
					1. CG, Philippine Army

					2. CG, Philippine Air Force

					3. FOIC, Philippine Navy

					4. VCSAFP

					5. USEC for Defense Affairs

				

				The submission of the CSAFP’s Programming Advice (CSPA) in December 2004 marked the start of the first MYCaPS cycle. Taking into consideration the unified commanders’ operational requirements that were included in the CSPA, the SND issued the first ever Philippine Defense Planning Guidance (DPG).20 The DPG intended to institutionalize a defense planning system driven by policy and strategy and responsive to the priority capability needs of the AFP. The DPG identified seven defense-sector mission areas for the DND to assess, prioritize, and develop capabilities for.21 These were:

				A. Internal Security;

				B. Territorial Defense;

				C. Disaster Response;

				D. Support to National Development;

				E. International Defense and Security Engagements;

				F. International Humanitarian Assistance and Peacekeeping Operations; and,

				G. Force-level Command and Control, Support, and Training.

				The DPG also directed the preparation of a six-year defense program covering 2006–2011. The guidance prioritized readiness of specified units of the AFP to cover shortfalls in fuel and ammunition. The change in how the budget was devel-oped is seen by comparing tables 2 to 3. Table 2 is the old, function-based budget. Table 3 is a program-based budget organized by mission areas.22
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				Table 2. Functional-based 2006 DND Budget

				
					PROGRAMS/PROJECTS/ACTIVITIES

				

				
					PS

				

				
					MOOE

				

				
					CO

				

				
					TOTAL

				

				
					A. PROGRAMS

				

				
					731,344

				

				
					401,829

				

				
					50

				

				
					1,133,223

				

				
					 I. General Admin & Support

				

				
					3,528,217

				

				
					1,026,902

				

				
					10,000

				

				
					4,565,119

				

				
					 II. Support to Operations

				

				
					31,585,749

				

				
					9,161,473

				

				
					35,874

				

				
					40,783,096

				

				
					 III. Operations

				

				
					-

				

				
					-

				

				
					-

				

				
					-

				

				
					B. PROJECTS

				

				
					35,845,310

				

				
					10,590,204

				

				
					45,924

				

				
					46,481,438

				

				
					 Locally-Funded Projects

				

				
					2,290

				

				
					23,315

				

				
					-

				

				
					26,605

				

				
					 TOTAL DND REGULAR BUDGET

				

				
					35,847,600

				

				
					10,613,529

				

				
					45,924

				

				
					46,507,403

				

				Table 3. Proposed 2006 DND budget by mission area

				
					MISSION AREAS

				

				
					PS

				

				
					MOOE

				

				
					CO

				

				
					TOTAL

				

				
					MA1 – Internal Security Operations

				

				
					22,386,731

				

				
					5,495,329

				

				
					328,514

				

				
					28,210,574

				

				
					MA2 – Territorial Defense

				

				
					873,698

				

				
					244,521

				

				
					-

				

				
					1,118,219

				

				
					MA3 – Disaster Response

				

				
					175,659

				

				
					126,585

				

				
					10

				

				
					302,254

				

				
					MA4 – Support to National Development

				

				
					1,653,252

				

				
					723,893

				

				
					3,214

				

				
					2,380,359

				

				
					MA5 – International Defense and Security Engagement

				

				
					-

				

				
					104,334

				

				
					-

				

				
					104,334

				

				
					MA6 – Humanitarian Assistance and Peacekeeping Operations

				

				
					-

				

				
					5,823

				

				
					-

				

				
					5,823

				

				
					MA7 – Force-Level Central Command and Control (C2), Training, and Support

				

				
					8,847,400

				

				
					5,348,044

				

				
					190,036

				

				
					14,385,480

				

				
					DND-WIDE TOTAL

				

				
					33,936,740

				

				
					12,048,529

				

				
					521,774

				

				
					46,507,043

				

				Major Defense Equipment Acquisition Study

				Starting in April 2004, the IDA team studied how current acquisition processes could be streamlined. Major equipment acquisition was a circuitous process that took a long time to complete before a decision was made. This process is depicted in figure 4.
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				Figure 4. Major equipment acquisition process (2004)

				The process was driven from the bottom up and did not consider requirements from a joint operational perspective. Moreover, the lifecycle cost of major equip-ment acquisitions and other capital outlays (e.g., infrastructure) were not included in the decision analysis. As a solution, the IDA team recommended DND de-velop an integrated management structure with four mutually supporting sys-tems—strategic planning, capability assessment and planning, acquisition plan-ning, and resource management. This eventually came to be known as the DSOM, which is depicted in figure 5.

				Figure 5. Defense System of Management (DSOM) processes
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				Full Cycle of Contemporary Defense System of Management (DSOM)

				Acting upon the recommendation of the IDA team, Secretary Cruz issued guidance to implement MYCaPS, Phase II (i.e., DSOM) in November 2006.23 Two subsequent secretaries—Teodoro and Gazmin—continued support for this effort after SND Cruz left office. Secretary Teodoro issued DSOM II24 in Sep-tember 2008 and Secretary Gazmin implemented DSOM III in July 2011.25

				At the change of each SND, there were two-year-long interregnums in DSOM implementation. These delays were characterized by reorganizations of DND Proper staff under the new SND and institutional resistance to reform efforts hoping to convince each new SND to discontinue DSOM. Figure 6 depicts the implementation schedule.

				Figure 6. Evolution of DSOM

				Another issue in 2011 was whether the new president would continue the re-form effort. Once President Aquino directed full implementation of DSOM,26 SND Gazmin issued a revised circular that:

				a) Defined four mutually supporting systems and how they are intended to operate (figure 7); and,

				b) Established policy and assigned functions and responsibilities for DSOM that conform to the organization and internal operating procedures of the DND Proper.27
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				Figure 7. DSOM processes and products

				A key improvement in DSOM III guidance was the definition and goals of different planning horizons. These are shown in figure 8.

				Figure 8. DSOM planning horizons

				Strategic Planning—DSPS. DSPS identifies core and peripheral security issues of greatest concern and their implications for defense planning and programming. Presidential national security objectives are the bases for the conduct of assess-ments undertaken by DPSP.
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				Developed biennially, DSPS assessments describe challenges and identify broad planning options that could be taken to address them. The assessments are used to direct planning and programming toward highest priority challenges. DSPS prod-ucts and their relationship to the rest of DSOM are depicted in figure 9.

				Figure 9. DSPS assessments and products

				Defense Capability Assessment and Planning System (DCAPS). DCAPS is a force-planning system. It identifies priority capability gaps in the force structure and analyzes potential changes required to close those gaps. The output of DCAPS is DPG.

				The first full implementation of DCAPS was in 2011.28 DCAPS has three major components illustrated by figure 10:

				a) Senior Leader Roundtable Discussions on AFP capability and resource-planning challenges;

				b) AFP Defense Mission Area Assessments: These evaluate the adequacy of AFP capabilities already in the Defense Program; and

				c) Capability Planning Proposals: These define capability gaps in broad op-erational terms, assess the merits of a range of potential solutions, and pro-pose courses of actions for senior leader consideration and SND decision.
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				Figure 10. DCAPS process flow

				In August 2011, the SND signed a memorandum that contained the findings and conclusions of the assessment teams.29 Included in the memorandum were instructions on how capability gaps and capabilities of declining relevance should be addressed in the 2013–2018 Defense Program.

				The assessment teams developed several proposals to address the identified gaps in the SND’s memo, and after considering the proposals, the SND issued two Capability Planning Decision Memoranda to address the capability short-falls.30 Proposals included materiel and nonmateriel approaches. Options requir-ing materiel solutions were forwarded to the DAS, while those requiring nonma-teriel or a combination of both approaches continued to be addressed by the DCAPS process.

				Defense Acquisition System (DAS). DAS was designed to evaluate potential options for obtaining major equipment items and for developing fiscally con-strained acquisition plans. The DND developed a two-pass assessment technique based on an approach employed by the Australian Department of Defense.31

				The first pass assesses merits of approaches approved for further study during the DCAPS process and identifies the most-promising approaches.32 The second pass focuses on the most-promising approaches and identifies a limited set of key performance parameters that addresses operational needs and allows suppliers to submit bids. The outcomes of the DAS are documented in an Acquisition Deci-sion Memorandum. Once an acquisition decision is made, procurement and con-
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				tracting activities formally begin. These activities follow the government-wide procurement procedures mandated by Philippine law. The DAS process is de-picted in figure 11.

				Figure 11. DAS process flow

				Defense Resource Management System (DRMS). DRMS has two compo-nents—the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) and the Fi-nancial Management System (FMS). These allocate limited resources among competing priorities across the defense sector, and for evaluating results.

				The purpose of DRMS is to link policy and planning guidance to spending and performance. To coordinate these efforts, SND issue guidance for all DSOM planning efforts and established the DSOM master planning calendar (figure 12) with specific timelines for PPBS and FMS.33

				Figure 12. DSOM master planning calendar
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				PPBS’s purpose is to provide DND resource managers analytic support for program decisions. The defense program is resource constrained, so the decisions are always about where to allocate resources to build capability in one area at the expense of another. PPBS produces a number of products:

				a) Defense Program: Contains the programs of designated resource man-agers, showing how they intend to achieve the SND’s objectives and pri-orities; and

				b) Annual Defense Budget Proposal: Includes the resource managers’ pro-posed budgets and spending plans.

				FMS operates continuously throughout each year. It is a basis for controlling spending to ensure resources are applied to their intended purposes. FMS con-ducts quarterly joint SND–CSAFP performance reviews that assesses results achieved and reports money spent by each major program. The FMS produces a broad range of products:

				a) Annual Spending Plans and Budgets;

				b) Quarterly Program Performance and Budget Execution Reports: Record how resources were spent and what was achieved; and

				c) Budget Realignment Directives: Reallocate funds from one purpose to another to ensure priority performance objectives are attained.

				During the FY13–18 planning cycle, the SND noted differences between pro-gram proposals and DPG objectives. The Program Decision Memorandum (PDM) 2013–2018, issued in May 2012, reiterated SND’s objective to improve the readiness of the AFP operating forces and to merge or deactivate similar-type units with low readiness rates to form more fully capable units.34

				Implementing and Institutionalizing DSOM

				In July 2011, Secretary Gazmin issued the Guidance for Implementing and Insti-tutionalizing the Defense System of Management. The objective of the implementa-tion plan was to establish and institutionalize a management framework and a set of supporting processes and products that incorporate the president’s directions and ensure those directions are extended down to the lowest units. The intent was to implement, improve, and institutionalize DSOM in three phases (figure 13).
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				Figure 13. DSOM implementation phases

				At the request of the military assistant for DSOM, the IDA team developed a DSOM training simulation for use by the AFP. The simulation is an educational tool to facilitate the implementation and institutionalization of DSOM.

				The IDA team provided assistance to the DND Proper staff in the implemen-tation of Phases I and II (as shown in figure 13) until their last visit in November 2012. The SND’s Military Assistant for DSOM coordinated ongoing education and technical assistance throughout the AFP after the end of IDA assistance.35

				A result of these process improvements was that funds for the readiness of AFP operating forces increased through the FY16 budget. Further improvement will require the major services to align their programs and budgets with the president’s and the SND’s guidance. Further, the quality of the proposed budget depends on the quality of financial and physical information that resource managers feed into the process. Their ability to translate plans and budgets into well-designed pro-grams and projects is another challenge that cuts across other reform areas, par-ticularly budget execution and performance management. Finally, the most pro-nounced gap is the weak technical ability of the major services’ staffs to fit the design of their programs to their respective mandates and the medium-term goals of the DND and the security sector.36

				Assessment of USG’s Role

				The US government’s support of PDR was shaped by senior officials from the Office of the President of the Philippines, the DND Proper, the AFP, the US Embassy in the Philippines, the DOD, US Pacific Command, and the Defense 
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				Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA). While funding sources and specific spon-sors are important to USG stakeholders, from the Philippine government’s per-spective, it was dealing with the USG as a whole and was not particularly concerned about which specific USG agency the assistance or funding was coming from.

				Recognizing the Philippine perspective, the USG established an Executive Steering Committee (ESC) to coordinate and monitor USG assistance for the PDR. However, the ESC did not have jurisdiction on the IDA effort, which was managed by Office of the Secretary of Defense for Program Analysis and Evalu-ation (OSD PA&E).37 Figure 14 depicts the PDR management structure.

				Figure 14. PDR management structure

				The ESC was co-chaired by the Undersecretary for PDR and a senior DSCA executive. It coordinated the deployment of US military reservists provided by USPACOM in support of PDR during 2004; monitored execution of funds pro-vided by both countries for PDR as well as Foreign Military Financing credits provided through the Joint US Military Assistance Group–Philippines; and, re-viewed the PDR POA&Ms and provided recommendations for implementation to the PDR Board and the SND.
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				Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) Support

				Originally, IDA was to assist DND officials with the design and implementa-tion of a DRMS and a DAS, which were two components of a multiyear Strategic Defense Planning and Execution System38 concept that DND had developed. Initially, these efforts were sponsored by OSD PA&E and funded by the Defense Resource Management Studies program.

				In fact, because the implementation of a strategy-driven, multiyear defense planning system was recognized as the first priority reform effort, the USG of-fered DRMS assistance even before the mechanism for PDR work has been es-tablished. The team operated in accordance with broad mission-type orders and guidelines established by the SND, the CSAFP, and the OSD PA&E DRMS program manager from 2004 to 2010. This arrangement enabled the IDA team to tailor and adapt their assistance throughout their period of work and to accom-modate changes in the work plan when the SND changed.

				A drawback of this ambiguous management setup was confusion in running PDR POA&Ms 1, 6, 7, and 8, which were covered by the IDA team’s work. The PDR Board did not have oversight of IDA assistance, nor did it provide guidance and direction on the execution of these POA&Ms. The situation improved in mid-2011 when the DND Office for Defense Reforms took over responsibility for monitoring all POA&Ms.

				For the most part, assistance provided by IDA team was effective because of close coordination between IDA personnel and the SND and his immediate staff.39 Because IDA worked directly under the sponsorship of the SND, the team was accepted by DND staff to include the assistant secretaries of the four core offices central to implementing DSOM.

				IDA team members played a behind-the-scenes role in crafting main DSOM documents and their annexes. They recommended the organization of imple-menting offices from DND Proper, civilian bureaus, and AFP headquarters down to the major services and provided initial training on technical aspects of DSOM. The SND also allowed IDA’s analysts to immerse themselves in the processes of the DND and the AFP and to assist members of these organizations to produce key document and products.40

				Until mid-2011, IDA SMEs would lecture and directly advocate for defense reform to designated action officers, offices, and units throughout the armed forces. In hindsight, this was not very effective—and not only because of obvious differences in language, culture, operational experience, and perspective. IDA’s SMEs were teaching the mechanical or day-to-day activities needed to imple-ment a given process without authority to communicate the rationale, fundamen-
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				tals, and theories of the new systems and processes.41 This seemingly minor issue contributed to the slow progress of implementation.

				More rapid progress began in mid-2011 when Philippine staff and officials took the lead in explaining processes and implementing DSOM. This demon-strated “ownership” resulted in notable progress in a comparatively short period.

				IDA assistance focused on the development and implementation of the DRMS, DCAPS, and DAS components of DSOM. Little attention was given to the im-provement of the DSPS process. For this, the DND Proper staff was left on its own.42 According to former Secretary Teodoro, the Philippines’ strategic planning is mostly reactive to situations on the ground: “We [needed] expertise not only in the DND but also at the Department of Foreign Affairs and the National Secu-rity Council, as well.”43 Additionally, the DND lacked long-term strategic plan-ning capabilities.44

				Anteon (General Dynamics) Assistance Effort

				In addition to IDA, Anteon International Corporation provided SMEs in sup-port of the PDR. Anteon organized a team responsible for developing and imple-menting training, operations, logistics, strategic communications, and other pro-grams of interest to both countries.

				Anteon SMEs deployed to Manila in January 2005 and operated in accordance with the directions provided by the Undersecretary for PDR and the PDR Board. Anteon also played a leading role in developing the top-level plans the SND subsequently approved for implementing POA&Ms 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 10.

				On-site Anteon SMEs periodically briefed the ESC on the status of the PDR programs they were supporting and continued to assist DND Proper and AFP officials implement PDR program initiatives. In 2006, General Dynamics Corpo-ration purchased Anteon and performed the mission at reduced levels through 2012. The most-significant recorded result that came out of the General Dynam-ics effort was the design of the DAS in collaboration with IDA.

				Lessons Learned and Conclusion

				Though the PDR officially ended in June 2016, a new program, the Philippine Defense Transformation Roadmap (PDTR) 2028 is expected to carry on the in-stitutionalization of the reform measures begun under the PDR.45 PDTR is a strategic plan to continuously improve the organization and its ability to perform its mission and roles more effectively and efficiently (see figure 15).

			

		

	
		
			
				36 Journal of Indo-Pacific Affairs SUMMER 2019

			

		

		
			
				David and Taliaferro

			

		

		
			
				Figure 15. PDTR Roadmap

				Originally, the DND began its reforms because its military was not mission capable and because the AFP was a military with a history of continually chang-ing or expanding roles with capability development and modernization policies always playing catch-up in an undisciplined manner. Through the PDR and its follow-on efforts, the Philippine government has brought more discipline to its defense planning and resource allocation processes. Though the nation is under significant resource constraints compared to the United States or most all NATO countries, the PDR produced an ability to make deliberate decisions about risk and tradeoffs given constraints.

				Several lessons can be derived from the PDR. First, defense reforms should never lose sight of their primary focus: improvement in combat effectiveness. In the final analysis, the performance of armed forces will be the measurement of reform efforts.

				Second, defense reforms need to amplify the concepts of self-identity of the organization, making it clear to its each and every member the answer to the questions: “Who are we?”,46 “What is our purpose?”, and “What do we need?”47 The issue has now assumed a critical dimension considering the expanding role of the military in noncore functions. In this connection, one of the targets of future 
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				reform efforts should be doctrines.48 Doctrine is significant because it documents the existing operational–tactical proclivities of militaries that may act as barriers to reform, serve as areas for reform, or provide clues to how the military can be agents of reform.

				Third, defense reforms are not just improvements of individual components but also are systemic and will affect the whole of armed forces activities. These usually involve changes in doctrine, organization, training, capability development, pro-fessional military education, or facility management. Done right, these institu-tional level processes drive military transformation.

				Fourth, defense capability is a concern of the armed forces and civilian policy makers. The latter cannot limit their attention on policy making and leave opera-tional and tactical improvements solely to the military. Civilians have a responsi-bility to support and oversee the development of armed-forces capability.

				Fifth, openness and transparency in dealings with all parties involved in a re-form effort is a must.49

				Sixth, the PDR was supported throughout by a comprehensive strategic com-munications campaign directed at all levels of the AFP to ensure gains were at-tributed to the PDR, so service members at all levels believed the PDR was a positive program that would benefit them. A goal of this communication cam-paign was to create an irreversible trend toward reform that would extend past early stages and into future administrations.

				Last, but not the least, is the importance of “ownership” of the reform effort among defense leaders at all levels.50 Implementing defense reform should not be limited to the senior leaders but should permeate the mid-grade and junior levels. Common ownership also reflects a unity of purpose among members of the orga-nization that adds to the credibility of the reform effort.

				As the DND continues with the PDTR, it is hoped that senior defense leaders and civilian policy makers will not lose sight that the success of their efforts will be ultimately tested in the battlespace. The realization of these efforts cannot be achieved by the DND on its own. The department needs support and cooperation from various sectors of society. Their participation will ensure that strategies are responsive to the needs of the Filipino people. 
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				The Globalized System, Air and Space Power, and the Geostrategic Value of Maritime Small and Middle Powers in Asia

				Michael R. Kraig

				The question is not whether air strategy, the air domain, and air technolo-gies can make island and peninsular nations such as Sri Lanka, South Korea, Indonesia, Malaysia, and so forth specifically of strategic value all on their own. Rather, the question is why and how these smaller nations can uti-lize their “buffered” geostrategic position with an “assist” from air and space power alike, particularly in the form of real-time command-and-control (C2) and intel-ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities linked or even shared across sovereign boundaries. To be specific, this article defines a nation as buffered geopolitically if it is removed from immediate land invasion geographically while also being politically and economically independent from any one “power pole” in foreign diplomacy, economic contacts, and, not least in a globalized world, trans-national social networks. In turn, latent potentialities for an outsized role in geo-politics by powers from South Korea to Singapore to Sri Lanka are strongly linked to the features of the twenty-first-century era of interstate relations, particularly its increasingly multipolar or multi-nodal nature, which differs markedly from fea-tures and operation of the earlier Cold War system. The “fragmented,” often prac-tically nonaligned, nature of such powers creates an international dynamic that air and space power can further build upon for purposes of overall system security, stability, prosperity, and, in short, a balance of interests as well as power between competitive rising powers in and beyond Asia.

				This article argues that the globalized order, together with the paradoxically increasing role of disparate national ethnic identities, or the “cultural nation” within the “state,” have created a global and regional geopolitical reality of frag-mented cooperation and competition that inherently gives “buffered maritime powers” outsized leverage across all instruments of power. In part, we argue this is 
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				because, with domestic identities still mattering as much as globalized cosmo-politanism (cooperative win-win ties) in the stability and prosperity of the “na-tion-state,” we now have a somewhat paradoxical reality. First, great powers must still create and field military-expeditionary capabilities for deterrence of each other, but, second, a greater “gap” now exists than ever before between mixed-in-terest, often mutual-sum policy goals at the grand-strategic level of relations and the zero-sum, destructive nature of military force at the tactical level of purely military objectives. 

				Of particular importance to mitigation of man-made and natural disasters, monitoring of ocean pollution and the environment generally, and curbing the illicit sides of globalization, will be the willingness and ability of buffered mari-time powers to contribute singly and in coalitions to creating a common operating picture via much more intensive C2 and ISR networks in the global commons. We especially emphasize ISR and C2 capacities because the core of all potential civil-ian, economic, and military missions—cooperative or competitive with other states—is on-time information acquisition and communication, including as well information processing, interpretation, and exploitation. Capabilities to see, track, fix, and identify actors and platforms of both licit and illicit natures, including com-mercial and military activities alike, could support sustainment of the global com-mons via enforcement of ocean law and curbing of illicit trafficking of all kinds, while lending far more efficiency to combined regional and sub-regional efforts to mitigate disaster damage. The latter in particular is something that is already on the rapid uptick, due unfortunately to the quickly unreeling effects of climate change. Our prescriptions are in turn as much “aerospace” as “air” strategy pre-cisely because the future is one of using common software and hardware to link air assets with low Earth orbit (LEOSAT) networks, thus, even better leveraging the “geostrategic” importance of a small or middle maritime power’s dual-use air plat-forms.

				While nations such as Sri Lanka have already gone significantly down the road of providing large airlift services for UN peace and other emergency operations, we recommend that a core part of maritime small and middle powers’ air strate-gies be nationally and cooperatively devoted to the matching of ISR and C2 soft-ware and hardware to airframes. This would consistent of not just purely defense or purely military efforts but also the use of economic diplomacy to foster and cement links to inevitably increasing dual-use imaging and communications ca-pabilities in commercial low Earth orbit (LEO) over the next 20 years. In this regard, air enterprise development (AED) efforts would best be coordinated very closely with the commercial sector and with the militaries of neighboring small and middle maritime states so as to have maximum technical interoperability.
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				The Great Power Dilemma: Mixed Interests in a Globalized World

				For great powers, the new globalized order confuses high policy diplomacy and tactical planning for forces alike, constraining and burdening the ability to arrive at a rational military-technical definition of a balance of power in military planning terms. This is because, as Carl von Clausewitz noted early on, the logics of “mixed relationships” at a strategic level of interests do not blend all that well with the zero-sum threat and application of force at the truly tactical level of planned, concrete engagements and combat.1 The tactical level of combat has, as he de-scribed, a “total” and brutal character: overthrowing the opponent’s will through direct destruction and killing (or planning and threatening thereof as part of de-terrence in peacetime). Without such tactical equipping, training, and deploying, any latent sovereign threats of a deterrent nature—made to protect a notional balance of power and balance of interests—lack credibility because they rest upon vague and diffuse, unclear means. One must be specific at the tactical level of combat—in other words, to be capable and credible at a strategic level with the military instrument.2 Yet, in a larger mixed environment of competing and over-lapping interests as exists today, one does not typically harbor zero-sum intent, motivations, and objectives at a strategic or grand-strategic level. Indeed, tactical-level, completely coercive threats are meant to buttress, paradoxically, highly stable and usually cooperative, mutual-sum relations in commerce, culture, and technol-ogy sharing, even if “relative advantage” still plays a role in defining an interna-tional pecking order.

				In short, four factors intersect or interlink to create a geostrategic role for maritime powers that are buffered entirely by ocean or by some combination of ocean and land from the societies, economies, and military combined armed forces of large continental powers:

				The realities of continued sociopolitical (geopolitical) fragmentation at the level of domestic national identities that argues against traditional alliance behaviors by middle and small powers, even as great powers seek friends to shore up their position and deny spheres of influence to the other; 

				The fact that great powers (and smaller powers) are rarely truly “ene-mies” anymore but rather a complex combination of cooperative mutual benefit and zero-sum competitive distrust, the former based on dense transnational network ties and the latter on competing cultural identi-ties or political ideologies;
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				The fact that unique national identities still create a continued need for credible and capable military power projection (i.e., deterrent threats); and yet

				The increasing distance between grand-strategic cooperative goals in the global economy and the harsh realities of promised tactical military destruc-tion that underlies credible deterrence, a “gap” created by unprecedented cooperation in nonmilitary areas alongside the high “collateral costs” of any conflict in a globalized setting of socioeconomic interlinkages.

				All such factors combine to create a very specific “geopolitical profile” for buffered maritime powers (both small and middle powers), which the special attributes of airpower may especially increase or expand upon, if utilized wisely. Namely, such capacities allow small and middle maritime nations who are not physically abut-ting a great power to pursue policies of opportunistic, fluid, and highly symbolic “limited alignments” to signal implicit approval or disapproval of a larger power’s actions across the instruments of power.3 In doing this balancing act—a balance of interests as much as power per se—maritime powers can gain a reputation as a responsible global actor in providing “global public goods,” thereby raising their status and reputation in global forums while also providing an indirect represen-tation of policy stances in one direction or another—whether in peacekeeping, disaster relief, curbing illicit trafficking, latent conventional deterrence, or envi-ronmental monitoring and mitigation. 

				This reality increasingly seems unique to the twenty-first-century globalized system—a qualitative difference in global and regional geopolitics genuinely not seen in this exact form in earlier “systems” of great, middle, and small power inter-actions. We still live in a world where nations jealously guard their core ethno-political identities with weapons, even as they cannot imagine using those weapons to profitable purpose in all-out war in a globalized socioeconomic environment, despite the continuing need for sovereign deterrence of predation from rival ethnic cultures. We also live in a world where paradoxically, to protect, grow, and strengthen one’s internal political stability, wealth, and ultimately unique civic nationalist identity—that is, to increase one’s “sovereign autonomy”—one must simultane-ously allow extremely interventionist, anti-sovereign transnational ties in the areas of commerce, manufacturing, direct investment, and technology sharing.

				This yin-yang tension between striving to balance and deter while avoiding—at all costs—upsetting the globalized applecart creates a rather large gap between the logic of cosmopolitan socioeconomic ties, on one hand, and the credible threat of tactical combat capabilities and concrete battle planning, on the other hand. Moreover, it is precisely the gray-area, behavioral balancing act of buffered mari-
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				time powers that will increasingly aid regional and global stability by filling this gap between strategy and tactics and nonmilitary and military instruments, prac-tically and symbolically. Asian maritime powers seem especially adept at accept-ing such complexities, organically blending mutual-sum concerns about main-taining domestic social order and economic development with harder-edged interstate and transnational security issues. In addition, they do so in ways that do not slav-ishly follow a highly legalized, multilateral “sphere” of interactions that looks the same across spans of time, unaffected by Realpolitik bilateral interests and deals.4

				For instance, in this regard, we judge it highly unlikely that Sri Lanka’s patterns of strategic relationships across the instruments of national power will dramati-cally differ from other small and middle maritime powers in South or Southeast Asia, which in turn do not differ in geopolitical behaviors as much as might be thought in comparison with Taiwan and South Korea further north. As broadly with the highly fragmented ethnic makeup of Malaysia and Indonesia, Sri Lanka is indeed still very much consolidating a new “civic” national identity beyond ran-corous ethnoreligious divisions that defined a decades-long insurgency/counter-insurgency. This developmental task—involving not just economics but tough identity schisms and different rates of poverty—includes evolving tensions with the United Nations over Colombo’s halting institutionalization and implementa-tion of a required “transitional justice” framework for reintegrating minorities, while also reforming police and paramilitary forces to better reflect a neutral rule of law, due process, and respect for individual rights.5 As it happens, these issues are entirely familiar to most Southeast Asian states—and even to some degree a South Korean populace still riven by left-right ideological schisms and human rights “skeletons in the closet” from the authoritarian Cold War years. These do-mestic patterns are not sui generis but are defining features of most small and middle powers in the Indo-Pacific arc. This means that powers from Sri Lanka all the way to South Korea may leverage and benefit from a unique role for middle powers and small island nations alike in symbolically undertaking limited align-ments, politically and technologically, to aid contending stronger powers in creat-ing a diffuse, hard-to-measure “balance of power and interests” that upholds the global and regional commons overall. Buffered maritime nations can do this using “soft-power balancing” (economics) and/or military instruments in dual-use pur-poses that simultaneously “signal” a latent ability to support another great power’s deterrent threats while more explicitly and publicly providing common security goods on nontraditional issues in the global and regional commons.
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				The Special Role for Air and Space Power in Leveraging the Strategic Potential of Buffered Maritime Powers

				First, it is important to define what we mean by buffered, in part by giving an instance of its negative absence: The Chinese 1979 invasion of Vietnam. Our recommendations emphasize nations that have the geopolitical quality of “near distance.” This allows a small or middle power to leverage regional efficiencies, while maintaining some choice in free market network interactions at interstate and especially transnational (social) levels—at the same time enjoying latent geo-graphic protection, whether by water alone or some combination of both land and water, from the nascent threats of a great power’s armed forces. We judge that the absence of direct, dense, inter-societal economic and human networks across adjoin-ing borders, alongside the absence of the easy ability of land power (infantry, tanks, artillery) to invade, creates a de facto “safe space” that allows such maritime pow-ers to have relative freedom of choice at strategic-elite levels of decision making. This is due to a much greater degree of societal autonomy in growing their own independent identity and because of a lack of an ever-present shadow or threat of invasion. 

				Witness, for instance, the strong latent threat of invasion still pressing upon the minds of Vietnamese political and military elites due to China’s costly, highly attritional, yet ultimately successful effort in 1979 to “teach Vietnam a lesson.” The largely punitive strike into the heart of Vietnam’s northern areas, including taking of several urban areas and latent threatening of the political capital—was enabled by the ease of traversing tens of thousands of combined-arms troops, tanks, artillery, and supporting logistics, across connected land.6 In contrast to such examples, landing ferries can be sunk or repulsed far more easily than a sud-den landed assault can be stopped—a fact again born by Russia’s eventual conven-tional operations in Eastern Ukraine recently. Indeed, consider India’s armored blitz into East Pakistan in 1971 and creation of the state of Bangladesh, followed since by several tense politico-military crises involving at times up to 500,000 troops apiece in combined armored formations, staring at each other across po-rous borders ripe for tank and air force assaults.7 Consider also North Korea’s surprise blitz in 1950 that pushed US and South Korean combined forces almost into the sea at the southern tip of the peninsula; and of course Saddam Hussein’s rapid takeover of Kuwait City in 1990. To live in joined proximity to an army with thousands of artillery, infantry units, special forces battalions, tanks, and support-ing short-range aircraft is to live in a virtual shadow of latent threat.8

				This is something that large stretches of land and water help with greatly, even in the case of airpower, which against distant targets and with no landed occupa-
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				tion underneath must play a sole and unaided role with more committed long-range aircraft with only temporary and fleeting “presence” in the skies (that is, ubiquity of flight sorties, but without true “persistence”).9 This is a lesson the Germans rue-fully learned in trying to nullify the United Kingdom’s defenses with bomber and fighter sorties alone in the Battle of Britain.

				In regard to the geopolitical position of buffered maritime powers, airpower’s range, speed, overhead observation, capacity for surprise, mobility in the form of both flexible dispersal and flexible concentration, and ability to be networked with land and air10 are, therefore, far more helpful in an island nation’s attempts to provide partial local balances of power and to take part in regional and global public goods provision than it is helpful to a landed great power to invade or threaten. The former is a positive contribution with virtually little political friction to get in the way, and no hard military opposition. The latter experiences gigantic political frictions (turning other maritime nations against the would-be invader) and severe military frictions for the great power because of the high likelihood of bloody, attritional homeland defense efforts by all branches of a defending mari-time power’s military and society (the latter being important in our “age of na-tionalism,” involving strong ethno-nationalist connections to “homeland terri-tory”). If a nation is buffered in the way defined here, this makes for a relative lack of threat that can then be combined with positive airpower contributions to “in-ternational civil society,” in turn giving buffered maritime nations outsized geopo-litical weight with comparatively little cost in terms of their own core societies’ physical security—and indeed with increases in prosperity.

				In leveraging this geopolitical position, airpower has arguably more relevance than any other military arm, given its efficiency compared to trying to field a siz-able navy. First, airpower can offer much greater speed than sea or land domains, regardless of aircraft used. Moreover, depending on construction of makeshift or permanent airstrips in remote areas of islands or continental land, air assets can “touch down” in extremely hard-to-access areas denied to sea instruments that require ports or land transport that requires passable roads. Both of the latter are often notably beyond the reach of poorer nations or gigantic archipelagic nations such as Indonesia, where distant roads, constantly maintained in adverse jungle climates, may not be practicable for normal day-to-day affairs. Witness, for in-stance, the incredible dependence of Sri Lanka even in its own domestic sphere of society and economy on helicopters and aircraft to traverse complex, rough terrain of water, mountains, jungles, and fields, given still a relative lack of well-main-tained and safe roadways in some areas beyond Colombo. This makes airpower especially useful for emergency response to man-made or natural disasters. Sec-ond, airpower is “flexible” in mass or concentration in terms of disparate forces 
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				being able to unite at a desired time and place in a final “mass point” of desired size and lethality (if in military operations). That is, air travel is not tied utterly to the famous “lines of communication” that dominate land features and even, due to its utter vastness and the comparative slowness of ocean vessels, the world’s oceans and bays. While sea power theorists such as Alfred Thayer Mahan and Julian Cor-bett have made much of 100-percent flexibility in directional water travel,11 in fact, commercial traffic is limited by cost and timeliness to certain well-known routes—and even military travel is hardly instant, therefore, again calling for picking a subset of seemingly infinite possibilities of ingress and egress. This is where the first factor, “speed,” comes in, combining with flexible traversement, to allow either hu-manitarian or military force concentration in time and place. Third, important given that large distances are often involved, air engines have only become increas-ingly more efficient, with today’s commercial Boeing 737s and 787s replacing gi-gantic 747s and even, seemingly, the new gigantic super Airbus, due to the former’s ability now to save up to one-third over old rates on fuel usage along with higher speed in delivering passengers.12 Of course, long-range distance, tied to speed, tied to flexible traversement, all speak to delivering of lethal military effects—or, ben-eficial ISR—in a timely basis. In addition, this brings up another core characteris-tic: superior overhead observation of large swaths of the Earth from what Colin Gray has called “the overhead flank,” in which the greater the height, the more observed. 13 Because of all of these innate qualities of airpower, dual-use air forces particularly offer opportunities in increasing three-dimensional awareness of the ocean, air, land, and space, or combined maritime environment, in ways that could contribute to deterrent and denial operations over key lines of communication.

				Photo courtesy of the Sri Lankan Air Force 

				Figure 1. The Sri Lankan Air Force operates a commercial arm, Helitours. The opera-tion uses rotary and fixed-wing aircraft not required for military use. It is currently the second-largest airline in Sri Lanka. 
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				The Role of a Holistic Air Strategy: Pursuing Dual-Purpose AED

				Generally speaking, because of all of the above characteristics, AED serves to develop a nation’s globalized economic and commercial capacities and contribute to civilian peaceful operations. For instance, in regard to the domestic side,

				Air Forces can be used for national development. AF engineers can build aviation hubs connecting a local economy to a global economy . . . [and in doing so], increase its global network of “well-wishers,” that is, stake-holders of distant powers. AF pilots can feed local civil aviation market—providing highly qualified, professional, and safety-conscious pilots. Air Forces can extend state reach into under-governed areas, providing medicine, government services, and incident awareness. Aircraft opera-tions begin a virtuous cycle of increased technical competence, seeding the economy for other things. . . . Modern airports enable a nation faced with a disaster to rapidly receive foreign assistance when overwhelmed.14

				These domestic benefits, in turn, segue into the international arena, because “aircraft purchases and joint training are multiyear commitments that enable per-sistent relationships and enlarge the number of stakeholders and well-wishers.”15 And on the international side, already it is clear that the preferred “indirect” form of military balancing lies not primarily in threats, combat, and hard coercion but rather in the form of peaceful, nondestructive “military engagements” at a tactical level that serve operational campaign objectives relating to governance and man-agement of the global maritime commons. Specifically, management of illicit glo-balization and its assorted ills, or “nontraditional threats,” alongside smooth and trusted functioning of lines of communication, weather prediction, and disaster mitigation, will be the arena in which great powers “court” smaller powers and cooperate with geopolitically neutral states to “project power” toward nonviolent goals. This will not be primarily accomplished via hard and fast military alliances grounded in block-based deterrent threats but rather employment of dual-use (military-civilian) instruments, including especially the military mission of ISR to create a common operating picture. This is particularly needed for clamping down on the malicious sides of globalization such as illicit trafficking in humans, weap-ons, and drugs, alongside (hopefully, eventually) greater efforts to manage and prevent further massive degradation of the biosphere due to a burgeoning black market industry in overfishing, illicit forest cutting and burning, illegal poaching, and illicit industrial and private pollution of waterways and oceans.16

				Schriever Scholar team member and Air Command and Staff College instruc-tor Lt Col Pete Garretson has argued, that air forces can internationally
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				Convey the status of a modern technological nation, [in which] the ability to sortie or provide forces externally establishes a nation as a potential coalition member while promoting it to middle-power status;

				Pursue armament not to contest a larger power directly, but to force that larger power to acknowledge that the smaller power could (on their own or in concert with others) create a problem, and therefore must be molli-fied with additional foreign aid of various kinds;

				Enable a small state to offer assistance in periods of disaster in their broader neighborhood, creating long-term good will, increasing the likeli-hood that they will be perceived as a “responsible actor” and a “capable actor,” leading to being invited to other rulemaking tables on global finan-cial, trade, and new technological issues;

				Constitute highly agile, highly visible tools to signal alignment or non-alignment with major powers or coalitions (i.e., “Which team am I with” / “who am I standing beside”—or, giving the cold shoulder)—allowing a small power to communicate its pleasure or displeasure with another’s international behavior;

				Participate in joint exercises, deployments, and peacekeeping operations in ways that signal a small state’s reliability, while conversely allowing them to confer or deny legitimacy to the organizer of those activities.17

				In this regard, Sri Lanka’s global peacekeeping and regional operations, such as frequent transport of peacekeeping contingents, disaster assistance, and technical parts to Nepal, Mali, South Sudan, Chad, and the Central African Republic, have already created an emerging “international effect.” Such operations in general “in-crease visibility and thus status . . . signaling a willingness and competency to be part of global enforcement of norms—something that is widely observed and says a lot about national competency and desirability as a partner or potential oppo-nent” in the great-power deterrent equation.18

				However, why should great powers care, given their superior power projection in cooperative and competitive spheres of economic and military activities? Mort Rolleston and Pete Garretson have summarized this from the opposite angle of a reigning great power’s dilemma, namely, finite resources and a confusing patch-work of sovereign air-space boundaries. This dilemma challenges global commit-ments: “The United States cannot effectively respond to every crisis in the world and needs the help of capable PNs [partner nations] that can contribute aviation 
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				resources (such as airlift) to provide rapid assistance. . . . Further], neither the United States nor the international community can rapidly respond to crises if they fail to build and maintain overflight rights for the necessary route structures.”19 Thus again, domestic AED efforts can segue organically into aid for international efforts to sustain the prosperity and rule of law in the global commons—as well as diplomatic bargaining for crisis contingency planning such as air route require-ments.

				The Rising Importance of Globalized Command and Control and Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance

				The core of all potential civilian, economic, and military missions—cooperative or competitive with other states—will innately involve information acquisition, processing, delivery, interpretation, and exploitation. In addition, our prescrip-tions in this regard are as much aerospace as air strategy, precisely because the fu-ture is one of linking air assets with LEO satellite imaging and communications net-works now on the cusp of rapid commercial proliferation.

				Recall what Colin Gray had to say about airpower’s unique capabilities of ob-servation from “the overhead flank.”20 While Sri Lanka has already gone signifi-cantly down the road of providing large airlift services for UN peace and other emergency operations, we recommend that a core part of Sri Lanka’s and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) island states’ air strategies be nationally and cooperatively devoted to the matching of ISR and C2 software and hardware to airframes. Such capabilities to see, track, fix, and identify actors and platforms of licit and illicit natures, including commercial and military activities, could support sustainment of the global commons via enforcement of ocean law and curbing of illicit trafficking of all kinds. At the same time, these capabilities could lend far more efficiency to combined regional and sub-regional efforts to mitigate disaster damage—something that is already on the rapid uptick, due unfor-tunately to the quickly unreeling effects of climate change.21 Finally, if needed, ISR alone and in flexible multinational combinations could enable flexible deter-rence, whether that deterrence helps the nation itself, the interests of a coalition of small- and middle-power regional states, or the larger global deterrence efforts of an extraregional, supportive major power as needed.

				In this regard, the growth of a LEO “revolution” in dual-use satellites is on the cusp of exponential expansion, given SpaceX’s demonstrated abilities to lower the most expensive component of satellites—the launching away from Earth’s gravity—via reuse of launchers and engines. Such efforts are complemented by smaller-scale efforts at quick, repeated launches by companies such as Rocket 
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				Lab, Virgin Orbit, Athena (a Lockheed Martin spinoff), and Orbital ATK. There are also corresponding, complementary plans by multiple-launch companies to house multiple microsatellites in ever-larger nose cones on larger launchers, alongside continued downsizing in electronics and software that allow smaller satellite size (with less weight) with greater data throughput, with growing 3D printing usage to further drive costs down in this area.22 These globalized space and information technology trend lines are important because of the numbers of small satellites needed to escape the great powers’ traditional monopolization of space-based ISR and C2. Numbers are extremely important in LEO, which is far cheaper for placement of satellites than very distant geosynchronous orbit (thus, more commercially realistic). Whereas a GEOSAT can observe up to one-third of the Earth’s surface due to distance and breadth of vision, LEOSATs speed at thousands of miles per hour across different orbits against the natural rotation of the Earth, giving very low relative pass-over time to a given spot of terrain on Earth. Thus, greater numbers are needed to correct for this deficiency to provide 24/7 reliable coverage, and not just numbers, but engineering of hardware and software to “interlink” either in space or with ground terminals and back to space, to offer a “GEO-like” ISR function on a truly flexible basis.23

				All of this matters for buffered maritime small and middle powers because such globally interdependent orbits and capabilities are far safer from malicious of-fensive threats, as satellites that are “stationary” in space relative to a fixed point of the Earth in GEO orbits are now nascently being targeted by the great powers, against each other. This evolving coercive factor is abetted by the oft purely military aspects of such GEO imaging and communication satellites, untied to the global com-mons, something that increases the likelihood of their selective destruction with low collateral costs to the power using offensive means.24

				With enough dual-use LEO satellites in the right orbits, space ISR and C2 provides far more reliable “presence” and “persistence” compared to the “brevity of presence,” as put by Colin Gray, which dogs aerial attempts at “control of the air”—which again loops back to high expense if one wants to use continual sorties to create an artificial “virtual persistence” in the air domain.25 Finally, weather does not burden the orbital paths of satellites (although space debris does). Over-all, space assets offer instantaneous acquisition of radio and light signals (imaging in infrared or electro-optical or multispectral radio-wave interception); improved onboard processing of such signals with advanced software; and increasingly flex-ible crosshatching of communications to either other linked satellites and/or to ground platforms, the latter of which then can again beam signals back to another passing satellite, and so on.
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				Therefore, one key recommendation is for all Asian middle and small powers, and particularly island powers of all sizes, to pursue assiduously win-win, mutual-sum contacts with each other’s government ministries. Similar arrangements should be fostered with new globalized start-ups, industry conglomerates, and the evolving launch, telecom, and imaging consortiums in the business world (and sympathetic government agencies in these companies’ home countries, such as the US Department of Commerce).26 Such studious linkages would maximize syner-gies early on via “baking in” common hardware and software of commercial com-panies and military air establishments.

				Creating “Air Diplomacy” in Relationships across Maritime Sub-regions in Asia

				We in particular argue for buffered maritime powers to synergize technological acquisitions and procurements toward the goal of a common ISR operating pic-ture that involves not only “maritime domain awareness” but rather true multi-domain awareness based upon aerospace assets. At the very least, such countries should coordinate and synergize doctrine, tactics, procedures, and operational exercises for combating nontraditional threats and sustaining the global commons via a common information network or “infosphere.” The goal would be to create latent foundational conditions through studious AED programs that would allow for beneficial “coalitions of the willing and able” in ISR and C2 operational mis-sions in the air domain when disasters and interstate conflicts alike arise, via shared technical interoperability alongside shared tactics and procedures.

				Southeast Asian states in particular will resist such intensive operational coop-eration. However, there are promising signs that Singapore, Thailand, Malaysia, and the Philippines are leading sub-regional efforts to start thinking along the lines of something the US Navy has been pushing off and on, increasingly in multilateral naval symposia: the idea of maritime powers to actually cooperate, at an operational military level with dual-use assets, to create a “common operating picture” (ISR footprint) in support of the maritime cooperative order, via achieving cooperatively “maritime-domain awareness.”27 Currently, such symposia, work-shops, and exercises have largely supported gaming exercises that utilize princi-pally Singapore as a politico-military hub via the latter’s Information Fusion Center, using in turn a US-aided common communication network, the Com-bined Enterprise Regional Information Exchange System (CENTRIXS), as well separate maritime operations centers (MOC) in Brunei, the Philippines, and Thailand.28 In our view, maritime small and middle powers could particularly uti-lize airpower to do this “on the cheap” via leveraging commercial off-the-shelf 
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				technologies wherever possible. As argued in a recent thesis by two US Naval Postgraduate School student officers entitled “A Concept of Operations for an Unclassified Common Operational Picture in Support of Maritime Domain Awareness”:

				The maritime domain is an area of significant strategic concern to the United States and its allies. When the need arises, U.S. forces are able to detect and monitor vessels of interest (VOIs) in support of maritime in-terests throughout the world. However, current maritime domain aware-ness (MDA) processes lack the ability to provide actionable information in a timely and usable manner. Advances in intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) technology—particularly unclassified data sources, analytical processes and tools—available in the commercial sector could be leveraged to make MDA data more accessible and productive.29

				All of this said, I am not, as a Western author, calling for a copying of US–Western “allied” practices of a value-based character; this would be extremely contrary to the systemic and regional realities outlined in this article. Rather, “slight outsiders” such as Sri Lanka—a similarly buffered maritime state external to Southeast Asia—should stubbornly pursue, even if diplomatically difficult, dual-use, civilian-military aerial cooperation with the air forces of “core” ASEAN states, particularly technology leader Singapore, in providing a common, coordinated, and technically interoperable ISR and C2 mapping of the maritime terrain from Oman to the Philippines, notably separate from any great power. The point would be to avoid de facto technological and geopolitical dominance of crucial energy and sea-lanes by either India, China, or, yes, the United States—even with India, for instance, owning the Andaman and Nicobar Islands near the mouth of the Ma-lacca Straits.

				Of course, because of the latter political-geographic reality just outside the Malacca Straits’ western entrance, this would likely therefore require similar coor-dination, doctrinally and technically, with a rising India. However, such coopera-tion would not represent a “sphere” for India, which has its own pretensions to a morally exceptional great-power role,30 including increasing geostrategic frictions with Beijing.31 In this regard, cooperation with Australia, which has excellent re-lations with Beijing, has less “irons in the fire” in this sensitive maritime area, and avoids a nationalistic version of great-power status,32 might be smart from both a symbolic and technological perspective. Such “information operations and mis-sions,” whether in training and equipping, doctrine, technological procurement and common capabilities, and even eventually common exercises, could increase the multilateral power of highly similar maritime nations outside the rarified, 
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				highly issue-prescribed boundaries of ASEAN forums. That is, such efforts would hopefully go beyond the Southeast Asian straitjacket of either strict bilateralism or diffuse, lowest-common-denominator, military-constrained multilateral coop-eration. As such, it would be of incredible value both to sustainment of the com-mons and in leveraging the geostrategic power of buffered maritime nations.

				Conclusion

				In sum, countries such as Sri Lanka, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, and so forth should reach out to each other across geopolitical sub-regions in Asia, par-ticularly if they share geopolitical distance from the larger societies and combined-forces militaries (including short-range air forces) of any one great-power pole. By reaching out, I mean purposeful synergizing of technological acquisitions and pro-curements toward the goal of a common ISR operating picture that involves not only maritime-domain awareness but rather true multi-domain awareness based upon aerospace assets. Such buffered maritime powers should slowly, progressively synergize doctrine, tactics, procedures, and operational exercises for combating nontraditional threats via a common information network or infosphere. The goal would be to create latent foundational conditions through studious AED programs that would allow for beneficial coalitions of the willing and able in ISR and C2 operational missions in the air domain when disasters and interstate conflicts alike arise, via shared technical interoperability alongside shared tactics and procedures. The more that such nations can collaborate on hardware, software, and air-platform capabilities in covering areas regardless of great-power capacities, the more they can sustain the cooperative aspects of globalization while being flexible pivot pow-ers in contributing to a multipolar balance of interests. 
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				Kashmir Imbroglio

				Geostrategic and Religious Imperatives

				Dalbir AhlawatSatish Malik

				The Indian Independence Act partitioned India into two independent states: India and Pakistan. In conjunction with this legislation, the existing 564 princely states had the option to join either of the states based on religion and geographical contiguity. Most of these states readily joined one of the two new countries. However, Jammu and Kashmir (J&K, commonly referred to simply as Kashmir), was a peculiar case where Maharaja Hari Singh, a Hindu ruler, governed over a majority Muslim population (77 percent Muslim and 20 percent Hindu), while sharing geographical contiguity with both India and Pakistan.1 The ruler wished to retain J&K as an independent state, though it was not an available option under the Indian Independence Act. 

				In this imbroglio, Pakistan considered that the ruler would ultimately decide to merge with it due to the contiguous geographical boundary, the majority of the population being Muslim, and the signing of a “standstill” agreement that ensured free and uninterrupted trade, travel, and communication. India granted a year’s time to make a decision, considering that Kashmir’s Hindus, Sikhs, Buddhists, and even Muslims who adhered to a centuries-old form of pluralistic, secular nationalism, Kashmiriyat, were keen to join India, hoping that Hari Singh wanted to buy time to convince some sections of the Muslim population to join India.2

				Kashmiriyat

				It is a well-established fact that in the ancient times Kashmir was a prominent Hindu kingdom. Buddhism was introduced in Kashmir in third century BCE. Both religions flourished side by side in the region until the introduction of Islam in the twelfth century CE. Kashmir accepted Islam, not as “a negation but as a culmination of a proud spiritual heritage.”3 Thus, Kashmir became a mosaic of three religious faiths: Hinduism, Buddhism, and Islam. The transition was peace-ful, accomplished through preaching and not through compulsion.4 In sum, di-verse communities of Gujjars, Bakkarwals, Hindu Pandits, Dogras, Ladakhi Bud-dhists, Sikhs, and Sufi Muslims constituted a composite culture, one that was “more ethnic than religious.”5 According to G. M. D. Sufi, “the cult of Buddha, the teachings of Vedanta, the mysticism of Islam have one after another found a 
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				congenial home in Kashmir.”6 Finally, it culminated in the development of a unique identity known as Kashmiriyat, meaning “a harmonious relationship cut-ting across religious and sectarian divisions or pluralistic tradition . . . Kashmiriyat is . . . an institution with societal, political, economic and cultural currents and undercurrents.”7 Although the majority of the population were Muslims, they and their fellow Kashmiris followed a very “syncretic culture and mixed religious practices.”8 

				Figure 1. The disputed area of Kashmir. (Courtesy of Central Intelligence Agency, 2002.)

				Pakistan’s Policy toward Kashmir

				Pakistan’s claim over J&K emanates from the two-nation theory, which posits that the Partition was intended to create India for Hindus and Pakistan for Mus-lims. This claim draws its rationale based on Kashmir being a Muslim majority 
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				state. However, while considering the matter from the religious perspective, one can observe that Pakistan is a Deobandi/Salafi-dominated Islamic republic, whereas Kashmir is a Sufi-dominated Muslim state. Sufism does not follow the strict orthodoxy of other strains of Islam; rather, it is a syncretic version that ac-cepts all religious faiths and respects their practices. This indicates that from the very outset, Islamabad realized that despite Kashmir being a Muslim-majority state, Sufi Islam drastically varied from the Deobandi and Salafi forms of Islam prevalent in Pakistan.9 Thus, J&K had better prospects to prosper in a multicul-tural, multiethnic, and secular India than in a sectarian, sharia-oriented Pakistan.10

				Aside from the signing of the standstill agreement with Hari Singh in August 1947, Pakistan grew impatient and, in violation of the agreement, orchestrated a tribal invasion on 22 October 1947 to perpetrate militancy in J&K and acquire it by force.11 However, the major objective of the invaders, once on ground, appeared not liberation but committing mass atrocities like plunder and rape; these actions not only “provoked anger amongst the Kashmiris” but also exposed Pakistan’s true intensions.12 Facing tribal invasion from Pakistan, and with his army unable to control the pandemonium, to safeguard his kingdom the maharaja approached India for military support, but India’s Governor-General Lord Louis Mountbat-ten put a condition of “Accession first and troops later.”13 Realizing the invaders were about to capture the airport, Hari Singh signed an Instrument of Accession with India on 26 October 1947 under the auspices of the India Independence Act 1947.14 The accession was total and unconditional. Although, the accession took place because of Pakistan’s aggressive measures, Pakistan claimed that Hari Singh signed the agreement under duress as he had fled the valley, further asserting he was thus unauthorized to do so.15 No doubt, Hari Singh left the valley, but he remained very much within his kingdom.

				After accession, India rushed its forces by air and contained the situation at the nick of time. India declared a unilateral ceasefire and took the grievance of the Pakistani invasion before the UN Security Council (UNSC). In its resolution, the UNSC recommended a plebiscite.16 As a precondition for the plebiscite, Pakistan was required to withdraw all its forces from Kashmir. However, Pakistan’s foreign minister, Zafarullah Khan, unequivocally denied that Pakistan had any forces in Kashmir. This notwithstanding, Document I Para 3 of the UN Commission’s First Interim Report (S/100) concluded that Pakistan was unofficially involved in aiding the raiders.17 When the UN Commission arrived in Pakistan in July 1948, Khan contradicted his own statement by affirming, “Pakistan had five brigades in Jammu and Kashmir.”18 Pakistan knew well in advance that the plebiscite would not be in its favor, as Sheikh Mohammed Abdullah, a Muslim leader and advo-cate of Kashmiri independence, enjoyed wide popularity in J&K; so, Islamabad 
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				refused to withdraw its forces from Kashmir. This quashed any hope for a plebi-scite, in contravention to the UNSC’s resolutions.19

				In an effort to advance a Kashmiri solution to the problem, the Muslim Con-ference, headed by Sheikh Abdullah, attempting to reflect the ground realities in J&K, had already changed its name to National Conference (NC) in 1939. This shifted the organization’s focus from Muslims only to all the people of J&K and transformed it into an icon of Kashmiri identity. When the choice of joining ei-ther of the dominions came, the NC preferred India, holding that doing so was more congruent with the precepts of Kashmiriyat.20 The NC’s popularity was evi-dent when it won all 75 seats in the constituent assembly elections in 1951, in a sense a de facto plebiscite in favor of India.21

				Pakistan, unable to acquire J&K through legitimate means or by force on its own, got a boost when China invaded India in 1962. Taking advantage of India’s vulnerability, Pakistan regionalized the J&K issue by illegally ceding “5180 sq km of Indian territory in Pakistan-occupied Kashmir to China” in 1963.22 Thus, Pakistan successfully made China a de facto stakeholder in the already vexed issue of J&K. More importantly, in real terms, ceding territory to China violated the UN resolutions of April 1948 and January 1949 that supported a status quo until implementation of the UN resolutions.

				Furthermore, a holy relic (a hair from the beard of Prophet Mohammed) went missing from Hazratbal, a Muslim shrine in J&K in 1963.23 In response, a protest erupted and created a serious law-and-order situation in J&K. Although the hair was found, the Pakistani military hyped the protests as “the defiant struggle of Kashmir’s four million Moslems to be free.”24 Islamabad considered this an op-portune time to incite anti-India sentiments mainly on religious grounds. In this regard, Minister of Foreign Affairs Zulfikar Ali Bhutto pushed Pakistan’s military dictator, Ayub Khan, “to provoke a conflict with India in order to seize Kashmir.”25

				To provoke conflict, Pakistan’s military launched Operation Grand Slam in 1965, sending militants to cut off India’s access to the Kashmir Valley.26 Ironically, the militants received little support from residents of the Valley, who remembered the rapes and atrocities committed by the Pakistani invaders in 1948. In response, India launched Operation Ablaze.27 Considering the volatility, Pakistan accepted a Soviet-mediated cease-fire in September 1965.28 Pakistan’s depiction of itself as the protectorate of the Kashmiri Muslims, after defeat in the war, lost the nation substantial credibility among the Kashmiris, who saw beyond the rhetoric. This war also had severe impact on the domestic politics of Pakistan; Commander-in-Chief of the Pakistan Army Yahya Khan removed Ayub Khan from office, in part due to Pakistan’s defeat in the war.
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				To overcome its embarrassment, low morale, and poor image in the eyes of the Kashmiris, Pakistan waged another war in 1971 under the leadership of Yahya Khan, now president of Pakistan. Again meeting with defeat, this time Pakistan not only failed to achieve its aspirations in Kashmir but also lost East Pakistan, which emerged from the conflict as the independent nation of Bangladesh. India had intervened on behalf of the Bangladeshi separatists, forcing Islamabad to surrender its 93,000 soldiers as prisoners of war.29 The war’s outcome forced Yahya Khan to relinquish power unceremoniously. Considering the immediacy of the release of the prisoners, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, the new president of Pakistan at the time, signed the Shimla Agreement in 1971, committing India and Pakistan to resolve all outstanding issues bilaterally, thus rendering UN or any other third party’s role redundant.30 The liberation of Bangladesh affirmed to the Kashmiris that even liberal Muslims did not wish to be part of Pakistan and demonstrated that Pakistan was incapable of maintaining its own sovereignty and integrity. Ac-cordingly, Kashmiris lost faith in Pakistan and compromised to seek autonomy within India.

				Taking cognizance of India’s military power and trying to recuperate from the 1971 defeat, Muhammad Zia-ul-Haq, another martial law administrator deposed Bhutto in 1978. Seeking to turn adversity to his advantage, Zia joined the United States and its allies in countermeasures toward the Soviet intervention in Af-ghanistan. Among other measures, Zia fostered various mujahidin groups, some of which were the precursors to the Taliban, with support from the United States—which hoped to use these religious fanatics as proxies to fight the Soviets in Afghanistan. Zia also Islamized Pakistan, seeking to gain legitimacy at home—exponentially increasing the number of state-recognized madrassas (Islamic seminaries) and unofficial religious schools. Thus, from 1978 to 1988, while fight-ing against the Soviets in Afghanistan, Pakistan placed J&K’s cause on the back burner. This change in focus was a welcome respite for the Kashmiris.

				However, this peaceful lull was short-lived. Witnessing upheaval in J&K in the aftermath of 1987 state elections, which were conceivably rigged, public opinion shifted in favor of the Jammu Kashmir Liberation Front (JKLF), and Pakistan found it opportune to initiate a proxy war, calling for Islamic jihad to “liberate” J&K. Islamabad offered its support to the JKLF, encouraging the group to seek secession from India and merge with Pakistan. However, the JKLF’s agenda for the liberation of Kashmir from India and did not envision union with Pakistan but rather independence, as such the organization clashed with the Pakistani agenda and disassociated itself from Islamabad in 1992. Nonplussed, Pakistan created the Hizbul Mujahideen (HM) terrorist organization to supplant the JKLF. HM recruited local Kashmiri cadres but was controlled from Islamabad by 

			

		

	
		
			
				64 Journal of Indo-Pacific Affairs Summer 2019

			

		

		
			
				Ahlawat and Malik

			

		

		
			
				Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI).31 Facing a lack of support for Islamic jihad and having weak command and control in J&K, Pakistan adopted a two-pronged policy. First, Islamabad sought to assassinate Kashmiri moderates, who worked as a firewall between the common people and the proxy war. Prominent among those targeted were Mirwaiz Maulvi Farooq, chairman of the All Jammu and Kashmir Awami Action Committee, and Mirwaiz Qazi Nisar Ahmed, a Kashmiri poet and scholar and a leader of the Muslim United Front.32 However, such assassinations backfired, as around 50,000 people gathered at the funeral of Ahmad and chanted “death to Hizbul Mujahideen,” “get the killers,” and “who-ever demands Pakistan will get a grave.”33 The second and far more successful prong of Islamabad’s efforts was to facilitate entry of Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) and Jaish-e-Mohammad (JeM) militants into J&K to perpetrate terroristic activities against the state.34 Finding cross-border movement difficult because of enhanced border security by India, limited local support for jihad, and inefficacy of its proxy war, the Pakistan Army formed the United Jihad Council in 1994.35

				Still failing to achieve the expected results and paying heavily through its blood and treasure, Pakistan’s military waged the Kargil War in 1999, employing non-state actors as well as its regular military personnel.36 However, India exposed Pakistan’s role through an intercepted communication between Pakistan’s presi-dent and his army chief, which resulted initially in denial, then acceptance, and finally unconditional withdrawal of Pakistan’s forces from Kargil. The entire epi-sode graphically presented Pakistan as a state sponsor of terrorism.37 Kargil also exposed Pakistan as a weak actor that could not be trusted as a protector of the rights of the people of J&K. Even the Pakistani establishment criticized this war, as illustrated by former ISI chief Asad Durrani (a retired lieutenant general of the Pakistan Army), who stated, “one and all blamed us for Kargil, which was anyway a foolish operation.”38

				In the post-9/11 period and Pres. George W. Bush’s ultimatum to the world, “Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists,”39 Pakistan’s president, Per-vez Musharraf, ditched the Afghan Taliban to ally with the United States. This change in policy toward the Taliban, which included providing land routes and air bases to attack coreligionists in Afghanistan, led to apprehensions among Islam-abad’s Kashmiri allies regarding Pakistan’s commitment to their cause. Addition-ally, the shifting situation in Afghanistan had a perceptible effect on the people of J&K; notably, they appreciated New Delhi’s efforts to provide USD 2 billion in aid to needy Afghanis.

				Having lost the Kargil War, facing Western pressure to do more to counter terrorism, and recognizing the embitterment of the Kashmiris, Musharraf found no alternative to offering an olive branch to India, shifting Islamabad’s focus from 
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				Kashmir alone to a host of other issues. In July 2001, he visited India to attend the Agra Summit, which aimed at resolving a number of long-standing issues be-tween the two countries, including commercial ties, release of prisoners of war, and the ubiquitous Kashmir issue. However, due to Musharraf’s unwillingness to denounce or forgo further support to cross-border terrorism, the parties were un-able to reach any agreement.40

				To alleviate the local angst among Pakistan’s proxies and to extract maximum leverage from Islamabad’s support for the US war in Afghanistan, Pakistan-based terrorists attacked the Indian parliament in December 2001. Islamabad denied any role in the attack, but Washington, realizing the gravity of the situation, re-sponded by placing the LeT and JeM—the two Pakistani groups responsible for the attack—on the US list of terrorist organizations. Embarrassed, Musharraf was forced to not only ban these organizations but also assure that “none of the groups would be permitted to start any kind of armed movement in the name of the Kashmir struggle from the Pakistani territory.”41 While such rhetoric was offered half-heartedly, this demonstrated that Pakistan had limited leverage and maneu-verability in the regional strategic framework, despite its newfound role as a key American ally in the Global War on Terrorism. If Islamabad continued to openly support terrorist organizations, Pakistan risked being declared a “terrorist state,” which would jeopardize that new relationship.

				Under immense pressure from New Delhi and Washington, Musharraf agreed to a peace process and signed a cease-fire along the Line of Control (LoC) in 2003. Furthermore, he proposed a four-point formula to resolve the Kashmir is-sue that included the initiation of a dialogue; acceptance of the Kashmir issue as central to the disputes between India and Pakistan; elimination of whatever is not acceptable to Pakistan, India, and the Kashmiris (a rather vague point to be sure); and arriving at a solution acceptable to all the three stakeholders.42 Furthermore, Musharraf assured India that “Pakistan would not permit any militant organiza-tion to operate from its territory.”43 Such overtures generated a degree of optimism regarding J&K and led to a resumption of dialogue in 2004. However, facing opposition at home, Musharraf backtracked and, rejecting his earlier proposal, suggested dividing Kashmir into seven regions: Azad Kashmir, Jammu, Kargil, Kashmir Valley, Ladakh, Poonch, and Northern Areas.44 Yet finding it unfeasible, he proposed another four-point formula in 2006 that included the gradual with-drawal of troops, local self-governance, no redrawing of boundaries, and mutual administration by India and Pakistan.45 Obviously, Musharraf lacked a consistent and coherent policy. This shifting stance reflected to the Kashmiris that Pakistan had its own strategic priorities rather than Kashmir’s best interests at heart.
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				After Musharraf’s resignation in 2008, the Pakistan People’s Party (PPP) gov-ernment, headed by Pres. Asif Ali Zardari, to the chagrin of many, openly stated “India has never been a threat to Pakistan” and castigated militant Islamic groups operating in J&K as “terrorists,” which contradicted previous narratives that ven-erated them as “freedom fighters.”46 Around the same time, India began a major upgrade of its anti-obstacle infiltration fence along its border with Pakistan, sup-porting the barrier with enhanced security measures and the introduction of ther-mal imaging to track the cross-border movement—making infiltration more dif-ficult.47 These developments did not bode well for the Pakistani military, who, with the help of nonstate actors, perpetrated the Mumbai attack in November 2008 that resulted in the death of 174 people. Indian security forces captured one perpetrator alive, Ajmal Kasab, and US agents arrested another terrorist who helped plan the attack, an American-born Pakistani named David Headley. Both terrorists named an ISI official as the mastermind of the planning and execution of this attack.48 To avert another armed conflict between the two countries, inter-national pressure was mounted on Islamabad to assuage India’s “9/11.” In re-sponse, the PPP government arrested seven senior Jamaat-ud-Dawa (JuD) lead-ers and banned the organization.49 Resultantly, Pakistan was again forced to place Kashmir on the back burner. For a few years thereafter, militancy fell to its lowest ebb in Kashmir, until the election of the Pakistan Muslim League government of Nawaz Sharif in 2013.

				Finding Sharif to be conciliatory and supporting peace with India, his adver-saries deposed him for openly admitting Pakistan’s role in the Mumbai attack, under the pretense of corruption charges brought before the Supreme Court of Pakistan.50 In the aftermath, the Pakistani military escalated hostility along the LoC and committed barbaric crimes like ambushing, mutilating, and killing of Indian soldiers. To illustrate the escalation, there were 62 cease-fire violations in 2011; that number jumped to 583 in 2014.51 In addition, the Pakistani military changed its tactic and directed the infiltrators to attack Indian military installa-tions, such as the Pathankot attack in January 2016, the Pampore attack in June 2016, and the Uri attack in September 2016. India, in witnessing excessive mili-tant activities, for the first time took punitive action through surgical strikes across the LoC on terrorist launch pads in September 2016.

				The current government in Pakistan, headed by Imran Khan, has adopted a more moderate approach on J&K, aiming to resolve the issue through dialogue.52 However, Pakistan’s tarnished image at the international level as a sponsor of ter-rorism and its unfavorable status on the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) grey list in June 2018 have placed Khan in a difficult position.53 Notwithstanding the positive signals by Khan to improve relations with India with the view that “if you 
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				take one step, we will take two steps,”54 the nonstate actors prevailed, as witnessed on 14 February 2019 when the deadliest terrorist attack in Kashmir was con-ducted on a paramilitary convoy, killing 44 security personnel. JeM claimed re-sponsibility for the attack, which the UNSC condemned. The latter organization has listed JeM as a terror entity since 2001. However, JeM chief Masood Azhar continues to receive military protection in Pakistan. As per an expert, Abdul Ha-meed Khan, “Support to the Kashmiri cause is only an excuse for Pakistan’s devil-ish designs. . . . That Kashmiris are being used as fodder to Pakistani strategic ambitions is not hidden from Kashmiris.”55

				Photo courtesy of Voice of America.

				Figure 2. Indian paramilitary soldiers stand by the wreckage of a bus after an explo-sion in Pampore, Indian-controlled Kashmir, 14 February 2019. 

				India’s Policy toward Kashmir

				In facing invasion from Pakistan, Hari Singh signed the Treaty of Accession, a legal document, with the consent of Governor-General Mountbatten. When the Indian forces on ground had an upper hand and possibly could have taken back the whole area from the occupation of the Pakistani forces, New Delhi made a misjudgment in first declaring a unilateral cease-fire and subsequently taking the matter to the UN for resolution. Failing resolution of the conflict, the cease-fire line became the LoC. The strategic region of Gilgit, the Haji Pir Pass, and Muzaf-farabad, a town adjacent to Uri along the Jhelum River, remained under Pakistani 
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				occupation, under Islamabad’s label of Azad Kashmir—comprising more than 5,100 square miles of Kashmiri territory. This resulted in India losing a border with Afghanistan and Pakistan gaining a contiguous geographical boundary with China. Despite the legal Instrument of Accession and Pakistan being deemed an aggressor state, India remained on the defensive and compromised on the cease-fire line. Even India remained muted in 1949, when it approached the UN to censure the Pakistani invasion of Kashmir, but the UN passed a resolution for a plebiscite to be held in the entire Kashmiri territory under both Pakistani and Indian control without considering the Instrument of Accession. This gave the impression to the people of J&K that India had limited control over the destiny of the state.

				After 1947, Sheikh Abdullah emerged as a towering Kashmiri leader, eventu-ally becoming the prime minister of J&K in March 1948. However, due to Abdul-lah’s softening stance toward Pakistan in order to gain maximum autonomy for J&K from India, Karan Singh, the Kashmiri head of state, dismissed him in Au-gust 1953. It appears this decision was made in haste, as India envisioned a repeat of the 1948 incursion by Pakistan, rather than giving due importance to the key concept of Kashmiriyat. 

				Undoubtedly, the Indian government initiated several measures to grant au-tonomy to J&K. Article 370 of the Indian Constitution (1949) awarded autono-mous status, and the subsequently Delhi Agreement of 1952 granted Indian citi-zenship to J&K residents. Further, to retain the existing demographics of the region, the president of India issued an October 1954 order through Article 35A of the constitution awarding special rights to the J&K residents and prohibiting other Indians from acquiring immovable property and settling permanently in Kashmir. The J&K Constituent Assembly adopted its Constitution on 26 January 1957, emphasizing the status of J&K as an integral part of India. Kashmiri and Indian leaders introduced these articles to gain legitimacy, but in reality, such measures alienated the people of J&K from the rest of India by creating a state within a state.

				The 1965 war between India and Pakistan was the time to adjudge true inten-tions and aspirations of the people of J&K. Instead of supporting Pakistan, Kashmiris fully supported India. However, in the postwar period, India “failed to reward Kashmiri loyalty. Instead of recognizing the Kashmiriyat, New Delhi—emboldened by a military victory against Pakistan—fell back upon its traditional dictum of Kashmir’s integration with India.”56

				To bridge the ongoing distrust, Prime Minister Indira Gandhi and Sheikh Abdullah signed an accord in 1975. As a result, Sheikh Abdullah conceded to tone down his voice for separatism and became the chief minister of J&K. After 
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				this accord, he faced twin setbacks. First, he lost the confidence of the Indian government over his previous demand for separatism. Second, his formerly ardent supporters dubbed him a traitor for his acquiescence to the newly signed accord.57 Knowing Sheikh Abdullah’s predicament, New Delhi continued to operate through him, rather than simultaneously building direct connections, trust, and legitimacy with the Kashmiri people. Even after Sheikh Abdullah’s death in 1982, New Delhi promoted his son Farooq Abdullah as the new leader in J&K, not-withstanding the lack of legitimacy and trust.

				Against these circumstances, while looking for an alternative leadership to mitigate their grievances and retain Kashmiriyat, Kashmiris faced unexpected de-velopments during the 1983 state assembly elections when Indira Gandhi played a communal card with her popular slogan “Hindu minorities of Kashmir in dan-ger.” Further, taking a myopic view on the Resettlement Bill passed by the Farooq government to resettle people from Pakistan-controlled Kashmir, Gandhi labelled it as an attempt to strengthen Muslim demographics.58 Ultimately, as the elec-tions approached, she went to the extreme by labelling Farooq as a national secu-rity risk and claiming the situation was a “Muslim invasion” of the Hindu-domi-nated Jammu region.59 This electoral engineering sowed communal seeds of discord and generated tension between Hindus and Muslims. In 1983, the Fa-rooq-led NC won 46 of the 76 state assembly seats—out of these, 42 seats were from the Muslim-dominated valley—and Congress secured its 26 seats from the Hindu- and Buddhist-dominated Jammu and Ladakh regions.60

				Notwithstanding the majority votes in the 1983 elections, a defection of a dozen NC legislators prompted the governor of J&K to dismiss the Farooq gov-ernment in July 1984. As an alternative, the Congress Party supported G.M. Shah, the eldest son-in-law of Sheikh Abdullah, to form a new government. This horse trading did not sit well with the Kashmiri electorate, and they demonstrated their reaction in the December 1984 national elections, when the NC won all the three seats in the Muslim-dominated valley. With this political polarization along religious grounds, a “breach between Kashmiriat and the Indian State appeared to be complete. . . . An irrational electoral game played by the ruling party in Delhi was now to drive a significant section of Kashmiri Muslims to the path of ‘extremism’.”61

				Against this critical background, the signing of an accord between Prime Min-ister Rajiv Gandhi and Farooq Abdullah in 1986 indicated the NC’s betrayal of Kashmiriyat, a final dent on the credibility of Farooq and another demonstration of the Indian government’s lack of sensitivity toward the concerns and aspirations of the Kashmiri people. In a sense, Farooq became a mediator between the people of J&K and Delhi. Thus, in the absence of legitimate avenues to address their 
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				grievances, Kashmiris oriented themselves toward radical Islam and formed a Muslim United Front (MUF), which gained further credence and legitimacy when the NC and Congress contested state assembly elections jointly in 1987 and won the rigged elections. Although Farooq formed a government with the sup-port of Congress, many Kashmiris and observers considered it a sellout to Delhi. This angered the common people and united the radicals.

				The situation took a new turn in December 1989, when JKLF militants ab-ducted Rubaiya Sayeed, the daughter of Indian Minister of Home Affairs Mufti Mohammad Sayeed, in Kashmir. For her release, the government acquiesced to the demand of JKLF and released five hard-core militants, including a Pakistani citizen. This action bolstered the morale of the militants and generated a feeling that the “mighty India can be defeated too.”62 With this soft approach, specifically the abductee being the home minister’s daughter, familial interest prevailed over the national interest. Witnessing this vulnerability, Pakistan actively supported Hizbul Mujahideen’s rise.

				In light of these critical circumstances, the appointment of Gov. Jagmohan Malhotra in January 1990 against the consent of the J&K government, the resig-nation of Farooq Abdullah, and the devolving law and order situation, New Delhi imposed direct central government rule in J&K. With these developments, Kash-miriyat faced increasing challenges in a secular India. Given the predicament in which Muslim Kashmiris found themselves, they looked to mosques and madra-sas for direction. This also gave Kashmiri Muslim youths new impetus to seek cross-border support from Pakistan and to narrate their grievances with the wider Islamic community.

				Facing domestic unrest as well as the cross-border flow of militants, the gov-ernment of India enacted the Armed Forces (Jammu and Kashmir) Special Pow-ers Act, 1990 in September 1990. This authorized Indian security forces to stop, search, arrest, and shoot suspects with impunity. It took the security forces about three years to normalize the situation, but by 1993, Pakistan began direct inter-vention in the J&K affairs by infiltrating radicalized militants. Subsequently, Kashmiri Hindus faced the first massacre in Kistwar in 1993 and fled the state. To reinforce its agenda, the Pakistan Army formed the United Jihad Council in 1994, and by 1995 HM, a pro-Pakistan group, became more prominent in comparison to JKLF in the perpetuation of terrorist attacks.63

				By late 1990, other groups like LeT, JeM, and Harkat-ul-Ansar (HuA) became active in conducting terrorist activities in J&K. Between 1993 and 1996, on an average, 1,000 civilians and around the same number of militants were killed each year.64 It appears the government of India, without understanding the underpin-nings of the cross-border terrorism, considered it simply a law-and-order situa-
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				tion and restricted itself to political solution. It was only toward the end of 1996 that India was able to control the inflow of the cross-border militants and win the trust of the local people. However, the government failed to anticipate Pakistan’s strategic ploy to wage war in the Kargil district.

				It is undoubted that India exposed Pakistan’s role in Kargil, and “Especially damning were the transcripts of telephone conversations between Musharraf and his Chief of General Staff . . . describing their early success as ‘a brilliant tactical operation’.”65 However, subsequent international condemnation forced Pakistan to withdraw its forces unconditionally. Indian forces, despite being in an advanta-geous situation, refrained from entering into Pakistani territory. This emboldened the radical elements in Kashmir to think that India had its own limits.

				India won the Kargil War, but finding some of its prized jihadis languishing in Indian prisons, the ISI facilitated the hijacking of an Indian Airlines plane in December 1999, which eventually ended up in Taliban-ruled Afghanistan.66 The Pakistani government denied any involvement, but after India released the afore-mentioned imprisoned terrorists the hostages were released. The Taliban govern-ment gave the hijackers safe passage out of Afghanistan. Among the terrorists released as part of this episode was Masood Azhar, the founder of JeM, who with the others released has lived openly in Pakistan ever since.67 Management of the hijacked flight was India’s epic failure, specifically when the plane landed in India for fuel; New Delhi took no action but rather allowed the plane to fly onward without any challenge. This development signaled to the Kashmiris that India had limited or no capacity to avert the hijacking, and the release of the dreaded terror-ists lodged in J&K prisons to free the plane hostages only exacerbated this im-pression. This was the lowest point in India’s strategic thinking hitherto.

				Furthermore, Musharraf’s visit to India in July 2001 created a conducive envi-ronment for dialogue, as he appeared sincere in his desire to break the ice during the negotiations. However, Deputy Prime Minster Lal Krishna Advani bungled, either accidently or intentionally, the opportunity by grandstanding and agitating Musharraf.68 For India, this was a missed opportunity, as New Delhi failed to constructively engage Musharraf, who was in a defensive mode. The failure of the summit resulted in intensified cross-border terrorism and violence that resulted in suicide bombing outside the J&K State Assembly in October and a terrorist at-tack on the Indian Parliament in December 2001. In response, India mobilized its forces along the Pakistani border under Operation Prakaram but limited itself to threat perception. India preferred the use of soft power diplomacy, which garnered international support against Pakistan’s embracement of terrorism. In fact, under US pressure, Islamabad was placed on the defensive because of better coordina-tion among Indian security forces, completion of an anti-infiltration obstacle 
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				fence, and the turning of local Muslims against the militants in the strategic Poonch and Rajouri regions.69 This witnessed remarkable progress in reducing the causalities from 4,517 in 2001 to below 1,000 in 2007 and just 117 by 2012.70

				To win the hearts and minds of the Kashmiris, Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee, Bhartiya Janata Party (BJP) leader, declared Kashmiriyat, Insaniyat, Jamhooriyat (inclusive Kashmiri culture, humanitarianism and democracy) in 2003. This proved to be a cornerstone for reconciliation between New Delhi and the Kashmiri people. The period between 2002 and 2012 remained quite peaceful. These positive results were mainly due to US pressure on Islamabad to do more to constrain terrorism and the Vajpayee government’s open-ended approach. Va-jpayee made an offer of unconditional talks with all militant groups, gave weight to “insaniyat” (humanism), allowed militant groups to visit Pakistan and have consultations there, and promoted power devolution to Kashmiri elected repre-sentatives.

				Witnessing a relatively peaceful situation in J&K, in the December 2014 state assembly elections people voted in favor of the People’s Democratic Party and BJP (a nationalist Hindu Party) rather than the NC and Congress alliance. The new coalition became embroiled in the usual tussle over state-versus-national is-sues. Specifically, the BJP planned to remove Articles 370 and 35A to withdraw the autonomous status of J&K. This undertaking ultimately created a situation of ambiguity in J&K. Combined with the US drawdown of its forces in Afghanistan, this situation encouraged Pakistan to beef up cross-border militant movement. Adding to the volatile situation, Indian security forces killed Burhan Wani, a HM “commander” in an encounter in July 2016. His death resulted in violent pro-tests.71 To maintain order, the security forces resorted to firing, killing several people and blinding others—the latter injured by nonlethal, antiriot pellet am-munitions.72 This incident was unique, as it involved enhanced local youth par-ticipation and stone pelting, an increase in active militants from 30–35 to over 300, uniting various fragmented militant groups, and an increased infiltration of militants from across the LoC with the specific purpose of targeting police sta-tions and military camps.
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				Figure 3. Indian security forces use tear gas and pellet guns to disperse Kashmiri demonstrators. 

				To counter these offensives, for the first time, Indian leadership flexed its muscle by threatening Pakistan. Presaging this stronger response, in July 2015, National Security Advisor Ajit Doval admonished Pakistan, “You do one more Mumbai, you lose Balochistan,” referencing repeated terrorist attacks against Mumbai tar-gets, specifically the spectacular episode of 2008, and the ongoing Baluch insur-gency in Pakistan—the implication being India would openly support insurgents should Islamabad fail to rein in its lapdogs in Kashmir.73 Having witnessed fur-ther attacks against Pathankot Air Force Station and army bases in Uri and Na-grota military bases, Indian prime minister Narendra Modi hinted of reprisals in his speech on India’s Independence Day on 15 August 2016.74 Thus, in this im-broglio, national security became primary, and the concerns of the people of J&K became secondary.

				Currently, there are around 450 militants in J&K, and the demographics of this group is especially worrisome.75 They are young and local, drawing inspiration from international terrorist groups like al-Qaeda and the Islamic State (ISIS). However, so far no Kashmiri has been identified as having traveled abroad to fight for al-Qaeda or ISIS.76
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				Considering the critical nature of the challenge, India significantly enhanced the presence of its security forces to 500,000. Under the Armed Forces Special Power Act and the Public Safety Act (PSA), Indian forces started operations to weed out the militants from among the civilians. However, this gave rise to hu-man rights violations and fostered local resentment.77 

				Shifting Focus: Kashmir to Terrorism

				With the killing of 19 security personnel at the Uri military camp in J&K by Pakistan-based militants in 2016, India for the first time conducted surgical strikes on the terrorist launch pads inside Pakistan. Still undeterred, these terror-ists perpetrated another grisly attack on a paramilitary convoy in Pulwama in J&K, which resulted in the killing of more than 40 Indian soldiers on 14 February 2019. The JeM leadership located in Pakistan claimed responsibility for the attack and even vowed to conduct more such attacks.78 Receiving very strong public support for a retaliatory action and being in the midst of national election cycle, the Indian government was compelled to act against the terrorists. Thus, India conducted air strikes on JeM training centers in Balakot, Pakistan. New Delhi labeled this a “pre-emptive non-military strike”—that is, not against the people of Pakistan, their government, or the military establishment but, instead, against the terrorist training centers and undertaken for self-defense.79

				Although this situation turned into a limited aerial war that led to the shooting down of one plane on each side, it is significant that both countries acknowledged that war was not an option. However, two points stand out. First, if the militants conduct another terrorist attack, India will retaliate and target their bases in Pakistan. Second, the origin of terrorism from Pakistani soil resulted in a major strategic shift in the calculus of the situation from focusing on India, Pakistan, and Kashmir to instead on India, Pakistan, and the terrorist groups operating from within Pakistan. Contrary to previous offers made by the United States, Russia, and even China to mediate between New Delhi and Islamabad on the issue of Kashmir, these third parties have also shifted their emphases on media-tion between India and Pakistan—interestingly with the issue of Kashmir no-where mentioned.

				Considering all of these developments, Pakistan’s agenda to “liberate” Kashmir has seemingly lost international legitimacy. In the current context, even the big powers appear to side with India as a rising power, whereas the FATF has placed Pakistan on its grey list with a possibility of placement on the blacklist in the near future, as a sponsor of terrorism. 

				Seeking support elsewhere, Pakistan has turned to the Organisation of Islamic Countries (OIC). This organization has been an ideal platform for Islamabad to 
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				raise the Kashmir issue, mainly because of Pakistan’s premier place in this organi-zation as a founding member, having the second-largest Muslim population, be-ing the only nuclear-armed Muslim country, and possessing a highly professional defense force. Interestingly, in the February 2019 OIC Council of Foreign Min-isters meeting, the group invited India for the first time as a guest of honor. In protest, Pakistan boycotted the meeting.80 India’s minister of external affairs firmly asserted in her address at the OIC that “We reaffirm that Jammu and Kashmir is an integral part of India and is a matter strictly internal to India.”81 This demon-strates that Pakistan is perhaps even losing ground among its Muslim allies.

				In addition, three of the five permanent members of the UNSC—France, the United Kingdom, and the United States—proposed, for the fourth time, that the UN designate Pakistan-based terror group JeM chief Masood Azhar to be de-clared as a global terrorist. In response to the Pulwama attack, Russian president Vladimir Putin stated, “We strongly condemn this brutal crime. The perpetrators and sponsors of this attack, undoubtedly, should be duly punished” and reiterated Russia’s “readiness for further strengthening counter-terrorist cooperation with Indian partners.”82 Similarly, the US national security advisor, John Bolton, openly “supported India’s right to self-defense against cross-border terrorism” and explic-itly called on Pakistan to “crack down” on JeM.83 While the Chinese foreign min-istry condemned the Pulwama attack, it did not mention Azhar in its state-ment. Beijing has supported Pakistan by blocking the motions to officially brand Azhar as a global terrorist.84 However, China faces its own Islamic insurgency in its western provinces and fully understands the menace terrorism poses to state security. Therefore, recently, Beijing has also diluted its support for Islamabad in regards to the latter’s support of militants.

				In sum, the major world powers have condemned religion-based terrorism. As a result, Pakistan has been exposed and ostracized as a sponsor of terrorism from its soil and is further marginalized on the international scene, at the OIC, and in its own region.

				Options to Resolve the Kashmir Issue

				Over the last seven decades, Pakistan has failed to gain confidence and estab-lish legitimacy among the Kashmiris, and India has also been unable to deter the cross-border terrorism or adequately demonstrate respect for Kashmiriyat. In this spat, the common people of J&K have suffered cross-border terrorism and en-dured the presence of the Indian security forces. The younger generation in Kash-mir is getting more radicalized rather than adhering to Kashmiriyat. Undoubtedly, in the twenty-first century, war and occupation of the territory is not a continued option when both the adversarial countries are nuclear armed. Likewise, the ces-
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				sion of territory by a sovereign state to the other—either under pressure or through negotiation—does not appear to be a viable option. Against this, both India and Pakistan have the option to initiate an open-border policy and free trade, which would be beneficial for the development and prosperity of the two countries. However, neither country appears prepared to do so at this stage, and both face a significant trust deficit about the intensions of the other. 

				A more viable solution might be to turn the currently de-facto border line—the LoC—into an international border and de-escalate militarization of the border ar-eas. After initial trust building, a one-off people’s movement from both sides of the LoC can be permitted, this means giving choice to the people whether they want to live in India or Pakistan. Subsequent to this, there can be few entry points controlled by the immigration authorities with the back-up of police forces rather than the military. This will help facilitate regulated people’s movements across the border and also some small-scale trade and business. Should this mechanism work well, further short- to mid-term visas could be granted to the traders and business people. 

				This may not have been possible previously, but in the current period, with Imran Khan as prime minister in Pakistan and demonstrating apparent sincerity in his desire to resolve the Kashmir issue amicably it might now be a viable op-tion. There are obvious benefits all around. Prime Minister Khan can alleviate the financial crisis that Pakistan is currently passing through, lead Pakistan off the FATF list, and establish a sound democracy if the military also intends to improve its image and remove the blemish of sponsoring terrorism. In India, Prime Min-ister Modi has enjoyed one full term as prime minister and will most likely win a second term in the upcoming elections. His government has attempted to play a proactive role in resolving the Kashmir issue and even turned the policy postures from defensive to proactive. However, the Kashmir issue persists. Both prime ministers enjoy quite strong followings in their respective countries and have an historic opportunity to give new direction to the bilateral relations by resolving the Kashmir issue and respecting Kashmiris’ unique identity, as expressed by Kashmiriyat.

				Conclusion 

				The Kashmir issue has been ongoing since the Partition of India in 1947. Not-withstanding several confidence-building measures, wars, and low intensity clashes, the conflict persists.

				The Kashmiri people have a distinct identity (Kashmiriyat) and, as such, have historically favored secularism and multiculturalism rather than the communal-ism championed by Pakistan and Islamabad’s local proxies. Furthermore, the Kashmiri perception about Pakistan’s budging during the Kargil War and aban-
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				donment of the Taliban for Islamabad’s own opportunistic gains has raised ap-prehensions about the reliability of Pakistan even among those sympathetic to-ward its regional aspirations.

				Pakistan’s policy toward Kashmir lacks continuity and coherency and demon-strates duality and duplicity. The democratically elected governments have ad-opted conciliatory approaches, whereas the military appears to follow a policy intended to “bleed India with a thousand cuts.”85 There is no doubt that Pakistan has been successful in tying down over half-a-million Indian security forces in counterterrorism operations, exacting heavy economic costs, and engaging India in a low-cost proxy war through militant groups. However, in the process, by sponsoring cross-border terrorism, Pakistan itself has become an international pariah, condemned by many of the world’s preeminent powers and placed on the FATF grey list. It has also lost its standing in the Islamic world, at regional and international levels, and despite China’s stalwart, if sometimes lukewarm, support Islamabad is becoming increasingly isolated on the world stage.

				India, on the other hand, since the dilution of the Kashmiriyat and New Delhi’s fiddling with the electoral machinery, has developed a distinct trust deficit with the Kashmiri people. Certainly, elections are held regularly and sufficient budget is allocated for the development of the state, but recurrent overtures regarding the desire to revoke Articles 370 and 35A disturb Kashmiris. Moreover, the presence of excessive security forces have a negative psychological impact on the Kashmiris.

				In its dealings with Pakistan, India has been consistent in resolving the Kash-mir issue per the Shimla agreement signed by the two countries. Although India has been unsuccessful in thwarting cross-border terrorism, New Delhi has cer-tainly exposed Pakistan on the international scene as a sponsor of terrorism from its territory, isolated Islamabad diplomatically, and successfully placed Pakistan on the FATF grey list.

				Pakistan appears to have reached a dead end in its Kashmir policy. It has not been able to annex J&K through war, jihad, diplomacy, or proxy stakeholders. Since the May 2011 discovery of Osama bin Laden in Abbottabad, few observers or political leaders view Pakistan as legitimately concerned with dealing with ter-rorists operating within its territory. Rather, most consider Islamabad’s propa-ganda promoting a freedom struggle in Kashmir and its fostering of groups seek-ing to enact such a struggle as terrorism. In the current times, no country would acquiesce to seeing part of its territory secede due to religious terrorism. Doing so would set a precedent that would embolden religious fundamentalists, terrorists, and the state sponsors of terrorism to pursue further such operations around the world. Thus, for Pakistan, “defusing the Kashmir crisis and establishing a long-term peace with India” would remove its “dependence on jihadi groups to wage 
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				proxy war in Kashmir” and return to Islamabad some level of legitimacy on the international stage.86

				It is clear that the Kashmir situation is not what it was in 1948; Hindus are no longer resident in the Kashmir Valley, Islamabad has changed the status of the neighboring Pakistani regions of Baltistan and the Northern Areas—merging the two to form the new Gilgit-Baltistan territory. China has also become a stake-holder in the Kashmir conflict.

				A viable solution would be to convert the LoC into an international border, allowing a one-off movement of residents across the border without altering the border, totally sealing the border, and opening several controlled entry points. The two countries should also commit to non-interference in the internal affairs of each other.

				Bowing to international pressure, on 1 May 2019, China lifted its technical hold on a UNSC measure to label Masood Azhar, the founder and leader of the Pakistan-based terrorist organization Jaish-e-Mohammed (JeM), as a global terrorist. See Kamran Yousaf, "UN Blacklists JeM Chief after Kashmir Struggle Delinked," Express Tribune, 1 May 2019.
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				Strategic Competition and Future Conflicts in the Indo-Pacific Region

				Michael Raska

				In the mid-twenty-first century, the Indo-Pacific’s security hinges on the con-vergence of four major interrelated developments: (1) the adroit management of China’s rise, both internal and external; (2) the challenge in reassessing strategic interests in the US-led web of Asian alliances; (3) the regional disparities in addressing endemic global security issues; and (4) the prevalence of traditional security quandaries in flashpoints such as the Taiwan Strait or the Korean Penin-sula.1 These trends are reflected in the struggle for dominance by the region’s two major powers—China and Japan; the future of the Korean Peninsula; intrare-gional competition in territorial disputes in the East China Sea and South China Sea; and perhaps most importantly, the contours of long-term regional strategic competition and cooperation between China and the United States. At the same time, however, the Indo-Pacific security dynamics are bound to interlocking global and regional economic interdependencies, which present a paradox: not-withstanding historical rivalries and tensions, perennial strategic distrust, and weak multilateral regional institutional architecture, the Indo-Pacific’s security complex is defined also by nonmilitary norms of state behavior.2 These centripetal and centrifugal forces both amplify and mitigate sources of conflict in the region. Yet, the risks of miscalculation and potential confrontation exist: economic inter-dependencies cannot resolve the region’s enduring security dilemmas amid con-tending national interests, strategies, and rising power-projection aspirations and capabilities. Seen from this perspective, this article argues that the increasing global and regional economic interdependencies juxtaposed by the strategic un-certainties, costs and risks of potential conventional conflicts shape preferences for long-term competitive strategies between major powers in the region. Conse-quently, asymmetric negation and strategic ambiguity in emerging new domains of warfare—space, cyberspace, near-space, and underwater—will increasingly characterize future conflicts in the Indo-Pacific.

				To begin with, in every major security issue facing the Indo-Pacific, there is a major Chinese footprint, whether direct or indirect. The economic, political, and military rise of China, reflected in three decades of relentless Chinese economic growth, has provided Beijing with new geopolitical opportunities by increasing the range of its strategic options and choices. At the same time, however, the at-
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				tendant consequences of China’s rise and its power-projection capabilities have led to perennial uncertainties surrounding its long-term political transition, and by extension, the Indo-Pacific’s future security trajectories. As Zhu Feng noted, “China’s greatest challenge is to manage its own rise—to take advantage of its stronger capabilities to expand its regional influence without provoking the re-gional instability that could undermine its long-term economic prosperity and integration.”3 Indeed, on one hand, China faces perennial internal political, socio-economic, and environmental challenges that permeate into external foreign policy insecurities about its sovereignty, territorial integrity, and extended “core” national interests. On the other hand, China is seeking greatpower status—reas-serting its geopolitical role and influence in the region by leveraging its global economic power and advancing military capabilities. The cumulative effects of these developments have been substantial as the People’s Liberation Army’s (PLA) catalogue of air, land, and naval platforms and assets are gradually catching up in terms of both qualitative sophistication and operational effectiveness.4

				China’s cumulative political, economic, and military rise is thus reshaping global and regional geopolitics, including the balance of power in the Indo-Pa-cific, in ways that are inherently detrimental for US interests and Washington’s regional strategic partners and allies. Indeed, for nearly seven decades, the US strategy in the Asia-Pacific has remained relatively constant—maintaining ro-bust forward active presence embedded in bilateral alliances to preserve access and mobility in the Western Pacific, and in doing so, defend its allies and ensure peace, stability, and prosperity in the region. While the United States continues to maintain comprehensive strategic advantages through its ongoing regional presence and relative military-technological superiority, China is arguably chal-lenging Washington’s ability to underwrite stability in the Indo-Pacific region.5 In one school of thought, the diffusion of advanced military technologies coupled with asymmetric operational concepts is increasingly undermining US military advantages and, to a limited degree, its freedom of action in the region. Accord-ingly, the key issue for the US military is overcoming challenges of securing op-erational access in contested areas of global commons, and maintaining sufficient freedom of action—the ability to gain and maintain localized air superiority, maritime superiority, space and cyberspace superiority and security—in addition to the ability to conduct cross-domain operations and operational maneuver.6
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				These trends can be observed in China’s aim for deeper regional power-projection into its “three seas” (the Yellow, East China, and South China Seas) or an area defined by the “first island chain,” consisting of the Kuril Islands, Japan, Taiwan, and the South China Sea. Such projection is interpreted in US strategic thought as denying American forces freedom of action by restricting deployments of US forces into theater (antiaccess) and denying the freedom of movement of US forces already there (area denial).7 Over the long term, however, China envisions its strategic control over its periphery up to the “second island chain,” which means the dilution of US power up to American bases on Guam. The United States, meanwhile, with its policy of strategic rebalancing toward the Indo-Pa-cific, seeks to remain a “Pacific Power” through economic, diplomatic, cultural, and military presence and influence.8

				Perhaps more importantly, deepening economic regional interdependencies and linkages juxtapose the strategic ramifications of the Sino-American con-tending visions, strategies, and interests, which poses complex challenges for traditional US alliance partners. Japan, South Korea, Australia, and ASEAN economies now trade more with China than with the United States. The chief challenge for these key regional US allies is pursuing two fundamentally oppos-ing policy objectives: strengthening and maintaining security ties with the United States, while deepening economic linkages with China.9 With the prevailing uncertainty about the future strategic and security landscape, US allies in the region—Japan, South Korea, and, to a lesser degree, Taiwan—are increasing their military spending and pursuing hedging strategies to address their expanding security concerns. Indeed, they are acquiring select indigenous power-projection capabilities, including reduced-signature fifth-generation air platforms; standoff precision weapons; ballistic and cruise missiles; early warning, intelligence, sur-veillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) assets as well as naval assets, including mari-time patrol, antisubmarine warfare, and submarines.

			

		

	
		
			
				86 Journal of Indo-Pacific Affairs SUMMER 2019

			

		

		
			
				Raska

			

		

		
			
				Figure 1. Sovereignty claims in the South China Sea. (Office of the Secretary of De-fense, Annual Report to Congress: Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China [Washington, DC: DOD, 2012], 37.).

				At the same time, they are demonstrating the political willingness to use these assets for different strategic reasons. Japan seeks to overcome the limitations posed by its pacifist postwar constitution and the Yoshida Doctrine to exercise greater strategic adaptability and operational flexibility in responding to regional 
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				contingencies, particularly North Korean ballistic missile threats and Sino-Japa-nese tensions in territorial disputes over the Senkaku/Diayou Islands in the East China Seas. In doing so, Tokyo is rethinking its national defense posture and its overall future security role in the region. In November 2013, Japan’s cabinet un-der Prime Minister Shinzo Abe launched the country’s first National Security Council, followed by the approval of the first National Security Strategy and increased efforts to reinterpret Japan’s constitution.10 South Korea’s ongoing de-fense reforms and acquisition programs have aimed not only at strengthening capabilities vis-à-vis North Korean asymmetric threats but also developing joint air and naval capabilities that would complement long-term US strategic inter-ests in the Indo-Pacific.11

				Notwithstanding these strategic uncertainties, US allies in the region must also grapple with the operational consequences of Sino-US ongoing military-techno-logical advances. In particular, as Carnes Lord and Andrew Erickson argue, the current constellation of US forward bases in the Indo-Pacific—including “main operating bases” with permanent US military presence, “forward operating sites” maintained by a relatively small US support presence for temporary deployments, and “cooperative security locations” designed for contingency use with little or no permanent US presence—will become increasingly vital, yet paradoxically vulner-able” with the emergence of robust Chinese theater-strike capabilities.12 At the same time, US allies in the Indo-Pacific must calculate their potential future roles, level of active participation, and defense resource allocation requirements sup-porting future US military strategy and operational conduct in the region—envi-sioned in concepts such as the Joint Concept for Access and Maneuver in the Global Commons (JAM-GC) formerly known as AirSea Battle.13

				Smaller- and medium-sized states in Southeast Asia are also gradually mod-ernizing their naval and air forces to keep their vital sea lanes open, conduct intel-ligence missions, and, perhaps most importantly, provide options for deterring China’s naval forces from seizing disputed islands in the South China Sea. While there are different political, strategic, and technological drivers shaping regional military modernization trajectories, including long-standing intraregional rival-ries and competition over borders, resources, and history, most Southeast Asian countries share concerns about China’s “coercive diplomacy,” military capabilities, and future aspirations in the region.

				Consequently, Southeast Asian countries are responding by revamping their force modernization priorities, partnerships, and overall strategic choices. Given their varying levels of development and defense resource allocation, however, their military-technological trajectories show considerable variation in the pace, direc-tion, scope, and character of adaptation. This is reflected in the resulting regional 
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				“arms competition,” characterized by incremental, often near-continuous, im-provements of existing capabilities as well as in a mix of cooperative and com-petitive pressures; continued purchases of advanced weapon platforms, including the introduction of new types of arms; and therefore, unprecedented military ca-pabilities.14 In short, China’s increasing power-projection capabilities are gradu-ally redefining regional military balance and, subsequently, US strategy and that of its partners and allies. The resulting broader strategic debates converge on the question of how to attain long-term, credible, cross-domain, attack-and-defense in-depth capabilities while sustaining joint operational capabilities in select con-tested areas in the Indo-Pacific and simultaneously mitigating a range of escala-tory risks.

				China’s Military Modernization

				In the context of the above strategic debates is the challenge of ascertaining the pace, character, direction, magnitude, and impact of China’s ongoing military modernization. Indeed, China’s development of its military capabilities under Pres. Xi Jingping has seen many accomplishments—from the introduction of the next generation of supercomputers to aviation prototypes such as the J-16, J-20, J-31; from new helicopters and UAVs to the ongoing construction of a second aircraft carrier; and a record number of commissioned ships such as Type 054A, 056 frigates, and 052C destroyers. Arguably, China’s political and military elites believe that a new wave of the global revolution in military affairs is gathering pace, led principally by the United States, and Beijing must therefore accelerate the pace of its military development. In the next 5–10 years, China is expected to transfer many experimental models from a research-and-development (R&D) phase to a production stage, including a number of systems in what the PLA calls domains of emerging “military rivalry”: outer space, near-space, cyberspace, and underwater.15 These include the next generation of ballistic missiles, nuclear and conventional, long-range precision-strike assets such as hypersonic vehicles, of-fensive and defensive cyber-capabilities, new classes of submarines, supported by a variety of high-tech, directional rocket rising sea mines with accurate control-and-guidance capacity. The key question, however, is whether China’s defense industries and the PLA can sustain their relative progress in terms of confronting internal constraints while facing external competition?
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				Photo courtesy of Danny Yu, http://www.airliners.net/photo/China-Air-Force/Shenyang-J-31-F60/2546527/L.

				Figure 2. Shenyang FC-31 (F60) at 2014 Zhuhai Air Show. 

				Since the late 1990s, the PLA has been selectively upgrading its existing weap-ons systems and platforms, while experimenting with the next generation of de-sign concepts. This is apparent in the gradual modernization of China’s nuclear and conventional ballistic missiles; integrated air, missile, and early warning de-fense systems; electronic and cyberwarfare capabilities; submarines; surface com-bat vessels; and fourth- and fifth-generation multirole combat aircraft.16 With the qualitative shifts in “hardware,” the PLA has been also revamping its “software”—military doctrine, organizational force structure, operational concepts, and train-ing. Notwithstanding the PLA’s most important grand strategic objective—the preservation of the political supremacy of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP)—embedded in the concept of “safeguarding China’s national sovereignty, national security, and territorial integrity and supporting China’s peaceful development,” the scope of its “core missions” has been gradually extending. The PLA’s mission templates now include both “traditional” as well as “new” missions consistent with 
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				the objective of protecting China’s national sovereignty, security, and territorial integrity.17

				According to a recent study, the PLA’s notion of traditional missions includes Beijing’s traditional threat perceptions that have remained relatively constant since the founding of the PRC in 1949: “resisting aggression” from neighboring countries, such as India and Russia, and countries that can project power into China’s territorial and maritime domains, such as the United States. Additionally, this notion includes “containing separatist forces” in the provinces of Xinjiang and Tibet and deterring Taiwan moves toward independence. Furthermore, the con-cept includes “safeguarding border, coastal, and territorial air security” from inter-vention or interference from either state or non-state threats. Moreover, the PLA has increasingly placed an emphasis on “protecting national security interests in space and cyberspace” as a core mission-domain.18

				At the same time, the PLA has been gradually expanding its area of operations under the broader concept of “New Historic Missions,” in line with “China’s peaceful development” strategy that essentially provides legitimacy for the CCP. The new missions include “participating in emergency rescue and disaster relief operations,” internally and externally; “subduing subversive and sabotage attempts and cracking down on separatist forces” to counter terrorism; “accomplishing se-curity provision and guarding tasks” through the PLA’s involvement in peace-keeping operations; “merchant vessel protection” for state and non-state actors; “evacuation of Chinese nationals overseas”; and “security support for China’s in-terests overseas,” including protecting maritime commerce through antipiracy operations.19

				The shifting character of the PLA’s operational template toward diversified missions in turn compels the Chinese defense industry to deliver much-more-advanced weapons platforms, system, and technologies. For most of its history, however, the results of these endeavors have been decidedly mixed. According to Richard Bitzinger et.al., as late as the late 1990s, China still possessed one of the most technologically backward defense industries in the world; most indigenously developed weapons systems were at least 15 to 20 years behind those of the West—basically comparable to 1970s- or (at best) early 1980s-era technology—and quality control was consistently poor. Observers generally regarded China’s defense R&D base to be deficient in several critical areas, including aeronautics, propulsion (such as jet engines), microelectronics, computers, avionics, sensors and seekers, electronic warfare, and advanced materials.20 Furthermore, the Chi-nese military-industrial complex was traditionally weak in the area of systems integration—that is, the ability to design and develop a piece of military equip-ment that integrates hundreds or even thousands of disparate components and 
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				subsystems. Consequently, aside from a few “pockets of excellence” such as bal-listic missiles, the Chinese military-industrial complex appeared to demonstrate few capacities for designing and producing relatively advanced conventional weapons systems. Especially when it came to combat aircraft, surface combatants, and ground equipment, the Chinese generally confronted considerable difficulties when it came to moving prototypes into production, resulting in long develop-ment phases, heavy program delays, and low production runs.21

				Historically, the development of China’s defense industry progressed gradually in four overlapping waves: (1) the Maoist Era (1949–1978), (2) Deng’s Demili-tarization Era (1980s–1990s); (3) Reform Era (1998–2012); and (4) the current Xi Jingping’s Reform Era 2.0 (2012–present).22 In 2003, after another decade of stagnation, Beijing decided to build a new civilian technological and industrial base with embedded military capabilities (Yujun Yumin). At that time, China’s political establishment envisioned this strategy as paving the way for a new round of associated reforms in the defense industry, including allowing select private-sector firms to engage in defense work. The key areas of China’s dual-use technol-ogy development and subsequent spin-on included microelectronics, space sys-tems, new materials (such as composites and alloys), propulsion, missiles, computer-aided manufacturing, and particularly information technologies. Sub-sequently, Yujun Yumin became a priority in the last several Five-Year Defense Plans. These plans have emphasized the importance of the transfer of commercial technologies to military use, calling upon the Chinese arms industry to not only develop dual-use technologies but also to actively promote joint civil-military technology cooperation. In the early 2000s, Beijing worked hard to encourage further domestic development and growth in these sectors and to expand linkages and collaboration between China’s military-industrial complex and civilian high-technology sectors.23

				Currently, China’s long-term strategic military programs yield evidence of deep integration with China’s advancing civilian science and technology (S&T) base, which in turn is increasingly linked to global commercial and scientific networks. Technology transfers, foreign R&D investment, and training of Chinese scien-tists and engineers at research institutes and corporations overseas are part of China’s indigenous innovation drive to identify, digest, absorb, and reinvent (IDAR) select technological capabilities, in civil and military domains.24 In the process, Beijing is benchmarking emerging technologies and similar high-tech defense-related programs in the United States, Russia, India, Japan, Israel, and other countries.25 Specifically, China’s government under President Xi views the indigenous innovation strategy as mutually supporting the PLA’s military mod-ernization and the country’s economic future to achieve long-term sustainable 
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				growth, efficiency, and productivity gains, while mitigating serious problems, in-cluding labor shortages, stretched resource supplies, unequal distribution of in-come, social tensions, and unprecedented environmental pollution. In the process, China is attempting to translate its absorptive capacity to recognize, assimilate, and utilize new and external knowledge into an innovative capacity that may in theory lead to disruptive innovation. Inherently, IDAR also aims to circumvent the costs of research, overcome technological disadvantages, and leapfrog China’s defense industry by leveraging the creativity of other nations. This includes ex-ploitation of open sources, technology transfer and joint research, the return of Western-trained Chinese students, and, of course, industrial espionage—both traditional and, increasingly, cyberespionage.26

				Notwithstanding the much-improved technological capabilities, however, the potential of Chinese defense S&T is still constrained in its continuing path de-pendencies. These include overlapping planning structures, widespread corrup-tion, bureaucratic fragmentation, and most importantly, no real internal competi-tion. Other barriers to innovation also include ensuring the structural strength, quality control, process standardization, evident for example in the development of engines required for next-generation aircraft. In the long term, the question is whether China will transform into a leading critical technological innovator of major weapons platforms and systems comparable in sophistication to global de-fense S&T powers. China’s historical path dependence suggests this is unlikely. However, China will continue to seek niche technological developments that could potentially revolutionize the PLA’s military operations by providing a cred-ible asymmetric edge in regional flashpoints: i.e., anti-ship ballistic missiles, anti-satellite ballistic missiles, hypersonic cruise missiles, and systems converging cyber and space capabilities. Ultimately, as China becomes more technologically ad-vanced, Beijing’s ability to align its strategic goals with technological advance-ments will increasingly shape its military effectiveness. These, however, must be viewed in the relative and comparative context of other countries’ technological developments.27

				Cyber-Enabled Future Conflict Trajectories

				With the convergence of conventional, asymmetric, low-intensity, and nonlin-ear security threats—coupled with the diffusion of advanced military and dual-use technologies—one could argue that the Indo-Pacific’s future conflict spectrum will be increasingly characterized through overlapping strategic rivalries in mul-tiple domains: space, cyberspace, near-space, underwater, and information. These domains enable and reinforce strategic ambiguity in terms of effects, sources, and motives.28 For example, nearly all cyber-operations are based on the use of ambi-
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				guity—neither confirming nor denying direct use of cyber-weapons vis-à-vis ex-isting or potential adversaries and their select proxy targets. Direct and, to a lesser degree, indirect results of cyberwarfare are often invisible, which amplifies uncer-tainties on the sources of the intrusion, attack, or malfunction. Even if the source is known or detected, the purpose of the cyberattack might be less clear. Perpetra-tors may frame deliberate attacks to mislead people or their equipment. As Martin Libicki noted, “if cyber-attacks work—and this is a tremendous if—they change the risk profile of certain actions, and usually in ways that make them more attrac-tive options.”29 Accordingly, cyber-strategies may be used as a response to a lim-ited kinetic attack or aggression with a lesser risk of escalation than a physical retaliation. Alternatively, cyber-strategies can be used to affect the outcome of a conflict in another state without any visible commitments. Consequently, how-ever, strategic ambiguity may shape the propensity for offensive cyber-operations given the prevailing perceptions of lesser risks of detection, the lack of account-ability, and the resulting low probability of successful deterrence.30

				The convergence of the above characteristics of cyberspace as a warfighting do-main translates into a continuously expanding tactical envelope for cyber-kinetic operations, and perhaps more importantly, increasing strategic overlap with other domains of warfare—physical, informational, and cognitive. In the former, the concept of cyberspace—broadly characterized as a virtual information environ-ment supported by system-of-systems physical infrastructures—increasingly serves as a mutually supporting layer connecting, empowering, and enabling content, ac-tions, and capabilities of land, sea, air, and space systems operating in all physical domains. Simultaneously, the use of cyberspace in the information domain is in-tended to use either for exploitation—how the use or manipulation of information can be utilized to an advantage—or protection—how to prevent an opponent from using or manipulating information to an advantage. Moreover, cyberspace is also increasingly used as a sphere of influence in the psychological or cognitive do-main—in the ability to penetrate target audiences in real time, for example, craft-ing messaging campaigns to go “viral” to create cognitive effects, whether cohesive or divisive. Accordingly, traditional regional security flashpoints in the East and South China Seas, the Korean Peninsula, and the Taiwan Straits will likely have parallel and continuous confrontations in and out of cyberspace, with potential cyberattacks on physical systems and processes controlling critical information infrastructure, information operations, and various forms of cyberespionage.

				In China, the PLA’s Strategic Support Force has conceptualized future con-flicts under the construct of integrated network electronic warfare (网电一体战 wangdian yitizhan, or INEW). INEW’s principles closely emulate Russian conceptions through a holistic representation that combines simultaneous and 
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				coordinated use of computer network operations (CNO), electronic warfare, and kinetic strikes designed to paralyze an enemy’s networked information sys-tems. These include the PLA’s electronic warfare and counter space forces using electronic jamming, electronic deception, and suppression to disrupt informa-tion acquisition and information transfer; and the PLA’s computer network attack and exploitation units to disrupt, destroy, or subvert an adversary’s data and networks using advanced virus attacks, hacking, deception, and sabotage information processing. INEW is expected to be employed in the earliest phases of a conflict and possibly preemptively with the objective to deny the enemy access to information essential for continued combat operations by creating “blind spots” against an adversary’s command, control, communications, com-puters, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) systems.31

				For the PLA, achieving information dominance (制信息权 zhi xinxi quan) is a key prerequisite for allowing the PLA to seize air and naval superiority, according to two of the PLA’s most authoritative public statements on its doctrine for mili-tary operations: “The Science of Military Strategy” and “The Science of Cam-paigns.” Both documents identify an enemy’s C4ISR and logistics systems net-works as the highest priority for select INEW operations. At the same time, the PLA recognizes the importance of controlling space-based information assets as a means of achieving true information dominance, calling it the “new strategic high ground.” Meanwhile, the PLA’s cyber units are involved in comprehensive cyber reconnaissance, probing the computer networks of foreign government agencies and private companies. These activities, which China denies, serve to identify weak points in networks, understand how foreign leaders think, discover military-communication patterns, and attain valuable technical information stored throughout global networks.

				Consequently, the effectiveness of conventional defense strategies and weapons technologies could be potentially negated through a range of CNOs—defensive, offensive, and intelligence-driven, such as exploiting vulnerabilities in the coun-try’s systems and technologies for C4ISR.32 For militaries, cyber-enabled conflicts will evolve parallel with technological changes (i.e., the introduction of next-generation robots and remotely controlled systems) that will alter the character of future warfare. Cyberspace and space are likely to become major theaters of op-erations, arenas of continuous struggle, as major regional powers will continue to invest in full-spectrum CNO capabilities. The key challenge for militaries in the Indo-Pacific will center on ensuring the security, reliability, and integrity of coun-try’s mission-critical C4ISR systems that will become increasingly vulnerable to cyber threats as well as other emerging forms of electronic warfare, including threats from electromagnetic pulse and high-powered microwave weapons. The 
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				propensity for cyber-offensive operations will create a greater uncertainty about the functionality of C4ISR in the event of a regional crisis.33

				Inherently, these challenges will apply to nearly all operational functions and processes that depend to some extent on cyberspace, including combat support and logistics systems. A sophisticated cyberattack on these systems would likely result in cascading effects with ramifications for the individual services and their abilities to carry out operational missions. Depending on the magnitude of cyber-attacks on combat support systems, the operational capabilities will likely degrade. If the effects are immediate, the system degrades catastrophically. If the effects are gradual, the system’s functions will degrade in phases depending on the ability to identify, diagnose, respond, and recover from the attack. Therefore, military orga-nizations will have to focus on achieving operational mission assurance rather than traditional information assurance. A number of factors, including vulnerabil-ity and impact assessment of combat and logistics support systems that fall into a high criticality/high risk areas to operational missions will determine the ability to respond and recover from a major cyberattack.34

				Conclusion

				In the long term, the deepening socioeconomic interdependencies and infor-mation architectures integrated in nearly all aspects of civilian governance (i.e., energy systems, communications, water, transportation, finance, and so forth) could be compromised to varying levels through various cyber-enabled opera-tions. Consequently, the continuously evolving character and reliance on cyber-space in civil-military domains provides a new arena for strategic competition, increases uncertainty, and enables a spectrum of operations other than war.

				With the widening complex operational requirements, the United States and its partners and allies may have to rethink existing concepts of operations, doctri-nal command-and-control methodologies, organizational force structures, train-ing programs, and ultimately, military-technological acquisition priorities. Indeed, major changes in the direction and character of conflicts will have implications on defense planning, resource allocation, training, organization and the use of force—propelling the need for a sustained conceptual, organizational, and technological innovation intended to enhance the military’s ability to prepare for, fight, and win new types of wars. In this context, US strategic partners and allies in the Indo-Pacific must enhance their ability to change military posture rapidly based on the changes in geostrategic environment, while having the flexibility and robustness to employ novel strategies, tactics, and technologies in different ways and sce-narios. As new strategic realities create new powers, new types of future conflicts will emerge. Select military technologies and capabilities will diffuse to other 
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				major and many minor military powers, reshaping the paths and patterns of re-gional military modernization. The confluence of new strategies, technologies, organizations, and doctrines in the broader context of global power transitions will shape the direction, pace, character, and outcome of military change in the Indo-Pacific.
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				Incidents at Sea: American Confrontation and Cooperation with Russia and China, 1945–2016 by David F. Winkler. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2017, 320 pp.	

				David F. Winkler, a former commander in the US Navy, is indisputably the leading scholar of the Incidents at Sea Agreement, a 1972 accord negotiated between the United States and Soviet Union (USSR) that regulated maritime interactions on the high seas and contributed consider-ably to the Cold War staying cold. In Incidents at Sea, Winkler updates his now 20-year-old doc-toral dissertation in a fascinating enquiry that shows that navies can cooperate and coordinate their behavior not just despite broader political tensions but also because of them. His narrative can be summarized by dividing the Cold War at sea into four phases.

				In the first of these, the 1950s, American naval dominance was unchallenged because Soviet strategists believed the nuclear revolution had made naval power irrelevant. Even so, confronta-tions in the sky were common because American Navy and Air Force aircraft operated along-side—and even within—Soviet territory on “ferreting” missions intended to detect Soviet radars. The agitated Soviets did not have much success against American ferrets, and instead only man-aged to mostly down American aircraft outside their territory. The violence, however, was not one way, as seen by the American fighters that shot down a Soviet passenger plane in July 1953 in airspace the United States claimed to be North Korea’s and the USSR claimed as China’s. In this phase, more than one hundred airmen would die.

				Happily, satellite technology, which could perform reconnaissance activities formally reserved to aircraft, helped move relations to a new phase by the fall of 1960, after which hazardous fer-reting missions receded. But what technology gave with one hand, it took with the other, as the Soviets realized when the submarine George Washington successfully fired a Polaris ballistic mis-sile underwater in July 1960: the nuclear revolution had moved beneath the waves. In response, the USSR reprioritized its navy, beginning with disguised trawler-type spy vessels Western na-vies called auxiliary general intelligence (AGI) ships. AGIs commonly performed aggressive ma-neuvers, both to harass US vessels and to gain the best information, particularly from aircraft carriers. Crashes between vessels would occur, but because AGIs were unarmed the potential for escalation was limited.

				As the Soviet Navy grew in the second half of the 1960s, this changed, ushering in a third phase of relations. A series of high-profile incidents followed; warships of adversarial nations rubbing hulls and playing games of chicken, as they did in the Sea of Japan in 1967, was not a recipe for stability, particularly given rising tensions from unrelated developments, such as Israel’s 1967 War. In 1968, the Department of State approached the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs to propose holding discussions on the “safety of the sea.” This was the genesis of what would be-come the Incidents at Sea Agreement (INCSEA), the negotiations for which were led by John W. Warner, Under Secretary and then later Secretary of the Navy. The formal negotiations, which were preceded by laborious interdepartmental preparations in Washington, DC, were wel-comed by the Soviets, apparently because they had a real fear that their young and inexperienced naval officers might rashly precipitate a superpower showdown. The announcement that Pres. Richard Nixon would visit Moscow in spring 1972 lent an urgency and legitimacy to the nego-tiations. The final agreement essentially regulated the game of naval chicken, laying out fairly 
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				objective standards of behavior. Winkler stresses that the provisions for communication about INCSEA covenants via naval attachés (rather than via foreign affairs personnel) and annual re-view meetings were essential to the durability of the agreement.

				After the agreement was inked, Winkler demonstrates that the number and severity of inci-dents at sea declined dramatically—moving the narrative to the fourth conceptual state of the Cold War at sea. Trouble began to brew again, however, when Pres. Jimmy Carter in 1979 launched a newly aggressive Freedom of Navigation (FON) program. The INCSEA agreement only covered interactions on the high seas; consequently, in disputed zones such as the Black Sea, the rules were no longer clear. As if to intentionally antagonize the Soviets, the Reagan ad-ministration, in early 1988, dispatched two warships to exercise “innocent passage” in the waters just off the Crimean Peninsula. Both were rammed, in a precarious incident that can be watched today on YouTube. At the INCSEA annual review that summer, a Soviet admiral protested that such US operations were “unnecessarily provocative.” Vice Adm Henry Mustin, America’s repre-sentative, concurred with his Soviet counterpart and thereafter “recommended that we [the United States] back off.” In a fascinating development, the United States did just this: in an im-plicit exchange, at Jackson Hole, Wyoming, the USSR acknowledged the right to innocent pas-sage and the United States acknowledged there was no longer any need to provocatively demon-strate this right. Shortly thereafter, the Cold War was over, and INCSEA annual meetings had become almost a formality.

				The perceptive reader will at this point be wondering why this review has not yet mentioned China. The reason is: despite the title of the book—evidently added to draw interest—China remains only a short afterthought in the text. The book is also subject to more-serious criticism. Essentially, Winkler, despite his undeniable fair-mindedness, has provided a one-sided or “na-tional” history. He appears to have interviewed or corresponded with virtually every important player on the American side. Yet he uses virtually no Russian sources, not even secondary or translated sources—with the only exception being a handful of token references to articles in Morskoy Sbornik (The Russian Naval Digest). As a consequence, he leaves many questions unan-swered. Did Soviet officials agree that Americans were virtually always “in the right” vis-à-vis the “rules of the road?” Or was the belief of Soviet officials essentially parallel to that of their American colleagues—i.e., that the other side was almost always at fault? Even more intrigu-ingly, how did the Soviets envision the strategic function of incidents at sea vis-à-vis the sending of “costly signals?” As relations become tenser between the US and China today, having some grasp on the answer to both questions could provide insights valuable to understanding, and reg-ulating, maritime interactions.

				Looking forward, the agreement of the September 1989 Jackson Hole summit may be the most important episode for contemporary policy makers to rediscover. FON operations today in the South China Sea are just as provocative to China as such operations were to Russia in the 1980s. A bargain that mixed explicit acknowledgements on the part of China and implicit com-mitments on the part of the United States could be a realistic compromise that would reduce the likelihood of an incident at sea resulting in a new world war.

				Jared Morgan McKinney 

				PhD candidateS. Rajaratnam School of International StudiesNanyang Technological University (Singapore) 
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				Dragon Wings: Chinese Fighter and Bomber Aircraft Development by Andreas Rupprecht. Shepperton, UK: Ian Allan Publishing, 2013, 219 pp.

				Dragon Wings: Chinese Fighter and Bomber Aircraft Development is a history of Chinese mili-tary aircraft development, acquisition, and modification from the declaration of the People’s Re-public of China (PRC) in 1949 to the current day. Andreas Rupprecht authored multiple books and articles on Chinese aviation development and is recognized as an expert on the subject. His ability to extract information on China’s aviation industry, despite limited resources on the sub-ject, is impressive.

				Rupprecht catalogues Chinese aviation history into easily digestible sections beginning with imports and indigenous designs from first-generation to fifth-generation fighters while also de-tailing bombers, antisubmarine aircraft, and new projects such as the use of unmanned aerial ve-hicles. He astutely draws connections between aircraft development and political turmoil that plagued the PRC during the economic and technological downfalls throughout the Great Leap Forward and Cultural Revolutions. Rupprecht also highlights the importance of PRC diplo-matic relations with the Soviet Union and Russian Federation and analyzes how those relations impacted PRC acquisition of aviation technology.

				This book focuses on aircraft development and not operational successes or failures. This is recommended for someone who is interested in the aerodynamic and engine development of the PRC aviation industry and desires a clear understanding of differences and similarities of vari-ants between platforms (e.g., J-8H versus J-8F). However, the reader would have a better under-standing of the impact of aircraft development if operational performance were discussed. Some mention is made to operational intentions, but lacks a follow-through. For example, the PRC was incapable of successfully intercepting high altitude US reconnaissance aircraft during the 1960s, and efforts were made to develop an aircraft that could successfully engage aircraft like the U-2. Rupprecht goes on to mention a PRC pilot who attempted to ram the U-2 unsuccess-fully, and how ramming was later developed as a tactic, but it does not elaborate on how these tactics were employed—successfully or unsuccessfully.

				Finally, the author’s intent was to detail how China developed its aviation industry since its inception. One of the biggest surprises in the West has been the development and operational status of the J-20 fifth-generation stealth fighter. It is widely known that the PRC committed industrial espionage against the US and other Western countries to develop the J-20, but the book downplays the importance of how the Chinese acquired information illicitly about the F/A-22 or F-35 to assist in J-20 development.

				Dragon Wings is a very thorough and comprehensive catalogue of Chinese military aircraft development and details the challenges, failures, and successes of its aviation industry and is rec-ommended for anyone interested in PRC aircraft development.

				1st Lt Christopher A. Sargent, USAF

				Air Combat Command, Buckley AFB, Colorado
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